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Foreword

The translaton into English of this well known work by Allima Muhammad
Bagir as-3adr must be welcomed by those interested in contemporary
Islamie thought as well as by those concerned with the present day simarion
in the Muslim World, The writings of this author possess theological and
philosophical significance, for he is an important intellectual figure in
comternporary stamic life, a figure whose works transcend the simply
polemical and thetorical,

Too olten in present day scholarship in the West concerning whar is
usually called “fundamentalist’ or ‘revivalist’ Islam, attention is focused upon
figures and movements which are based on emotional and sentimental
reactions against the evils and injustices prevalent throughout the World,
including 43 al-Isiam. Much less attention has been paid o the intelleciual
response that has issued from cerain quarters to the challenges of
moderism, and which has sought to provide an Islamic answer not simply
by shouting slogans but by having recourze 1o the rich Islamic intellecrual
mradition and the wse of logic and reason as commanded by the Qurin and
inspired tradinonal commentaries. The book being presented here o the
Western public for the fiese time belongs o this category.

Twelve Imam Shi'ism has been fortunate in preserving to our own day not
only iti jurisprudence, theology and other religious sciences, but:also the
waditien of Islamic philosophy which reached its peak with Sadr al-Din
Shiraziin the 11th/1 7eh century, and which has produced many oustanding
fignires to this day. This philosophical school 15 at once rooted in the revealed
sources of Islam and in the dicta of the intellect. It holds logic 1o be a most
precious gift from God w man, withour falling it a ravonalism and
logicism which would deny the mranscendent and the world of the Spiric,

This philosophy, which continues to be raught in Shi‘ite madrasas, provides
the intellecual background for this and certain ather works by Allima
Muhammad Bigir as-Sadr. Already in this century one of is leading
representmives; the Allima Sayyid Muhammad Husayn Tabitabd'i, in his
Ui+t falsafa-w n'alizm, provided a scathing criticism of dialectical marerialism
based on the principles of the *philosophy of realism’ which is none other
than & growth and extension of Mulla Sadra's ‘ranscendent philnsophy (at-
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mekmal al-mutaalvya)’. This pioneering book was commented upon by one of
the Allima’s foremost students Murrada Mutahhari, who also criticized
various schools of moedem Eurapean philosophy in his works. Other
radinonal Islamic philosophers from Iran have also writen works dealing
with questions arising from Ey ropean philosophy and science from the point
of view of Islamic philosophy. An example is Knowledge by Presence by the
famaus contemporary philosopher Mahdi Ha'iri Yazdi.

Cur Philosophy belongs w this genre of whting. Although the first part is
concerned with the criticism of capitalism, socialism and communism, the
main bady of the work deals with the question of knowledge, or episiernology,
and the nature of the universe, Basing himself on the positive value and role
of logic, and drawing extensively from the Islamic philosophical wradition,
the author provides a criticism of empiricism, dialectical materfalism and
other schools of thought prevalent in the modern world. He seeks (o clear the
ground of all the thought parerns and ideologies which have crepr intwo the
Islamic world since the nineteenth century and which have eclipsed the
Istamic view of realiry based upon the supremacy of God and of knowledge
which leads o Him,

It is significant 1o note that, in contrast 1o many present day Islamic
reformers, Allima Muhammad Baqir as-5adr emphasizes ihe importance
of logic, the need for causaliry and the role of vigorous philosophical and
theological thought in being able to combar the forces of secularism and
agnosticism. His way is one based on rigour and intellecrual demonstration,
and not on appeal w0 only the external meaning of revelation butiressed by
disdain for logic and intellecrual understanding.

The author refers often s various Wesrern schools of thought, some
concerning philosophy, some psychology, and some the natural sciences. If
it is possible to detect a cermin weakness in the interpretation of Western
sources, this should properly be ascribed 1o a lack of direct access to these
sources and the imperfections of existing translations into Islamic languages
such as Arabic and Persian, Just as it is necessary o produce scholarly
translations into Western languages of Tslamic works before a corpect
undersianding of Islamic thought can be hoped for in the West, so also st
there be accurate and dependable wanslations of Western works before
Islamic scholars can gain complete mastery of Wesiern thought in order to
respond fully to it. In any case, the authenticity of the author's wradifional
philosophical and theological knowledge amply compensates for any
shortcoming in this direction,

Our Philssophy has been an influential and widely read book in the Arab
world, but its ranslation inte English has not been an easy task because of the
technical nature of the prose. The translator has sought to remain close to the
Arabic text and as faithful 1o the form and technical nature of the work 2s
possible, sometimes at the expense of the quality of the English rendition.
However, zhe is o be congratulated on the overall success of this diffcult
sk, The Muhammadi Trust must also be thanked for having made this well
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known work available to English speakers,

In the present struggles within various Islamic countries, and berween the
Islamnic world and rhe West, no viroaes are more tmely, and ar the same time
mare lacking, than clear and lucid rhnughl, deliberation, 0hjl:.‘-l'l'i‘l-"i1‘y and
impartiality within the world created by the Qur'anic revelation, virtes
which have always characterized authentic Islamic thought. The present
book belongs o that small category of contemporary works which have
sought to preserve many of these characteristics, It therefore deserves o be
studied as an important document which reveals certain significant aspects of
contemparary lslamic intellecwal life and the type of response that the
present onslaught of the West has elicited from an important school of
thought in the Islamic world, a world which, despite all the happenings of the
past wo Centurics, still remains alive, boch Spltitl.li:!“!}" and intellecoually.

Seyyed Hossein MNasr,
George Washinglon University,
Washinglon, D.C.



Translator’s Imtroduction

Muhammad Baqir Ibn as-Sayyid Haidar 1bn Isma'il as-Sadr, a scholar, a
religious leader, a teacher and a political figure, was bom in Eazimain,
Baghdad, in Iraq in 1350 A.H. (A.D. 1931),

He came from an old and well-known religious family that had produced a
number of prominent figures in Iraq, Iran and Lebanon. Take, for example,
the following:

{1) Sayyid Sadr ad-Din as-Sadr, who was amaja’ (a supreme referral authority
in Shi'a affairs) at Qum,

(2} Muhammad as-Sadr, who was one of the religious leaders who played an
important role in the Iragi revolution against the British that was organized
and fought mostly by religious leaders who succeeded in defearing Britain,
He also founded Haras al-Istiglal (Independence CGuards),

{8) Musa as-5adr, who was the leader of Shi'as in Lebanon.

At the age of four, Muhammad Bagir as-Sadr lost his father, and was
brought up by his religious mother and elder brother, Isma'il, whowas alsoa
known muftahid in Iraq - a mugtahid is a highly learned person, one who has
atained the highest level among Muslim theologians. It is said that
Muhammad showed signs of genius early in life. When he was ten, he was
delivering lectures on Islamic history, as well as on some other aspects of
Islamic culture. He was capable of comprehending difficult theological
issues even without any assistance from a teacher. At eleven, he took up the
study of logic, and wrote a book in which he criticized philosophers. And at
thirteen, his brother taught him ‘sl im al-figh (the fundamentals of the
science of the principles of Islamic law, consisting of the Qur'dn, the Tradition,
the consensus and analogy). At around sixceen, he moved to an-Najaf in
pursuit of better education in the various Islamic branches. Around four
years later, he wrote an encyclopedia on ‘il Ghiyat al-Fikr ff al-Usitl [The
Liltimate Thought in ‘Usil), OF this work, only one volume was published. When
he was twenty-five, he taught bahth khiryf (the final stage of ‘upid). He was then
younger than many of his students, He also taughe figh (the Islamic law). It is
worth mentioning also that at the age of thirty, he was declared 2 mugtahid.

In his works, he attacked marerialistic dialectics, and advocated instead the
Islamic concept of distinguishing truth from error. He wrote extensively on
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Islamic economics, and was ofien consulied by varous Islamic organizatons,
such as the Islamic Bank for Development.

He advocated an organized Islamic movement, a centralized parry that
rould work with the various units in the Islamic nadon- o bring about
desirable social change. He was the father of Hizb al-Da'wa al-1slamiyya (the
islamic Call Party), Politics, he mught, is 2 pan of lslam, He called upon
Muslims to recognize the rich legaoy of Islam and to detach themselves from
any external influences, especially those of capitalism and Marxism, He
urged Muslims o wake up from their slumber and realize thar by avempting
o sprca.ri their ideology i the Muslim world, the imperialists were
aemprng to kil Islamic ideology. Muslims must stand together in
opposition o such interference in their social, economic and politcl systems.

Because of his politcal conviciions and reachings, which led him
condemn the Ba'th regime m Irag as standing against human righes and
Islam, Avat al-Lah. Bagir as-Sadr, was arrested and aken from an-Majaf o
Baghdad. He was then released but only o be rearresied in an-Majaf in June
1979, His sister, Bint al-Huda, who was also a scholar in Islamic theology,
organized a protest against the arrest of a supreme referral authonigy. A
numiber of other protests against the imprisonment of as-Sadr were also
orgagmized m, and oueside, Irag. This may have coneributed w his release
fram jail. However, he was keptunder house arrest for nine months. Tension
between him and the Ba'th Parry connued to grow. He issued a fafwa {3
juridical searernent| that it was dard (prohibived, unlawful) for a Muslim to
join the unislamic Ba'th Parry, On April 5, 1980, he was arcested once again
and wansferred to Baghdad, He and his sister, Bint al-Huda, were
imprisoned and executed three days later, Thelr bodies were wransferred o,
and buried in. an-Najal, Mystery surrounded their death. Many questions
were rased, as, for example, the inendon behind the execution and the
wdeniity of those who directed the operaton. But these questions lie beyond
the stope of this intreduction,

Bacpir as-Sade made many contribacdons w papers and journals, He also
wrote 2 number of honoks, rnn'inl}-' 0T ECOnOTHNS, :i-.‘u'iulugy, Lhmlﬁg}' and
phulosophy, The best-known of these books are the tollowing: | 11 Al Falwa al-
Wadiha (The Clear Farway; (2) Manbuf as-3adbin [The Path of the Righteous)
[this represents a modern view of mase iy, (3) Ipfeadund [Our BEeongmy) (this
consists of two volumes and 15 a devailed discussion of Tslamic economics and
an attack on hoth capitalisen and commumism; (4 al-Madvara al-Idamiyya
[The fslamic School); (5) Ghipet ofFekr ff al-Usal (The Uldmare Thought in
Usil); 16) Ta'fipgdr ‘el elAsfir (Commentare on the four books of Mullah
Sadra's Journeys); (7) Mondh' ol Quidra § Dawlal al-fidan (Sources of Power in
the Tslamic State] (the author claims in this hook thar an Eslamic stace must be
established according (o shira, for this is the only way o ensure the rule of
ol oncarth); () AlTrsdn el-Mu'Gor wal-Maurhesdfs ai-Liyimd ‘tom [ The Modern
Human Being and the Sooal Problem); (9 A8 Band al-Sdamny (The 1slamic
Bank); {10y Durds 7 e ad-Uslid [Lectures on the Soence of the Principle of
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Uslamic lawy, (1) al-Mursil wer-Rasil war Risdta (The Sender, the Messenger
and the Message); (12} Akkam al-Hap [The Rules of PFilgrimage): 115 al- Uipe of
Mantigive (i-fstigra (Logical Foundations of Induction); and [14) Faleafanng
[Qur Philosophy),

Inthe prologue to Gur Phitosaphy, the author decls res that this work 15 a par
of & series intended 1 address the issues related o the universe and ro life
from the point of view of Islam. But whether diie to his untimely dearh or 10
some other reason, the series was nor completed. In the present volume, the
claim is made that neither capitalism nor corumunlsm i rapable of offering
real comfort and happiness to a human being. The oniy sysiem capahle of
doing so s the Islamic one.

After a long introduction in which the flaws and disadvanuages of
@pualism and materialism are wentoned. and the truths and benefie of
Islam are pointed out, the author divides the work mro two main parts. In the
first, an aumempt is made 10 show tha reason alone is the crieenon of
knowledge, Even empirical knowledie has © relv on reason in the lase
analysis. The second part consisis of five chaplers. Chaprer | is a discussion
of the main philosophical notions and che conflices and rensions anong
them. Chapter 2 concentraies on the dialectical method, whick is the basis of
modern materialism. Chaprer % treais of the philosophical nouons of the
world that the laws of cawsality offer. In this ok apter, itis also poimted our thay
a number of philosophical doubs have arisen a3 a result of recent scientific
developments. Chapter 4 deals with one of the most significant paints of
disagreement between marerialism and thealogy - namely, whether it is God
ar matter that is the source and sustiner of the universe. And finally,
Chaprer 5 is a study of another point of conflict berween materialism and
theology - namely, thar of knowledge. In this study, the author draws upun
the various sciences, including the philosaphical, the physiological and rhie
ps¥chological.

With regard w0 this manslation, it should be mentoned thae we
encountered difficulty with regard 1o the references given by the author,
many of which are mcomplete. Because works used by the author were noy
avzilable, and because rranslation was teuired to be prepared within a short
period of time, we were unable 1w supply the mussing informacion,

An attesmpt has been madde in this rranstaton nor only to gve the meaning
intended by the author - something thar we hope 1o have done fathiully -
but also w convey this meanitg in alucid fashion tiar makes it accessible 1o
the Western reader. This was by no means an easy ask. A number of non-
esseniial changes had w0 be adopted, meluding that of division inre
paragraphs and changes of puncruation, nclading guoation and paren-
thetical marks. In a number of places, expressions were added 1o the text
cither to fill a gap or 1o render the meaning clearer, and are marked Ly
brackets, Page numbers of the original text are enclosed in parentheses within
the text, At times, it was NCCESSETY [0 give & reading differen from that given
in the text. But in all such cases, the orginal text is cited in 4 fooimoes,
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Prologue’

In the name of God, the Conpassionate, the Mercifull

After the Muslim world fell into the hands of colonialists, a stream of Western
thought based on these colonialists' cultural principles and notions
concerning the universe, life, and society swept through it. This helped
colonialism gin continuous ideological expansion in the baule it launched
to abolish the existence of the Muslim nation and the secret of jts nobility of
descent represented in Islam.

Subsequenty, other waves of Western trends of thought, as well 28 Western
culural notions arrived in the Muslim land that had been forcibly scized, in
order to compete with other notions thar had preceded them o the scene.
Thus, at the expense of the Muslim nation, a struggle began between the
newly arriving notions and the narion’s proper intellectual and polidcal
existence,

It was necessary tha Islam make its point on the bartleground of this bitter
struggle. It was also necessary that its point be strong and profound, evident
and clear, complete and comprehensive af the universe, life, the humankind,
society, the state and the system; so thar the Muslim naton would have the
opportunity to declare on this bartdeground God's word — advocaring it and
calling upon people w abide by it, as this nation has done from the dawn of
its grear history,

This book is nothing but a part of God's word. n ir, the problem of the
universe is treated as it must be rreated in the light of Islarn. In the tollowing
volumes, Islam secks the completion of its splendid erearment of the various
problems of the universe and of life.

Translator's Notes are indicated in the text by numbers in walic,

Author's original notes are indicated in the text by roman numerals, The
author did not supply publicarion dasa for many of the works referred 1o in
his notes.

I This translation is based on Falsafatund by Muhammad Bagir as-5adr, 1 0th edn.,, Dar
at-Ta'druf, Beirur, 1950,
2 Translator's note: such as Our Society,
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The Nature of This Work

Our Philosophy is a collection of aur basic notons concerming the world and
our way of considering it. For this reason, the book, with the exception of the
Introduction, is divided into rwo mvestigations: one concerned with the
theory of knowledge, and the uther, with the philosophical nodon of dhe
world,

The mask of the first investgation undertaken by this work can he
summarized as follows:

I To provide evidence for the |soundness of] rational logic which asserts that
the rational method of thought is sound, and that the mind - as jt is
equipped with necessary knowledge prior o experience — is the primary
criterion of human thought, There can be no philosophical or a scentific
thought that does not submiz te this general criterion. Even the EXperience
that erpiricises claim to be the prmary criterion is not in redlity anything
but an instrumem for applying the rational criterion, The experiential
theory cannor dispense with the rarional Ireasure,

2. T study the value of human knowledge, and to show that one can admit
that knowledge has & jtruc] value on the bass of rational logic, and not on
the basis of dialectical logic which cannot give knowledge a true value,
Qur basic purpose in this investigation is to determine the book’s method

in the second investigarion, since the positing of a general noton COnCerning

the world depends, in the first place, on determinin g the principal method of
thoughe, the general criterion of rrue knowledge, and the extent of (p. §) the

value of tue knowledge. That is why the first investgation is in fact a

preparatory discussion for the second, The second investigation of the work

is the basic investigation, to which we would like 10 direct the reader's
aention In paricular.

The discussion of the second nvestigarion runs into five parts. In the fira
part, we present the philosophical notions in conflict and their identificarions.
We will also offer some dlarification of these notions.

In the second part, we will take up the dialectic, since it is the besi-known
method on which modern materialism rests today. Thus, we will study
objectively and in deuail all the major ideas of the dialectic that were
formulared by Hegel’ and Karl Marx? the vwo dialectic philosophers.



In the third part, we will study the principle and laws of causality that
govern the world, as well as the comprehensive philosophical explication of
the world thar causality offers us, We will also treat a number of philosophical
doubs that have emerged in light of recent sciendfic developments.

From there, we will move to the fourth part [concerning| matter and God.*
This discussion relates o one of the final sages of the conflior berween
materialism and theology, so that we can form our theological notion of the
world in light of the philosophical laws and the various natural and human
SCICTOES.

In the final part, we will study one of the most significant philosophical
problems - namely, that of knowledge - which constitutes an important area
of conflict berween materialism and metaphysics, The discussion is treated
an philosophical grounds and in light of the various sciences that are related
tor the subject, be they natural, physiological or psychological. '

This is 2 general, comprehensive outling of the book. It is now in your
hands as a resule of ten months of successful efforts that led to s production
in the present form. | greatly hope thatitwill carry out faithfully and sincerely
something of the holy message. (p. 9} I ask the dear reader to study the
investgations of this work in an objective fashion, with complete con-
centration and reflectinn, basing his judgement, whether for it or against it,
on the precise philosophical and scientific criteria available to him, and not
on desires and cmotions. Further, | do not wish to have him read the book as
he would read a play or a kind of intellecrual or literary luxury. The book is
not a play, a lierary piece, or an intellecrual lusury. Rather, at heart, it s
[concerned with| the problems of reflective human beings.

My success is only from God on Whom | have relied and to Whom |
eS0T,

An-Najaf al-Ashraf, RabT ath-Thani, 29, 1379 A H., Muhammad Baqgir as-
Sadr,

¥ Af-ma vifiz ag-sakihe, Butis it not redundane w speak of mue knowledge? 15 there such
a thing as false knowledge, for example?

1 Georg Wilhelm Fricdrich Hegel, German philosopher (1770-1331), He taught that
the rational is the real, and the real is the rational. Opposites are essenual elements of
change, as Heraclitus had believed. The pattern of change mkes the form of triads:
thesis, antithesis and synthesis. His beseknown works ares The Phensmenalogy of Mind
(1807), Science of Lagic (1812 16), Encyclopedia of Philosapky (1817}, The Phaiuseply of Right
{E420). His students’ noves funcgoned as the basis For bis lectures on the philosophy
of history and the philosaphy of religion which were published posthumously.

# Karl Marx (18 16-83). Marx began his intellectual life as alefc Hegelian. In 1844, he
became a polidcal aceivist, a known radical igure and a friend of Friedrich Engels. His
friendship with Engels led to their joint work, The Mandfests of the Communist Fariy

2



{1848). The first volume of his other important werk, Capital, was published in
1859,

4 Al-maddg aw ol4dh fmarer or Caod), In chis chaprer, the author tries to determine
whether it is matter or God that is the primiary cavse of the world.
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Introduction: The Soctal Issue

The world problem that preoccupies human thought twoday and ouches its
core reality is that of the secial system, This problem can be summed up in
the endeavour to give the mose rruthlul answer o the following question;
“Which system is good for human beings and provides them with a happy
social life2*

Naturally, this problem occupies an important position, and is, with
its complexity and variety of kinds of efforts for solving it, 2 source of danger
for humankind iwself. This is so because the system is an aspect of the consid-
cratien of human life and affeces the innermost scructure of its existence.

This problem is deeply rooted in the disant times of human history.
Mankind has confronted ivever since it arose in acual social life, | Primitive]
communal human [living] hegan exemplified in a number of individuals
Joined together, united by common relations and bonds, But these relations,
which were formed 1o satisfy the requirements of instiner and THALLTE, WETE, 25
amarter of fact, in need of guidance and organization. Itison the basis of the
extent of harmony between such organizarion and human reality and welfare
that the stability and happiness of society depend,

This problem has driven humanity to plunge into 2 long struggle in the
ideological and political fields, and into different kinds of conflicts, and of
various intellectual doctrines {p. 12) that seek w establish and construct the
social edifice, as well as wo formulate its designs and to posit its principles,
This is a delicate scruggle full of tragedies and injustice, and overflowing with
laughter and tears, Happiness and misery were linked wogether in it All of
this was due to the expressions of deviation and estrangement from the
proper social condition that were represented in |various] social forms. Were
it not for Mlashes of light that shone at certain moments in the histary of this
planct, human society would have been living in constant misery, and
continuously swimming in overwhelming waves.

We do not wish at the present to discuss fall] the aspects of the human
struggle in the social field. Itis notour purpose in this study to write a history
of human misery and environments in which fora long fime humankind has
experienced vacillation in forrune. Rather, we wish to accompany mankind
in its present reality and in the objectives it has atained. By so doing, we
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know the end 1o which humankind's march must lead, and the natural shore
roward which the ship unavoidably pushes its way, and then, anchors at its
|side]; so that it anains peace and goodness, and returns 1o a stable life full of
justice and happiness, after 2 long painful struggle, and wide rravels to
various poines, in different directions,

The Sodal Schools of Thought

The most nnportant social schools of thought that pervade general human
thought today, and thar are ideologically or politically in conflict among each
other, according o the relevance of their social existence to the lives of
human beings are four in number: (1) the capicalistic democratic system; (2)
the socialistic systern: {3) the communistic system (p. 15); and (4) the Islamic
system.

Twi of these four sysiems partition the world woday. The capitalistic
democratic system forms the basis of government for a large region of the
earth, while the comimunistic system prevails in another large region. Each of
these two svsierns enjoys great political stature thar protects it in s conflict
with the other, and that arms it in the gigannc batde that its heroes fight w
seize the leadership of the warld and unily the sodal system in it.

Regarding the communistic and Islamic systems, they are in actuality
purely ideological. However, the Islamic system was tried as one of the mast
magnificert and successful social systems: After that, it was crippled when
the scene became beeelt, or almost bereft, of principled leaders, The atiernpe
continued at the hands of people who neither crmbraced lslam nor felt the
clation of its spirit and substance. Thus, it failed 10 stand defiant and w0
continue. Henee, the Tslamic soucure was desoroyed. [With this], the Islamic
system continued, |cherished] as an idea in the mind of the Islamic nation, 4s
a docrine in the hearts of Muslims, and a3 2 hope secking realization by the
struggling Muslim children.

As for the communistic systern, it is an idea that has notyerbeen fully tried.
Rather, ar the present. its leaders attemnpt to prepare for it the |proper] social
armosphere which they failed to apply when they seized power. Then they
proclaimed the socialistic system and applicd it as a step toward real
COMIMUIST.

Now, what concerns us abourt these systems? For what position must we
devote our lives, and toward the shore of which position must we steer the
ship? [p. 14}

i Capilalistic Demacracy |
Let us begin with the capitalistic democratic system, This system puts an end
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toakind of injustice in economic life, 1o dictatorial rule in political life, and to
the stagnation of the church and iis ideational life. Capitalistic

tightened the reins of power and influence for a new group of rulers that
replaced earlier ones, and adopted the same social role played by their
predecessors, but used 3 pew style.)

Capitalistic democracy is based on unlimited confidence in the individual,
and in the fact that the individual's personal interests natwrally ensure the
intevests of society in various areas. The idea of such a staic is that it seeks w
protect the individuals and their personal interssis, Therefore, it is not
permissible for it o go bevond the limits of this purpose in its activities and
in the fields of its operations. The capitalistic democratic system can be
summed up in the declaration of the four types of freedom: political
freedom, economic freedom, ideational fresdom and individual freedom,

Polirical freedom diceates thar the words of every individual be heard, and
that his evaluation of the general life of the nation be respected, fas in) laying
down the naton's plans in its legislation,” and in assigning the puwers
entrusted with its defense, This is because the social systemn of a nadon and it
ruling organizaton is a marer direcdy related to the life of every one of its
individuals and has a2 grear influence on his happiness or iisery. It is,
therefore, natural thar every individual has the righr 1o participate in
constructing the system and government,

If the social condidan is, a7 we have already stated, a mauer of life and
death and a mauer of happiness and soisery for the citizens to whom the laws
and general systems anc applied, it iz then also nawral not w evolve s
responsibility upon an indiddual or a specilic group (p. 15) of individuals,
regardless of circumstance, as long a5 there is no individual above emotions
and errors because of his unblemished intentions and his weighty mind.

Ttis necessary, therefore, w0 advocare complet equality of political rights
amoeng all citizens; for all citizens are equally subject to the effecis of social
condidons, and equally submir 1o the requirements of legal and execurive
powers. It is on the basis of this [equality| thae the rght w vote and the
principle of a general election were established. These ensure that the ruling
onganization, in all its powers and members, comes from the majority of
citizens,

Economic freedom relies on confidence in a free economy, and is
determined to open all channels [of opporounity] and to prepare all fields, In
the economic field the citizen is permitied ownership” of both consumption
and production. This productive ownership, from which capital is formed, is
available ro all people equally, without limitation or reseriction, and 'to all of
them equally, Thus, every individual has the full freedom 1o pursue any
approach and o ake up any path for acquiring, enlarging and multiplying
his wealth in accordance with his personal interests and benefits,

Some of the defenders of rthis kind of ceonemic freedom make the
following claims. Firsdy, the laws of political economy that are naturally
concordant with general principles insure the happiness of sodery and the
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retention of its economic balance, $econdly, personal interest, which is a
strong incentive and a real goal of the individual in his work and activity, is
the best insurance of the general social welfare. Thirdly, the competition that
mkes place in the free market as a result of producers and merchants
exercising their equal right to economic freedom is alone sufficient for
realizing the spirit of justice and fairness in the various contracts and deals,
Thus, natural cconomic laws almost mechanically intervene - for example,
1o conserve the normal price level, Thar is, if the price becomes higher than
its normal and just limits, the demand falls, in accordance with the natural
law thax dictates that a rise in price affects the fall in demand, and that the fall
in demand leads, in turn, (p. 16} 1o a lowenng of the price, in order that
another narural law is satisfied, The fall in demarid persists in this fashion,
until it brings the price down to its previous level, With this, deviation is
eliminated [in the long run].

Personal interest always requires the individual to think of ways to increase
and impsove production, while decreasing its cost and expenses. This fulfills
the interest of society, when at the same time it is also considered semething
proper wo the individual.

Competition naturally requires the fixing of the prices of goods and the
salaries of employees and sevvice personnel justly, and free from wrongdoing
and prejudice. For every salesman or producer is weary of raising the price of
his goods or lowering the salaries of his employees, because others, including
salesmen and producers are competing against him,

Idearional freedom dictates that people must have a lite-of ideological and
doerrinal freedom. That is, they must be able w think in any manner that they
see fir and that appeals to their intellecis; and uphold whatever [views| they
have arrived ar as a result of theirown efforts or the inspiration of their desirves
and inclinations, withour bring hampered by the government Italso dictates
the freedom of cxpressing one’s thoughts and docrines and of defending
one's points of view and interpretatons.

Individual freedom expresses the liberafion of the personal conduct of a
human being from various kinds of pressures and limitations, Thus, he has
ronteol over his will and it development in acvordance with his own desires,
regardless of the complications and consequences that may oocur asa result
of his exercise of this power over his personal conduct, as long as his power
does ot conflict with others” powers over their conducr. Hence, the final
lirnit on the individual freedom of everyone is the freedom of others. Thus,
untess the individual misuses this kind of feeedom, hewill net be harmed by
biwving in any manner he pleases, and pursuing the various habirs, traditions,
slogans and rituals that he seeks to enjoy, because it is @ mauer of his
existerice, his presens and his future. As long as be hay this existence, lie has
the power to manage noas he wishes

Religious freedom in the opinion of capitalism thar calls for it is nothing but
{p. 1 7) an cxpression of ideational freedom in its docwinal tform, and of the
individual freedam in the practical form, thais related eo slogans and conduct,
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One can conclude from this exposition that a midjor ideslogical point in
this system is that, as mentioned, the interests ot society are embodied in the
interests of individuals. Thus, the individual is the basis on which the social
system must be established. The good staue is that organizadon that can be
used for the service and for the sake of the individual, ane that is 2 strong
instrument for preserving and protecting his interests,

These are the basic principles of capilistic demecracy due to which a
number of revolutions have occurred, and for whose sake many people and
nations struggled under leaders who, whenever they spoke of this new
system and cnumerated it advantages, it was {as though| they described the
heavens with its paradise and its happiness, as well as the liberty, well-being,
dignity and richness thart it promises.

Later on, a number ol amendments were added w this kind of democracy,
but they did not affect its innermost substance. Rather, it continued with its
most important principles and fundamentals.

The Materialistic Tendency in Capitalivm

It is clear thar this social systemn js a purely materialistic svstem that prople
adopted, separaring themselves from their source and final end, and limiting
themselves to the beneficial side of their material life. People adopred” [this
system| along these lines.

But this system, which was ar the same rime full of a tyranmical materialistic
spiTi, was not established on a materialistie philasophy of lite and a detailed
study of it. Life in the social atmosphere of this system was separated from
any relation external to the limits of material things and benefits. However,
setting up this system did not assume 2 complete philosophical compre-
hension of this process of separation. 1 do not mean by this that the world did
not have schools of the materialistic philosophy and defenders of it. Indeed,
an advent of the {p. 18) materialistic tendency resuleed from the influence of
the empirical menwlity thar had prevailed ever since the Industrial
Revolution.” Its prevalence was due firstly to the intellecrual spirit of doubt
and confusion that was caused by the change in opinion concerning a
number of notions that were considered amaong the clearest and most sound
truths;® and secondly the spirit of rebellion and anger against the alleged
religion that caused thoughis and intellects to siagnate, appealed o wrong-
doing and power, and supported social corruption in every batle it waged
againsi the weak and the persecuted,® p- 19

These three factors helped materialism arise in many Western mentalives,
All of this is true, but the capitalistic system does not center on a materialistic
philosophical notion of life. This is a contradiction and a Failu re; for the sodial
consideration of life is linked to the reality of life, and is not cast in 2 sound
form unless it is established on a ceneral basis thar explicares life, its reality
and its limits. The capitalistic system lacks this basis. It involves in its
innermost spirit deceit and misguidance, speed and impatience, since it
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freezes the acwal sitwanon of life, and studies the social conditions in
isolation  [from it This iy o, in spite of the fact that the essence of the
ideological standard for the system |was| from the very beginning defined by
its view of the realiry of life thar supplics sociery with social material - chis
being rhe relatons exchanged among people - of the method of i
understanding this reality, and of discovering ies secrets and valwes. Thus, if
humankind existed on this planet duc o the skill of a poverning and
protecrive power who knew of their secrers and mysterious affaies, their
expressions and details of their lives, and took charge of organizing and
ruiding chem, it is then natoral that in orientation and style of living, they
would subanit 1o this crearive power, since it is more disceming of their
affairs, more knowledgeable of their reality and with loftier intentions, and is
more moderare than they are.

Furthier, if this fimired Life is the beginning of an arempe o reach an erernal
lifee that proceeds from this present one, is colored by s siyle, and has
standards thar depend on the degree of moderation and lofiness shown in
this life, then 1iis narural to organize the present life m away |befittimg] to the
mitial stage of a life free from destruction. and o establish it on both spirinual
and marerial principles,

Hence, the issue of faith in God and life’s origin in Him is nota purely
intellectual issus unrelated vo life and isolated from the ficlds of life, nor isit
something for which separate methods and rules must be enacted, while
lgnoring and secting aside the issue of life. Rather, it is an issue related to the
mind, 1o the heart and o life wgether

Capitalistic democracy iell offers evidence for the relation of faith to hite
{p. 200 1 the ides that this system is presented on faith in the abzence of an
individual or 2 group of individuals who have atained a cortain degree of
infallibiliy with sespece 1o their inendons, inclinations, opinions and
inierpreations that makes it possible w enerust them with the social affairs [of
the people| and to rely on them for establishing a good life for the pation. But
there 15 mo room for this basis jof faih|, nor does it make any sense, except ifit
is grounded in a purely matenalistic philosophy that does not admit the
possibiliy that the system proceeds from anything other than a limited
human mind,

Thus, the capitalistc systern is materialisdc in every sense of the term. [t
either internalizes materialism, while lacking the courage 1o declare ies being
linked o it and based on it; or it is ignorant of the extent of the natural link
between the acal and social sinsations of life. Due 1o this, capitalistic
democracy is devoid of the philosophy on which every social system must
rest, In a word, it is 2 materialistic system, even though it is not based on a
clearly oudined marerialistic philosophy.

The Position of Ethies in Relation fo Capetalism
Because the capitalistic system was filled with the spirit of materialism,



morality was removed from the picture. It was nowhere to be found in the
systermn. Put more correctly, its notions and criteria underwent a change. The
individual interest was declared as the highest objective, and all kinds of
freedorm as means for fulfilling thar kind of interest. This resulted in most of
the severe trials, carastrophes, iragedics and misformunes that the modern
world has expericnced.

Supporers of capimlistic democracy may defend this system’s PeTspective
on the individual and his personal intereses by saving that the individual's
aim is in ieself a fulfillment of the social imterast, and the resules thar mo rality
achieves by its spiritual principles are achieved in a capitalistic democratic
society, yet not by way of morzlity, but by way of having and serving
individual morives. For when a human being performs a social service {p-21),
he also fulfills 2 personal inreress, since he 15 a part of the sociew for whose
sake he works. Moreover, when he rescues the life of an individual in danger,
he, too, derives a benefit from that, since the [redeemed] living individual will
pedorm a service for the social organization. Thus, the rescuer regaing a
portion of this service, Henee, the personal motive and beneficial sense are
sufficient for providing and securing the social interests since, in the last
analysis, these interests are reduced to personal interests and individua!
benefits.

This defense is closer to vivid imaginarion than to evidence. Imagine for
yourself: il the practical eriterion in life for every individual in the nation were
the fulfillment, on the largest scale and for the longest term, of his benefics
and personal interests, and if the state provided dhe individus! with freedom,
glorified him without reservation or lirnit, how would these individuals
define social action? Further, how couid the linkage of social welfare o the
individual suffice for direciing an individual t the acnons called for by
ethical values when many of these actions do not benefit the individual? if,
on the other hand, i happens that such actions involve some benefit to the
individual] since he is 2 member of society, that slight benefit, which is not
grazped by a human being except by means of analytical scrutiny, is ofien
rivaled by the absence of immediate beniefits or personal interests that find
their assured attainment in freedom, Thus, the individual abolishes any
ethical scheme or spiritual consideration for their sake.

The Tragediss of the Capitalistic Syetem
If we wished to present the links in the chain of social iragedies thar resuloed
from this system, which is neither well studied, nor philosophically based,
there would be no room for doing 50 in the space designated for the present
discuszion, Because of this, we will [only] make a brief allusion o this
point.

The first of these links is the following. The majority governed the
minority, their visal interests and affairs, Political freedom mesnt that the
majority had the prerogadive to lay down the system and its laws (p. 22), a3
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well as their management. Let us imagime that the group which represents the
nation's majoriry seizes the reins of power and legislation, and adopts the
capitalistic democratic memtality which is purely materialistic in irs
oricnration, inclinavons, purposes and desires. What then would be the face
of the other group? Or what life would you expect for the minovity under
laws legislared with the majority and the preservation otits ingerests in mind?
Would it be strange for the majority 1o legislate laws, particularly in light otits
own welfare, 10 neglear the welfare of the minority, and w wrn toward
fulfilling its desires in a manner unjust to others? Then who would preserve
the minoriry's vital structure, and defend it against injustice, if personal
interest is the [sole| concern of every individual, and if the majority's social
mentality lacks the norion of spiritual and moral values? It is natuzal that
under [this| systemn, the despetic rule condnues as before, and that the
phenomena of manipulation and neglect of the rghts and interests of others
persist in the social atmosphere of this system as they did in the old social
aimosphere. Put briefly, the difference [betwzen the present and the old
systemns] is that neglect of human dignity arose [in the older systems| because
of individuals in the nation; while in the present system, it arises because of
groups that represent majorities in relanon w minerites. [But| the rotality jof
these minorities] constintes a large number of people,

I wish the matter ended there. [Had it not gone beyond thar] the ragedy
would have been less and the stage would have witnessed more laughter than
tears. However, e marer became more grave and intense afier that, when
the econamic issue arose in this system Thus, it determined rhe economic
freedom along the lines discussed earlier, It allowed various methods and
kinds of [acquiring] wealth, regardiess of how exorbitant the wealth is, and
regardless of how deviant itis in its methods and reasons. Tt also gecurcd the
realization of whar it had advecated ar the samme time as the world witnessed a
great industrial revolution, and when science became the product of the
birth of the machine thar changed the face of indusury and swept away
manual labor and the like. Thus, bountiful wealth came to {p. 23} a minority
of the nation’s individuals who were given the opportunity to utilize the
modern means of production’ and who were supplied by unlimited
capitalistic freedom that provided sufficient assurances for exploiting these
means of production and benefiting from them toa great extent, as well as for
destroying many groups in the nation whose industry was swept away amd
whose lives were shaken by the steam engine, and who found no way to stand
steadfast in the face of this storm, as long as the lords of modern industries
were armed by economic freedom and the rights to the glorified freedom of
these industries. The scene became the sole province of an clite of the lords of
industry and production, The middle class became smaller and grew closer
1o the general lower class. This lefr the destroyed majority at the mercy of that
elite whase thoughits and considerations were consistent with the capitalistic
democratic method only. It was natural for this wealthy elite to withhold
compassion and charity from this large group of people, in order to keep
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themn in the abyss and deny them a share in the elite's own exorhitant profits,
Why should the elite not do so, as long as the ethical criteria are benefic and
pleasure; as long as the state secures for themn absolute freedam of 2 ction; and
as long as the capitalistic democratic system has no room for a moral
philasaphy of life and its specific concepts?

The issue must, therefore, be studied in 2 manner inspired by this system,
These powerful persons exploit the majority’s need for them, and their life
supports. Thus, those who were capable were required o work in the eliee's
fields and factorics for an exrrermn ely long time, and for salaries sufficient only
for the necessities of life.

This is the pure reasoning of benefit, It was natusal for the elite 1o adopt i,
thus dividing the nation into agroup ofimmense wealth and a majoriry in the
deep abyss.

Here, the political right of the narion is ervstallized once again in a different
form. Even though equality of political nghts amang individual citizens, for
cxample, was not erased from tie records of the system, nevertheless, atter
such trermors, it was nothing other than 3 figment af the IMAgInation or a
mere thought, For when economic freedom records the results thar we have
presented, it leads 1o the abominable division (P 24}, mendoned ahove,
Further, it would itself be in control of the sirsation and of the reins of power,
and would overcome the polirical freedom confronting it. Thus, by virtue of
its economic position regarding society, its ca pacity for utilizing every means
of propaganda, and jis ability 10 buy defenders and aids, tle capialistic
group has the upper hand aver key positons' in the nadon, It assumes power
in order 1o exploit it for its own welfare and for the pursuit of its aims,
Legislation and the social system come under the control of capitalism when,
according to democratic notions, they are the right of the nation as a whaole.
Thus, in the last analysis, capitalistic democracy is reduced to rule by a
privileged minority, and to power used by a number of individuals o proect
their existence ar the expense of others. This they do by means of the benefic
mentality which they derive from capitatistic democraric thought,

We arrive now at the most abominable link in the ragedy played by this
system. Those gendemen in whose hands the capitalistic democratic system
places full power and 0 whom it supplies every force and capacity, will
extend their vision - inspired by the mentality of this system - 1o wider
horizons. Also, inspired by their welfare and aims, they will feel in need of
new areas of power. Two reasons account far this, First, the availability of
production depends on the extent of the availahility and abundance of raw
materials, Thus, he who has a large share of such maredals also has
productive capacities that are large and strong, Such materials are spread all
over the vast, God-given earth, 1 is neCCssary t obiain them, it is necessary
o control the land that has them, in order to absorb and exploit them,

Second, the intensity and strength of the movement of production -
motivated, on the one hand, by the protecion of profit and, on the other
hand, by the fall in the standard of living of many citizens due to the
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miterialistic ambitions of the capicalistic group and its dominadon over the
rights of the gencral public through their self-interested methods which
make the citizens incapabile of [p. 25) purchasing and consuming products -
create big producers who are greatly in need of new markets w sell the
surplus products existing in the markets. Finding such new markets means
thinking of a new country, Thus, the issue is studied with a purely matenial-
istic nentality, Teis narural for such a mentalivy whose systemn is not based on
spiritual and moral values, and whose social doctrines admit fio ends except
those thar bring pleasure to this limited life in various defights and objects of
desire, 1o see in these two reasons a jusuficaton or a logical formula for
assaulting and dishonoring peaceful countries, in order to control their fawe
and their large naural resources. and o exploir their wealth w promote
surplus products. All of this is reasonable and penmissible, according 1o the
notion of individual interests on which the capitalisic system and the free
reonomy are based. Frodh there, gigantic materialism proceeds o raid and
fight, 1o restrict and shackle, 10 eolonize and exploir in order w please the
appetites and ro satishy the desires.

Reflect on how much the human race has suffered from the calamities of
this systern due to its materalistic spirit, form, tactics and purposes, This is
so, even though i does not center on 4 well-defined philosophy which is in
agreement with that spirit and form, and concordant with such tactics and
purposes, as we have pointed our,

Estimate for yourself the lot of a society esablished on the basis of this
system and its conceptions of happiness and stability. In this sociery, murual
lave and confidence, real inercy and compassion, as well as all good, spiricual
tendencies are totally absent. Thus, in it the individual lives feching that he is
responsible for himsell alone, and thar he is endangered by any interests of
others that may clash with his. Itis as if he is engaged in 2 consant siruggle and
a contnuous fight, equipped with no weapons other than his personal powers,
and provided with no purposes other than his personal interests. (p. 26}

1 Secefism and Canrmiisi

There are many schools of sodalism. The best-known of these is that which
rests on Marxist theory, or dialectical matenalism, which expresses a specific
philosophy of life and a materialistc understanding of it along dialectical
lines. Dialectical materialists have applied this theory Lo history, sociery 2nd
economics; and thus, it became a philosophical docwrine concerning the
world, a method for studying history and socicty, & school of economics and
a plan in politics. In other words, it shapes the entivery of humankind into a
specific mold, according to the kind of thinking they have, their cutlook on
life and their practical acrions. There is no doubt that the materialistic
philosophy, as well a5 the dialectizal method, are not the creation and
innovation of the Marxin school. The materialisdc tendency existed in
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philosophical circles thousands of years ago, revealed ar tmes, while
concealed ar other times behind sophisiry and absolute denial. Similarly,
some poinis of the dialectical method of thinking have deep roots in human
thought. Allits points were formulated at the hands of Hegel, the well-known
idealist philosopher. After thar, Karl Marex adopted this [dialectical] method
and that [matenialistic] philosophy, He tried 1o apply them to all fields of life,
and achieved rwo things, Firsg, by the dialectical method, he cxplained.
history from a purely materialistic perspective. Second, he claimed 1., have
discovered the contradictions of capitalism and the surplus value that the
possessor of money steals from his employees in accordance with his doctrine.

On the basis of these two achievernents, Marx based his faith on the
necessity of abolishing the capitabstic system and erecting, insiead, the
communistic and the secialistic societies (p. 27) which he considered as
humankind's [first] step toward a full implementation of communism,

In this philosophy, the social field is one of struggle among contradictions.
Every social situadon that pervades this field fs 2 purely material phenomenon
concordant with the rest of the material phenomena and circumstances, and
influenced by thern. However, at the same time, this social situanon carries ity
own contradiction within itsell. Then struggle erupts among the contradicdons
within its contents, undl the coniradictions accumulare and create a change
in this situation and the consiruction of a new situation, Thus, the battle con-
tinues, until all people become of one class, and the interesss of every
individual become represented in the interests of this unified elass,

At that point, harmony prevails, peace is realized. and all the bad effeos of
the capitalistic dermocraric system are removed, because such effects were
produced by the existence of mulriple classes in suciety. This muluplicity of
dasses was, in twmn, produced by sociery’s division inte producer and
employee. Therefore, it is necessary to put an end to this division by mieans of
terminating ownership:

In this respect, communism differs from socialism in some of its principal
economic ideas. The communist econormy is based an the following. First,
private ownership must be canceled and iully oblitsrated from socieey. All
wealth must be appropriared by everyone and handled by the state, since it is
the legal trustee over society, so thar the seae manages and exploits this
wealth for the welfare ef the whole population, The beliefof the comme nistic
school in the necessity of this absolute natoralizarion was 3 nanrsl reartion
te the complications of private ownership in the capiwhsic demoeratic
gystem. Such nationalization was justified on the ground that iz purpose was
the cancellation of the capitalistic class and the uniting of people in one class,
in order thus o end the struggle, aud w prevent the individual from
employing the various tactics and methods for enlarging his wealth, in an
attempt 10 satisty his greed and appease the motive that drives hin after
personal benefic. (p, 28)

Second, goods produced must be distriburted in accordance with the
individual need for consumption. This point is summarized in the following
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text: ‘from everyone, in accordance with his capacity, and for everyone, in
acenrcance with his needs’. This is w say that every individual has natral
needs deprived of which he cannot survive, He devotes all his effons w society;
in return, socety satisfies the necessities of his life and supports his living.

Third, this must be carried our on the basis of an economic plan put forth
by the state. In this plan, the staie reconciles the needs of the whole
population with the quantity, variery aned limit of production, in order o
prevent afflicting sociery with the same illnesses and difficulues thar ocourred
in the capimlisiic society when absolute freedom was allowed,

Dheeation fram the Communist Cperaiion

The leading authorities of communism who called for this sysiem were
unable o implement it with all its fearures when they seized power, They
believed thar, in order to implement this system, a development of human
thoughe, motives and inclinadons was necessary. They claimed that there
would come a rime when personal interests and individual considerations
would disappear trom the human soul, replaced by a social mentality and
sacial inclinations, With that, a human being would think only of the sodal
welfare, and would be motivated only for ies sake.

Because of this, it was necessary, according to the tradition of this socml
docerine, 1o establish prior wo that a secialistic system in which people eould
ric themselves of their present nawre and accuire the nawre which s
consistent with the communistic system. In this socialistic system, important
revisions of the cconomic aspect of communism were made,

Thus, the primary point of the communist cconomy - namely, the
annulment of private ownership - was changed 1o a more moderate stand,
This stand called for the nationalization of heavy industry, foreign trade, and
large domestic trade, as well as the imposition of government restrictions on
all of themn, (p. 29) In other words, it called for the eliminarion of large capital
e lielp the advance of sinlplr. indusiries and rrades, and wegive mmdividuals
power over these industries and trades. This is because the main point of the
communist economy clashed with actual human nature 1o which we have
alluded earhier. Individuals began o neglect performing their jobs and
activities at work, They also avoided fulfilling their social duties. This was due
to the fact that funder this system, they were only] supposed to secure an
orderly life and a satisfaction of their needs. Also, under this sysiem, one was
not supposed 1o perform any work or make any effort tor more than this,
regardless of its intensity, Why then should the individual make any effort,
work hard and eamestly, as long as the result for him is the same whether he
is lazy or active? Further, why should he be motivated 1o make happiness
available w others, and to bring comfort o them by his own sweat and tears
and by the sap of his life and capacities, as long as he does not believe in any
values of life except in those that are purely materialistic? Thus, the leaders of
this school felt obliged to freeze absolute nationalization.
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They were also obliged to amend the second imporeant point of
communist economics. They did this by crearing differences among salaries,
in order to morivate rhe emplovees to become active and 1o cany oul their
jubs apelogizing at the same tine thar these were emporary dilfereneey
which would disappear when the capiialistic mentaliy was abolished and
when humankind undergoes further developient. Due o this, they applied
continual change, in accordance with their e onomic methods and socialisde
acics, so that they could avoid the failyre of any one method by intraducing
anew method. However, until new, they have nos successtully cradicaed a1l
the basic principles of the rapitalistic cconomy. Usurioys loans, for exa mple,
have not been completely eliminated, even though in realiry they are the
basis of sacial rarruption in the capitalistic econ Oy,

But none of this means that those leaders were failures or that they were
not serious about their teachings or sincere abont their docrine. Rather, it
means thae they clashed with realiey when they came o apply [their ideas),
They found their way full of the contradicrory elements that human narure
imposes in the face of the revolutionary method of social reform (. 30 tha
they preached, Thus, reality forced them to rereat with the hiope thar the
miracle would be accomplished in some near or distant furure,

Folitically, commumnisim, in the long run, aims o Sliminae the stare from
society when the miracle is accamplished and the soeial mentaliny prevails
ameng all people. At thar poine, everyone will think unly of the magerial
nterests of the whaole suciety. But before that, when the miracle 15 not et
accemplished, when peo ple are not yet united in one class and when sociery
is still divided into capitalistic and labor forces, the government muse he
purely that of the labor force, This would be a democratic government within
the limit of the labor circles, and dictatorial with regard to the general public.

They rried o justify this by claiming that 1 dictarorial labar government
WS NCCENSATY at every stage experienced by humankind with the irved ivicluaz)
mentality. This is so, for the protectian of the interesis of the fabor class, [or
the srifling of the breath of capitalism and for the prevenmon of capitalism
from reappearing on the scene.

In fact, this school, which 15 represented in socialistic Marsism and thenin
communisic Marxism, is disringuished from the capitalistic demnocratic
systemn in that it is based on a specific rarerialisric philosophywhich adopisa
specific understanding of life that does nor admit any® of the moral ideals or
values of life, 1t also explains life in a way that leaves no room for a ereatar
beyond the limits of nature, nor for expected retributions beyond the
boundaries of the limited material life, This is conmrary to capiralistic
democracy which, even though a materialistic system, is not esizhlished ona
definite philosophical basis, Materialistic communism believes in proper
linkage between the issue of actual fife and the social issue, but capitalistic
democracy does not believe in such a linkage, or does nor attempt to make it
clear,

Thus, the communistic school was in reality the outcome of philosophical

17



study. It was tested by experiencing the philosophy on which it was based,
and from which it branched out. Judgement of any system (p. 81) depends on
the exteni of the success of that system’s philosophical nodons in
understanding and portraying life.

From the first glance one casts on the communistic system, it is easy 1o
notice that, whether this sysiem is diluted or complete, its general
characteristic is 1o destroy the individual in society and make him an
instrument 1o he manipulated for the purpose of realizing the general
standards that this system presupposes. Therefore, iris exactly the opposite
of the free capitalistic systemn thar considers sociery for the sake of the
individual and subjugates it to his interests. It s as if the individual
personality and the social personalicy were destined in the traditions of these
two systems to clash and o suuggle against each other. The individual
personality was the winner in the system whese legislation was based on the
individual and his specific benetits. Thus, sociery was afllicted by economic
wragedics that shook its existence and malformed the life of all its prople.

The social personality was the winner in the other system, which tried o
avoid the erfors of the former system. Thus, it supported sodety, and
sentenced the individual personality to disappearance and death. As a resule
of this, individuals were exposed 1o severe ordeals that abolished their
freedom, their personal existence, as well as their namral nights to choice and
thinking.

Flaws of Communtsm

In fact, even if the communristic system trears a number of the maladics of the
free capitalistic system by means of abolishing private ownership, yetin one
respect, this treatment has natural complications that render the prige of
wreatment much too high. This is in addinon o difficulties that one
encounters in the method of applying this treatment. One cannot employ
this method, unless” all other methods and procedures fail. In another
respect, this treatment is incomplete and does not ensure the end of all social
corruption. This is 50 because 1t is not accompanied by a correct diagnosis of
the illness and the specification of the point from which evil proceeded and
conquered the world under the capitalistic system. That poine continued (p.
%9) in the communistic school to retain its position with regard to social life.
With this, humankind did not win a decisive soludon for their big problem,
nor did they ebiain the remedy thatheals their fits of illness and uproots their
bad symproms.

The complications of this treatment are enormous indeed. Its concern isto
terminate individual freedom, in order to establish communist ownership in
place of private ownership. Bur this enormous social ransformation is, at
Jeast until now, contrary 1o general human nature - as admitted by its leaders
- since the materiakistic human being still thinks in terms of himself and
considers his interests from his limited individual perspective. Further, to
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put torth and wy to fulfill 3 new design for sociery in which individuals
completely melt away and personal motives are totally eradicared requires a
firm power that holds the reins of society with an iron hand. Moreover, this
power quiets any vaice that grows loud, stfles any birecath of freedom thae
circulates in society, monopolizes all the means ol propagandaand publicity,
imjpases limits on the nation that the naton cannor exceed under any
arcumstances and punishes on the ground of accusation and speculaton, so
that it does not suddenly lose s grip en the reins of power. This is natural in
any system one seeks to impose on a nation, before the inentaliy of thar
system matures in that nation, and before the spirit of thar system
prevails.

Indeed, if the marerialistic human being begins to think in a socal
manner, to consider his interests with 3 social menliny and vo be free of all
personal sentiments, private indinations and psythological effects, it would
be possible to erect 2 system in which individuals melt away, With thar,
nothing would remain at the scene cucept the huge social gianc. But the
realization of this in a materialistic human being who does not believe in
anything except in a limired life, and who does not perceive any sense of life
except that of material pleasure requires a miracle that creates heaven in the
present life and brings it down from the highest 1o carth. The communists
promise us this heaven, They await that day in which the factory will putan
end to human nature, recreate ideal humanking {p- 33) in thinking and
acting even though they do not believe in any idealistic and moral values, 1F
this miracle is realized, we will then have some words for them,

For the dme being, w put forth the social design thar they scek requires
confining individuals to the limits of the ides of this design and ensuring its
execution by seting the group thar believes in it in charge of proteciing it and
by taking precautionary measures for jts sake, through silencing human
nature and psychological effects and using any means ro prevent them from
bursting forth, Under this system, even if the individual acquires full
msurance and social security for his life and needs becayse the sorial wealth
supplies him with all of this at the tme of need, nevertheless, it would be
beter for him to obtain this insurance withou losing the breath of rightenus
frecdom, without rclting away in fire 25 4 persan, and without drowning in a
stormy social sea. How could a human being aspire to freedom in any field
when he is deprived of the freedom of ius life, and when his sourishment is
fully linked to a specific organization - considering that economic freedon,
as well as freedom of life, are the basis of all kinds of freedoms?

The defenders of this system apologize while asking: ‘What would a
human being do with freedom, with the right to be critical and to express his
views, when he suffers from an abominable social burden? Again, what
benefit would he derive from debate and oppesidon, witen he is more in
need of good nourishment and a secured life than of the protests and clamor
with which freedom provides him?'

Those who put forth such questions do not Pay attention to anything other



than capitalistic democracy, as if it were the only social cause which rivals
theirs on the bardeground. Thus, they diminish the value and rights of
individual dignity, berause they see in itadanger [or the general social trend.
However, i is the right of humankind not w [p. 54) sacrifice any of their
essentials or rights as long as it is not necessary for them o do s0, Humans
had 1o choose hetween dignity, which is one of their moral rights, and
satisiaction of need, which is one of their matenal rights, Thus,” they lacked
the systemn that combines both sides and succeeds in resolyving both issues.

A human being whose capacities ate the objects of extorion by ethers and
who does not enjoy a comfortable life, a fair salary, and securily in times ol
need is one who is deprived of the delighrs of life and has no access 10
peaceful and stable living. Similarly, a human being who lives contimnuousky
under thirear, who is udged on any movement he makes, wha 15 exposed w
detention without a hearing and to imprisomment, who is exiled or executed
for the shightest mistake he commirs s indeed scared and alarmed. Fear steals
away his good life and alarm disturbs s pleasures.

The third type of human being, who enjoys a tranguil lile and is confident
of his digniry and safery, is the pleasant dream of humankind.” But how can
this dream be realized, and when will it become an actal realiey?

We have stated above that the communist trearment of the social issue is
incomplete, in addition to having the complications to which we have already
alluded. Even though it represents human sentiments and emotions that
were stirred up by the general sodal nranny - thus atrracting & group of
thinkers ta the new solution — nevertheless, these thinkers did not grasp the
cause of corruption so that they could eliminare it Rather, they eliminated
something else. Therefore, they were not successful in their treatment and in
achieving a rure,

The principle of private ownership is not the cause of the absolute evils of
capitalism that shook the happiness and peace of the world. 1t 15 not, far
example, what imposes unemployment on millions of workers, in order to
utilize a new machine that will destroy their industries. This is what (p. 33)
happened at the dawn of the Industrial Revolution. Again, the principle of
private ownership does not impose a despotic control over the salaries of
emplayees with disregard for their efforts, Further, it does not reguire the
capitalist 1o darage large quantities of his products for the protection of the
price of commodities and the preference for squandering these commodities
instead jof using them)| to satisfy the needs of the poor, Further sll, it does
not call upon the capitalist 10 wrn his wealth ino profirable capital,
multiplying it through interest and rhrough the absorption of the cfforts of
those who are in debt, and not through producing or working. Moreover, the
prindiple of private ownership does not drive the capitalistio purchase all the
consumer’s goods from the markets, o that he can monopolize them and
then raise their prices, Finally, this principle does not require that the
capitalist open up new markets that may infringe upon, or abolish, the
freedom, rights and honor of nationa,
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None of these fearful tragedics was the result of privare ownership, Radier,
they were the product of personal, marerialistic interest that was made the
standard of life in the capitalistic system and the absolute justification of al|
managements and dealings. A society based on such an individualtistic
standard and personal justification cannot be expected o do ather than what
it actually did. It is from the nature of such a standard that those evils and
afflictions praceed to fall upon mankind as a whole, rather than from the
principle of private ownership. If such a standard is changed, and a new,
reciified objective of life in accord with human nature is put fordy, the real
treatment of the big problem of mankind will have been accomplished,

The Correct Explanation af the Problem

In erder for us w reach the first partof the explanation of the soeial prohlem,
we must inquire about the personal, materialistic interest th ar the capialistic
system established as a criterion, as a justification and as an objective. Thus,
we ask: ‘What was the idea thar validated this eriterion in the capialisric
mentality, and what was the source of its inspiration?’ For itis this [ dea which
s the real basis of the social afflictions and failure of (p- 36) the capialistic
democracy wo achieve human happiness and dignity. If we are able to kill this
idea, we will put an end 1o all Conspiracies against social comfort, and o the
unions against the rights and real freedom of society. We will also succeed in
exploiting private ownership for the sake of the welfare and development of
mankind and for their progress in the induserial fields and arcas of
preducton. What then is this idea?

This idea can be summarized in the limited materialistic explanation of
life on which the West erected the powertul edifice of capitalism, 1f every
individual in society believes that his only ficld in this great existence is his
personal material life, if he also asserts his freedom of managing and ex-
Ploiting this life and in his inability w achieve any purpose in this life other than
Pleasure which is made available to him by material factors; further, if he
adds these matcrialistic beliefs ta self-love which i intrinsic o his namre,
then he will follow the same path wodden by the capitalists, and will fully
carry out their procedures, unless he s deprived of his freedom by an
everwhelming power and barred from sclecting this path.

Self-love is the most general and the oldest instinen we know; for all other
instinets, including the instinct for life, are branches and subdivisions of this
mstinct. The self-love that human beings have - by which is meant their love
of pleasure and happiness for themselves, and their hatred of pain and
misery for themselves - is what drives them to carn their living and o satisfy
their nutritional and rmaterial needs, That is why & human being may pur an
end to his life by committing suicide if he finds that bearing the pains of death
is easier for him than bearing the pains with which his life s full,

Therefore, the true, natural reality char is concealed behind all human life
and that direces life with its own hand is self-love, which we express by our
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yeaming for pleasure and harred for pain. It is not possible for a human
being to carry freely the burden of the bitterness of pain and forgo (p. 37) any
pleasures just so that others may have pleasure and comfor, unless his
human nature is stripped away from him and he ts given a new natare that
does not yearn foor pleasure and detest pain.

Fven the wonderful farms of love which we wimess in human beings and
abiout which we hear it thelr history are in reality subjugated wthar principal
moving force - the instinct of self-love. A human being may love his child or
friend over himself, as he may make sacrifices for the sake of some ideals or
values, However, he would not perform any of these heroic acs, it he did not
derive brom them a specific pleasure and a bencfie that ourweighed the loss
resulring from his love for his child or friend, or from s sacrifice for the sake
of some of the ideals i which he believed,

Thus, we can explain human behavior in general, [as being well-grounded
in| the areas of setfishness and [self]-love alike. Tn human beings, there are
many propensities for taking pleasure in a variety of things, such as zking
pleasure in material things exernplified in food, drnk, the vanous kands of
sexual pleasures, and similar material pleasures. Other examples of similar
pleasures are those of the soul, such as maral and emonional pleasures in
maral values, in a spiricual companion o in a specific docrine. These
pleasures are felt when humin beings find that those values, that companion,
or that doctrine are a part of their speafic existence. Such propensities that
prepare human beings for enjoyng those various delights differ in degree
from one individual to the other. They also vary in the extent of their
efectiveness, in accordance with the difference in human circumsiances and
in the natural and educational factors that affect people. While we find that
same of those prupensities mature m human beings nacurally - as does their
propensity for sexual pleasure, for example —we firl, it the same vume, thai
other forms of propensities may never appear in people’s lives. Rather, they
swait the educational factors that help their maturation and blossoming,

The insrinct of seli-love, working behind all these propensities, determines
human behavior in accordance with the extent of the marurity of those
propensitics. Thus, it drives 2 human being to give himsell exclusive access 1
food when somehody else is hungry. And itis the same propensity that drives
another human being (p. 38 to deprive himself of food in order to give
someone else exclusive access to it. This is because the propensity of the
former for taking pleasure in the moral and emotional values thar drives him
io this love was latent. The educational factors which help this propensity
focus and grow were not open 1o him, The lauer, on the other hand, has
acquired this kind of education. Thus, he takes pleasure in the moral and
emotional values, and sacrifices the rest of his pleasures for their sake.

Whenever we wish to create any change in human behavior, we must first
change the human notion of pleasure and benefit, and then place the
behavior desired in the general frame of the instnct of self-love.

if the instinct of seli-love accupies in the present life of humankind the
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position [already mendoned), if the self, according to the view of people, is an
expression of 2 limited material power, and if pleasure is an expression of the
delights and joys thar matter makes available, then it is natural for people w
feel that their opportunity for profitis limited, and that the race for their goal
is.short, and that their goal in this race is 1o ACQUITE a certain amount of
material pleasure. Further, the way to this acquisidon is, as a marrer of fact,
confined to the nerve of the material life - thar 15, to money - which opens the
way for human beings 1o realize all their objectives and desires. This is the
natural succession in the marerialistic notions which leads to a complete
capitalistic mentaliry,

Now, do you think that the problem can be decisively solved if we reject the
principle of private ownership and retain these materialistic notiomns oflife, as
did these thinkers? Again, is it possible for society o be delivered from the
tragedy of such nodons and to arain secure happiness and stabilicy by the
mere eliminztion of private swnershi p? Take into consideration that securing
its happiness and stablity depends, to a great extent, on secu ring the pon-
deviation of these personalities in charge of carrying our their reformative
programs and objcctives in the fields of work and execution. (p- 49 Those
who are in such positions are supposed o uphold the same purely
materialistic notions of life on which capitalism was established, The
difference, thaugh, [between them and the capitalists] is that they laid these
notions in new philosaphical molds, [in accordance with their weachings|, itis
reasonable 1o assume that guite often personal interest stands in the way of
Social interest, and that the individual fluctuates berween a loss and a pain
which he bears for the sake of others, and a profit and & pleasure which he
enjoys at the expense of others. What security would you csimate there is fop
the nation and its rights, for the doctrine and its objectives, under such trying
umes as the rulers face? Personal interest is not represented in private
ownership only, so that the cancellation of the principle of private ownership
would destroy our above-mendoned assam prion, Rather, personal interest
is represented in [various| procedures, and takes on different forms. The
evidence for this can be seen in the revelations made by the present
communist leaders concerning acts of treason commirced by earlier rulers
and the consolidarion of these earlier rulers around the objectives they had
adepted,

The capitalistic group contols the wealth [of the nation], under the
auspices of economic and individual freedom, and ma nages this wealth with
its own materialistic mentality. [Similarly|, when the state nationalizes the
whole wealth and climinaies privare ownershi p. the wealth of the nation is
handed to the same state organization which consiscs ofagroup adopting the
fame materialistic notions of life and imposing on people the priority of
personal interests, by virtue of the judgement of the instinet of self-love
which denounces a human being's renunciation of personal pleasure or
interest without any compensation, As long as the material intesest is the
power in control due w the materialistic notions of life, it will ignite once
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agam the bauleground of struggle and competition, and EXpOse soClely o
varous kinds of danger and exploitarion. Thus, all the danger [or mankind
lies in these materialistic notions and in the standards of goals and actions
thar proceed from these notions, Unifying the capialistic wealth, be it small
or large, into one Targe unit of wealth whose management is handed ro the
srate = without any new development (p. 40) of the human meniality - does
not alleviare this danger, Rather, it makes all praple employees of one and
the same company, and ties their lives and dignity to the direciors and
owners of that company

Admittedly, this company differs from the capitalistic company in that the
owners of the laver e those who own its profits, and spend them in any
manner dictated by their desives. The owners of the former company, on the
other hand, do nor own any of this, according to the teachings of the system,
However, the ficlds of personal interest are sill open to them, and rhe
materialistic notion of lite, which posits this interest as 3 goal and as a
Justfication, 15 sill upheld by them.

LI The dsamic System: the Proper Treatment of the Problem"

The world has two options for driving off the above-mentioned danger and
tor erecting the principles of a suable socicty, The first option is to replace the
present human nature by another namre - that is, to create in people a new
nature that makes them sacrifice their personal interests and the material
acquisitions of their limited lives for the sake of socicty and its interests. They
do this with the conviction that there are no values other than mateial vilues,
and no gains other than the gains of this limited life. This can be
accomplished only if self-love is stripped away from the heart of their nature
and is replaced by social love, Thus, human beings would be born witheut
self-love, excepr inasmuch as they constiture a part of seciety, and without
taking pleasure in their happiness and interesss, except inasmuch as their
happiness and interests represent an aspect of the general happiness and the
sucial interests, The instnct of social love would then insure in 2 mechanical
manner and procedure effort-making in the direction of achieving social
interesis and fulfilling social requirerments,

The second option open w humankind for climinating the danger
threatening the present and future human generaiions is o develop people’s
matedalisic notion of life. (p. 41} With such a development, human goals
and siandards would nawrally develop, and the mirade would be
accomplished in the easiest way possible.

The first option is the one thart the communist leaders dream of realizing
for the future human race, They promise the world thar they will reconstruct
mankind in such a way as to enable them to move mechanically in the service
of socicty and its interests. Further, in order e accomplish this great deed, we
must entrust them with world leadership, as one would entrust the surgeon
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with the fate of the patient and delegate 1o him the cure of the patient, the
amputation of the sick parts of his body and the readjusting of the misaligned
parts. No one knows the length of dme required tor such an operarion, which
places mankind under the surgeon’s dissecting knife. People’s surrender 1o
thart operation is the greatest evidence for the extent of the injustice they have
suffered under the capitalistic dermocratic system, which, in the last analysis,
deceived them with alleged freedom, stripped them of their digniry, and
sucked their blood in order to serve it as a tasty drink to the represenative
ruling group.

The idea of this point, which advocares treating the problem by developing
and reconstructing human nature, relies on the Marxis nodon of selfclove,
Marxism holds that self-love is neither a nawral inclination nor an instincrve
phenomenon in the human nature. Rather, it is a product of the social
condition that rests on the ground of privare ownertship. The social conditon
of private ownership is what constiruces the spiritual and internal contene of
the human being, and creates in the individusl his love for his personal
mterests and individual benefits, Thus, il a revalution occurred with regard
1o the principles on which the social structure s established, and il private
ownership were replaced by sodial and socialistic ownership, the revolution
would be reflected in all aspects of sociery and in the innermost being of
people. With this, the individual feelings of a human being would be rurned
i social feelings, and his love for his personal interests ane benefits inm g
love for the social benefits and interests. This would be in accordance with (p.
42) the law of concordance between the seate of basic ownership and all the
superstructural phenomena that are regulaied in accordance with the
swnership,

In fact, this Marxist notion of self-love views, in a reverse order, the relarion
between individual reality (the instinet of sell-love) and social conditions, If
this were not so, then how could it hald that the individualistic motivation is
the product of private ownership and class conflicts tha result from this kirel
of awnership? Butif people did not already have individualistic motivation,
they would not have created such conflicts, nor would they have thought of
private ownership and exclusive personal possessions. Why would a human
being seek exclusive power aver the acequisitions of the system and employ
this power in a manner thar preserves his interests at the expense of others, if
he does not deeply feel an individualistic motivation? In reality, the social
manifestations of selfishnesss in the economic and political fields are nothing
but a result of individualistic motivation which in turn is 2 result of sell-love,
Thus, this kind of motivation is deeper in human nawre than the social
phenomena of selfishness ® Hence, it is impossible to remove it and roat it
out by removing those manifestations. An operation of this sort is simply a
substimution of certain manifestations by some other manifestations that may
differ from them in shape and form, but agree in substance and reality.

Add w this that if we explain objectively the individualistc miokivation,
[which is the result of] the instinct of self-love,” as a reflection of the
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phenomena of individualism, such as the phenomenon of private ownership
in the social sysiem (as Marxism does) this would not mean that, by the
removal of private ownership, the individualistic motvation will lose s
objective source, as well as 1ts cause, which is grounded in the social system.
This is because, even though it is a phenomenon marked by the
indwidualistic character, nevertheless it is not the only one of its kind. There
is, for example, the phenomenon of private administragon which is retained
even wm the secalisuc systern. For even though the socialistc system
eliminates private ownership of the means af Frnduc:h'un, still it does not
eliminate the private administraton of these means by members of the
ruling group who pracice (p. 45) the prolewarian dictatorship, and
monopolize the supervision over all the means of production as well as over
the management of thern. Afrer all, it is not possible that at the time of their
nationalization the means of production can be administered by all the
individuals of sociery in 2 collective and socialistic manner,

Therefore, the socialistic system retains prominent indivjdualistic phen-
omena, It is natiral for these indindualistie phenomena o preserve the
individualisuc meonvation and o reflect it continuously in the innermost
human nature, as did the phenomenon of private ownership,

Thus, we niow know the value of the first oprion for solving the problem -
that is, the communistic option which considers the cangellation of
legislating private ownership and its removal trom the legal records as alone
sufficient for developing human nature and solving the problem.

Regarding the second option discussed carlier, it is the option pursued by
Islarn, due w irs conviction that the only soludon for the problem is 1o
modify the human materialistic notion of life- Thus, Islam did not begin with
the cancellation of private ownership. Rather, 1t assaulted the materialistic
nouon of life and posited, inscead, a new nation of life. On the basis of this
new notion, Islam csablished 2 sysiem in which the incividual is not
considered as a mechanical wol in the sodal system, nor society as dn
organization established for the sake of the individual. Rather, it gave 1w each
- the individual and society - their rights and insured for the individual both
his spiritual and material dignity.

Islam put its finger on the real source of the iliness in the social system of
democracy and in other similar systems. Thus, it eradicated this source ina
manner concordant with human nature, |According to Islam|, the basic
central point duc to which human life was crowded with various kinds of
misery and different forms of tragedy is the materialistic view of life which we
can summanize in the following brief staterments, “The assumprion of human
life in this world is all that should count, Further, personal interest should be
set up as the standard of all action and acuvity.”

According to Islam, capitalistic democracy is 2 system desdned for definite
collapse and failure; however, this not by reason of the claims of the
communist economy concerning the contradiction (p. 44) that are natural 1o
the capiral and the destructive factors inherent in private ownership. This is
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because Islam diverges from the notions and dialectical method of such a
claim in its logical method, in its political econcmy and in it social
philusophy. This was pointed out in the book Tetisddund {Our Ecomomy), 1t
nsures the placing individual ownership in a social plan free from those
alleged conrradictions.

According to Islamic docwine, the failure and pamful condition thar
afflicted capitalistic democrary can be ascribed 1o the purely marerialistic
nodons of this kind of democracy. People cannot be happy under a system
whose essence is drawn from such netions and whose general ideas are
derived from the spirit of these notions and ar their directions.

It is mecessary, therefore, to be assisted by something other than the
marterialistic notions of the universe from which the social systemn can be
drawn. Itis also necessary to have sound political awareness based on sound
notons of life, uphelding the greatest human cause, making an cffore o
achieve this cause on the basis of these notions, and studying the warld
problems from this point of view, When this sort of politcal awareness is fully
achieved in the world, when it prevails over every ather politea] awareness,
and when it assaults every noton of life thar does nor agree with its main
principle, it becomes possible for the world to enter 3 new life shining with
light and full of happiness.

This profound political awareness is the real message for peace in the
world. Further, this message for salvation is the eternal message of Islam
which drew its sodal system - thar differs from any other system we have
discussed - from a new ideclogical principle of life and the universe.

By means of this ideological principle, Islam provided human beings with
the correct view of life. Thus, it made them believe that their lives proceed
from a principle which is absolurely perfect, and that their lives prepare them
fora world free from hardship and misery. Besides, Tslan set up anew moral
eriterion for human beings (p. 45) [with which they may cvaluate] all the steps
they take and all the stages they cross, this criterion being dic sadsfaction of
God, be He exalted. Therefore, not everything diceated by personal interestis
permissible, and not everything that leads 1o a personal Joss is prehibited
and in bad taste. Rather, the goal thar Islam se: up for human beings in their
lives is the divine satisfaction, and the moral criterion by means of which il
actions must be weighed is only a measure of this glorified goal that these
actions can achieve. The righteous human being is one who achicves this
goal. And the complete Islamic personality is the one which, in its various
advances, moves by the guidance of this goal, in light of this criterion and
within its general scope.

This transformation of people’s moral notions, criteria and objectives does
not signify 2 change in human nature and 2 new development of it, a5 was
intended by the communistidea. For self-love - that is, the love thar 2 human
being has for himself - as well as the fulfillment of the specific desires of this
self, are narural to human beings. We do not know of any inductive reasoning
in any empirical field clearer than the inductive reasoning experienced by
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peaple in their long history that proves the essential chavacter of sell-love.
Indeed, if self-love were not namwral and essential w humankind, earlier
human beings (that is, thuse who lived hefare any social formarion] would
not have been driven to satsly their needs, 1o repel dangers from themselves,
and 1o pursue their desires through primitive methods by means of which
they pr('s{'wrd thedr lives and continued their existence. This resulted in their
plunging themselves inte a social life and merging in relations with others for
the purpose of fulfilling those needs and repelling those dangers. Since self-
love enjovs such a |prime] position in the human namre, whar dedsive
soluden for the great human problem nse be esmablished on the basis
of accepring rhis reality? 1§ such a solurion is based on the notion of the
development of this reality or on overcoming it, then it is an idealistic
trearment for which there is no roon in the practical vealm of human life.
(p. 46)

The Message of Religien

Here, religion delivers its greatest message, whose burdens cannot be carried
except by it, and whose construcdve objectives and well-guided goals cannot
b realized except on its hases and principles, Thus, religion tes together the
moral criterion which it lays down for people aud sel-love which is centered
in thetr nature, In other words, religion unifies the nateral eriterion of action
and life - this eriterion heing self-love - and the criterion that must be laid
down Tor acdon and life; so thar it can ensure happiness, combort and
Jussce,

The narural criterion requires that the humnan being advance his personal
interests over the interests of soviery and the elements ol s solidification.
[But] the criterion that must be the judge and that must prevail is the criterion
in arenrdance with which all interests are equal, and in accordance with
whose notions, ndividual and sooal values are of equal weight,

How then can the two cneeria be reconciled, and how can the rwo scales be
unified, so that human nature in the individual is once again one of the
factors leading 1o the happiness and gondness of society, this nagare having
been a cause of tragedy with inclinatons skilled at producing different forms
of selfishness? '

The reconciliation and unification oceur through a process that religion
ensures for forlorn humankind, This process takes one of two forms. The firse
form focuses [on] a realistic explanation of life, and on spreading the
understanding of life in its real form, as an introduction that prepares the way
for the second life in which the human being achieves happiness
proportional to his efforts in this limited life to atain God's satisfaction.
Hence, the moral criterion, or God's satisfaction, be He exalted, ensures
personal interest, while at the same tme it achieves its greatest social
objectives. Therefore, religion guides the human being to participate in
establishing a happy society, and in preserving the issues in society that are
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concerned with justice and that help artain God's sarisfa ction, be He exalted.
(- 47) This is pare of his personal profit, as long as every action and Every
acuvity in this area are compensated for by the greatest and most splendid
rewarids,

According to religious nodons and explanation of life, sociery's problem is
the: same as that of the individual, But this form of reconciliation cannop be
held in a materialistic view of life. This kind of outlook views people as
naturally nof atensive 1o anything other than their present involvement and
their limited life: This is contrary to the realistic explanation of life which
Islam offers. The latter explanation broadens the horizon of 2 human being,
Ieimposes on him a more profound view of his interests and benefits. In the
last analysis, this profound view turms fast loss ino real profir, and fast profits
into real loss:

He who does righe it is for his soul, and he who does wrong it is
against his soul "

He who docs right, whether male or fermale, and s a believer will
enter Paradise where he will be provided for, without Testriction.

Gn that day, people will proceed in scattered groups to see their
deeds. He who does good an atom’s weight will sec it then, and he
who does evil an atom's weighe will see it then

That is because no thirst, hardship or hunger afflicts them on the
path of God. They do not ke any step thar harms the dishelievers,
And they do not gain anything from the enemy; but, by virtue of
that, a good deed is recorded for them, God does not lose the
wages of the good, They do not spend anything, be thar small or
large, nor do they cross any valley; but it is recorded for them thar
God will repay them the best of what they had done,™

These are soime of the beaudiful images that religion offers as examples of the
firse form that the above-mentioned process can take on, and that religion
pursues in its attempt to reconcile the two criteria and to unify the two scales.
Thus, it builds a link berween personal maotives and the paths leading 1o good
in life, It also modifies the interest of individuals {p- 48} in such 4 way as o
make individuals believe that their personal interesis and the real general
human interests - as defined by Islam - are inverrelated.®

The second form that religion adope for the purpose of reconciling
personal motivation with social values and interests is jts arempis w offer a
specific moral education concemed with the spiiinal nousishment of
human beings and their emotional growth and moral sendmenis, For, 25 we
have mentioned carlier, there arc in human narure capacities and
dispositions for various inclinadons. Some of these inclinatons are of the
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matenial type, the desires for which open up naturally, such as the desire for
food, the desire for drink, and the desire for sex. Other such indinations are
of the spiriial type. These sprowt and grow as a result of cducation and
comminment, Because of this, it is namral for people, ifleft o themselves, to
be dominated by the material inclinarions, for such inclinations epen up
naturally; while the spiritual inclinations and their dispositions that are latent
in the soul remain concealed, By virmie of believing in an infllible
Learleﬁhip g‘l.nd.cd hg.r Gad, reiigi.ﬂ:n entrusts the matter of the education of
human beings and the growth of their spiriteal inclinations to this leadership
and o its branches, As a result of this, 2 number of noble emotons and
sentirments develop, Human beings begin w appreciate moral values and the
ideals that religion teaches them to respecy, 10 desire defiance of death for
their sake and to eliminate any of their own interests or benefits that stand in
the way of these moral values and ideals. This does not mean thar self-love
must be eliminzeed from the human nature, Rather, action for the sake of
such valves and ideals would be a complete fulfiliment of the will w self-love.
For, duc to religious teaclungs, values become desirable o ]:Jl‘.UP!!:- The
redlization of rthe desirable object itself cxpresses a speafic personal
pleasure. Thus, the very namre of self-love dictawes the pursuit of the
desirable moral values, for the purpose of achieving a specific pleasure
PETRINIME Lo moral values,

These are the rwo ways in which the linkage of the moral issue to the
individual issue occurs. {p. 44} The former can be summarized in giving a
realistic explanation of an eternal life, not in order that human beings lose
interest in the present life, nor in order that they yield o wmngduing and
sertle for whar is unjust, but in order w regulate themselves by the proper
moral criterion supplied with sufficient assurances by this explanarion. The
laster can be summarized in the moral education which produces in the
human soul various emorons and sentiments that ensure the operation of
the moral critericn by inspiration from the self. Thus, the spirimual
comprehension of life and the moral education of the soul are, in the
teachings of Islam, the two causes that wogether treat the deeper cause of the
human ragedy.

Let us always express the understanding that the present life is a
preparatory stage tor an eternal life through the spiritual understanding of
life. Let us also express the feelings and sentiments that moral cducation
nourshes 2 moral sense of life,

The spirima! understanding of life and a moral sense of life are the two
principles that are the ground of the new moral eriterion which Istam lays
down for humankind. This criterion is the sadsfaction of God, be He exalied,
The sansfaction of God that Islam erects as a general criterion in life is that
which steers the human ship 1o the shore of Aghtcousness, goodness and
justice,

Thus, the basic distinguishing feature of the Ialamic system is represented
in itz being based on a spiricual undersianding of life and 2 moral sense of life.,

50



A major point of this system is the taking into consideration of both the
individual and society, and the securing of a balance berween life of the
individual and social life. The individual is not considered the cenral
principle in legislating and governing, nor is the large social existence the
* only thing to which the state pays attention and for whose sake it enaces jts
laws. (p. 50}

Any social system not procesding from such an undersanding and such a
sense is either 2 system thar goes along with the individual and his personal
inclinations - thus exposing social life ta the harshest complications and the
mostintense dangers - or a system that confines the individual’s inclinations
to himsell, paralyzing his narure for the purpose of proteciing society and s
interests. With this, bitter and continuous struggle arises between the system
and its laws fon the one hand], and the individuals and their inclinarions [on
the other hand], Indeed. the social existence of the system becomes
consanddy exposed to relapses ar the hands of its own creators, as long as
they, too, have personal inclinations, and as 1o ngas these inclinations find for
themselves — by virtue of suppressing other personal inclinations and by
seizing total power - wide opportunity and a unique field for advance and
cxploitation.

Any spiritual understanding of life and any moral sense of life that do not
result in a complete svseem of life in which every pait of sociery is taken into
consideration, and every individual is given the fresdom that is reciified by
this understanding and this sense, and that the state determines in the cases
of deviation from this understanding and this sense, I say that any docrine
that does not produce this sor of system for mankind does not do anything
beyond rendering the atmosphere amiable and reducing the [weight of]
calamities. It is not 2 definite weatment and a decisive Judgement of the
illnesses and evils of society. A solid social edifice must be established onlyon
a spiritual understanding of life and a moral sense of life, proceeding from
both of them to fill life with the spirit of this sense and the essence of that

‘understanding.

This is Islam, expressed in the briefest and most beauriful statement. I is a
spiritual and a moral doctrine from which a complete system for mankind
proceeds, skerching for them their dear and well-defined advance, seming up
for them the highest goal of this advance, and making known to them their
gains from that goal.

As for terminating the spiritual understanding of life, stripping mankind of
its moral sense of life, and considering moral norions as pure illusiony
created by material interests, and the economic factor as tha creatss of all
values and ideals - and after that, desiring happiness and social sability for
mankind - it is [p, 51) a wish that cannot be fulfilled unless mankind is
transformed into mechanical systems, organized by a number of techmical
engineers,

Further, having people operate in accordance with the principle of this
spiritual understanding of life and this moral sense of life isnot a hard job. In
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human history, religions have fulfilled their mission in this domain. For all
the spiriaal notiens, moral sentiments, and noble feelings and emations,
there is o clearer and more logical explanation than that which bases jts
principles and fundamentals on the great effores thar religions have made o
educare mankind, t shiow them their natural morivation and the life and
acuons they must pursue,

tslam carried the torch that averfllows with light after mankind reached a
specific degree of awareness, Thus, it advocated spiriial and moral
principles on the largest scale, and for the longest term. On the basis of these
prineiples, it raised the human hanner, and established an wdeclogical suae
thart seized the reins of world power for a quarter of a cenrury, It aimed at
uniting all people and rallying them around one ideslogical principle that
offers 2 way and an order of life.

Therefore. the Islamic stae has rwo funcoons. The first is Lo edocate
mankind in acenrdance with [1ts] ideclogical principle, and w impress its own
character on their tendencies and feelings. The second 15 w0 observe them
externally, and 1o bring them back o the principle if they deviate from it in
pracice, .

Because of this, the polirical awareness of Islam 15 not imited to the formal
aspect of social life. Rather, itis a profound politcal awareness due 1o a general
and complete outook on lifee, the upiverse, society, politcs, economics and
ethics, This compreliensive outlook is the complete Islamic awareness.

Any other political awareness is either a shallow awareness thar neither
views the world from a specific perspective, nor sets its nonons on i specific
focal point, |p- 52) or an awareness that investigates the world from the point
of view of pure marcer that provides mankind with struggle and misery of all
forms and rypes.

A Final Point

Lastly, at the end of our investigarion of the four social schools, we reach the
following conclusion. The basic problem thar causes all the social evils and
that results in various kinds of misdeeds is only given the proper treatment
that determines such maladies, and roots them outof the human social by,
by the Islamic social school, to the exclusion of other schools. It is necessary,
therefore, 10 inquire about Islamic philosophical convicuons concerning
life, the universe, sociery and the economy. We must also inquire about its
legislation and procedures, in order o acquire the complete outling of
Islamic awareness and comprehensive Islamic thought, comparing these
Islamic convictions 1 other forms of conviction regarding the procedures
they pursue and the doctrines they adopt.

it is natural that our jnvestgaton of any convicton beging with an
investigation of the basis of the general docurine of life and the universe, as
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well as the method of understanding both the universe and life, The notions
of any conviction regarding life and the universe form the basic strucoure of
the substance of that conviction, The primary ctiterion for testing a
conviction is experience of the basic ideological principles o whose limi
and soundness of judgements the judgements and success of the super-
structures depend.

We will therefore reserve the first portion of this work of ours for an
investigation of the primary structure, the point from which our conviction
proceeds. The superstructures will be investigated in the remaining portions
of this work, God willing, exalted be He,

The capiealisic democratic system does not proceed from a specific
doctrine concerning life and the universe, nor is it built on a comples
undersanding of the values of life that are related 1o, and have influence on,
sacial life. For this reason, the capitalistic democraric s¥stern i5 not o
conviction in the real sensc of the werm. This is because a conviction is a
docerine in life from which a system for life proceeds. (p. 53)

As for Marxist communism and socialism, they are esuahlished on an
ideological principle which is the philosophy of dialectical materialism,
Islam, on the other hand, reserves for iselfan ideological principle of life that
has its own method of undersianding life and its specific scales:

We stand, therefore, berween rwo philosophies thae we must study, in
order to find the sound ideological principle of life on which we fmust
establish our social and political awareness of the affairs of the whole waorld,
and our sacial and political criteria by ieans of which we measure the values
of actions and weigh human events in instances of natonal and individual
difficuluies,

The principle on which a conviction reses involves a method and an idea;
that is, it involves a determination of the method of thinking and a
determination of the notion of the world and of life. Since our purpose in this
book is not philosophical studies for their own sake, but rather the study of
the rational principles of convictions, we will limit curselves 1o a study of the
two basic factors pertaining to every rational principle from which a gystern
proceeds. These two factors are the method of thinking, and the philosophical
notion of the world. These two marters are the focus of the discussion in this
book. Since it is necessary to determine the method before forming the
notons, we will then begin with the theory of knowledge thar invelves a
determination of the {identifying] marks, method and value of thinking. This
will be followed by a study of the general philosophical notion of the world in
general,

Itis better that the dear reader knows at the outset that the benefit that lies
at the heart of Islam is the method and the notion - that is, the radonal
method of thinking and the rtheological notion of the world. As for the
various methads of demonstration and kinds of proof for this or that AT,
wedonotadd all of them to Islam. Rather, they are the pfoduct of ineellectual
studies by prominent thinkers among Muslim scholars and philosophers.
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| Experimentation acquired great impor@nce in the saentific field, and achicved an
unexpecred success in the discovery of many truths and in the revelation of
astanishing secrets which opeéned the opportunity for men and woraen to exploit in
their pracacal lives. (p. 18] The success of this experimentation glorified it in the
commor mentality, and led people 1o abandon radonal doughe, as well as all the
trurhs thar do not appear o the empincel and experimental ficlds; so thar sense
expenence became, in the view of many empiricsts, the only ground of any
knowledge or science,

i this book, we will show thar experioentation in drself relies on rational thought
anel thae the primary grovnd of knowledge and science s the mind, which grasps the
truths that are not accessible 1o the senses; as are sensible ouths.
¢ oA group of general doctnnes were very clear and simple o the common
understanding, even though they were oot based on 2 radonal method or on
philesonhical evidence, such as the belief thar the earth is the center of the universe.
Rt when such beliets collapsed in the face of sound experiments, the common belief
wis shaken, and a wave of doybr prevaiied over many minds. Thus, there wis @
rebirth of Greek sophisery influenced By the spine of doube, as it was influenced m
Greek umes by the spirt of doubt which was the oucome of contrdicrion among
philosophical schools and dispures concerming them.

5 The church played an important role in exploiting religion in an ugly way. It used
the name of rehigion as an instrument for fulfilling us desires and objectives anil for
stifling the scienific and social spirit. 1t established ingpection couns to which it gave
wide powers over managing the fares of people. Al of this led to disconient and znger
with religion, for the crime was commined in the name of religion, even though in its
pure reality and mue essence, religion was not less distarbed by that conme than those
whio were discontented and angry with it, nor was it less repelled by the motves and
consequences of that crime.

4 We have explicated these theories together with a dewaled scientific study in the
book Chir Economy.

5 See Cur Economy, p. S08,

Traislator's Notes to Introduction

1 Texw gawdninshimd {the laws of both of them),

1 i.c., conmol over,

3 Text: wa-flarad,

& Text: wata'tl al-intay al-bedith (the means of modem producton).
§ Texe: twhaymin ‘ala tagifid al-hubm f al-"wmma.

& Texe: bi-jamt’ (all).

7 Perhaps the muthor means 'even’.

£ Text wa-dhaliba li-anna (that is because).

9 Tea: idhd (if).

10 This is the tvpe that everyone would like to be.

§J In the text, this title is left in the form of the subdivisions under the last school
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discussed. However, as the carly portions of this chaper indicate, this section is
intended to be a discussion of a separate school, i.e. the Islamic school, For this
reason, we have pur this die in che same form as that of the previous schools
discussed,

12 In other words, self-love is respansible for the individualistis motvation which, in
rarn, is responsible for the social manifestadions of selfishness in bath the SCONO M
and political fields.

13 The text here identifies individualistic motivation with the wmsnnet of selF-lave, But
since the previous discussion shows thax, according o the author, the former &
caused by the later rasher than identified with it, we chose 1o break the idenuficarion
by inseiming whar is within the beackets.

F4The text reads: ‘for solving the problem and developing human namre’. We njade
the switch in conformicy with the spirit of the discussion, accanding w which, the
development of human nature is 2 precondinon for the soliton of the problem
I3 Al-Quridn, XLI, 46.

16 Al-Qur'dn, XL, 40,

17 Ai-Qur'dn, XCIX, 6, 7, 8.

18 Al-Quridn, TX, 120, 121,
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Chapter One

The Primary Source of Knowledge

Sharp philesophical discussions center on human knowledge, and thes:
discussions occupy a central position in philosophy, tspedally in modern
philosephy. Knowledge is the starting point of philosophical advance toward
establishing a solid philosophy of the universe and this world, As long as the
sources of human thought, its criteria and it values, are undetermined, it will
not be possible w carry on any study, regardiess of its kind,

©One of the above-mentioned wide diseussions is thar which handles the
sources 2ud primary origing of tnowledge through investigations, studies
and attempts to discover the primary principles of the powerful intellectual
structure with which the human race is endowed. Thus, it responds to the
following questions: ‘How did human beings come to know? How was their
intellectual life formed, including all the thoughts and naotions it podscises?
And what is the source that provides them with this stream of thought and
knewledges’

Every human being knows numerous things in his life, and numerous
forms of thought and knowledge are expressed in his soul. There is no doubt
that many kinds of human knowledge grow out of eich other, Thus, in
forming new knowledge, 2 human being is assisted by previous knowledge.
The issue is to be able to put our finger on the primary threads of thoughrand
on the common source of knowledge in general.

To begin with, we must know thar in the main, percepdon is divided ineo
two kinds. One of them is conception.” This is simple knowledge.! The other
is assent.’ (p. 58) This is knowledge invelving a judgement.* Concepdon is
exemplified in our grasp’ of the idea of hear, light or sound. Assent, on the
other hand, is exemplified in our judgement® that heat is a power derived
from the sun, thar the sun is more luminous than the moon, and tha the
atom is suscepible w0 explosion,’

We begin now with a study of human COMCEPUONE, Concentrating on their
sources and causes, After that, we will take up assent and knowledge.
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Conception and Lis Primary Source

By the term “primary’, we mean the real soutce of simple conceprions or
simple knowledge. The human mind comains two kinds of conceprions. One
of them is simple conceprual ideas, such as the ideas of *exisence’, ‘unity’,
‘heat', ‘whiteness’, and similar single human conceptions. The other 1s
composite ideas, which are the conceptions that res ult from a combination of
simple conceprions, Thus, you may conceive 'a mountain of soil’, and then
concerve ‘a piece of gold’. Alter that, vou combine these two CONCUPTons.
Thus, deriving from this combination a thind conceprion which is {p. 59 'a
mountain of gold. This third ronception 15 in reality composed of the
previous two conceptions; hence, all composite conceptions are reduced o
simple concepiual units,

The issue under ronsideration is the attempt to know the real source of
these units and the cause of e arising of these simple conceptions in human
knowlrdge. This issue has an tmportant history in the vanious stages of Greek,
Islamic and European philosopiy. Throughout the history of philosophy, it
received a number of solutions, These solutions can be summarized in the
lollowing theories,

I The Platonic Theery of Hecollection

This theory states that knowledge is a funcrion of the revollection ol previous
information,” Plato was the founder of this theory. He based ivon his specilic
philasophy ol the archetypes.” He believed that the soul has a prior existence,
Thus, he believed that prier tw the exastence of the body, the hurian soul had
existed mdependently of the body. Since the soul’s existence was completely
free from mater and its restrictions, it was possible for it to be in touch with
the archerypes - that is with the realities that are free from marter. Thus, it was
also possible for it 1o know them. However, when it became necessary for the
voul to descend from its immaterial world in order to be conjoined w the
body and linked to it in the world of mauer, this caused it 1o lose all i
knowledge of the -archetypes and fixed realites, and 1o forget them
completely, But the soul can begin (o remeve its knowledge by means of the
sense perception of specific ideas and particular things. This is because all
such ideas and things arc shadows and reflections of those eternal archerypes
and realities that are everlasting in the world in which the soul had lived.
When it perceives a specific idea, it immediately moves to the ideal reality
that it had known before it became artached o the body. On this basis, our
knowledge of the universal human being — that is, the universal idea of 2
human being - would be nothing but a recollection of an abstract reality thar
we had forgotten. Indeed, we remember itonly due 1o our sense percepuon
of this or that specific human being (p. 60) who reflects that abstract reality in
the material world. Thus, universal conceptions are prior to sense
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perceprion. And perceprion is not realized except through the process of
retricving and recollecting such universal conceptions. Rational knowledge
is not related 1o particular things in the sensible realm. Rather, it is only
related to thosc abstract universal realities,

This theory is based on two philosophical propositions. One of them is
that the soul exists prior o the existence of the body in a world higher than
matter, The other is thar rational knowledpe iz nathing but kn owledge of the
fixed abstract realities in that higher world - the Platnic rechiical term for
these realities being ‘archetypes',

Both propositions are false, as was pointed out by crines of Plato’s
philosophy. For the soul, in the rational philosophical sense, is not
something that exists in an abstract form and prior 1o the existence of the
bady. Rather, it is the result of a substantial movement in matter. The soul
begins with this movement as marerial, characterized by marerial qualities
and subjugaied 10 the laws of marter. By means of this movement and
process of completion, it acquires an immarerial existence not charactericed
by material qualities and not subject to the laws of marter, even though it is
subject to the general laws of existence, This philesophical notion of the soul
is the only one that can explam the [present| issue, and give a reasonable
dlarification of the relation between the soul and maiter ur the soul and the
body. As for the Platonic notion, which supposes that the soul has an
existence prior 1o that of the bedy, it is most incapable of explaining this
relation, of justifying the link that exists berween the soul and the body, and
of clarifying the circumstances under which the soul falls From its own level o
that of master,

Besides, itis possible to explain rational knowledge - with the notion of the
archetypes put aside in the field of discussion - {p. 81) by the explanation
given in Aristotle’s philosophy: namely, thar the sensible ideas are the same
as the universal ideas that the mind knows afier it abstracts them from the
proper qualities of individuals, and retains the common idea. The universal
human being that we know is not an ideal reality that we had previously seen
in a higher world. Rather, he is the form of this or thar human being, after it
has been subjected 1o the process of abstraction by means of which the
universal idea is extracted from ir. (p. 62)

I The Rational Theory

This theory was adopred by a number of prominent European philosophers,
such as Descartes,” Kant® and others. It can be summanized in the belief that
there are two sources of conceptions. One of them is sense perceprion, Thus,
we conceive *heat’, ‘light’, ‘taste’ or *sound" due to our sense perception of all
of that. The other is the innate nature. This is 1o say that the human mined
possesses ideas and coneeptions that are not derived from the senses, bt are
fixed in the innermost being of the innate nature. Thus, the soul draws
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|certain ideas| fram itself. According to Descartes, these innate conceptions
are the ideas of God, the foul, extension and movemnent, as well as the ideas
that resemble thern, and are characrenized by complete clanioy in the human
mind. And, according to Kant, the whole field of conceptual human
knowledge and science - including the twoo forms of time and space, as well as
the twelve categories,” for which Kant is known - is innate.

The senses are, on the basis of this theory, the source of understanding the
simple conceptions and ideas. However, they are not the only source, Rather,
there i also the innare nature vhar produces in the mind a number of
COnCepEons,

What ohliged the rauonalists 1w adopi this theory for explaining human
CONCEPUILNS Was this. They did not find a reason for the ansing of 2 number
of ideas and conceptions {rom the senses, since they are non-sensible ideas.
Thus, they must be denved essentially from the innermost being of the soul,
This makes it clear that the philosophical motive for postulating the rational
theory would be completely eliminated if we could explain the meneal
comceptions salidly, and without need of supposiog minate ideas. Because of
this, we can refuic the rational theory i owo ways,

The firstis by analyzing knowledge in a way that would amribute all of itto
the senises, and facilicate understanding the manner in which all conceprions
are produced from the senses. Such an analyss would deny any justfication
1w the theory of innare ideas, sinee icwas based on the complete separation of
soeme ideas from the sphere of the senses. Therefore, if it were possible w
extend the reach of the senses wo the various areas of conception, there would
be no need for innate conceptions. This way was adopted by John Locke® in
responding o Descartes and other such ranonalists. Eaver, 1t was also
adopred by those who upheld the empirical principle, such as Berkeley™ and
David Hume."

The second way is the philosophica method For responding to |the view of]
innate concepuions. 1o based on the prnciple thar a multplicty of efects
tannot be the result of that which is simple, by vire of the fact of i
simpliony. The soul is simple. Therefore, it cannot be a cause in a namral
manner of a number of conceptions and ideas. Rather, the existence of such a
large number of peces of knowledge in the soul must be caused by many
external facors. These factors are the inscrumental senses and the various
sensations that ocour o them® (p, 64

A complete crivcism of this proof requires that we explain the principle on
which it is based, and give 2 clarification of the reality and simplicity of the
soutl, Bur for this, there 15 no room here, However, we must point out the
following. First, this proof - if one can accept it - does not totally demolish
the theory of innate ideas, because it only demonstrates the lack of a
muldplicity of innate pieces of knowledge, but does not prove that the soul
does not nanurally possess a limited [number of] conceptions” concordant
with its uniry and simplicity, and resulong in a number of other conceptions
independent of the senses, In the second place, we would like to clarify thacif
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the rational theory means that in the human soul there are innare ideas in
actuality, then it becomes possible for the proof presented above o respond
to this theory as follows, The soul is simple in essence; so, how could it
produce that large number of innate ideas? Indeed. if the rationalists were
truly indlined to believe thar, then our human inner teeling would be
sufficient for rejecting their theory, This is because all of us know that at the
moment human beings [begin| to exist on the face of the carth, they do noc
possess any idea, regardless of how clear and general it is in the human
mind:

God broughe you out of your mothers' abdomens when you did
not know anything. He gave you hearing, vision and hearts, in the
hope that you will be grateful

8till, another interpretation of the rational theory can he recapitulaied in the
consideration that inrate ideas exist in the soul potentially, and thar they
acquire the quality of being actual by the development and mental
integration of the soul. Thus, innate conceptions are not produced by the
senscs. Rather, the soul contains them without arending to them. However,
with the integration of the soul, these conceptions become knowledge,
artended to and clear, as is the case of the knowled ge and information tha we
recollect and, hence, reawaken once again after they had been jatent and
potential, (p. 64)

Inlight of this interpretation, the rational theory cannot be rejected oo the
basis of the philosophical demonstration or scendfic evidence which has
already been mentoned,

Il The Emgirical Theory

This theory states that only sense perception supplies the human mind with
conceptions and idcas, and that mental power is thas which reflects in the
mind the various sense perceptions, Thus, when we perceive a thing, we can
have a conception of it - that is, we can grasp its form mentally, But the ideas
that lie outside the provinee of the senses cannat be created by the soul, nor
constructed by it essentally and independently. According we this theory, the
mind merely manages the conceptions of sensible ideas. It does this sithe (1)
by combination and division, so thar it combines those conceptions, or
divides every one of them. Thus, it conceives ‘s mountain of gold', or divides
‘the tree’, that it had known into picees and parts. Or (2) the mind manages
the conceptions of sensible ideas by abstraction and umiversalization, so that
it separates the qualities of the form, and abstracis the form from iis
particular qualities; with the result that [the mind] can form from it a
universal idea. This is exemplified in conceiving Zayd, and discounting all
that which distinguishes him from '"Umar. By means of this process of
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subtraction, the mind retains an abstractidea that apphies Lo both Zayd and
‘Umar.

Perhaps the first one to advocate this empirical theory was Jo hn Locke, the
eminent British philosopher who emerged in a philosophical period
pervaded by the Cartesian notions of innate ideas. Thus, Locke began o
refute these notions. For this purpese, he pur forth in his book, Essay m
Husan Understanding, & detailed philosophy of human knowledge. In this
book, he anempred o aomibute all conceptions and ideas to the senses. Later,
this theory became widely spread among European philosophers, and, to
some ewient, it destroyed the theary of innate ideas. A number of
philosophers adopted its most extreme [p. 65) forms. This led w very
dangerous philasophies, such as the philosophies of Berkeley and David
Hume, as we will show laer, God willing,

Marxism adopted this theory in its explanation of human knowledge. This
was consistent with its view of human consciousness as a refleciion of
objective reality. Thus, all knowledge can be atrributed w a reflection of a
particular reality. Such a reflection occurs by means of the senses. 1t is not
possible for knowledge and thought w be related w anything that falls
outside the limits of sensible reflections. Hence, we do not conceive anything
other than our sense perceptions which indicare objective realities that exist
in the external world.

Georges Politzer” said the following:

But what is the point of the origin of consciousness or thoughe?
It is sense perceprion. Further, the source of the sense
perceptions that human beings experience is grounded in their
natural needs.!

The Marxist view, therefore, can be interpreted o mean that
there is no source for the content of our consciousness other
than the ebjective particulars which are given to us by the
external circumstances that we live, These particulars are given
to us through sense pereeptions. That is all there is to this
martter.”

In an awempt to clarify the Marxist view of this mauer, Mao Tse-mung™
made the following satement: ‘The source of all knowledge lies hidden in the
perceptions by the bodily human sense organs of the objective world which

surrounds us, ™

Thus, the first step in the process of acquiring knowledge is |p. B6)
the primary contact with the external cnvironment — this is the
stage of sense perception, The second step is the accumulation, the
lining up and the organizing of the information which we gather
from sense perception.”
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The empirical theory focuses on experimentation; for scientific experiments
have shown that the senses [provide] the perceprions that produce the
human conceptions. Thus, he whao is de prived of any sense cannot conceive
the ideas that are related to thar specific sense. '

Such experments - if sound- prove scientifically only thar the senises are
the primary source of conception, Were it not for the senses, no con Coprions
would have existed in the human mind. However, such experiments do nor
strip the mind of the abiligr w produce from the sensible ideas new ideas not
known by the senses, Therefore, it is not necessary that all our simple
conceptions be preceded by the sense perception of their ideas, as the
empirical theory claims, In lighr of the above-mentioned experiments, the
senses are the primary structure on the basis of which the hunan coneepion
is established. But this idea does not mean that the mind is voie of agency and
innovation of new conceptions in light of the conceptions that are derived
from the senses.

Itis possible for us 1o show the failure of the empirical theory in its attempt
to attribute all the human conceprual notions o the senses by investigating a
number of the notions of the hurnan mind, such as the following: ‘cause’ and
‘effect’, 'substance’ and ‘accident’, ‘possibility’ and “necessity’, “unity’ and
‘muldplicity’, ‘existence’ and ‘non-existence’, as well as other similar notions
and conceprions.

We all know that the senses grasp the cause and effect themselves, (p. 67)
Thus, by means of our sight, we know rhat a pencil falls to the ground if the
table on which it was placed is pulled from underneath ir. Also, by means of
touch, we know that water becomes hot when itis placed on fire, Similarly, we
know that bodily particles expand in hot weather. In these examples, we
perceive two successive phenomena, bur we do not perceve a specific
relation between the two. This relation is what we call “causality’. By
causality’ we mean the influence of one of these phenomena on the other
and the need of the other for it, in order thar the other exisis,

The aveinpts that seck to extend the province of the senses w cover
causality itsell and o consider it as an empirical principle are based on
avoiding the depth and precision in the knowledge of the realm of the senses
and the ideas and limits it includes. Regardless of the proclamations made by
the empiricists — namely, that human experiences and the experimental
sciences, which are based on the senses, are whar clarify the principle of
causality, and make us realize how specific material phenomena arise from
other similar phenomena - I say that regardless of such proclamations, the
empiricists will not be successful, as long as we know that scientific
experiments cannot reveal by means of the senses anvthing except the
succession of phenomena. Thus, we can know thar by placing water on the
fire, the water gets hot. Then we muldiply its tem perature, At last, we perceive
the boiling of the water, The empirical side of the experiment does not
disclose that boiling 1s produced because the temperature reaches a specific
degree. Butif our empirical experiments fall short of disclosing the notion of
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causality, then how did this notien develop in the human mind, so that we
began to conceive it and think abour it?

David Hume, one of the advocates of the empirical principle, was more
precise than others in applying the empincal theory, He knew that causalicy,
in the real sense of the term, cannot be known by the senses, Becanse of this,
he rejected the principle of causality and atributed it w the habit of the
association ol ideas, faying that T see the billiard ball move, and then
encounter another ball that, in wen, moves. But in the movement of the
former ball, there is nothing that reveals to me the necessity of the movernent
ofthe lawzer. The internal senses also tell me that the movement of the organs
follows upon an order from the will. However, they do not give me a direct
knowledge of a necessary relation berween the movement and the order.”
(p- &5}

But the rejection of the principle of causalicy does not at all minimize the
difficuley that faces the empirical theory, The rejection of this principle as an
objective teality means that we do not believe that causality is a law of
objective reality, and that we are unable 1o know whether the phenomena are
linked by necessary relations that make some of them effects of some others.
However, the principle of causalivy as an idea assented w is one thing, while
the principle of causality as a concepmal idea is another, Suppose, for
example, that we do not assent to the fact that some sensible things cause
some other sensible things, and that we do not form an assent concerning the
principle of cauzality, would this mean that we do not have a conception of
the principle of causality cither? If we do not have such a conception, then
what is it that was rejecied by David Hume? Can a human being reject
mrm:ti:ing of which he has no conception?

The undeniable truth is that we conceive the principle of cansality, whether
or not we assent o it Further, the conception of causality is not composed of
ihe conceptions of the rwo successive things. When we conceive the causation
of a specific degree of remperature for boiling, we do net intend by this
causarion an ardlicial compesition of the idea of temperature and that of
boiling. Rather, we intend a thivd idea that exisis berween the wo. From
where, then, does this third idea thaz is not known by the senses come, if the
mind does not have the ability to ereate non-sensible ideas? We face the same
difficulty with regard to the other notions mentioned earlier,” since all of
them are non-sensible. Thus, it is necessary to cast aside the purely empirical
explanation of human conceptions and to adopt the dispossession theory
{nazariypal al-intizd’).

IV The Dispossession Theory

This i# the theory of the Islamic philesophers in general. It can be
summarized in the division of the mental conceptions into the following two
kinds: primary conceptions and secondary conceptions.
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The primary conceptions are the concepual foundation of the human
mind. (p. 69} These primary conceprions are produced from the direct sense
perceprion of their comtent, Thus, we conceive hear becawse we had known it
by means of touch. And, we conceive a calor because we had known it by
means of vision. Again, we conceive sweetness because we had known i
by means of taste. Similarly, we conceive an odor becatse we had known
it by means of smell. The same is true of all the ideas that we kn ow by means
of our senses. The sense perception of every one of them is the cause of their
concepion and the presence of an idea abour them in the human mund,
These ideas form the primary foundarion of conception. On the basis of this
foundation, the mind establishes the secandary conceptions, With this, the
stage of innovation and constructon begins - the theory under consideradon
gives this stage the technical name ‘dispossession’. The mind produces new
notons from those primary ideas. These new ideas fall outside the scope of
the senses, even though they are derived and extracied from the ideas that are
given 1o the mind and to thought by the senses.

This theory is consisterit with demonstration and experiments. 1o is
passible for it to give a solid explanation of all the ronceprual unies. In lightof
this theory, we can understand how the notions of cause and effect, substance
and accident, existence and unity came abour in the human mind. All of
them are dispossessed notions that the mind invenuts in light of the sensible
ideas. Thus, we perceive the boiling of water Jar sea level] when i
temperature reaches one hundred degrees [cenngrade]. Further, our
perception of these two phenomena - the phenomena of hoiling and that of
temperature - may be repeared a thousand dimes, yer without our evep
perceiving the causation of temperature o boilin g Rather, the mind
dispossesses the notion of causal; ty from the twe phenomena thar are offered
by the senses to the field of concepton.

Due to the limitation of space, we cannot discuss the manner, kinds and
divisions of mental dispossessions. This is because in this brief investiga-
ten of ours, we are not w discuss anything other than the main points,
(p- 70)

Assent and I3 Primary Source

We move now from the invest gation of simple knowlsdge [conception) to the
investigation of knowledge 23 assent that insvelves a judgement, and by rmeans
of which human beings obtain shiective knowledge,

Every one of us knows a number of propasitions and assents to thern,
Among such propositions, there are those in which the judgement is based
on particular objective realites, as in our smtements: ‘“The weather is hou"
“The sun is cut.” Because of this, the propositon is called *pamicular’, There
are also propositions in which the judgement is based on two general ideas,
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as in our starements: “The whole is greater than the part.' 'One is half of two.'
“The indivisible part is impossible,’ 'Heat causes boiling,” "Coldness 15 a
cause of solidification.’ *The circumference of the drcle is greater than s
diameier.’ ‘A mass is a relatve reality.' The same is true of |other|
philosaphical, physical and mathemarical propositions. These propositions
are called ‘universal’ or ‘general’. The problem that we encounter is that of
knowing the origin of knowledge as assent and the principles on which the
edifice of human knowledge is bascd. Whar, then, are the primary threads
from which thar large group of judgements and knowledge Is woven? Alsa,
what is the prmciple that human knowledge reaches in explanation, and is
considered a general primary eriterion for distnguishing tmath from other
thirs?

There are a number of philosephical docrines concerned with this issue.
Of these doctrines we will mke up For study the rational doctring and the
experimental docimine. The former s the doctrine on which Islamic
philosaphy, as well as the method of slamic thinking in general, is based.
The later is the prevalent view in a number of marerialistic schools, ol which
the Marxist school is one.

{ The Katiana! Doctrine

1n the view ol the rationalises, human knowledge 15 divided into two kinds,
Omne of them is necessary knowledge, or inwitive knowledge. (p. 71} By
‘necessity’ here, we mean thar the soul is obliged 10 accept a cerain
propositon, withous having e reguire any evidence of a demonstration ol is
soundness. Rather, it finds 10 is own nature the necessity for believing it, ina
sianner not in need of any evidence or conformation. This is exemplified in
the soul's belief in, or knowledge of, the following propositions: "Negation
and affirmation are not rrue of the same thing [at the same tme).! "Thatwhich
is originated does not exist without a cause.' 'Contrary qualities are not in
harmony in the same subject,’ ‘The whole is greater than the part.’ "One is
halt of twe!

The other kind consists of theoretical knowledge and information. There
are a number of propositions whose trugh the soul does not believe exceptin
light of previous knowledge and information. Thus, the soul’s making of
judgements in those propositions depends on the process of thinking and
derivation of the trath from prior raths that are clearer than they are, as in
the following propositions: “The earth is spherical.” "Motion 15 a cause of
heat” ‘[ The infinite] regress is impossible.' ‘Bodily particles expand by heat.'
“The angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles.' 'Mawer is
transformahle into energy.’ The same is mue of similar philosophical and
scientific propositions. When such propositic s are presented to the soul,
the soul does not reach a judgement concerning them except after reviewing
other information. Because of this, the theoretical knowledge depends on the
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necessary primary knowledge. Therefore, il such primary knowledge i
removed from the human mind, one would nor be able at all 10 arain any
theorerical knowledge, as we will show later, Cod willing,

Thus, the rational doctrine shows thar the cormnersione of knowledge is the
primary informarion, On the basis of such informarion, the supersimictures
of human though, referred o as secondary informaron’. are buile

The operation through which one derives thearerical knowledge from
previous knowledge is the aperation that we call ‘thought' or ‘thinking',
Thinking is an effort that the mind makes for the purpose of acquiring a new
assent or 2 new knowledge from some of it previous knowledge. This means
that when a human being avempts o deal with a new issue, such as the
origination of maicer, in order to know {P- 72} whether matter s originated or
old, he has two things to consider, One of them is 2 specificattribute - thacis,
the origination. And the other is the thing which sceks actualizarion by
means of acquiring that atiribute - this thing being ‘matter’. Sinee this
Proposition is not one of the rational primary propositions, 2 Human Breing,
therefore, would narurally hesitate w0 judge and to acoepr the origination of
matter, He then resors 1o his previous knowledge 1o try 10 find in it
something on which he can base his judgement and udlize as an
imfnncdja:}r forkn owing the arigimation of rmatter, With this, the process of
thinking begins by looking aver the previous information. Let us sUppose,
tor example, that among such rruths thar the thinker already knows, there iy
the substantial movement that determines that matter s a contnuous
motion and a constant renewal, The mind, then, grasps this truth when his
truth appears o it in the menmal presentation, and makes it a link between
matter and origination. For, since marter is renewable, it muse be originaced.
This is because continuous change means contnuous crearion, At tha poing,
anew knowledge is acquired by the human being, this knowledge beimg thar
maner is originated, hecause i is moveablc and renewable, and whatever is
renewable i3 originated.

This is how the mind is able to draw a link between origination and marter
- the link being the motion of marer. It is this maotion thar makes us belieye
that matter is originared, because we know thar everything moveable is
originatad.

Duc to this, the rational doctrine asseres thias the vausal relaton in human
knowledge is between somc information and some other. For all knowledge
is only produced by previous knowledge. The same is true of this Previous
knowledge, |and so on, untl the progressive series reaches the primary
rational knowledge that does not arise from previous knowledge, For this
reason, this primary knowledge is considered the primary cause of
knowledge,

This primary cause of knowledge is of two kinds: it is either (1] a basic
condition of 2ll human knowledge in general, or (2) a cause of a part of the
information. The former is the pring ple of nen-contradiction. This prin ciple
15 necessary for all (p. 75) knowledge. Without it one cannot be sure that a
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certain proposidon is not faise, vegardless of how much evidence one has for
its truth and soundness. This is because, if conradiction were possible, then
it would be possible for the proposition to be false at the same time in which
we prove its truth. This means that the collapse of the principle of non-
contradicion siikes a blow at all philosophical and physical propeositons,
regardless of their kind. The larter kind of primary knowledge is the rest of
the necessary knowledge ol which every piece is a cause of agroup of pieces of
information.

Oin the basis of the rational doctrine, the following [truths] hold: ficst, de
primary criterion of human thinking in general is the necessary rational
knowledge, It is the flundamental pillar that is indispensable in every ficld,
The ruth or falsity of every idea must be measured in light of i, Due v this,
the field of human knowledge becomes wider than the sphere of the senses
and experimentation. This is because i provides human thinking with
powers that extend to truths and propesidons thar lie beyond matter, and
achieves for mesaphysics and the higher philosophy the possibilicy of
knowledge,

The experimental docrine is the contrary of this. [t distances the
metaphysical issues from the feld of discussion, because they are issues
which are not subject 1o experimentation, and to which scientific under-
standing does not extend. Thus, itis not possible to be sure whether they are
negations or affinmatons, as long as experimentation is the only primary
criterion, as the experimental docrrine claims.

Second, in the view of the ragonalists, the progression of thought maves
from general propesitions to more particular propositons - that is, from
universal proposiions w particular propositions. Even in the experimental
field, which appears at first sight to be one in which the mind moves from
individual experimental subjects o general principles and laws, movement
and progression occur from the general to the particular, This will be shown
in our response to the experimental docuine, (p. 74

Mo doubt, you remember the example already mentoned of the
knowledgeability of thought, how we moved in it from a general knowledge
o a parrcular knowledge. We acquired the knowledge that ‘matter is
originated’ from the knowledge that ‘everything that changes 15 originated'.
Thought began with this universal proposition, ‘Everything that changes is
originated’, and then moved from it to 2 more particular propesition, ‘Matter
is oniginaged',

Finally we must warn that the rational doctrine does not neglea the
powerful role of experimentation in the human sciences and knowledge, the
enormous services that experimentation offers to mankind, and the secrets of
the universe and the natural mysteries that it discloses, However, according
ta this doctrine, experimentation alone could not have played this powerful
role: because for the derivaton of any such scentfic truths from iy, it
requires the application of the necessary rational laws. This means that the
derivation is achieved in light of the primary knowledge. Itis not possible for

50



experiments in themselves to be the original source and the primary criterion
for knowledge, For it is analogous to the rest thar the doctor gives the patient.
It is this test that provides the doctor with the opportunity of discovering the
nature of the disease and its acco mipanyving complications, However, this test
would not help discover that, were it not for the previous information and
knowledge thar the doctor has, Had he not had such information, his tes
would have been null and empty of any benefit. Similarly, human
experiments, in general, do not pave the way for conclusions and wuths
except in light of previous radonal information.

11 The Empirical Dodrine

This doctrine sustes ehat cxperience is the primary source of 2l hurian
knowledge. For thay, it relies on the #ssertion that when human beings are
deprived of the various kinds of expericnces, they do not know any uh,
regardless of its clarity. This shows thae human beings are born without any
innate knowledge, They begin their awarencss and knowledge as soon as they
begin (p. 75) their pracrical lives. Their knowledge widens as their
experiences widen, and cheir knowledge becomes varied in kind as their
experiences take on different forms,

The empiricists do not admit necessary rational knowledge prior 1o
experience. Rather, they consider cxperience as the only basis of sound
judgement and the general criterion in every field. Even those judgenients
that the rational doctrine alleges 1o be necessary knowledge must, |according
to the empiricists], be subject 10 the empirical eriterion, and must be
admitted in accordance with the determinadon of experience, This is
because human beings do not have any judgement whose confirmation does
nor require experience. This results in the following:

Firse, the power of human thinking is delirvited by the limits of the
empisical field; so that, any metzphysical invesrigation or sudy of
metaphysical issues becomes useless, [Tn rhis, the empirical docirine| is
cxactly the contrary of the rational docrrine,

Second, the movement of thought propresses inoa way contrary 1o the
manner aiserted by the rational doctsine, Thus, whereas the rational
doctrine asserts thiat a thought always moves from what is general to what is
particular, the empiricists assere that it moves from what is particular o what
is general; thar is, from the narrow limits of experiments to universal laws and
principles. It always progresses from the effipincal partcular ruth o the
absolute rruth, The general laws and universal principles that human beings
have are nothing but the result of experiences. The consequence of this iz a
progression of induction® from individual ihings to a discovery of gensral
objective truhs.

For this reason, the empirical doctrine relies on the inductive methed in
[ies] search for evidence and in thinking, since this method is one that ascends
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from the particular to the universal. It rejects the principle of syllogistic”
reasoning, by vire of which thought moves trom the general o the
particular, as in the following syllogistic figure: "All human bemngs are
mortal.” ‘Muhammad is a human being.’ “Therefore, Muhammad is merial,’
\p. 76) This rejection depends on the fact thar this syllogistic figure does not
jead 10 new knowledge in the conclusion, even though it is a condition of
demonstration that it leads to 2 new conclusion not contained in the
premises® Thus, the syllogism in its above-mentiencd form falls into the
kind of fallicy called ‘begging the question’ {al- musddara ‘ald al-matiib). Thisis
because if we accepr the premise ‘all human beings are maortal’, we then
include in the subject, “human being', all hurman individuals. Adrerthat, ifwe
follow this premise by another: ‘Mubammad is a human being,’ we are then
sither aware that Muhammad is one of the human individuals we inten ded in
the first premise - with this, we would also be aware that he is mortal betore
we state this rruth in the second premise - or we are noLaware of that. 1n this
case, we would have generalized the first premise without pustification,
because we had not yet known thar mortality s applicable to all human
beings, as we claimed.

This is a brict exposidon of the empirical docwrine which we find ourselves
obliged o reject for the following reasons. First, is this principle isell
fexperience is the primary criterion lor discerning the truth} primary
knowledge that hurman beings acquire without previous experience? Orisit,
inn tem, fike other human knowledge, in being neither innate not necessany?
If it is primary knowledge previous to experience, then the empirical
decirine, which does nor alfirm primary knowledge, is falsified, and the
presence of necessary human information as independent of experience is
affirmed. But if this knowledge is in need of previous knowledge, this would
mean that we do not know ax first that experience is a Jogical criterion whose
truth is secured. How, then, can one demonstrate its truth, and consider ita
criterion of experience when its truth is not yet certain?

In other words, if the above-mentioned principle, which is the comerstone
of the empirical docring, is false, then the empirical doctrine collapses due
to the collapse of its main principle. (p. 77] If, on the ather hand, itis sound,
then it will be appropriate for us 0 inguire about the reason that led the
empiricists to believe that this principle is sou nd. For if they were assured of
its soundness withoul experence, this would mmean thar it is an inwitive
proposition, and that human beings possess truths that lie beyond the realm
of expericnee. If, however, they were aseured of its soundness by a previous
experience, this would be impossible, because CXPETICNCE CANNOL ASCETLAIN
its own value.

Second, the philesophical notion that is based on the empirical doctrine is
incapable of affirming matter. The reason for this is that mavter cannot be
disclosed by mieans of pure experience. Rather, all thar appears to the senses
in the experiential fields are only the phenomena and accidents of marer,
Regarding matter itselfl - namely, the material substance thar those
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phenomena and qualities exhibit - it is not known by the scnses. The rose
that we see on the tree, for exam ple, or that we touch with our hand jis such
that| we only have sense percepiion of its odor, color and sofiness. Even if we
taste it, we will [only] have sense perception of its Bavor. But in none of these
cases do we have sense perception of the substance in which all these
phenomena meet. Rather, we know this substance only by means of a
rational proof thar is based on primary rarional knowledge, as we will point
out in the forthmming discussions. For this reason, 2 number of empiricses
or experientialists denied the existence of marter.

The only ground for asserting [the existence of] matter are the primary
rational propositions. Were it not for them, it would not be possible for the
semses to conlinm o us the existence of matter behind the beaurifyl sinell, the
red color and the specific flavor of the rose.

Thus, it becomes clear 1o us thar the metaphysical realites are not the only
realities whose demonstrarion requires the pursuir of the rational method in
thinking, but also matter jwelf,

As a matter of fact, we raise this objection against those who belicve an the
basis of the principles of the empirical docirine thar a material substance
exists in nature, But this objection does not touch those who interpret nature
(P 73} as mere phenomena thar occur and change, without admitting
subject in which such phenomena meer.

Third, if the mind were confined 1o the limics of experience and did not
have knowledge independent of experience, then it would not be possible for
iratall to assert the impossibility of anything. This is hecause impossibility, in
the sense of ‘non-possibility of the existence of a thing", is no within the
scope of experience; nor is it possible for experience to disclose it The most
that experience can show is the non-existence of specific things ® However,
the non-existence of a thing does not mean jts impossibility. There are a
number of things whose existence is not disclosed by experience. Rather,
cxperience shows their non-existence in their sperific area In spite of thar,
we do not consider them impossible; nor do we strip them of the possibilivy
of existence, as we do in the case of impossible things. There is a clear
difference between the collision of the moon with the earth, the existenecs of
people on Mars, or the existence of 2 human being who can fly due to specific
flexibility in his muscles, on the one hand,” and the exisience of 2 triangle
having four sides, the existence of a part greater than the whole, or the
existence of the moon in the case of its non-existence, on the other hand
None of these propositions has been acrualized, and none of them has been
subject to experience, Thus, if experience alone were the main source of
knowledge, then we would not be able w distinguish between the [above-
mendoned] owo groups [of propositions]. This is because the word
‘experience’ is the same in both of them. In spite of this, we all see the clear
difference between the two groups. The first group has not been acualized:
however, itis possible essentally. As for the second group, itis not only non-
existent; b it canmor exist at all. The triangle, for cxam ple, cannor have four
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sides, whether or not the moon eollides with the earth. This judgement of
impossibiliny canmot be inrerprered exceptin light of the rational docirine, as
a rational knowledge independent of experience. Because of this, the
empiricsts are left with pwo alternatives only. They must either admit the
impassibility of specific things, such as the things mentioned in the second
group, (p. 79) or they must deny the novon of impossibifity of all things.

If they accept the impossibility of things, such as those which we have
menooned [in the second group|, their acceplance must rely on independent
rational knewledge, and not on experience. The reason is that the non-
appearance of a thing in experience does not indicate its impossibility.

I, an the other hand, they deny the noton of impossibility, and do nom
admir the impossibilice of anything, regardless of how strange thar may be to
the mind, on the Lasis of such a denial, there would remain no difference
berween the rwo groups already presenied, concerning which we have
realized the necessity of differentiating between them. Further, if the notion
of impossibility is elininated, then coneradiction - namely, the simulaneous
existence and non-exsience of a thing, or the sinultaneous tuth and falsity
of 4 proposition - will not be impossible. But the possibility of conuadiciion
leads to the collapse of all knowledge and science, and o the failure of
experience o remove doubt and hesitancy in any sciendfic feld, Thes is
Lecause no matter how many experiments and pieces of evidence confirm
the truth of a specific scientfic propositon, such as "Gold is a simple
element’, we still cannot be cettain that this proposidon is mor false, aslong as
it is possible for things io be contradictory and for propuositions to be true and
false ar the same tme.

Fourth, the principle of causality cannot be demonstrated by means of the
empirical docrrine. As the empirical theary is incapable of giving a sound
justification of causality asa conceptual idea, 5o also is the empirical docirine
incapable of demonstrating it as a principle or an idea of assent. For
experience cannot clarify anything to us except a succession of specific
phenomena. Thus, by means of it, we know that water boils when itis heated
w0 100 degrees [centigrade], and thar it freezes when its temperature reaches
helaw & degrees |centigrade). As for one phenomenon causing the other, and
the necessity between the two, this is something not disclosed by the means of
experience, regardless of how precise itis and regardless of our repetition of
the experience. But if the principle of causality collapses, all the natural
sciences also collapse, as you will learn later.

Some empiricists, such as David Hume and John Swart Mill (p. 80), have
admitted this truth, That is why Hume interprets the element of necessity in
the law of cause and effect o be due to the nature of the rational operation
thar is employed in reaching this law. He says that if one of the operations of
the mind is employed for the purpose of obaining this law - adding that if
one of the operations of the mind always leads 1o another operation that
follows it immediately - then, with the passage of time, a constant strong
relation, which we call ‘the relation of association of ideas’; develops berween
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the two operations. This association is accompanied by a kind of ratonal
necessity, such that the idea thar is linked 1o one of the two mental operdtions
occurs in the mind, as does the idea that is linked to the other operation. This
rational necessity is the basis of what we call the necessicy thae we grasp in the
link between the cause and the effect. There is no doubt that this explanarion
of the relation berween the cause and the effect is incorrec far the fallowing
reasons,

First, from this explanation, it follows that we do not reach the general law
of causality except afier a series of repeared events and experiments thar
fasten in the mind the link between the two ideas of cause and effect, cven
though that is not necessary, For the natural scicntist is able to infer 4 relaton
of causality and necessity betwern two things that occur in onc event. His
certitude is not ar all strengthened [larer] beyond what it was when he
observed the cvent for the first dme. Similarly, the relarion of ca sality is nog
strengthened by the repetition of other evenis mvolving the same cause
and effect.

Second, let us put aside two successive external events and tuem our

- attenton to their two ideas in the mind - namely, the idea of cause and tharol
effect, Is the relation between themm ane of necessity or one of conjunction, as
our conception of iron is conjoined o our conception of the market in which
the iron is sold? If it is a necessary relation, then the principle of causality is
confirmed, and 2 non-empirical relation beoween two ideas — that is, the
relation of necessity - is implicitly admirced. (p 81] |In this case]|, whether
necessity is between two ideas or between two objective realities, it cannot be
demonstrated by sense experience. I, on the other hand, the refation is 2
mere conjuniction, then David |Hume| did not succeed in explaining, as he
intended, the element of necessity in the law of cause and effect.

Third, the necessity, which we grasp in the relarion of causalicy between a
cause and an effect, involves no influrnce ar all on recpuiring the mind o
invoke one of the twa ideas when the other idea occurs in the mind. That is
why this necessity that we grasp between the cause and the effect is e same,
whether or not we have a specific idea about the relation. Thus, necessity of
the principle of causality is not a psychological necessicy, but an objective
necessity.

Fourth, the cause and effect may be completely conjoined, Yerin spite of
that, we grasp the causation of the one on the ather. This is exemplified in the
movement of the hand and that of the pencil during writing, These two
movements are always presentat the same tme, [ the source of recessiey and
causality were the succession of one of the two mental operations alter the
other by means of association, then it would not be possible in this example
for the movement of the hand to play the role of the rause [of] the mavement
of the pencil; for the mind grasps the two movemens at the same time. Why
then should one of them be posited as a cause and the other a5 an effect?

In other words, explaining causality 2s a psychological necessity micans
that the cause is considered as such, not because in objective reality it is prior
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to the effect and is productve of i, but because knowledge of it is always
followed by knowledge of the effect by means of the association ofideas. Due
tex this, the former is the cause of the lamer. This explanation cannot show us
how the movemnent of the hand becomes a cause of the movement of the
pencil, even though the mevement of the pencil does not succeed the
movement of the hand in knowledge. Rather, the two movements are leniown
simultaneously, Thus, if the movement of the hand does nor have acoual
priarity and objective causality over the movemnent of the pencil, it would not
tiave been possible o consider 1t as a cause. (p. 82)

Fifth, it is ofien the case that two things are associated without the belief
tharome of themn is a cause of the other, I it were possible for David Hume 1o
explain the cause and effect as rwo events whose succession we often grasp,
such thiat a link of the tvpe of association of ideas occurs beoween them in the
mind, then the night and day would be of this sort. As heat and boiling are
two events thar have succeeded each other, untl an associarional link
developed berween them, the same must be true of the night and day, their
succession and their association, even though the elements of causality and
necessity that we grasp between heat and boiling are non-existent berween |
the night and day. The might is not a cause of the day, nor the day a cause of
the nught. It is not possible, therefore, o explain these two clenents by the
mere repeated succession which leads w the association of ideas, as Hume
meid w do.

we conclude from this that the empirical docirine unavoidably leads ta the
climination of the principle of causality and (o the failure of demonstrating
necessary relations between chings. But if the principle of causality is
eliminated, all the narural sciences will collapse, since they depend on it as
you will know,

The natural sciences, which the empiricists seek to establish on the hasis of
pure experimentation, are themselves in need of primary rational principles
that are prior to experimentation. This is because the scientist carries out his
experiment in his laboratory on limited objective particalars. Then he puts
forward & theory for explaining the phenomena that the experiment in the
laboratory had disdased, and for justifying them by one common cause,
This is exernplified in thie theory that states that the cause of heat 15 motion,
on the basis of a number of experiments interpreted in this way. Itis our right
to ask the natural scientist about how he offers this theory as a universal law
applicable 10 all droumstances resemnbling those of the experiment, even
though the experiment did not apply except 1o a number of specific things. 1s
it not the case, then, that this generalization is based on a principle stating
that similar circumstances and things alike in kind and reality must share in
laws (p. 83) and decrees? Here, once again, we inquire about how the mind
reached this principle. The empiricists cannot claim that it is an em pirical
principle, Rather, it must be a piece of rational knowledge that is prior to

experimentation. The reason is that if it were supported by experimentation,
then the experimentation on which this principle is based alsa, in turn, treats
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only specific subjects. How, then, can a general principle be based on i?
Thus, the eswablishment of a general principle or a universal law in light of
One or more experiments cannot be accomplished except afier admitting
prior rational knowledge,

With this, it becomes clear that all the empirical theories in the namral
sciences are based on a number of pieces of rational knowledge that are not
subject to experimenwmeion. Rather, the mind accepts them immediately
They are the following:

L. The principle of causality, in the sense of the impossibifity of chance, That
is, if chance were possible, then it would not he possible for the namral
SCientist to reach a common explanation of the numerous phenomena
that appear in his experimentation,

2. The principle of harmony berween cause and effect. This principle starcs
that things that in reality are similar necessanly depend on a commen
cause,

4. The principle of non-contradiction that asserts that it is impassible for
negation and affirmation © be rue simultaneously.

If the scientist accepts these pieces of knowledge that are prior o
experimentarion, and then carries out his various experiments on the kinds
and divisions of heat, he can, in the last analysis, postalaic a theory fo
explaining the different kinds of hea by ene cause, such as motion, for
example, On the whole, itis not possibie to postulate this theory as a decisive
and an absolute one, The reason is that it can be siech oniy it it is possible for
one to be certain of the absence of another explanation of those phenomena,
and of the incorrectness of explaining them by another cause However, in
general, this is not determined by experiments, (p. §4) Thar is why rhe
conclusions of the natural sciences are, for the most parL, presumptive, due
to a deficiency in experiments, and 1o an incormpleteness in the conditions
thar make them decisive ex periments,

It becomes clear to us from what has preceded thae the inference of a
seientific conclusion from an experiment is always dependent on syllogistic
reasoning in which the human mind moves from the general to the speaific,
and from the universal to the particular, exactly as viewed by the rational
doctrine. The scientist is able to draw the conclusion in the above exarmple by
moving from the already mentioned three primary principles (the principle
of causaliry, the principle of harmony, and the principle of non-contradicton)
to that specific conclusion in aceordance with the syllogistic approacl.

Regarding the objection raised by rthe empiricists agamse the method of
syllogistic reasoning - namely, that the conclusion in itis nothing buran echo
of one of the twa premises, thatis, the major premise, and a vepeition ofie- |t
is a bad objection, according 1o the teachings of the rational docuine, This i
because if we intended 1o demonstrate the major premise by experiments,
and had no other criterion, then we would have tw examine all the divigion.
and kinds, in order to be certain of the soundness of the judgement. The
conclusion then would have been also determined in the MAjoT premise
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itsell. Bur i the major premise were a piece ol radonal knowledge, which we
grasp without need of experiments, such as the primary intuitive propositions
and the ranonal theones that are derived trom such pmpﬂﬁifiﬂnﬁ. then he
wh seeks to demonstrate the major premise does not need o examine the
particulars so that the conclusion is necessitated to take on the quality of
repetition and reiteration.” (p. B5)

Chnoe agaim, we assent that we do not deny the great value of experience for
humaniry and the exeent of irs service 1o the fields of knowledge, However,
we wish e make the empivicise understand thar experiments are not the
primary criterion and the fundamental source of human thought and
knowledge Rather, the pomary erterion and the fundamental source are
ravonal prmary mformanon, m whose light we acquire all other information
and rruths, Even experience ieelf is in need of such a rational criterion, Thus,
we and orhers alike are required 1o admic this crieerion on which the
principles of our metaphvsical philosophy are based. 1F, after thae, the
emmpincsts anemps o deny this eriterion in order to falsity our philosaphy,
they would he, at the same nme, awacking the principles that are rhe
foundanon of the mataral sciences, and without which the empirical
experience is complotely fraitless,

tn light of the rational doanne, we can explain the quality of necessity and
absoluie ceramty that distngwsh mathemands [rom the propositons of the
patural sciences. This distinction is due o the fac thar the necessary
mathematical laws and trughs are supporned by the primary principles (p. §6)
of the mind, and do not depend on the discovenes of experiments. The
scienific propositions are coiiraniwise- Thus, the expansion of iron due to
heat 1 not one of the propositions that are given by those principles with no
mediation, but is based on experimental propositions. The decisive rational
character is the secret of the necessity and absolute certainegy in the
mathematcal wrurhs,

If we siady the difference berween the mathemarical and the natural
proposiions in light of the empirical doctrine, we will not find a decisive
justification for this difference, as long as cxperience is the only source of
scientific knowledge in the rwo ficlds.

some of the defenders of the empinical doctrine have mied w explain the
difterence on a docimnal basis by saving thas the mathematical propositions
are analvtic, and that i is not their funeton 1w come up with something new,
When we say, [or examiple, “Two plus two equals four,” we do not say anything
against which we can test the degree of our certainty, since ‘four’ is iselfl
anather expression for ‘two’ plus ‘twe’, Put clearly, the above-mentioned
mathematical equation s nothing other than ‘Four eguals four’. All
mathematical propositons are an extension of this analysis. However, this
extension varics in the degree of it complexiry.

The natural sciences, on the other hand, are not of this sort. The reason for
this is that their propositions are composite; that is, the predicate in them
adds new informarion to the subject. This is to say that it provides new
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informarion on the hasis of experiments. Thus, if you say, 'Water boils under
such and such a pressure; that is, when its LEmpeTature, fi}rexampllt:, reaches
100 degrees [centigrade|’, then 1 would be informed that the term "warer'
does not include the terms 'remperature’ ‘pressure’, and ‘hoiling’. Because of
this, the scientific propositions arc subject to falsity and wruth.

But, it is our right 1o rémark cencerning this arempt at jusiilving the
difference between the mathemarical and the natural propositions chat the
consideration of the former as analytic does not explain the dificrence on the
basis of the empinical doctrine, Suppose that "Twe plus two equals four' i
anather expression for our statement, *Four is fow. This would mean tha
this mathemarical proposition depends on accepring the principle of noa-
contradiction; otherwise, ‘four’ may not be itself, il contradiction were ip Y
possible. According to the wachings of the empirical doctrine, this principle
is not rational and necessary; for it denies all prior knowledge. Rather, it s
derived from expericnce, as are the principles on which the seientific
propositions in the nawral sclences are based, Thus, the problem remains
unsolved, as long as both mathematics and the nawral SCIERCEs are
dependent on empirical principles, Why, then, are the mathemarical propos-
ions distinguished from orher propositions by absolute necessary CETLMnV

Further, we do not admie thar all marhemarical propositions are analytic
and an extension of the principle 'Faur is four’, How could the truth stating
‘The diameter is always shorter than the arcumference’ be an analytic
proposition? Are 'shortmess’ and ‘circumference” included in the notion of
‘diameter'? And is ‘diamecer’ another expression for the starement, “The
dizmeter is 2 diameter'?

We conclude from this study that the rational doctrine is the only doctrineg
capable of solving the problem of the justification of knowledge, and setring
up the eriteria and primary principles of knowledge,

Sull, it remains for us to study one point concerning the rational doctrine -
namely, that if the primary information is radonal and necessary, then how is
it possible ro explain its absence in human Lrings at the beginning |of their
existence), and their acquisivon of it at a later date? In other wards, if such
informanen is essental for human beings, then it must be present whenever
they exist. That is, it is impossible for them to be without itat any moment of
their lives. If, on the other hand, it is not essential, then there must be an
external cause for it - that cause being experience. But with this the
rationalisis do not agree,

In fact, when the rationalists assert that those principles are necessary in
the human mind, they mean by this that if the mind conceives the ideas that
are linked rogether by means of those principles, then it infers the first
principle, without need of an external cause.

Let us take {p. 88) the principle of non-conmadiction as an example. This
principle, which is an assent stating that the existence and nom-cxistence of a
thing cannot be simulaneous, is not available to human beings at the
moment they begin to exist. This is because it depends on the comception of
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existence, non-existence and the simultaneity [of the wo). Withour the
concepuon of these obpects, itis not possible to make the assent thaexistence
and nomeexistence cannot be simultanesus. The assent of a human being to
somethimg he has no conception of is impossible, We had alrrad}' learned in
sur attemnpt o analyee mental conceptions that all conceptions result and
procecd from the senses, whether directly or indirecily. Thus, by means of
the senses, human beings must acguire the group of conceprions on which
the ponaple of nop-contradiction depends, so that they will have the
opporunity w judge and assent by means of i, Therefore, the fact that this
principle appears later on in the human mind does not indicate that ivis not
necessary, and that it does not proceed from the innermost being of the
human soul without requinng an external cause. Indeed, itis necessary and
does preceed from the soul independenily of experience. The specific con-
ceptions are necessary conditions for its existence and for its proceeding
from the soul. If you wish, compare the soul and the primary principles o
fire and s burning |respectively]. As the burning of fire is an essential act of
fire, ver does not exist except in light of certain conditions - that is, when fire
meets a diy body; so also are the primary judgements necessary and essential
acts of the soul when the necessary conceptions are complete.

I we choose 1o speak on a higher level, we would say that even if primary
knowiedge occurs o human beings gradually, this gradualness would not
mean that it eccurs due 10 external experience. For we have already shown
thatexternal expericnee cannot be the primary source of knowledge, Rather,
this gradualness s in accordance with the substantial movemnent and
developrment ol the human soul. Such development and substantial
integraton 14 responsible for the increase in the soul's completion and
awareness of the primary information and the fundamental Ffindptes - thus
opening ups the capacities and powers thas lie latent tn i (p. 89)

Thas makes it clear that the ebjection to the rational docirine as to why the
primary informarion is not present with human beings at the moment of
their hirth depends an the non-acceptance of potential existence and the
unconsciousness thar is very clearly indicated by memory. Thus, the human
soal irsedf incluades thiy primary knowledge in Pﬁttﬂﬂﬂlil?- By the substantial
maovernent, the existence of the soul increases in intensiry, until those objects
that are known potentially become known actually.

Marxism and Experience

The empirical doctrine presented above is applicable © two views
concerning knowledge. The first is that which states thar all knowledge is
complete in the first stage - that is, the stage of sense perception and simple
experience. The second is that which states that knowledge involves two
steps: the empirical siep and the mental siep - that is, application and theory
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or the siage of experience and that of comprehension and inference. The
starting point of knowledge is the senses and experience. The high degree of
knowledge is the formation of a scientific comprehension and a theory that
reflects the empirical reality in depth and with precision.

The second view is the one adopted by Marxism concerning the problem
of knowledge. However, Marxism recognized thar this view in its apparent
form will lead it to the rational docorine, since this view assumes a field or an
area of human knowledge external to the limits of simple experience. Thus, it
established it on the basis of the unity between theory and application and
the impossibility of separating one from the other. With this, it retained the
place of experience, the empirical doctrine, and the consideration of itas a
general criterion of human knowledge.

Mao Tse-mung makes the following remark:

The first step in the process of acquiring knowledge is the
immediate contact with the external environment - this being the
stage of sense perceprion. The second step (p. 90) is the gathering,
the arranging and the ordering of the information which we receive
from the sense perception - this being the stage of notions,
judgments and conclusions. By acquiring sufficient and complete
information from sense perception (neither particular nor
insufficient) and corresponding such information to the real
situation [not false notions), then we may be able w form on the
hasis of such information a true notion and a sound logic."

He also says this:

The contnuous social application leads o the repetition of muldple
occurrences in peaple's application of things which they perceive
by the senses, and which create in them an impression, At this
point, a sudden change in the form of a leap occurs during the
process of acquiring knowledge. ¥ith this, notions are created !

In this text, Marxism asserts that theory is inseparable from application -
namely, the unity of theory and application:

[t is imponant, therefore, that we understand the meaning of the
unity of theory and application. It assers that he who neglects
theory fallz into the philosophy of practice, moving 25 a blind
person moves and faliers in the dark. As for him who negleces (p.
81} application, he falls into doctrinal stagnation, and wms into
one who has nothing but a doctrine and empty rational
demonstration."

With this, Marxism confirmed its empirical position - namely, thar sense



expertence is the criterion that must be applied o all knowledge and 1o every
theory, and that there is no knowledge apart from experience, as Mao Tse-
rung declared in the following:

The theory of knowledge in dialecdcal materialism gives application
the first place. It views people’s acquisiton of knowledge as
requiring no degree of separation from application. It also wages a
war against all theores which [it considers} erroneons |for] denying
the imporance ot apphication, or allowing the separacdon of
knowledge from application."

Teseerms thar Marsism adrmits owo stages of human knowledge, vetir does nog
wish o accept that some knowledge is separable from sense experience, This
15 the basic conradicrion on which the theory of knowledge in dialectical
maeerialism i based, That is, if the mind does not have some fxed
knowledge, which is independent of sense experience, it will neither be able
tor postulate a theory in lighs of sense perception, nor to understand the
emnpirical propesiions, This is becanse the inference of a specific idea from
the sensble phenomena in experience 15 possible Tor a human being only if
he knows, ar least, thar such phenomena reguive by nature such an idea
Thus, he establishes the inference of his specific theory on this [knowledge|.

To clarify s point, we must know thar sense experience, as Marasm
admirs, (p. 9%) retlects the phencmena of things, but does not reveal their
substance and their internal laws that regulate and organize these
phenomena, No matter how much we repeat the experience and reinstace
the practical appheation, we will achieve at best only a new set of separable
superficial phenomena. Clearly, such empirical knowledge that we acqguire
through sense expenence does notin iself require the formation of a specific
rational idea of the external rhing, The reason is that such cmpirical
knowledge, which is the first stage of knowledge, may be shared by many
individuals; however, not all of them reach a unified theory and a single
notion conterning the substance of a thing and s acwal laws,

We learn from rhis thar the first stage of knowledge is not sufficient by iself
for the formation of a theory - tha is, for moving a human being, whether
narurally or dialectically, to the second stage of real knowledge, Whar thing,
then, enables us 1o move from the first o the sccond stage?

Thiz thing is our ravonal knowledge which is independent of sense
experience, and on which the rational docerine is based, Such knowledge
makes it possible for us to present a number of theories and notiens, and w
notice the extent of harmony berween the phenomena thar are reflecred in
sur experiences and sensations jon the one hand] and these theories and
notions [on the other hand]. We eliminate every noton that does not agree
with such phenomena, entil, by virwe of the judgement of the primary
raronal knmwlr_'dgr, we attain a notion that is in harnmujr with sensible ar
empirical phenomena. Then we posit this notion as a theory that explains the

&2



substance of a thing and the laws that govern that thing,

If, from the very beginning, we isalate the independent rational knowledge
from sense expericnce, then it becomes totally impossible w move from the
stage of sense perception to that of theory and inference, and to be sure about
the correcmess of the theory and inference by retuming to the application
and the repetition of experience. (p. 93)

We conclude from this that the anly explanation concerning the second
stage of knowledge - that is, the stage of judgement and inference - is the
aseriion on which the raronal docmine is based: namely, that a number of
the general laws of the world are known by human beings independently of
sense experience. Such laws are exemplified by the prine ple of non-
contradiction, the principle of causality, and the principle of harmony
between cause and effect, a5 well as other similar general laws. When
scientific experimentation presents human beings with the namural phen-
omena and reflecis such phenomena in their sense perceptions, then human
beings apply the gencral principles w these phenomena, and determine, in
light of these principles, their scientdfic notion about the acwuality and
substance of a thing. This is 1o say that they seck 1o discover what lies behind
empirical phenomena, and vo delve into higher realities, as the application of
the general principles both dictates and seeks, These realities, which are of a
higher value, are added o their previous information. With this, they acquire
alarger weald: [of information which they can employ] when they attemp to
solve a new riddle of narure in another expenimental field, We do not mean
by this that application and scientific experimentation do not play an
. important role in human knowledge of nature and its laws. There is no doubt
about their role in this. Rather, we anly wish to assert that the elimination of
all knowledge which is independent of experience and the rejection of
rational knowledge in general makes it impossible 1o go bevond the firsestage
of knowledge, i.e. the stage of sense perception and experience,

Sense Experience and the Philosophical Edifice

This polasized contradiction between the sational docirine and the empirical
doctrine does not stop at the limits of the theory of knowledge. Rather, it
dangerous influsnce extends w the whole philosophical edifice. This is
because the fare of philosophy as a genuine edifice independent of the
natural and the empirical sdences is, 1o & great extent, linked o the method
of resolving this contradiction between the above-mentioned two docmines,
Thus, a discussion of the geners! criterion of human knowledge and the
primary principles of such knowledge is something that would either justify
the existence of philosophy, or nle (p. 94) thar philosophy must witkdraw
and leave ity task o the narural sciences.

The philosophical edifice has faced this dilemma or this st ever since the
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empirical method developed and invaded the scientific fields with efficiency
and zeal. Here is what happened.

Before the empincal tendency prevailed, philasophy, at the dawn of it
history, included almost all human knowledge arranged in general order,
Thus, marhematics and the nariral scences were presented on a phil-
osophical level, just as the metaphysical issues were presented. In its general
and comprehensive sense, philosophy became responsible for discovering
the general truths in all the felds of being and existence. In all thaose fields,
philosophy used the syllogism as a wol for knowledge - the syllogism being
the rational method of thinking, or the movement of thought from general o
more particular propositons.

Philosophy remained in control of the human mntellectual sphere, untl
experimentaton began to push its way through, and w perform its Tole in
maity fields by moving from particulars 1o universals, and from subjects of
experiments 1o more general and more comprehensive laws. Thus,
philosophy found itsell obliged eo shrink and limivitsell vo ies basic field, and
to open the way [or is competitor, soence, become acove 1n the other
fields. With this, the sciences separated from philosophy, and the specific
toals and scope of each were determined. Thus, philosophy manipulates the
sylogism as a ratonal ool of thought Science, on the other hand, employs
the empirical method and moves from particulars 1o higher laws. Similarly,
every science treats a branch or a kind of existence proper to nt and can be
subject to experimentation. One investigates the phenomena and laws of
science in light of the experiments that one carries out. Philosaphy, on the
other hand, rears cxistence in general, withour limitation or restriction, It
investigates its phenomena and principles that do not submit o direct
experimentation. (p. 95)

Thus, while the nawral scientist investigates the law that governs the
expansion of corporeal particles by heat, and the mathematician investgates
the mathematical proportion between the diameter of a circle and i circum-
ference the philosopher investigates whether there is a first principle of
existenice from which the whole universe proceeded, the nature of the relavon
berween the cause and effect, and whether it is possible for every cause to
have |another] cause, {and so on) to infinity. He also investigates whether the
human essence is purely material or a mixre of matter and spirit.

It is clear at firse sight that it is possible to subject to experimentation the
content of the issues raised by the scientst, Thus, it is possible for
experimentation, for example, o provide evidence that the corporeal
particles expand by heat, and that the diameter multiplied by 3.14 over 100
| w % dj equals the circumference of the circle, But the direct nature of
philosophical issues is the contrary of this. The first principle, the nature of
the relation between the cause and effect, the infiniee progression of causes,
and the spiritual element in human beings are metaphysical matters to which
sensc experience does not extend, and which cannot be observed under the
faceory lights.
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Thus, the duality berween philosophy and science developed because of
their disagreement on the tools and subjects of thought. This duality or this
division of intellectual tasks berween philosophy and science seemed praper
and accepted by many rationalists who adopt the rationzl method of
thinking, and who admit that there are primary, necessary principles of
human knowledge. Naturally the defenders of the empirical doctrine, wha
accepted nothing but sense experience, and had no faith i the rarignal
method of thinking, launched a stro ng attack against philosophy as a field
independent of scienee. This is because they do not admit any knowled
that does not rest on experience, As long as the subjecrs of philosophy lie
outside the sphere of expericnce and experimentation, there is no hope for
philosophy's arriving ar sound knowledge,

Therefore, according to the empirical doctrine, philosophy must (p. 96)
abandon its task and admit modestly that the only field that human beings
can study is the experimental field thac the sciences have divided among
themselves, leaving nothing for philosophy.

From this we leamn that philosophy's lawful existence is linked 1o the
theory of knowledge and 1o the faith in, or rejection of, the rational method of
thinking that this theory asserts, On the basis of this, a number of madern
schools of materialistic philosophy auacked the independent existence of
philosophy which is established on the ground of the rational method of
thinking. They also permirted the establishment of a philosophy that rests on
the ground of the intellecrual sum of all the sciences and empirical
experiences, and thar is not distinguished from science in method and
subject. This scientific philesophy can be eniployed to uncover the relations
and links among the scenoes, and w postulate general scientific theories
based on the ouwcome of experiments i all the sciendfic fields, Similarly,
every science has its own philosophy which determines the methods of
scientific investigation in thar specific field. Foremost among these schools is
positivist materialism and Marxist marerialism.

The Pasitivist School and Philosophy

The seed of the positvist school in philosophy germinated during the
mineteenth century, in which the empirical tendency prevailed. Thus, this
school developed under the auspices of this empirical tendency. For this
reason, positivist materialism launched a biter atack through accusarions
against philosophy and its metaphysical subjects. But it was not satisfied with
making the accusations against metaphysical philosophy that proponents af
the empirical doctrine usually make against philosophy, It did not limiciself,
for examiple, to the assertion that the philesophical propositions are useless
for practical life and eannot be demonserated by the sciemific method.
Rather, the positivists went on 1o assert that these are not propositions in the
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legical sense, inspite of their having the form (p. 97) of 4 propositon in their
linguistic construction, becanss they have no roeaning az all. They are empty
phrases and nonsensical expressions, and ax lowg as they are such, they canng
bethe iuhjt:r_'r of any kind ufinvc?itigatiun. Eor onl}r Co mpmhens'ihle thﬂq
not empry expressions and nonsensical utterances, are worthy of investigaton,

The philosophical propositions are empry phrases having no meaning by
virue of the cerion for comprehensible phrases laid down by the positivise
school, It estimartes that a proposition does not become a comprehensible
phrase, and consequently a complete propositon in the logical sense, uniess
the conceprof the world is different in the case of the truth of the proposidon
from what it is in the case of the falsity of that proposition, Il you say, for
example: ‘The cold is intensified in winrer,' you find that in the case of the
wuth of this phrase, there s a specific concept and proper sensible givens of
the actual world; while in the case of its falsity, there is another concepr and
orher givens of this world. Owing to this, we are able o describe the acnual
crcumstances in which we know the truth or falsity of the phrase, a5 long as
there 15 a difference in the actual world berween the face thar the proposition
is tue and the faci thae i is false. But mke the following philosophical
propositon: ‘For evervthing, there is a substance in addition w its sensible
givens, The apple, for example, has 3 substance which is the apple in itself,
over and above what we perccive of the apple by sight, touch, and taste.” You
will not find a difference in external reality between the face that this
proposition is rrue and the facr thai i is false. This is evidenced by the fact thay
il you conceive af the ap p]r. as having a substance in addition to whar you
pereeive of it by your senses, and then conceive it a5 not having such a
subsrance, you will not see a difference berween the two conceptions. The
reason is that you will not find in either conception anything other than the
sensibie givens, such as color, odor and wxture, But as long as we do not find
in the conception that we have shewched for the case of ruth anything that
disnnguishes it trom rhe concepdon that we have sketched for the case of
Fabsity, the above-mentioned philosophical pbhrase must be a meaningless
discourse, since it does not provide any information about the world, The
same §s tmue of all phi!n.ﬁ-uphi:'ﬂ] pr-npnsitiuns thar treat mctaph}rsical
subjects. These are not comprehensible phrases, due to the Fact that they do
not meet the basic condition for the comprehensibility of phrases - this
condinon being the ability o describe (p. 48) the circumstances in which the
truth or falsity of 2 proposition is known. That is why it is not appropriate to
deseribe 2 philosophical proposition as true or false, because truth and Falsity
are attributes of comprehensible phrases, and the philosophical proposition
has no meaning thar would make it true ot false.

We can now summarize the qualicies thar the positivist school attnbutes o
phi!oﬂ::phifﬂ] Pruposi:inns:
1. It is not possible to confirm the philosophical proposition, because the

subjects it rrears lie beyond the sphere of expenmemnation and human
CXPETICNCE,
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2. It is not possible for us to deseribe the condirions which, if obtained, the
propasition would be true; otherwise, it would be false. This is st because
in the concept of acwality, there is no difference berween whether the
philosophical proposition is true or false.

5. Due w this, the philosophical Proposition is meaningless, since it does nor
give any information abour the world,

4. On the basis of this, it is inappropriate to describe it by tuth or
falsity.

Letus take up the firsi quality - namely, thas the philosophical propositan
cannot be confirmed. This paine repeats what the proponenis of the
empirical doctrine reiterate in general. These proponents believe rhat sense
expenience is the primary source and highest instrument of knowledge, Bur
CNSE EXPErENCe cannol excrcise its function on the philosophical Tevel,
because the subjects of philosophy are metaphysical and [therefare), are not
subject w0 any kind of scienific experience. Il we rejected the empirical
doarrine and demonstrated thar ar the hear of the human intellect theie i
prior knowledge on which the scientific edifice in the various fields of senge
experience is based, we could reassure lothers] abour the human mind's
potentialides and capacinies 1o study the philosophical propositions, and to
investigate them in light of this (p- 93] prior knowledge by the method of
induction and the descent from the grneral 1o the partcular,

Regarding the second quality - namely, that we cannor deseribe the
conditions under which, if they obeained, the propasition would be true;
otherwise, iz would be fulse - it is still in need of some darificarion Whar are
these actual conditions and sensible givens 10 which the truth of the
proposition is linked? Further, does positivism consider it a condition of the
proposition that its evidence must be a sensible ven, as in the statement:
"The cold is intensified in winter, and rain falls in that season’™ Or is it
satisfied that the propusition has sensible givens, even though it may have
them indirectly? If positivism fejects every proposition except if its evidence
15 a sensible given and an actual condition subject o sense experience, then
positivism will not only eliminate philosophical propasiions, but will also
reject most scientific propositions thar do not exprass a sensible mven, bura
law derived from the sensible givens, such a5 the law of gravity, For example,
we perecive the fall of the pencil from the table o the ground, but we do not
perceive the gravity of the ground. The pencil’s fall is sensibly given and is
linked 1o the sciendfic implication of the law of gravity. However, this law
itself is not sensibly given directly. If positivism is saxisfied with thar which is
sensibly given indirectly, then philosophical propositions have indirect
sensible givens, exacty as a number of scientific propositions do; that is,
there are sensible givens and actual conditons that arc linked w the
philosophical propasition, If such givens and conditions are available, the
propaosition is true; otherwise, it is false, Take, for example, the philosophical
Proposition that asserts the existence of a first cause of the world, Even if the
content of this proposition has ne direct sensible givens, still the philosopher
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can reach it by way of the sensible givens that cannot be explained rationally
except by means of the first cause. This will be pointed out in furure
discussions in this book,

Positivism can say one thing regarding this point: the derivation of the
rational corent of a philosophical proposition from the sensible givens does
not (p. 100} rest on empirical grounds, but on rational grounds. This means
that rational knowledge determines the explication of the sensible givens by
supposing a first principle, rather than that sense experience proves the
impossibility of such givens without the first principle. Unless sense
experience proves this [impossibility], such givens cannot be considered
even as indirect givens of the philosophical propesition.

This assertion is nothing but another repetition of the empirical doctrine.
If, as we learned earlier, the derivation of general scientific notions from the
sensible givens depends on prior rational knowledge, then the philosophical
proposition is not harmed if it is linked to irs sensible givens by means of
rational links, and in light of prior knowledge,

Uniil now, we have not found anything new in posinvism other than the
givens of the empirical doctrine and its notions concerning philosophical
metaphysics. The third quality, however, appears to he something new. This
is because there, positivism asserts that the philosophical proposition has no
meaning whatsoever, and cannot even be considered a proposition. Rather,
it is something that resembles a proposition.

We can say that this accusation is the strongest blow that the philosophical
schools of the empirical doetrine direct against philosophy. Let us, therefore,
discuss its content carefully. However, in order for us 1o be able o do so, we
must know exactly what positvism intends by the term ‘meaning’ in the
statement: “The philosophical proposition has no meaning’ - even though
this term can be explained in language dictionaries,

Professor Ayer,” a leading figure of modern logical positivism in England,
responds by saying that, according to positivism, the term ‘meaning’ signifies
the idea whose truth or falsity one can affirm within Lhe limits of sense
experience, Because this is not possible in a philosophical proposition, such
a proposition, therefore, is meaningless. (p. 101)

In light of this, the phrase, “The philosophical proposition is meaningless’,
becomes exactly equivalent to the phrase, ‘The content of the philosophical
proposition is not subject to sense experience, because itis related to what is
Leyond nature'. With this, positivism would have asserted an indubitable
and an indisputable truth - namely, that the subjects of philosophical
metaphysics are not empirical. But it would not have offered anything ncw
except a development of the term ‘meaning’, and a merging of sense
experience with it. However, stripping the philosophical proposition of
meaning in light of this development of the term does not contradict the
admission that it has meaning in another use of the term, in which ‘sense
experience’ is not merged with ‘meaning’,

I do not know what Professor Ayer and other similar positivists would say
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about the propositons that are related o the sphere of nature, and whose
truth or falsity 2 human being cannot assert by means of sense experience. If
we: say, for example, “The other side of the moon which does not face the
carth is full of mountaing and valleys’, we will not have — and wi: may not be
gtven the opportunity in the Fumre o have - the empinical capabilides for
discovering the truth or falsity of this proposition, even rthough it is
concermed with nature, Can we consider this proposidon empry or
meaningless, when all of us know that science ofien presents propositons of
this kind for exploration, before it acquires a decisive sense expericnce
concerning them? It continues 1o search far a light ther it can shed on them,
until at last it either finds it or fails o do so, What, then, is all this scientific
effort for, if every proposition, whose rruth or falsicy is not evidenced by sense
eXperience, is an empty and a nonsensical phrase?

In this respect, positivism attempts to make some revisions, It asserts that
what is important is logical possibility and not actual possibility, Thus, every
proposition is meaningful and worthy of discussion, if it is thearetically
possible to achieve a sense experience that gives guidance concerning it, even
if we do nar actually have such an experience,

We see in this atternpt that positivism has borrowed 3 metaphysical nodon
(- 102) to complete the doctrinal struciure it had established [or the purpose
of destroying metaphysics. This notion is the logical possibility, which
distinguished from the actual pessibiliry. If this were not so, then what is the
sensible given of the logical possibiliry? Positivism states that if a sense
experience does not have real possibility, then what meaning will is logical
possibility have, ather than its mecaphysical meaning that does nor affoer the
picture of external reality, and in whose respect the sensible givens do noe
differ? Is it not the case that the positivist criterion for the comprehensibilicy
of phrases has become, in the last analysis, metaphysical, ane, con sequendy,
an incomprehensible phrase, according w positivism?

Let us leave aside Professor Aver and take the word ‘meaning’, in Qe
traditional sense - that s, without merging it with ‘sense experience’, Can we
now judge the philosophical proposition to be empty of meaning? The
answer is indeed, No. After all, the meaning is the conception thar the
expression reflects in the mind. The philesophical proposidon refleces
conceptions of this sort in the minds of its proponenis and opponenis alike,
As long as there is a conception that the philosophical propasiten gives 1o
our rainds, then there is room for truth and falsity; consequently, there isa
complete proposition worthy of the name [propasitden] in the logical sense,
If the conception that the philosophical proposition gives to our minds
corresponds to an objective thing outside the limits of the mind and
expression, the proposition is true. If not, then it is false. Truth and falsicy
and, hence, the logical mark of the proposition, are not given by sense exper-
ience so that we can say that a proposition which is net subject to sense
experience cannot not be described by truth or falsity. Rather, they are
two expressions in the form of affirmation or negation concerming the
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correspondence between the concept of a proposition in the mind and any
fixed objective thing external o the mind and 1o the expression.

Marxism and FPhilosophy

The Marxist posifion regarding philosophy is essendally similar to the
position held by positvism, Mardisin completely rejects a higher philosophy
which is imposed on the sciences, and which does not proceed (p. 108) from
them, This s because Marxism 15 cmpincal in s outlook and method of
thinking. Therefore, it is natural that it does not find room for metaphysics in
its investigations, Due to this, it calls for a sciendfic philosophy - that is,
dialectical materialism, It claims than this philosophy ress on the natural
soienices and draws its strength from the scentific development in various
fields. Here is a passage from Lenin:™

Dialectical marerialism is no mere in need of a philosophy higher
than the gther sciences. The only thing that remains of ancent
philosophy is the theory and laws of the mind, ie. formal and
dialectcal logic.”

Also, Roger Garaudy” makes the following statement:

To be exact, the task of the materialist theory of knowledge will be
never o cut off philosophical thought from scientific thought or
from historical practical acuiviry.”

In spite of Marxism's insistence on the scientific character of its philosophy
and its rejection of any kind of metaphysics, we find that the scientific limics
of investgation do not restrict its philosophy, The reason is that the
philosophy, which issues from the scicntific experience, must exercise its
functon in the sciendfic field, and not step beyond it to other fields.
According o Marxism, even if the proper field of a scientific philosophy,
such as that of Mamasm, is broader than any other field specified for any
science, since it is guided by the various sciences; still, it is not at all
permissible that it be broader than all the scientific fields put together - that
is, than the general sciendfic field which is the nature thar can be subjugated
10 senst experience or to organized empirical observation. (p. 104) It is not
the job of scientific philosophy to treat metaphysical issues in its discussions,
and 1o judge them cither affirmatively or negatively. The reason is that its
scientific resources do not provide it with any |information] conceming
such issues. Thus, it is not the prerogative of scientific philosophy to judge,
whether affirmarively or negatively, the following philosophical proposi-
tion, “There is a first metaphysical principle of the world', for the content
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of such a propesition lies outside the realm of sense EXpETIEnce,

In spite of this we find that Marxism takes up this kind of proposition, and
responds to it by negation. This makes it rebel againist the limits of sciendfic
philesophy and move wo a metaphysical discussion, This is so, because
negation concerning metaphysical issues is the same as affirmation; that is,
both helong to metaphysical philosophy. With this, contradiction appears
between the limits at which Marxism muss stop in its philosophical
investigation, since it is characterized by having a scicntific philosophy and
by its advance in investgarion to broader limits.

After Marxism linked its philosophy to science, asserting that the phil-
osophical cutcome mus: be in agreement with the natural sciences and the
participation of philosophy in the development and integration of science, as
a result of the rise |in emphasis on] sense expenence and its profundicy with
the passage of dme, it was natural for it to reject every philosophical
preoccupation |with anything| bevond science.

This resulted from the mistake of Marxism in the theory of knowledge and
its faith in sense experience alone. On the contrary, in light of the rational
doctrine and the faith in prior knowledge, philosophy rests on fixed
fundamental principles. These principles are pieces of a prior rational
knowledge that is absolutely fixed and independent of sense expericnce. Due
to this, it is not necessary that the philosophical content conti nuously change
as a result of empirical discoveries.

We do not intend by this to break the link berween philosophy and science.
The link hetween them is firm indeed. At tmes, saience presents philosophy
with pardcular facts (p. 105) in order that philosophy may apply its principles
to such facts; so that, it could introduce new philosophical condusions
Simnilarly, philosephy assists the empirical method in science by means of
rational principles and rules which the scientist employs for the purpose of
moving from direct experience to @ general scientific law,

Therefore, the link berween philosophy and science is strong. ™ Yetin spite
of this, philosophy (p. 106) may at times not need any sense experience,
Rather, it draws the philosophical theory from prior rational knowledge. '
Because of this we said that it is not necessary for the philosophical content to
change continuously as a result of empirical experience. Nor is it necessary
for the whale of philosophy to accompany the procession of science in i
gradual march,

Author’s Notes to Part One, Chapter One

| Some of the empiricist philosophers, such as John Stuart Mill [1806-73), have held a
specific theory of assent in which they amempt to explain sssent a5 twe associated
conceptions, Thus, assent [according to them], can be aitributed to the laws of the
associarion of idess. The concent of the soul is nothing ather than the conception of a
subject and the conception of a predicate.
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Heweever, the truch 13 thar the assocanon of ideas is complesely ditferent from the
nature of azsent, for it can be atained in many aréas where there is no assent For
example, the conoeption in gur minds of historical ligures wowhom myrths atribue
various kinds of heroism is linked o the ¢oncepeion of those heroie sois. The [wo]
conceptions are then associated; still, we may rot assent o any af those myths,

Assent, therelore, is 2 neweelement dstngushed foom pure conception, The lack of
distinetion between conception and assent m a number of medem philosophical
smudies has led o a number of errors. It alse made a number of philesophers
investgate the issue of the jusdfication of knowledge and perception withour
distinguishmg between conception and assent. You will know chat the slamic theory
|af knowledge] distinguishes between the two and explains the issue in each of them
by & specific methad,

% Pur in more detail, the mulopliciey of offccrs shows one of four things: (1) &
mulriplicity of agents: (2) a multipliciey of vecipients; (3) a logical order among tie
eftects themselves; or (4] amultpliciey of conditions, Regarding our issue, there is no
doubit that the concepiions, whose souree is the sulyject af our concern, are many and
varied i kand, even ihough theress no mulupheiy ol agenis o oof eecipients. This is
because che agent and the recipiont of the concepoons fa the soul, and the soul is
simple. Also, there is ni order among the concepeions, For this reasan it remains that
we must adops the lase explanasion, 1e., that the multiplicity of conceptions depends
an external conditiong - chese condipons beng the differene kinds ol sense
pCrCEpuons, ’
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4 Ihit,, pp. T1-2

5 Hawl a-Tagbig, p- 11

6 dhd . p. L4,

7 The asempe made by Dr Zaki Najib Mahimud & srange indeed - namely, w0
ground the previously mentioned abjection in sylloglstic reasaning, as in our saying:
*All human beings are mortal; Mubammad is a human being; therefore, Muhammad
is morzal,' He says tha you may say, 'But when | gencralize in the lisst premise, 1 do
not intenid human beings one by one, beeasse considering them in this way s
impossible, Rather, §intend the [human) specics in general.’

If this is what you think, then how can you apply the judgement specifically w0
Muhamead, since Muhamenad is not the species in general? Rarher, he is a specific
determined individual, Thus, the jud gement concerning him which you apply w the
specics in general is in truth an invalid syllogism (al-Mantiq al-Wad Fyy, p. 250).

This is a srange confusion betwesn first intentons and second inentons (as
lopicians are accustomed to calling thern). A judgement concerming the species in
general means one of two things, The first bs that the judgemnent conceming 2 human
heing is characterized by what is general ar by the species of thar human being, Tt is
clear that such a judgement cannot be specifically applicd to Muhpmmad, Because
Muhammad does riot have the quality of generality or of being a species. The second
is that the judgement conceming a human being himsellis not relative. Thatls, irdocs
not pertain specifically to him. This kind of judgement can be applied 1o Muhammad,
because Muharmmad is a human being. The middle werm bas the same meaning that
is repeated in both the minor and the major premises, Thus, the syllogism yiclds a
oconclusion.

& Haow! af-Tafhiy, p. 14,
@ fbid., p. 6.
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10 Al-Middiypa wal-Mithliype f al-Falsafa, p. 114

11 Hawl at-Tatbig, p. 4.

12 Lemin, Marx, FEngels and Mardim, P24

13 Ma Heie al-Midda, p. 46,

14 This is exemplified in the face ihat the anural sciences demaonsirace the possibiliny
of transferring simple elements ingo si mipler elements. This is a seientific curh which
philosuphy treais a5 a subject of its investigation, and to which it applies the rational
law thar stares that an essenridl quality is never absent from the thing. From this, we
conclude thar che form of the simple element, such as the farm of gold, is not essendal
for the matter of gold; atherwise, it would be inseparable from it Rather, it is an
secidental qualicy, Bug philosophy goes further than this, leapplies the law that srages
thar for every accidenial quality there is.an external cause, Thiss, 1t reaches the
following conclusion: *In order for mateer to be gold, lrass, ur something else, jtis in
need of an external cause.” This is a philosaphical conclusion resting on the general
rules ) which the rational method ted in i application e the raw material char
BCIENCE Presents o philosophy,

15 Examples of this were offered carlier. We saw how the scienofic theory stadng thar
motion is the cause or subswanee of hear requires & number of prior radonal
principles.

16 8o that it would be possible to say in light of whar we have determined - CORETARY to
the general wndency we have followed in the book - that there is na dividing line
between the laws of philosophy and the laws of scienes, Such a dividing line is
exemplificd in the staremenr: *Every law resting on ratinmnal grounds is philosophical,
and every law resting on empincal prounds is scieniific.” For we knew wiith clariry thar
the rational grounds and sense EXREFENCe Merge in 4 number of philosophical and
scientific propositions. The scientific Law is not the product of sense experience alane,
Rather, itis the product of the application of the rational principles i the content of
scientific experience, Nor can the philosaphical law always dispense with sense
experience. Rarher, sciendfic experience may be a subject of the phitosaphical
INVESOEation or 2 minor premise in che syllogism, as Aristolian logic teaches. The
difference between philosophy and science is thar philosophy may not necd an
empirical minor premise, nor does it need o horrow T material from sense
experience, as we will soon point out, Science, on the other hand, requices organized
empirical experience for all its laws.

1T An example of this is the law of finitude, which starcs that camses do not ascend
infimiccly, When philosaphy admis this law, it does not find itself in need of any
saientific experience. Racher, it draws it from Primary rarional principles, even if
indirecily,

Translator's Motes to Part One, Chapter One

¥ At-tasawmnr {form, grasping, imaging, apprehension, TOnception),

Idf-mdi; (belief, judgement, assent.

3 That i, knowledge with no Judgement. This is to say that conception is the Erasping
of an object without a judgement.

4 Compare this with Thn Sina's nation of conception and assent in fin Sina, Hemarks
and Admonitions, Pert One, Loge, vranslated by Shams . Inad, Toronia, Ontaria,
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Canada, Ponnfical Inscrure of Mediaoval Studies, 1984, pp. 56 and 4950

F Tenn fa-tomowmannd, which we have ¢chosen o translace here as ‘grasping’, rather

than as ‘concepdon’, 2s we are doing for the most part in this work. This is bhecause it

would noe be helpful 1o say thar conceprion s t:wempliﬁed m concepton.

 Tene: ke-tasdigemd, which we have chasen w rranstate here as Yjudgement’, rather than

as ‘zssent’ moorder woexplain betier what is meant by “assent’.

¥ For the theory of knowledge as recollecoion, see Plato, Meme 31, 85d, 98a; Philebus

Sdo; Theaatetus |98d.

& The Plaronic archerypes are also relerred to as 'forms’ or'ideas’. They are models of
thangs. They are immatenial, fixed, primary realides, separate, indivisible, unchange-

able and incormuprible

¥ Bene Descartes, French philosopher (1586-1550). Descares reminds us of al-

Ghazali who, in search of ceram knowledge, began by doubiing everyhing. Bur it he

doubts evervthing, be must exdst inorder to doubt; for doubiting is a form of thinking,

and o think is 1o exisc *I think. therefore, 1exist is the first propositon of which he
becomes certain. Larer, he reaches the knowledge thar God exiss from the cerainey of
his knowledge of his self. But by definidon Cod is pomd. Therefore, He cannot be a
decever, Hence, the ideas abour the existence of an exrernal world than He causes in
us must be mue. Also, 2 knownoview of Descartes i3 that concerning the duality of soul
anet body, Becauge the soul is independent of the body, bcan surive without it afier
their separadnon. Hence, iinmorality is possible. His roain wotdngs are Disconsse on
Hathod, The Meditations, Principder of Philosaphy, The Pasrions of the Soul and Ruler for the
Lhreciiom of the Mmd,

70 Livmanue] Kant, German philosopher (1724-1304). Kant's posioon was asynthesis
of the ranonalism and ermpincism of the day. In his masterpices, Critigue of Pure
dtensint, “pure’ here is used in the sense of 'a prion” - e, that which can be known apart
from any sense cxperience. Kaot criticafly examined the namre of reason, He
concluded thar there are no innare ideas - Le., ideas known prior o any sense
expenience. However, this did oot lead him 1o draw the concusion that the
erripincists drew, mareely thay all knowledge is the product of sense experience.
Rather, he held thar our faculties of sensibility and understanding have formal
steuctures that mold our experience. This means thar cenain qualities that we
perceive in ohjects are imparied o them from the natural siructures of our sensibility
and undersunding. Sensibility presents ws with objeces bare of any regularity.
Understanding then takes over and organizes our sense expenience as experience of
the namral world. Kan is very clear. The regulanty of namure is a contribution of our
own understanding, He believed that the undersanding has twelve concepu or
‘caregoTics' thar are not denved from sense experience. Apart From sense experience,
these concepts: are empty, and without them sense experience is disorderly and
i:m::.mprehem.ihlr. The appll'rabil[qr of these concepis is imited to the sphere of sense
experience. The conclusion Kant drew is that speculative metaphysics is fudle, since it
attempes o 2pply these conceprs 1 objers heyond che empinical realm. However,
such an inappropriswe amcmpt is a natural incination of the human mind.

Kant wrote two other critiques, Critigee of Practical Reasen and Critigue of fudgement, a3
well as some other imporantworks, such as Greundwork of the Meltaphysics of Morals. But
there is ne room in this brief account m much upon Kane's ideas in such works. We
hiave limited ourselves to a quick presentabon of his major views in the first critique,
not only because they constitute the main pillars of his philosophical sysrem, but also
because they are the most relevane wo Cur Philosopil.
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71 Kant's twelve categories are; (1) quantity, under which there are (a) unty, (b)
plurality and (] tolity; (2) quality, under which chere are [ reali v, (e] negation and
if) lmitatton; (30 reladon, under which there are (gl imherence and subsisenoe
isubstance and accideny), (hj cassality and dependence (cawse and effect and
(i) eommunity reciprocity berween agent and patieny [ modality, under which there
are: (i possibility-impossibiliey, (k) cxistence - non-existence and i necessity-
candngency (Critigue of Pure Reason, Asaiwic of Concagts, chy. |, BSS and 106, AT and B0},
12 john Locke, English philosopher |1652-1704), He denied the existence af inmare
ideds - e, ideas at birth. Accarding ta him, the source of all aur ideas is oXporienoe,
which consisis of sensadian and reflecdon. His bese known philosophical work is Ervay
eoncerning Human Underitasding (1690).

i1 George Berkeley, Irish philosopher (1685-1755). According 1w Berkeley, what
Locke calls primary or objective yualides, such as distance, size and situarion, exist
onlyin the mind. To exist is either o be prresent wo amind - ie,, @ be an jlea, or o be
2 mind. His main writings are: A4 New Teory of Vision, Treatire comcerneng the Princyples of
Human Knowledge and Three Diatogues belween Hyler end Fhilonous,

44 David Hume, Scomdsh philosopher (1711-76), The coneral theme of his philosophy
is this. Experience consiss of impressions and ideas, The former are maore lively chan,
and the source of, the latter. There are certain primciples that guide our assaciation of
ideas. These are resernblance, connguiry and cause and offect. Experience produces
in us custom, which is responsible for linking owo successive rvenis i o causal
manner, He makes an imporant distinetion berween masters of fact and relations of
ideas. Only the later involve mecessity. His main writings are: Treatie on Human
Maturs, Enguiry concerneng Human Understanding, Engugry seneernimg the Princifles of Merals,
Hustory of England and Diwlagies concerning Notural Religiom

£3 Such as one, But if there iz one simple innare con cepeion in the soul, the guestion
arises as 10 how i muldplicity of conceprions could arise from this one. If, on the other
hand, this limited number of innaie concepoons is at most two, then this is 3
muldplicine.

I§ Al Qurin XV1, 78,

F7 Georges Politzer, French Communist (1903-42), He was born'in Hungary, but
seventeen, lefi his nadve cowntry for France, From then on, he became one of the
most parriotic of Frenchmen, He was a member of the French Communist Party, and
made many contributions to the paper of this parry, L'Humanis, In 940, he worked
through his party to urge the people to defend Paris against the Germans_ In 1841 he
wrote and circulated a pamphler of 45 pages which he called Revolution and
Counterrevoluteon in the Fuentieth Contury, In 1942, he was imprisoned wogether with 140
Communists, He was excoured the same vear. His main work is Elementary Pringiples of

1 Man Tse-mung (1698-1976), He was bomn in central China, At six years old, he
staried working in the ficlds with his father, who was a farmer. When he was eight, he
amended the local primary school until he was thireen, After some further education
in his own province, he joined the Communist Party in Peking. He led the struggle
against the Kuomintang under Chiang Kai-shek. On October 1, 1949, he was made
the first chairman of the People’s Republic of China. He held this position until 1859,
12 This is the passage thar the author has in mind: °. -, but there s nothing in a
number of instances, different from every single instance which is supposed o be
exactly similar, except enly that afier a repetition of similar instances the mind is
carried by habit, upon the appearance of ane event, to expect its usual amendant and
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o Believe that it will exase This connexion, therelore, which we Teel in the mind, dhis

customary transition of the imagination from one object it wsual spendane, is the

senment or impression from which we form the idea of power or necessary

connexion. Mothing farther is in the case. Contennplate the subject on all sides; you

will never find any other omgin of that idea, This s the sole difference bereeen one

instance, feom which we can mever receive the idea of connexion, and a pumber of
similar instances, by which it 15 suggested. The fiest time a man saw the

communication of moton by impulse, as by the shoek of so bitliaed-balks, e could

not pronounce that the one event was connected, b anly that ic was conjoined with

the other. After he has observed several mstinces of thes natate, he then profoiinces

them o be connected, What alteradiom Biad given rise to this new idea of connexion?

Maothing but that he now feels these evenes o be connected in his imaginanion, and

can readily foretell the existence of the one from the appeatanee of the other' {The
Engurry concerming Humeast Dnderseanding. VI, Edidon of 1772, pp. 88-89),

2 ic., the notions of couse and effect, subsance and accident, possibilivy and

necessicy, unity and multiplicity, existence and non-exiswence (see p. 66 of the origina)

IEKEY.

21 Texnw: wa-ledks (becawse of thns),

22 Induction (s probable inference.

27 A syllogism is a form of reasening in which rwa propositions necessanly lead 1o a
third.

24 There aré lour figures of the moods of the Gitegarical syllogism according to the
positian of the middle wrm in the premises. When the middle rerm is subject in the
major premise and predicae in the mmor premise, we ger the first figure. When i is
predicate m both premises, we get the second fgure, When it is subject in both
premises, we get the thind ligure, And when it s predicae w the major premise and
subject in the mimor premese, we get the fourth figure.

2F Each of the owo statements which together vield a conclusion is called 'premise’
[pn-rmﬁil.

26 That is, while CRPETICATE CAn show us that a thing doés nor ewist, it cannot show s
that it ts not possible for thar thing o exist,

27 These are examples of non-existent, yer possible things.

28 These are examples of non-existent and impossible things,

29 Alfred Aver, English philosopher (1910-), He is a logical empiricisr, He holds that
geniuine statements are cither factual or analyric, The critenion for the significance of
the former kind of smiemenes is their verifiability, However, he does not go as far as
the logical positivists in asserting that by verifiability is meant the conclusive
establishment of a facmaal sarement in expericnce, but only thar such a satcment be
rendered probable by experience. His main wridngs are: Liniguage, Truth and Logie, The
poundations of Empancel Knomledge, Phitesophical Exsays and Philosophy and Language.

20 Viadimir llvich Ulyanov Lenin, founder of the Sovier Union {1870- 1924). He was
eniled from Fussia 1905-17 as a result of the leading role he played n the revolution
of 1905, From 1918 1o 1924, he was the head of state and leading Marxist theorenician.
His best-known works are Materiniom and Empiro-erticirm, and fmperiatism, Final Stage of
Captalirm,

31 Roger Garaudy, Professor of Philesophy ar Foitiers University and member of the
Politburo of the French Communist Parey (190%). Tn 1865, he spolke at a number of
American universities, including Harvard, 5t Louis and Temple, Hisbest known work
is: La Liberié en Swrsiz,
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Chapter Two

The Value of Knowledge

In the previous investigation, we studied the primary sources of knowledge
or of human perception in general. We will now trear knowledge from
another point of view in order to determine irs objeciive value and the
possibility of its disclosure of reality. The only way available for mankind 1o
capture the essence of reality and o uncover the secrets of the world i
through the totality of the sciences and the knowledge that they possess.
Therefore, before anything, we must inquire as to whether this way can really
fead to the goal, and ‘whether human beings are capable of grasping an
objective reality by means of the intellectual knowledge and capacities that
they possess.,

Regarding this issue, Marxist philosophy believes that it is possible for one
w know the world, and thar the human mind is capable of discovering
objective realities, [In other words|, it rejects doubt and sophistry,

In contrast to idealism which denies the possibility of knowing the
world and its laws, which sees no value w our kniowledge, which
does not admit objective reality, and which believes that the world
is full of things subsisting by themselves and which science will
never get to know, the Marxist philosophical materialism rests on
the principle which states that it is possible 10 have exact knowledge
of the world and of its laws. Our knowledge of the natural Taws,
which is the knowledge achieved by practice and sense experience,
is valuable and signifies objective reality, The world does nar
contain anything that cannot be known. Rather, it contains cerain
things that are still (p. 108} unknown, but that will be discovered,
and will become known by means of the scientific and pracrical
methods.'
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Again:

The swrongest refutaton of this philosophical illusion, ie. the
ilbusion of Kant, Hume and other idealists, as well as of every other
philosophical illusion is practice, sense experience and industry in
particular, Thus, if we can prove that we comprehend accurately a
natural phenomenon, i.e. a phenomenon which we have not
ereated ourselves, or made it occur by means of fulfilling s
conditions in themselves; and further sill, if we can employ this
phenomenon in achieving our goals; then this would be a decisive
blow to the Kanrian noton of the thing in itself which i
inaccessible w knowledge®

These dectarations show clearly that Marxst philosophy was not savsfied
with taking the side of sophisery and the schools of denial or skepticism that
declared their bankrupeey in the philosophical field. This is because the
edifice that Marxism wished to erect must be based on absolute philosophical
principles and decisive rules of thought. Unless the principles are certain,
then the intellecrual edifice thar is based on them, cannot be solid and
firm.

Mow, we would like to try 1o know whether it is appropriage for this kind of
philasophy to claim for itself philosophical certainty, and to claim further
thit decisive knowledge is possible, In other words, can Marxist philosophy,
whose method of thought is along dialectical lines, assert a mue knowledge of
the world and its laws, and free ielf from the grip of skepticism and
saphistry? Put differently, is the philosophy in which the Manist philosopher
rejoices of a higher value and a superior character than knowledge in the
philosophy of Kant, (p. 109) the idealists, and the relative materialists who
were among the philosophers of the schools of skepucism that were criticized
and attacked by Marxism?

In order for us 1o understand the problem, to find our whether it is
possible to solve it on the basis of Marxist philosophy, and 1o understand the
point of view of Islamic philosophy concermng it, we must mention briefly
the mest important philosophical doctrines that dealt with it, in order that
the following will be clearly determined: the position of Marxism regarding
this problem, the kind of view that Marxism musi adopt in accordance with
its main principles, and the analysis and scrutiny that this problem
merits.

The Views of the Greeke
In the fifth century B.C., a wave of sophistry pervaded Greek thought at a

dme in which the method of disputation spread in the fields of rhetoric and
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law, and philosophical views and non-empirical assumptions songly
clashed. Philosophical thoughe had not yet crystallized, nor had it reached a
high degree of intellectual matunity, Thus, such a conflicr and clash among
the contradictory philosophical views were the cause of intelleciual
confusion and deep fear. The habitof disputation nourished thar situation by
means of ambiguities and invalid syllogisms which it provided o its
disputant heroes. On the basis-of such ambiguities and invalid syllagisms,
these heroes denied the world by rejecting all the human inellectual
principles as well as the sensible and innuitive Propesiooms,

Gorgias,' one of the prominent leaders of this school, wrore a book on
non-exisience. In this work, he tried o provea number of points: (1) nothing
exists; (2] if anything exists, one cannot knaw i (8] iFwe assume thar one can
know i1, one cannot communicate it to others, g 11

For quite a while, sophistry had expressed in various ways its disregard for
philosophy and science, unii! Socrates, Plato and Arisiodle emerged and held
strang positions against it. Aristote laid down his well-known logic for
discovering the sophistical fallacies and for organizing human thought His
epistemological doctrine may be summarized as follows,

Sense knowledge and primary or secondary rational knowledge, which are
acquired by waking into consideration logicai principles, are truths with an
absoiute value, Due to this, Aristode permits in demonsradon (the absolute
evidence in his logical sense) the use of bk sense knowledge and rarional
knowledge.

Later, an aternpt was made to reconcile the two opposite tendencies — chat
is, the rendency leaning toward absolute denial {sophistry), and the tendency
aseerting affinnation (Aristotelian logic), This atrem prwas represented in the
skeptical doctrine thought to have been founded by Pyrrhe’ who is known for
his ten prools for the necessity of absolute doub, According to Pyrrho, every
proposition can be stated in one of wo ways: it can be either affirmed or
denied with equal foree.

But the doctrine of certitude finally prevailed in the philosophical ficld,
and reason mounted the throne given o it by Aristotle, judging and making
decisions while bound by the logical criteria. The fire of doubt died down for
centuries, untl around the sixteenth century when the natural seiences
became active and made discoveries of unexpected truths, especially in
asaenomy and the general order of the universe. These scientific develop-
menis were similar to the force of disputation in the Greck period, Thus, they
revived the doctrines of doubt and denial which resumed their aciivitics with
varicus methods. A conflict arose among the upholders of cerdnde
themselves conceming the limits of certainty on which human beings must
depend. (p. 111)

Descartes emerged in this armesphere, which was saturated with the spirit
of doubt and rebellion againsi the authority cf mind. He presented the world
with a philosophy of cenitude that had a grear influence on bringing back
some degree of certitude to the philosaphical tendency.
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Descartes

Diescartes 15 one of the prominent radonalises, and one of the founders of the
philosophical renaissance in Europe, He began his philosophy with sweeping
and stormy doubr. [He reasoned that] because ideas are incomparible, they
are, therefore, susceptble to error, Sense perception, oo, 15 often deceptive;
therefore, it must also be discounted, With these twe considerations, the
wave of doubit raged, rooting out the marerial and the spirivsal worlds, since
the way 1o horh of these worlds is through ideas and sense peroeprion.

Diescaries insists on the necessity of this absalute doubt, He demonstrates
its logie by the fact thar icis possible for a buman being 1o be a the mercy ol a
power that takes hold of his estistence and mund, and thit abtempts to deceve
and mislead him, Thuos, ¢ inupin-s hirm with 1leas thar do not {'urrmpcrnd i
reality, and with [alse perceprions. Regardless of the clariny of such ideas and
pereeptions; we cannot discount this assumption, which requires us to 1ake
doubr as a perpemial docmne,

Huwwever, Descartes excludes one mmuath which stands firm in the face of the
spotm and is unshaken by the tendenicies of doube < this maih being s
thought, which is an indubitable, actual reality. Doubt does nor affect i,
except perbiaps by strengthening its seabilivy and clancy; for doubr is nothing
but a kind of thoughr. Even if thar deceptive power were bo exist, it could not
deceive us with regard w our conviction about this thought, The reason is
that it would have io deceive us by way of inspiving us with false ideas, Thes
rmyeans that thought is a lixed tuth in (p, 112) any casc; thar is, whether the
issue of human thoughe is one of decepion and misguidance, or one of
understanding and determinanon

This truch, then, 15 the comersione of Descartes” philosophy, and the point
of departure fur philosophical certitude, By means of this ruth, Descartes
ried 1o move from conceprion 1o exstence, and from subjectivity 1o
objectivity, Indeed, by means of it, he wried to prove both the subjectand the
object. Thus, he began with himself, He demonstrated his existence by this
truth, saying: °l think, therefore, | exis,"”

One may notce that this Cartesian proof contains an unconscious
acceptance of truths that, for Descartes, are sl subject to doubt, This proof
is @ non-technical expression of the first figure of the syllogism in Aristotelian
logic, Technically, it takes the following form: °I think, every thinker exises,
therefore T exist’ In order for this Canesian reasoning ro be valid, Descancs
must accept logic, and believe that the first Ggure of the syllogism yields a
conclusion and that its conclusion is true, even though he is sill at the
beginning of the first stage, and doubt in his mind is sdll in control of all
knowledge and truths, incuding logic and i rules.

We must warn against the fact that when Descartes began the demonstrative
stage of his thought by ‘1 think, therefore, 1 exist’, he had not felt the need for
accepring the syllogistic figures in logic, Rather, he believed thar knowledge
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of his existence by way of his thought is an inmitive mauer that does not

require the canstruction of syllogistic figures and the accepuanes of their

minor and major premises,

Since the proposition, ‘T think, therefore, 1 exist’, is true because it is
intuitive, such that it is not subiject 1o doubt, anything of the same degree of
eituinveness is also true; With this, Descartes added another praposition w
the first intuitive proposition, and admiced as true that & thing does not
come aut of nothing. (p. 113 .

After he accepred the subjective side, lie went oo 1o prove the objective
reality. Thus, he arranged human thought in three groups:

L. Instinctive or natural ideas. These are the natural human ideas thar appear
mast evident and elearest, such as the ideas of God, monaon, EXTEN 50T,
and the soul,

4 Vague ideas that occur in the mind on the occasion of miations that come
1o the senses from without, These have o foundation in the human mind,

5. Various ideas that human beings construct and ¢ umpase from their ocher
ideas: These are exemplitied in the idea of & human being having rwo
heads.

Descaries began by addressing the idea of God e the first group. He
decided thau it is an idea having an objective reality, since in s ohjective
reality, it is superior to the human thinker and il his ideas, This is because
the human thinker is deficient and limited: while the iteanf God is the idea of
2 being absolutely pedfect and infinite. Because Descaries bad already
accepted the view that a thing does not come out of nothing, he knew that
there is a cause of this nanral conceptin his imind. He himsell cannot be te
cause of it, since itis more sublime and complete than ke is. A thing cannat
be more sublime than its cause; otherwise, increase [in the value of rhe)
caused object would come our of nothing. Thus, the idea of God must have
proceeded from an infinie being whose perfection and grearmess arc equal 10
s own. This being is the first exiernal objectve reality that Caresian
philosophy admits — chis reality being Gaod.

By means of this absolutely perfect being, Descartes proved thar every
natural thought in the human nature is true and reflecs an abjective realiny,
This is because the rational ideas in the first group proceed from God, Thius,
it they are not true, (p. 114} then their being given by God o human beings
would be deceptive and dishonest. Bue this is impossible in the case of a
being who is absclurely perfect

Because of this, Descaries accepted the human innare ur rational
knowledge and the fact thar it is valid and wue. He accepied the innaie ideas
only, ro the exclusion of any other ideas that provecd from external causes,
As a result of this, he divided jdeas COMCErning mater into two tvpes: (1) the
innate ideas, such as the idea of extension; and (2] ideas thar occur Harer| and
express specilic reactions of the soul, caused by exiernal influences, such as
the ideas of sound, odor, light, flaver, heat and color, The former are real
primary qualitics, while the latter are secondary fualities thar do not express
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objective realitics. Rather, they represent subjective reactions. They are
successive mental concepts that arise in the mental realm due to the influence
ol external bodies 1o which they have no resemblance.

This is a very brief presentation of the Cantesian theory of knowledge. To
biegin with, we must know that the fundamental principle on which Descartes
based his doctrine and philosophical certitude, °I think, therefore, 1 exist,
weas criticized in Tslamic philosophy a few cenwuries prior 1o Descartes' dme,
Ash-Shaykh ar-Ra'is, Ibn Sina,’ presented it and criticized it as being unfitas
a method of scientific evidence for the existence of the human thinker
himself. A human being cannot prove his existence by means of his thought
This 2 so, because il by saying, '1 think, therefore, 1 exist’, he wishes to prove
his existence by means of his specific thought only, then he proves his
specific existence at the outser and admits his existence in the very first
phrase. If on the other hand, he (p. | 15) wishes to make the absobite thought
as an evidence of his existence, he is at fault, because an absoluge thought
asserts the existence of an absolute thinker, not a specific thinker. Thus, the
specific existence of every thinker must be known to him in a primary
manner, regardless of any considerations, induding his doubt and his
thoughu.

Subisequently, we find Descartes crecting the whole edifice of existence on
one paint - namely, that the ideas which God created in human beings
signity objective realities, If they did not do so properly, God would be
deceiver, Bur it is impessible for God w deceive,

It is easy to ser in Descartes' proof the confusion between reflective
inowledge and practical knowledge, The propesiton, 'Deception is
impossible’, is an unfaithful ranslation of the propositon, 'Deception is
abominable’. But this laer proposition is not a philesephical proposigon.
Rarher, it is a pracucal idea. How, then, did Descartes doubt everything,
withour doubting this practical knowledge on which he based the
philosophical reflrcrive knowledge? In addition, the succession of knowledge
plays a clear role in the Cartesian doctrine. When he accepted the theological
position, he based his acceptance on a proposition whose ruth is accepred 2
friori: ‘A thing does not come out of nothing.” But this proposition in tum
requires an affirmation of the theological pesition, in order 1o secure s
truth. Unless it is shown that human beings are ruled by an undeceptive, wise
power, it is not permissible for Descartes 1o accept this proposition and
terminate hiz doubt conceming a deceptive power in control of the human
mind

Finally, there is no need for us 1o point out another confusion that
Descartes made herween the idea of God and the objective reality thar this
idea signifies, when he asserts that it is impossible for this idea to proceed
from human beings, since it is more sublime than they are. The truth is that
this idea is not more sublime than human minds. Rather, it is impossible far
human beings to create the ohjective reality of this idea. (p. 116)

Acwally, our purpose is not to elaborate the discussion on Descartes.
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Rather, we intend to present his point of view regarding the value of human
knowledge, a view that may be summed up in the acceprance of the absolute
value of rational knowledge, especially innate knowledge.

John Locke

Locke is a primary representative of the empirical or experiental theory, as
we learned carlier. His view concerning the theory of knowledge is that
knowledge is divided into the following types:

). Inwitive knowledge (al-ma'rife al-widiniyya): this is the knowledge the
mind can attain without need for recognizing something else. An example
of this is our knowledge that ane is half of owo.

2. Reflective knowledge (a/-ma nifa at-ta’ ammutiypa): this kind of knowledge
cannot ocour without the help of previous information. An example of it is
our knowledge that the sum of the angles of a triangle is cqual o two right
angles.

3. Knewledge that results from empirical knowledge of the known
object.

Locke believes thar inmidve knowledge is real knowledge, having
complete philosophical value. The same is true of the reflective knowledye
that can be clarified as valid reasoning, As for empirical knowledge, it has no
philosophical value, even though it is taken into the consideration of the
standard of practical life. Due io this, Locke does not accept the objectivity of
all of the qualities of mauer that are known by the senses. Rather, he
considers some of them real and objective, such as form, extension and
moticn, and some others subjective reactions, such a5 color, Bavor, oder and
other similar qualities.

This very Lockean theory of knowledge and its philosophical weight are
not in agreement with Locke's own view of the anabysis of knowledge. For all
knowledge, according to him, is derived (9. 117) from the seases and sense
experience. Even intuitive knowledge, such as the principle of non
contradiction and other similar primary principlesin the human mind, is not
possessed by human beings except in this way. The senses, the primary
source of this knowledge, do not have an absolute philosophical value in
Lacke's theory of knowledge. The nawral conclusion to this is the absolute
doubt concerning the value of any human knowledge, since in its essence and
primary reality, knowledge is nothing but a sense perception acipuired by
external or internal experience,

Thus, it seems that Locke's division of knowledge into three groups, and
his distinction among these groups from a philosophical point of view, are
conmradictory to the principles that he established, Similarly, his division of
the qualities of sensible bodies, which is analogous to the Cartesian division,
is not logically consistent with his principles, even though it may be
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somewhat logically consistent with Descartes’ proindples. This is because
Descartes divides knowledge into rational knowledge and empirical
kaowledpe, and accepes the former philesophically, bur not the lager, He
claims that people’s ideas concerning some bodily qualities are among the
innare rational deas, while their weas concerning some other bodily
gualities arc empirical. Due o this, it was possible for him to divide these
qualities into primary and secondary, and to assert that the primary qualities
are real and obpective, while the secondary qualities are not.

As tor John Locke, he began his philosophical endeavor by eliminating the
innate ideas, and asserung the mastery of the senses over all knowledge.
Thus, there is no way of knowing the bodily qualites except through the
senses. What, then, is the philosophical difference berween some of these
gualities and some others?

The Idealists

Idealist doctrine has decp roots in the history of human thought, and is of
various forms. The term ‘idealism’ is one of the terms that played an
imponant role in (p. 118) the hiswry of philosophy. Itexchanged a number
of philosophical netions in which it erysallized, Due 1o this, it acquired a
kind of vagueness and conlusion.

idealism played its fivst role in the philosophical wradition at the hands of
Plato, who offered a specific theory of human reason and knowledge. This
theory was called ‘the theory of Platonic forms’. Plato was an idealisg
however, his idealism does not mean a denial of sensible realities, or a
stripping of empirical knowledge from the objective realities that are
independent of the realm of conception and knowledge. Rather, he affirmed
the objectivity of sense perception. He went further than this o affirm the
objectivity of ratonal knowledge, which is superior 1o empirical knowledge,
asserting that rational knowledge — that 15, knowledge of gencral types, such
as knowledge of the ideas of "human being', ‘water’, and “light’, have an
ohijective reality independent of intellection, as was pointed out in the first
part of this investigation,

Thus, we learn that ancient idealism was a form of excessive acceptance of
abjective reality. This is becausc it accepted the objective reality of senze
perception - namely, the knowledge of ideas penaining to the senses - and of
rational knowledge - that is, the knowledge of ideas in general. It did not
invalve any denial or doubt of reality.

in modern history, idealism ook on a meaning completely different from
the above-mentioned one, While Platonic idealism emphasized the objective
reality of both rational and empirical knowledge, idealism in it modern
form was an attermpt to shake the foundation of objective reality and declare a
new doctrine concerning the theory of human knowledge, by means of which
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it can eliminate the philosophical value of knowledge. Cur concern in rthe
Present investigation is to explore and study this new notion of idealism,

This notion was cast in varjous forms and sh apes. (po 119) Some writers of
philosophy went as far as 1o consider idealism as a description of any
philosophy that rests on doubt, that involves an arempr o remove the
objective aspect of things from the realm of human knoswled ge, or thai assers
# metaphysical principle of the world, Thus, spirtualism, agnosticism,
empiricism, rationalism, eritieism and exisrental phenomenalism are 3l
idealisiic philosnphies, according to such weirers.!

In order to clarify the vole of idealism in the theary of hurnan knowledye,
we will study the important tendencies of modern idealism. Thescare: (1) the
philosophical tendency; (2) the physical tendency; and {3} the physiological
tendency,

! Philssoftical Idsatism

This form of idealism was founded by Berkeley, who is considered the leader
of modern idealism. Berkeley's philosophy is viewed as the point of
departure for the idealistic tendency or the conceprual bent in the recent
ceniuries of philosophy.

The essence of idealism in Berkeley's docirine can be recapitulated in his
well-known phrase: “To exist is to know or to be knawn tn other words, it s
not possible o assert the existence of a thing, unless thae thing knows or is
known. The thing thar knows is the soul: and the known things are the
conceptions and the ideas that subsist in the sphére of sense perception and
knowledge. Thus, itis necessary that we accept the existence of the soul and
the existence of these ideas. As for the things that are independent of the
sphere of knowledge - that is, the objective things - they are non-existent
because they are not known,

Following this, Berkeley takes up for discussion the bodies that philoso-
phers call {p. 120) ‘material substances’ in order to eliminate them from the
realm of existence. He says that we do not grasp anything about matter thar
[philesophers| suppose except a group of mental conceptions and sensible
phenomena, such as color, mste, shape, odor and other similar qualities.

Berkeley pursues his idealistic notion of the world, saying that he is not 2
sophist or a skeptic sbout the existence of the wordd and its realivies and
beings. Rather, he admits that, from 2 philosophical point of view, all of this
exists, and that in this he does noudiffer from other philosophers. He differs
from them only in the definition of the notion of existence. 'Existence’,
according to him, does not have the same meaning thae it has for others.
What exists 1o others also exists 1o Berkeley, but according to his own way of
interpreting ‘existence’. This means that the existence of a thing is nothing
but its existence in our knowledge of that thing.

Later, Berkeley asked himself this question: ‘If matter does not exist, then
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from where can we get the scnsations thar flow in us at every moment,
without the influence of our personal will over their flow and succession?
Berkeley had the answer ready: God Himseif causes these sensations in us.
Thus Berkeley ends his philosophical endeavor by retaiming for himself owo
vealities in addition o knowledge. One of these realides is the mind, the
knowing subject; and the other is God, the reality that creates our
SCTISALIOTES,

This theary completely eliminates the issue of human knowledge and the
objective study of the value of knowledge; for this theory doey not admi the
objectvity of thought and knowledge, or the existence of anything outside
their limits. (p. 121}

Berkeley's idealistic noton suffers from some vagueness, which makes it
possible to interpret this notion in a number of senses differing in the degree
of idealism and depth of the conceprual bene. [OF these] we will take up the
most idealistic sense - namely, the pure idealistic sense that does not adimit
anvihing except the existence of the knowing soul and the successive sense
perceprions and knowledge in the soul. This sense is the best-known among
his philosophical statements and is consistent with the proofs by means of
which he tried to demonstrare his idealistic noton. The proofs for this noton
can be summmarized as follows,

The first proof is that all human knowledge is based on, and comes from,
the senses. Thus, the senses are the primary principle of knowledge. If we
attempt ro examine this principle, we find it charged with conmmadictions and
errors. For example, the sense of sight is always [selfj-coniradicory with
respect 1o its vision of bodies close up and at a distance. It perceives them
a5 small in size when they are remote from it while it perceives them as large
when they are in its proximity. Similarly, the sense of touch is also |self}-
contradictory. Thus, by means of i, we may have wo different pieces of
knowledge abouk the same thing. For the sake of clarification, Berkeley adds:
immerse your hands in warm water, afier you have immersed one of them in
hot water, and the other in cold water. Would not the water appear cold 1o the
hot hand, and hot to the cold hand? But should we then say thi the water is
hot and cold at the same time? Would not these words be fully nonsensical?
Therefore, you must conclude with me that water in itsell does not existasz
matter independent of our existence, Itis nothing but a name that we give to
our sense perccptions. Thercfore, water exists in us. In short, marter is the
idea that we posit about marter. If sense perceptions arc empty of any
objective reality pertaining to the contradictories recognized in them, then
there will be no objective value of human knowledge at all; for knowledge in
general would rest on the senses. If the basis collapses, then the whole
pyramid collapses. [p. 122)

But this proof has no value for the following reasons. First, not all human
knowledge rests on the senses and sense experience. For rasional docirine,
which we studied in an earlier chapter of the investigation, ‘the primary
source of knowledge' determines the presence of necessary primary



knowledge in the human mind, Such necessary knowledge does not arise
from the senses, and no contradicrion atall appears in it. One cannot toot out
such knowledge by the cmotions that affeer the senses and the sense
knowledge, As long as we possess knowledge free from the influence nf
emotions, it will be easy to establish a sound objective knowledge on the hasis
of it.

Second, this proof contradices the philesophical principle of Berkeley's
idealism - that is, the empirical theory and the empirical docirine, For in this
proof, Berkeley considers the principle of non-contradicuion as a fixed tuth
and, from the very beginning, finds improbable the possibility of contra-
diction in objective reality. On the basis of this, he concludes from the
contradictory knowledge and sense expenience that they are empry of
objective reality. It escapes him thar the principle of non-contradiction in
empirical doctrine is nothing but an empirical principle demonstraced by
sense experience. Thus, if knowledge and sengse Experience are conradictory,
then how is it possible for Berkeley to accept the principle of non-
conmadiction, and demonstrate by means of it the non-existence of objecrive
realiey? Further, why is it char, according to him, there cannot exisc an
objective reality in which phenomena and things contradict ane another?
The truth is thar Berkeley unconscivusly relied on his nature that asserrs the
principic of non-contradiction as independent of the senses and sense
experience,

Third, it i= nccessary that we distinguish between two issues, one of which
is the issue of the existence of the objective reality of knowledge and sense
perception; and the ather is the issue of the correspondence of this reality to
what appears to us in our knowledge and sense perception. 1f we dist nguich
between these owo issues, we will be able 1o know that the contradicrion of
Jense perception cannot be taken as a proof of the non-cxistence (p. 12%) of
an objective reality, as Berkeley thought. Rather, i indicates 2 non-
agreement between the idez known by the senses and the external objecdve
reality. This is to say that sense perception need not fully agree with excernal
things. But this is different from Berkeley’s atcernpt 1o deny the objectivity of
ense peroeption. When we immerse our hands in warer and ane of them
feels hot, while the other feels cold, we are not required, for the purpose of
eliminating contradicrion, w deny the objectivity of sense perception
absolutely. Rather, we can explain the contradiction in a differcnt way —
namely, that gur sense perceptions are nothing bur psychological reactions
to external things. Thus, there must be an external thing if we are to have a
sense perception or if we are to have a reaction. But it is nat necessary that the
sense perception agree with the objective reality; for, since sense perception
is 2 subjective reaction, it is not separase from the subjective aspect. On the
basis of this, we can immediately judge thar the water thar Berkeley supposes
10 be warm and not 1o be hot or cold is the objective reality that causes in us
the two contradiciory sense perceptions, and thar the two sense perceptions
contradict one another due 1o the subjective aspect that we add o things
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when we know them or when we have reacdons 1o them.

The second proofis that the acoeprance of the existence of things outside
our souls and conceptions rests on the facr that we see and woch such things;
that is, thar we believe they exist because they provide ws with cer@in sense
perceptions. However, our sense perceprions are nothing but ideas
contamned in our souls. Therefore, the things that our senses know are
nothing but ideas. and ideas canmot exist outside our souls,

In this prool, Berkeley awempts o make the issue of accepiing the
wbjective reality of things dependent an direct conjunction with that reality.
As long as it 13 not pessible for us under any circumstances (0 have direct
conjuncrion with things external o our souls, and as long as we are
necessitared 1o know such things in our privace conceptions and ideas; (p.
124 then in truth, there is no existence except for these coneeprions and
ideas. If we destroy such conceprions and ideas, there will be nothing lefi that
we can know or whose existence we can admit,

Ty begin with, we must notee that this argument, by mcans of which
Berkeley attempts w demonsirare his idealistic notion, iy unsound, even
according w Berkeley himsell For he agrees with us, though unconsciously,
thar it is untenable and insufficient for jusulving the idealistic notion. This ts
because it leads ta subjective idealism that denwes the existence of other
individuals, as well 45 the eastwence of nawre, I realiy i limited 1
kunowiedge and consciousness themselves because we have no conjunction
with anything beyonid the limits of the mimd and its conscious contenrs, then
such knowledge and consciousness will be my knowledge and my
consciousness. 1 owill have po conjunction with the knowledge and
consciousness of others, as T will have no conjuncion with nawre icself This
will imipose on me isolation from everything, other than my existence and my
mind. Thus, itwill not be appropriate for me to accept the existence of other
human beings, since they are nothing but the conceptions of my mind and
subjective thoughts. Therefore, this inquiry leads to an incredible indiv-
idualistic idealism. Is it then possible for Berkeley 10 be driven 1o adopt an
extreme form of his argument and draw from icthis kind of idealism? Had he
tricd something like this, he would have vontradicted himsell before
ronrradicting others, | we are wrong], then with whom did he converse, lor
whom did he write and compose, and for whose sake did he lecture anel
teach? Is this nor a firm asserdon by Berkeley of the objective reality of other
individuals? Thus, it becomes clear that Berkeley himsell shares with us the
non-acceptance of the argument that he had adopied, and the acceprance,
though unconsdously, of ks faischood.

Now, it rermains for us to clarify the secret behind the fallacy in this proof,
in order 10 understand why people, including Berkeley himsell, cannotatain
actual conviction concerning it. In this regard, we must remember what we
learned in the first part of (p. 125) the investigation, 'the primary source of
knowledge' - namely, that human knowledge is divided into rwo main
divisions: assent and conception. We must also know the basic quality that
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distinguishes assent from conception. This quality is what makes knowledge
of the assent type a link berween us and the external world,

To put this more clearly, conception is nothing but the presence of the
farm of one of the essences in our specific intellective faculries. The form
may be present in our senses. This sort of presence consritutes the sense
perception of this form, Again, the form may be present in our imaginarive
faculty. By means of this presence, mmagination ocours. Further, the form
may be present in the mind in its general abstract namre, This kind of
presence is called ‘intellection’, Thus, sense percepion, imagination and
intellection are vanous kinds of conreption, and differenc ways i which the
forms of things are present in the human intellective faculties. We conceive
the apple on the tree by perceiving it through vision. Our sense perception of
it means thatits form is present in our senses, Later, we retain this farm in our
mind after we depart from the tree. This lames tvpe of presence s
inagination. Afier this, we can climinate from this form the qualities that
distinguish it, from other apples, retaining only its general idea - tharis, (he
universal idea of apple. This universal form is imellection.

These are the three siages of conceprion thar himan knowledpe crasses.
Every one of these stages is just the présence of a form in some of our
intellective faculties. Therefore, conceprion, on the whole, is no more than
the presence in our intellective faculties of the form of 2 cerrain thing, be that
a clear and evident conception, such as sense perception, or dull and fainr,
such as imagining and intellecting. Because of this, CONCEPLON CANNOL pave
the way for us o reach beyond the form that we conceive in our intellective
faculties, nor does it ensure the movement from the subjective realm w the
abjecnive realm. The reason for this is that the presence of the form of an
essence in owr inrellective faculey is one thing, while the objective and
independent presence of that essence in the outside is something else. Due o
this, sense perception may make us conceive numerous things that we do not
believe 1o have any independent objective reality. (p. 126) For example, we
conceive a stick immersed in water as broken: vetwe knaw thae that suick i
not actually braken in warer. But we perceive it as such due to the relvacton
of the light rays in water, Also, we perceive the warm warer as very hor, ilwe
irmmerse our hands in it when they are very cold, even though we are
convineed thar the heat that we perceive is not vbyectively real,

Regarding assent - that is, the ather ype of human knowledge - it 75 the
proper point of our departure from conceprion 16 ohjectivity. Let us,
therefore, notice how this is accomplished.

Knawledge of the assent type is nothing but a judgement by the soul thar
there is a certain reality beyond conception. This is exemplificd in our saving,
‘A straight line is the shortest distance between two poinis’, This judgement
means that we assert that there is a reality beyond our conception of srraight
lines, points and distances. Thar s why it is completely different from the
various kinds of pure conceprion.

First, this judgement is oot a form of a specific essence thar we can perceive
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and conceive, Rather, it i a psyvchological act thae links forms. Because of
this, itis impossible that it arises in the mind by way of the senses. Rather, icis
one of the intemal acts of the knowing soul,

Second, this judgement has a subjective property not present in any kind
of division of conceprion. This is the property of revealing a reality beyond
the firnus of knowledge. For this reason, itis possible that you can conceive or
be aware of a thing without, at the same time, believing that it has a reality
beyond knowledge and consiiousness. However, it is not possible that vou
have knowledge of the assent type - namely, that vou believe that a straight
bine s the shortest distance between two points, while at the same dme
doubting the existence of the objective reality of which your knowledge and
conscousness speak, (p. 127}

This makes it clear thar knowledge of the assent wpe is the only thing
capable of refuting Berkelev's argument which states that we do not have
ditect conjunction with reality, but thac instead we have conjunction with our
ideas. Thus, there is no exasence for anything except for our own ideas,
However, even though the soul has no direer conjunciion with anything
except with its knowledge, neventheless, there is a kind of knowledge which
by nature hias essential disclosure (hasfyin dhdtivyan) ol a thing that lies outside
knowledge. This is the judgement - that s, knowledge of the assent type.
Berkeley's argument is based on his confusion beoween conceprion and
assent, and on his ignomnce of the basic differences between the two.

in light of this, it is evident that the empirical doctring and the empirical
theary lead 1o the idealisuc tendency. Both are necessitated to accept the
argument offered by Berkeley, This is becanse, in accordance with these two
principles, the human soul does not an all possess either necessary or natural
knowledge. Rather, all itz knowledge arises from sense perception, and its
vanous kinds of cognition are based on this kind of percepiion — sense
percepuon being bur a form of conception. Thus, regardless of the
muitiplicity and variery of sense perception, it does not extend beyond s
concepiual lmits, as it is impossible for human beings to use it to move one
step in the direction of objectiviry.

The third proof is that if human knowledge and cognition are characterized
by essential disclosure of the realm that hes beyond their limits, then all
knowledge and cognition must be rrue. This is because by nawre and
essence, it i5 revelatory; and a thing cannot be free from its essential
arributes, This is 30, in spite of the fact that all human thinkers admic thag
much of the information and many of the judgements thar people have are
false and do not disclose anything about reality. Scholars may agree 1o accept
acertain theory, yet later, this theory is shown to be clearly false. How can this
be undersiood in light of the claims made by realistic philosophy — namely,
that knowledge enjoys essential disclosure? Is there any way out for this
philosophy other than w coneede that knowledge does not enjoy such a
quality? (p. 128) But if it concedes this, idealism becomes unavoidable; for
then we would be unable to reach objective reality by means of our ideas, as
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long as we have admited thar they do not enjoy essental disclosure of that
reality.

In order for us to respond w this proof, we must know what is meant by the
essential disclosure of knowledge. Essential disclosure means that knowledge
shows us the object to which it is related as fixed iy a reality external w the
limits of our knowledge and conscivusncss. Our kiowledge that the sun
rises, and that the miangle is other than the seuare makes us see the sunrise
and the triangle’s difference from the square as fixed ina reality independent
of us. Hence, this knowledge plays the tole of 4 mirror and s reflection of
this independenc reality to us is its essential disclosure, However, such a
reflection does not mean thae the sunrise truly exists ouwide, and thar the
triangle’s difference from the square is fixed in reality. That is, the thing's
fixedness in reality is other than irs being alss reflected. From this we know
that the essential disclosure of knowledge is not detached from knowledge,
even when there is error and ambiguity. The ancients' knowledge chat the
sun turns around the carth had the same degree of cssential disclosure that
our knowledge that the earth tirns around the sun has. This imeans that they
saw the sun's rurming around the earth as soiething fixed in reality and
independent of them, Thus, the objective existence of such Duining was seen
by them; that is, they believed it, even theugh it was not fixed in realiny!

Therefore, by knowledge of the assens type, human Leings narusally move
from concaption w objectivity (p. 129) due to the essenrial disclosure of this
knowledge. Whether knowledge is actually true or false, it is in either case
knowledge and disclosure.

The fourth proof is thar il knowledge of the assent wpe niay be erroneous,
and if its essendal disclosure does not protect it from being so, then why is it
not permissible thae all our knowledge of the assent pe s Crronecus?
Further, how can we rely on the essential disclosure of knowledge, as long as
such disdosure is a necessary atribure of knowledge, both inits False and true
miatters alike?

This artempt differs in purpose from the previous anempt; for in the lamer,
idealism seeks to consider human knowledge as a subjective mateer thar docs
not pave the way to objective reality. Bur we have thwarted that attempt by
showing the essential disclosure that distinguishes knowledge of the assent
type from pure conception. The present arerpt, on the other hand., secks
the total elimination of knowledge of the assene type from human thoughs,
As long as such knowledge may be erroneous, or as long as its cssential
disclosure does not mean its constant truch, then why do we not doubrirand
dispense with it altogether? If we do so, we will have nothing 1o secure the
existence of the objective world.

Naturally, il human thought does not possess a number of pieces of
knowledge whose truth is necessarily secure, such doubt will be unaveidable
and inescapable. Further, it will be impossible for us 1o know any reality,
regardless of its kind, as long as such knowledge does notrely on a NECERsATY
security |of trurh], and as long as error is passible in every tield, However,
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what overthrows this doubt is the rational doctrine which we had studied in
the first chaprer of the theory of knowledge, the pnmary source of
knowledge, This doctrine asserts thar there is necessary knowledge whose
ruth 15 secure, or rnrﬂplrl:ly free from ervor. Rather, error occurs
sometintes in the method of making an inference from this knowledge. On
the basis of this, human knowledge divides (as was pointed oul {p. 130] inthe
above-mentioned discussion) o knowledpe whaose necessty Is secure, of
which the mam principle of thought is formed, and secondary knowledge
inferced from thar principle. 1t is 10 this later type of knowledge that error
mav occur. Thus, regardless of the degree of our doubt, we cannot doubt that
prnciple, because its murh is necessarily secure,

We would noew like 1w find owt whether o 1s possible for the idealise
philosopher, Berkeley, 10 deny that secure principle and reject the presence
of primary necessary knowledge above error and ambiguiry. There is no
doubt that the answer is in the negative; for he s required w admit the
presence of knowledge whose truth is secure, as long as he aemps w
demonstrate his idealism by means of the previously menvoned proofs. A
human being cannet demonsrate something, unless he based his
dermonstration on fundamentals and rules thar are o him of secure oruch. I
we pay attention o Berkeley's proofs, we find him obliged o admit the
Forlloswing:

1. The principle of non-conradicion on which the firse proefl is based. 1f
conrradiclon wers pu:uss:h|f. one could infer from the conrradicoon of
sense perceptians that this principle is not objective.

2. The principle of causalicy and necessity. Il Berkeley does not admit this
principle, his proaf will be useless. For a human being bases 2 proof on his
apinion, only because he is convinced thata proof 1s a necessary cause of
knowing the truth of that opinion. Il he does not accept the prncple of
cansaliy and mecessity, the proof may be e, but still one cannor
demonstrate by it the opinion under consideration.
if knowledge with scoure rruth is proved in human thought, then there is

no {po 151 doubt that our knowledge of the objective world which is

independent of us is a part of this knowledge. The mind finds itsell required

w accept the existence of the external world asa whole, and 1o rejectall doubt

concerning it, regardless of the difference between the mind's awareness and

actuality, or berween the mind's thought and realicy. Doubt concerning the
existence of the independent world will be considered a kind of insaniry.

We conclude from our discussions of philosophical idealism that realism
relies on two principles: the first is the acceptance of the essential disclosure
of kniwledge of the assent type, and the second is the acceptance of a basic
principle of human knowledge whose truth is necessanly secure. We have
already found that Berkeley is required to admit cach of these two principles.
Were it not for the essential disclosure of knowledge of the assent type, he
would not have known other individuals, nor would he have fashioned his
life an the basis of their existence. Also, were it not for knowledge whose truth
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is secure in the human thought, he would not have been able to demonsare
his idealistic claims.

1 Physical ldeatism

Prior to the last century, physics used to explain nature in 2 materialistic,
realistic fashion as governed by the general laws of mechanics, To the
physicists, nature is real, in the sense that it exists independently of the mind
and consciousness, It is also material because, according w their scientific
analysis, nature is reduced to small, solid particles not receptive to change or
division - such particles being the individual substances that were spiaken of
in Greek philosophy by Democritus.® These particles or primordial masses
of nature are in constant mortion. Matter is the sum of those particies, and the
natural phenomena in it are the result of the spatial transposition and modon
of those masses.

Since this modon requires scientific explanation, physics explained i
mechanically, as it explained the motion of the pendulum of a dock or sound
waves. (p. 132} Italso assumed that those masses involved forces and specific
relations among them in order w complete the mechanical explanation of
the natural phenemena. These forces and relations muse in turn, also be
subject to the mechanical explanation. Thus, the presumptive notion of air
developed in physics, to which a number of functions were ascribed, such as
the spreading of light that air was assurmned 1o carry when moving from some
masses o some others, as it carmies heat, clecuricity and similar powers of
natwre. This discussion can be sumimed up in [the statement] that naturcisa
material, objective reality governed by 2 complete mechanical sysiem.

But this physical notion was not able 1o remain steadfast in the face of
modern discoverics that imposed on the sdientists 2 toral canversion of their
theories about nature. Further, such discoveries proved wo the scientsts thatr
the scientific mind is still at its beginning. The discovery of the electrons was
one of the most important discoveries. It proved that the arom has a
composite structure and that its radiation can be decomposed.

While the atom was the primary material unit of which namre is
compaosed, it proved 0 be composite in tarn. But this is not the whole Story.
It also became possible that the atom evaporates as elenricity.

Moreover, while motion was resmricied fo the sphere of mechanical moton
- this being consistent with the mechanical explanation of nature — other
kinds of motion were discovered. Again, while the common view assered
that the material mass (this is the mathematical expression for the marerial
substance} endures and cannot change, scientific evidence showed that it is
not stable but relative, and that in the real sense, it does not express anything
other than a laten: power. That is why the bodily mass flucuates in
accordance with its morion.

Thus, it became clear to physicists thar materialism had died out, and that

93



the matenalistic view of the world became inconsistent with scence and the
empirical evidence. (p. 133)

Due to this, the scientsts were able 1w form a substanual notoen af the
world that is more prnfuund than the materialistc noton. Materalism is just
an aspect of this new notion. Indeed, some physicists went further than chis
to claim that the world ¢can he apribured o pure moton. In this, they
artempted o dispense with any substantial reality in addition to the
world,

In the words of Ostwald;”

The suck that storikes Scaban? does not rise on the basis of the
existence of the external world, This stick does not exist. The only
thing that exists [of it] is its power of moton.*

Also, Karl Pearson® makes the following staement: 'Matter is the non-
material i moton. '™

In the midst of these new discoveries that shook the material edifice and
showed that matter is a general human illusion about the world, and nota
scientific nedon that corresponds o the world, the idealistc tendency in
physics arose and anracted many physicisis, Thus, they said, because every
day science offers a new evidence against the objective value of human
knowledge and the material aspect of the world, atoms or the primary
structures of matter become - after having disappeared im light of science -
nothing but convenicni ways for expressing thought, and metaphors and
signs that do not involve any objecrive reality, We are told by Eddingron:"

There is pothing in the whole system of laws conceming natural
scienoe that cannot be inferred with darity from the consideration
of, and the reflection on the absolute comprehensive theory of
knowledge. The mind, which does not know our existence, yet (p.
134) knows the order of thought by means of which it explains i
empirical experience, is capable of anaining the whole knowledge
of nawral science which is acquired by way of sense experience,
Finally, I say that what I know about the universe is truly and
precisely the exact, the very thing which we add to the universe 10
make it ineelligible.”

Later, Eddington expressed his hope that
What was concealed in the nucleus of the atom will become known
in the very near future, in spite of the presumptions that our minds

entertain, namely that this was concealed prior to our tme."”

Acrually, the idealistic tendency of these physicists was the result of an error
in philosophical thinking, and not the result of a physical proof in the
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scientific field. The reason is thar the primary issue in philosophy, the
response 1o which divided philosophers into idealists and realists, appeared
to them as fallacious. This pri mary issue is whether the world has an objective
reality independent of our minds and consciousness. These physicises
thought thar this issue is subject to |one of the| following two responses only,
Either the world is atributed o the mind and consciousness and, therelore,
has no objective existence; or it is a material reality thar exists outside the
mind and consciousness.

I we discard the second response [rom the scientfic proofs and
experiments that showed that materialism is nothing but a veil covering the
reality of the world, we are then required Lo adopt the firse response and
accept the pure idealistic nodon of the world, However, the wruth is that the
wo Tesponses were not well stared above, The reason is (p. 185} tha
advancing oppositon along idealistic lines does not recjuite us o accepr the
necessity of the material aspect of objective reeality, This is because realism,
which is opposite idealism, docs not mean more than the admission of an
abjective reality independent of the mind and coneciousness., Whether this
independent abjective reality is mater, power, moton or elecric waves is
another question that realism, which accepts an objective world, must
answer in light of science and the experimental discoveries, When we draw &
complete distinction berween the two issues, we can then attribute the above-
mentioned idealistic tendency 1o the error on which it reses.

We have already leamed that the first question is this: I the worid a realiry
independent of the human mind?' The two responses o this yuestion are
given by idealism and realism. Idealism answers negatively, while realism
answers affirmatively. Both answers must be based on purely philosophical
grounds. Science and sense experience have no say in this mater,

The other question is the followi ng: ‘Whar is the independent objective
reality; and are the qualities or properties of mater primary concomitants of
it?" This question leans toward realism only, for there is no room for it on the
basis of the idealistic notion.

Some realists answer it by offering 2 marcrialistic noton of the
ndependent objective reality. Others offer different notions. The view of
science determines some of these responses. Scientific experiments and
discoveries form the realists’ scientific notion of the objective world. Thus, if
science discards the materialistic notion of the world, this will not mean that
science rejects realism and has become idealistic, This is because scientific
discoveries have not proved the non-exisience of [p- 136) an independen:
objective reality, Rather, they have shown that the marerial aspect is not a
necessary element of it. Whether the world is auributed o potency, motion
or anything else other than matter is harmiess 1o realism and cannot prove
idealism, as long as the world has an objective realiry thar exists
independently of the mind and consciousness. Thus, if in light of science,
matter is wransformed into electricity, mass into ENErgy, CNErgy into mass,
and if nature expresses a motion free frem macter - if all this comes true - it
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will not change our position at all concerning the first question, In any case,
we believe that reality is not just a product of conscousness, but a product of
the independent reality,

These saentific theories can make an impact if we have finished answering
the first question and @ken up the second question, in order to know the
nature of the world, From this we learn thar the discoveries of modern
seience do not refute realism at all, Instead, they refute materialism which
claims 1o be the required descripion of that [objective] realiey In general.

Tt is strange o find some materialists attempring o retain for materialism
the same position that it had cnjoyed, and o say that the scientific and
empirical evidence does not demonstrate the non-existence of the material
aspect of the world. Rather, it is a cause of sirengthening our undersianding
of mauer and its qualives,

Let us quote from Lenin:

The disappearance of marter determines that the degree of the
knowledge of matter that we have reached also disappears, and that
DUF EWATETIESS becomes mere profound. Thus, some qualitics of
matter, such as its impenetrability, rest and mass, had appeared
us before as absolute, fixed and primary, but are now disappearing,
They have become known as relative and necessary concomitants of
some starcs of matter only. This is because the only property (p.
157) of matter, whose admission is determined by philosaphical
rnaterialism, is the stare of matter as an objective reality existing
outside our awareness.”

The principles of the materialistic notion of the world cannot be
shaken by any change in the sdentific noton of the qualities of
matter. This is not because what is philosophically known about
mateer has no relation 1o what is alleged 1o be scientifically known;
but because it is impossible for matter 10 lose this quality of
existing as an objective actual reality which is one of the basic
qualities of matter."

By this, Lenin intended to falsify physical idealism and to strengthen his
materialistic notion. However, it is clear from his words that he is ignoring
every realistic philosophy, with the exception of the realistic philosophy that
rests on material grounds. In order o resolve the contradiction berween the
materialistic notion and the truths of science and physics, he offered astrange
explanation of the notion of matter. The explanation he gave was exiensive
and comprehensive enough w cover the objectivity and independence of the
reality of marter. By means of this, he attempted to offer materialism instead
ofidealism as a unigue philosophical solution for the issue of the existence of
the world, 1t is clear that if matter is an exact expression of the independent
objective reality, and if its only necessary quality is its existence and
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independence of our awarcness, then theological metaphysics must be
precisely a materialistic philosophy according to this new notion of matter.
And thus, opposition between metaphysics and the materalistic philosophy
and its notion of the world will be completely eliminated. (p. 138) The
theological philosopher who acceprs metaphysics says exacily the same thing
about the world [as does the materialist), The world, 1o him, is an nhjective
reality independent of our awareness. The theological principle thar is
accepted by metaphysical philosophy is nothing but an objective reality
independent of our awareness.

The truch is that it is useless o play with words. The expansion of the
materialistic notion to the extent that would enable it o cover 1 Bpposite
notion, and to be consistent with it does not mean anything ather than s
departure from its own philosophical reality, and its inability to respond w
the notions that are its opposite.,

Add 1o this thar dialectical materialism does not permit Lenin o admit
an absolute realiey. For this would be contradictery w the dialecric which
asserts the development of all realities m accordance with the contra-
dictions that they involve. Is the basic quality of mateer, in the new Leninian
sense, an absolure quality thar does not develop and does noc submit o
the law of dialecuics and its contradictions? If the answer is in the affirmarive,
then the absolute reality that the dialectic sejects and that the Marxist
dialectical principles do not accept muse exist. I, on the other hand, this
quality is a dialectical quality inclusive of the contradictions thar cause
to develop and change, as do other realities in the world, this would mesn
that materialism alse suffers from contradiction. Due o this, materialiseit
had to change, to transform and o free irself from the basic qualioy of matter.

The conclusion that we can draw is that the idealisric fendency of the
physicists was the result of falling to disunguish berween the wo
philosophical issues discussed earlier, and not a direct product of scientific
evidence,

In spite of this, we must point out anether factor thar played an imponant
role in shaking the scientists’ certitude about ohjective reality. This was the
collapse of the scientific axioms in the modern scienfic ficld. | p. 15%) Thus,
while such axiomns had been considered absolute and indubirable ruths.
science succeeded in falsifying them and proving their erronesusness, With
this, the atoms of John Dalton™ quickly melted away, and the Jaw of the
imperishability of mawer was shaken, Experiments showed that marter is an
illusion that people held for thousands of years. As a reaction o this, doub
reappeared and wok hold of the thoughts of 3 number of scienses. Thus, if
the scientific axioms of yesterday are the errors ol 1oday, why should we not
be doubtful about every reality, regardless of its clarity to us? Further, why
should we assume the basic issue - that is, the issuc of the existence of
objective rcé\lirjr, o be above skepticdsm or doubi? p

Hence, the idealistic tendency or agnosticism arose, not because seience
proved the correciness and soundness of this tendency, but because the

a7



scientise’ conviction concerning stience was shaken, and their faith in the
absalure rruch of s aaoms collapsed,

Homwever, this factor was only a psvchological motive or a psychological
crisis that apspired  the incinaton wward idealism. Bur this crisis is
climinated by like observaiion when the issue is susdied philosophically.
s i because the acceprance of the existence of the objective reality of the
warld is not che resull of empirical and scientific proofs. We learned carlier
thar expermments cannot produce such an acceptance and move human
bietngs Trom conceprion o objectivity. Racher, it is a namral and necessary
acceptantce i human natare. For this reason, s general. Everyone shares in
i, including thie wdealists who rebel against it verbally, They, oo, have the
very same corvieton, as their practcal lives indicaie,

All the axioms whose falsehood became evident centered on the structure
of the abjective world, and the determination of its primary reality and
elements. 11 1s clear char axioms of this sort are only confirmed by scientific
cxperimenes. Thus, their collapse and evident falsehood - whether due to the
mncompleteness or imprecision of the experiments on which these axioms
rest, o o the unsoundness of the rational inference of the theory from the
~xperment - does DOT N any way mean that the necessary ratonal axioms
may be talse, [po 140)

11 Physisfagical Tdealism

This 15 another sore of idealism adopted by some physiologists. According to
their claims, it rests on the physiological truths that science discovers. This
idealistic wndency proceeds from the following indisputable poing,

The determination of the subjective form of the human sense perception
depends on the composition of our senses and on the organic system in
general, Thus, the mature of sense perception which comes o us from the
external world does not by iselfl determine the form of the thing in our sense
jr= eprion, Raher, this form is ar the mercy of the nervous system more than
anvthing else, O the basis of this, they claimed thar the senses do not give us
information abowr the external world. Rather, they inform us about our
private organic sysiemn. This does not mean that the senses have no relation 1o
rsternal things. Rather, external things are the primary causes that produce
the acts of sense perception. However, it is the nature of the private orgamic
svsiem that crystallizes the acts of sense perception in the manner in which
sense perception expresses isell, Due 1o this, sense perception may be con-
sidered symbolic, and not an exact form. This is because 2 form is required o
have some similarity to the thing that it represenis, A symbol, on the other
hand, need not have any similarity to the thing with which it is concerned.

This idealistic 1endenrcy 15 one of the unavoidable complications of the
materatstic nonon of knowledge which we completely reject, If‘lmnw]ﬂlg-:
were either nothing but a pure physiological act, or a specific marerial
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interacton berween the nervous system and the external ohjective things, the
quality of this physiological act must be linked either to the nature of the
nervous sysiem [alone), or 1o both the nature of this sysiens and the nature of
the objecrive things. Even if this leads 1o clear idealism and to the negation af
the reality of the objective world, nevertheless, as long as we retain for
exiernal things the aspect of causing the processes of the nervous SYEIEM, (P,
T41) it is permissible o doubt the degree of correspandeice berween sense
perception and objecive reality, and 1o be skeprical as to whether kndwled ge
is a mere specilic reaction that indicates its cause symbohcaily, and withouw
similarity [to it] in reality and content. We will soon return 1o this
physiclogical idealistic notion

The Defenders of Modern Skepticism

In fact, modern skepticism can be awributed ro the old doctri ne of skepiicism
that was upheld by the Greek school of skepticism headed by Pvrrho. who
claimed that human beings are incapable of passing any judgement abour
things. Modern skepticism developed under circumseances similar to those
that surrounded this old school and helped its growth, Greek skephicism
arose as a compromise for the confiic that had reached iis most intense
moments beoween sophisary and philosophy. Sephisuy was harn a few
centuries before philosophy. It rebelled againse all traths and denied scieniific
and empirical propesitions together. Philosophers vonfronted sophistre
Puiniing out its coniradictions, and showing its collapse ar the hands of
criticism, until the wave of denial faded away. At that poine, the noton of
doubt asserting absolute agnosticisin came about. Tt acem pred o justity this
agnosticisin by showing the coneradictions of the senses and he conflicnng
ideas that strip it of the qualiry of scientific confidence. Thus, it was a ligl
form of sophisiry. The same is true of modern skepricisa, It atternpred o
advocate agnosticism as a solution for the comradiction herween Idealism
and realism - if it is appropriate 10 consider surrendering to doubr as e
solution for this contradiction. Dise 10 this, it was a lighter form of idealism,
Modern skepricism did not rely on showing only the contradictions of
sease perceplion and knowledge, bur also on the analysis of knowledge
which lcads to doubt, according 1o the dlaims of ks proponents. David
Hume, who advocated the philosophy of skepticism as a result of Berkeley's
philosophy, (p. 142) believed that cerainty about the objective value of
human knowledge is an inaccessible mawer. The instrument of human
knowledge is the mind or cogimation. It is impossible 1o have anything in the
mind but knowledge. Itis also impossible ¥ conceive or ta form the ideaof a
thing, if thas idea is different from concepts and reactions. Let us direct our
attenoon wo the ouiside as muach as we please, and let our imagination survey
the skies or the furthest points of the universe, still we will never take one siep
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heyond ourselves, Because of this, we cannot answer the basic issue in
philosophy, concerning which the idealists and the realists fight. Idealism
claims that realiry is in consciousness and knowledge; while realism asscris
that reality exists in an objective and independent manner. Skepticism, on
the other hand, refuses 1o respond wo this issue, because [according to it], it is
impossible to give ap answer o such an issue. Therefore, ler this issue be
S-I..'L'iFll.‘lldEd forever.

The fact is that David Hume did notadd anything to Berkeley's proofs,
even though he has strengrhened doubt abour realities and disregard for
them. His skepricism was not limired to external marter. Rather, he soruck
down the two realifies that Berkeley's philosophy retained - namely, the soul
and Cod, This was in kecping with the exwreme torm of the empirical
principle, For this purpose, he adopted the same Berkeleian siyle and
method. As the material substance was not, in Berkeley's view, anything but
an assembly of phenomena composed artificially in the mind, so also is the
soul nothing but an assembly of internal phenomena and their relations. Itis
impossible 10 prove ‘the 1" the self) by consciousness, because when 1
penetrate o the hear of what 1 call ‘the T', T come across a particular
phenomenon. Thus, it all knowledge disappears, there will remain nothing
chat [ can call 'rhe I°,

As for the idea of God, it rests on the principle of causality, However, it is
niot possible to admit the truth of this principle, according o Hume's claim.
The reason is that the senses do not reveal 1w us a necessity between
phenomena and events. Rather, the idea of causality is auributed w mere
habit or taa form of associanon of ideas. (p. 143)

Thus, Hume reached the ulimate points of the empirical theary and the
empirical docerine 1o which this theory and this doctrine naturally lead.
instead of proving by this method [the necessity of| refuting the empirical or
experimental principle in the mind, he was driven after this principle, unl it
led him 1o the unavoidable end.

We do not wish to discuss David Hume once again, inasmuch as his
argumens are a repetition of Berkeley's proofs and views, Rather, we will
take up one point only, namely habit, o which Hume attributed the
principle of causality and many relations of things in the mind,

Let us therefore, ask: "What is habit?' Ifitis nothing buta necessity existing
between the idea of the cause and that of the effec, then it is another
expression of the principle of causality. If, on the other hand, it is something
else, then itis not different from causality in being an invisible idea to which
we have no corresponding sense perception or reaction. But Hume must
reject this [view], as he rejects all the wruths that are inaccessible o the senses,
In criticizing the empirical docirine carlier, a response was given (© this
unsuccessful explanation of causality auempted by Hume. Therefore, let
that [response| be attended to,
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The Relaavists

Relativism is considered one of the doctrines that assert the existence of
reality and the possibility of human knowledge. However, this knowledpge or
reality, which the human mind may attain, is a relative knowledge and a
reladve reality, in the sense that it is not a reality free from subjective
auachments, or an absolute reality. Rather, it is a mixture of the objective
aspect of the thing and the subjective aspect of the knowing mind. Therefore,
objective reality in thought is inseparable from the subjective aspect, and is
not free from some foreign addidon.

There arc two main tendencies of relativism that differ in their idea shout
relativism and its limits in the human sciences. One of these is the fendency
of relativism in the philosophy of Immanuel Kant. The other is the tendency
of subjective relativism of a number of modern matcrialist philosophers.
This latter tendency paved the way for de-.re-lnpmcnml relativism, which was
advocated by dialectical materialism. (p. 144)

I Kant's Relotivism

To begin with, you must know thar a ratonal judgement, according to Kant,
is of two kinds. First, analytic judgement: this is the judgement thar the mind
uses for the purpose of clarification only, as in our statements: “The body is
extended’, and “The wiangle is three-sided’. The source of the Judgement
here is the analysis of the notion of the subject, i.e. ‘body’, or ‘triangle’, the
inference of the elements implied in this notion, such as ‘extension’, which is
implied in the notion of ‘body’ and ‘three-sided’, which is implied in the
notion of ‘triangle’, and then the auribution of these elements to the subject.
Analytic judgements do not give us new informaton about the subject. Their
only role is to explain and clarify,

Second, synthetic judgement: this is the judgement whose predicate adds
something new 1o the subject. Examples of this arc: ‘Bodies are heawy'. ‘Heat
expands corporeal parcles.' "Two plus two equals four.”

The quality that we impose on the subjects in these propositions is not
inferred from them by analysis. Rather, itis additional. Because of this, 2 new
knowledge that was not available before arises. Synthetic judgements are
sometimes primary judgements, while at other times they are secondary
Judgements,

Primary judgements are those that are fixed in the mind prior to sense
experience, such as mathematcal judgements, as in our saying: "A straight
line is the shortest distance berween two points.’ The reason for their being s0
will be pointed out later. Secondary synthetic judgements, on the ather hand,
are those that are fixed in the mind after sense experience, such as the
judgements: ‘The sunlight warms the stone,' and ‘Every body has a

weight' (p. 145)
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Kant's theory of knowledge may be summed up in the division of ratonal
knowledge or judgements into three groups.’

[ay Marhemarcs: all ranonal knowledge in this group is primary synthetic
judgrments prior to sense experience because it wrears natural subjects in
the hurnan soul. Geometry specializes in space, The subject of arithmetic
is mumber, Number is nothing but a repetivion of the unit. Repediton
means succession and following, And this is dme, in the Kantan
Fhi!n_uuphicﬂ] sense, Therelore, the two main pﬂlt& around which the
rnathematical principles center are space and tme. In Kant's view, space
|p. 146) and time are two namral forms in people's lormal sensibilicy, In
ather words, the form of space and that of dme are present in the formal
sensibility independendy of sense experience. The consequence of this is
that all the judgements related to ime and space that we armibute to things
are derived from our natee. In these judgermenis, we do not rely on what
we acquire from the outside through the senses. That is why all
mathematical propositions are derived from the nature of our minds. This
means that we create them ourselves, and do not acquire them from the
outside, since they focus on tme and space that are natural. Thus,
mathematics and the mathematical principles becomes knowable; and
mathemarical trurhs become absoluiely certain. Therefore, there is no
room in the mathemarical Geld for ervor or conradicdon, as long as this
field is natural in the soul, and as long as its propesitions are produced by
us. and are not copied from an objective reality that is independent of u;
so that we may doubt the extent of the possibility of knowing this reality
and unraveling its innermost secret

(b Natural science - that is, the human knowledge concerning the nhjective
world thar is subject 10 sense expenience: here, Kant begins by dismissing
mater from this field, because the mind does not know anything about
nanire other than its phenomena. He agrees with Berkeley that matter is
not subject to knowledge and sense expenience. However, he differs from
Berkeley in another respect. He does not consider the above-mentioned
point as a preof for the non-existence of mauer and a philosophical
justification for its denial, as Berkeley had claimed,

H matter is discounted, nothing will be lefi for the natural sciences other
than the phenommena that are subject to sense experience. Therefore, such
phenomena are the subject of these sciences. Because of this, the
judgements in these sciences are synthetic and secondary, since they are
based on a study of the objective phenomena of nature that are known by
sense expericnce. (p. 147)

If we wish to analyze these secondary synthetic judgements from the
perspective of the mind, we find them composed in fact of two elements,
ane of which is empirical and the other rational. The empirical aspect of
these rational judgements is the sense perceptions that sense experience
acquires from the outside, after the formal sensibility pours these
perceptions in the time intuition and the space intuition. As for the
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rational aspect, it is the natural link thar the mind imposes on the objects
of sense perceptions, so thart a science or a rational knowledgs may be
formed outof them. Knowledge, therefore, is 4 m xture of subjectivity and
objectivity. It is subjective in its form and objective in itz marrer, This is
because itis the product of the union between the empirical mateer, which
it derived from the outside, and one of the forms of the mind which is
naturally ready in the mind, We know, for cxample, that bodily parucles
expand by heat. If we consider this knowledge with some degree of
analysis, we find thar the raw material of this knowledge - this being the
phenomenon of the expansion of bodily particles and the phenomenon of
heat - was given by way of sense experience. Were it not for sense
expericnce, we would not have known these phenomena.

On the other hand, the formal aspect of knowledge, - thar is, the
causation by one phenomena of another - is not emnpirical. Rather, it can
be atributed o the category of causality which is one of the natural
categories of the mind. Had we not possessed this prior form, there would
not have been knowledge. Similarly, had we nat acquired the marters by
means of sense expericnce, we would not have attained any knowledge
either, Thus, knowledge arises as 2 result of the mind's adapting the
empirical subjects to its specific frames and molds, namely, to its nacaral
categories. The mind does not adapt, and its frames and molds do not
crystaiiize m accordance with the known subjects. In this, the mind is
similar 10 a person atempring 1o put & cerain quantity of water in a
narrow botle too small for it Thus, he resors o reducing the quantity of
water, so that it becomes possible o put it in that borde, instead of
enlarging the botte w give it the capacity to hold all the water.

Thus, the intellecrual revolution made by Kant concerning the issue of
the human mind becomes evident, since he made things center on the
mind and crysallize in accordance with its specific frames. {p. 148) This
was contrary to the commion view - namely, that it is the mind that centers
on things and adapts itself in accordance with them.

In light of this, Kant distinguished beoween ‘the thing in ieself’ and ‘the
thing in us”. The thing in itself is an external reality without any addition
from us. This reality that is free from any subjective addidon is
unknowable: for knowledge is subjectve and ratonal in it form. The
thing in us, on the other hand, is a mixoure composed of an empirical
subject plus the prior natural form which unites with it in the mind, That is
why relarivity is imposed on every muth representing external things in
our knowledge, in the sense that our knowledge indicates 1o us the thing’s
reality in us, and not the thing's reality in itself, In this, the natural sciences
differ from the mathematical sciences, Since the subject of the mathe-
matical sciences is present in the soul naturally, these sciences do not
involve any duality of the thing in itself and the thing in us. The nanyral
sciences, on the other hand, are the opposite of this, They treat the
external phenomena that are subject to sense experience. These
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phenomena exist ndependently of us; and we know them by our nararal
molds. No wonder then that the thing in itself is distinet from the thing
in us.

i) Meraphysics: Kant believes that it is impossible o attain knowledge in
metaphysics by means of the theoretical mind, and that any atempe to
establish meraphysical knowledge on philosophical grounds is an
unsuccessiul and valueless attempt. The reason for this ks that there cannot
be any primary or secondary syntheric judgements in the propositions of
metaphysics. Since the primare synthenc judgements are independent of
sense experience, they cannot be applicable to anything other than the
subjects that are created in the soul by nanre, and are ready i the mind
without sense experience, Examples of this are time and space, the o
subjects of the mathemarical sciences. [p. 149) As for the things dealt with
in meraphysics— namely, God, the soul and the world - they are notof this
sort, Metaphsics does not study mental endides. Rather, it AMEMPLS 10
investigare self-subsisting objectve things,

Secondary synthetic judgements, on the other hand, wea empirical
subjects, such as the subjects of the nawral sciences that are a part of the
empirical field, That is why these judgements are secondany they require
sense expenence, [t s clear thar the subjects of mewaphysics are not
empirical. Therefore, it is not possible o form secondary symtheric
Judgerents in metaphysics. Due o this, there is no room in megaphysics
for anything other than analyic judgements - that is, elaborations and
explanations of the meaphysical nodons. But these judgements do not
constiture real knowledge ar all, as we learned earlier,

The conclusion that Kamt draws from this is the following. First,
Judgemenes of the mathemarical sciences are primary synehetic, and with
absolute value, Second, judgemencs thatare based on sense expenence in the
natral sciences are secondary synthenc. The marh in them cannot be more
than relatve. Third, the subjecs of metaphysics: cannot involve sound
ratinnal knowledge, neither on the basis of primary synthetc judgements,
noron the basis of secondary synthetic judgements.

The main poines in Kant's theory are these, Primary rational knowledge is
noL a 3E1f~sub5isting RCTERE indcprudcnl of sense cxpcrim ce, Rather, it 15
relations that aid in organizing and connecting things. Tts only role, there-
fare, (p. 150) is one of making us know the empirical things, in accordance
with its specific frames. The natural consequence of this is the discarding of
metaphysics, since this primary knowledge is niot a science but relations, In
order for it to be a science, it would require a subject that the mind produces
of knows by sense experience. But the subjects of metaphysics are neither
produced by the mind, nor known by sense experience. Another consequence
of this is thar truth in the nawral sciences always becomes relative, since those
relations are a part of the innermost structure of our knowledge of the
external phenomena, and are subjective relations, Thus, the thing in irself
differs from the thing in us.
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This Kantian theory involves two basic errors. The first is thar it considers
the mathemarical sciences productive of. the mathematical rruths and their
principles. By this consideration, Kant raised the mathematical principles
and their truths above the possibility of error and contradiction, since they
are created in the soul and derived from it and not from the outside so thar
one may suspect they are erroncous or contradictory,

However, the truth on which every realistic philosophy must be based is
that science is neither creative nor productive, Rather, it is revelaro rv of whar
lies beyond its specific mental limits. Were it not for this [rqualicy ol] esscnal
disclosure, it would not be passible ar all respond o the idealistc notion,
as was previously done. Thus, our knowledge that rwo plus rwo equals four 1«
the knowledge of a specific mathemarical truth, But our knowledge of this
truth does not mean that we produce ar create this truth in ourselves, as
idealism awemprs o teach, Rather, knowledge in les nature is like a mirror.
Thus, as a mirror shows the real existence of the form reflected in it as ying
ouside its limits; so also does knowledge reveal an independent rmch, Te s
for this reason thar two plus two equals tour, whether or not there exises 3
mathemarician on the face of the earth: and whetier or not a human being
knows this rruth. (p. 151) This means that the mathemarical principles and
truths have an objective reality. They are o perative and applicable laws, The
mathematical sciences are nothing but reflections of these principles and
truths in the human mind, In this, these principles and mmiurhs are very similar
to the narural principles and laws in thar they are objective realirios reflecred
in the mind. Thus, we face the question concerning their menal reflection,
and the degree of its soundness and precision, as we face the SAImE question in
the rescof the sciences. There is only ane answer 1 this fuestion. [Lis the one
offered by the rational dectrine: it stares that sinee those reflections of the
mathematical principles in the human mind are nataral and necessary, their
truth is essentially cenain. Thus., the mathematical truths are knowable, nor
because we create them, but because we reflecy them in necessary namiral
sCiences.

The second s that Kant considers the laws that have their foundation in the
human mind as laws of the mind, and not scienific reflections of the
objective laws that govern and regulate the world as 2 whole. They are
nothing but mere reladons present in the mind narurally, and used by the
mind to organize its empirical knowledge. Tt was previously [mentioned) tha
this error resulied in the assertion of the relativity of the truths known abour
the world of nature, and the assertion of the impossibilicy of studying
metaphysics rationally, as well as the impossibility of bazsing it on the natural
rational knowledge, since this knowledge is nathing bure relations by means
of which the mind organizes its empirical knowledge, As [or the subjects of
metaphysics, we have no knowledge cuncerning them so thar one can
organize it by such relations.

Adopting this critcal docrine unavoidably leads to idealism; for if the
primary knowledge in the mind is nothing but dependent relations awaiti ng
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a subject in which o appear, then how could we move from conception to
objeciivity? Further, how could we prove the objective reality of our various
sense perceptlons, [p. 152) - that is, the nanural phenomena whose objectivity
Kant admits? We do knew that the method of demonsirating the objective
reality of sense perceprion is the principle of cansality thar asserts that every
empirical reaction unavoidably resulis from a cause which produces thar
particular reaction. Therefore, if in Kant's view causality is armibuted o a
relaion berween the empincal phenomena, then it will be nawrally
incapable of performing anything in addition to relating our sense
perceptions, as well as the phenomena thar appear in thern. At this poine, itis
our right to ask Kane about his philosophical justification for accepting an
objective reality of the sensible world, when we do not possess a complete
natwral knowledge, such as the principle of cavsality by means of which we
ran demonstrate this reality. Instead, we possess a number of relatons and
Liws for organizing the mind and knowledge.

Due to this, realism must admit thar the naral knowledge in the mind is
nothing but seientific reflections of independent objective laws. With this,
Kant's reladvity, which he aseribes o our knowledge of nature, is
eliminated, This is beeause even though all knowledge in the natural scences
requires some natural knowledge on the basis of which scienufic inference is
drawn from expenmentation; sill, such a natural knowledge is not purely
subjective. Racher, it is a natural reflecdon of an objective law that is
independent of the sphere of consciousness and knowledge.

Cur knowledge that heat causes the expansion of bodily particles is based
onan emipirical or experimental knowledge of hear and expansion, as well as
o a necessary rational knowledge of the principle of causality. Each of these
twu pleces of tnowledge reflects an objective realiry, Our knowledge thatheat
expands bodily particles results from our knowledge of the two objective
realitics of these twe pieces of knowledge. What Kant calls by the name 'form’
{stira} is not a ravonal form of pure knowledge. Rather, it is a knowledge
characterized by the qualites of science - that is, by essential disclosure and
the reflecuon of objective reality in this disclosure.

If we realize that the mind nawrally possesses necessary knowledge of a
number of laws {p. 153} and objective realities, then we will be able o base
metaphysical propositions on a philosephical ground by studying them in
light of thar necessary knowledge. This is because that knowledge is not just
pure relations. Rather, it is a primary knowledge that can produce a new
knowledge in the human mind.

I Suljective Relativism
Following Kant, the subjective relativises emerged to assert the characier of
relativity of all that appears to people as true, according to the role that the

mind of every individual plays in acquiring the truth. According to this new
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notion, a truth is nothing but whar is necessitated by the circumstances and
conditions of knowing. Since such circumisiances and conditions differ
among the various individuals and cases, therefore the truth in every area is
relative 1o its specific area, accarding 1o the circumstances and conditions
involved in that area. The truth is not the correspondence of an idea 1o
reality, so that it would be absolute with respect 1 ali cases and indivaluals.

Itas wrue that this kind of relativisoy carries the stogan of tuthy bur ths
slogan is false. It is clear tha this kind of relarivism is nothing but one of the
docrrines of doubt or skepticistn concerning every vhiecnve reatiny.

The subjective relaivism under consideration & supported by the
idealistic physiological wendency thar asserts that sense PETELRLGN 15 anly
symbolic, and that what determines its quality and kind 13 not the excernal
1hing. but the natare of the nervous SVELCT

In Bacy, the fundamemal cause thal made possible for subjocnive
relativism ro ermerge was the marerialisie explanation ol knowledge, and the
consideration of knowledge as involving a marerial process in which the
knewing nervous syseein mnteraces (p. 134] with the abjective thing. This i
analogous 1o dsgeston, which is accomplished by the process of = uprciﬁc
mteraction berween the digestive system and the numitive elements, As
nourishiment does not interact (with the digestive system | and is not digested
except afier itundergocs a number of changes anel develo pments, so aisa the
thing which we know cannot be known by us except alter changing it and
interacring with .

This kind of relativism differs from Kant's relanvison i two ways, Firss, it
subjugates 2l ruths, withour eXCeplivn. o subjeciive relarviry; in contrast i
Kant who considers mathemarical principles and knowledge as absolute
truths. Thus, for him, "two plus two equals four' is an absolute truth not
susceptible o doubr. Bur in the view of the subjective relativists, this is a
relative truth, in the sense thart it is necessitated by nothing scher than the
nature of our knowledge and our specific sysiem.

Sccond, the relative ruth, according o the subjective relarivists, differs
among individuals. Further, it is not necessary thar all people share some
specific mruths, since every individual has his own role and activity to play.
Therefore, it is not possible 1o Judge that whar an individual knows is the
same as what another individual knows, 25 long as itis possible that those rwo
individuals disagree on the methods and natre of knowledge. But far Kan,
the formal molds are natural. All human minds paricipate in them, This is
why the relative truths are shared by all peaple. In our future studies, we will
discuss and refute the materialistic explanation of knowledge on which
subjective relativism is based,

IH Scientific Skepticiom
We saw earlicr thar the douhr thar spread among the nansral scentises afer
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their great riumplh in the field of physics was not a scientific doubt, norwas it
based on a scenific proof. Rather, it was a doubt based on a philosophical
CTTOT, OF On 2 Fsyl‘.‘i‘mlﬁgicﬂl difficuley. {p. 155}

But in other fields, we find sdentfic theories that unavoidably lead w
doubt, and 1o the affirmarion of the denial of human kowledge - this is in
spite of the fact that their proponenis did not think of reaching such a result.
Insecad, [h:’}r connnued Lo accept the value and Dhjcl:r.i\-'il:}r of knnwlv:;dgl:,
Due to this, we called the doubt resulting from such theornies ‘scentific
skepticism’, since these theones are sciendific, or, at least, appear scientific,
The following are among the most umporant of these theories: (1)
behaviorism, which explains psychology on the basis of physiology; (2)
Fread's” doctnine of psychoanalysis; (3) historical materialism, which shapes
the Marxist views concerning hiswory,

Behaviorism
Behaviorsm is one of the well-known schools of psychology that expresses a
materialistic tendency in this science. The name ‘behaviorism’ was given to it,
because it wok the behavior of the living being and his bodily movemenis,
“which may be subjugated o scientific observarion and experimentation, as
the subject of psychology, It refused o admit the non-empirical subjects,
such as the mind and consciousness, which lie beyond scientific observation
and experimentation. It also attempted wo explain the psychology of a human
being and the whole of his psychological and conscious life withoutassuming
thatr he has a mind and similar invisible ideas. This is because the
psychologist does not find or does not perceive the minds of others
scientifically when he carmies out his experiments on them. Instead, he
perceives their behavior, their movements and their physiological activities.,
Therefore, in order for the rescarch o be sciendfic, all the psychological
phenomena must be explained within the sensible framework. This is done
by considering a human being as a machine whose phenomena and
mevements may also be explained in terms of the mechanical method, and
in light of the principle of the causation of the external stimuli which proceed
to the machine, thus affecting it. According to behaviorism, when we study
the psychological phenomena, we do not find 2 mind, (p. 156) a
conscipusness or knowledge. Rather, we are faced with physiological
material movements and activities produced by internal or external material
causes., Thus, when we say, for example, “The history teacher thinks of
preparing a lecure on the individual ownership of the Romans,' we are in
fact expressing material acdviges and movements in the teacher’s nervous
system that are produced mechanically by external or internal causes, such as
the heat of the fireplace in front of which this teacher sits, or the digestive
operation which follows his taking of lunch.

Behaviorism found in the conditioned stimuli, which are based on
Pavlov's™ experiments, great support which made it possible for it to assert

108



the multiplicity of simuli that a human being receives "duc to the growth and
increase of these stimuli by way of conditioning’. Thus, it hecarne possible o
say that the totality of ‘the natural and conditioned’ stimuli cormesponds 1o
the totality of the ideas in a human being's life, ‘How did behaviorism benefit
from Pavlov's experiments?’ "What are the conditioned stimuli that these
experiments uncovered - thus multiplying the number of stimuli, something
in the light of which behaviorism explained human ideas?’ “To whar extent
can Pavloy's experiments prove the behavioristic point of view?' These issues
will be addressed in one of the discussions of this hook reserved specifically
for the discussion of knowledge (Part 2, Chapter 1 of the presentwork). At the
present, however, we are concerned with expounding the behavioristic point
of view which subjugates the human intellectual life to 3 mechanical
explanation, and understands the mind and consciousness as physiological
activities produced by various material causes,

Itis clear that any attempt to postulate a theory of knowledge in light of this
sont of behaviorism unavoidahly leads to a negative position with respect to
the value of knowledge, and 1o the inadmission of its objective valuc.
Consequently, any discussion concerning the soundness of rthis or thar
scientific notion, this or thar philosophical doctrine, or this or thae social
opinion becomes useless and unjustifiable. (p. 157) This is because every
notion, regardless of ies scientific, philosophical or social character or area,
does not express anything except particular simations thar ocour in the
bodies of the same individuals that have that notion. Thus, on the
philosophical level, we cannot ask which one of the vwo philosophies is true;
the materialism of Epicurus™ or the theology of Aristotle; nor can we ask on
the scientific level which of the following is true: Mewton's” idea that asserts
that the universe mustbe explained in terms of gravity, or Einstein's™ general
relativity; Mary's economic thought, or Ricardo’s,” for example. The same is
true of all fields, because in light of behaviorism, rhis somof iNguiry appears
very much like an inquiry abour the digestive operations of the pair of
thinkers - namely, which one of the two operations is wrue. Thus, as it is
inappropriate to inquire about which of the two operations is true - the
digestive operations of Epicurus, Newton and Marx, or thosc of Aristotle,
Einstein and Ricardo - so also it is inappropriate to inquire about whose
doctrines or ideas are true. The reason is that the ideas of these thinkers
are, like the different digestive operations in their stomachs, nothing but
bedily functions and organic activities. Thus, whenever it becomes possible
for the activity of the stomach w reveal w us through the digestive
operation the quality of nourishment, and o deseribe o us the nature of
nourishment, it becomes possible for the neurological actvity in the
brains to reflect some external realities. But as long as it is not permissible
for us to ask whether the activity of the stomach is orue or false, it is also
not permissible for us to ask whether the intellecrual activity is true or
false.

We also find it clear thar the idea, according to the behavioristie school, is
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linked o its smuli, and not to i evidence, Due o this, the behavioristic
school lost confidence in all human knowledge, since it is possible for the
idea o change and (o be followed by a contradictory idea if the sumuli and
external conditions are different, Therefore, it becomes useless for the
thinker wo discuss his ides and its evidence. Instead, one must investigate the
miaterial stimuli of that idea and their removal, If the idea, for example, was
produced by the heat of the fireplace that is in the room in which that thinker
thinks, and by his digestive operation, then the only way for eliminating this
idea 1s by changimg such things as the armosphere of the room, and swpping
the digestive operation. (p. 158] With this, human knowledge becomes void
and empry of objective value.

Freud

As for Freud's docurine of psw:hnmm]j,-aia_ i records the same conclusions
reached by behaviorism concerning the theory of knowledge. Even though
Freuds decrrine does not deny the existence of the mind, ver it divides the
mind in fwe. One division is the conscious clements: these are acollection of
ideas, emorions and desires of which we are aware in ourselves. The other
division s the unconscieus elements of the mind - namely, our appetites and
mmeriners - which are concealed behind our consciousness, These are mental
lorces deeply rooted (0 ourselves. We cannot control their activities or have
any say in their formation and development. All the conscious elements
depend on these concealed elements of which we are unaware. The
conscious acts of an individual are nathing but a distoried reflection of the
appetites and motives thar are hidden in the unconscious. Consciousness,
therefore, comes about by way of the unconscous, This enables the
proponents of psychoanalysis ro say that the uneonscious is that which
determines the contents of conscousness, and consequendy, rules all
human ideas and conduct, With this in mind, our instinciive appetites
hecome the real Toundaton of what we believe o be vue. The reasoning
processes, which lead us to the conclusions that are already imposed on ushy
our appetites and instincts, are nothing but an elevation or a lifting of these
instinces o the conscious level which constitutes the upper division of the
mind. On the other hand, the unconscious elements or the concealed
instincts and appetites constitute the first level or the foundational lower
division.

We can easily realize the influence of this analytic doctrine on the theory of
knowledge. In light of it, the mind is not viewed as an instrument for
changing the actual world or for producing events in reality. Rather, its task is
to exprese the demands of the unconscous, and inevitably to atain the
results thar are Imposed by our appetites and instincts and that lie hidden in
our innermost being. As long as the mind is an instrument that serves the
purposes of our instincts and expresses them, and not reality or acwualicy,
there will be nothing w support (p. 159) the belict that the mind reflects
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reality. This is so because it is possible for reality 10 be in disagresment with
our unconscious desives that govern the mind. It would also be im possible (o
think of giving any assurance about the concordance hegween our
unconscious mental forces and reality. The reson is that such thizking iself
is the product of our unconscious desires and an expression of them, and not
of actuality or reality.

Historecal Matertalism

Foliowing this, the role of historical materialism emerges, and again reaches
the same conclusion wo which behaviorisen and psvchoanalysis led, This is in
spite of the [act that all the proponents of historcal rmaterialism rejecy
skepticism and accept philosophically the value al knewledge and s capaciry
for revealing reality.

Historical materialism expresses the complete Marddst notion of hiseory,
sociery and the laws of the compaosition and development of sociewy. That is
why ittreats general human ideas and kn owledge as 4 partof the compositian
of human sccicey. Thus, it gives its opinion regarding the manner in which
the various puolitical and social conditions arise.

The basic idea of historical materialism is that the economic condition,
which is determined by the means of producrion, is the real basis of sociery in
all its aspects. Thus, all social phenomena are the product of the economic
condition, and develop in accordance with irs development. In Hritain, for
example, when the econamic condition was ransformed from feudalism 1o
capitalism and the windmill was replaced by the stearmn mill, all the social
conditions there changed and adapted to the new econormic conditien.

After historical mareralism upheld this view, it became nagural for it 1o
link human knowledge in general (o the economic conditon alse, since
knowledge is a part of the social structure which, as a whole. depends om the
economic factor, Thatis why we find itasserting thac human kn owledge s no
the product of the functional activity of the brain (p. 160 only. Ratker, its
primary source lies in the economic condition, Hurnan thought is a menral
reflection of cconomic conditions, as well as of relarions produced by such
condifions. [Thus] human thought grows asd develops in accordance with
those conditions and relations.

It is easy to see here that ia historical materialism, the economic forces
occupy the same position as thar of the unconscious elemenis of insrincrs and
appetites in Freud's theory. Thus, while, according w Freud, thought is an
inevitable expression of the demands of hidden instincis 4nd appetites, in
the view of historical materialism, the ught heeomes an inevitable expression
of the demands of the economic forces and dhe general economic condidon,
But in both, the result is the same. It is the lack of confidence in knnwledge,
and the loss of confidence in the value of knowlerge, since knowledge
becomes an instrument for carrying out the demands of & firm foree that
controls thought - this is the force of the unconscious, or the foree of the



economic conditdon. We do not know whether the economic condition
provides our minds with reality or with its opposite, Further, even if we did
krcvw this, this knowledge would be, in i, a new expression of the
demands of the economic condition. But the comespondence of such
knowledge o acality is something of which we are not yer certain,

From this we fearn that the Marmxist docrine of history imposed on
Marxist skepticism. However, Marxism refused o yield to skepocism,
Instead, it declared in its philosophy that it accepis knowledge and its value,
Later, we will wuch upon the Marxist philosophical theory of knowledge,
Butour conceri at the present is 1o point out that the inevitable resulis of the
Marxist doctrine. of history - thar is, historical materialissn - are in
contradiction with the Marxist philosophical theory of knowledge, The
reason is that the inevicable link between choughe and the cconomic factor in
the historical docirne of Marxism climinates confidence in any human
knowledge, i contrast 1o the Marxist theory of knowledge which asserts this
confidence, as we will see later,

At this point, we will not enter any dispure against these three theories:
behaviorism, (p. 161] the theory of the wnconscious and historical
materiatisim, We will dispute behaviorism and ies alleged sdentific wealth of
Pavlovian expenments in our study of knowledge [Chapter 5 of Part 2 of
the present work], There, we succeed in proving that behaviorsm does not
provide an acceptable explanaton of the mind, Similarly, in the book Owr
Econemy, we studicd and coticized historical marerialism extensively, since it
is the scientfic foundation of Marxist economics. The conclusions we
reached condemn historical materialism in its philosephical and sciensific
conrents, and show various contradictions between it and the direction of the
historical moverent in actual life. As for Frewd's theory of psychoanalysis,
the place reserved for s discussion is in the book Our Sacrety,

Therelore, we are not concerned here with discussing these theories in
relation to their specific fields. Instead, we will limit ourselves v mentioning
them only in so {ar as they relate 10 the theory of knowledge.

Within the limies of the relation of these theories w the theory of
knowledge, we can say thar a proot by a scientific theory arguing againse
human Ignnult:dgr and s ::-bjrr tive value involves a contadicton, and
consequently, a scandalous impossibility. This is because a scientfic theory,
which is advanced agamse human knowledge and for the purpose of
eliminating confidence in knowledge, also condemns iself, destroys i
foundarion, and is, therefore, discounred from consideration, since ir is
nothing but a part of the knowledge that it fights and whose value it doubts or
denies. That is why it is impossible to consider a scientific theory as an
evidenoe for philosophical doubt and as a jusdficadon for swripping
knowledge of its value.

The behavioristic theory portrays thought as 2 material stare that occurs in
the body of the thinker due to material causes, just as the state of blood
pressure occurs in his body, Because of this, the behavioristic theory strips
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thought of its objective value. However, from the point of view of
behaviorism itself, this theory must be noching other than a specific stae tha
occurs in the very bodies of the advicaces of this th eoty, and does nor express
anything but chis. (p. 162

Similarly, Freud's theory is a part of his conscious mental life, Thus, ifit is
correct that consciousness is a distorred expression of the unconscios forcey
and an incvitable result of the conmol of those forces over b
psychology, then Freud's theary loses its value, since in light of thes s ot an
mstrument for expressing reality. Rather, it is an expression of Freod's
appeutites and instincis thae are hidden in the unconscious.

The same can be said about historical materialistn which links the mind ro
the economic condition, and consequently, makes nsell a product ol a
specific economic condition thar Marx lived, and thar was reflecred in bus
mind as an expression of his demands voncetning the notons of historcal
materialism. Hence, it becomes inevitable thar hisrorical mareriabisim
changes in accordance with the change of the economic condition.

The Theory of Knowledge in our Philosophy

We can infer from the study and criticism of the above doctrines the miam
points of our own doctrine concerning this subject. These points may be
summarized as follows,

First, human knowledge is of two kinds, one ofwhich is conce ot and the
other assent. Concepuon, including its various forms, has no abjertve value,
This is berause it s nothing but the presence of a thing in our intelleomve
faculties. 1f conception is sripped of all addinonal elemeris, it will nor
demonsirate the objective existence of a thing outside knowledge, But assent
or knowledge of the assent type is the only thing that has the quality of
essentially disclosing objective reality, Thus, it is asseni that discloses the
existence of the objective reality of concepion.

Second, all knowledge of the assent type can be attribured 1o NecessaTy
primary knowledge whose necessity cannot be proved and whose ratl
cannot be demonstrated. However, (p. 163) the mind is conscious of the
necessity of accepeing it and believing its truth, Examples of such knowledge
are the principle of non-contradiction, the principle of causaliy and the
primary marhematical principles. Such principles are the fisst rational
light rays, By the guidance ol these rays, all other knowledge and assents must
be made. The more careful the mind is in applying and direcing this light,
the further away it is from error. 1t follows that the value of knowledge is
dependent on the degree to which knowledge rests on these principles, and
the extent to which it draws its conclusions from them. For this reason, it is
possible in light of these principles o acquire rmue knowledge in meta-
physics, mathematics and natural science. This is so, even though the narural
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sciences differ in one respect: namely, thar acquiring nawral knowledge by
applyving the primary prnciples depends on experimentation, which
prepares the conditons of application for human beings. In mewaphysics and
mathemnatics, on the other hand, applicadon may not need exernal
experimentaan,

This is the reason why the conclusions of metaphysics and mathematics
are_ [or the most part, cernain, in contrast to the scendfic conclusions in the
namural sciences. Since application of the primary principles in the natural
solenoes requires experimentacion that prepares the condigons of application,
and since, on the whole, éxperimentation s deficient and [alls shon of
disclosing all the conditions, the conclusions based on such expermenation,
therefore, are not certain,

Lett us make heat as an example of this, If we wish to discover the natural
cause of heat, we perform a number of scientific experiments, and ar the end,
we postulaie the theory that states thar motion is the cause of heat, This
natural theory is in fact the result of the applicadon of a number of necessary
principles and pieces of knowledge 1o the empirical data that we collected
and studied, That s why this resultis correct and cerain, inasmuch as it resis
on those necessary principles. To begin with, the naral scientist gathers all
the phenomena of hear {the subject under consideration), such as the blood
of certain animals, hot iron, burned bodies, and other objects that are among
the thousands of hot things. Then he begins to apply to these objects a
necessary ratonal principle - the principle of causaliry thar states that for
every event there must be a cause. (p. 164) By this he knows that there is a
specific cause of such phenomena of hear but even then, this cause is sl
unknown and fucieates among 2 group of things. How then can one
determine this cause amid that group of things? Ar this stage, the natural
scientist seebs the aid of one of the necessary rational principles - thar is, the
principle that states that a thing cannot be separated from its cause. In light of
this principle, he studies that group that includes the real cause of heat. He
comsiclers 2 number of things as improbable, and thus eliminates them from
further consideration. Animal blood, tor example, cannot be the cause of
heat, for there are cerzan animals which are cold blooded. 1f animal blood
were the cause of heat, it would not have been possible for hear o be
separated from it But some animals have cold blood. It is clear that
cansidening as improbable that animal blood is the cause [of heat] is nothing
butan application of the ahove-mentioned prnciple that dictares that a thing
cannuotl separate from s cause, In this way, the natural scientist studies
everything that he believes w be a cause of heat, and proves that it is not a
cause by virwe of the judgement of a necessary rarional principle. 1f, by
means of his screntific experiments, he can grasp whatever may be a cause of
hear and prove that it is not a cause - as he did regarding animal blood - then
at the end of the scientific analysis he will grasp the real cause (of course, after
climinating other things from consideration), At that point, the scientific
result becomes a decisive tuth because it resis on necessary ratonal
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principles. If, an the other hand, two or more things remain at the end and he

cold not determine the cause in light of the necessary principles, the

scientific result in this area will be presumpitve,

From this we learn the following:

{1} The necessary rarional principles are the general ground of the scieniific
truths, as was stated ar the begianing of this invesdgation,

(2) The value of scientific theories and results in experimental fields (p. 165)
depends on the degree of the precision of these theories and results in
applying the necessary principles 1o the omlity of the empirical data
collected. That is why one cannot give 2 scientific theory with full cerainy,
unless the experiment covers all the possible objecs relevant 1o the issue
under consideration, and is broad and precise enough o make it possible
o apply 1o these possible cbjects the necessary principles; and con-
sequendy, to establish 3 unified scientific rosult on the bhasis of that
application,

(8}In non-experimentad fields, as in meiaplysical issues, the philesophical
theory rests on the application of the necessary princples to those fields,
However, this kind of application may be made in those Felds
independendy of experimentation. Thus, conceming the issue of
demonstrating [the existence of] the first cause of the world, for example,
it is incumbent upon reason to apply its necessary principles o this issue
in order to posit its affirmative or negative theory in accordance with thess
principles. As long as the issue is non-experimenial, the application
occurs by means of an operation of thirking and a pure rasional inference
independent of experimentation,

Ins this, the metaphysical issues differ from nacural science with regard

k0 many of their aspects, We say, ‘with tegard w many of their asperts’,

s¢ sometimes, drawing 2 philosophical or 2 metaphysica! conclusion

from the necessary principles also depends on expetimientation. With

this, a philosophical theary has the same value 2nd rank as the value and
rank of scientific theories,

Third, we have learned tha knowledge of the assent evpe 15 that which
discloses to us the objectivity of conception and the exisierice of an objective
reality of the concept present in sur miads. We 2lso learned thar thiz kind of

is cerain wasmiuch as it rests on the oecessasy principles. The
new issue is the extent o which the mental onocpl commesponds o the
objective reality whose existence we beliove by virwe of this coneepr - in

ather words, whether chis Concept is precise and correct. (p. 166)

The answer to this issue is that the mental concept that we form abour 2
specific objective reality is twosided. One side i3 the form of the thing and its
specific existence in our mind. Due to this, the thing must be represented in
it; atherwise, it would not be 2 form of that thing. However, in another
respect, it is fundamentally different from the objectve reality, The reason
for thiz is that it does not have the propeities of the abjective reality of thar
thing, nor does it have the varicus forrs of effectiveness and activides of thar
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reality. The mental condepe thar we form abour mater, the sun or hear
cannot, regardless of its precision and deail, perferm the same effecive role
plaved by the external objective reality of the mental concepts,

With this, we are able w determine the ebjective side of the idea as well as
the subjective side; that is, the side drawn from the objective reality and the
side thar s anributed o the povare mental formation. Thus, the idea is
objective inasmuch as the thing is represented in it mentally. But due o the
subjective management, the thing that is represented mencally in the form
loses all the effectiveness and acrivity that it enjoved in the external world.
This difference between the wea and reality 1s, physically speaking, rhe
difference between quiddir}r" and existence, as we will see in the second
investigation of this work.'

Developmental Relativism

Mow that we have touched upon the various philosophical schools of the
theory of knowledge, we come 1© the role of the dialectic concerning i,
Dialectic materialisis have atempred w distance their philosophy from
skepricism and sophistry, Hence, they rejected idealism and subjective
relativism, as well as the various forms of skepuoism and doubt to which a
number of docirines led. They asserted the possibility of knowing the world.
T'hus, at their hands, the theory of knowledge ok the form of philosophieal
certitude which rests on the principles of the empirical theory and the
rmpirit;al dosctrine.

What then did they rely on for this imponant project and large
philosophical plan? They relied on sense experience for refuting idealism.
They also relied on motion for refuring relanyism,

I Sense Experience and ldealism
Engels” makes the following statement concerning idealism:

The sirongest refutation of this philosophical illusion, and of every
other phjlosophical llusion 15 work, trial, and industry in
particular. If we can prove the soundness of our undersianding of a
certain natural phenomenon, by creating this phenomenon in
ourselves and producing it by means of fulfilling its conditions, and
further, if we can use it in achieving our ends, then this will be a
decisive judgment against the Kantian notion of the thing in jself.”

(p- 168)
Again, Marx says:

116



The issuc of knowing whether the human mind can grasp an
objective reality is not a theoretical, but & practical issue. This is
because a human being must establish the evidence for the reality
of his mind on the basis of the practical feld.”

It is clear from these texts that Marxism attempts w demonstrate objective
reality by sense experience, and to salve by scientific methods the great basic
prablem in philosophy, namely, the problem of idealism and realism.

This is one of many facets in which confusion occurs between philesophy
and science. Some have attempred o sudy many of the philosaphical issues
by means of scientific methods. Similarly, some thinkers sadied a number of
scientific issues philosophically. Thus, error occurred in bath philosophical
and scientific issues,

The problem over which idealists and realists quarreled is one in which
sense experience cannot have the highest authority, nar the quality of being
scientific, This s because the dispure concerning this problem centers on the
1ssuc of the existence of the objective realiry of sense experience. The idealist
claims that things do not exist exceprt in our sense perception and empirical
knowledge. The realist, on the other hand, asserts an external existernce
independent of sense perception and experience, It is self-evident that this
issue places sense experience itsell under examination and testing. Thus, the
realist cannot demonstrate the objectivity of sense experience and sense
percepuion by sense experience and sense perception themselves, nor can he
refute idealism (p. 169) by means of them, since® they themselves are the
subject of disputation and inquiry berween the wo groups, the idealists and
the realiss.

Hence, every objective problemn can be considered sciemtific, and can be
solved by the experimental scentfic merhods, only il the validity and
objectivity of the sciendfic experiment has already been admitted. Thus, one
can employ scieniific methods in swedying and solving the problem of the
size of the moon, the distance of the sun from the carth, the structure of the
atom, the composition of the plant or the number of simple clements. But if
the same experiment is made the subject of mvestigation, and if the
discussion focuses on its objective value, then by virtue of the experiment
itself, there would be no room for scientific evidence in this area COTCErning
the validity of the experiment and its objective value.

Therefore, the objectivity of sense perception and expéerimentation is the
foundation on which the structure of all the sciences depends. No scientific
study or treatment can take place except on the basis of it, Hence, this
foundation must be tackled in a purely philosephical manner, before taking
up any scientific truth.

H we swdy the issue-philosophically, we find that the experimenial
perception is nothing but a form of conception. Thus, regardless of variation
in the tomlity of experiments, nevertheless they provide human beings with
different empirical pieces of knowledge. We have already discussed sense

1y



percepton in aur stdy of idealism. There, we said that as long as sense
percepdon is nothing bur conception, it does not prove objective reality and
demolish the idealistic notion,

In Faet we muost starewith the rational doctrine, in order to establish on its
basis the realistic notion of sense perception and experimencation, Thus, we
mustaccept thar chere are necessary prindples i the mind chae are troe. In
bighn of such principles, we demonstrase the objectivity of sense perception
and experimenation,

Let us now take as an example of this the principle of causaliry, which is
one of those necessary principles. This principle assents cthar for every event
there is-a cause external fo i, and thar on (p. 170} the basis of such a cause, we
are assured of the existence of the objective reality of the sense perception
and ideas that oceur in us, for tiey reguire a cause from which they can
proceed, this cause being the objective reality,

Thus, by means of the principle of causality, we can prove the objectiviey of
sense perception of sense experience. Is it possible for Marxism o adopr the
same method? OF saurse not, The reasons are these,

First, it docs not acoeps necessary rasional principles. According o it, the
principle of causality, for cxample, s nothing but an empincal principle
demonstrated by sense experience. Therefore, it cannot be considered a
basis for the validity and ohjectivity of sense experience,

Second, the dialectic explaing the developmeni and #vents of matter by
means of contradictions internal o matier. According o its explanation,
namral events do not rcquirf.-. an exhernal cause. This point will be studied in
full detail in the second investigation. Thus, if this dialectical explanation is
sufficient for justifying the existence of natural events, why then do we go
further than this and are required 1o suppose an external cause and an
ohjective reality for any knowledge thar arises in our souls? Indeed, it
becomes possible for idealism (o assert about the phenomena of knowledge
and sense perceprion exartly the same thing that the dialectic assers ahout
nature, and o claim further that such phenomena are, in their occurrence
and sucecssion, subject w0 the law of contradiction {génin nagd an-nagd)™
which anributes change and development w the internal content.

From this we learn that the dialectic docs not onby veil us from a cause
external to nature, but conseguently also veils us from this namre itself, as
well as from anything external to the world of consciousness and
knowledge, "' (g, 171)

Let us present some of the Marxist texes that had attempted to treat this
problem [in & manner| not in accordance with the nature and philosophical
character of Manasm.

We quote first from Roger Garaudy:

The sciences teach us that human beings appeared on the face of
the earth at a very lawe stage. The same is true of the mind
accompanying them. For ug to assert that the mind had existed an
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earth prior to matter, is to assert that such a mind was not the
human mind. Idealism in all its forins cannot escape theology.'*
Again:
The earth had existed even prior to any sensitive being, Le. prior
to any living being. No organic marer could have esisted on (p.
172} this planet in the very early stages of the existence of this
planet. Inorganic matter, therefore, preceded life which had to
grow and develop throughout many thousands of years before the
appearance of human beings accompanied by knowledge, Thus,
science leads us to ascertain thar the world had existed In seates in
which na form of life or sensibility was pussible,

This is how Garaudy considers the scientific rmuth which asserts the necessary
priority of the growth of inorganic macter over OFgAnic matter as evidence for
the existence of the objecrive world, For as long as organic mareer is the
product of a long development, and one of the lats stages of the growth of
matter, it is impossible for matter to be created by the human consciousness
which, in turn, is posterior to the existence of living organic beings that have a
central nervous systemn, It is a5 if Garaudy had supposed in advance rhat
idealism adimits the existence of organic matter. O this supposition, he
based his reasoning. However, there is no Justification for dhis supposition,
for matter in its various kinds and divisions - be they organic or otherwise - is
not, according to the idealistic notion, anything but a menal form thar we
create in our perception and conception, The evidence thar Caraudy gives us
involves a petitio principii (mugidara),” and begins with a point that idealism
does not admit,
Second, the following is a passage from Lenin:

If we wih to present the issue from the only sound point of view;
that is, from the point of view of dialectical materialism, we must
ask whether clecirons, air, etc., exist ourside the human mind, and
whether or not they have an objective reality. The answer to this
question (p. 175) must be given by the scientists of natural history
whose answer is always unwavering and affirmative, since they do
not hesitate 1o admit the priority of the existence of narure over the
existence of human beings jor| over the existence of organic
matter.

In this text, we notice the same sources that Caraudy used, rogether with high
praise for science and a consideration of it as a final determinane of this issue.
Since the science of nawural history has demonstrated thar the existence of the
world predates the appearance of conscicusness and knowledge, it is
incumbent upon the idealists to submit to the scientifie truths and 1o AcTEp?
them. However, the science of namral history is only a form of human
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knowledge. Bur idealism denies the objective reality of all knowledge,
regardless of i form. Science, according o i, is only pure subjective
ehought, 15 science not the result of varous experiments, and are not such
experiments and sense perceptions the subject of the debate that centers on
whether or not they have an objective realiny? How then can science have the
decisive word concerning this issue?

Third, this is what Georges Politeer says:

Mo one doubts that the marenal life of soviety is independent of
hwman consciousness, for there is none, whether a capialise or a
proletariat, who desires an economic crisis, even though such a
crsis eccurs unavoidabh,'

This is a tiew style that Marxism adopts in responding ro idealism, Thus, in
this rext, Polivzer (p, 174) does not rely on scientific cruths. Tnstead, he bases
his evidence om intuitive tuths, on the ground thae every one of us is aware
intuitively thae he does noe wish many of the events that take EJ1EI.C'E1 nor
desires their existence, Sull, such events occur and exist contrary to one's
wishes. Therefore, events and their continuous succession must have an
independent objecuve realiny.

However, this new attempt 15 no closer to success that the previously
mentioned aempts. The reason s that the idealistic notion, according o
which all things are acributed to conscious ideas and perceptions, does not
elaim that such conscious ideas and perceptions are the product of people’s
choice and their free will, nor subject 1o general laws and principles. Rather,
idealism and realism agree that the world runs in accordance with laws and
principles that apply 1o it and govern it. They differ from each other,
however, in the explanation of this world and the consideration of it as
subjective [or] as objective.

Cince again, the conclusion we assertis that it is not possible to atribute a
sound view to the realistic philosophy, and 10 accepe the objectivity (s
wigi'tyya) of sense perception and sense experience, except on the ground of
the rational doctrine which asserts the presence ol necessary ratonal
principles independent of sense experience. Butif we begin the investigation
of the issue of idealism and realism with sense experience or sense
perception that is the source of conflict between the idealists and realists, we
will run in an empty circle from which we will not be able o emerge with a
result in favor of philosephical realism.

II Sense Experience and the Thing in Tisell
Marxism opposes some forms of the notion of the thing in itself as presented
by Kant, Similarly, it opposes the idealistic conceptual notions. Let us,

therefore, examine its method with regard o this marer.
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Georges Politzer makes the following statement: [p. 175)

In fact, the dialectic, including the idealistic dialectic of Hegel,
asserts that a disunction between the qualitics of a thing and the
thing in itself is an empty distinction. If we know all the gualinies of
a certain thing, we also know thar thing in itself, [How then could ir
be|* that the qualities of that thing are independent of i It is
particularly in this, that the meaning of the materiality of the world
15 determined, However, since one knows the qualitics of this
objective reality, one cannot say of it that it is unknowable. Thus, it
is nonsense to say, for example, that your personaliey is one thing
and your qualities and defects are another, and that I know NOHIT
qualities and defects, but not your personality. This is hecause the
personality is precisely the wotalicy of the defects and qualiries,
Similarly, the art of photography is the wtality of the acts of taking
pictures. It is, therefore, nonsense to say that there are painrings,
painters, colors, styles and [painting] schools, [on the ane hand),
and that there is also photography in itself which is suspenided
above reality and is unknowable. There are na two divisions w
reality. Rather, reality is any unified thing whose vamious successive
facets we discover by application. The dialectic has tught us tha
the differen: qualities of things reveal themselves by means of the
internal conflic of opposites, and thar it is this conflict that creates
change. Thus, the state of fluidity in itself is precisely the state of
relative equilibrium whose internal contradiction is revealed ar the
point of freezing or boiling *

Concerning this, Lenin says:

There is no basic difference, and there cannot be such a difference
between the phenomenon and the thing in itself. Further, there is
no difference between what is known and whar will be known later.
The deeper our knowledge of reality is, the more the thing in itself
gradually becomes a thing for us." (p. 176)

In order for us to study Marism in this text, we must distinguish berween
two meanings of the notion of separating the thing in iself from the thing
for us.

First, since human knowledge depends, according to the experiential or
empirical principle, on the senses, and since the senses do not deal with
anything except the phenomena of nature, and do not penerrate 1o its] heart
and essence, human knowledge, therefore, is limited to these phenomena
that are accessible to sense experience, Due to this, there is a gap separating
the phenomena and the essence. The phenomena are the thin gs for us, since
they are the external and knowable aspect of nature. The essence. on the
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other hand, is the thing i isell to which human knowledge does not
penetrate

Georges Polizer anempts to destroy this duality by eliminating either the
marier or the essence from objective reality. He emphasizes that the dialecric
does ot disnnguish between the qualities of the thing and the thing in tself,
Instead, 1 consders the thing as the romlity of the qualities and
phenomena.

ltisclear that this is a kind of idealism Berkeley advocated when protesting
agams1 the philosophers' convicoon that there is a2 mater and an essence
behind the qualiies and phenomena thar APPEAT 0 us iN OUT Sense
experience. This Is the kind of idealisim which is made inevirable by the
empirical or experiential principle. As long as the senses are the primary
toundavon of knewledge and do not grasp anything except the phenomena,
It 18 necessary o drop the essence out of considerarion. Buc if the essence is
dropped cur, there would remain nothing on the seene other than the
phenomena-and gualines thar are knowahle,

Second, the phenomena that one can perceive and know are not in our
cognitive faculties and senses as they are in their objective reality, The dualicy
here is nor berween the phenomena and the essence, but between the
phenomena as they appear to us and the phenomena as they exist objectively
and independendy, Can Marxism destroy this kind of duality and prove that
the sbjective reality appears tw us in our ideas and sense perceptions as it is in
its mdependent exeernal realm? (p, 177) 3

Our answer is in the negatve, since knowledge, according to the
matetialisic noton, iy purely a physiological act. With respect to this, we
must know the kind of relation that exisis, according o the materialistic
notions — both on the basis of mechanical materialism and dialectical
matenalism - betweoen knowledge, thought and sense perception and the
ohjective thing.

On the basis of mechanical materialism, the concept or the sense
perception is a mechanical reflecuion in the nervous systemi of the objective
reality, as the reflection of a picture is in a mirror or a lens. Mechanical
materialism does not acknowledge that master involves motion and essential
acnvity. Instead, it explains all phenomena in a mechanical fashion. Due to
this, it cannot understand the relations of external matter o the mental
activity of the nervous system except in that fixed form of reflection,

At this paint, mechanical materialism faces the following two questions: (1)
is there any objective thing in sense percepaon - that is, anything which is
independent of human beings, and which is transferred 1o the senses from
the external realiry of matter? (2) if there is such a thing in sense perception,
then how is it transferred from the objective reality o the senses?

Mechanical materialism cannot answer the first question affirmatively.
This is because if it affirms the presence of an objective thing in sense
percepuon, then ichas w justify the manner in which the objective reality is
transferred 1o the PrIVale Sense percepuons; thar is, it has w answer the
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second question and explain the process of wansference. Bur this i
something it cannot do, Tha is why it is NECEssaly o posit the theory nf
reflection and 1o explain the relation between the idea and the olective thing
as it explains the relation between the picture in a mirror or a fens and the
objective reality thar is reflected in them. ip. 178)

As for dialectical materialism, which does not allow the AEPATALDN
between matter and motion, and considers as motion the manner in which
macer exists, it has anempied w give 3 new explanation of the relarion
berween the idea and the ohjective reality on the basis of this [inseparability
of matier from motion|. Thus, it claimed that the ides is not a pure
mechanical picture of that reality. Rather, reality is ransformed inte an idea:
fureach, the reality and the ideaisa specific form of morion, The qualitative
difference among the forms and kinds of motion does not prevent the
movement of the mansformation from one form w another. Thus, since in
the manner of existing objective marter is 2 specific fonin of moton, the
physical motion of a thing changes into a psychaphysivingical motion in our
senses, The physiological modon changesinte a psvchological motion of the
idea.” Thus, the position of the mind is not one of negatvity, nor is the
reflection mechanical, as mechanical marerialism asserts

This atcempt an the pare of dialectical marerialivm cannot sucteed in
revealing the relavon beoween a thing and its idea oxcept as A relarion
between a cause and s effector a reality and its reflected picrure. The reason
i that the mansformation of the physical moton of a thing inwo a
physiological morion, and consequently into a ps:.-'ﬂh::lr:gi:_‘,a] GG, 15
neither a sound notion nor a reasonable explanation of sense percepuion or
thaught, The wanstormarion means the pershing of the first form of the
motion and its wansmission inw 1 new torm, as we say concetning the
moticon of the hammer over the anvil - narnely, thar it is oansformed inm
heat, Heat and mechanical motion are two forms of motion. The foree which
CXpresses its existence in a specific form of maotion - that is, mechanical
motion - is transformed from that form into a new form, heat, in which i
cxpresses itself. Hear retains the same amount of force thar had expressed it
Existence in mechanical motion, This is the exac meaning  of the
transformation (p. 179) of metion from ane form inte anether.

Let us assumne that this is possible. Sull, it is nor possible 1o explain sense
perception or thought by means of such a process of ransformation, The
reason is this, The physical motion of the sensible objective reality is not
transformed by sense perception inte a psvchological moton; for mans-
formation means the change of motion from one form o another. It is clear
that the natral or physical motion of sensible marter is not changed thus ine
a physiclagical and [then| into an ideational moton. This is because irs
change in this way means the elimination of the first form of the mo tom; and
consequently, the elimination of the matter which EXPTEsSCs i1 existence in
thar partcular form.

The objective mation of a sensible thing is not like the morion of the
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hammer. Again, sense perceprion is not a ransformation of tha objective
moton (the manner in which marner exisis) into a psychological motion, as
the moton of the hammir is tansformed into heat; otherwise, sense
peroeption would be a process of substtuting mater by the idea, as the
mechanical motion 15 subsmiated by heat. Because of this, the issue of
]Jerc{'p:inn is not one of the transformanon of the phiyzical motion inta a
pivchological motion which s nothing in isell other than a mansformarion
of the objective reality into an idea: Rather, lor the sensible or perceprible
thing, there is an obpective reality; and for sense perception, there is another
realiny in us, But as long as there are wwo kinds of existence, a subjective
existence of sense perception and theught, and an objective existence of the
sensible thing, we cannoc understand the relation between these two kinds of
existence exceptas we understand the refaton berween a cause and an effect,
or as we understand the relation berween a reality and a picture reflecting that
realiny.

With this, we clearly encounter the basic issue that concerns us, Since the
idea 15 an effect of the abjective thing, and since the understood relavon
berween both of them is that of causality, why then should we assume that
this effect and its cause differ from other effects (p. 130} and their causes, and
are distnguashed from them by a cermin characeeristic - namely, that this
effect pictures for us i cause and reflecws i fully?

There are many physiological funcions that are effects of spedific external
canses, Bur we have not found any of these cffecs capable of picturing its
cause. Instead, they vaguely indicate thar they have causes external wa their
sphere. How then can we acknowledge that the idea has more than this vague
indicaton?

Suppose that Marasm succeeds in explaining thought and perception by
means of a process of ransformation of physical moton inw psychological
mation. Would this mean that the idea can fully comespond to the objective
reality® This explanarion makes us view the idea and its external rcs.litya.a we
view heat and the mechanical motion which is wansformed into heat. [t is
clear that the qualitative difference berween the two forms of motion in both
heat and the mechanical motion makes them non-correspondent o each
other. How then can we suppose correspondence berween the idea and its
objective realitg?

The Marxist school appears troubled and confused at encountering this
probilem. We can draw from a number of various confused texts two pieces of
evidence offered by this school concerning the present point, One of these is
philosophical evidence, and the other saiendfic biological evidence.

The philosophical evidence is summed up in the following text

Thoughr is capable of full comprehension of nature. This is
because it is a part of narure, due to the fact that it is the product
of nature and the highest expression of it Thought is namre
conscious of itsell in the innermost being of humanity.™
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Also, Lenin says:

The universe is the motion of matter which is governed by laws.
Since our knowledge is nothing other than a superior product of
namre, it cannot bur reflect (p. 181) these laws.™

In his book, Ant-Dukring, Engels tried o show the following:

Philasophical materialism is the only thing capable of eswablishing
the value of knowledge on firm principles, since it considers
consciousness and thought as two givens. At fimes, they were
opposite nature and existing things. Therefore, this unavoidably
leads us to find as very grear the full agreement between our
consciousness of nature, the thought of existents, and the laws of
thought. Bur if we inguire about whar thought and consciousness
are and about their origin, we find that human beings themselves
are the product of nawure. They grew in a community and with the
growth of that community. Because of this, it becomes unnecessary
o show how the products of human thoughe, which in the last
analysis are the producs of nawre, are not in contradicion, but in
agreement with the rest of the solid natare. "

Thought, in the Marxist view, 15 a part of nature or a superior product of it
Let us assume that this view is truc, jeven though] itis noc. 15 it sufficient for
proving the possibility of full knowledge of narure? It is true that if thought is
2 part of nature and a product of it, then it will indeed represent the laws of
nature. But this does not mean that, by virtue of this, thought becomes a
sound knowledge of namure and its laws. Are not the meaphysical thoughe
and the idealistic thought thoughts, and consequently, pant of nawre or
products of ir, according to the claims of marerialisim? Further, are novall the
contents of the physiological processes natural phenomena and products of
nawre? (p. 182)

The laws of nature, therefore, are represented in the thought of dialectical
materialism and operace in accordance with it, as they are represented in the
idealistic thought and the metaphysical thought alike. Similarly, they are
represented in all the narural processes and phenomena, Why then should
the Marxist thought be the sound knowledge of nature, w the exclusion of
any other such thoughts, even though all such thoughts are nawral products
reflecting the laws of nature?

From this we leam that the mere consideration of thought as a natural
phenomenon and preduct is not sufficient for constinudng wue knowledge of
nature. lndeed, the only relation it posits berween the idea and irs subjecs is
that of causality which is fixed berween every effect and its natural cause,
Rather, an idea is oue knowledge if we accept that it has the quality of
disclosure and picure taking which distinguishes it from everything else.
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The bislogical evidence concerning the correspondence of knowledge or
sense perception 1o objective realiny 15 expounded in the following texe:

At the level of sense perception, [an idea) cannot be beneficial
biologically in preserving life, except if it reflects objective realivy,™

Again:

I it were true that sense percephon 15 rnr_:rci:,' sj.lmboljr_ and has no
resermblance o the |;|{'ru:a|.| thing, and if, consequently, it were
possible for numerous different things w correspond, or for
llusory and actual things 1o have exact resemblance 1 each other,
then the biologieal adapration o the community would be
impossible — if we assume that the senses do not permit the
determination of our direction with ceritude concerning the
position of things and the response o them effectively. However,
all the hiological practical activity of human beings and of animals
indicates the degrees of the completeness of this awareness.™

|'Fl. !ﬁﬂ:

[Lis clear thar the telativity of sense percepion does notmean that numerous
different things share 1n one sensible symbol so that this syembol becomes
completely delicient in value, and cannot specty the direction which
preserves our lives and determines our stand regarding external things,
Racher, the physiological relativity theory is based on the principle thar every
kind of sense perception is a symbol pertaining ro a specific objective reality
that cannot be s}rmhuiiu‘.d ’r.-':f' any other kind of senise pr.r{:r}priun. In ]i.EI:II.‘ of
such symbols, we can determine our stand with regard o things, and
respond o them with the effectiveness which is harmonious with the symbaol
and which the narure of life requires for the symbaol.

I The Diglectical Movement @f]"h.ﬂugﬁl

Subsecuently, Marxism ook up the relatvicy theory of truth, It considered it
a kind of sophisuy; for, accerding to this theory, relativity means a change in
the truths from a subjective point of view, Marxism asserted relativity in a
new form in which it clarified that truths change in accordance with the faws
of development and change in the external maoer, Thus, there are no
abaclure ruths in the human mind. Rather, the truchs that we know are
always only relative. What is ar one tme true is fiself false at another time.
This is something on which boih relauvism and Marxism agree. Marxism
adds that this relatvity and this change and development are in fact nothing
but a reflection of the change of reality and the development of mauer which
we represent in the muths of our ideas. In truth, relativity in ielf is an
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ebjectve relativity, and not a subjective relativity produced by the thinking
subject, That is why it does not mean the absence of true human knowledge.
Rather, the developing relative reality which reflects nature in its develop-
ment is the Tue knowledge according to the dialecrical view.

Again, we cite a passage [rom Lenin! (p. 184)

The comprehensive complete flexibility of nations, i.e, the
flexibility that extends as far as o represent opposites is the erux of
the mairer. 1f such flexibilicy is used in a subjective manner, it leads
1o purism (al-infigayye | and sophistry, Bur the exibility which is
used abjectively, i.c, the flexibility that reflects all the aspecrs of the
movement and unity of the material development is the dialectic
only which is the proper reflection of the everlasting development
of the world (ed-Dafatir al-Falsafiya, p. §4).

He also says:

By our proceeding from the pure relativity dheory, we can Justify ail
kinds of sophistry {ibid, p. 328).

Further, Kedrov" says:

But there may be & cermain subjective tendency, not only when we
operate an the basis of the fixed and frozen categories of formal
logic, but also when we operare by means of flexible and changing
categories. In the former case, we reach mewphysics; while in the
latter case, we reach the relativity theory, sophistry and purism.®

He adds:

The Marxist dialecdcal method requires that the reflection of the
objective world in the human mind corresponds {p. 185) w the
reflected thing, and that it involves nothing foreign to that thing,
i.e. nothing which is brought in by the subjectivity. From the point
of view of relativism and the flexibility of notions, the subjective
interpretation is a completely foreign addition. This is exernplified
in the exaggeration of subjective metaphysics concerning the
abstract concepts of formal logic.®

These texis show that Marxism wished to erect its philosophical certitude
on the basis of irs auemipt to zpply the Iaw of the dialecrical to reality, If
hurnan beings do not possess one absclute truth in the weality of their ideas,
the denial that their ideas have absolute truths is not due to the fact thar their
ideas are an aggregate of absolute errors which makes sound knowledge
completely impossible for them, but to the fact that the oruths possessed by
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the human mind are progressive truths that grow and integrate in accordance
with the laws of the dialectic. For this reason, these truths are relative and in
conunuoues development.

Here is another citaton from Lenin

The mind, i.e. the human [mind] must not conceive muth as a
mere motienless, faint or dull scene or picwure, Knowledge is the
infinite endless closeness of the mind o the thing. One must
understand the reflection of narare in the human mind not as a
motionless staric absiract thing free from conrradicions, bue as an
endless process of the development of motion for creating
conrradictions, and for resolving these contradictions (p. 186) (ibed,
p. 167-8).%

He contdnues:

In the theory of knowledge, as in all other areas of knowledge, it is
important that thought be dialectical, i.¢. thar no assumption be
made thar our consciousness is fixed and resists development.™

Kedrow says:

The dialectical method does not encounter this judgment as a
complete thing, but as an expression of an idea capable of growth
and movement. Regardless of the simplicity of a certain judgment,
and regardiess of how common that judgment appears o be, it
contains the seeds or clemenes of dialectical contradictions within
whose scope, all human knowledge moves and grows.™

Kedrov points to a staternent in which Lenin determines the style of the
dialectical method of thought, This statement is the following:

The dialectical method requires that a thing be wken in it
development, growth, and change.”

He follows this by saving:
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Contrary to the dialecrical method, formal logic resorts for solving
the prablem of ruth o solving this problem in the most basic
manner; that is, by means of the formula ‘yes-no.’ It knows in one
word, and in an absolute fashion the answer to the question: *Does
(p. 187} that phenomenon cxist or does it not?' The answer, for
example, is ‘yes’ to the question: *Does the sun exist?’ And the
answer is ‘no’ to the question: 'Does a square circle exist?’ In
formal logic, a human being stops at very simple answers, [such as|



'yes' or 'no,’ i.e. at a toral distinction between truth and falsity. Due
tor this, truth is encountered as something given, stable, fixed, final
and fully incompatible with falsiry ™

From these Marxist texts, we draw three views that are closely linked o one
another. The first is that truth grows and develops in a way that refllects the
growth and development of reality. The second is that truth and falsicy may
come together, such that one idea may be false and true (at the same tirrae),
There would be no absolute incompatibility berween falsity and trurh, as
formal logic asserts, according to Kedrov, The chird 1s thar any judgement,
regardless of how clear its truth appears, involves a specific conradicion;
and consequently, an aspect of falsity, Itis such a contradiction that makes
knowledge and truth grow and become whole,

But does the truth in the human mind develop and integrate as a ruch?
Further, is it possible for the truth to come wgether with fabsity? Further seill,
does every oruth involve its conrradiciory, and grow by virtue of this internal
conmradiction? This is what we actually wish 1o find out. [p. 148

The Develsprment and Movement of Truth

To begin with, we must know what is intended by the phrase ‘the truth in the
human mind' whose growth and integration Marism assers, Realism
asseris the existence of a reality ourside the limits of consciousness arul mind,
and considers any kind of thinking as an attempt to reflect and know this
reality. Due to this, the math is the idea that corresponds to and resembles
this reality, Falsity, on the other hand, is represented in the idea, OpPInIOn o
belief that does not correspond to this reality or resemble it The criterinn
that distinguishes between the truc and the false, and berween truth and
falsity, is the correspondence of the idea to realiny.

Truth, according w this realistic notion, is the subject of the sharp
philosophical dispute between the reabists on the one hand and the
conceptualists and sophists on the other hand, The realists affirm the
possibility of such a cricerion, while the conceprualists and sophists deny
such a possibility, or waver as to whether human Beings can astain it,

However, the expression ‘truth” has been used in a number of other senses
that are completely different from its abové-mentioned realistic sense. And
thus, this different sense was distanced from the basic area of dispuration
berween the philosophy of certitude and those of skepticism and dendal,

The development of subjective relativism was one of the recent
developments that truth underwene, This development sought to posita new
meaning for the expression ‘truth’, Thus, it considered truth as niothing bue
the knowledge that agrees with the nature of the nervous systern and the
conditions for knowledge in this syseer. We have already  discussed
subjective realisin, and have said that to attribure this sense o truth means
that mruth is no more than a s Bjective thing, Therelore, it would not be truth,
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except nomanally. That is why, in the sense given by subjective relativism,
ruth loses ws quality as the subject of the philosophical dispure and conflict
in philosophy beoween [p. 189) the wndency of certwde and thar of
skepricism and denial. Hence, subjective relativism is one of the docrrines of
skepricism covered by the veil of oruth,

There 15 another philosophical interprecation of math. This is the
interpretation offered by William James® in his new doctnine of human
knowledge - that is, pragmatism or the doctrine of instrumentalism.” But
this interpretation is neither closer to realism nor more distant from the
philosophies of skepricism and denial than the previous interpretation that
was attempeed by subjective relauvism,

The docirine of pragmatism is summed up in advancing a new criterion for
measuring thoughts and for distinguishing between their truth and falsity.
This crierion is the capacity of a specific idea 1w accomplish the goals of 2
human being in his practical life. Thus, if opinions are in conflicc and
opposition, the most real and rue among them would be the most beneficial
and uscful - that is, the opinion whose benefic is demonstrated by practical
experience. The ideas that do not achieve a practical value and do not have
beneficial effects when encountering life experiences are not at all rue,
Rather, they must be considercd empry expressions cartying no meaning
whatsoever, Thus, according to this doctring, all rruths can be anributed to a
higher truth concerning existence, namely, primarily, the preservation of life
and then, secondanily, its elevation to perfection. Hence, every idea thaf can
be used as an instrument for reaching this highest cuth is clearly proper and
a truth that must be accepted. On the other hand, any idea that does not
funchon in this way must not be adopred.

On the basis of this, Bergson™ defined truth as a creation of something
new, and not a discovery of something that had already existed.™ Schiller”
defined it as that which serves human beings alone. Dewey™ identified the
function of the idea by saying that the idea is an instrument for elevating life,
and not a means for knowing things in themselves. (p. 190)

This docerine involves a clear confusion between the truth iself and the
basic goal of attempting to attain the tuth, The goal of auaining rruths may
be 1o utilize thern in the practical ficld and 1o be enlightened by them during
life experiences. However, this is not the meaning of truth in itself. In what
fullows, we will sum up our response to the above view of truth.

First, to give truth a pure practical meaning and to strip it of the qualiry of
disclosing what exists and what is prior is an unresuiced admission of
philosophical skepticism for whose sake conceptualism and sophistry fight.
The mere retention of the expression of truth in another sense is not
sufficient for rejecting it or gewing rid of it

Second, it is our right w0 inquire about this practical benefit that
pragmatism considers the criterion of truth and falsity. s it the benefitofa
specific thinking individual, or the benefit of a group? [1f the larter] then who
is this group, and what are its limits? Does it refer 10 humankind as a whole,
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or only in part? None of these assumptions” gives this new doctrine a
reasonable explanation, If the individual benefit is the proper criterion of
truth, then truths must differ in accordance with the interesgs of individuals,
But with this, a frighiening social chaos would occur when every individual
chooses his own truths, without any attention w the wuths of others, which
proceed from their own interests. This chaos constitutes a serious harm o all
individuals. If, on the other hand, the general human benefit is the criterion,
then this criterion will be dependent on 2 number of investigations and
fields, due to the fact that human interests are often in conflice and at
variznce. Indeed, at that point, one cannot determine any truth, regardless of
its kind, unless it were subject to long social experience; This means thar
James himself cannot consider as true his doctrine of pragmarism, unless it
has undergone such experience, and has asserted its awn worthiness in
pracuical life. Thus, James puts an end 1o this doctrine itself. ipe 181)

Third, the fact that there is 2 human benefit in the truth of 2 certain idea is
not sufficient for accepting this idea. The disbeliever cannot accept religion,
even ifhe agrees that it plays an effective role in rectifving mankind, and even
if he lives its hopes and consolation in his practical life, George Santayana ™
for example, describes belief as a beautiful mistake, more in harrmony with
the inclinations of the soul than life isell Thus, accepting a certain idea is not
the same as the other kinds of practical activity that human beings can
perform if assured of their benefic, Thus, pragmatism is based on the
undifferentiation between aceepzance {a specific mental acuviey) and the
various practical activides that human beings perform in light of their
interests and benefies.

We conclude from this study chat the only notion of truth thar realism can
adopt is thar it iz the idea thae correspondy o realivy. If Marsism chat
preaches the possibility of wue knowledge and, because of this, rejects the
conceprual, skeptical and sophistical iendencies means by 'truth” semething
other than the realistic sense, then it is not ar all incompatible with thess
tendencies. For the wendency of skepticism and that of sophistry reject turh
only in the sense of the correspondence of the idea 1o reality, and do no
reject truth in just any sense, Therefore, Marxisin cannot be free from the
tendencies of skepricism and sophistry, just because it takes the expression of
truth and recasts it in 2 new notion.

For the purpose of muly rejecting those rendencies, Marxism muse adopt
truch in the realistic sense on which the philosophy of realisen ress, if one i
to consider Marxism a realistic philosophy thar muly upholds the objecnive
value of mind.

f we understand the proper realistic notion of wurh, it becomes prossihlc
for us w find our whether truth, in this senze on which realism rests, Can
develop and change through a linear movement, as Marxism primarily
waught. (p. 192)

Itis impossible that rruth develops and grows, while bemg limited at every
stage of its development by the specific limits of every stage. Indeed, the idea,
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or every idea, must be one of bwo things: itis either an absolute ruth, oritisa
falsity.

I know that these words evoke disgust in the Marxists and instigate them to
bombard metaphysical thought with the accusations they have become
accustomed 1o aseribe it Thus, they say thar metaphysical thought freeses
namire and considers it a state of ixedness and sability, for memphysical
thought accepts absolute rruths and rejects the principle of development and
movernent in narare. But the principle of absobute truth has complecely
collapsed due 1o the discovery of the development and movement of
nature.

Hawever, the fact that our dear teader must undersiand is that acceprance
of absolute truths and the rejections of change and movement in nature do
not at all mean the freezing of nature, nor do they negate the development
and change of objective reality, Our philosophical notions accept develop-
meni as a general law in the natural world, and irs external presence as a
romtinuous state of becoming. But at the same tme, we reject all iemporality
and change of muth.

To clarify this point, let us assume thar a cerain cause makes heat more
intense in a specific water. The temperature of this water is acwally in
continuous movement and gradual development. This means that every
degree of temperature that this water reaches is a temporary degree. In the
rise of its temperature, water will bypass this degree 10 a higher one. In this
case, there is no absolute degree of rtemperature for this water. This is also the
case with the objective reality that exists externally, If we measured s
LETOPETAIUTE Al 3 CEriain moment, and found that, when the measurement
has been affecied by this reality’s temperature, the temperature has reached,
fur example, 90 [degrees centigrade], we would have amained a oruth by
means of experimentation. This truth is that the degree of the temperature of
water at that specific moment is 90 [degrees centigrade]. We say of it thatitisa
wruth, because it 15 an idea about whose correspondence (o reality - that is,
the reality of emperature at a certain moment — we have been assured. Itis
natural that (p. 1938} the emperature of water does not stop at this degree.
Rather, it keeps on mising, undl it reaches the degree of boiling.

However, the truth that we have arained is the truth unchanged, in the
sense that when we norice this particalar moment at which we measured the
terperature of water, we judge with all cerainty tha the emperature of
water was at 90 |degrees centigrade|. Therefore, even if the 90-degree
emperature that water reached is a temporary degreeat a specificrmoment in
time, and is quickly superseded by the temperature’s rise to a higher degree,
still the idea thar we had acquired by means of experimentation - this idea
being that temperature at a certain moment was at 20 degrees - is a sound
idea and an absolute truth, Because of this, we can always assert its truth. By
‘always assert its truth’, we do notmean that the 90-depree [temperature| wis
always a fixed degree of the temperature of the water. The truth that we have
acquired by experimentation does not touch upon the lemperatur - of the
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water except at a certain moment, Thus, when we describe it as an absolute,
and not as a temporal truth, we intend by this that temperamre ar that
particular moment has been fully determined at 90 degrees. Thus, even if it
were permissible that the temperature of water reaches, for example, 100
[degrees cendgrade] afier that moment, stll, it is not permissible thar what
we have known about the degree of temperature ar that particular moment
be false after it had been truc.

If we know that the oruth is the idea that corresponds w reality, and learn
that if the idea corresponds to reality at a specific circumstance, it cannot after
that become contrary to that reality ar thar specific circumseance: [ say that if
we know all of this, it becomes clearly evident thar itis erroneous to apply the
law of movement 1o tuth. This is because movement affirms change in the
truth and makes it always relative and restriceed o the dme of i specfic suge
of development. But we have learned that truths do not change and are not
temporal, Similarly, the development and wholeness of truth mean thar by
means of movement, the idea becomes more intensely rrue, ip. 194) Again,
by movement, temperarure rises to a higher degree, even though ruth differs
from temperature. Temperature may become’more intense and SErOnger;
but truch, as we have already learned, expresses the idea that corresponds o
reality, and it is not possible for the correspondence of the idea really to
beceme more intense and stonger, as is the case with tem peransre, Bul it is
possible for the human mind o uncover a new side of thar realiry thas it had
oot known prior w that time, However, this is not development of the tuth
that had been known in advance. Rather, itis a new truth that the mind adds
to the previous truth. Thus, if we know, for example, that Marx was
influenced by Hegelian logic, this knowledge would be the first truth we have
about the relation of Marx to Hegelian thoughe. If afier that, we study Marx's
history and philosophy, we know that he was in oppesition to Hegel's
idealism. We also know that he applied his dialecdc in a material fashion o
history, society and other intellecnsal relations between their wo personalites.
All of this is a new knowledge that reveals various aspects of real; ty, and nora
growth or a development of the first truth that we acquired at the
beginning.

The enthusiasm of the Marxist school to subjugate tuth 10 the law of
movement and development is just to abolish absolute tmuths which
medaphysical philosophy accepts.

However, the Marxist school does not know tha it abolishes i own
doctrine by the enthusiasm for [upholding] this law. If mavementisa general
law governing truths, then it is impossible to affirm any absolute truch,
Consequently, the law- of movement iself would fall short of being an
absolute uth,

it is curious that Marxism asserts the movement and change of truth in
accordance with the law of the dialeciic, and considers this revelation the
central point of the Marxist theory of knowledge. It ignores, however, the fact
that this revelation itself is one of those truths (p. 195) whose movemnent and
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change Mamusm accepts, Thus, if this muth moves and changes in
accordance with the dialecical method, as do all other trudhs, it must,
therefore, invalve a contradicdon that will be dissolved by its developmemt
and change, as the dialectic makes inevicable. I, on the other hand, this rruth
were absoluee and free from movermnent and ch ange, this would be sufficent
tor rejecting the applicadon of the dialectical laws and movement to [all]
truths and knowledge, and would constinate a proof that math does not
submir to the principles of the dialectical movement. The dialectic which is
intended to govern human truths and knowledge involves a scandalous
contradiction and a clear asserion for desiroying iself in either case. 1Fit is
considered an absolute truth, its own rules would be violated, and it becomes
clear thar the dialectical movement is notin conirol of the sphere of truchs, If
it were in contrel of this sphere, there would not be a single absolute truth,
evern if this truth were the dialectc ieself, If, on the other hand, it is considered
a relative truth subject w development and change, then by virtue of it own
internal contradicrions, it will change. The diglectical method will disappear
and its contradicrory will become an esablished wath.

The Usieon af Truth and Fulsily

In the Marxist texts presented above, it was seen that Marxism finds faulewith
formal logic (as Marxism puts it} for accepring absolute opposition between
falsity and truth, even though the two can come rogether, since falsity and
ruth are two relative marters and since we do not possess an absolute
rmuih.

The Marxist idea that asserts the union of truth and falsity is based on wo
ideas. On of them is the Marxist idea of the development and movement of
truth. This idea affirms thar every rmuth is in a continuous movement and
change. The other is the Maryist idea of the contradiction of movemnent, This
idea affirms thar movemeni is nothing but a series of |p. 196) contradicuions.
Thus, the thing that moves at every moment is at a specific point, and not at
that specific point. Due to this, Marxism considers movement as a refugation
of the principle of identity,

The tesult of thess two ideas is that truth and falsity unite, and that there s
no absolute opposition between them, This is because, since wruth is in
maotion, and since moton means continuous contradictdon, truth, therelore,
is truth, and it is not so by virte of its moving contradictories.

We are clear from the above about the extent of the falsity of the firstidea of
the movernent and development of truth. We will discuss the second idea in
detail when we take up the dialectic in a complete study of the second issue,
the philosophical notion of the world. At that poin, the error and ambiguity
in the laws of the dialectic in general, and in is application o the idea in
particular, will become clearer,

It is evident that the applicaion of the laws of the dialectic of
contradictions and development to ideas and truths in the alleged manner

154



leads to the collapse of the secure value of all ratonal knowledge and
Judgements, regardless of their dlarity and self-evidence. Even the logteal
Judgements or the simple mathematical judgements lose theirvalue, because
they submit, by virtue of the contradictions thar they involve according to the
dialectical view, w the laws of continuous development and change,
Therefore, one cannot be sure of the muths thar we pow know, such as ‘two
plus two cquals four’, and “the part is smaller than the whole', [for] they
change by virtue of the dialecrical contradictions, so that we know them in a
different form."

IV Sentific Revisions and Absolute Triths

In criticizing the principle of absolute trudh that asserts that absolute tuth
cannot comme together with [alsity by way of the revisions made in the
scientific theories and laws, Engels eells us:

Let us illustrate this by the well-known Bovle's® law which states
that the volumes of gases are inversely propomionate o the
pressure exerted on them - if the degree of their emperature
remains fixed,

Regnauit® found that this law is not true in cerain cases. If
Renan were one of the realists, he would have reached the
following conclusion: 'Since Boyle's law is susceptible o change,
therefore, it is not completely mue. This means that it is not i
129) at all a truth, Thus, it is 2 false law.'

I Reman followed this path, he would have committed 2 greater
error than that committed in Boyle's law, The litdle truth that his
criticism of this law involves would have been lost and buried in
the midst of the sand of falsity. In the last analysis, this would have
led him to distort the sound truth that he had antained, and two
transform it into a conclusion with clear errors, if compared with
the conclusion reached by Boyle's law which appears as sound, in
spite of the specific errors that attach 1o it."

This criticism may be summed up in {the staternent] that if the mewphysical
notion were corfect in its asserdon that truths are absolute and totally
incompatible with falsity, then it would be mecessary to reject every scientfic
law just because itis evident that it is in part not true and inapplicable in some
cases. Thus, according to the metaphysical method of thought, Boyle's law is
either an absolute truth or 2 pure falsity. Ifin the experimental field, this law
is shown 1o be untrue at times, this necessitates its being an absolute falsity
having no truth ar all; for muth cannot unite with talsity. Because of this,
science loses the aspect of truth of this law. According 1o the dialectical
method, on the other hand, this relarive falsity is not considered a proof that
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the law must be completely dropped out, but thay, at the same time, it is a
refative eruth. Indeed, math and falsity unice,

T Engels knew well the metaphysical theory of knowledge, and understood
what it intends by ‘absolute tuth’, he would not have criticized it in this way,
Truth and falsity do not unire in one trath, neither in Boyle's law, nor in any
ather scientific laws, The truth of Bovle's law is an absolute murh free from
falsity, and what is false of this law is completely false. The scientfic
experiments, (p. 200] which Renan carried out and which showed ham that

~ Boyle's law, for example, is not true when the pressure reaches the pointat
which gases are transformed into fluids, did not convert wvurh into {alsy,
Rather, they divided the law into two parts. They clarified that one of these
twis parts is a pure falsity, Therefore, the union of falsity and wuth is a
nominal union and is not 2 union in the real sense,

Put clearly, every true soientific law involves traths equal tw the number of
the cases with which it deals and w which it is applicable. If experimentation
shows its falsity in some of those cases and its crueh in some other cases, this
does not mean that truth is relative and thar it unites with falsicy, What this
means is that the content of the law is applicable to realiry in some cases, o
the exclusion ol seme other cases. Thus, falsiy bas s place, and in that place,
itis a pure falsity. Truth also has anather place, and in that place it is an
absofuie truth,

Metaphysical thought does not impase on the natural scientist a complete
rejection of a law if i proved that that law 18 untrue in some cases, The
reason is that mewaphysical thoughr considers every case as representing a
proposifion pertaining o that case. [ is no necessary that a proposition that
pertaing o a specilic case be false if the propasition penaining to another case
i5 false.

Instead of the childish amemprs that Engels made to justify relative tuth
and 1ts union with falsay, he should have learned the difference berween
simple and composite propositions, He should have learned thar a simple
propositon is that which cannor be divided into two propositions, as in our
staement, 'Plate dicd betore Aristode,’ and that a composite proposition is
that which is composed of a number of propositions, as when we say, *Bodily
particles expand by heat”. This staternent i an assembly of propositions. We
can express itin a number of proposiions, thus saying, ‘Iron expands by
heat,” (p. 200 ‘Gold expands by heat' and ‘Lead expands by hear'.

Because a simple proposition is a single proposinen, it cannot be true in
one respect and false in another, Thus, the death of Plate before Arstotle is
either true or it is false. Bur since a compaosite proposition is the meeting
place ofa number of propositons, itis, therefore, possible for one aspect of it
to be true and for another 1o be false. I, for example, we assume thar iron
expands by heat, but not gold, then the general nawaral law, i.¢, that bodily
particles expand by heat, is considered true n one respect and false in
another. But this dees not mean that truth and falsity unite, thus rendering
the same proposition both true and false, Rather, falsity is in the proposition,

156



for example: ‘Iron cxpands by heat.' Therefore, neither Falsiry is true nor
truth iz false.

In returning wo the developmiental movement of truth and knowledge as a
part of the dialectic for whose study we reserve the second chapier of the
following investigation, the philosophical 1otion of the world, we will discuss
the Marxist reasoning and forms of demonstration for the development of
truth and knowledge, as well as the exter of its weakness and fallacy. Tn
particular, we will discuss the Marxast atcempt ac considering the natural
sciences in their remarkable development hroughont history, their mulbtiple
activities, and their powerful leaps as in agreement with the developmenial
movement of rruth and knowledge, even though the development of rhe
sciences, in the philosophical sense intended by Marxism, has no connection
to the development of truth and knowledge throughout the long histoey of
these sciences. The sclences develop, notin the senze thar thelr truths Brow
and become whole, bur in the sense that their truths are increased and
multiplied |in number] and their errors decreased and reduced. The
clarification of this matrer will be reserved ro a futire discussion in the
second investigation,

The conclusion we draw from this study is the following, [p. 202 First,
truth is absolute and unprogressive, even though the ohjectve realiny of
nature continuously develops and moves. Second. trurh is fullv incomparible
with falsity. A single simple proposition cannot be both true and false. Third,
the application of the dialectic to tuth and knowledge imposes on us
complete skepricism concerning every truth, as long as truth 1sin continuans
change and development. Indeed, the dialectic also sentences iself 1o death
and change, since it iself is one of those truths thar must change in
accordance with its specific developmental method.

¥ The Marsis RGEHIJI::’ fle Subiectinivem

Finally, we musr point our that in spiee of the fer that Marcdsm insises on
rejecting subjective relativism by raising [irsel] above this Torm of sub.
jectivism|, emphasizing the ohjective characeer of irs own relanvisim, and
|asserting] thar Marxism is a relatvism thar arcompanies the progressive
reality and reflects the relaiviry of this realicy: In spite of all of this, Marxism
once again regresses and falls in the grip ol subjective relativism when it links
knowledge to the class element and assens thae it s impossible that
philosaphy, for example, can rid itself of the class and political elemenr. This
led Morris Cornforth” to say the following: 'Philosophy had alwavs
expressed, and cannot but express a class point of view.™ Again, Chiang"
says: ‘Lenin has struggled with firmness and determination against the
objective tendency in theory."™

It is clear that this Marxist tendency links knowledge o subjectivity, (p.
208) However, this is class subjectivity, and not individual subjectivity, ay the
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subjective relanvists had asserted. Conscquently, truth becomes the
correspondence of the thinker's idea o class imteresis, This is because no
thinker can know reality excepr from the perspective of these interests. In
light of this, no ene can secure the truth of any philosophical ar sdentific
idea, in the sense of the correspondence of that idea to objective reality. As
lang as Marxism upholds the necessity of the class character, it cannor offer
us its notion of the universe and society as an expression corresponding 1o
realicv, Rather, all thar it can assert 15 that this nodon teflects the aspects of
reality thar agree with the interests of the working class ™
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knowledge may be formed. The mind possesses a number of intuitions similar w the
inmitions possessed by the senses. Thus, the mind pours this raw marerial into s
inoiinons, and shapes {5 in accordance with those frames, With this, raronal
knowledge ocours,

Thus, sensible things are composed of & mamer grasped by the senses and a
ipacio-temporal form produced by the formal sensibiliy (o/-hardeiyye a3-muwanyya),
ie,, the sensibility which produces the unified form of the various sense percep-
tomns, Ranonal things are also composed of a mater which is the phenomena thar
are woven by the formal sensibilicy i accordance with the spacio-temporal
frame, and a form which 15 the mamix which produces and unifies those
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phenomena by means of formal undersianding.

8 This subjective aspect which the menml conceprs involve is, according o us,
differcnt from the subjective aspect of which Kant speaks, and which the subjective
relaivists assert. The subjective clement, according ko us, 15 ot due mo the conceptual
aspect of knowledge, as Kant claims, nor to che facr chae knowledge is the producrof a
marerial interaction, An interacton requires action on both sides. Rather; it is based
on the difference between the rwo kinds of existence, i.¢. the mental and the external,
Thus, contrary wo the view of the relativists, the thing that exists in the mental concepl
is the same as that which exists ouside. However, the kind of exisionce it has in the
concept is different from the kind of existence it has extermnally.

9 Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 54.

10 fbid., p. 112.

11 Engels asseres in the above quoted passage that the creation and developmentof a
phenomenon have objecave value, and that in this there is a decisive refutatdon of the
idealistic tendencies.

I think that if this assertion is made by the Marast school, it would not nvelve any
specilic philosophical meaning, This is in spite of the fact that it is possible for the
philosaphical researcher to construct out of thisa specfic evidence that shows thar the
objective reality rests on the knowledge of the thing in itself {al- ¥ al-kudunyy), due 1o
the fact that the agent is known by means of its effects and by the knowledge of the
thing in iself that it creates. The knowledge of a thing in isclf is the same as the
objective existence of that thing. A human being, therefore, i3 in conmwet with the
cbjecave reality of the things that he knows in themselves, Hence, if idealism
discounts from objective knowledge knowledge of the form of 2 thing (af-dm al-
husudtry), which does noe link us o il‘l'!,-'tl'ﬁiﬂ.l;'r other than our ideas, then knowledge of
the thing in itself will be sufficient for realism,

However, this evidence is based on a false notion of knowledge of the thing in iself.
The ground for our knowledge of a thing is norhing but the knowledge of the form of
that thing. The knowledge of the thing in itsell, on the other hand, does not mean
amything other than the presence of the real, known object to the knower, For this
réason, every human h-l:ing knows his soul in itself, even l’h:‘;lq:gh many F:uplc d{‘n}-
the existence of the soul. The space designared for this study does not permit
elzboration of this point,

12 Mi Hiya al-Midda, p. 32,

1S fhid,, p, 4.

14 thd | p. 21.

15 Ab-Maddiypa wal-MithElerre fi ol-Falsafa, p. 68
16 Ibid,, pp. 108-9,

17 See Ma Hrya al-Midda, p. 44

18 fbid., pp. 46-7.

19 Ma Hrya al-Madda, p. 62,

20 fbid., p. 36.

21 Al-Manfig ash-Shakltyy wel Mantiy aa-Dizlaktikivia, pp. 50-1.
22 fbid., p. 51,

23 Ibid., p. 50.

24 fhid., p. 51.

25 fbid,, p. 10.

26 fhid., p. 11,

27 fbid., pp. 20-1.
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UH Thid I* 1

29 Hergem: Havatuh wa- felafetad Wantedhehds, Sewlor Zidnl Thuan, [25), manshird
Flaevhdl 'No [ iy b B |

50 Thase ..|:I|'1|||:-|'-. that are vrewde e the s al i::nrl,lwl_l_-dge. for the purpose of
reqecemg ritotal selbevident proposinens, whether mathemarical or logical, ane
curris el Phos oo spate of the faci that koowledpe cannot but rese on such
proposiooms o whae follows, examples of such atempes will be given by Dr BNuari
Jatar He menmons thiern an bos haok, badvfad ol larboe {Pheosephy of Education), p. 66

in lighn of what we have mennioned, we can say (p. 197} thar all the faws of
koewledge are relatsve. Thev operate in specific arcas, bevond which they
oot ewtend, Whar we have seid 15 alsg rae of the laws af mathenatics
anl s o e expressions which, ar st glanoe, appHear a8 il they are
sell-evielipe snattess shat do not chapge by the change of tme and space,
Thws, for example. the samoof "two plug owo’ does not always equal “four”,
simubarly, for example, f we add two volumes of aleohol o two volumes of
water, e tesili will b less than four mixed volumes. The reason for this
bttt e pars of one of the two Auids differ from [the pars of] the other
foned v the invensiy ol solidiey. Thus, ar che poine of nuxing, the pans of
e il that are moee solid, Lo the pare of waer, penetcane theough the
retative gaps thar exast among the pans of che aleohol. The result s similar
i the msture of & quanney of oranges with a quanny of watermelon,
where o pant ol the oranges pencerare theough the gaps that exise in the
watcrmelon, Fusther, the result of the addinen of one gallon of water o
ane gallon of sulpburc acd s Inghtening explosion. IF this union eooues
with sowenific precision and m 2 manner in which the ocoirmence of the
caplosivn s aviided, the cesult wall soll be less than owo gallons of the
moxrure, However at some other tme, two plus nwo equals mwo, 1, for
ceample, we mix rwn gases, the wmperaare of each of which being rwo
degrevs cenngrade, the degree of the emperature of the mixiure remains
Wit

This st prosenis ws with three marhematecal formulae, Fest, il w2 velumes of
alcohol e # volumes of water, the sum is less than 4 volumes, This formula involves
th lellowing fallace: infacy we do noetadd 2 volumes plus 2 valumes; rather, we lose
sernicthiing in the adidition. Hence, the loss appears in the result. Thes i because the
volume af the alcohol 15 not constituted by its pans only, Instead, it is constituted by
it pares andl the relacive gaps exising among its parts. This, ifwe prepare 2 volumes
ofalvohol, these ¢ volumes will express pans, and gaps among those pans, and not
parts anly, When £ volumes of water are poured over the alcohol, and the pars of the
watet penemrar through the relaove gaps that exist among 1he parts of the aleohol -
thus sccupying such gaps — we would then lose these relanve gapy tiat had enjoyed a
pormion of the volume of the alcohol. Therefore, we do noradd 2 volumes of alcohol
1o 2 werlumies of warer. Tnstead, we add 2 volumes of water plus the paris of Evolumes
of alcahol, As lor the rélatve gaps that were present among such pars, they are
eliminared. 1t becomes clear thiat if we wish 1o be careful in positing this mathemarical
formula, we mist say thar rthe addinon of 2 complete volumes of warer o0 2 volumes of
alcahol (excluding the gaps thas are among i pans) cquals & volumes [excluding
those gaps themselves). The case of these valumes is not unlike thousands of natural
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analogs and examples that all people oliserve in their daily lives. Whar can we say
abour a conon body whose lengrh is | meter and 2 piece of iron whose length s alse )
meter? I {p. 198) we place one of these owo bodjes againse the ocher, will the resull be
the lengeh of 2 metens? Farther, if we place some soil whose height is | merer AgaInS
somme water with the same height, will the result be double thar height? Of course not,
Is it permissible to consider this as a proofl for rejecting the mathematical
axioms?

Second, the addition of | gallon of warer plus 1 gallan of sulphuric acid does not
produce 2 gallons. Rather, it produces 4 terrifying explosion. Thos, oo, i not
incomparible with the mathemarical axion co noerering the additien of numbers, The
reason is that | plus | equals 2 only if neither one of them nor both perish during the
addition or mixing: atherwise, cheee would be no additon in the real sense beoween |
plus 1. Inthis example, the two anits - i.e.. the 2 gallons - were notpresent at the point
of completing the process of addition, so thar the result would be 2 [gallos|.

Third, the addidon of two gases, the temperature of cach of which js % degrees
centigrade, produces a mixoure with the same degree of temperaruee, e withoue
multplication. This is another kind of distorton, for the process added and mixed
the two gases, and not the 2 degrees of ternperamire, The 2 degress of eemperanre
would have been added, if [each| degree of temperature is doubled in s subjert, We
have not added one iemperanire 1o another remperamre o expeet & higher degree of
temperature. Rather, we have added and maxed something with 2 certan
emperamre w0 something else with a cenain emperamre.

Thus, itbecomes clear that any skepticismm or rejection of the necessa ry ratonal self-
evident propositons is indeed atributed 1o 4 kind of fallacy or 1o the lack of 4 good
understanding of those self-evident prepositions. This will become fully clear when
we present the Marxist crideism which amempts e refure the principle of non-
conmadiction.

31 Did Duharnat al-Felsafa, p. 155,

32 At-Middiypa wil-Digiaktidryye, p, 32,

43 Ar-Rith al-Hizbiyps fi ol-Fatiafy wal- Ui, BT,

34 For clarificarion, see the book Our Eeomgmics, by the author, PP 43-104).

Translator's Notes to Part One, Chapter Two

! Gorgias of Leontini, Greek philosopher, orstor and teachier of rhetoric (483-340
B.C.} He was born in Sicily and moved 1w Greece, and he spent mast of s life in
Athens. He was known as a leader of sophistry whe plays a central role in Plam's
dialogue, Gorgias, In this dialogue the thesis held is that theroric s the an of
persuasion which results in helief abour just and unjust things. His best known work,
whichiis lost, s Om Nattre o7 the Non-existent, In it Gromgias argues as follaws. (1) Nothing
exivs, I it does, it must come out of nothing or aur of something. It is impossible
thar something comes our of nathing. Alsg, en the basis of Eleatic philosaphy, it
cannot come out of something else. (2] 1F anything exists, it cannot be known, since
thought and things are different. [3; 1f anything can be known, it cannor he
communicated, since intention and undetsianding are different.

d Pyrtho, Greek philosapher [360-270 B.C.). Pyrrho was a skepuic who mught the
following, It is impossible to know the natre of anything. Every suarement has is
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conmadictory which i equal 1o it in validig. Since this i 5o, judgement must be
suspended. But singe judgement must be suspended, silence must be mainsained
with regard ro all things. This requires thata human being must withdraw ines himself
and [ive in serenmy.

J See The Philosophacal Wk u_,ferrtar!rs, translators Elizabeth 5. Haldant and G.R. P
Ross, Cambridge University Press (19671, 11, 101

41bn Sina known o the West as Avicenna (A, D 380-1087). Even though he excelled
-An many areas, such as medicine, astronomy, physics and poerry, he is best known for
being one af the most eriginad and imporane Muslim philosophers, His early
philosophical career 1 characterized by Aristotelianism, but his later works show a
endency o mysticism. His most importane works are: @if-543' (an encyclopedic
wark covenng, among other things, logic, physics and metaphysics), an-Napdt [a
swrmnary ol -S4, al-Ishdrdl wal-Tantihat (2 late, and perhaps the latest work Ibn
Sioa wrote, consistung of four pars: logic, phyaics, metaphysics and sufism), He also
lefe & nuenbeer of mystcal meanses, such as Hayy Bin Magedn and Risflar of-Tor,

3 The following are nwo passages thar express Berkele's view that unless a thing s a
mind, the only way for itto exist is o be porceived or oo be present wa mind, This is
the only way, for example, in which sensible things can exist:

Sepsible things are all immediately perceivable; and those things which are
immediarely perceivable are ideas; and these exist only in the mind, ..
widee e A1 i evident . thar sensible things cannot extist otherwise than in
a ol or spirit, Whence | conclude, noc that they have no real exisience,
bt that seeing they depend not on my thought, and have an existence
distinct from being perceived by me, there muse be some other mind
wherein they exist. As sure, theretore, as the sensible world really exists, so
sure 35 there an infinee, omnipresent spint whao congams and suppors i
[Derfogass Dolphin-Douhleday edn., pp. 255-63,

That there 15 no substapce wherein ideas can exoe besides apicic, is to me
evident. And that the objects imimediately perceived] are ideas, is onall
hands agreed. And thar sensible qualines are objecs mmediately
perceived, o one can deny. e is therefore, as evident thiat there can be no
substracum of these qualities bur spinc in which they exist, not by way of
made or property, but as a thing perceived in that which peroeives i 1
deny therefore that there s @ny unthinking subsirsum of the objeces of
sense, and in thar acceptanon that there 1 any marerial subsance, Bue if by
marcrial substance is meant only sensible body, dhat which 18 seen and felt
jand the unphilosophical part of the world, 1 dare day, mean no more),
then | am more corrain of matter’s existence than you or any other
philosopher, pretend w be, I there be anything which makes the
generality of mankind averse from the notons T cspouse, it a
misapprehension that | deny the reality of sensible dhings: But as it 15 you
are guilty of that and not 1, it follows that in math their aversion 15 against
vour notiens, znd not mine. | do therefore asserr that 1 am as corman as of
my own being, that thete are bodies or corporeal substances (meaning
things that 1 perceive by my senses), and that granting this, the bulk of
mankind will ke no thought abeur, nor think themselves considered
the fate of, those unknown natures and philosophical quiddities whach
sorme men are so fond of, (e, pp: 280-1)

142



§ Democritus, Greek philosopher c.460-c.362 B.C.). His philosaphy is materialistc
and atomistic. Atoms are the ulumate elements of all subszance. They are indivisible
and imperceptible. But although atoms are solid, they are separated by void or empty
space. Therefore, the ultimate principles of reality are atorns and the vaid. Atoms
differ among themselves quantiacively. Their qualitadve differences are results of
their quantitative differences. The atoms of fire and those of the soul are different
from other atoms in being round and small. The more our souls lose of these atomns,
the weaker is our consciousness. Death is the complere absence of such atoms in us.
Personal immonality is imposaible,

7 Fredric Wilhelm Osowald, Russian-Ceerman physical chemist (1853-1952), His
work on catalysts won him the Nobel Prize for chemisery in | 309, Ostwald was one of
the founders of the first journal of physical chemistry, and one of the founders of
modern physical chemistty. He also started a journal in the philosophy of
science,

8 The author does not give any reference for this passage and we have not been able to
locare i

¥ Karl Pearson, British sciemtist and philosapher of sdence {1357-1986). Science,
according 10 him, is descripdve, and it models are intended to facilimie the
correlation of data. His main philosophical works are: The Ethic of Free Thought and The
Grammar qf Saence,

§0 Again, the author does nor give any reference for this passage, and we have not
been able te locate i

11 Asrhur Swanley Eddingion, British astronomer and physicist (1882-1944).
Eddingron showed that the larger the mass of a star, the greater the intemal pressure in
that star, and the greater the emperanre and radiation pressure: hence, the mere
luminous is that star. This is known as the ‘mass lumninesity law’, His principal work is
The Expanding Unruerse,

12 Mo reference is given for this passage.

13 Me reference is indicated here elther,

14 John Dalion, British meteorologist and chemist {1766-1644). His experiments led
to the establishment of what came 1o be called 'Dalton’s law of partial pressures’, This
baw asseres that a component of a mixmure of gases exerts the same pressure thar i
cxerss if it occupies by itself the whole volume of the mixrure a1 the same temperature.
Also, like Democritus twenty-one centurics carlier, Dalton asserts on the basis of
experimeniation that all elemenis are composed of small indivisible atoms and dha
all the substances around ws are composed of combinations of such aroms.
Therefore, changing the combination of atoms in a substance gives us a different
substance, His principal writings are: Metesrological Observations and Evsapr and A New
System of Chemical Phlasophy.

13 sigmund Freud, founder of psychoanalysis {1856~ 1240). Through a study of the
effect of hypnosis on hyseeria, he reached his view on psychoznalysis, In 1910, he
founded the Intemational Psychoanalytical Asscriaton, His writings are numerous
and well known. Among them are the following: The Duegmetations of Dreams, The
Erychopathology of Everpday Life, Introductory Lecturey in Pychoanalystr, Humer and Its Relafion
to the Uncomscious, The Ego and the fd, The Problem of Anxisty and The Futre of an
Tllpsion,

i6 lvan Pewrovich Pavlov, Russian physiologist (1549-1088]. He was awarded the
Nobel Prize in medicine and physiology in 1904, Pavlov's famous experiment ran as
follows. lrwas observed that a hungry dog salivates any dme he i3 presened with food.
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This is an uneondinoned or nanral reflexive act A bell was made w fng any tinve this
dog wis presenied with food, Evencually, the dog began o salivate whenever the bell
rang, even il he did not see the Food. This is @ conditioned rellexive set. That is, the
sound of the bell was assoctated wich che sightof the food, and henee browght about
the same resporise that the sight of the fond produced. The resule of this experiment
was an imporant contmbution o physialagical psvchology. 1o led o the theory thar
misch belavioral development is the resuli of conditoned reflexive acts;
I Eprcunu, Greek philosopher (341-270 B.C.), He was influenced by Demacnits,
fromn whemn he bormowed the atomistic theory. The permanent subject of chanpe i3
thie atirmm, winch 15 the smallest observable cobity, and which is simple and solid i s
nature. The atoms differ only in size and shape. Lois the addition or subrracton of
atomms thar account tor the qualitane dilference of ohjecs. His main writings are: On
Nature and The Canson
14 1saac Newwon, English phesicist and nawral philosopher (1692-1727), Mewton
and Letbnbz are thoughe o have invented che differennal caleulus mdependentdy. His
it wiatings wre the following: Mathematics! Ponafpler of Notural Soeree and Opties,
19 Alben Eirstein, German, Swiss and American mathematician and atomic physicis
(1879 15535, He recerved the Mobel Prize in physiesm 1921 T moeresong tharas a
cheld, Einstein ap ptarr:d 50 alow intellectually that there wis some Fear he mght b
resarded. He dropped cur ol high sohool, And were it o for his comperence ar
mathermarics, hemight not lave noade it e college, for he was a poor stadent m most
other subjeces

Arnong Ensten's important conmbunons s the relaviey theory, according
which all moton is relative. He also determined the interrelationship between mass
and cnergy to be as follows: E = me - E being energy, m mass, and ¢ velociyy of lighr,
Energy and mass arve dillerent aspects of the same realive. Energy i5-a form of mass,
and vice versa. In light of this wiew, the alder theories of the conservation of enengy
and the conservarian of mass could no longer hold. 1 is this discovery that made it
poasible o ransform huge quantines of mass mto enengy, and hence, make the
aramic bomb,
M David Ricardo, Brivish coonomise (1772-1823). Ricardo is known for an absoract
and difficulrstyle, He stressed the prnaple of dinnnishing retumns in connection with
the vent of land, His mam writdngs can be found in Dawd Ricerde: Horks and
Correrpondencs (11 vols.| ed. Piera Sruffa with the collaboraton of M.H. Dobb,
U Al-maheyye. The quiddity of a ehing i its nature or essence in absmacion,
22 Fricdrich Engels, (1820- 18935), He was born in Bremen inte 4 wealthy family. In
1844, he mec Barl Marx in France. Engels was in agreement with Mare on the
mareriaiise theory of hismony, The two became close friends and eollaboraved on a
number of warks, the best-known of which 15 The Communist Mangfesta (1848),
23 Text: ma’ gmnd |even though).
24 Lucerally, the law of conmradicting conmadicnon. Tnstead, it showld read ‘the law ol
conradicring non-contrad icion’, smee it asserts that contradicton is passible. Thus,
it is the contrary of the principle of non-conadiction which asserts the impossibiling
of conradicoon,
25 A peritie prameziul s a lomeal fallacy assuming in the premises the conclusion that
must be proved.
26 Texn: md vabga (in remnaims thar)
37 Wo reference 1o chis passage i given by the author, [eis not clear that it ends here
cither.
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28 No reference to this passage is given by the authar

% Mo reference 1o chis passage is gwen by the author.

0 Kedrov, Boniface Mikhailaviech, Russian philosopher, chemist and historian of
narural scienee (1905-, His works, especially in the various branches of sience, are
best known in Russia. Amang his most imporant works are he following: Engelr and

the Natural Science (1947, The Atomivm of Dafton (949 and Gread Divcovery [1958),

It Mo reference 16 this pissage e gven by the aubor,

I3 wiltiam James, American philesopher and paycholomst, and the broter of Henry
James, che novelise [1842- 1910). He received an M. fram Harvard, ac which he byrer
taught anaromy, psychology, physialory and philosaphy. From Cha-les Peirce he
barrowed and poputarized the term ‘praginatism’, Avcording o this docirine, the
meaning and murth of any statement can be reduced i a specific cansequence i the

furure practical life, His best-known works are: The Pons of Prochology, The Wil fo Belise,
Fhe Lareetier of Relipmous Experipiice, Liravi in Radizal Empericirm,

I3 Pragmatism or e docirine ol instrumentalism s 4 recen philesaphical
mivement according to which the critenion of the meaning and, according w sorae,
such as William [ames. thi irurh ol Fropusinons must be interpresed through their
CONSSjlence.

# Henri Bergdan, French philasopher (1859-1041), He mught thar philosophy musr
medd itself in accordance with the dia of expericnice. We are endawed with intuizion

and reasan, The former perceives the dvnamic aspeciof nngs = this s the more Lasic

and real aspect of consciousiiess - while the later vends woward theie staric HXpECL

These twa states of consciausness (o rrespand to o stares in the universe. His mast

imporant WTItINg$ are: Mavier and Memary, Lauphter, Introdietion o Metaphyos, Creafive
Evolution and The Truo Serces af Maraliy

3SF.C.5 Schilier, English phelesopher a4 1937, According to Schiller, borh rruch

and reality are similar o goodnes and besun in that thev are, in past, the reanle of
human inwention and desire. Schillir s g srramg believer in human frecdarm and

crearivity. His bese-known works are: Dhe fidaie af the Splama, Humanrem, Lo for [,

Mutt Phalasophers Duagree? amd Oue Haman Fruthy,

36 John Dewey, American philusopher HE5E- 1952 Hes muost impartant works are:

Feychatogy, Ethics, Becorotruction Fhilasaphy, Human Nature and Conduot Expertence: ahd

MNature, The Guest for Certamnty, At as Expericive and Expedimce and Fiyeation

37 That is, no affirmanve answer 1o any of these questons makes sense in the cantex:
of the doctrine of pragmacism.

28 Geornge Saniavana, Spanish-American philnsapher: (1863 19520 He was born in
Madrid into a wealthy Family, but his educarion and acpmbem:e CX PECIETCE wis mastly
achieved in the United Stares, & Harvard in pasticular. His mamn works are the
tollowing: Sene of Beaury, Life of Rearn, Skapticitm and Awimel Fairk and Rewdms o
Beings,

39 Roben Bovle, Brivsh physicisr snd chemise (IEZ7-91], Bovle studied gases and
showed thar the compressibility and expansibilin of air is wversely propartionmate
the pressure exerred, This came 1o be known as “Boyie's law' I pressure iz increased
ten times, for example, 1he volume of air is decreased ren Tirmes, Conversely, of
pressure is decreased ren times, the volume expands ten dmes. His principal work is
The Skeptical Chemest,

# Henrl Vicor Regnauh, French chemise and physicist [ 1810-76), He s best known
far his work on the propertics of gases. 1n 1833, he began a series of sudies m arganic
chemisiry on the halogen and other dervarives of unsataratcd hydrocarbons, His

145



wotk in physics was careful and acourate, He designed standard instruments for a
large number of measurements. He made precise determination of the specific hea
al many solids, liguids and gases, He sadied the expansion of gases by heat, and
proved that no two gases have the exact coefficient ufl:xpansmn. as some had held
rarlier. He showed that Boyte's Taw of elasticity of a perfect gas is only approximazely
mrae for real gases. Regnault's hydrometer, an instrument for measuring humidity,
wits of hin own design. His principal work can be found in Ménotrer de 'Academie de
Setener, Vols, 21 and 25

4 Texte Kunburt, However, we assume this is the Briush professor, Morms
Comnforth

42 Chiang We are unable w identify this gure,
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concerning the World
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Chapter One

Preliminary Notes

Ever since mankind awempied to determine its relations and links o the
objective world, the issue of forming a general philosophical notion of the
world has occupied a central position in the human mind. In this
investigation of ours, we do notintend 1o write the history of this issue in its
philosophical, religious and scientific progress, as well as its long develop-
ment throughout history. Rather, our purpose is to present the basic notions
in the modern philosophical field, in order for us to determine the following,
(1) our position with regard 1o such netions; and (2) the notion, in the tight of
which our general view must be formed and on whose basis our principle in
life must be based,

This notion can be awributed 1o two issues: one of them is the issue of
idealism and realism; and the other the issue of materialism and theology.

In the former issue, the question is presented in the following way: *Are the
beings of which the world is constituted realities thar exist independently of
consciousness and knowledge; or are they nothing but forms of our thoughi
and conception in the sense thar reality is thought or knowledge, and, in the
last analysis, everything is attributed to the mental conce prions?” Thus, if we
climinate consciousness or the ‘I, (p. 208) then the whale reality will be
removed,

These are two estimations of the issue. The answer, according o the
former estimation, recapitulates the philosophy of realism or the realistic
notion of the world, The answer, according to the latter estimation, is that
which offers the idealistic noton of the world.

In the second issue, the question is presented in light of the philosophy of
realism, as follows: *If we accept an objective reality of the world, do we sop
with objectivity at the limit of sensible matter, which would thus be the
commeon cause of all the phenomena of existence and being, including the
phenomena of consciousness anid knowledge; or do we step beyond it o a
further cause, an eternal and an infinite cause, as the primary cause of what
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we know of the world, includimg both is spiriteal and s masenal realms?"

Thus, in the philesophical Reld, there are two notions of realism, One of
them considers macter as the primary foundation of exestence; this is the
materialisic realisue noven, The other extends bevond marter o a cause
abrove both spine and nature; this s the theological realistic noton,

Therefore, there are three notions of the world ae hand: the idealisde
notion, the materialisuc realistic nodon and the theological realistic notion.
Idealisrn nay be expressed by spiritualism, since [it] considers the spirit or
consciousness @ the primary foundation of exisience,

Correction of Errors

In light of this, we must correct & number of errors committed by some
modern writers, The firse is the amempe o comsider the conflict herween
theology and matenalism as an expression of the opposition between
idealisrm and realism. They do not distinguish berween the rwo issues that we
have presented above. Thus, they claim that the philosephical notien of the
world is one of owo kinds: either the idealistic notion or (p. 208) the
materialistic noton. Therefore, the explanation of the world does not admit
of more than two points of view, If you explain the world in a purely
vonceptual manner, and belicve thar conception or the '’ is the primary
ROUTCE |nfrr;|Jir}'|, then you are an idealise. if, on the other hand, you wish o
reject idealism and subjectivism, and acoept a reality independent of the 'T°,
then vou must adopt the materialistic notion of the world, and believe thar
rnarter 15 the primary principle, and that thought and consciousness are
nathing but reflections of it and certain levels of its development.

But, s we have learned, this does not at all agree with the facts. Realism is
niot limited o the matenalisic nodon, Similarly, idealism or subjectivism is
not the only thing that opposes and conflicts with the philosophical
matenialistic notien. Indesd, thers is another notion of realism - namely,
theological realism thar accepts an cxternal reality of the world and nature.
Both spirit and macter, according w this notion, are awributed to a caust
hevond the world and nature,

The secand is the accusation made by some writers against the theological
notion - namely, that it freezes the scientific principle in the nawral sphere,
and eliminates the natural laws and decrees that science uncovers and that
are made more evident day by day. According to the claims of such writers,
thie theological notion links every phenomenon and every being to the
theological principle.

This accusation has played an effective role in the materialistic philosophy,
where the idea of God posits an intelligible cause of the natural phenomena
and events that people observe, and artemnpts to justify the existence of such
phenomena and events. With this, the necessity of such phenomena and
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events is completely eliminated if we can discover by science and the
scientific experiments the real causes, as well as the laws of the universe that
govemrn the world, and in accordance with which the phenomena and events
are produced. The malicious role that the church played in fighting the
scientific progress and opposing the nararal mysteries and laws disclosed by
science at the beginning of the sdentific renaissance in Europe aided in
solidifying this accusation. (p. 210)

In fact, the theological notion of the world does not mean dispensing with
natural causes or rebelling against any one of the sound sciendfic wuths,
Rather, it is the notion that considers God as a cause beyond [masure], Tt
imposes on the chain of agents and causes an ascent o a power above naturs
and marter. With this, opposition berween it and any scientific trath is
completely removed. The reason for dhis is thar it gives seience the widest
opportunity for discovening the mysteries and order of nature, At the same
time, in the last analysis, it retains for itself the theological explanation which
is the positing of a higher cause in a principle above nature and mateer.
Hence, the theological issue is not as its opponents wish 1o claim - namely, an
issue concerning an invisible hand thae sprinkles water in the atmosphere,
that conceals the sun from us, or that acts as an ohstacle berween us and the
moon, thus creatng rain, 3 sun eclipse, ora moen eclipse. If science reveals
the canses of rain and the factors leading o its evaporadon; and furdher, if
science also reveals the causes of the sun's eclipse, and [if] we know that the
celestial spheres are not equidistant from the earth, that the moon is doser to
them than to the sun, and that it happens that the moon passes between the
carth and the sun, thus concealing the sun’s light from us; again, if science
reveals the cause of the moon's eclipse, which is the passing of the moon in
the shadow of the earth - this shadow extends behind the earth for around
900,000 miles - [ say that if this information iv available 1o 2 human being,
then those materialists will imagine that the thealogical issue will no longer
have a subject, and the invisible hand, which conceals From us the sun or the
moon, is substituted for by the nawral causes given by science,

However, this is only due to the misunderstanding of the thenlogical issue,
and to the undifferentiation of the place of the theological cause in the chain
of causes.

The third is the spiritual character that has dominated both idealism and
theology, so much so that spiritualism in the theological notian began o
appear as having the samc meaning as that of the idealistic notion. This
caused a number of ambiguities. The reason is that spiritality can be
considered as an artribute of each of (p. 211) the two notions. However, we do
not at all permit the negligence of the distincion between the rwo forms of
spiricualism. Rather, we must know that by ‘spirimualism’, in the idealistic
scnse, one intends the realm which is opposite the sensible material realm -
that is, the realm of consciousness, knowledge and the ‘I'. Thus, the idealistic
notion is spiritual, in the sense that it explains every being and every existent
in terms of this realm, and auributes every truth and every reality to it.
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According to the dlaims of idealism, the material realm s atributed 10 a
spirtual realm.

Asfor ‘spirfualism’ in the theological sense, or in the theological doctrine,
itis a method of viewing reality as a whole, and not as a specific realm
opposite the material realm. Henece, the thealogy that asserts a supernatural,
immaterial canse alse asserrsa link berween all that exises in the general realm
- be thar spirinsal or material - and the supernaral cause, It believes thar
thes link is one in whose light the human practical and social position
regarding all things must be determined. Spirirsalism in the theolaogical
sense 15 a method lor comprehending reality, 1t s equally applicabile 1o the
marenal realm and o the spiritual realm in the idealistic sense;

We can conclude from the previous presentation thar the philosophical
notions of the world are three. We have studied in the theory of knowledge
the idealistic notion, since itis very much related ro the theory of knowledge,
We have abso discussed its errovs. Let us, therefore, ake up in this
mvestigation the study of the other twa norions, the marerialistic and (he
thealogical,

Lo rhe marerialistic notion, there are two tendencies: the instramenial or
mechanical wendency and the dialeciical or conradiction remdency {that is,
dynamic materialism).

Clarification of a Number of Points conceming These Two
Notions

Before we discuss the materialistic notion, including both of its tendencies,
we must seek clarificaon about 2 number of points concerning the
theological and the marierialistic notions. This will be done in the fullowing
tuestions. (p. 212} The first question is this: 'What is the basic feature that
distinguishes each of the materialisic tendencies (the philosaphical
raterialistic school] and the theological tendency (the theological school)
from one another; what is the main difference [berween thern| that makes
them two conflicing tendencies and twe opposite schools?”

Casting one glance at these two schools determines for us a clear answer o
this question: namely, that the basic distinguishing feature of the materialistic
school in philosophy is negaron or denial of what appears o be above the
capacity of the experimental sciences. Thus, in the scientific field - that is, in
the positive aspeats of science that experimentation demuonstrates - there is
notsomething theological and something material, Whether a philosopher is
a theologian or a marerialist, he accepts the positive aspect of science. From
the point of view of science, the theologian and the materialist admit, for
cxample, that radium produces a power of radiation as a result of an internal
division, that water is composed of oxygen and hydrogen, and that the
element of hydrogen has the lightest atomic weightof all elements. They both
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also accept the other positive truths that appear on the scientific level. Hence,
with regard 1o the sciendific position, there is no theological philosopher and
no materialist philosopher. Rather, these owo sorts of philosephies exist, and
materialism opposes theology when the issue of the existence of the beyond
is presented. The theologian accepts a kind of existence free from matter —
that is, beyond the experimental field, its phenomena, and its powers. The
materialist, on the other hand, denies this, and limits existence to the specific
experimental field. He considers the natiral causes, which are revealed by
experiments and touched by the hand of science, as the primary causes of
existence, and nature as the only expression of this existence: whereas the
theological tendency afficms that the human spirit or the 'I"is an immaterial
subject, and that knowledge and thought are phenomena independent of
nature and matter. The materalist denies this, claiming that, in his analysis of
the human body and in his observarion of the operations of the nervous
system, he has not seen anything ousside the limits of nature and Matter, a5
the theologians claim. {p. 213) Further, the theological tendency asserts that
the developments and movements that are revealed by science - be they
mechanical movements subject 1o an exrernal material cause, or natural
movements not produced by experimentation from specific material causes
- are, in the last analysis, aroributable to an external cause beyond the fence of
natre and maner.

The materialist opposes this, claiming that the mechanical movement as
well as the narural movement are not linked to an immarerial cause, and thar
the natural movement is dynamic. It is self-sulficient, since the immarerial
cause that the theologians have accepred does not appear in the experimental
field.

Thus, it becomes fully clear that the opposition between theslogy and
materialism is not with regard to sciendfic truths. The theologian, like the
materialist, admits all the scientific ruths that sound experiments make clear
about the human body, the physiology of its organs, and the natural
development and movement. The theologian just adds and admits other
truths. He demonstrates the existence of an immarerial spiritual side of
human beings other than that which is exhibited by them in the
experimental field. He also demonstrates a non-sensible, primary, im-
material cause of the nawral and mechanical movements,

Since we have learned that the scientific field does not involve what is
theological and what is materialistic, we know that the philosophical
structure of materialism - since it is a school opposed w the school of
theology - is based solely on the negation of abstract truuths, as well as on the
denial of existence beyond the limits of nature and matter, and not on
positive scienfic truths.

The second question is this: “If compatibility berween theology and
materialism is the compatibility between affirmation and negation, then
which of the two schools is responsible for giving evidence and proof for it
own affirmative or negative position?’
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It may appeal 1o some materialise o nd themselves of the responsibility
for giving proof, and to consider the theologian responsible for giving
evidence for his claim, because {p. 214) the theologian is the one who has the
affirmative position - that is, the one claiming existence |beyond nature],
That is why the theologian must jusiify his position and demoanscrate the
existence of what he claims.

The trurh, though, i that each of the two is responsible for offering
evidence and reasons for his own tendency. Thus, as the theologian must
demonstrate affirmarion; so also is the marerialise responsible for providing
evidence for the negation, since he does nor make the meraphvsical
proposition the subject of doubt. Instead, he denies it withour Testriction.
But absolute denial, like absclute affirmarion, 1s in need of proof. Therefore,
when the materialist claims that the immatedal cause does not exist, he
implies in this claim that he has known the whole existence, and has not
found in it room for an immateral cause. He must, therefore, advance 3
proof in supportof this general knowledge, and a justification of the absolure
negation,

Here we ask again: "What is the narure of the evidence that the theologian
or the materialist may offer in this area?’ Qur answer is thar the evidence far
affirmation or for denial nust be reason, and not direct sense CXPETICNCE,
This i contrary to the materialist view that usually considers sense
experience as evidence for itz own notion - claiming that the theological
noton ar the metaphysical propositions cannot in general be affirmed by
sense experience, and that sense experience rejects those claims, sinee it
analyzes hurman beings and nature and shows that there are no immarerial
things m them., H materialism is comect in s cdaim namely, that sense
experience and scientific truths do not constitute a proof for the theological
tendency — then neither can they be a proof for absolute negarion that
determines the materialistic tendency. For we have already learned that the
various kinds of scienific truths are not the subject of dispuration between
theology and materialism. Rather, the disputation is concerned with the
philosophical interpretation of those truths: the existence of a superior cause
beyond the limits of sense experience. It is clear that sense experience cannaot
be considered as a proof for the negation of a truth outside its own limits,
Thus, if the natural scientist does not find (p. 215) an immaterial cause in his
laboratory, this will not be anything other than a proof for the non-existence
of such a cause in the empirical realm. As for negating the existenee of such a
cause in a realm above that of sense experience, this is something that cannot
be inferred from sense experience itself.

In this clarification, we have asserted two things. First, materialism is in
need of proving the negative aspect that distinguishes it from theology, as
mewphysics i3 in need of proving the affirmation and positiveness. And
second, materialism s a philosophical tendency, as is theology. We do not
have sciendfic or experimental materialism; for science, as we have learned,
does notaffirm the materialistic notion of the world in order that materialism
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be sciendfic, Rather, all the ruths and secrets that science discloses abour the
sphere of nature leave room for the assumption of a cause above maner,
Scientific experimentation cannot prove, for example, that matter is not
created by an immaterial cause, or that the forms of movernent and the kinds
of development which science has discovered in the various aspectsof nature
are self-sufficienc and not produced by a cause above the limits and sphere of
experimentation. The same is rue of every scientific rath, Therefore, the
proofin support of materialism cannot be based on scienific truths or direcy
sense experience. Rather, itis formulated in a philosophical interpretation of
those truths and experiences, precisely as is the proof in support of
thealogy.

Let us take development as an example of this. Science proves the
exisience of natural development in a number of ficlds. 1e is poasitile o posr
two philosophical interpretations of this kind of developrient. One of them
15 that it proceeds from the heart of a thing, and is the resule of a conflic
assumed among contradiciories in thar thing, This is the interpretation of
dialectical marerialism. The other is that it is the product of an immaterial
supenor cause, The progressive nature does not involve conmradiciories
within isell. Rather, it involves the possibility of development, It is that
[p- 218} unmarenal supenior cause thar provides this pessibilioy with actual
existence, This is the interpretation of the theological philasophy. We notice
with clarity thar the scientific notion is just |the assertion of| the existence of
natural development. As for those two notony of movement, they are mwo
philosophical notiens, the soundness of one of which and the erroncousness
of the ather is not something about which one can be sure from direct sense
CEPETIENCE.

The third question s as follows: ‘I scientific expenmentation 15 not
sufficient by irself for demonstrating the rheological and the marerialistic
notions alike, then is it possible for the human mind o find evidence for any
of the two notions, since both of them lie outside the realm of experimentation,
or must the mind yield o skepticism, to freese the theological and
materialisuc issue, and o limit iself w the fruitful field of sciences”

The answer is that human incellectual capacity is sufficient for studving this
issue and for commencing with respect w it [rom expenimentation itself, not
by considering experimentadaon as 2 direer proof for the notion which we
form about the world, but as a starting point. Thus, the proper philosophical
notion of the world - the theological notion - will be posited by the
independent rational information in light of the interpretation of experimens
and the experimental phenomena,

No doubt the reader remembers our study in the first investigaton
concerning the theory of knowledge of the rational doctrine, and how we
demonstrated the presence of independent rational knowledge in a way that
shows that the addition of rational knowledge to sense experience is
something necessary not only with respect to our philosophical issue buralso
with respect to all scientific issues. There is no scientific theory that rests on a
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purely empirical basis. Rather, i rests on the basis of sense experience and in
hghe of independent rational knowledge. Therefore, our phi]nmphi[a] issue
thar investigates the supernatural world does not differ from any scientific
issue that investgares ane of the nawral laws, or that reveals some natural
powers [p. 217 or scerets. In all of chis, sense experience is the point of
departure. Bur in spite of that, sense experience is in need of a rational
explanarion if a philosophical or a sefenrific truth is to be inferred from it.

Fraom these points, we draw the following conclusions. First, the
marterialistic school differs from the theological school in a negative aspect -
that is, it the denial of that which lies beyond the empirical ficld, Second,
materialism is responsible for providing evidence for the Neganon, as
theology must show evidence for the affirmation. Third, sense experience
cnnot be considered a prood for the negadion, since the non-existence of 2
superior cause in the empirical realm does not prove the non-existence of
that cause in a superior realm not wuched by direct sense experience,
Fourth, the merhod adopted by the theological school in demonstrating its
theological nouon s the same method by means of which we prove
soaenrifically all the serentific rrurhs and laws.

The Dialcctical Tendency of the Matenalistic Notion

W have sald that there are two tendencies in materialism. One of them is the
mechanical, instrumental rendency, and the other is the dialectical tendency,
We have already ouched upon the former tendency briefly in the second
chaprer of the theorv of knowledge, when we ook up in our study and
scrutiny the physical idealism which was esiablished on the rains of
mechanical materialism,

The lamer wendency of materialism, which explaing the world in a
marerialisuc fashion aveording to the laws of dialecues, is the rendency that
was adopred by the Marxist school. Thus, this school established (p. 218} s

materialistic noton of the world on the basis of the tendency under
consideration. We quote from Sealing’

The Marxist materialism proceeds from the principle which assers
that the world is naturally material, thar the numerous evenis of the
world are various phenomena of the mpving matier, thar the
mutual relanens among events and the mutual adapration of these
events to one ancther are, according to the dialectical method,
necessary laws for the development of the moving matter, and
finally, thar the world develops in accordance with the laws of the
movements of matter and has no need of any universal mind.'

The materialistic notion considers matter or existenice as the central point of
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the Marxist philosophy, because this point determines the Marxist view
regarding life, and constructs for it a specific understanding of realicy and its
values, Withoue this point, it would nor be possible to establish the purcly
material grounds of sociery and life. It has imposed on the Marxist decrine a
specific progression of thought and required ir 1o establish s various
philesophical aspects in the interese of this point,

In order for Marxism to have the right 1o determine the central point once
and for all, it chose this Pniut tor b one uf::t-rtainr}l, as we have learmned inthe
theory of knowledge. 1t declared thar human beings have the cognitive
capacities that enable them w speak with cerainty abour a specific
philosophy of life and to unravel the innermost secrets of existence and the
world. It rejected the docirine of absolute skepucism and even frozen
subjectivism. By doing so, it attempted w give the main axis - the
matcrialistic notion - a decisive quality. (p. 219

Subsequendy, it putforth a general eriterion of knowledge and of the muth
of sense experience. It considered necessary ratonal knowledge as
improbable, and denied the radonal legic which s i:1d:'|::lt'ILdrnr of sense
experience. All of this was for the parpose of avoiding the elimination of the
possibility of the central point and the limitation of the human capacity by
rational logic, particularly in the empirical ficld.

At this stage, Mamxism faced a new problem - namely, i the human
ideational criterion s the senses and the sense experience, then the
information that people acquire by means of the senses and the sense
expericnoe must always be rue and must be considered as a primary
criterion for weighing ideas and knowledge. Now, arc the scientific empitical
conclusions indeed so? Further, is the wuth of the theories which are
established on the basis of sense experience always secure?

Marxism falls between rwo dangers, 1 icad mirs that the information which
is bascd on the ground of sense experience is not free fvom error, then sense
experience falls shortof béing a primary criterion of truth and knowledge. 1,
on the other hand, the Manasts claim thar the theory which is derved rom
sense cxpericnce and application is above error and ambiguiry, then they
clash with the reality which no one can deny: the reality thar many scientific
theories, or many of the laws that people have awained by way of studying the
sensible phenomena have proved o be false and not in agreement with
reality. Thus, they fell from the scientfic throne that they had been mounting
for hundreds of years,

Ifthe scientific or empirical notons should be false, and |if] ratonal lagic is
eliminated, then how can one declare a philosophy of certitude, or establish a
school whose ideas are characterized by decisiveness?

Marxism has insisted on erecting sense expenence as the highest oriterion,
It rid iself of this difficuley by positing the law of movement and
development of the sciences and ideas due v [its consideration of] the mind
as a par of nature. E}' virtue of this, the mind realizes the natural laws
{p- 220) in full. Thus, it develops and grows as nature does, The sciemific
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development does not mean the climination of the previously menrioned
scientific notion. Rather, it expresses an integral movement of truth and
knowledge. Truth and knowledge are truth and knowledge, but they grow,
move and ascend contdnuously,

Thus, all the self-evident propositions and truths are abolished: For all
thought moves along the path of development and change, Hence, there is
never a fixed ruth in the realm of thought, nor can one be cerain of the self-
evident propositions that we now know, such as our knowledge of the
following: “The whole is greater than the part,’ and “Two plus two equals
four’, This knowledge acquires another form in its developmental movement -
thus, we know the truch at that point in another manner.

Since the movement that Marxism posited as the law of thought and of
nature in general does not proceed other than from a power or a cause, and
|since], according to Marxism, there is no reality in the world other than
matter, it states thar movement is the result of the contradictons of the
internal content of matter, and thar these conwadictions are ar war with one
another, thus causing mauer and its development, For this reason, Marxism
cancelled the principle of non-contradiction. It wok dialectics as amethod of
understanding the world, and placed its materialistic notion within the scope
of this methoed,

With this. it became clear that all the philosophical aspects of dialectcal
roaterialism are linked to the central point - that is, 1o the materialistic notion
- and are formed for the purpose of establishing and preserving this poine.
Eliminating the self-evident propositions and making them subject w
change, or accepting contradiction and considering it as a general narural
law, as well as reaching the other similar strange conclusions that Marxism
drew, is nothing but an inevitable progression of the advance that began
from the Marxist matenialistic nodon, and a justification of this advance in
the philosophical field,
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Author’s Notes to Part Two, Chapter One

1 Ad-Maddiypa ad-Lialohithiyya waaal- Mddadiyya at-Tartkhoyya, p. 17,

Translator’s Notes to Part Two, Chapter One

! Joscph Stalin, [1679-1953), He was 2 Marsist theoretician, a political and » realicary
leader, He was harn in Sovier Georgia to a modest family. His father was a shoemakir
At mineteen years of age, he joined the revalutionary underground In 1917, he
became the editor-in-chiel of Fravde, and mn 922, he wag 3 promneed SECTEtAny peneral
of the Communist Parry, and Lenin's successor, In 1942, he became commandsr-in.
chiel, and led the war against Crermany in 1944,
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Chapter Two

Dialectics or Disputation

In classical logic, ‘disputation’ meant a specific method of discussion and 3
certain manner of debate in which contradictory ideas and opposite points of
view are presented, Every one of such peints of view attempts o show the
weakness and falsity of its opposite, in light of the knowledge already
admited and the propositions already acknowledged, By virtue of this,
conflict between negation and affirmation develops in the field of discussion
and disputation, until a conclusion is reached in which one of the points of
view at odds is asserted, or a new point of view reconciling all views evolves
frony the intellecrnial struggle between the contradictories, after castng their
contradiction aside and showing the weakness of cvery one of them,

However, dispuration in the new dialectic or the new disputanion is no
longer a method of discussion and a certain manner of exchanging opinions.
Instead, it has become a method of explaining reality and a general law of the
universe applicable to the various realities and kinds of existence. Thus,
contradiction does not only lie berween opinions and points of view. Rather,
it is fixed in the heart of every reality and truth. Therefore, there is no
propusition that does not involve in itself its own contradiction and negation,
(p. 222)

Hegel was the first wo establish a complete logic on the basis of this [notion
of dialectics|. Thus, the dialectical contradiction was the central peintin his
lagic and the main principle on which a new understanding of the world is
based and by means of which a new theory about the world is constructed - a
theory that is completely different from the elassical theory that mankind had
adopted ever since they were made 1o know and to think,

Hegel was not the first 1o formulate the principles of the dialectic. These
principles are deeply rooted in a number of ideas that had appeared
intermittenty on the stage of human thought, However, these principles
were not formulated in light of a complete logic which is clear in its
explanation and view, and which is determined in its designs and rules,
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exceptal the hand of Hegel who constructed his whele idealistic plalosophy
o the basis of this kind of dialecnc. He considered i a sulficient explanation
ol society, history, the nation and all aspects of life. After him, Marx adopied
this dialectic and cast his marerialisiic philosophy in a purely dialecical form.

According o the claims of the dialecticians, the new dialectic is a law of
thought and reabicy alike. That is why it is 2 method of thought as well as a
principle on which the existence and development of reality is based,

We are told the following by Lenin:

If there are some contradictions among people’s ideas, it is because
the reatity thar our minds reflect invelves contradicdons, The
dialectie of things produces the dialectic of ideas, and not vice
versa [p- 225)

Marx also says:

The movernent of thought is nothing but a reflection of the
movement of reality, cransmied o, and cansformed in the human
mind.*

Hegelian logic, with the dialectic and contradiction on which it rests, is
considered at the exact opposite end of the classical logie or the general
hurnan logic. This is because general logic accepis the prindple of non-
contradiction, and considers it & primary principle on the basis of which
every knowledge must be based, and a necessary principle by which
everything in the realm of existence abides, and without which no truth can
be proved.

Hegelian logic, on the other hand, completely rejects the principle of non-
contradiction. Further, it is not satisfied with emphasizing the possibility of
vontradiction, Rather, it views contradicion, instead of its opposite, as the
primnary principic for all true knowledge of the world, and the general law
that explains the whole universe by means of a group of contradictions. Every
propasition concerning the world is considered as an affirmation; while at
the same rime, it forms its own negaton. Affirmaiion and negation are
synthesized in a new affirmation. Thus, the contradictory method of
dialectics or disputation that governs the world involves three stages, called
the thesis, the antithesis, and the synthesis - that is, the affirmation, the
negation and the negation of the negation. In accordance with the
requirements of this method of disputation, everything unites with it
conmradictory. Itis at the same time affirmed and denied, existent and non-
exisrent,

Hegelian logic daims that, by the disputation it ateributes to existence, it
has abolished the main poines of classical logic. According to Hegelian logic,
these points are the following, (p. 224) The firse is the principle of non-
contradiction, which asserts that a thing cannot be simulaneously qualified
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by a cerain auribute and by i comtradictory, The second is the principle of
identity, This is the principle that states that every quiddicy is what it is by
necessity, that is, a thing cannot be suipped of itself. The third is the principle
of rest-and frozenness in nature. This principle asserts the neganvity and
fixedness of nature, and denies that the realm of mater is dynamic.

In the new logic, there is nio room for the first principle, since everything
perining o the reality of this logic is based on contradiction. If
contradiction prevails as a general law, it is thon also natura! 1o dropthe other
principle of classical logic, the prindple of non-contradicion. Everything
loses its idenciry exactly at the momem of the affirmation, since it is in 2
continuous becorning. As long as contradiction is the main foundasion, it will
not be surprising that truch always ineans two contradiciory things, Since this
kind of conradiction, which lies 2 the heart of every reality, produves a
confinuous conflice in all things, and |since] ‘conflict’ means movement and
progression, therefore nature i continuously actove and developing,
constantly moving forward and becoming, These arc the blows thar
dialectical logic claims to have directed against general human logic and the
familiar norion of the world, on which metaphysics rested for thousands of
years.

The new method of understanding existence can be summed up in the
assumption of a primary proposition that it views as a fundamental, Late A
this fundamental converts to its coatradictory by vire of the conflic Ao
the conuradicrories of the internal content. Alier thar, the two concradicories
are synthesized in a unity, This unity, in turn, becomes 2 fundamental and 2
new point of departure. Thus, this mi-progression is repeaicd (p. 225)
endlessly and withoui limit, It muves with existenice and exiends &s far 25 the
phenomena and events of existonce exrend,

Hegel began with the general notions and categeries, applying the dialecic
to them, and inferring them in a dispurational method based on the
contradiction represented in ike thesis, antithesis and synchesis. His best-
known and first triad in this area is that which begins from the stmplest and
most primary of those notions: the notion of existencs, Thus, existence is.
This is the affirmation or thesis, However, it is not a thing, Decause it can be
everything. The drde, for example, 15 The samie s true of the square, the
white, the black, the plant, and the sisce. Existonce, therefore, is nothing
determined. Consequendy, it is nce. This is the antithesis which the thesis
produces, Itisin this way thar contradiction occurs in the notion of existence.
This contradiction is resalved in the synthesis of existence and non-existence
which produces an existent thar does not fully exist, thar is, becoming and
mavement. Hence, the conclusion o ke deawn is that real existence is
becoming,

We gave this example in order o show how the master of modern
disputation moves in inferring the general notions from the more general to
the more particulsr and from the more empty and weaker o the richer and
doser to the external reslity.
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According to him, this kind of dialectic in inferring notons is nothing
arther than a reflection of the dialecric of actual things in themselves, Thus, ifa
certain idea causes an idea which is it opposite, that would be because the
reality that the former idea represents requires an opposite reality.

A short glance ac the thesis, the antithesis and the synthesis in the issue of
existence, which is the best-known Hegelian miad, indicates clearly thar
Hegel did not really understand the principle of non-contradiction when he
cancelled it and replaced it by the princple of conwradiction. Further, 1 do
not know (p. 226) how Hegel can explain to us contradiction, or negation and
affirmarion that unite in the noton of existence. No doubt, the notion of
existence is a general notion. That is why it can be everything - it can be a
plant or an inorganic thing, a white thing or a black thing, a circle or a square.
But does this mean that these contradictories and apposite things unite in the
noven of exisience, such that it becomes the meeting point for conmradictaries
and opposites? Of course not. The union of opposite thingsin one subject is
one thing, while the possibility of the applicability of one notion o these
things is something clse. Existence is a notion that does not involve anything
black or white, plant-like or inorganic, Rather, itcan be either this or that. But
it is not this and that at the same time,

The basic points are four: the movement of development, the contra-
dictions of development, the leaps of development, and the assertion of
general linkage. (p. 227)

The Movement of Development

Stalin declares that

Contrary to metaphysics, the dialectic does not consider nature as a
stare of rest, frozenness, stagnation, and stabilicy. Rather, it
considers it as a state of constant motion, change, and
uninterrupted renewal and development. In nawre, there is always
something generating and developing, and something disintegranng
and perishing. That is why we wish [to establish| the dialectical
method, so that one would not be satisfied with viewing events
from the perspective of their relations to one another and from the
perspective of their murual adaptation to one another, but also
from the perspective of their motion, change, development,
appearance, and disappearance.’

Further, Engels says:

We must not view the world as if it were composed of complete
things. Rather, we must view it as if it were composed in our
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minds, This passage [eo the mental composition] indicates a
continuous change of becoming and disintegration, where ar last
the light of progressive growth shines, in spite of all the apparent
coincidence and emporary relapses.’

Thus, everything is subject 1o the laws of development and becoming. There
is no limit at which this development or becoming ceases, (p. 228) Far motion
is the unlimited preoccupation of the whole existence.

The dialecticians claim that they alone consider narure in a constant stare
of modon and change. Further, they reproach metaphysical logic, or the
traditional method of thinking for its procedure of sudying and com-
prehending things, as this logic or method supposes nature in a state of
absolute rest and frozenness. Therefore, it does not reflect nature in s
moving and progressive reality. Thus, according to the dialecticians, the
difference between the dialectical logic, which atributes o narure 2 constant
motion and a continuous progression, and the formal logic is like the
difference between two persons each of whom wishes to explore the
innenmaost structure of a living being in its various roles. Each of thern carries
out his experiments on this being. Then one of them stops to observe the
continuous development and motion of this being and to study this being in
light of its whole development; whereas the other is satisfied with the first
experiment, thinking thar this being is static in its structure and stable in its
identity and reality. Nature as a whole is similar to this living being, |whether
as] a plant or s an animal, in development and growth, Thus, the mind does
not accompany nature except if It resembles nawire in its motion and
development.

In fact, the law of dizlecrical development, which modern disputation
considers one of its own basic features, is not something new in human
thought. Rather, what is new is its dialectical character of which it must he
stripped, as we will know later. In its proper limits, this law is in agreement
with the general logic and has ne relation to dialectics, nor was it discovered
by dialectics. Thus, in order for us to aceepr this law and to know that
metaphysics realized it before [the dialectic), we need only to smip this law of
the form of conwradiction and the ground of disputation on which the
dialectic bases it,

According to the claims of the dialectician, the metaphysician believes that
nature is frozen, characterized by rest, and fixed, stable and unchanging in
allits aspects, Itis as if (p. 229) the poor metaphysician were deprived ofany
kinds of knowledge and stripped of both consciousness and sensarion. Thus,
he became unperceptive and unaware of the kinds of changes and
transformations in the realm of nature, of which all hurnan beings, including
children, are aware,

Itis clear to everyone that the acceptance of the presence of change in the
realm of nature is a mater that does not require prior scientific study, and is
not the subject of controversy or dispute. Rather, what is worthy of study is
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the nanure of this change and the extent ofits profundity and generality, For
rhange is ol wwo kinds: voe of thern iy pure succession, and the other motion.
The history of philosophy relates a sharp suuggle, notwith regard wo change
in general, Lut with regard to its essence and s precise philosophacal
explanation. The struggle conrers on the answer to the following questions,

is the change that ocours o a body, when that body traverses a certain
disiance, nothing but numerous poses that guickly Tollow one another in
numerous places, thus fermang m ehe mind the idea of inotion? O, can this
change be apributed 1o a single gradual advance in which there is neither
pose nor rest? Further, does the change thar accurs towater, when the water's
remperature is doubled and intensified, mean an assembly of successive
ternperatures that follow one another? Or is it one temperature that becomes
more complete, and that aleers and becomes of a higher degree? We face
these questions with regard to every kind of change that requires a
philosophical explanation in one of the wo ways offered by these
CJUESLHITIS.

Greek history relates thae some philosophical sehaols denied motion and
adopied the other explanation of change - that which atrributes change to the
succession of inotionless things. One of the proponents of such schools is
Zeno,' who asseried that the moton of a traveler from the farthest point on
earth o the famhest opposite point is nothing bur a series of successive resss.
ip- 280} Zeno did novser the gradual [motion| and process of compledon of
existence, Rather, he belicved that every phenomenon is siatic, and that
change occurs by che succession of sadc things, and not by the development
and gradual [motion| of ene thing. With this, the motion of a human being
over a certain distance becormes an expression of his rest at the firse poine of
the distanee, then at the second point and after thar at the thied poing, and so
N

I we see two individuals, one of whom is standing at a cermain poing, while
the other is walking in a specific direction, both individuals, according o
Lena's view, are standing et rest, The first, however, is constanily ar rest in a
specific point while the other has as many rests as the points he covers. At
every moment, he is inaspecific space, but 3t no moment does he differ az all
frorm the Arstindividual who stands ar a specific point. Both individuals are at
rest, even though the rese of the firse is cononuous, while the rest of the
second guickly changes w another Test ar another point of the disiance,
Hence, the difference between the owo rests is the difference berween a shart
rest and a long Test.

This is what Zeno as well as some other Greek philosophers anempted [0
show|. He demonstrated his point of view by his four well-known proofs that
did not meet with progress and success in the field of philosophy. This is
because the Aristotelian school, the greatest philosophical school in the
Greek age, accepted motion. It rejected and falsified those proofs and
demonsirated the presence of motion and development in the natural
phenomena and attribures, This means that a natural phenomenon may not
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fully exist ar one moment. Rather, it exists gradually, and exhausts its
possibilities step by step. This results in the occurrence of development and
the completion of existence, When the temperarare of warer is doubled, thiz
does not mean that at every moment water receives a specific degree of
temperature that fully exists, then perishes, and then another degree of
temperatute s freshly produced. Rather, the essence of this doubling (p. 231)
consists in that one temperature had exisred in the water yet not fully, in the
sense that it did not exhaust in its first moment all its powers and possibilities.
Due to this, it began to exhaust its possibilities gradually, and 10 advanece and
develop lateron. In philosophical terminclogy, itis a continuous progressive
motion. It is clear that the process of completion or the developmental
motion cannot be understood excepr in this senze. As for the sucression of
numerous phenomena - of which each one exists after the previous one and,
by its own perishing, opens the way for a new phenomenon - it is not growth
and completion. Consequently, it i5 not a motion, but a kind of genegal
change.

Motion, therefore, is the gradual advance of existence and rhe develop-
ment of a thing to the level permited by its possibilities. That is why the
philosophical notion of motion is defined as the gradual actualization of the
potendality of a thing."

This definition rests on the idea of motion presented earlier, Motion, as we
have already learned, is not the absolute perishing of a thing and the
existence of another new thing. Rather, it is the progression of a thing in the
order of existence. Therefore, from the tdme it begins to the time it ceases,
every moton must contain one contnuous existence. [tis thisexistence that
maoves, in the sense that [it progresses| step by step and continuously
becomes more enriched. Every step is one of the stages of this one existence.
These stages exist anly by virwe of mation. Thus, a thing that moves or an
existence that develops does not possess these stages before its motion;
otherwise, there would not be any motion.’ Rarher, at the starting point, thac
thing or existence is represented to us as potentalities and possibilities, It is
by motion that those possibilities are exhausted, Atevery step of the motion,
possibility is substitured by reality and porentiality by actuality. Thus, hefore
water iz placed on the fire, it possesses nothing of the percepuble
temperamre other than (p. 232) its possibiliey. Further, this possibility thay it
possesses is not the possibility of a cerrain degree of temperature, bur
includes all the degrees of remperature tha, in the last analysis, lead to the
vapor state. When water begins 1o be acted upon and influenced by the hear
of fire, its semperarure begins to change and develop. This means that the
potentalities and possibilides thar water enjoyed changed into a reality. At
every suage of the motion, water proceeds from possibility to actuality, For
this reason, potentiality and actuality are tied rogether in all the sages of the
motion. At the point at which all possibilitics arc exhausted, motion ceascs.
Motion, thercfore, is of two kinds at every stage. In one respect, it is actual
and real. This is because the step registered by a stage exists in a real and an
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actual manner, In another respect, it is a possibaling and a potentialiy of the
other progressive steps thar mouon is expecied w register in it new stages,
Thus, it we ohserve the water i our example at a specific point of motion, we
find thar it is acoually hotar 80 degrees |centigrade], for insance. However, at
the same time, it involves the possibility of exceeding this degree and the
potentiality of advancing 1o a higher degree. Hence, the acuality of every
step an its speafic stage is linked o the potentality for its perishing,

Lee us take 2 more profound example of mortion, This is the living being
that develops by a gradual morion, Ivis at first] anovam, then a zygote, then
a ferus, then an infant, ten an adolescent, and Orally an adule Indeed, ata
specific stage of it moten, this being 15 an actual sperm. However, at the
same tme, it is something else apposite the sperm and superior to i, Thatis,
itis potenrially an infant, This means that meton in this being is such that
Loth actuality and potentialicy are combined in it 7 this living being does not
have potentialivy and possihiliey for a new stage, icwill not have any motion.
Further, if it is nothing in actealiy, it will be pure non-existence; and hence, ic
will not have any oo, Development, therefore, always consisis of
something acrual and something porennal. Thus, moton conrnues as long
a5 a thing combines both acwualioy and potentality, existence and possibility,
If possibility is exhausted, and no capacity for a new stage remains in the
thing, the life o moton ends, (p. 253)

This 15 the meammng of the gradual actualizavon of the potendalicy of a
thing, or the entanglement or union of potentialiny and actuality in motion,
This is also the previse philosophical sense thar metaphysics gives io motion,
Dialectical materialism has adopred this sense without undersianding it and
knowing it as it 15, Thus, it claimed thar motion is not completed except
through the contnsous contradiction at the heart of things, as-we will soon
learm.

After this, Tslamic philosophy played its role at the hands of the great
Muslim philosopher, Sadr ad-Din ash-Shirazi’ He posited the theory of
general moton, and demonstrated philosophically thar meton, in the
precise meaning that has been presented above, does not only touch the
phenomena of nature and is accidental surface, but the motdon of such
phenomena is just an aspect of the development that discloses a deeper
aspect: that is, the development at the heart of nature and the substantial
modon of nature, This is so, because since the outermost motion of the
phenomena means renewal and perishing, its direct cause must be a
renewable thing whose essence is also unfixed. For the cause of what is fixed
is fixed, and the cause of what is alterable and renewable is alterable and
renewable, Thus, the direct cause of moton cannot be a fixed thing
otherwise, the parts of motion would not perish, but would become
stagnation and rest.’ (p. 254)

The philosopher ash-Shirazi did not enly demonstrace substantial motion,
burt also showed clearly that the principle of motion in narure is one of the
necessary philosophical principles (p. 235) of metaphysics. In light of this
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principle, he explained the connection of the new with the old,' as well as a
number of other philosophical problems, such as the problem of time,? the
issue of the separability of marter, and the relation of the soul w the
body."

After all this, can one accuse theology and metaphysics of asserting the
frozenness and rest of nature? Actually, there s no reason for this accusaton
other than the fact that dialectical materialismn does not understand modon
in the proper philosophical sense. Whar then is the difference berween
moton and its general law in our philosophy and the theory of dialecrical
motion in dialectical marerialism? The difference between the owo kinds of
motion is summed up in two basic poins.

The first pointis that motion in the dialectical sense is based on (p. 236) the
contradiction and strife among contradicrories.:Such contradiction and strife
are the internal power that causes motion and produces development, Inour
philosophical view of motion, the reverse of this is tue, According 1o our
view, motion is considered as a progression from one step to an opposite
step, without the union of those opposite steps in one of the stages of motion,
For the purpose of clarifving this point, we must distinguish berween
potentiality and acwuality and analyze the Marxist fallacy which rests on the
consideration of potentiality and actuality as contradictory units.

Motien is composzed of p::-tcnnaht}r and acruality. Porennality and acmalicy
are tied up together in the various stages of motion. It is impossible for the
nature of moton to exist without cither of these two elemenrs. Thus,
existence in cvery stage of it progression roward completon invelves a
specific actual rank and a higher rank than that in potendality. At the
moment at which it adapes itself wo the [specific actual| rank, it progresses in
an ascending fashion and supersedes its present rank.

Marxism has imagined thar this is a kind of contradicion, thar the
Progressive existence involves the thing and its coneradictory, and that the
contradiction between the two contradictories is what produces the motion,
We quorte from Engels:

The sitvation would be completely different if we see the existenes
while in the state of their mation, change, and mutual influences
on one another; for at the beginning of such a site; we find
oursclves immerzed in contradictions. Moton contradicts the fact
that the simplest mechanical change in place cannot, in the last
analysis, occur except by means of the presence of a cermin body
in 2 certain place at a certain moment, and in (p. 237) another
place at that same moment, In other words, s being and non-
being are simultaneously in one place. The continuous succession
of this conradiction and the temporary reconciliation of this
contradiction with this succession is what is called motion."

Beflect on how nonsensical the idea of modon is in dialectical materialism!
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Engels explains this idea on the basis of coneradiction, not knowing thar if
two ranks of moton achually existed in a specific stage of the motion,
development would not be possible; and consequenty, motion would he
frozen. The reason for this is that motion s a transposition of the existent
from one rank io another rank and from one limit 1o another lmit. Thus, ifall
limirs and points were actually united, there would not be any motion.
Therefore, it 15 necessary not o explain motion except in light of the
principle of non-conmadiction; otherwise, if contradiction were permissibile,
then it would be appropriate for us to ask whether or not motion involves a
change in the ranks of the progressive thing, and a subsdmition of the limie
and quality of that thing, If motion does not involve any change or rencwal,
then it is not motion. Rather, it is frozenness and fixedness, If Marxizm
admits the renewal and change of motion, [then the question is] this: for what
purpose 1s this renewal if all contradictions are actually present and have no
vpposition among themselves? The simplest analysis of moton shows us
that motion is one of the phenomena that prevent and make impossible the
union of contradictories and opposites, something that imposes on the
progressive existent a continuous change in its rank and limit. The alleged
contradiction or dialectc in motion is only due o the confusion between
potenuality and acmealiy,

Hence, at no stage does moden involve two ranks or two acmal
contradictories. Rather, it involves a specific rank in actuality and another
rank in potentialicy, For this reason, (p. 288) motion is a gradual acrualizasion
of potentiality. However, incomplete philosophical awareness was the cause
of the falsification of the idea of modon

This makes it clear that the law of contradicting non-contradiction (nagd
an-negd | and the explanation of motion in terms of this law, as well as all the
confusion and clamor surrounding this law, and the displeasure with, and
ridicule of the mewaphysical notons that adope the principle of non-
contradiction are atributed to the philosophical idea of mouon that we have
alrcady presented and that Marxism misunderstood, Thus, Marxism
considered the entanglement of actuality with potendality or their union in
all the stages of moton as 2 union of actual opposite things, a continuous
contradicon and a strife among the contradictories. For this reason,
Maruism rejected the principle of non-contradiciion and put down the whole
general logic, This Marxist attempt is not the first of its kind, Some
metaphysicians in the history of ancient philosophy had also aempted
something similar, bur with one difference between the owo: Marxism wished
te jusify contradiction by this attempt; whereas those ancient meta-
physicians had atwempred to demonstrate the negation of the possibility of
moden because modon involves contradiction,

Al-Fakhr ad-Din ar-Razi* had also made a similar astempt in which he
mentioned that motion is 2 gradual progression - that is, a gradual existence
of a thing. He claimed that the gradual progression of existence is unlikely,
since it leads to a kind of contradiciion. Scholars of philosophy have shown
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that [this idea of motion] was the product of misunderstanding the meaning
of gradual progression and gradual existence.

Since we now know with clarity that motion is not a serdfe among acoal
things thar are always in conrradicdon, but an entanglernent of potentiality
with actuality, and the gradual departure of a thing from one of these two
states o the other, we can know that it is impossible for motion to be self-
sufficient or without an [external] cause, that the progressive existence does
not depart from (p. 259) acuality except due to an external cause, and that
strife among contradicrories is not the internal cause of that departure, since
motion does not involve 2 union of contradictories or opposites from whose
serife it can result. As long as at the beginning of the motion, the progressive
existence is crgpty of ranks or kinds, which it acquires throughout the stages
of the motion, and as long as it does not internally involve anything EXCEpE
the possibility of those ranks and the readiness for them, there mmust be a
cause for bringing thar existence from potentiality to actuality, in order that
its possibility which iz fixed in i innermost being be converted inw a
reality.

We learn from this that the general law of motion in narure proves by itself
the necessity of the existence of a principle external o the material limits of
nature. The reason is that motion, according to this law, is the manner in
which nature exists. Thus, the existence of nature is another form of the
modon and gradual progression of nawre, as well as ity contnucus
departure from potentality to acruality. The theory of the self-sufficiency of
moton due to its internal contradictions whose strife ameong each other
produces motion, according to the claim of the Marxists, has already
collapsed, since there is no contradiction and no strife. Therefore, there muse
be causation, and causation must be by something external to the limits of
nature. For everything existing in nagure is such that its existence is moton
and gradual progression, since there is no fixedness in the realm of natee
according to the law of general motion. Hence, in searching for the [primary]
cause, we cannot step at something natural,

The second point is that motion, according to the Maniist view, does not
stop at the limits of the objective reality of nature, Rather, itisalse common
to human wuths and ideas. As the external reality of matter develops and
grows, so also do the truths and mentzl perceptions submit to the same laws
of development and growth that apply to the realm of nature. On the basis
of this, there are no absolute truths according to the Marxist view of ideas.
(p. 240)

We are told by Lenin: "Therefore, the dialecac, in the view of Marx, is the
science of the general laws of motion, whether in the external world or in the
human mind."?

According to our opinion, however, the law of general motion is the opp-
osite of this, It is a natural law common to the realm of matter and does not
extend to the realm of thought and knowledge. Truth and knowledge do not
invalve and cannot involve development in the precise philosophical sense, a3
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we pointed out with clarity in the first investigation the theory of knowledge),

Our present purpose of studying the alleged dialectical moton of
knowledge and truth is to present the main attempts that Mardsm adopted
for demonstrating: the dialectic and the movement of thought. These
attemprs are summed up as three, The first awempt is that thought and
knowledge are reflections of the objectve reality. In order for them o
correspond to this reality, they must reflect its laws, its development and s
movement, Namre develops and changes continuously in accordance with
the law of modon. Truth could not portray nature in the human mind if wuth
were frozen and ac rest. Rather, muth exists in our thoughts, only if these
thoughts are such thar they grow and develop dialectically, so that our
thoughes of things match the things themselves,

In this respect, we should pay attenuon to the following rexs: (p, 241)

Reality grows, and the knowledge that results from this realiry
reflects i, grows as it grows, and becomes an effective element of
its growth. Thought does not produce its subject, Rather, it reflects
and porrrays objective reality by disclosing the laws of the growth
of this realiy. ™

The difference bevween lormal logic and dialectical logic is confined
to the fact that both of them face in different ways the basic issue of
logic, i.e. the issue of truth. From the point of view of dialectical
logic, truth is not something mven once and for all. Tt s not
something compleie, determined, frozen, and ar rest, Rather, i is
the opposite of this. Truth is 4 process of the growth of a human
being's knowledge of the objective world."

The Marxist dialectical logic wmeats the thing tha it studies from a
historical point of view inasmuch as that thing is a process of
growth and development. It agrees with the general history of
knowledge and the history of science.

There is no doubt that thought and knowledge portray objective reality in
some form, But this does not mean that the motion of objective reality is
reflecied in them and, therefore, that they grow and move in accordance with
its: [growth and motion). The reason is this,
i1) The realm of nature - that is, the realm of change, renewal and motion -

necessarily involves fixed general laws. No logic can deny this, excepuifit
denies itself. For a logic cannot be a logie, unless it establishes (p. 242} its
method of thinking and its understanding of the world on fixed, specific
laws. Even the dialectic itselfl asseres thar a number of laws are in control of
pature and always govern it. One of these laws is that of moton.

Therefore, the realm of nature - wherher subject to the general human law

or & the law of dialectics or disputation - involves fixed laws that reflect
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fixed truths in the realm of thought and the area of human knowledge,

With regard to this objection, the dialecticians bave to choose beoween
the following two considerations. They cither consider the law of motion
as fixed and constant, thus there would be constant truth; or that the same
law is re-evaluated. This would mean that moten is not constant, that it
may be transformed into rest, and that rnsths become fixed afier they had
been moveable. In either case, the dialectic would be forced 1o admir the
presence of a third wruth.

(2) Thought, knowledge and truth do not reflect the actual properties of
nature. We have already pointed out in 'the theory of knowledge' that the
human mind comprehends the notions and nanures of objective things.
The notions of those things that are reflected In the mind are different
trom the external realities in existence and properties. Thus, the scientist
isable to form a precise scientific idea about the microbe, its compasitien,
its specific activity and ies interacuon with the human body, However, no
matter how precise and detailed an idea may be, it does not invalve the
properties of the external microbe and cannoe play the same role played
by its own objective reality. The physicist may acquire a precise scientific
notion of the radium atom and may determine its atomic weight, the
number of elecorons it carries, its negatve and positive charges, the
guantity of radiarion it emits, and the exact scientific proportion of this
radiation to the radiation emited by the uranium atom, as well as oter
information and details. However, (p. 243 regardless of the depeh of this
notion or its profound disclosure of the mysteries of the radium element,
it will not acquire the properties of objective reality - namely, the
properties of the radium - nor will i emir thie radianon emined by the
atoms of this elemens. Consequenty, our novon of the awm will not
flt:"-'t‘ﬂp ingo radiation, as do some atoans in the external world,

Thus, it becomes clear that the laws and properties of objective reality are
not present in the idea isell. Motion s one of those laws and properties,
Thus, even though it is a general property of mater and one of 1s fixed laws,
the truth in our minds or the idea thar reflects pawre does not involve this
property. A true idea need not reflect objective realioe in o properties and
various kinds of activitics; otherwise, none of our ideas would be truc.

In spite of the fact that metaphysics considers nature as a realin of
continuous motion and development, yer it differs from the dialecnc in
rejecting the application of the law of motion to menral notons, for such
notions do not involve all the properties of objective reality. This dees not
mean that il the memphysicians form a notion about natare 10 one of i
stages, therefore, they freeze their ideas, stop their research, and consicler this
notion sulficient for disclosing the innermost secrers of nature in all i suages,
We do not know any reasonable person who would be satisfied, for exam ple,
with the scientific notion that be forms about the ovam, thus disco-nr_lnumg
the progression of the living being in its second stage, and contenting himself
with the scientific notion that he had formed about icin thar specific stage.
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Thus, we believe that nature develops, and we find it necessary o study it
in every stage of its growth and motion, and to form a notion about it. This is
not something restricted to the dialectic. What meaphysics rejects is (p. 244)
the existence of a natural dynamic motion in every mental notion. Therefore,
metaphysics calls for a distinction berween the ovum and our scientific
notion of the ovum. The ovum develops and grows nawrally, It becomes a
zygote and then a fetus, But our notion of it is fixed, It cannot under any
circumstance become a sperm. Rather, for knowing what a sperm is we must
form another notion in light of observing the ovum in a new stage, Thought
about the development of the ovum is like a movie film thar takes 2 number
of successive pictures. The first picture in the film is notthe one that develops
and moves. Rather, it is the succession among the pictures that constitutes
the movie film,

On the basis of this, human knowledge would not reflect reality, excepr
inasmuch a¢ the movie film reflects the kinds of motion and activity that it
includes. Thus, knowledge does notdevelop or grow in a dialectical manner,
in accordance with the reflected reality, Rather, it ts necessary to form a fixed
knowledge of every stage of reality,

Ler us take as another example the element of uranium that exhibis the
alpha wave, the beta wave and the gamma wave, and gradually changes to
another element lighter than it in its atomic weight - this is the radium
element that, in wrn, gradually changes to an element lighter than it, and
passes through |various| stages, undl it becomes lead. This is an objective
reality explained by science. In light of it, we form our specfic notion about
it. What then does Marxism mean by the dialectical development of the
mental notion or wuth in accordance with the development of reality? If it
means by this that our very scientfic notion about uranium develops
dialectically and narurally in accordance with the development of the
uranium - thus emitting the specific waves of uranium and rransforming, in
the last analysis, into lead - this will be closer to a charming, humorous chat
than o a reasonable philosophical discourse, If, on the other hand, Marxism
intends [by this] that human beings must aot view uranium as a frozen,
motionless element, [p. 245) butas something that continues its progression,
and about every stage of which human beings form a notion, this will close
the discussion; [for] it does not mean a dialectical modon in outhd and
nonons. Every nodon we form about a specific stage of the development of
uranium is fixed and does not develop dialecdcally wo another notion.
Rather, 2 new notion is added to it At the end of this process, we possess a
aumber of fixed notons and wuths, every one of which porrays a specific
level of the objective reality. Where then is the disputation or dialectic of
thought? Also, where is the notion thar develops narurally in accordance with
the external development? This is all that relates to the first Marxist atternpt
and i refutadon,

The second atterapt made by Mandsm to demonstrate the dialectic and
development of thought is that thought or knowledge is one of the natural

174



phenomena and a superior product of maier, Consequently, it is parn of
nature. Therelore, it is governed by the same laws that administer nature. It
alters and grows dialecdcally, as do all the plienomena of nature,

We must warn that this demonsiration is different from che above-
mentioned  demonsiration. In the previous demonsmradon, Marcism
attempied to show that moten is present in thought due w the thought's
character as a reflection of the moving realicy, The reflecton is not co miplete
if the moving reality is not reflected in thought in its motion and growth, In
the present awcempt, bowever, Marsism endeavors to show that the
dialectical motion of thought is due to the thought's character as a part of
nature. Thus, the laws of the dialectic apply to both marter and knowledge,
and extend to reality and thought alike, since each of them is an aspect of
nature, Thought or truth develops and grows, not only because it reflects a
reality that develops and grows, (p. 246) but also because it itself is 2 part of
the realm that develops in accordance with the laws of the dialectic. As the
dialeciic dictates the existence of dynamic motion, which is grounded on the
basis of intermal contradiction in the innermost being of every objective
phenomenon of nature, italso diciates the existence of dyaamic motion in all
the phenomena of thought and knowledge.

Let us go over what is related to this subject in the following texts:

Being is the motion of macter which is subject o laws, Since our
knowledge is nothing but 2 superior product of nature, it cannor
bur reflect these laws."

If we inguire about the narure of thought, the nature of awareness,
and their source, we will find that human beings are themsclves the
product of nacture. They grow in a certain community and with the
growth of that community. At this point, it becomes evident that
the products of the human mind which are also, in the Jast
analysis, products of nature, are not in contradiction, but in
agreement with the test of the inrerconnected nanre,'’

The basic point on which this demenscation rests is the adoption of the
purely materialistic explanation of knowledge that imposes on knowledge a
sharing with all the laws and decrees of nature, including the law of marion.
We will analyze this basic point in an independent chapter of this
investigation, At the present, however, we are attempting 1o imquire fram the
Manxists whether the marterialistic explanation of thought or knowledge is
reserved for the thoughts of the dialecticians in pamicular. Or does it also
pervade the thoughts of others who (p. 247) do not accept the dialecic? 1 i
pervades all thoughis - as the materialistic philosophy necessitates - then all
thoughts must be subject to the laws of the general development of matier
But because of this, it becomnes curiously contradiceory for Marxisim to aceuse
other thoughts of frozenness and siationariness, and to consider its thought
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as the only one that develops and grows due to the facy that irisa part of the
progressive nature, even though all human thoughes, aceording o the
maatenialistic noton, are nothing but a product of nawre. All that there is 1o
this mareer is that the proponents of the general or formal logic, as they claim,
da not accept the dialectical development of thought, as the Marsisis da.
However, when was the acceptance of a nawral law a condidon for the
existence of that law? Do not the body of Pasteur,! the discoverer of the
microbe, and the body of Ibn Sina, who did not know anything about the
microbe, both share reaction to germs, in accordance with the specific
nawural laws governing germs? The same holds true for every narural law.
Thus; il the dialectic is a natural law common o both thought and marter,
then it must apply o [all] human thoughts alike, If there is anything to its
dizcovery, it is only the speed of the developmental motion,

The third awempt is the exploitaion of sciendfic development and
wholeness in the various fields, and the consideration of this as an empirical
evidence for the dialectic and development of thought. The history of
sciences, according 1o the Marxist claimn, is itself the histwory of the dialectical
movernent of the human thought thar becomes more complere with the
passage of kme.

Here 15 a cuation from Kedrow:

The absolute truth which results from relanive truchs is a historical
movermnent af development, It is the movement of knowledge, It is
precisely for this reason thar the Marsise dialectical logic rreats the
thing that it studies from a historical point of view, 1. from the
point of view of that thing’s being a process of growth and
development. This logic (p. 248 is i agreement with the general
hl-:i[crrj,' of kjmwledge and the hastory of science. l'hl,-' using a3
examples the natural sclences, economics, politics, and hiswory,
Lenin shows that the dialeoic derives s conclusions [rom the
hustory of thought, while at the same time, he asserts thar the

history of thought i logic must agree, in part and in whole, with
the laws of though: "

Mo rwa persons disagree on the fact that the history of human knowledge and
science is full of advances and completion of knowledge in the various fields
and in the different types of life and experience. Casting one glance on
science in its present and past makes us fully believe the exient of the fast
development and the remarkable completion that science has anained inits
latest races. But this scientific development is not a kind of motion in the
philosophical sense intended by Marxism, Indeed, it is nothing more than a
decrease in the quantty of errors and an increase in the quantity of truths.
Science develops, not in the sense that sciendfic truth grows and becomes
complete, but m the sense that its truths muldply and are increased in
number, and its errors are reduced and decreased in nurmber, in accordance
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with the enlargement of the experimenial scope, the deeper plunge inta
experunencation, and the precision of the means of experimentarion. In
order to clarify this, it is necessary o give an idea abourt the procession of the
stientific development and the method of gradual progression and
completion in the scientific theories and truths, so that we can see clearly the
difference between the alleged dialectic of thought, on the one hand, and the
historical development of the human sciences, on the other hand.

Scientific truths begin with a theoretical procedure, such as with a research
hypathesis that oecurs to the natural sciendist due to 2 number of previous
pieces of information and scientific or simple observagdons. A hypothesis is
the first stage that the scienfic theory crosses in its developimental
procession, Alter thar, the scientist begins a sciendfic investigation and an
cxperimental sdy (p. 249) of that hypothesis. He performs all kinds of tests
by means of precise scientific observations and various experiments in a ficld
related 0 the hypothesis, If the resules of the observations or experiments
agree with the hypothesis and are in harmony with its narure and with the
nature of its phenomena, the hypothesis acquires a new characier that is, the
character of a scientific law, Subsequenly, the theory enters the second sage
of its scientific procession. Bur this development thar rransfers the theory
from the level of a hypothesis 1o that of a law does not mean that the sciendific
truch has grown and altered. Rather, it means that a specific idea was the
subject of doubt, but has attained the level of scientific rmust and ceritade,
Thus, Pasteur’s theory concerning microbic living beings, which he prosited
on an inwitive basis, was then confirmed by careful ohservatons through
modern scientific means. Alse, the theory of general gravity, the hypothesis
fur which was evoked in Newton's mind by 2 simple scene (the scene of the
fall of an apple on the ground), made Newwon ingpuire 25 1o why it is that che
force that made the apple fall on the ground is not iself the force that
preserves the moon's balance and guides its modon? Later, experiments and
stientific observations confirmed the applicability of gravity o the colestal
bodies, and considercd it a general law based on a specific relarion.

The same is rrue of the theory swating that the difference in the speed of the
fall of bodies is aributed to the resis@nce of air, and not wo the difference in
their mass, which was introduced as an [important] scientific event whose
truth was later proved by science through cxperiments on various bodies in a
place void of air - thus demonstraiing thar all bodies share a certain degree of
speed - [ say that such a theory and thousands of other theories, which have
all passed through the above-mentioned stage of development by crossing
the level of 2 hypothesis to the level of a law. They do not express by this
crossing and development of a growth in the same wruth, but a difference in
the level of its scientific accepiance. The idea is the same idea, but it has
passed scientific examination. (p. 250) Due to this, it became clear as a truth,
after it had been the subject of doubt,

When this theory attains its proper position ameng scientific laws, it plays
its role of applicarion, and acquires the property of scientific reference for

177



exuplaining the phenomena of nature char appear in observation, experimen-
tarion or disclosure of new maths and secres. The more such a theory can
discover unknown ouths, whose soundness is larer confirmed by experiments,
the more esiablished and the ceaver does it become inothe scienufic
mentality. For this reason, the scientise' dis-:;r:n.rl:'nl,r of the pla_n{‘.: Mepune in
light of the baw of gravity and s mathematical formula was considered agreat
victory for the theory of general graviry. The existence of this planet was then
conlirmed by scientific observavons, This, wo, & nothing but a kind of
strong scientific confidence in the eruth and soundness of the theory,

If the theory is constantly accomipanied by success in the sciendfic field, it
is then confirmed for good. If, on the other hand, it beging woshift from
corresponding 1o the reality that is scienuifically scrutinized, after carefully
examining the systems and wols, and after making penetrating ohservarions
and tests, the theory begins at that poine the stage of adjustment and renewal.
It this stage, new observations and expernments may be reguired to
complere the previous scienific theory by means of new notions thar are
added o the previous theory, so thar a unified explanation of the whole
experimental reality will be anained. Pieces of scienrific evidence may reveal
the talsehood of the previous theory. Thus, in light of experiments and
observatons, this theory collapses and s substiuted by another,

In none of this cain we understand sciendfic development in a dialectical
fashion or imagine the truth as it is supposed by the dialectic — thac is, that ir
grows and alers in accordance with the conwradicions thar it mvolves
ineernally: thus, raking onin every stage a new form, while inall those forms it
i & complete scientific oruth. This iz gquite différent [rom the sciemific realicy
ip- 251} of human thought. Rather, what happens in the area of scentific
adjustment is the atainment of new ouths that are added 1o the fxed
soicntificuth, or the discovery ol the falsehood of the previous truth and the
truth of anather 1dea for explaming realioy,

What occurred w the atomic theory {the theory ol avomisn) fally in the firs
rategory: the awainment of new truths that are added 1o the fixed scientific
truth, This theory was first a hypothesis, and then, in accordance with
experiments, it became a scientific law, Lacer, in light of experiments, physicy
was able t reach |the conclusion] thar the arom 15 not the primordial unicof
miatter, but that iciself also consists of parts. This is how the atomic theory
was complered by a new scentific notion of the nucleus and the charges of
which the atorm 15 composed. The truth did not grow, but the scientific truths
were increased in number. However, the quantitative increase is other than
the dialectical growth and the philosophical movement of uth.

What occurred o the theory of general graviry (the mechanical explanation
of the world in Newton's theories) falls in the second category (the discovery
of the falsehood of a previous theory and the truth of another idea), The
disagreement of this explanation with a number of electric and magnetic
phenomena has been noticed. The same is true of the inappropriateness of
this explanation for explaining the manner in which light forms and
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propagates as well as similar points that were taken by later physicists to
constitute an evidence of the falsehood of the Newtonian notion of the world,
On the basis of this, Einstein put forth his theory of relatvity thar he cast in a
mathematical explanation of the world that differs connpletely from thar of
Newton, Can we then say that Newton's theory for explaining the world and
that of Einstein are both true, and thar the wuth has developed and grown
such that it took the form of the relativity thoary after it had been in the form
of [the theory of] general graviey? Further, is dme, space, and mass,* the
absolute fixed triad in Newion's explanation, the scientific outh thae (p: 252
grew and aliered in accordance with the law of dialectical tovernent, and wis
then ransformed inw the relativicy of ume, space and mass?’ Or has the
force of gravity in Newton's theary developed into a curvature in space -
[rimme|; thus, the mechanical foree by motion is a preperty of the geometry of
the world,* by means of which the motion of earth sround the sun and other
mations are explained, as is the bending of nuclear sadistion?

The only reasonable [interpretation] s that careful or numerons
expenments have led to the manifestation of error |of incompleteness] in the
previous theory, the absence of truth [or generaliey| in iy and che evidence of
the presence of oruth [or generality] in anather explanation. "

At last, our assertion becomes clear: namely, that scientific development
does not mean that the truth grows and comes info being gradually, Racher, it
means the completion of knowledge inasmuch as knowledge is a whale; that
is, inasmuch as it is an assembly of theories and laws. Further, its com pledion
mieans a quantitative increase of is eruths and a quantitative decrease of s
ErTors,

Finally, we wish to know what Marxism seeks in the development of the
truth. Indeed, Marxism seeks two things in the assertion of the developmen
of the wurh and the application of the dialectic to the truth.

First, it secks a negarion of absolute truth. 1f the wruth continuously moves
and grows, then there is no fixed and absolate ruth, Consequently, rhe
metaphysical fixed truths, for which Marxism condemns theology, will ke
destroyed. Second, it seeks to deny absolute falsity in the march of scientific
development. Scientific development, (. 258) i the dialecrical sense, does
not mean thar the previous theomy is absolueely faze et that it is 4 relative
truth. This means thas it is a rruth ar 2 specific siage of development and
growth. By means of this, Marsism placed the security of rruth in the various
stages of scientific compledon,

These two aims collapse in light of the sound and reasonable explanation
of scientific development that we have presented zhove. In accordance with
this explanation, the scienrific development is nora growth of 2 specific truth,
but new discoveries of truthy not known before, as well as correcrions of
previous errors, Every corrigible error is an absolure error, and overy
discoverable uth is an absoluge truds.

Add to this that Marxism fell into a basic confusion berween wuth, in the
sense of thought, and wuth, in the sense of independent ohjective reality,
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Metaphysics asseris the prosence of absolure uth in the second sense, Tt
aveepts 4 fixed objective reality bevond the imits of nawre. This is not
meompatble with the negation of rruth in the first sense and the continuous
development of outh, Suppose that truth in the human mind is in a constant
and a continuous development and movement. What harm would this cause
the metaphysical realiny admitted by theology, as long as we accept the
possibility of ‘an objective reality independent of consciousness and
knowledge? Marxism can fulfill its wish il we pursue idealism and say tha
reality is the truth that exises in our minds only. Thus, if the tuth in our
minds develops and changes, then there will be no room for belief in an
absolute reality. If, on the other hand, we distinguish between thought and
reality, and acoept the possibility of the existence ofa reality independent of
consciousncss and thought, then there will be no barm to the existence of an
abeolute reality external o the limirs of knowledge, even though there may
not be any absolute tuth in our minds. (p. 254)

The Contradictions of Development

The following passage is taken from Stalin:

Contrary 1o metaphysics, the starting poine of the dialecrc is the
view which rests on the fac thar all namral cvenes and things
involve conradicions, since all of them mvolve a negative aspoct as
well as a positve aspect in the past and in the presenr Further,
they all have elements thar disintegrare or develop, Thus, the strife
of these opposites lies in the internal content responsible for
transferring the quanttatve changes o qualitative changes.™

Again, Mao Tse-tung savs:

The law of contradicion in things, i.e. the law of the union of
opposites, is the basic and most important law in dialectical
materialisem,

Lenin tells us: “The dialectic, in the precise sense, is a smdy of
the contradiction in the innermost essence of things.”

Lenin often called this law ‘the essence of the dialectic’, as he called it ‘the
heart of the dialectic’.” (p. 255)

This is the basic law that the dialectic alleges o be capable of explaining
nawure and the world, as well as justfying oear movement and the
developments and leaps that this movement involves, When Lenin discarded
the notion of the first principle from his philosophy, and considered as
towally improbable the assumption of a cause external o, and beyond |to
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nature], he found himsell required to provide a justification and an
explanation of the continuous march and the constant change in the realm of
matter, in order o show how matter develops and takes on dilferent forms;
that is, in order to determine the source of motion and the primary cause of
the phenomena of existence. He assumed thar this source is in the internal
content of matter; hence, matter contains A contnuous replenishment of
motion, But how does matter contain this replenishment? This is the main
question regarding this issue. Dialectical materialism answers this question
by saying that matter is a union of opposites and an assembly of
contradictories. If all opposites and contradicrories melt in a specilic uniny, it
will be natural then thar they struggle among each other for the acquisition of
knowledge. Development and change result from this struggle. Consequently,
nature abtains the stages of its completion by way of this method. On the basis
of this, Marxism abandoned the principle of non-contradiction. It considered
it a characteristic of metaphysical thoughe and one of the fundamenials of
formal logic that succumb to the sharp pickax of the dialectic. This is
confirmed by Kedrov in the following satemen

By the expression ‘formal logic’ we understand the logic that rests
on nothing other than the four laws of thought the law of identity,
the law of contradiction, the law of conversion, and the law of
demonstration. This logic stops at this point. But we consider the
dialectical logne, on the other hand, as the science of thought which
rests on the Marxist method which is characterized by the following
main points: admission of (1) the general linkage, (p. 256) (2) the
movement of development, (8) the leaps of development, and

[4] the contradicrion of development.®

Thus, we sec that the dialectic discarded from i field most of the inwitive
human thoughts. It rejected the principle of non-contradiction; instead, it
assumed conmadiction as a general law of nature and existence. In this
rejection and assumption, the dialectic unconsciously apphied the principle
of non-contradiction. When the dialectician admits the dialecrical conra-
dictions and the dialectical explanation of narure, he finds himself ob liged o
reject the principle of non-contradiction and its metaphysical explanation.
Clearly, this is only due to the fact that human nature cannot reconcile
negation and affirmarion. Rather, it essentially feels an absolute opposition
between the two. Ifthis is not so, then why did Marxism reject the principle of
non-contradiction and assert its falsehood? 1s it not hecause it accepred
contradiction and could not accept its nogation, as long as it had alrcady
accepted its affirmnation?

Thus, we know that the principle of non-contradiction is the general basic
principle of which human thought was never free, even at the point of
enthusiasm for disputation and dialectics,

Dialectical contradiction also resulied in the climination of the principle of
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whentity [a s a) from the dicdonary of dispuration. A thing was permitted 1o be
ather than isell. Indeed, the general dialectical contradiction makes this
necessary, for everything involves i contradictory and expresses its own
negation at the tme of #s affirmaton, Thus 'a 15 a' 15 not so absolutely,
Rather, every being is the contradicrory and thie negadon of itself, as it is an
affirmarion of it, This is so, because its being ¢ essendally contradictory and
invalves negarion and affirmation that are always in conflic and char, by their
conflict, erupt [p. 257] in motion.

The Marxists have not anempred 1o prove the conmradicion of things - thar
is, the law of dialectics and ws disputational basis - except by a group of
examples and phenomena, by means of which they wied w show the
contradiction and dispuration of namre. Thus, [ro them], contradiction is just
one of the laws of dialectical logic, since natwre iselt s contradicrory and
dialeceical. This is made cvident by the kinds of contradiction given by the
senses or revealed by science, which destroy the prindple of none
contradiction and make it inconsistent with the reality and laws of nature that
povern the various fields and arcas of nature,

Wi have alluded eaclier w the fact that Macusm did not find a way to the
dynamusm of natare and o making the forces that are active by maotion as the
incernal content of the same progressive matter, except by starting from
contradicrion and accepting the union of conrradictories in a progressive
uniry, in accordance with the soruggle and sirife of these contradicrories,

The issue, acconding to Marxism, is only two sided. First, we either form
our ides about the world on the principle that asseris non-coniradiction.
Thus, there would neither be negation and affirmarion at the heart of things,
nor would such things involve the strife of conradicories. Consequently, we
mustsearch for the source of motion and development in a cause superior to
nature and o its developments. Or else, second, we establish our logic on the
belict that eontradiction penetrates (o the hears of things, and that in every
being, apposites or negation and affirmation unite.™ (p, 258) With this, we
find the secret of development in the internal eontradiction.

Since, according o the claims of Marxism, nature provides in every
apportunity and in every field estimony and evidence for the confirmation
of contradiction and the union of contmdictories and opposites, one rmust,
therefore, adopt the second point of view,

In fact, the principle of non-contradiction is the most general law and the
most commen to the various fields of applicaton. Mo phenomenon of exis-
tence or being is an exception to it at all. Any dialectical atempt seeking 1o
reject it or o show nature a5 contradictory is a primitive attempt that rests on
the misunderstanding of the principle of nen-contradiction or on some
misguidance. Therefore, let us at the outser explain the principle of non-
contradiction in its necessary sense, which general logic considers as a mzin
principle of hurnan thought. After that, we will take up the phenomena of the
alleged eontradicrion in mature and existence. It is on these phenomena that
Marxism relies for establishing its dialectical logic, and for destroying the
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principle of non-conuradiction and the principle of identiny. We will show
that those phenomena are harmonious with these two principles, and that
those phenomena are empty’ of dialecncal contradictions. With this, the
dialectic loses is support in narre and its material evidence. Consequently,
we determine the extont of the dialectic's failure 10 explain the world and w
Justify its existence. (p, 259)

I The Nature of the Principle of Nor-Contradiction

The principle of non-contradiction states that conrradiction is impossible.

Thus, negation and affirmation cannot agree under any circumseance. This is

clear; but what is the contradiction that this principle rejecrs and that the

mind cannot accept? Is itany negation and affirmation? The answer is no, for
not every negation contradicts every affirmation, and not every affirmation is

incompatible with every negation. Rather, an affirmartion is contradictary o

its own negation, and not w the negation of another affirmation Thue, the

existence of a thing is basically conuradictory ro the non-existence af thar
thing, and not to the non-existence of another thing. What is meant by their
incompatibility is that it is impossible for boch of them to unite or o come
together, For example, a square has four sides. This is a fixed geomerrical

truch. A wiangle, on the other hand, does not have four sides. This is abso a

fixed sound negation. There i1s no contradicion an all between rhis negaLon

and that affirmation, for each of them deals with a speaific subject shat is
different from the subjece with which the orher deals. The four udes are fixed
in a square and are negated in a triangle, Hence, we have not negated what we
have affirmed, nor affirmed what we Bave negated. There would be
contradicuon only if we affiem and alse negare that scpuare has foursides; or
if we affirm and at the same time negate thar a mangle has four sides

By virtue of rthis consideration, the metaphysical logic dictates thar
contradiction exists only berween the negation and the affirniaion rhag agree
in circumstances. Thus, if the dreumsiances of negarion differ from the
arcumstances of affirmation, negatim: and affirmarion will not be COMIra-
dictory. Let us take a number of examples of negation and affirmation thai
differ in their circurnstances,

{2} "Four is even,” “Three is not even.' Negadon and affirmation in these mwo
propositons are not contradictory due to the fact thar each of them is
different from the other in the subject with which it deals, Affirmacon is
related o “four’, and neganion is related w “three'. [p. 260)

(b)'In infancy, a human being is quick to believe," ‘At the stage of youth and
maturity, 2 human being is not quick to believe.” Negation and affirmarion
in these two propositions are related to ‘human beings'. However, cach of
thent has its own time that differs from the tme of the other. Therefore,
there is no conmadiction here between the negadon and the affirmanion.

(<) ‘An infant does not know in actuality.' *An infant knows in potentality;
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that i, it is possible thar he knows." Here, oo, we are confroneed with a
negaton and an affirmacien that are not contradicrory. This is because in
the first propasition, we do not negate the same affirmarion invelved in
the second proposition. The firse proposition negates the atribuee of
knowledge inoan infant, The second propositon does not affirm this
attribute. Instead, it alfirms iis possibility - thae is, the capacity of the
infant and his proper readiness for acquiring it Therefore, itis the infant's
potency for knowledge thin the second proposition aflirms, and not the
infant’s actual knowledge.

Thus, we know that contradiction between negation and affitmation s
aained only if bath share the subject with which each deals, and agree with
regard 1o spatial and remporal conditions and circumstances, and the like,
Bur il negation and affirmation do not agree in all these conditons and
circumstances, then there will be no contradiction herween them. There is no

person or logic that can assert the impossibiliy of the truth of both in this
tase,

I The Munner an wiech Menasm Understosd Contragiction

Afver having studied the notion of conrradicion and the content of the main
principle of general logic - the principle of non-contradiction - we must shed
some light on the Marase understanding of this principle and on the
justification to which Marxism resorted in its rejection of this principle. Itis
not difficult for one w realize that Marxism was not able to or did not care 1o
understand this primeiple in the proper sense. Thus, it rejected it for the sake
ot araining is own marerialism, (p. 261) It gathered a number of examples
that it claimed are inconsistent with this principle. Consequendy, it posited
conteadicnon and strile between contradictones and opposites as a principle
ofits new logic. [t filled the world with noise about this principle and boasted
t0 the general human logic abour constructing this principle and discovering
contradicrion and suife berween contradictories and opposites,

In arder for us 1o see the extent of error in which Marxism fell and which
led it reject the principle of non-contradicdon and the other principles that
are based on it such as the metaphysical logic, we must distinguish with
clarity between ewa things: the firstis sirife between external opposites and
contradictories; the second is strife between opposites and contradictories
that come rogether in a specific unity. It is the second that contradicts the
principle of non-contradiction, As for the first, it has no relation w©
contradiction at all. This is because it is not concerned with the union of wo
contradictories or two opposites, Rather, it is referred to the independent
exastence of each of them. The presence of sirife between them leads to a
specific resulr. The shape of the shore, for example, is the result of 2 mutual
action between the waves and currents of water, on the one hand, that collide
with the land (thus making the bank recede) and, on the other hand, the
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steadfasiness of the land in the face of the currents and its pushing back those
waves to some extent. Further, the shape of a clay bowde is the resule of 2
process that rakes place between a quanidty of clay and the hand of a
poteer.

If dialectical mareralism intends this kind of stnfe between exrernal
opposites, this would not be at all imcompatible with the principle of non-
conwradiction, and would not call for accepting conwadiction which human
thought has rejected from the beginning of its existence, The reason is that
opposites never come together in a unity. Rather, cach of them exisw
independentdy in its own sphere. They share in 2 mutual action by means of
which they achicve a cerain result Moreover, this principle does not justfy
self-sufficiency and the dispensing with an external cause, The shape of the
share or the shape of the botde is notdetermined and does not exist through
a development based (p. 262) on internal conrradicions. Rather, it s the
tesult of an external process achicved by two independent opposites, This
kind of strife berween external oppaosites and their shared processes is not
something discovered by marerialism or the dialectic. Rather, it is something
clear and affirmed by every logic and by every philosopher, whether a
marerialist or a theologlan, since the oldest tmes of marersalism and
theology, and untl today,

For instance, let us take Aristote, the leader of the school of metaphysics in
Grecek philosophy. We choose Anstotle in particular, notonly because he isa
theology philosopher, but also because he has put forth the rules, principles
and foundations of general logic which the Marxists call “formal logic'.
Aristotle believes thae there is strife berween excernal oppaosites, even though
he erects logic on the basis of the principle of non-contradicton. It did not
occur to him that hundreds of years larer, somebody will emerge o consider
this strife as a proof for the collapse of this necessary principle. Here are some
of Aristotle’s texts concerning strife among external opposites:

Put briefly, something of the same genus may be actually accepied
by something else of the same genus, The reason for this is thar all
opposites are of the same genus, and opposites act upon one
another and accept one another from one znother,

It is in accordance with the form, and not in accordance with
matter that a certain thing is added to every part in just any
manner. In spite of this, the whole becomes greater, for something
is added 1o it. This thing is what is called ‘nourishment’. It is also
called 'oppaosite’. However, this thing s nothing bur a change in
the very kind |of the whole]. For instance, when the damp is added
to the dry, (p. 263} it changes by becoming iself dry. In actualiy, it
is both possible that thar which is similar grows by thar to which it
is similar, and on the other hand, by that w which it is not
similar.”
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Thus, it becomes clear that the common operations of external opposites
da nar reveal the dialectc, nor refute the metaphysical logic, nor constiture
something new in the philosophical field, Rather, they are ouchs determined
with Cldr.iL:,' i all philt}suphi.t:s from the beginni:ng of the hiﬁ[ﬂ!’}" of
philosuphy. Theyinvolve nothing thar helps arain the Marxist philosophical
aims that Marxism sceks 1o achieve in light of the dialecric,

B if Marxismn intends ‘contradiction’ in the real sense of the term, which
artribuces an internal source o motion — something thart is rejecied by the
maln pandple of our logic - contradicton then will be something that no
healrhy mind can accepr. Marxism does nou have any example whatsoever of
conradiction in this sense from pawee or the phenomena of existence. All
the alleged contradictons of nature thar Marxism offers us are not related o
the dialectic in any way,

Ler us present a number of such examples by means of which Marxism
imended 10 prove i dialecrical logic, so that we can see the exgent of il
weakness and failure o demonstrate its own logic,

(1} The contradictesns of msdesn, The following is a passage From Georges

Lefebyre:™

When nothing goes on, then there is no contradicton.
Conversely, when there is no contradicrion, nothing happens,
nothing exists, no appearance of ayy actviry 5 nodced, and
nothing new emerges. (p. 264) Whether the martter is relared m a
state of sagnarion, o a emporary equilibrium, or o a moment
of flourshing, the being or thing that is not sell-conradictory is
temporarily in a state of rese.®

Also, we quote from Mao Tse-rung:

A pmpnsirinn with grnrral contradiction or with the absolute
existence of contradicion bas a dual meaning, The firse is that
contradiction exists in the process of the development of all
things. The second 15 that from the beginniog o the end of the
development of everything, there 15 a movement of opposites:
Engels says that movement iwselll is contradiciory,”

These texts make it clear that Marxism upholds the existence of
oppositon berween the law of development and completion and the law
of non-contradiction, It believes that development and completion are
not achieved except on the basis of continuous contradiction. As long as
developmentand motdon are realized in the realm of nature, one must put
aside the idea of non-contradiction and wake up the dialectic, which will
explain o us motion 1 it various forms and kinds,

Previously {when we studied the movement of development), we
touched upon the fact that development and completion are not at all
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incompatible with the principle of non-contradicnon, and that the idea
that asserts incompatbility beoween the twe rests on the confusion
between potentiality and actuality. At every stage, motion is an affirmation
in actuality and a negarion in porendality, Thus, when the germ of a living
being develops in the egg unl it becormes achick, and the chick becomesa
chicken, this development does not mean that the egg is not in its firse
stage an egg in acruality. (p. 265) Indeed, it is an egg in actualiy and a
chicken in potentialicy; that is, it can become a chicken. Therefore, the
possibility for a chicken and the character of an gz, and not both the
characeer of the egg and the characeer of the chicken, unite in the essence
of the egg. In fact, we know more than this, namely, that the movemens of
the developrnent cannot be undersiood except in light of the principle of
non-coniradiction. If it were truly possible tor contradiciories m come
together in the essence of a thing, there would be oo change, and dhe thing
would not be transformed from one state to another. Consequently, there
would be no change and no development
If Marxism wishes to show us thar the process of monon Tnvolves

contradiction that @5 wuly incompatble with the principle of non-
contradiction, ler i then provide an example of development thar involves
and docs not involve motion - that ts, in which both negation and
affirmation are apphcable w the development, s 1t permissible for
Marxism, after it had rejeceed the principle of non-contradicgion, 1o assert
that a thing develops and does nor develop ar the same dme? [ this were
permissible, et Marsism then show us an instance of it in nature and
existence. If, on the other hand, this were nor p‘t:rrn'issihl:, it would he
nothing but an admission of the principle of non-conwadiction and of the
rules of the meraphysical logic,

(23 The contradictions of (ife or ofa Mg body. | Concerning this,| Georges Lefebwie
tebls us rhe following:

Ini spite of this, it is not clear that life is birth, growth, and
development? 5till, a living being cannot grow without changing
and developing, i.e. without ceasing to be whar he was, In order
for him o become a man, he must abandon and lose
adolescence. Everything that necessarily accompanics rest
declines and [alls behind . . . Every living being, therelore,
struggles against death, for he carries his death within himself.™
p. 266)

We also quote the following passage from Engels:

We have seen earlier that the essence of life is that a living body
is at every moment itself, while ar the same moment, it is not
itsell, i.e. it is something other than iwell, Life, therefore, 15 a
contradiction fixed in the beings and processes themselves.™
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There is no doubi that a living being undergoes two renewable processes:
life and deash, As long as these two processes perform their function, life
connmues, But this does not invelve any contradiction. The reason is that if
we analyze these rwo processes, and, to begin with, add them ro one fiving
being, we know that the process of death and that of life do not meetin one
subject. A living being receives new cells ar every stage and leaves behind
disintegrated cells. Death and life partition the cells |of that beingj. The
cell thar dies at one moment is other than the vell that exises and lives at
that particular moment. This is how the living being at large remains held
together; for the process of life replaces in him the dead cells with new
cells, Thus, life continues unal ics possibilities are exhausced and its light is
extinguished,

Rather, contradicion abuaing if death and life cover all the cells of the
living being at a specific moment, But this is not what we know about the
nawure of lite and living beings. A living being does not carry within
himself ather than the possibility of death, and the possibility of death
does not contradict life. Rather, what contradicrs life is actual death.

(311he contradiction in people’s copacity for knmoledge, In his presentation
ol the principle of contradicion in the dialectie, Engels says: (p. 267)

As we have seen, contradiction, for example, between the
genuine and unlimited human capacity for knowledge and the
actual realization of this capacity in people who are restricred by
their external circumseances and mental receprivity finds its
resolution in the indefinite succession of generations in the
endless advance, at least with respect to us and, according to the
pracucal point of view,™

Inthis, we find 2 new example, not of the prindiple of contradicdon, bur of
the Marxist asunderstanding of the principle of non-contradiction. 1f it
were truc that people are capable of full knowledge, and of acquiring such
knowledge by themselves, this will not confirm the dialectic, nor will it bea
phenomenan that constitutes an exception to the metaphysical logic and
to the basic principle of this logic. Instead, ivwill be similar 1o our assertion
that the army is capable of defending the country, and that no member of
the army has this ability. Is this contradictory, and is this something on
whose rejection the mewphysical logic is based? Indeed, no, Contra-
diction obtains between negation and affirmation if their subsject is one,
However, if affirmaation deals with hurnanity as a whole, while negation
deals with every individual independently - as in the example given by
Engels - then there is no incompatibility berween negation and
affirmation.

(#)The contradiction in  physics  between  the positive  and  the  negative
charges.” This alleged contradiction invelves two errors. The first is the
consideration of the positive charge and the negative charge as belonging
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to the caregories of existence and non-existence, (p. 268) affirmation and
negaton [respectvely|, due o the face that the scientific term for the
former is ‘positive charge’ and for the latter ‘negative charge’, eventhough
wi know that these expressions are just technical physical terms, This does
not mean that both are two contradictories, as are non-positiveness and
posidveness, or negation and affirmarion. Thus, the positive charge is
similar to the charge produced in the glass suck that 15 teuched by a picce
of silk. The negative charge is similar to the chagge produced by the jon
that is touched by the cat skin, Each of the nwo charges is a speafic kind of
elecrric charge., MNeither of them is the existence of a thing, while the other
the non-exdstence of thar thing,.

The second error is the consideration of atracuon as a kind of wnion,
On the basis of this, the relaton of atraction besween the positive vharge
and the negative charge was explained as one of conmradicuion. This
conradicion was considered one of the dialectical phenomena, even
though, in fact, the negarive and the positive charges are notunited in one
charge. Rather, they are owo independent charges anracling each other, as
the rwo different magnetic poles attract each other, without indicaning the
existence of one charge that is both positve and negative at the same ume,
or the existence of one magneuc pole that is both nonleand sourh, Thus,
attracton  between different charges [or repulsion between similar
charges| is a kind of interacton among external opposites that are
independent in existence from one another, We learned earlior thar
interaction among cxternal opposites is not at all dialeciical and has no
relation to the conwradicion that is rejecied by the metaphysical logic. The
issue is one of two powers cach influcncing the other, and novan issue of a
power involving contradiction in its intermal content, ax the diabeciic
claims.

(5)The contradiction of action and reacfion 0 wechonmics™  According 1
Marxism [and to Newton), the mechanical law that asserts rhar for even,
action, there is a reaction equal to it in quantity, and opposed o it in
dircction: |for every action, there is an eqgual and spposite reaction] is one
of the phenomena of dialectical contradicion p. 269

Once again, we find ourselves o need of emphaeaog thar this
Mewwonian law does not in any way jusify dialectical conmadictions; for
action and reaction are rwo powers that exist in two hodics, and not two
contradictories united in one body, Thus, the two rear whieels of a car push
against the ground with force; this is the action, The ground, on the other
hand, pushes the two car wheels with another force that is quantatively
equal and directionally opposite the Gra force; this s the reaction. By
means of this, the car moves. Hence, the ane body does nos involve neo
comtradictory forces, nor does its internal content undergo a strugele
berween negation and aflirmation or between one contradiciory and
another. Rather, the car Fuahr.s thie= E‘r{]und in one directon, while the
ground pushes the car in another direction. The dialectic atenmpis o

il
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explainathing's growth and movement by two internal repelling forees or
two internal contradicionies ar strife. Bach strugples against the other,
overcomes itand forms the thing [containing them] in accordance with
itsell. 1s this ot different from two external forces of which one produces
F .'uFll.'EZiﬁlZ action and the other a reaction? We all know that the two
opposite torces produced by the acoion and the reaction are present in two
bodies, and that itis impossible for them to be present in one body; they
oppose and regrate one another, This is so, omly b}"l.l’il‘h.tt of the pringiple
of non-concradiction,

(6} The  coneradictions of war dicussed by Mae Tie-tumg in the  following
statetent

Actually, in war, atack and defense, advance and retreat, vicwory
and defear are all contradictory phienomena Neither one of the
twes [in any pair] can be present without the other. These two
exrremes struggle |agamnst each odher|, as they uniwe with each
other - thus formung the wtality of war, imposing their
development, and solving the problems of war™ [p. 270)

The cowih is that chis texe 15 che STTATI st al all the ahove-rnentigned exs,
Inir, Mao Tse-tung considers war as a real living being invelving the two
contradictonies, victory and defeat, even though this noton of war s
inappropriate except 1w a primiove mentality thar @5 acoastomed o
wiewing things in a general lramework, War, in philesophical analysis, is
nothing but a muldphcity of events united in the manner of expression
only, Victory 18 other than defear, a victorious army s other than a
defeated army, and the methods or poing of stengh that prepare for
victory are other than the methods or poims of weakness thar lead
defear, The decsive results v whicl war leads are not due 1o a dialecucal
struggleand united contradiciories, but o a struggle berween two external
toroes of which one overcomes the other.
{7) The cortradictions of fudgemenis discussed by Kedrow fn whal. follows

Regardless” of the simplicity of a judgment and regardless of the
ordinariness of that judgment, it containg seeds or clements of
dialecrical conradicnon which move and grow in the sphere of
all human knowledge ™

Lenin emphasizes this point saying:

Beginning with any proposition, even with the simplest
proposition or with the most ordinary and most commeon
proposition, etc., such as: "The tree leaves are green,’ ‘Ivan is a
man,' ‘Zhuchka is a dog,’ and 50 on, also invalves a dialectic.
The paricular is the general; that is, opposites {the particular i
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the opposite of the general) are identical. Bur even here, there
are primary principles, necessary pouons, and an objective
refation to nature, cic. The accddental, (p. 271) the necessary, the
appearance, and the substance are all present here, Thus, when 1
say: 'Tvan is a man,” '"Zhuchka s 2 d{:g,' This 1s the leaf of a
tree,’ enc., | just reject a series of symbols, since they are
accidental, T separate the surface from the substance, and 1
affirm opposition berween the wo, Similarly, in every
proposidon and inevery cell, we can disclose all the elements of
the daalectic™

But it is our right to ask Lenin abour the attribute of generalicy that he
aseribies o the meaning of the serm “man’, Isican anribuee of the idea thar
we form in our minds abouwt the word ‘man’, or of the objective reality of
this word? This question does not require much reflection, in order for
one to amain the correct answer, which s as follows. Generality is an
artribute of thought and not of reality. Qur idea of the word ‘man’
constmutes a general notion thar expresses many particulars having this
name. Thus, Ivan 1z 2 man, Kedrov s a man, and Lenin 15 a man, in the
senss that the idea that we have of the expression ‘'man’ is rthe mental
product thatis common wo these individuals. The obyective reality of mman,
on the other hand, is always something determined and limired . 1fwe rake
this remark into consideradon, we can then know that the contradicton in
our statement: lvan 15 a man’ obiaing only il we wish ro udge our speailic
idea of lvan as being the same as the general idea that we have of man. This
is @ clear contradicrion and cannot be wue at all, The reason s that the
specific idea of Ivan cannor be the same gencral idea of man, otherwise,
the general and the particular would be the same thing as Lenin thoughe.

Thus, if we take Ivan as a specific ideaand man asa general idea, we will
find ourseives in contradicion when we rmy o unite the owo ideas, (p. 2720
However, our staterment, 'Ivan is 2 man', does not acraally mean a union
between the two ideas, but 2 anion between the objective reality of the
waord ‘Ivan’ and the objective realiy of the word ‘man’, in the sense tha
the two expressions are one objective realite. itis clear thar the realicy of
man does not contradice the excernal realiov of Ivan; rather itisone and the
same with it. Therefore, the unnan berween the twoe does not invelve a
contradiction, Henoe, it becomes cear that the conrradiciion, which is
claimed by Marxism to exist in the proposition ‘Tvan isa man' is based on
a false interpretation of this proposirion, which considers this proposition
as a union beoween two ideas, one of which s gencral and the other
paricular, and not between two objectve realines.

Cnee again, we inguire zbout this alleged contradiction in the
proposition ‘Ivan is'a man', What is its consequence, what is the struggle
produced by i, and whar is the development resulung from n? Acconding
to Marxdsm, the internal contradicdons ignite the struggle and are
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considered as fuel {or the development. How then can Marxism explain o
us the manner in which the proposition: "lvan s 2 man’ develops?
Fusther, is it reduced w anather form due w its conteadictions?

The conclusions we reach as a result of our study of the alleged dialectical
contradictions is that all the conwadictions mentioned by Marxism in the
fields of philusophy and science or in the general, ordinary sphere are not of
the kind of conrradiction rejected by the basic pringple of the metaphysical
logic, Moreover, such comradictions cannet be considered a5 an evidence for
refunng this princple. Rather, they are nothing bur the ‘spposites’ of the
Maleese Chrysippus™ (2,000 years ago) to the principle of non-contradiction.
Chrysippus” responded 1o this principle as follows, 1 your father comes to
vou veiled, vou de not recognize him. Therefore, you know yvour father and
Fou de not know him a the SAIThe [T,

But it is intuitive that these kinds of simple opposies canno destroy the
general necessary prnciple of human though the principle of non-
contradicuon. [p. 273)

The fruth thar was evident to us from a number of examples of dialectical
contradiction s the struggle and the interacuon between external opposites.
We have already learnied thar this kind of interaction between oppuosites is not
ane af the atmbuses of the dialecue. Barcher, it is one of the asserions of
metaphysics, as we have learned from Aristode’s texts.

If we wish 10 overlook the errors of Marxism in understanding
contadicuon, and 1ts failure in the atternpt to demonstrate che law of
chalectics, we will still find that the dialectncal conrradicion does niot give us
an acceprable explanation of the world, nor can it offer a sound justification,
as we will poine out in Chaprer 4 of this investigation, 'Mater or God’,

[Lis interesnng o point to an example of contradicuon offered by one of
the modern writers™ for the purpose of falsifving the principle of non-
contradiciion, He says thar the principle of non-contradiction asseris thar
every quantity is eirher finice or infinite. lecannot be both finite and infinice at
the same nme due o the impassibility of conmadiction. IF this is the case,
then half a finke quantity 1s always finie, It cannot be infinite; otherwise, the
sum of two infinite quantities would be finite, But this 1s impossible. Thus,
the chain containing the following quamines:

17 %0 Yy Y Y W

{where each quanriry has half the previous quantity), every part of this chain
must be finite, regardless of the length of the chain, If the chain is infinite, we
will have an infinite succession of quantities every one of which is finite,
Thus, the sum of the parts of the chain {p. 274} would then be the sum of an
infinite number of finite quannnes, Thatis why it must be infinite. However,
a litile knowledge of mathemarics shows us that it is finite, since i is 2.7
Thuas, this writer wishes w conclude that the contradiction between the
finite and the infinite permits the wo contradiceary poles to unite in one
guantity. But he misses the point that the infinite quantity in his example is
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other than rhe finite quantity. Thus, there is no contradiction, 1t is wor the
case that one quaniry is both finite and infinice in spite of the prnciple of
non-contradiction, as this modern writer attempts 1o conchuede

We can consider the quantities that he supposesin this chain, of which
each has half the previous quantity, ingsimuch as they are units, aned count
them as we would count the anits af nuis, or as we would couns the rings of a
long iron chain. In this case, we will face an infinite number of umies, Thus,
the complewe number (1) is the first unit; while the fraction (4] is the second
unit. Further, the fracuon (49 is che third woit, (n shis way, the s s
mcreased one by one o indinory, Therefore, while adding sthese numbers, we
are not faced with something like dhe unies of (), Rather, we are faced with an
enormeus, infinite number. I, on the olies hard, we wish woadd the
quantitics symbolized by these numbers, we will then get (2 only, Thiz |y
because the mathemanical sum of those deficient quaniiics is Juscthat, The
infinite, therefore, is the Guantizy of the sarme numbers that can bie added
inasmiich as they are units that we add ro cach other, as we add 2 penal w a
pencil or anut o 2 nut. But the finite s not the quanrity of the oumbers rha
can be added inasmuch a5 they are units and things that can be added, bus
the quantities that are symbolized by thiose numbers. In other words, there
are two quanities, One of them is the quandiry of the same numbers inasmuch
s they are units; while the other is the quanriry of what is mathematically
symbaolized by them, due to the fact that svery number in the chain
symbolizes & certain quantiry. The first is infinite, and it is impossible that i
be finire. The second is finie, and it s impossible thac it be infinie, {pr 275

{11 The Polisical Purpose béyond the Cantradectors Movement

Movement and contradicion, the mwo dialecheal poings d@r we have
eriticized in derail, 1ogether constituie thie law of dialeciical movement ar thie
taw of contradictory movement whose developiment is based, conssanth and
always, on the dialectical principles,

Marxism has adopted this law a3 an ctemal law of the warld, I purpase
was to exploit this law in the political sphere for it own interss, Thus,
political action was the first goal that reguired Maridsm o ease this law ina
philusophical forrn that helps it constiuct a new policy for the whole world.
This was siated by Marx somicwhat carefully. *Philosophers have done
nothing other than ierpreted the world in various ways, But the issur is one
of its development '™

The issue, thercore, is the suggested political development tha: must find
2 logic (o jusiify it and a philosophy on whose principles it reses. That is why
Marxism put forth the law that agrees with its political plans, and then sought
for evidence for this law in the scientific Belds, convineed in advanee and
before any evidence thar it is necessary to adopt this law, as long as this law
sheds some light on the path of action and sruggle. O this occasion, we
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imust listen o Engels disoassing the research he carried on in his boak, Ant-
Duhring:

Meedless o say, | had resored o a gk and biriet prr:il:marinn ol
the subjeces (p. 276 of mathematics and narural scence for the
purpose of acquiring peace of mind regarding the derails of what 1
had non doubrted in general, |namely| that the same dialectdcal faws
of movernent that govern the apparent spontaneity of events in
hisrnr}r also pave their way i mature,"™

I thas wext, Marxism summanizes [or us s method noies philosephical
attempts, the manner of its conlidence m discoverning the faws of the world
and accepring them betare it realizes the extent of their actualiey 1n the
scientific and mathematical ficlds, Afeer thar, itwas careful to apply these laws
to thase fields and wo subjugare nature w the dialetic in a quick presencation,
as ]-:ngris 5aYy5, rq‘:g;lrdlr!ix oof the cost char this may incur, and de;pite the
protest of mathemanoans and namural soennsts thenselves that this may
cause, This 15 admited by Engels in a phrase cose to the texi quoted
above,

Since the basic aim of constructing this new logic is wo arm Marxism with a
mental weapon in its politcal bartle, it was, therefore, natural for Marsism to
begn - pramarily and before anything else - by applying the dialectical law o
the polirical and social spheres. Thus, it explained sociewy, including all its
parts, in accordance with the law of contradiciory movernent or the moving
eomtradiction. lesubjugated society o the dialecric tharic clanms o be the law
ot both the mind and the external world. Therefore, in assumed thar sociery
develops and moves in accordance with the class contradictions thag are
internal w society. At every stage of development, socicry rakes on a new
social form that agrees with the dormimant olass m mciet}r. Subsequendy,
struggle begins again on the basis of (p. 277] the contradiction is involved
in that form. As a result of this, Marxism concluded that the analysis of the
social content of capiwalistic society is struggle between the contradictories
thatthis society involves - that is, between the working class on the one hand
and the capiealistic class on the other hand. This struggle provides sociery
with the developmental movernens that will dissolve the capialist contra-
dictions when the leadership is handed 1o the working class represented by
the parry that was established on the basis of dialecic macerialism, that can
adopt the intercses of the working class with a composed scientlic method,

At the present, we do not wish o discuss the Marmxist dialectical
explanation of sociery and its development, an explanation that collapses
naturally, so thatwe can crincize and falsity the dialectic as a general logic, as
has been determined in this study. We will reserve a dewiled critical study of
historical materalism in Our Sacgely or in Dur Phﬂusuphy.“

Rather, what we intend at the present is to clarify an important point in chis
social application of the dialectic thar relates w the dialectic itself in general.
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This point is that the social and political application of the dialectic in the
manner pursued by Masxism leads 10 an immediae refutation of the
dialecdc. If the developmental movement of saciew derives its necessary fuel
from the class struggle hetween conmadicories contained in the general
social structure, and if this conrradiclory jusiificadon of moton ix the anly
explanation of history and sociery, then, i the lasc analysis, motion would
inevitably come 1o rest, Alse, the differences berween contradictones and
herween the motion spans of contradictories come to rest and frowenness; for
Marxism believes thar the sape which is produced on the hasis of such
contradictories, and to which ir sceks w lead the march of the Buman race, is
the siage (p. 278) in which classes are abolished and society beoomes one
class. Ifthe variety of classes in the suggested socialist sociery is abolished, the
blaze of conflice is extinguished, (he contradiclony moverments completely
disappear, and socicty reaches a fixed stabifiry from which it doss not
diverge. The reason for this is thar the only fuel for social development,
according o Marxism, is the wmyth of class conuadiction that the
development invenes, Thus, if this contradicdon |s removed, char would
mean the liberation of sociery from the influence of the dialecric: and thus,
disputation would abanden the position of rontrolling and governing the
world.

We know, therefore, thar the Marxist explanation of social developiment on
the hasis of class contradiction and dialectical priniples leads v a complere
halt of this development. But the conerary holds e if we place the blase of
development or the fuel of movement in awareness or thoughr, or in
anything other than class conwadicton that Marxism considers a5 o general
source of all development and movemene,

Is it not appropriace after all this to describe the dialectical explanation of
history and sociery as the only explanation thar imposes frozenness and
finedness on mankind, and not the explanation that places the source of
development in a resource that never dries up — narnely, awarcness in irs
various kinds? Add to this the frozenness thar Marxisim itself produced and
that afflicted the human mental dialectic of which Marxism is proud, when
the dialectic and the mfinity of the world were taken as absolue truths, and
when the state adopted the dialecric as an official docrine above any
discussion and debate, and as a final reference to which all science and
knowledge must be subjugated. Any thought or mental effort that is not in
harmony with it and that does not begin with it must be siopped. Thus,
human thought in the various fields of life fell caprive 1o a specific logic, All
the intellectual wlents and capacities were pressed into the circle that was
designed for mankind by the official philosophers of the state. (p. 279

In future chapters, God willing, be He exalted, we will discuss how we can
abolish the myth of class contradiction, how we can lift the curtain o show
the fallacies of the Marxist disputation in specifying the concradictions of
ownership, and how we can give a sound explanation of sociery and
history.”
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The Leaps of Development

Seahin tells us the following:

196

Contreary o metaphysics, the dialecac does not consider the
movement of development as a simple movement of growth in
which quantitative changes do not lead to qualitative chinges.
Rather, it ronsiders it as a development that moves from small and
hidden quantitative changes 10 expressed and basic changes, Le, 10
qualitative changes, These qualitative changes are not gradual; bus
fast and sudden. They happen by leaps from one stage o another.
It i+ not [only] pessible thar these changes occur; they are necessary,
They are the tesule of an accumulation of non-sensible and gradual
quantitative changes. That is why, according 1o the dialectical
method, it is necessary to understand the movement of
development, nor inasmuch as it is a circular movement or a
simple repeution of the same procedure, but inasmuch as it isa
linear progressive movement and a transmission [rom a previous
qualitative stge 1o a new qualitative sage.!

The dialectic aszerts in this point thag the dialectical development
of matter is of two kinds: (p. 280} one of them is a gradual
quantitative change that occurs slowly. The other is a sudden
qualitarive change thar occurs al once as a result of the gradual
quantitative changes. This means that when the qualitative changes
reach the poine of ransidon, they are then transformed From a
ceriain quanry w a new quality,

This dialectical development is not a circular motion of matrer in
which matter returns to its same source, Rather, it is 2 motion of
completion that is constandy and contnuously ascending,

If one objects 10 Marxism at this poiny, saying that nature may
have circular motion, as in the fruit which develops into a tree, and
consequently goes back o being a fruit as it was, Marxism responds
as follows: This motion i also one of completion, and 15 nol
circular, as the motions that are drawn by the compass, Howover,
the completion in it is due to the quantitaive and 2ot to the
qualitative aspect. Thus, even if the fruit goes back in its linear
march to being a fruit once again, sull it will achieve a quantitative
eompletion, The reason is that the tree that was produced by one
fruit branches our into hundreds of fruirs. Thus, there is never a
retum to the |original] motden,”

To begin with, we must notice the purpose that lies behind this
new dialectical point. We had learned that Marxism posited the
practical plan for the required political development, and then



sought for the logical and philosophical jusification of that plan.
What then is the plan for which this dialectical law was
construcied?

It is very easy to answer this question. Marxism saw that the only
thing that can pave the way for its pohitical control or for the
political conmrol of the interests it adopis is a conversion. Thus, it
went on o search for a philosophical justfication of such a
conversion. It did not find this justdficadon either in the law of
maotion (p. 281] or in the law of comtradiction. This is because these
two laws require soviery 1o develop in accordance with the
contradictions that unite in i The principle of conradicrory
motion is not sufficient for danfying the method and immediacy of
development. That is why it became necessary to posit another law
on which the nodon of conversion rests. This was the law of the
leaps of developmenr that asseris the immediate transformation of
quantity into guality. On the basis of this law, conversion became
not only possible, bur necessary and unavoidable in accordance
with the general faws of the universe. Thus, the gradual quantitative
changes in society are converted in great historieal turns o a
fqualitative change. Hence, the old qualitative form of the general
social strucwre is destroyed and changed in a new furm.
Therelore, it becomes necessary, and not only good, that the
contradictions of the general sodial edifice result from a sweeping
principle of conversion, according o which the class that was
previously in control, and that became secondary in the
conwadiction process, be removed and sentenced o destruction, so
thir the new contradictory that has been nominated by the internal
contradicuons e be the main side in the conmadicion process will
have the opporunity to be in control,

Both Marx and Engels say;

Communists do not come close o hiding their views, inentions,
and plans, They declare with frankness that their purposes cannot
be avained and realized except through the destrucrion of the
whole maditional social system by violence and force.”

Also, Lenin says: (p. 282)

The proletariat revolution is not possible withour destroving by
violence the bourgeoisie system of the state.”

After Marxism posited the law of the leaps of development, it had to give a
number of examples, ‘presenting them in a quick manner’, as Engels says, so
that it can demonsate by means of them the alleged law in its general and
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F-a.l'[icular caves, This i3 rxarll_'_v whatr Marxism did; i gave us & number of
examples on which it based s general law,

One of the examples thar Marsism gave of this law 05 that of water when
placed on the fire, The temperature rises gradually. Due to this gradual rise,
sk quanmative changes occar, At first, these {hmlges do nor have any elfect
on the state ol the water inasmuch as ivisa Quid. However if irs e peratiure
reses 1o 100 degrees [centigrade|, then at thar moment, it will shifi [rom the
seate of ludiey mo thar of vapor.™ Quantity 1s changed to quality. Similarly, if
the temperature of water falls to sero | centigrade), the water will immediaely
change o ice "

Engels presents other examples of the dialectical leaps from the organic
acids an chemistry, of which every one has a specific degree [of temperature|
at whach it erielis or boils, By virtue of reaching thar degree, the fuid Ieaps toa
new quahitative state. Thus, formic acid, for example, boils a1 100 degrees
jrentigrade|. Buticmels ar (p. 285) 15 degrees [centigrade], Acetic acid boils
at 118 degrees |centigrade]. lis melting point on the other hand is 17 degrees
|rentigrade], and so on" Thus, m boiling and melimg, the hydrocarbonic
compounds eperate 10 accordance with the law of immediate leaps and
rransformations.

We do not doubr that the qualirative development of a number of naoral
phenomena happens by instantaneous leaps, as does the development of
witer in the previously menuoned scholastic example ar the development of
the organic or carbonic acids in the rwo staces of boiling and meling, as well
as [the development of] all ather compounds whose nature and qualitics are
dependent an the proportions from which each is composed. ™ Bur this does
net mean that o s always necessary in all fields that the development ke a
leap i specilic siages. so that it be a qualitagve development, Giving a
number of examples is nor sufficient for demonstrating scientifically or
philosophically the necessity of these leaps in the history of development,
especially when Marsisin selecis such examplesand neglects those examples
that w used for clanfying anather dialectcal law, only because they are not in
agrecment with this new law. Marsisin had represented the contradictions of
development in the living germ inside the egg that wends 1o become a chick,™
and 1 the seed thar imvedves its conradiclory, L!;usdrwh:pingam’l hr::nming
atree due wois internal conflicy

15 i not our right o ask Marxism 1o reconsider these examples, so that we
would know how it can explain for us the leaps of development in these
examnples? Isthe seed’s becoming a tree or the germ’s becoming a chick (the
development of the thesis into an antithesis) or the chick's becoming a
chicken (the development of the antithesis into a synthesis) produced by one
of the dialectical leaps, thus changing the germ ar once into a chick, the chick
o a(p, 284 ) chicken, and the seed into a rree, and thar such transformations
occur by a gradual hinear monon? Even in the chemical elements thar are
liable tor melr, we find both kinds of changes together. As change occurs in
theseclemnents by a leap, it may also ocour ina gradual manner. We know, for
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example, that the crystal elements change from the state of solidi o the
seate of fheidity suddenly, such as the ice that melts ar a emperature of §0
degrees |centgrade]. Atthat poing, the ice changes immediately into a fluid,
The non-crystal elements, such as glass and honeywax are the converse of
this; they do not meland do not change qualicavely at onee. Rather, their
melting occurs gradually. Thus, the temperamre of the wax, for example,
rises during the process of melting, so that if it reaches a certain degree, the
solidity of wax is weakened, The wax begins to become, gradually and
independently of other things, more flexible and malleable. In the stare of
flexibility, it [changes] gradually; it is neither solid nor fuid. This rontnues
until it becomes a Muid element.

Let us take another example from social phenomena - namely, language
as a phenomenon that develops and changes and thatis notsubject o the law
of the dialectic: The history of language does not ell us anyrhing abhour the
immediate qualitative changes of language in s hisworical march. Inseead, it
expresses gradual rransformarions of language with respect to quantity and
quality. T language were subject to the law of Jeaps, and il the gradual
quantiative changes were wransformed into a decisive and immediate
change, we would have been able to grasp decisive points in the life of
language, in which language changes from one form o anather due o the
slow gquantitative changes. But thisis something not wrue of any language that
people have adopted and employed in their social life.

Therefore, in light ofall the natural phenomena, we are able wo know thata
leap and immediacy are not necessary fur qualitanive developmenr, Furcher,
as development may be immediate, it may also be gradual. (p. 285

Let us now rake the previously mentioned schaolastic example - of water in
its freezing and boiling [seates|. We nouce the following, Firs:, the
developmental movement in the example is not dialectical, for ex-
perimentation does not demonstrare that this development s a resuln of the
intemal conmradicions of water, as the contradictions. of the dialectcal
development require. We all know that were it nor for the exrernal
wmperature, water would remain water and would not change 1o vapor.
Thus, the conversional development of water is not achieved in a dialecocal
fashion. If we wish o consider the law that poverns the social conversions as
the same law accarding 10 which the immediate conversion of water or of all
chemical compounds occurs (as Marxesin assumes), this would lead 1w a
result different from that intended by Marxism. The reason is this. The
developmental leaps in the social system become conversions caused by
external factors, and not by the mere contradicions contamed in the same
system. The auribute of inevitability would no longer pertain 1o those leaps.
Those leaps would not be necessary if the external facoors are unavailable,

It is elear thar as we can preserve the state of the fluidity of waeer, and dis-
eance the water from the factors that make it leap o the state of vapor, we can
also preserve the social syseem and distance i from the external factors thar
necessitate its destruction. Therefore, it becomes clear thar the same
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apphication of the law of the dialectic wo the immediate develo pment of water
in its boiling and freczing, and o socety m its conversions, regiseers
conclusions CORITErY b thiose c:lpr:'n:d by the dialectic,

second, the developmental movement ot water is not linear, Rather, itisa
circular movement in which warer changes into vapor and vapor returns to s
uﬁgina] shake, withoul pr Uduchlg‘ - quﬂntlt.al.i\rr ora qualila:iw mmp]ction,
1f this movement is considersd 1p- 286) dialectical, this would mean thar it is
not necessary for the movement o be linear and always progressive. Also, it
would net be ineviable thar the dialecucal development in the naaral or
social realm be one of completion and progression,

Third, the same leap of water o vapor achieved by the temperane’s
reaching & certain degree must not cover all the water at once, Every human
he’ing knows thiar varous Lfnant:itir:s of the waters of the seas and oovans
evaporate gradually. [1is not the case thar all of such warers make a one-time
leap to the state af vapor, This shows tha the qualitative development in the
arens in which this development is immediate does not necessarily cover the
developing being as 2 whole. Rather, this developmenr may begin in the
parts of thar being, leaping with them w the stue ol vapor. The leaps follow
consecudvely, and the drves are repeated unnl the whole 5 transformed,
The qualiaove transformation may not be able o cover the whole, thus
vemaining limited 1o the pars in which the exernal condivons of the
COTYETSION are met

if this s all that is meant by the dialectical taw with respect to narure, why
ihen should the leap m the social spheve be imposed on the systemn as 4
wholef Alse, why should i be necessary, according 1o the natural law af
sociery, o desiroy the social souciure atevery stage through a comprehensive
and an immediate conversion? Further, why should it be that the alleged
dialectical leap in the social sphere cannot adopt the same method i adoprs
i the natural sphere - thus not affecting anything other than the aspecos in
wihich the rorditions of the conversion are met, and then moving gradually,
until the general transformarion is al lase achieved?

Finally. the chapge of guantity into quality cannot be Bithfully applied 10
the example of the warer that is transformed into vapor or ice, in accondanes
with the mse o1 f2ll in the degree of the temperamre of warer, ay Marxism
thowght. This is hecause Marngsm considered temperamre as a quantity and
vapor gnd ice as qualitier. Thus, it affiemed that quantty in this example
changes into guality, This Marxist notion of temperature, vapor and ice has
ne (p. 287) foundation, for the quantitative expression of temperature used
bw science in i assertion that the temperature of warer is 100 degrees or §
degrees, |for example,] 1s not the essence of remperature. Rather, it is an
expression of the scentific method for redudng the natural phenomena to
quantites, in order to facilitate their regulation and determination. Thus, on
the basis of the scienafic method of expressing things, it is possible to
comsider tearperanure as a quantity, But the scientific method does not only
consider temperature as a quantitatve phenomenon, Rather, the wans-
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formation of water into vapor, for example, is also expressed quantitatively,
It is exacrly like temperature in being a quantifative phenomenon in the
scientific language. This is because science determines the wransformarion
from the sace of luidiny to that of vapor by a pressure that can be measured
duanticatively, or by reladons and properies of aroms thar can also ke
measured quantitatively, as s the case with temperasure. Therefore, trom the
poine of view of scence, the above example doss not have anything but
quaniitics that change to one another. From the empinical point of view, on
the other hand - tha: is, the idea of iemperaiure thas sense perception
provides when we immerse our hand in water, or the idea of vapor that sense
perception provides when we see water change into vapor — temperature isa
qualiiative srare as is vapor, this state disturbs us when the temperature is
high. Hence, quality changes into quality,

Therefore, we find chat water in i wem perature and cvaporation cannod be
given as an example of the ansformanon of quantity into qualice, excepe i
we coniradict ourselves, thus considering remperature from the saendfic
point of view, and the stare of vapor from the enpirical poine of view,

Finally, it is appropriate for us to close this discussion of the leaps of
development with the example of this kind of development given by Marx in
his book Cagetalivm. Marx mentions that noe everv guantny of money can be
rranstormed haphazardly into capial, Indeed, m order for such mrans-
formation to oceur, itis necessary that the individual owner of the money had
acuired prior w that point a minimum amount of money thar gives him the
opportunity for a life twice |as comfortable as| thar of the ordinary worker.
This depends on his ability to employ eight workers. (p. 288] Marx tried o
clarify this point in light of his mam economic notions of the surplos value,
the ransiormable capital and the fiked capital. Thus, he took as an cxample
the worker who works eight hours for himself - that is, for producing rhe
value of his salary - and, subsequent w that, works four hours far the
rapitalist 1o produce the surplus value that the owner of the money gains. The
capitalist is necessizared under such a aircumstance to have ar his disposal a
certain amount of money sufficient to cnabie him w supply two workerswich
the raw material, rools for work and salaries, so thar he can make a daly
surplus value suflicient to enable him o have the same kind of foed that ore
of his workers has. However, since the purrpose of the capitalist is not only w
have food bur also w increase his wealth, this producer with pwo workers
remains a non-capitalist. In order for him o have 2 life rwice |as comfortable
as] that of the ordinary worker, he must be able to employ eight workers in
addition to transforming half the resulting surplus value inwo capital

Finally, Marx comments on this, saving that in this, as in the naoural
science, the soundness of the law discoversd by Hegel - namely, the law of
the rranstormation of quanctative changes into qualitative changes - s
confirmed when the quandtaive changes reach a certain limic

This Marxist example shows clearly the extent of tolerance exhibited by
Marxism in presenting examples of its alleged laws. Even though wlermnce in
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every area 15 a good and a vire, it i an unforgivable shortcoming in the
scientific field, especially when the purpose is 1w discover the secres of the
universe, in order to construct & new world in light of such secrews and laws.
[p. 28%)

Indeed, we donorwish athe present o diseuss the actual economic issues
on which the above example vests, such as the issue thae is relared o the
surplus value and the Marxist nogon of the capitalist profit. Rather, we are
concerned with the philosophical applicaton of the lw of leaps w capisd,
Let us, therefore, close our eves (o other aspects, dimc[ing QUi attention to a
study of this aspect |only].

Marx holds that money passes through simple and gradual quanticative
changes. [Frhe capitalise profic reaches a certain limir, an essendal conversion
or a qualitatve translommanon poours immediately. The money becomes
capital. This limit is twice as much as the salay of the ordinary worker, afeer
half [the surplus value] is transformed once again inm capital. Unless the
money reaches this limiy, ivwill nor have the basic qualitative change, nor will
it be capital. *Cameal', therefore, is an expression given by Marx to a specilic
amount of money. Every human being is completely free 1o have hus own
application and usage [of language|. Thus, let us wake this Marxist usage as
correct. Snfl, it is incorrect and does noe make sense philosophically o
consider the money's atainment of this specific limitas a qualiative q_h.mg;r
of the money and a leap from one quality o another. The money's
arainment of this limic does not mean anything ather than a quamitatve
increase. Mo qualianve ransformanon of the money is produced other than
what is always produced by the gradual quandmasive increases.

I we wish, we can o back 1o the previous staces of the developrent of the
clements of money in ks consecutive quantitative changes. I the imdividual
ownet has had the money that would makear possible for him w supply seven
workers with their equipment and salanies, then whar would his profic be
according o Mar? Arcording to the Marxist caleulations, his profic would
be a SLIlplus value -:qua] w the salaries of thresand-a-half workers; that is,
what is equal to twentv-cight hours of work. Becawse ol this, he is noe a
capiralist, for if half the sur[ﬂus value s transformed ineo capital, not enough
of it rernains that can secure for him mwice the salary of one of the workers, 1
we suppose an ingrease in the simple value of the money that the owner has,
such that it becomes within his ability w0 purchase, in addidon (p. 290} w
what he had already owned, the effores of half a day of a worker who works for
himesin hours, and for somebody else another six hours, he would then gain
from this worker halt whar he gains from the work of every one of the other
seven workers. This means that s proficwill be equal 1o thirty hours of work
and will enable him to have a salary bever than what he had before,

Again, we repear the assumption. We can imagine the owner, who can asa
result of the new addinonal amount of his money, purchase from the eighth
waorker three-quarters [of an hour|, thus leaving the worker with no relation
to another employer, except m the amount of three hours, Do we face at this
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point any increase in the amount of profitand in the owner's living standard
other than what we had faced at the poine of dhe occarrence of the above
guantitative change? Suppase that the owner is able 1o enlarge his mooey by
adding a new amount thas allows him o purchase [rom the sighth worker all
his daily inpur. What would happen then to the increase in the surplus value
and living standard other than whatused 1o happen as a result ol the previous
guantitative increases? Indeed, one thing ocours to the money that bad not
occurred on the previous occasions, This is something related ondy o the
aspectof utterance - namely, that Marx had not given this money the name of
capital. But now it is appropoace to-call it by this name, Is this the change in
kind and the transformation in quality that oceurs to the money? Further, is
the whole distinction between this stage of the money and the previous stages
a pointof pure utterance, such that if we had applied the expression 'capial’
to & previous stage, then a qualitative change would have occurred at that time?

The General Linkage

Stalin asserts the [ollowing:

Contrary 1o mtt.'lph}'sics, the dialecuc does not consider nature as
an accidental accumulation (p. 291 of things or events, of which
sOMme are separate, solared, or independenr from some others,
Rarher it considers nature as one firm whole in which ehings and
events are linked rogether oganically and dependent on one
anorher. Some of these things and cvents serve as mutual
conditions for some others

Mature, with its various parts, cannoe be studied in accordance with the
dialectical method when these parts are separated [vom one another and
sL‘l‘iT:-Pl:d- of their circumstances and condhtions, as well as of anv past or
present thing that pertains 1o their realivy, coneary w memphysics thar does
not yicw nature as a net of linkage and conjuncrion, bur from a purcly
absiract perspective. Thus, according w the dialeciical notion, no event
miakes sense if isolated from the other events that surround i, and if studied
ina purely metaphysical fashion.

Indeed, if wnjustified accusations against a certam philosophy were
sufficient to eliminate that philosophy, then the accusatons that Marxism
makes against metaphysics in this new point would suffice o deswroy
metaphysics and refute ls isoladonist view of nawre thar contradicts the
spiric of firm linkage among the parts of the universe, But let Marxdism tell us
who is in doubt about this linkage, and which metaphysics does notaccept i,
if it is sripped of the points of weakness that represent it as having a
dialectical character, and if it rests on a firm philosophical basis of the
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principle of causalivy and irs laws, Tor the soudy of which we have reserved the
third chaprer of this myestigation. According ro the general view of the
universe, events cannot he except one of three kinds: Firss, they are eitheran
aswernbly of aconmulated roincidences, in the sense that every evenr soours
by pure chance, without there being (p. 292) any necessity that requires i
exisence, This is the first peespective. Second, the parts of natre are
essentally necessary, Every one of them exisis by virrue of is own essenrial
necessity withouat peed for, or influence, 1_1:.- anything external. This 15 the
second perspeoive. Meither of the abiove perspectives is 11 harmeony with the
principle of cavsalicy, avcording o which every event is linked in its exisience
to its specific causes and conditions: The reason is that this principle rejects
the coincidence and rhance of evenis, as i rejerts their ossenal necessity.
Consequenty, according w this panaple, there is another perspective of the
world. Tris this, Third, the world is considered as completely nked wgether
i accordance with the principle and laws of cansality. Every pareof the world
oveupies the specihic place in the universe required by the condivons of irs
existence and the assembly of its causes, This s the third perspecoive thar
establishes metaphvsics on the basis of its own understanding of the world,
That is why it is asked: "Why does the world exist?” This is one of Tour
questons' the proper answer to which is required, according w the weea-
phiysical logic, for the scleniific knowledge of anvihing. (p. 293

This clearly mneans that meraphysics does not arall admit the possibility of
isalanng the event from its cnvironment and conditions, or not exending the
question o the event's relationy w other events.

The assertion of general linkage s not therelore, dependent on the
dialecaie. Rather, it is one of those things te which the philosophical
principles established by metaphysics in the mvestigaoon of causalivy and it
laws necessanby bead

The designs ol this linkage among the parts of natare and the disclosure of
its eletails and secrets are maners thar metaphysics leaves lor the viarnous kinds
of science, The general philosophwal logic of the world lays our the main
point only, It csablishes its linkage theory on the basis of causalivy and s
philosophical laws. Tt remains for science o explicare the dewails of the fields
that are accessible to the soienfic methods, and o clarfy the kinds of arial
linkage and the secrets of these kinds, thus Eiving cvery point its due.

If we wish to be just 1o both the dialecte and metaphysics, we must paing
out that the novelry thar the Marast dialectc iniroduced is not the general
law of linkage itseif, of which metaphysics had already spoken in its own way
and which is at the same time clear to all and is not subject 1o discussion;
rather, Marsism was the first 1o advocare the political aims or the politcal
applications of that law which gave Marxism the possibility of carrving our irs
plans and designs, Thus, the point of innovation is relared 1o the applicanon
and not to the law, with respect to its logical and philosophical aspect,

On this occasion, let us read what was written by the Marxist author Enile
Burns" conceming the linkage according o the Marxist view, He says: (p. 204)
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Marure or the world, incdluding human sociery, was not formed out
of distince things thar are complerely independent of one another,
Every scientist knows this and finds it exoemely difficulr o
derermine the capses even of the mam factors thae affecr the
specific things that he swidies. Waer 15 wager; bur if jis tomperature
is raised oo a certamn degree, then water 5 wansformed into vapor,
If, on the odcher hand, its wmperaoure 18 lowered | a cottain
degree], then it becomes wce. Thers are also other faciors that affect
water, Fuither, every commaon person realizes, if he or she
expenences things, that there is nothing which is completely
independent by irself, and thar everyihing s influcniced by other
things.

|Hl‘: Continuesi:

This linkage among things may appear intuitive, such that every
cause that mms one’s atention @0 it is evident. However, the tmuth
15 this. Pa:eﬂl.rlﬁ do not always apprehend the linkage amony things,
nor do they apprehend that what is real under sperific

l_:i'l.'l.'l‘.l MSEATIC S ITIEI.:,.' ot bE‘ 50 'I.Inlll.'l' other L'il'L'LIrﬂﬁLil]'lt{‘.ﬂ. '1_]“_":.'
always apply notons that they have tormed under specitic
circumstances to other circumstances that are completely different
from the former crcumsiances. The best example that one can give
m this regard 13 the pomt of view concerning the freedom of
speech. Freedom of speech in general serves the purpose of
democracy and helps people cxpross their witl, Thar is why it is
useful for the development of society, Howsver, the freedom of
speech of fescsm (the foremost princple that attempes to suppress
demnocracy) 15 something very different, since istops the progress
of sociery, Regardless of the repetivion in calling for the trecdom of
speech, whart is true of it under normal ciroumsmances with respect
o the parties that seck democracy, (p. 295) bs not mue with respect
to the fascist parties.™

This Marsst exi-admits thar the general linkage is understood by every
scicntist, indeed by every commen person who has experienced things, as
Emile Burns asseris, and is not something new in the general buman
understanding. Rather, the novelty is what Marxism sought from this
[linkage], by virtue of the extent of the solid lickage berween the issue of the
freedom of speech and otler issues that it considersd. The same is rue of a
number of other similar applicaions that we can find in a group of other
Marxist texts. Where then iz the powerful logical disclosure of the
dialectic?
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Tiwe Points concerning the General Linkage

In pursuing this discussion abour the theory of general linkage in
metaphysics, it is necessary o point out two important points. The fitst is
that, according to the mewaphysical view, the linkage of every part of nature or
the universe to the causes, conditions and clrcumstances relevant o it does
not mean that one cannot notice it in an independent manner, or posit a
specific definition of it. That is why definition is one of the subjects with
which mewaphysical logic is concerned. Maose likely, chis is what led Maryism
tor accuse metaphysics of noracceprng the general linkage and of nocsmudying
the universe on the basis of such linkage, The reason is that Marsism found
that 2 metaphysician takes up one thing, and ies w identify it and define it
independendy of other things. Owing o this, Marism thought thar the
metaphysician does not accept the linkage among things and does not study
things except when some of them are isolated (p. 296 from others. Thus,
when the memaphysician defines "humanny' as ‘life and thought', and
‘animality’ as "life and will', he has isolated "humanicy’ and ‘animality’ from
their drcumsiances and anachments and viewed them as independent.,

However, in fact the definitions that the metaphysical logic is accustomed
to give to any specific thing are novat all incompatible wirth the principle that
asserts the general linkage among things, nor are they intended to indicate
the disentanglement amang things or the sufficiency of studying these things
by giving them those specific definitions, When we define "humanicty” as "life
and thought', we do not seek by this a denial of the linkage of humanity to the
external lactors and causes. Rather, by this definition, we intend o give an
idca of the thing thatis linked to thase factors and causes, in order for us 1o
mvestigate the factors and causes that are linked to that thing. Even Marxism
isell considers definimion as a method for achieving the same purpose. Thus
i detines the dialectic, maner and so0 on. Lenin for example, defines the
dialectic as 'the science of the general laws of motion'.” He also defines
matter as ‘the objective reality which is given o us by the senses’,"®

Can one understand from these definitions that Lenin isolared the
dialectic from the other pares of human scientific knowledge, and did no
accept the lmkage of the dialectic w such pams? Sinularly, can one
undersiand that he viewed matter as independent, and studicd it without
ateention to its links (p. 297} and interactions? The answer is no. A definition
does notmean, either as a whole or in part, bypassing or disregarding linkage
among things. Rather, it determines for us the notion whose various links
and relations we atterpt wo discover, so that it [acilicates the discussion and
siudy of those links and relations,

The second point is that linkage among the pares of nature cannot be
circular. By this we mean that the two events, such as warmth and heat, that
are linked cannot each be a condition for the existence of the other. Thus,
since heat is a condition for the existence of boiling, boiling cannot also be a
condition for the existence of hear™
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In the records of the general linkage, every part of narre has its own rank
that determines for it the conditions thar affect s existence and the
phenomena whose existence it affecrs, Butif each of the two parts or evenes is
a cause for the existence of the other and at the same dme indebied 1o the
other for its own existence, this will make the causal linkape circular,
returning o the point of s deparure. But chis is impossible.

Finall}'.. letus SLud}-' foramoment Engels’ staternents abour g-:ncmi ||.nk_3gr,
and the abundance of soenohe T:Tnnfs for it, He savs:

In particular, there are three discoverics thar helped advance op,
203) the steps of glant thinkers with regard o our knowledge of the
linkage of the natural progressive processes.

The first is the discovery of the cell as the unit from which rhe
whole organic plant and animal clement grows by way of
multiplicity and distincriveness. We had not known thar the
development of all the primary organic elernents and what
resernbles them follow one another in accordance wich one general
law only. But also the capaciy of the cell o change poinis to the
way according m which the organic elements can change their
kinds. By means of this; they achieve a larger development than
that which every one of them can achieve separately.,

The second is the discovery of the ransformacon of energy
which shows thar all the forces hawng PTITLATY influence on narre
are other than the organic elements, This indicares that all such
forces are different manifestations of a general motion. Every one
of these manifestations passes to the other by specific quandiadve
proparnons.

The third is the comprehensive proot of which Darwin™ was the
first o speak and which swes thar all the products of namre,
including people, that surround us at the present time are nothing
but prodacts of a long process of development,

In face, the first discovery is one of the sciemific discoveries in which
metaphysics scored a victory, because this discovery proved thar the source
of life is the living cell {the prowplasm). Thus, it removed the delusion
according o which it is possible to have life in any organic clement in which
specific material factors are available. Tralso drew a distinetion between living
beings and non-living beings, byvirue of the fact that the specific germ ol life
is alone responsible for carrying i own gresr secrer® Therefore, the
discovery of the living coll, which painted to a unified origin of living beings,
also showed us at the same tume the degree (p. 29%) of difference herween
]'w'mg and nnn-]'nrinE; beings.

The second discovery is also considered a grear victory for metaphvaics
singe it proved sciencfically thacall the forms thacenergy takes, including the
material quality, are accidental qualities and characteristics, Thus, they are in
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need of an external cause, as we will point out in the fourth chapeer of this
investigation. Add o this that the present discovery is incompatible with the
laws of the dialectic. Tvassurres that energy has a fixed and a limited quanieity
not subject o the dualecncal monen that the Marxist disputation claims 1o be
fane o all tha aspects and phenomena of natare, 1T science proves thal a
certain aspect of nature 15 an exception to the laws of the dialectic, then the
necessity and absolure chavaceer of the dialecte i3 discarded,

Barwin's theory of the development of species and the evelution of some
ol thiery from some others 15 also not consistent with the dialectical laws. It
cannol be taken as s sowenofic support of the dialectical method of explaining
events, Darwin and others who conmibuted e the constructon and
emendanon of this theary explained the development of 2 species into
amnther on the basis that some individuals of the former SPECIEs LN
arrmibnites angd  charactenisoes, either by mechanical coincidence or by
defined external cayses, such as the community and envivonment, Every
artnibude that arowdividual zoguires remains fixed i bio and s ransferred
by herediny 1o his offspring. With this, a strong generation™ is produced due
o such acquired aecibures, The law of the struggle for survival fulfills s
Prcton i the mids ol a struggle for food and survival between the SETONE
menibers of this generation and the weak individuals™ of the species who
bave o acuired such avributes. The weak individuals are destroved, while
the sirong survive. The characierisucs are gathered by having every
generation transmit o the succeeding generation by way of heredity the
characteristics it had acquired due o the drcumstances and communiny in
which it had lived. This goeson, uniil a new species is formed thar enjovs all
the charactenstics that its anccsiors had acquired with the passage of tme.
(ol 30

Wi cam clearly see the exient ol conrradicion between this Darwindan
||:--'.'nr'!.-' and the general dialecrical mecthod, The mechanical characier of chis
theary is imade clear in Darwin's explanarion of the animal's development
due 1o cxrernal canses: The mdivadual charactenstics and differences which
the sirong generation of the indiaduals of a species acuires are not the resualt
of a developmental process nor the frui of an internal contradiction. Rather,
ey are the product of o mechameal socurrence or of éxternal faciors, such
ax the cosmmunity and emvironment, 1ois Uie ulyjective circomstances which
the strong mdwiduals bve thatr provide them with the elements of their
strengih and the characieristos thac distinguish them from others, and not
the mwmal siruggle io ther innermost being, as the dialecric assumes,

Further. the: characterisoic thar the individual acquires mechamcally - thar
15, by means of external causes tat are of the jenvironmental] cirrumstances
he lives - does not develop by a dynamic motion and does not grow by an
inrernal contradiction, so that it wransforms the animal inte a new kind,
Rather, o remains fixed, and is transicrred by heredity and without
development. 1t continues by a fixed and simple form of change, After this,
anocher charactenstic s added to the previous one thar, in twen, is produced
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mechanically by means of objective circumstances, Thus, another simple
change takes place. This is how the characreristics are produced mechanically,
They continue their existence in their offspring by way of heredity, They are
stable and fixed. When they are gathered, th ey linally constitute a lofticr form
of the new kind.

There is also a big difference between the law of the struggle for survival in
Darwin’s theory and the idea of the struggle of opposites in rhe dialectic, The
idea of the struggle of oppuosites, according to the dialecticians, expresses a
struggle beoween two opposites thar, in the Jast analysis, leads 1w teir union
ina loftier composition consistent with the wiad of the thesiz, andchesis and
synthesls. (p, 301 In the class strugele, for example, the batde is waged
beoween rwa apposites in the interoal sorucure of society, these owo
opposites being the capiralisiic class and the worki ng class, The struggle ends
with the absorption of the capitalistic class by the working dass. The wwo
classes arc united in a classless society, all of whose Individuals are owners
ard workers,

On the other hand, the struggle for survival or the strife between the serong
and the weak in Darwin's theory is not dialectical, since it does not lead 1 the
union of opposites in a loftier composition. Instead, it leads 1w the
destruction of one of the mwo opposites and the retention of the other. It
completely eliminates the weak individuals of the species and retams the
stromg. Further, it does nor resulr in a new composidon in which bath the
weak and the strong (the two opposites in serugple) are united, as the dialectic
assumes in the miad of the thesis, antithesis and svnthesis,

If we discard the idea of the struggle for survival or the law of natural
selection as an explanation of the development of the species, replacmg i by
the idea of the struggle between the animal and his community, a struggle
which helps form the Organic system inaccordance with the condirions of the
community, and if we say that the lawer kind of struggle (insiead of the
struggle between the weak and the strong) 15 the source of development, as
Roger Caraudy asserws™ - [ say tha if we develop this theory and explain the
progress of the species in light of the struggle between the anjmal™ and his
cavironment, we will not reacl a dialectical conclusion either. This s
because the siruggle between the commiunity and the organic system does
not result in the meeting and union of the tweo in 2 lofter CONMIPEOSIENDEL,
Rather, the thesis and the antithesis remain separsie. In this case, even il the
two oppasites in struggle - that is, the animal® and the environment — Pertiain
in existence at the end of the struggle, with neither of them being destroyed in
the conflict, still they do not unite in a new composition, as the capicalistc
and the working classes unite in a new social compGsition, (p. 402

Finally, where is the Darwinian immediacy and biological perfection? The
dialectic asserts that the qualitative transformations occur immediately In
contrast i the quantitative changes that ocour slowly. Further, it asserts that
motion is continously heading in the direction of perfection and ascent,
Darwin's theory or the biological idea of development demonstrates the
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possibility of the exact opposite. Biclogists have shown that in the living
nature, there are cases of gradual modon, as there are cases of motion by
sudden leaps.™ Moreover, the interaction that Darwin points out between a
living being and marure need not secure the perfection of the developing
being. Rather, due to it, the living being muay lose somie of the perfection thar
it had acquired, in accordance with the laws specificd by Darwin in his theory
of interaction between life and nawire, Thisis exemplified in the animals who
had a '|1:|ng ome AgD W live in caves and to abandon the lile nflig!u. Thus,
according to Darwin, thoy lost their sight due to their interaction with thear
specific environment and their disuse of the organ of sighrin the fields of life.
For this reason, the development of their organic composition led 1o
regression. This is contrary 1o the Marxist view thar asserss that the
developmental processes that are Interconnected in nature and that arise
from internal contradictions always seek perfection, since they are linear
PIORTESSIVE PrOCESSes.

Author's Notes to Part Two, Chapter Two
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Translator's Notes to Part Tvo, Chapter Two

! Zeno of Elea, Greek philosopher (490-430 B.C). A student and & defender of
Parmicnides: He is known for his paradoses of space. time, motion dnd change. Some
fragments of his work in which he presenced his paradoses are sull exwant.

4 In ovher words, motion is for the sake of acquiring these stages of development ar
completdon, Therefore, when such stages are anained, motion ceases.

3 Suadr ad-Din ash-Shirazl, betrer known as Mulla Sadra (A0, 1578- 164 1), He was
bom in Shiraz where he held a waching position ana religrons school, He 5 said 1o
have made the pilgrimage w Mecca on foot seven times, He believed thar ancient
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philesophy combined with revealed outh gives the highest farm of trweh, He wrote
COMMentaries on as-Suhra Wardi's wibmet al-fvfmiy and an parts of Ibn Sina's -
Ehifd" He also wrote 8 number of onginal works, the best of which is Kaitab af- Hikma al-
Muta'aitya, the ather e of this work 15 Kidt ol A5fir ol-Arba's |The Four fourmes, Le. of
the soul;,

& Fakhr acl-Din ar-Razi, Muslim theologian and philosopher of religion {114%-1209),
He was an Ashavite and had many debaees againae the mo'tazilives, However, at the
end of bas Tife he saw no value in the dialecos methed. Farly in his career, he wrote
Lachddl ol [otrdt | comnmentary on Thn Sina's of-folaras wars-Tenbdhat, This commentary
was the subject of oot by Masie ad-Din ac- Fasi), Octher early works are; al-
Mababeik al-Mashogryye and a somewhian autobicgraphicd work, Mundzangt of- 'allama,
Fakhr gd-Oin (2 description of hir encounters with certain scholars), His most
important thealogical work 15 a commentary on the Chur'sn, Maf@ ol Ghasb. Another
imparizne work is Mandqb al-Imdm ash-ShafiT.

5 Lowis Fastear, French chemist and microbiolagise (1822-95). Pasweur showed that
fermentation and certan diseases are cansed by microorganisms, He was a pioncer in
the use of vaccines. Fe was the first, for example, o use o vicoine for rabies, He is said
o have saved the wine, beer and silk industries ol amumber of Eurcpean countries, To
hum wee owe our knowledge of paswunzason. His ponopal publication s Stadies on
figer [IR7AL 10 1879 this was manslaed ino Englist under the ode Studies on
Fermemiation.

& Texe: ath-thag! (weaght)

7 Tewt: ath-thag! |(weaght)

§ Pa-asbajuad gl ol-wikduitive dharal handass i alam,

9 Text: wa-khulpwnzhina (the empriness of theze owo principles).

1P Cearges Lefebyre, French Biatoran {1274 1959), Hig conribuarion is mainly in the
socio-reonamic ficld. He studied the agrarian history of the French Revolution. His
Trsain writings are: The Agrasian Question dureng the Rege of Ferror (manslated into Russian
in 19%6), e French Novebwtion and A Study of the French Revolution,

A1 Ayyim:

I3 Texn: fibulidas, We have not been able wo idendfy any author by this name, 'We
suspert though that the reference here is o Chrysippus who is said by Dicgenes o
have given the argument of the veiled Gither (L of Diogenes, VIL ch. 44 and 82).
I3 Texn: {itnslidas

£ It never reaches 2, it approaches &

1512, w the onginal state,

#6 Tt be mentioned thar chis i so only under nommal pressure [76 centimeters of
THHETCUTY ),

I7 Lo, only if water 1= not completely pure and s under constant normal
[FrESSIre.

£8 But these phase changes from solid ro liquid o vapor are notstrictly true in any af
the compounds cited

19 Emile Burns, Bridsh Mamcise {1854 ),

2 Charles Robere Daswin, English naruralise (1809-82). One of the strongest and
best-known defenders of organic evolution. Hig most imporeant work is The Crgim of
Specrs by Means of Natural Selechion [183%)

21 1t st be noted, though, that this distincoon is no longer recognized.

12 i, an adapied gencration

3 e, enadapred,
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24 Texn: al-bi'a (communiry).
25 Texr: al-bi'a (community),
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Chapter Three

The Principle of Causality

The principle of causaliry is one of the primary propositions known to peaple
in their ordinary lives. This principle sttes that for everything there is a
cause. It is one of the necessary rational principles; for (p. 308) a human being
finds at the heart of his nature a motive that causes him o attempt to explain
the things he encounters and to Justify the existence of such things by
disclosing their causes. This motive is inborn in human nature, Also, it may
be present in a number of animals. Thus, such animals instinctively pay
atrention to the source of motion in order 1o know its cause, They search for
the source of a sound, again in order to know its cause. That is why human
beings are always confronted with the fquestion: 'Why . . ' This question is
raised concerning every existence and every phenomenon of which they are
aware, so that il they do not find a specific cause [of such an existence or such
a phenomenon), they believe that there is an unknown cause that produced
the event in question,

The following things depend on the pranciple of causaliy: {1} demonstradon
of the objective reality of sense perception; (2) all the sciemtific theories and
laws that are based on experimentation; and (%) the possibility of inference
and its conclusions in any philosophical or seientific field. Were it not for the
principle and laws of causality, it would not be possible to demonsirate the
objectivity of sense perception, nor any scientific theory or law. Further, it
would natbe possible to draw any inference in any field of human knowledge
on the basis of any kind of evidence, This point will soon be clarified,

Causahity and the Objectivity of Sense Perception
In *The Theory of Enowledge', we pointed our that sense perception is

nothing but a form of conception. It is the presence of the form of the
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sensthle thing an the sense taculries. T dees not have the character of a rrue
disclosure of an exiernal reality. Thar is why, in the case of certain ilinesses, a
hurman betng may have serse pereeprion of certain things, without asseniing
tw the exisience ol those things. Therefore, sense perception is not a sufficient
grivand for assent, judgement or knowledge concerning the objective reality,
[p- 404

As a result of thes, the problent we face is that il sense perception is not in
itsell evidener for the existence of rhe wensble thing thar lies outside rthe
limits of awareness and knowledge, thien how can we assent w the existence
of the objective reality? The answer is revealed in light of our study of the
theory of knowledge, It is as lollows. The assent to the existence of an
objective reality of the world is a primary necessary assent. Fot this reason, it
dos now requive evidence. However, this necessary assent indicates arily the
existence of an external reality of the workd in general. Bul the objective
reality of every sense perceprion 15 not known in 2 NECESSATY Maner.
Pherelare, we need evidence o prove the objectivity of every specific sense
perceplion. This evidence is the principle and Liws of causality, The
occurrence in the seases) of the form of a specific thing under specific
circumstances and condmions reveals, (0 accordanee wich this principle, the
existence of an exiernal cause of that thing. Were it not for this principle,
sense perception or the presence of a thing in the senses could not reveal the
existenice of that thing in another sphere, Because ol this, in a specific case of
lness, a human being mav perceive certain things, or imagine that he sees
them, without discovering an objective reality of those things. This is because
the principle of causality does not prove the existence of that realiry, as long
as it s possible ro explain a sense perception by the specific case of the illness.
Rarher, it proves the objecuve reality of sense perception if there is no
explanation of 1 m light of the principle of causality except by an objective
reality thar produces the sense percepnon. From this one can draw the
tullowing three propositions. First, 'Sense perecprion by isell does noc
disclose the existence of an objective reality, since it is coneeprion, and it s
not the task of concepuion (regardless of i kind) to give a true disclosure’,
Second, "Kpowledge of the existence of a reality of the world in general is a
necessary and primary judgement that does not require evidence; that is, i
does not require prior knowledge’ - this is the poine separating idealism from
realism. (p. 305 Third, 'Koowledge ol an objective reality of this or that sense
perecpron s acquired only in Light ol the principle of causaliny'.

Causality and Scientific Theories

Scienafic theories m the various expenimental and observational fields are in
general primarity dependent on the principle and laws of causality, 1f
causality and s proper order are eliminated from the universe, it becomes
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very difficult to form a sciendfic theory in any feld. For the darificaton of

this, we must point outa number of causal laws from the philosophical group

[of laws| on which scienoe rests, These laws are the following;

{A) The principle of causaliey that asserts thar every ovent has a cause;

{B] the law of necessity that asseris that every cause necessarily produces its
niatural effecr, and thar i is not possilile for effectz © be scparate [rom
their causes;

(€ the law of harmony berween causes and effects thar asserts that every
natural group thae is essentiadly in hamnony musi also be in harmony wath
respoct 1o [is] causes and effecrs,

Thus, in light of the principle of causalivy, we know, for example, that the
radiation emitted from the radium atomn has a cause, which @ the inrernal
division in the contene of the atom. Further, in light of the law of necessiny, we
find that this dwision necessarily produces the specific radiation when the
necessary conditions are fulflilled. The presence of thiese conditions and the
production of this radiation are inseparable. The law of harmony is the basis
of our abilitv to generalize the phenomenon of radiation and it specific
explanation to all the radium atoms, Thus, we say thatay Iong as all the avoms
of this element are essenrially in harmony, they must also be in harmony with
respect o (p. 306) their causes and effeces, I scientific experimentation
discloses radiation in some of the tadium aroins, it hecomes possible o assert
this radiation as a common phenomenon of all similar atoms, given che same
specific circumstances.

Itis clear thar the last two laws - that is, the law of necessity and the law of
harmony - are the result of the principle of causality. If there were no
causality in the universe between some things and some other things - [thas
is,| ifthings happened haphazardly and by chance - ivwould not be necessary
thar, when there is a radiuem atom, radiavion exists at 3 specific degree. Also, i
would not be necessary that all the atoms of this element share the specific
radiational phenomena. Rather, as long as the principle of causality is
excluded from the universe, it would be possible thar radiaton perwains o
one aton asd not to-another, just because of haphazardness and chance,
Thus, both necessity and harmony are atributed to the principle of causality.

After having clarified the three main points [cansality, necessiey- and
harmony), let us go back to the sciences and scientfic theories. We sec with
clarity that all the theorics and laws invelved in the sciences are in wuth
established on the above main poins, and depend on the principle and laws
of causaliry, If this principle were not taken as a fixed philosophical trath, it
would not be possible o establish a theory and to erect 2 general and
comprehensive scienrific law. The reason is that the experiment performed
by the natural scientist in his laboratory cannot cover all the parts of natare.
Rather, it covers a limited number of parts that are essentially in harmony.
Thus, such an experiment discloses that such parrs share a specific
phencmenon, When the scientist is certain of the soundness, precision and
objectiviry of his experiment, he immediately postulates a theory ora general
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law applicable to all the parts of nature that resemble the subject of his
experiment. This generalizadon, which is a basic condition for establishing a
natural science, is not justified except by the laws (p. 307) of causality in
general - partculasly, the law of harmony which [as mentioned, | assetes that
every group thar s essentially in harmony must alse be in harmaony with
respect o |its] causes and offects, Therelore, had there not been causes and
effects in the universe, and had things accurred by pure chanee, it would not
have been possible for the nawral scientisc o sav thar what is conlirmed in his
own laboratory i applicable with no restriction w every partof nature. Let us
illustrate this by the simple cxample of the natural sciennse whe proved by
expenimentation that bodies expand when heared, OF course, his experiments
did not cover all the bodies in the universe, Rather, he performed his
experimenis on 4 number of various bodies, such as the wooden car wheels
on which iron frames smaller than they are placed when heated. Thus, as
soon as these frames cool off, they contract and clasp the woeod Jr'i:-|:1-|'|1_,'. Let us
suppaose thar the seiense repears this experment an other bodies a number
of dmes. At the end of the experimenial course, he cannot escape the
following question: 'Since you have not covered all the particular bodies,
how then can yvou believe that new frames other than those vou have tried will
alse expand by hear® The only answer w this questuon is the principle and
laws of causalivy, Since the mimd does nor accept haphazardness and chance,
but explains the universe on the basis of causality and its laws, including
those of necessity and hatmony, it finds in limied experiments a sufficient
ground for accepting the general theory that asserts the expansion of bodies
by hear, This expansion that experiments disclosed did net oecur
haphazardly, Rather, it was the vesult or effect of heat, Since the law of
harmony in causality diceates that a single group in nature is in harmony with
respect o its causes and effects, or agents and results, it is no wonder then
that all the reasons of securing the applicability of the phenomenon of
expansion to-all bodies are met.

Thus, we know that the positing of rhe general theory was not possibile (p.
308} without starting from the principle of causation. Henee, this prindple is
the primary foundation of all the experimental sciences and theories. In
short, the expenimental theories do not acquire a scientific character unless
they are generalizsed to cover felds beyond the limis of particular
experiments, and are given as a general iuth. However, they cannor be given
as such except in light of the prindple and laws of causality, Therefore, the
sciences in general must consider the principle of causalivy and the closely
related laws of necessity and harmeony as fundamentally admired truths, and
accept them pror o all the experimental theores and laws of the
SCRCTICES,
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Causality and Interence

The principle of causality is the foundation on which all awempts of
demonstration in all the spheres of human thought rese. This is because
demonstation by evidence for a certain thing means tha if the evidence s
sound, it is a cause of the knowledge of the thing that is the object of
demonstration. When we prove a corfain truth by a scientific experiment, a
philosophical law or a simple sense perception, we only attempt 1o have the
proof as a cause of the knowledge of that tuth. Thus, were is not for the
principle of causality and [the law of] necessity, we would not be able 10 do so.
The reason is that if we discounted the laws of causalicy and did not acoept the
necessity of the existence of specific causes of every event, there would not be
any link between the evidence on which we rely and the truth that we attempt
to acquire by virtue of this evidence, Rather, it becomes. possible for the
evidence i be sound withour leading to the required result, since the causal
relation beoween the pieces of evidence and the results, or between the causes
and the effects, is broken off.

Thus, it becomes clear thatevery atemipt ar demonstration depends on the
acceptance (p. 309) of the principle of causality; otherwise, it is a wasteful and
useless atempt. Even the demonstration of the disproof of the principle of
causality, which is awempted by some philosophers and scientists, also rests
on the principle of causality. For those who attempt to deny this principle by
resorting to a certain evidence would not make this atempt had they not
believed that the evidence on which they rely is a sufficient cause of dhe
knowledge of the falsehood of the principle of causaliry. Bu this is in itsclf a
literal application of chis principle.

Mechanics and Dynamics

This leads o the following conclusions. First, it is not possible to prove or to
demonstrate empirically the principle of causality, since the senses do not
acquire an objective quality excepe in light of this principle, We prove the
objective reality of our sense perceptions on the basis of the principle of
causality, Thercfore, it is not possible that for its demonsiration, this
principle depends on the senses and rélies on them, Rather, it is a rational
principle that people accept independently of the external senses.
Second, the principle of causality is not an experimental saientific theory.
Rather, it is a rational philosophical law above experimentation, for all
scientific theories depend on it. This became fully clear after having learned
that every scientific conclusion that relies on experimentation faces the
problem of generality and comprehensiveness. This problem is thar the
experiment on which the conclusion rests is limited. How then could it by
itselfl be evidence for a general theory? We learned that the only solution for
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this problem is the principle of causality, since it is evidence for the generalicy
and comprehensiveness of the conclusion, Thus, if we assume thar the
principle of causality itself rests on an experiment, it becomes necessary that
{p- 310) we face the problem of generalicy and comprehensiveness once
again. An experiment does not cover the universe; how then would it be
considered evidence for a general theory* When enco untering this prablem
with respect o the various scientific theories, we used to solve 1w hy resorting
1o the principle of causality, since this principle is sufficient evidence for the
generality and comprehensiveness of the conclusion. Bue if this principle
itsell is considered experimental and the same problem is encountered with
respert to in, we will be witally unable w solve this problem. It is MECEssary,
therctore, that the principle of causality be above experiments and a
tundamental principle of the experimental conclusions in general,

Third, it is not passible w give any kind of evidence for the disproof of the
principle of causality. The reason is that every artempt of this kind entails an
admission of this principle. Therefore, this principle is fixed prior to any
evidence given by human beings.

These conclusions can be summarized as follows. The pri nciple of
causality is not an experimental principle, Rather, it s 4 meressary rational
principie. In light of this, we can distinguish between mechanics and
dynamics, and between the principle of causality and the principle of
indererminacy,

The mechanical explanation of causality rests on the basis of cansality as an
experimental principle. According ro mechanical materialism, this principle
is nothing but a material relation between marerial phenomena in the
expenmental field and is discovered by scientfic methods. Thar is why it is
natural that mechanical causality collapses il experimentation fails in some
scientific fields to disclose the causes and agenes behind the phenomenon in
question, That is becanse this kind of causality is not attained excepe on an
experimental basis. If experimentation works against it, and practical
application does not prove it, then it {alls short of sdendfic confidence and
consideranon.

However, according (o our view of causality, which asserts that rausalive s
a rational principle above experimentation (p- 311) the situanon 15 com-
pletely different with regard ro various aspects. First, causality is not limiced
to the natural phenomena that appear in the experiment. Rather, it is a
general law of existence at large, which includes the nanural phenomena,
matter itself, and the various kinds of existence that lie beyond marer,
Second, the cause whose existence is confirmed by the principle of causaliry
need notbe subject 1o experimentation, or be 2 maserial thing. Third, the fact
that experimentaton does not disclose a specific cause of a certain
devclopment or of a cerain phenomenon does not mean a failure on the part
of the principle of causaliry, for this principle does not rest on experimentaton,
which can be shaken in the case of the absence of éxperimentation. In sprte
of the failure of experimentation to discover the cause, philosophical
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confidence in the existence of such a cause Temains stong, I accordance
with the principle of causaliy. The failure of expenimentation 1o discover the
cause is due to two things: either to the fact thar experimentation is limited
and does not extend ro the material reality and occurrence of specific
attachments, or to the face that the unknown caose lies ouside erpirical
thought, and is beyond the world of narure and masrer.

By vire of the above, we can distinguish the basic differences beoween
our idea of the principle of causaliy and the mechamical idea of chis
principle. We can also sec that the doubt raised comcerning this principle was
only due o the interpretation of it in accordance with the  defcient
mechanical noton.

The Principle of Causality and Microphysics

In light of the conclusions drawn above regarding the principle of causaliny,
we can defeat those strong attacks that were waged in miceophysics agains
the law of {p. 312) necessity, and conscquenily, againse the principle of
causality itself. In atomic physics, there was the lendency that asserrs that the
necessary rogulanty stressed by causality and s Laws cannot be trae on the
level of microphysics. Thus, it may be wue that the causes themselves
produce the sttects themselves on the level of schedastic physics or on the
level of the physics of the naked eye. Furthermore, the influence of causes
acting on the same particular circumstancoes muse necessarily lead 1w the
same results, such that we can be sure of the nature and necessine of the
resielts due tooa study of the causes and natural conditions. However, every:
thing appears different if we oy o apply the prninciple of causality o the
aromic world, That is why the physicisi Heisenberg! declared thar o1 s
impossible for us to measure with precision the quantity of the motion of a
simple body and ro determine ar the same ime the position of this body in
the wave related o it, inaccordance with the positive mechanics called for by
Lowis de Broghe.” The more precise the measurementof this body's posirion,
the more is this measurement a factor in the readjustment of the quantiay of
motion, and consequently in the readjustment of the velocity of the amall
body in an unpredictable manner. Further, the mare precise the measurce-
ment of the motion, the more indeterminate does the position of the soall
body become.' Thus, physical evenis in the aromic sphere cainnor be
measured unless they involve seme unmeasurable disorder The more
prnfnund our pr-m:is.iun of the scientfic measuremeants, the more distam do
we become from the objective reality of those events. This means that icis not
possible to separate a thing observed in microphvsics from the scentific
instrument wsed by the sciendst o stody thar thing. Strilarly, a0 15 noe
possible to separate that thing from the observer himself, since different
observers working on the same subject with the same instrument [may]

223



achieve different measurements. With this, the idea of indeterminacy arose;
this idea is in full contradiction against the principle of causality {p. 513) and
against the basic rules thar governed physics previously, Attempls were made
w replace necessary causality by what is called ‘uncertino relations’ or *laws
of probabiliny’, advocated by Heisenbery who insisted thar the nawral
sciences, such as the human sciences, cannot make predictions with ceruinry
when considering a simple element, Rather, the wtmost they can do is 1o form
a probability.

In fact, all these scientific doubts and suspicions thar the scientists rassed in
microphysics are based on 2 specific notion of the principle and laws of
causality that is in disagreement with our nption of this principle and these
laws. We do not wish 1o disagree with these scienrists over their experiments,
or ta ask them 1o overdook and abandon the discoveries made by means of
these E]i.].ill‘.‘l"'il]ll:l’tl‘ﬁ. Furthermore, we do not intend to minimize the value
and importance of such discoveries, Rather, we differ from those scientists in
our general notion of the principle of causality, On the basis of this
difference, all the above-mentisned anempts to destroy the principle and
laws of causality become insignificant.

Put in more desail, if the principle of causality were a saientific principle
that rests on experimentation and observation in the ordinary fields of
physics, it would be dependent on experimentation for its demonstration
and generaliy, Thus, ifwe do novachieve clear applications ofitin the atomic
lield and cannot discover a necessary order in this field that rests on the
principle and laws of causality, then it would be our right to doubt the value
of this principle itsell and the extent of its soundness and genecality, But we
have already shown (1) that the applicability of the principle of causality to
the ordinary fields of physics and the belick that causality is a general order of
the universe in these fields are notthe resultofa pure experimental evidence;
and [Z} that the principle of causality is a necessary principle above
experimentation. If this were nou so, no namral science at all would be
possible. If this becomes dlear to us, and we give the principle of causality its
natural place in the chain of human theugh, (p. 314) our inability to apply it
cxperimentally in some natural fields and our failure o discover by scienfic
methods the complete necessary erder in these ficlds cannot shake this
principle. All the observations gathered by sclentsts in light of their
microphysical experiments do not show that scicnific evidence has proved
the falsity of the principle and laws of causality in this exact Reld, which isone
of the many narural fields. It is cear thae the lack of scientfic and
experimental capabilities does not affect the principle of causality, neither in
part nor as a whole, since this principle is necessary and above ex-
perimentation, There are, then, two explanations of the failure of the
saientific experiments in the awempe at grasping the mysteries of the

necessary order of the atom.

The first is a deficiency in the scientific methods and an unavailability of
the experimental instruments that gpive the scientist the opportunity w look
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over all the material conditions and circumstances. A scientist may work on
the sarme suhject with the same insorument on 2 number of oceasions, Yer,
he |may| reach different results, not because the subject of his work is free
from any necessary order, bur because the available expenmental insrm-
ments are insufhicient (o disclose 1o him the exace material conditions whose
differences lead 1o the differences among the resules, T is natural thar the
experimental inseruments concerning the atomic fields and evenes are more
deficient than the experimental instruments emploved in other phvsical
fields that are less concealed and clearer,

The second s the effect produced in the subject by the scenufic
measurements and instrumenis, due o the subject’s delicacy and smallpess,
This effect is critical and not subject wo seientific measurements and study.
The scientfic inseruments may reach the highest level of precision,
perfection and profundiry, vet in spite of tus the soendse soll taces the same
problem. This is because he finds himself confronted with physical evenes
that he cannor messure without introducing in them an unmeasurable
disorder. With this, his position regarding rhese events is different from his
position regarding experiments of physics measured by the naked eve, The
reason is that in those expeniments, he can apply his measurements without
(p. 315} any readjustment in the thing 1o be measured. Even when he makes
some readjusunent in that thing, this readjustnent ieself will be measusalble.
In microphysics, on the other hand, the minueness and ssrenpeh of the
insmmumnend may itsell be the cause ol that instouments fxilure, since tocauses
achange in the observed subject, Therefore, that subject cannot besnadied in
an independent objective manner, That is whiy Johr-Lows Destouches! savs
regarding 2 small body that instead of the intensity of light being whar is
important, itis the length of the light wave that matters. Whenever we light
that small body bv a short wave - that is, by awave of a targe frequency - the
motion of that body becomes subject o disorder.

Both causes are attribured o the failure of the saennfic experimental
instruments and obscrvations either o regulate the ahserved subnec by allis
material conditons and circumsiances, or W measure with precisiun e
effect thart the experiment itself produces in thar subject, All of this confirms
one's inabulity to view the necessary order governing, for example, the small
bodics and their motion, and w predict with precision the path that these
bodies will follow. Further, this does not prove their freedom, nor does it
justi{':v the introduction of indederminacy in the marerial realm and the
climinaton of the causal laws [rom the universe,

Why Things Require Causes
We will now discuss a new aspect of the principle of causalire - namely, the

response to the following questions: “Why do chings require causes or agents
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witliowt which they cannot come to exist, and what is the real cause that
muakes chem dependent on those causes and agenes?” These are questiony
that we face, of course, after having aceepied the principle orf causaliry. As
leng as the things thar are roniemporanecus with us in this universe are in
general subjgece o the principle of cavsality (p. 316) and exist in accordance
with the laws of cavsality, we must inguire abour the secret of their
mhjuga,n'on w this print'iplr. Can this 5L:.b_iu|;ati:}u be atributed o
something essental in those things of which they cannot at all be free? Orisir
arrributable toan extemal cause thar makes them in need of causes or agents?
Whether this or thae is trae, [he question remains] as wo the lmis of this
secrer on which the pnm,‘iplq‘ of causality rests. Further, is it or 15 it not
commen o all the various kinds of existence?

Four theares resubted from attempts made 1w respond w these gquestions,

I The Theory of Exestence

This theory states thar an existent requires a cause for its existence, This
requiterment is essential 1o the existence. We cannol conceive an existence
tree from this requirement, The reason behind the requirement fora cause is
asecret hidden in the innermost heing ol existence. The consequence of this
15 I'I'IEIT [ et I et A B o Rl ['J-I.i.l!t'd

Some Marxst philosophers adopr this theory, relyving in their scentific
justification of it on experiments, which indicare in the various fields of the
universe that existence in its dilferent lorms and kinds disclosed by
rxperimentaton cannot be free from its cause and canmot dispense with its
agent. Causality 15 a general law of existence as confirmed by scientific
saperiments. The assumption of an exiseence without a cause is contradiciory
i this law. That is why such an assumption is a kind of belief in
haphazardness for which there 3 no room in the general order of the
universe.'

By way of this, they have awempred 1o accuse theology of upholding
haphagzardness because it upholds the existence of a first cause not caused, or
not preceded by an agent. Sinee this existence, which theology is alleged 10
avcepl, is an exceprion w the principle of causality, [p. 817 }itis, therefore, the
result of haphazardness. But science has proved that there is no haphazard-
ness i oexistence. Hepce, onpe cannot zdmit this divine cause that
mewaphysics advocares,

Onee again, these thinkers were at error for wishing to discover the secret
of the requiremnent for a cause, and o know by means of scentific
experiments the limits of causality and the exeent of the broadness of such
limits. They erred earlier when attempting to infer the principle of causality
ieself, particularly, from experiments and sciendlic induction about the
universe, Scientific experiments are not applicable except in their own
sphere, which is a limited material realm. The most they disclose is the

226



subjugadon of things in that realm o the principle of causality. Thus,
E.‘l’.plﬂiiﬂu, hﬂiliﬂg, bumning, heat, moton, as well as other similar natural
phenomena do not exist withour causes, Ir s not within the sciennfic
possibilities of experiments to indicate thar the secret of the requirement for
aause lies ar the heart of existence in general. It is possible chat this secret is
fizced in specific forms of existence, and that the things appeaning in the
experimental field are of these specific formis.

Theretore, it is incorrect eo consider experimentation as an evidence thar
existence in general is subject 1o agents or causes, as long as experimentation
1s not directly in touch with anything except the material realm of existence.
Further, as long as its activity is in this realm with which it is directly in ouch,
it will not exrend beyond the clarificarion of the causes and effects that
proceed from those causes o & discovery of the cause thar makes those effects
in need of those causes. Il experimentation and its limited means fall short of
torming a clear answer to this issue, then one must study this issue on the
basis of rational principles and in an independent philosophical manner. As
the principle of causaliry itselfis one of the purely philosophical principles, as
you have already learned, so also are the investgations concerning it and the
theories that treat its lmies.

We must point out that the accusation that the idea of te fiest cniscis a
kind of a (p. 318) belief in haphazardaess implies a misunderstanding of this
idea and the notions on which it rests. ''his is because chance is nothing b
the existence, without a cause, of something with respect to which existence
and non-existence are the same, Thus, anything thar includes the possihility
of existenice and the possibility of non-existence wo the same depree, and then
COTES N0 existence withowt a canse is chance. Bur the idea of the first cause
PI'OUEE"J--"F from the assertion that existence and non-existence are ol t:n:lual in
the first cause. Therefore, this cause is not both possible of existence and
possible of non-cxistence. Rather, its existence is ne easary, and its non-
exisience is impossible, I is inwitve that a belief in a necessary being
character:zed as such does not ar all imply an assent 1o haphazardness.

I The Theory of Creatian

This theory considers the need of things for their causes as based on the
creation of these things. Explosion, motion and heat, for example, require
causes for themselves, only because they are things that exist after they had
not existed. Thus, itis the coming inw existence that requires a cause, and is
the main reason for our raising the following question regarding every reality
contemporancous with us in this universe: “Why did it exist?" In light of this
theory, the principle of causality becomes limited w events in particular.
Thus, if a thing exists continuously and always, and has not come into
existence after not having existed, there will be no need in it for a cause, nor
will it enter the speeific realm of causality.
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The present theory went too far in restricting causality, as the previous
theory went we far in generalizing causality, From a philosophical point of
view, there is nothing to justfy the present theory, In facy, the aurdbution of
the cominyg into existence w the thing’s existing after not having existed is
like the exisrence of warmth in a cerain water thar had not been warm, 1t
does noe marter o the mind whether this warmeh comes into existence after
non-cxistence, ot whether it exists continuously. In either case, the mind
requires a specific cause for it (p. 519) Extension of a thing's age and history
to the furthest dmes would not jusify that thing's existence, nor would
make it dispense with a cause. In other words, since e Coming into
existence of the warnith requires a cause, extending the warmh [over time]
would not be sufficient to free o from this requirement, This is because its
extension makes us pursue further the question about its cause, regardless of
the lengrh of the extension process.

I AV The Thearier of Evsential Possibility and Exiviential Poseibility

These wo theories assert that what makes things need their causes is
possibiliy. However, each of the rwo theories has its own notion of possibility
that differenmiates it from the ather theory, The difference between them isa
manifesiation of a deeper philosophical difference concerning quiddicy and
existence. Since the scope of this book doecs not permir a discussion and a
study of this difference, we will limit ourselves in our investigation to the
theory of existental passibility, due to the fact thar this theory rests on the
view that assers the fundamentality of existence - that is, the correct view
concemning the deeper philosophical difference mentioned above,

The theory of existental possibility was advanced by the grear Islamic
philosopher, Sadr ad-Din ash-Shirazi, who begins this theory by the analysis
of the principle ol causality iself, This analysis led to his avainment of the
secrer. His grasp of the real cause behind the need of things to have their
causes did nor require of him anything other than a deep philosophical
understanding of the prnciple of causality,

Now, we begin, as he began, by studying and scrutinizing causality. There
is no doubr thar causality is a relation berween two existences: the cause and
the effect, Therefore, it is a kind of link between rwo things, But links are of
various kinds and types. (p. 320) The painter is linked o the tablet on which
he draws. The writer is linked to the pencil with which he writes. The reader is
linked to the book thar he reads. The lion is linked to the iron chain that
surrounds his neck. The same is true of the remaining relarions and links
among |other| things, However, an obvious fact appears clear in all the
exarnples of linkage presented above. It is this: cach of the two linked things
hasa specific existence prior w its link with the other thing. The tahlet and the
painter are both in existence before the act of painting comes into being.
Simnilarly, the writer and the pencil are both in existence before each of them
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is linked to the other. Again, the reader and the book bath exist
independendy, and later, linkage occurs to them. Thus, in all these
examples, a link is a relation that occurs w the two things after they had both
existed. Thar is why a link 15 onc thing, while the existence of the two linked
things is another. In its essence, the tablet is not a link to the painting, nor is
the painter in essence amere link to the abler. Rather, linkage is a quality thas
happens w0 both of them after each had existed independently.

This difference berween the reality of the link and the independert
existence of each of the two linked things is evidentin all kinds of links, 10 the
exclusion of one kind - namely, the link between twa things by means of the
link of causality, If. for example, Bis linked 10 A causally, and if 8 is an effecr
or product of A, we will have two things one of which is an effect (this bring
B), while the other is a cause {this being A, The cavsalicy between the two, on
the other hand, is the kind of link that ene of them has to the othee, But the
question is this: does B have an existence {ndependent af it link ro A, and
then experiences linkage, as is the case with the mblet in relation 10 the
painter? [t does notake much examination to dnswer in the negative. It B has
a real existence prior to its link with irs cause, it will not be an effect of A. This
is because as long as it exists independently of its link to A, P 321 s noc
possible for it to be the effect or product of A. Causality by narare requires
that the effect does not have a reality prior to ies link with its cause: otherwise,
it will not be an effect. This makes ivclear that the existence, which is an effect,
has no reality except the very link and relation o the cause: This is the main
difference between the link of the effect to the cause and the link of the tablet
to the painter, the pencil to the writer, or the book to the reader. The tablet,
the pencil and the book are things characterized by linkage 1o the painter, the
writer and the reader. But B is not something that has a link or a refation o
the cause, for 1o suppose it as having such a link requires thar it has an indepen-
dent existence to which linkage acours as it occurs wo the tabletin the hands of
the painter. But with tiis, B would cease to be an efiecn, Rather, it becomes
the very linkage, in the sense dhat its being and existence become a o juncive
being and a relational existence. Thar is why the discontinuity of its linkage 1o
its cause is a destruction of itand an end 1o its being, for i being is represented
in that linkage. On the conurary, if the wblet is not linked o the painter in a
specific act of painting, it will not lose its specific being and existence,

1 we can draw this important conclusion from the analysis of the principle
of causality, we can immediately give an answer w our basic guestion and
know the secret of the things’ need for their causes. In light of the preceding
discussion, |it becomes clear that] the secret of this is that the external realities
on which the principle of causality operares are nothing in fact other than
relations and links. Therefore, relations and links are constitutive of the being
and existence of these things. It is clear that if a reality is relational - that is, i
it is the very relation and link - it cannot be detached from the th ing 1o which
itis essentially linked or related. That thing is its cause or agent, for it cannot
exist independenty of it.
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Thus, we know that the secret of these exmternal realities that are
confemporancous with us for requiring a cause is nor cheir coming intw
existence nor the possibility of their quiddides, Rather, this secret (p. 322) lies
hidden in their exiswendal struceure and in the heart of their being. Their
external realicy 18 the very relation ar link, and the reladon and Bnk cannot
dispense with the thing to which they are relaed or linked. At the same dme,
we also know that ifthe external realiy is not one of conjunetion and relation,
the principle of causalicy will not be applicable w it, Therefore, external
euistence is not, as 3 whole, governed by the principle of causality. Rather,
this principle governs the relarional exisienrs whose reality expresses linkage
and refation,

Fluctuation between Contradiction and Causality

In spire ot the fact thar Marosm kes the dialectical conmadicuons as is
medel in s anabyvic mvestigations of the variows aspects of e universe, life
and histiry, stll it does not completely escape wavering berween the
dialecnical contradicoons and the principle of caosality, Sirce it is dialecueal,
1 emphasizes thar groweh and  development resule from the inrernal
conrradicrions, as was explained in earlier discussions. Thus, the internal
contradcuon i= sulficient as an expt-.malmn of EVETY ]:h::l:mrllrcrmn n the
universe, withour need for a higher cause. But, on the ether hand, Mardsm
adrits the cause-effect relation, and explains this or that phenomenon by
curernal cavses, and nocby the contradictions that arc stored in the innerness
of that phenomenan,

Let us take an example of this wavering from the Mamast historical
analysis. On the one hand, Marxism inssis that the presence of internal
conrradicions in the innermost being of the social phenomena is sufficient
for the drvrlupmrm ol such i}!H‘.rH’JIIII‘HH in A dynarmic motion, But it alse
asyerts that the formidable social edifice is established as 2 whole on one
principle - namely, the pn_rrlu.r_tiw_' forces — and that the intellectsal
conditons, the politcal conditons and the like-are nothing but super-
strucrures in tha edifice and refiecnons, in another form, of the productve
method on which edifice is erected, This means that the relation between
these supersructures and the productive forces is the relation ofan effect {p.
828 to 2 cause. There s no internal contradiction but c.msality.’

It is as if Marxism realized that its posidon oscillates between internal
comtradwctions and the principle of causaliny. Thus, it auempied to recondile
hoth sides. Itimposed on the cause and effect a dialectical sense, and rejected
irs mechanical notion. On the basis of this, it allowed itzell to use in s
analysis the cause-eflect procedure in a Marxist dialectical fashion, Thus,
Marxism rejects the causality thar takes a straight course in which the cause
remains external s effect, and the effect negative in relaton to its canse;
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for such causaliry is i conflict with the dialecde (that 15, with the process of
essential growth in narure). This is because the effect in accordance with this
causality cannot be richer and more developed that its cause, for increase in
richness and development would be inexplicable. Burwhat Marism intends
by the cause and effect is this. The effect is the product of s contradictory:
thus it develops and grows by an internal motion, is accordance with the
contradicions itinvolves, so thar it rerumns o the contradicory trem which i
sprang, in order wo interact with itand, by means of iks dnbon with i, form a
new compaosition more self-suflicient and richer than the cause and cffeo
separately, This nevon is in agreement with the dialecue and expresses the
dialectical triad (the thesis, antithesis and synithesis). The cause 15 the thesis,
the effectis the antithesis, and the union which is a link berween the two is the
synthesis. Causality bere is a provess of growth and completion by way of the
production of the effect from the cause [that iz, the andthesis from the thesis)
The effect in this process is not produced negatvely. Rather, icis produced
accompanicd by its intemal contradicuons thar suppore s growth and
preserve its caose inoa lofboer and more complee composition,

Im our previous discussion of the dialecuoc, we expressed our view
regarding these internal contradicnons (p. 324) whose union and struggle 1n
the interior of a being lead to the growth of that being. In light of the Marxast
deeper notion of the cause-offect relation, we can know the ermor of Marxism
i its notion of causalivy and the growth of the elfec o whach this form of
causalicy leads, as well a5 the completion of the cause by union with 11z effeci,
Since the effece iz 2 kind of relation and link w s cause, the cause cannat be
completed in a lofticr composition by means of the effecy, In the work Gur
Economy, p. 23, we discussed some of Mars's applications of s diafecucal
notion of causality on a historical level, where he inies o prove that the cause
is completed by its effect and unices with it i a2 rcher composition. Tn that
discussion of ours, we were able o show thar these applications were the
product of philosophical inexactuiude and lack of precision in definmg cause
and effect. Two causes and two effects may exist, where cach of the two effects
completes the canse of the other. When we are notcarelul in disunguishing
thie twor causes it will appear as if the effect compleres 1ts awn cause. Also, the
effect becomes a cause of the availability of one of its conditions for exisence,
But the conditens for existence are other than the cause that produces thae
existence. For further clarification, see the discussion in Gur Economy,

Contemporaneity between Cause and Effect

Since we now know that the existence of the effect is essenmially hinked o the
existence of the cause, we can understand thae the cause is necessary for the
effectand thax the effect must be conem porancous with the cause, so thar s
being and existence will be linked to thar cause. Thus, it cannor exist afier the
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non-existence of the cause or cannot continue after the cause discantinues.
This s whar we wish o express by 'the law of contemporanicity between the
cause and the effect’. (p, 325

Concerning this law, rwo arguments intended to prove thag it is possible
lor the effece to continue after its cause discontinues were made, One of them
wis given by the theologians, and the other by some modern mechanists,

I The Theplagncal Argument

This argument rests on two ideas, The frst s thag COMBINE N0 existence is the
cause of the need of things for their causes. A thing needs acause in order for
itee come inte existence. IFitcomes into existence, its existence alter that will
not require a cause, This is based on the theory of coming ino existence (the
falsehand of this theory was pointed out earbier). There, we learned that the
need ofa thing for a cause is not for the purpose of com ing into existence, bug
because its existence is cssentially linked 1o its specific cause,

The second is thar the law of conremporancity berween the cause and the
eHectis not consistent wath a cereain group of phencinenain the universe t 1at
disclose with clarity the continuity of the existence of the effea after the
discontinuity of the cause, The high building erecied by builders and
constructed by the panticipation of thousands of workers continues to exist
after the vperanon of building and construction is over, even when the
workers depart from ic and none of them resains alive, Also, the car that is
produced by a spedial facory with the help of technicians continues
luncrioning, and may retain its mechanical system, even if that factory is
destroyed and those technicians die. Again, the memairs recorded by the
hand of a verrain person survive lor hundreds of years after that person crases
t0 exast, revealing to others that person's life and history, These phenomena
prove that the effect enjoys its freedom after it comes into existence and no
longer needs its cause.

But i tact, giving these phenomena as fllustrations that the effect is free
fom its cause after it comes into existence (. 326) résults from the lack of
distncuon bemween the cause and other things, If we understand the real
cause of such phenomena - for example, the building of a house, the
[construction of a] car system, and the writing of memoirs - we find that these
things do not dispense with their causes at any moment of their existence,
and thar every nawral effect 15 destroyed as soon as it loses its cause, What
then is the effect of the employees’ work 1o construct a house? 1t is the very
aperation of building. This operation is nothing but a number of motions
made by the employees for the purpose of gathering raw material for
construction, inchuding brick, iron, wood and similar things. These motons
recquire the employees for their existence, Indeed, they definitely cease 1o
exist at the time the employees cease 1o work, The condition that oceurs to
the constrsction material as a result of the operation of construction is in its
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existence and contnuity an eflect of the properdes of that marerial and of the
general natural forces thar impose on the matter the preservation of s
condition and position. The same is true of the remaining examples. Thus,
the above-mentioned illusion disappears when we relate every effect to its
cause, and no longer make an error with regard to the relation of the effects 1o
their catses.

I The Mechanical Opposition

This is the opposition raised by modern mechanics in light of the laws of
mechanical motion posited by Galileo and Newton. On the basis of these
laws, modern mechanics claimed that if motion eccurs due to a cause, it
necessarily continues, [ts continuity would not require 2 cause, contrary to
the philosophical law already mentioned.

If we study this opposition carefully, we find that in fact it immediately
leads to the cancellation of the princple of causality. This is because the
reality of motion, as explained in carlier discussions, is just a change or
substimution, Therefore, it is 2 continuous COHTINE into existence, le., a
coming into existence linked to a coming into existence. Every one of its
stages is 2 new coming into existence (p. 327} and a change following another
change. Thus, if it were possible for motion to condnue without a cavse, then
it would be possible for it to occur without a cause, and for things to hegin
existing without a cause. The reason is that continuity of motion always
involves a new coming into existence. Tts dispensing with a cause means thac
the coming irito existence also dispenses with a cause.

In order to clarify the inexplicability of this opposition from a scientific
point of view, we must mention to the reader the law of essental
powerlessness (ganin al-gusir adk-dhith) in modern mechanics on which this
opposidon rests.

Before Galileo, the common opinion concerning motion was that moton
follows the moving force in the extent of continuity and  existence, Thus,
motion continues as long as the moving force remains in existence. 17 this
force is removed, the body comes 1o rest. Modern mechanics, however,
posited a new law of motion, The idea of this law iz thar bodies at rest or in
motion remain at rest o in moton untl they are subjugated to the influence
of another force, which is great in relation to them and which forces them o
change their swate.

The scientific evidence of this law is the experiment which shows thar if a
mechanical system moving in a sraighe street with a specific foree is isolated
from the [external] moving force, it continues after that to move with a certain
measure of motion, before iv comes to a full rest. Itis possible to increase the
length of this motion that occurs afier the isolation of the system from the
external moving force by polishing the pars of the system, repairing the road
and reducing the external pressure. However, these things cannet do
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anything other than reduce the impediments in the way of motion, such as
the stalling and so on. Thus, il we are able 1o double these things that reduce
the impediments, we will ensure the doubling of motion. If we suppose the
removal of all impedimenis and the complete elimination of the external
pressure, this would mean the endless continuire of (p. $28) metion in a
specitic speed. One learns from this chat if moton s produced in a body
without being hampered by an exeernal force that collides wirh i1, it continues
ata cestam speed, even if the lexternal moving| force ceases, External forces
aflect the narural limi of the change of the speed, thus decreasing it or
mcreasing e For this reason, the degree of speed - with respect 1o intensity,
weakness or slowness - depends on the external pressure which acts either in
s direction or in the opposite direction, But the motion isell and i
contnuiry in s natural speed do not depend on external factore,

Clearly, if this expenment is saund, it does not mean that effects condnoe
without causes, nor s i incompatible with the above-mentioned philo-
sophical law. The experiment does not make clear the real cause of ination,
s that we can know whether that cause has discontinued while motion
vonunues. Those who have tried w use such an experiment as evidence for
the lalichood of the philosephical law claimed that the real cause of motion is
the external moving forces. Since the link of this torce t0 motion was
distupled while, nevertheless, moton contnued, this would show thar
moton continues after the discontinuity of s cause. However, the
experiment does not acrually show that the external moving force is the real
cause, s that they can draw thisconclusion. Raher, ivis possible thar the real
cause of moton is something that had existed all along, Muslim philosophers
beheve thar accidentl motions, including the mechanical motion of a body,
are all produced by a force within the same body. This force is the real
moving force. External causes, on the other hand, act to activare this foree
and prepare it as a cause. On the Lasis of this, the principle of substangal
mation explained in an earlier chapter of this investgation was established.
We do not wish at the present w exhaust this subject; rather, (p. 329%) our
purpase is 1o clarify thar scientific experimentation on which the law of
essential powerlessness was based is not incompatible with the laws of
causality, nor docs it prove the opposite of these biws.

IIT Coriclienton

Inorder for us 1o draw a conclusion, we need only to add 1o the above the law
of finimade (ginin an-nikiva), This law states that some of the causes that
ascend philosophically proceed from some others thar must have a
beginning: that s, a first cause which does not proceed from a prior cause,
The succession of causes cannot go on o infinity. This is because, as
mentoned, every effect is nothing bur a som of reladion or link o its cause.
Therefore, all existing effects are links or relations. Links require an
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independent reality arwhich they stop. H there is ne beginning o the chain of
causes, all the pares of this chain will be effects. Butif they are effects, they will
be linked to other things. The guestion arises then as o what thing is it o
which all these parts are linked. Pur differently, if the chain of causes involves
acause notsubject o the principle of causality and notin need of a cause, this
would be the first cause which constitures the beginning of the chain, since
this cause does not proceed {Tom another cause prier ro it overy existent in
the chain, with no exception, requires a cause in accordance with the
principle of causality, then all existents would require @ cause. Bur the
question rermains 3 w why this is 3o, This necessary question |5 concerned
with existenor in general. We cannot nid ourselves of itexcepe by supposing a
first cause free from the principle of causality, With this, we auribute the
existence of things ro thar first cause, withour encountering the same
guestion regarding why this cause exists, The reason is thar this question is
encountered with regard to the things that are subject o the principle of
causalicy in pardcular. (p. 330

Let us ticke boaling as an r.xa.m[:nlt. It ts a narural phenomenen requirng a
cause, in accordance with the prindiple of causality, We consider the warmih
of water as its cause. Like boiling, this warmith requires 2 prior catse. If we
take boiling and warmth as two parts of the chain of existence or of the
succession of agents and causes, we find that it is necessary o add w this
chain another part; tor cach of the two parts is in need of 2 cause, Therelore,
they require a third pare Also, the three parts ogether face the same
problem. They need a cause of their existence, since every one of them s
subject 1o the principle of causality. This is constantly and always the case
with the chain of cause, evenilitincludes inlinite paris. So, since every part of
it mquim acause, the chain as a whole requares 3 cause. The guestion “Why
does it exist?” extends as far as the pars of the chain extend. No decisive
answer to this question is possible, as long as the succession in the chain does
not fead to a pam thar is seli-sufficient and not requiring a cause, so that this
part can put an end to the succession and give the chain ws first ecernal
heginning.'

With this, we have gathered [evidence| sutficient for proving rhat this world
proceeds from a being necessary in essence, sell-sufficient and not requiring
a cause. This is necessitated by the application of the principle of causaliry 1o
the world, in accordance with the laws of causality mentioned eaclier. If
causality is a necessary principic of the universe, and if its infinite regress is
impossible, it must, therefore, be appited 1o the universe in a comprebensive
and ascending fashion, so that the universe can stop at a necessary firse cause,

Iris a good idea 1o point outat the end of this discussion a kind of martenal
consideration {p. 551} thar some modern writers give of the present issue for
the purpose of refuting the first cause or the first agent. According to this
consideration, the question about the first cause is nonsensical. The scientific
ot causal explanation always requires rwo terms, one of which is linked o the
other - these being the cause and the effect, or the agent and the product,
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Therefore, the expression ‘first cause’ is'a contradiction in terms, since the
word 'cause’ requires two terms, as we have seen, while the word “first’
requires one term. Thus, a cause cannot be both first and 2 cause at the same
eme, It is either firss withou being a cause or a canse withous being
ﬁrﬁr.

Ido not know who told these writers that the word 'cause’ FEUITeS 3 Cause
prior w it Itis rrue thar the causal explanation always requires two terms, the
cause and the effect, and it is also true that it is eontradiciory to think of a
cause without an effect produced by it; otherwise, it would not be 2 cause but
a sterile thing. Similarly, it is false 1o think of an effect without a cause. Each
the cause and the effect requires the other next to it However, the cause as a
cause does not require a cause prior o i, Rather, it requires an effect. Thus,
both terms are available in the assumption of 'the first cause’. This is because
the first cause has its effect which proceeds from it, and the effect has its first
cause, The effect does not ahways require an effect thar proceeds from i, fora
phenomenon may proceed from a cause withour a new thing proceeding
from that phenomenon, Similarly, the cause does not feuire 4 cause priot o
it Rather, it requires an effece of jsell*

Author's Notes to Part Two, Chapter Three

| Hadhih Heyn ad-Dialaktibye, p. 132,

& faby wa- fikipar, p. 5.

3 For the purpose of clarification, review the discussion of historical magerialism in
the work Our Eeomonay, by the authar,

# In a precise philosophical phiase, a thing does not exist except if all the aspeces of
pam-existenes are impossible lor v Among all the aspects of non-exisrence, s the
non-cxistence of a thing, due to the non-existence of 38l its causes. This Aspeet is not
impaossible excepe IF a- being nocessary in itself is among all the caunses of thar
thing.

5 Dr Muhammad ‘Abd ar-Rahiman Marhaba, al-#arals al-Faluifiyra, Manshurat
Lwaydat, p. B0,

Translator's Notes to Part Two, Chapter Three

f Werner Helsenberg, German philosopher and physicist | 1901-786), Hetsenberg won
the Nobel Prize for physics in 1932, His most important contributions are in the area
of quanmim mechanics. Heis known for the notion of ‘unceral nty relations’, which is
also kmown as 'Hefsenberg's principle of indeterminey’. According o this nodon,
microscopic things cannon be measurcd quandeatively by space-mme coordinates.
One cannor simultancously specify the posiden and momenwum of a particle. His
principal writngs are; fhe Physical Frimepler of Quantum Thewy and  Physicn and
Phidasophy.
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1 Prince Louis-Victor de Broglie, French physicist [1892- ). In 1929, he received the
Nobel Prize for physics. He demonsmared therany particle is accompanied by 2 wave,
Such & wave has a wave length that is inversely related w the momenmum of the
particle that depends on the mass and velocity of the parricle,
¥ Destouches, John-Louis. )
4 Galileo Galilei, Florentine astromomer [1564-1642), He studied falling bodies, and
decided that the velocity of the fall of a body is not proportional to the body's weight,
as Aristotle had taught, Rather, it is propomional tw the dme the fall mhes,

His principal work is Dislogus concerning the oo Chigf World Syseemz, In this work, the
wiews of Prolemy and Copernicus are expounded. Copernicus’ views are presented in
a more favorable light than those of Prolemy.
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Chapter Four

Matter or God'

In the previous chapier, we reached the conclusion that the highest and most
primary principle of the universe or the world in general is a canse necessary
in essence, w which the chain of causes leads, Now, the new question is this:
‘Is that which is necessary in essence and which is considered the first source
of cxistence marter isell or something else bevond the limits of marer?’
Putting this question in a philosophical form, we say: '1s the efficient cause of
the world the same as the marerial cause, or is it no?*

For the purpose of clarification, we take the chair as an example. The chair
is just a specific qualiey or form produced by a specific organization of a
number of material parts. That is why the chair cannot exist without 4 marer
of wood, iron or the like. Because of this, the wood is called a material cause
ofa wooden chair, since itis impossible for the wooden chair o exis: withoue
it. Bur it is very clear tha: this matenal cause is not the real cause which is
responsible for making the chair. The real agent of the chair is something
other than its marter, [tis the carpenter. For this reason, philosophy gives the
carpenter the name “efficient cause’. The cificient cause of the chair is not the
same as its material cause, be that wood or won. Thus, if we are asked abour
the matter of the chair, we answer that it is the wood. 1F, (p. 333) on the other
hand, we are asked about the makeér of the chair (the efficent cause), we do
not answer that it is the wood, Rather, we say that the carpenter makes it with
his tools and by his own methods. Therefore, the difference berween the
maiter and the agent of the chair (philosophically speaking, beoween the
material cause and the efficient cause) is fully clear, Our main purpose with
respect to this issuc is to show the same difference between the world's
primary matter (the material cause) and ics real agent (the efficient cause), Is
the agent or maker of this world something external to the limits of matter
and different from matter, as the maker of the chair is different from the
wooden maner; or is it the same as the mawer of which the existents of this
world are composed? This is the issue that will determine the last stage of the
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philosophical conflict heeween theology and marerialism. The dialectc is
nothing but one of the unsuccessful anempts that materialism makes 10 unite
the efficient cause and the material cause of the world, in accordance with the
laws of dialecocal conwadicion,

In keeping with the procedure of this work, we will discuss the present
issue in 2 philosophical study of mater in light of scientfic facts and
philosophical rules, avoiding philosophical depth in the discussion and
degails in the presentation.

Matter in Light of Physics

There are nwo sclentific notions of maner that scientists have investigated and
studied for thousands of years. One of these notions is that all the marerial
things that are known 1o exist in namre are composed of nothing but a
limited number of sitple maner called ‘elements’, The other noton is tha
matter is formed |p, 554 of very small or minure things called ‘aroms’.

The firse noton was accepted by the Greeks in general. The common view
wiis (o consider water, air, earth and fire as simple elemenis, and 1o reduce all
connposite things o them, since these elements are the primary matters of
nature, Later, some Araby scientists micd w add o these four elemens three
more elements: sulfur, mercury and salt. According o the ancients the
propemies of the simple elements are marks thar disdnguish these elemens
from one another. Thus, no simple element can change to another simple
element

As for the second notion - namely, that things are composed of small
aromns — it was the subject of disagrecment hetween rwo cheories: the theary of
discrete mutter [or the atomistc theory] (an-razanyye al-tnfisdla),’ and the
theary of continuous magter (an-nozaryp ol-tisdiiya).” The disjuncive theory
is the atgmistic theory of the Greek philosopher Democritus. It asserts that
a body is composed of small parts permeated by void, Democritus called
these pars 'atoms’ or “indivisible pars’. The continuam theory is more
predominant than the disjunctive theory. 1 was adopted by Aristotle and
members of his school. According 1o the claims of this theory, a body does
not have aroms, and i is not composed of small units, Racher, it is one selid
thing that can be divided inio parts, separated by division. It is not the case
that prior to division it has such parts.

After this, modern physics played s role |with regard 1o this issue). It
studied scientifically the above two notions in light of its discoveries in the
atomic world, Basically, it confirmed the two notions, the notion of simple
clements and the notion of stoms, But it disclosed new facis in the sphere of
each of them that were unatinable earlier,

Regarding the first notion, physics discovered around one hundred {p.
435 simple elements of which the primary mawer of the universe or natare in

240



general s composed. Thus, even if the world appears an fivse sight ag 2
stupendous assembly of realities and various specics, sull this varied,
stupendous mass is reduced by scientific analysis o this limired fumber] of
elements,

On the basis of this, substances” are divided inte two kineds: (1) a substaniee®
which is simple, consisting of one of those [simple] elernens, surh as gold,
brass, iron, lead or mercuny: iZ) a substance' composed of mwo Istmple|
elements or of a number of simple elements, such ay water, which is
composed of one atom of oxygen and two aroms of hvdrogen, or wosd
which, on the whale, is composed of oxygen, catbon and hydrogen.

With regard ro the second notion, madern physics seientifically proved
the theory of discrere marer, and thar simple elements are composed of
small or minute atoms, such that one millimerer ol marter invalves millioos
of atoms, The atom is the minute part of an element. The division of such 3
part leads to the disappearance of the properties of that simple element,

An atom has a central nuclews and elecrrica] charges thay move ardund the
nucleus at a grear speed. These electrical charges are the clecuons, An
electron s the unit of a negarive charge, Also, the nudeus has pratons and
MELrons, A& proton is a small parricle. Every single proton unit carries a
positive charge equal o the negative charge of an eleciran. & nentron is
another kind of particle also conwined in the nucleas, and i caries no
electrical charge,

In light of the clear difference in the wave length of the ravs (p. 256
produced by the bombardment of chemical elements by means of clecirons,
it was noticed thar this difference among the elements had occuired Just
because of their difference with respect fo the number of elecrons that their
atoms have, Their difference in the number of elecions also requires their
difference in the quantity of positive charge present in the nucleus. This is
because the clectric charges of the stam are equal. The positive charge of the
atom is of the same quantiry as that of its negative charge.” Since an increase
n the number of clectrons in some elements nver the number ol electrans in
some ather elements means an increase in (he umits of the negative charge in
the former elements, the nuclel of such clements must alse contain o
corresponding |increase in| positive charge. On this basis, numbers in an
ascending order were assigned 1o the elements. Henee, the arom icumber of
hydrogen is 1. Thus, in its nu leus, hydrogen containg pne positive charge
carried by one proton and around which revalves uneelecrron having a jun t]
negative charge, Helium is situated higher than hydrogen in the atomic table
of elements, since [its atomic nuinber| is equal w1 2; for it conains in i
nucleus rwice the pasitive charge which is centered in rthe hydrogen nucleus.
That is, the helium nucleus contains two prowns around which arbit twi
clectrons. The number 3 s assigned 1o lithium: The atomic numbers
vonunue ascending until they reach uranium, which is the heayiest of all
elements discovered o the present day. The awmic number of uranium is
equal to 92. This means that its ceneral nucleus contains 92 units of the
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positive charge. Also an equal number of electrons - thar is, units of the
negatve charge surround its nucleus.

The neurrons in the nucleus do not seem o have the slighrest effecton this
chain of atomic numbers, since they do not carry any charge. Rather, they
affect the aromuc weight of elements, for they are equal in weight 1o the
prowns. Due to this, the atomic weight of helium, for example, is equal to the
weight of four hydrogen atoms, This is because the helium nueleus conrains
two neutrons and two protons, while the hydrogen nucleus contains only one
prowon. (p. 5337)

One of the truths that science was able w determine is the possibility of the
transformation of the clements into one another. Some processes of such
transformarion ocour in narure, while some others occur by scientific means,

It has been observed that the element of uranium produces three types of
rays: alpha vays, beta rays and gamma rays. When Rutherford” cxamined
these types, he found tharalpha rays are composed of small paricles .o which
negative clecincal charges are auwached. As 2 resulr of scientfic wests, it
became evident thar alpha particles are nothing but helium atoms. This
means that helium atoms proceed from the uranivm aroms. In other words,
the element helium is produced from the element uranaum.

Similarly, after the elemént uranium emits alpha rays, beta rays and
gamima rays, it changes gradually into another clement, which is the clement
radium. Radium bas a ighter atomic weight than dha of uranium, 1o wren,
radium undergoes & number of elemental wansformanons, uniil it reaches
the clement lead.

After that, Rutherford made the first aempt o transform one element
inte another. He performed this by colliding the nuclei of helium atoms
\alpha particles) with the nuclei of nitrogen atoms, thus producing neutrons.
Thai is, a hydrogen atwom was produced from a mitrogen atom, and the
nitrogen atom was transtormed inw oxygen. Moreover, itwas shown thatit is
possible [or sorme part of the atom te change into another part, Thus, during
the process of atomic division, a PrOION can M inte a neutron, and vice versa,

Thus, the transformation of elements became one of the basic processes in
science, Bur science did not stop at this. Rather, it began an atternpt o
transform marter into (p. 338) pure energy - to strip the element completely
of the quality of materialiy, in light of an aspect of the relarivity theory of
Einstein, who asserted that the mass of an object is relative and not fixed. It is
increased with the increase in velocity. This was confirmed by the
cxperiments that scienusis of atomic physics made on the elecirons that
move in a swong elecirical field and on the beta panicles that are emited
from the nuclei of radicactive substances. Since the mass of 2 moving body is
increased by an increase in the motion of that body, and since moton is
nothing but one of the manifesuions of energy, the mass which is increased
in that body is that body's increased energy. Therefore, there are no two
distinct slements in the universe as scientises had believed earlier, one of
which being sensible maner which is represented o us in a mass, and the
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other energy which is invisible and has no mass, Rather, it became known o
science that mass is nothing but concentrated energy.

In his equation, Einstein says that energy is equal to the mass of matcer
times the velocity of light squared (E = mc® where E is energy, m mass, and c
velodity of light), The velocity of light is equal to 516,000 miles per second.
Also, the mass is equal to the energy divided by the velocity of light squared
M = EICY.

With this, it became established that the atom with ie proons and elearons
is nothing in reality but concentrated energy that can be analyzed and
reduced to its primordial stare. Thus, according 1o the modern analysis,
energy is the substratum’ of the world. It is manifested in various shapes and
in numerous forms, whether sonic, magnetic, elecrical, chemucal or
mechanical,

in light of this, the duality between matter and radiation, between particles
and waves, and between the appearance of electrons sometimes as mauer
and some other times as light was no longer strange. (p. 339) Rather, it
became somewhat understood, since all these phenomena are |bur) forms of
one reality, namely, cnergy,

Experiments confirmed in pracrice the soundness of these theories, since
scentises were able 1o changs matter into energy and cnergy imo matter.
Matter changes into energy by way of the union berween the nuclews of the
hydrogen atom and the nucleus of the lithiurm atom. The result of this is two
nuclei of hehwm atoms plus energy, which is in face the difference benween
the atomic weight of two helium nuclei and the atomic weight of a hvdrogen
nucleus and 2 lithium nucleus. Energy also changes inio matter by way of the
transferrnation of gamma rays (this is the kind of ray thar has energy, but is
weightless) into material paricles of negative electrons and positive elecerons
which, in rurn, are transformed into energy, if the positive particles among
themn clash with the negative ones.

The mightiest explosion from [any known | substance thar science has been
able 1o effect is that which the atomic 2nd the hvdrogen bombs can achieve,
By means of these rwo explosions, a part of mater is rransformed ino
enormicus energy, [The key| concept [behind) the aremire bomb rests on the
Passibi]:ity of the destrucrion of matie ha-.-ir-.g heavy aroms, such chat each
of these atoms divides into two or more nuclet of lighter elemencs. This is
accamplished by the destruction of the nucleus in some isotopee of rhe
uranium element [urapium 235), as a result of the collision of the nevron
with the nucleus,

The idea of the hydrogen bomb rests on the unien of the nuclei of light
aroms; s thar, after their fusion, they become nuclei of 2eoms that are heavier
than the light atoms [they originated frem], such thar the new mass of these
nuclei is less than the initial formative mass. Itis this difference in mass thar
appears in the form of energy. One of the methods for [reaching this result] is
to fuse four p. 340} hydrogen atoms by means of intense pressure and hear to
produce a helium atom plus [some] energy, which is the difference in weight
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between the resulting atom and the atoms that were fused.® This
|[eorresponds to] a very small fraction [of loss] in atemic weight.

§ The Conciusions of Modern Physics

The scientific fact presented above lead 0 a number of conclusions,

(1} The original marer of the word is one reality common to all things
existent and all phenomena of the world. This common reality appears in
different shapes and rakes on various forms,

(21 All the qualities of material compounds are accidental in reladon wo the
primary matter. Thus, the quality of the fluidity of water is not essential to
the matter of which warter consists. Rather, it is an accidental quality. This
is evidenced by'the fact that water, as we have learned earlier, is composed
of rwo simple elements that can be separated from each other, and thus
return to their state of vapor, At that point, the character of water
completely disappears. It is clear that the qualities that are removable
from a thing cannot be essencial w thar thing.

{3) The qualities of the simple elements themselves are nor essential 0 matter
either, letalone the qualities of composites. The scientific evidence for this
15 the previously mentioned rransformarion of some elemeits inio some
other elements, and the transformation of some atoms of these elements
into some other atoms, whether naturally or artificially, This shows that
the qualities of the elements ase only accidental qualities of marser, which
is common to all simple elemencs. The fualiies of radium, lead, nitrogen
and oxygen are not essential to the marer represented in these elements,
since it is possible to ransform them int one another. (p- 541)

(4] Finally, in light of the above-mentioned Facts, the guality of matcriality
itsell also becomes accidental, It is nothing more than a kind or form of
EneTEy since, as mentioned, it rriary substitute cthis form for another; thus,
matter changes inw energy and the elecon into electriciry,

T The Phimophical Conclusion to This

I we ke these scientific conclusions into consideration, we must explore
them philosophically in order to know whether or not it is possible to assume
that matter is the first cause the efficient causc) of the world. We do not
hesitate to assert that the philosophical answer to this jssue is absolutely in
the negative. This is because the primary matter of the world is a single reality
common to all the phenomena and beings of the world. Tt is not possible that
one reality has various effects and different actions. Scientific analysiz of
water, wood, earth, iron, nitrogen, lead and radium leads, in the final
analysis, to one matter which we find in all these elemnents and in all those
composites. The matter of every one of these things is not different from the
marter of the other, That is why it is possible to transfer the marrer of one
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thing to something else, How then can we ascribe the variety of things and the
difference in the movements of things o that primary matter that we find in
all things? If this were possible, it would mean that a single reality may have
contradictory manifestations and different orders, Bur this will definitely
overthrow all the namral sciences with no exceprion; forall these sciences are
based on the idea thar a single reality has the same specific manifestations
and laws. This was studied in deail in the previous chapier of the present
investigation, We had said that the namural scientist's experiments are carried
on specific subjects only. (p. 342) In spite of this, the natural scieniis
pestulates his general scientific law, which applies to anything whose reality is
concordant with the subjects of the experiments. This is only because the
subjects to which he extended the applicability of the law involve the same
reality that he studied in his particular experiments. This amounts o saying
that a single, common reality cannot have contradictory manifestations and
different effects, If any of this were possible, it would not be possible for the
scientist to posit his general law,

From this we know thar the maserial reality which is common to the world,
as science has shown, cannot be the agent or efficient cause of the world, due
to the fact that the world is full of different phenomena and various
developments,

The above treats one point. Another point is this. In light of the above
scientific vonclusions, we learn that the properties or qualities that matcer
manifests in the various spheres of its existence are accidental to the primary
matter or the common material reality. The properiies of composites, for
example, are accidenmal o the simple elements. Also, the propertes of
simple elements are accidental o the aromic matter. Further, the property of
materiality itself is also accidental, as has been stated. Thisis made evident by
the fact that it is possible to remove every one of these properties and
detach the common reality from therm. Th us, matter cannot be dynamic and
an essential cause of the acquisition of these propertics or qualities,

Concerning Experimentalists

Let us for a short while inquire about those who glorify experimentation and
scientific understanding, and who declare with full pride that they do not
adopt any view unless confirmed by experiments and demonsirated
empirically. [They continue saying| that since the theological position is
concemed with invisible things beyond the limits of the senses and
experimentation, we must cast it aside, Eoncentrating on the wuths and
knowledge that can be grasped in the experimental field,

We would (p. 348) ask the experimentalists, “Whar do you intend by
“experiment”’, and whar do you mean by rejecting every doctrine not
confirmed by the sensesp’
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If what 15 meant by their words is that they do notaccept the existence of
anything excepe if they have direct sense perception of that thing, and they
reject any idea except if they grasp its objective reality by one of their senses,
then this will be 2 blow o the whole scientfic edifice and a falsification of all
the major truths that are demonsirared by the experiments they plorify. A
demanseration of a scennfic truth by experimentation does not mean a
direct sense perception of thar eruth in the scientific field, When Newton, for
exarnple, put forth the law of peneral graviey in light of experimentation, he
had not peroeived this gravity force by any of his five senses. Lnstead, he
discovered it by way of another perceptible phenomenon for which he found
no explanation except by supposing the graviry force. He noticed thar the
planets do not mowve in a straight line. Rather, they have a dreular morion,
According 1o Mewton, this phenomenon could not occur had there not been
a gravity force. The reason is that the principle of essenual deficiency (mabda’
al-gusiir adh-dhitng) requires that 2 body move ina straiphe direction unless
another manner |of movement| is imposed on it from an exsernal foree.
From this, Newion obtained the law of grevity thacasserts that ihe planews are
subject to a central force, which is graviw.

If these expenmentalists who advocate and glotily expermentation intend
the same method by means of which the forces and secrets of the universe are
discoversd sciendfically - namely, the sudy of a fixed perceptible
phenomenon by experimentation and the ranonal inference of another thing
from that phenomenon as the only explanation of the existence of tha
phenomznen - then this s exacily the method of demonstrating the
theological position. Empirical and scientific experiments have shown thar
all the qualives, developments and varieries of primary mater are not
easential; (p, 344) mather, they are accidental. This is exemplified in the
mioton of the solar planets arcund the center. As the motion of these planets
around the center is not essental for them - indeed, they naturally require a
straight direction of motion, in accordance with the principle of essental
deficiency - so also are the qualities of the [simplef elements and compaosites
[ ot essential to these elements and composites). Further, since the motion of
the planets {around the center] is not essennal, it made it possible to
demonsiraze an exeernal force of praviey, Sinidarly, the varadon and
difference in the qualities of the common matter also reveal a cause heyond
matter. The result of this is that the efficient cause of the world is other than
the material cause of the world, In other words, the cause of the world 1s
different frorn its raw manter that all things share,

Concerning the Dialectic
in Chaprer & of the present investgation, we discussed the dialectic and

pointed out the main errors on which it rests, such as i discarding the
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principle of non-contradiction, and the like. Now we wish to prove that it
failed once again 10 solve the problem of the world” 2nd torform a sound
view of the world, withowr atention to the errors and negligence in the
principles and fundamentals of the dialectc.

According 1o the dialeetic, things are the result of motien in mater, and
the motion of matter is an esseniial product of mauver iself, since mauer
contains contradicdons that undergo iniermal strugele. Let ux examine this
dialectical explanation by applying it to the scientific tuths thar we have
already learmned about the world, so that we can see the consequence.

Simple elements are of different kinds. Every simple clement has an
atomic number that permins o it, The higher the elemene, the larger is i
number. This goes on undl the progression reaches uranium, which is the
highest and mose superior element, Science has also shown that the maner of
these (p. 345) simple elements is one and common 1o all [of them], That is
why itis possible 1o transform these elements into one another. But then how
did the numerous kinds of elements arise in that cormmen mater?

On the basis of dialecical change, the answer can he summed up as
follows. Mairer developed from one stage to a higher stage, untl it reached
the level of uranium, In light of this, the hydrogen element must have been
the starting point in this development, since it is the lighrest of simple
elements. Hydrogen develops dialecically by vinue of the contradiction thar
it invelves intemnally. By means of dhe dialectical development, it becomes a
higher element - that is, the hélivm eement which, in twrm, contains s
centradictory. Thus, the souggle berween negation and affirmztion, the
ncgatve aspect and che positive aspect, ignites once again, untl maer entery
anew stage where a third element is produced. This is how matter continues
its progression fn accordance with the atomic table,

With regard to this issue, this is the only enplanation that the dialectic can
offer as a justification of the dynamism of marter, However, it is very casy o
see why this explanation cannot be adopred from a scientific point of view. If
hydrogen were 1o contain its contradictory essentally and 1o develop due w
this fact, in accordance with the alleged dizlecrical laws, then why is it that not
all the hydrogen atoms were completed? |In other words], why did the
essental completion pertain to some acoms and not to others? Specification
is foreign to essential compledon. Ifthe factors that lead to development and
progression were present in the innermost nature of the eternal marter, the
effects of these factors would not be different, or would they be limited to a
specific group of hydrogen |atoms), ransferring them into helium, while
leaving aside other hydragen [atoms]. If the hydrogen nucleus (the proton)
were {o carry within iself its own negation, and if it were w develop in
accordance with this, until it becomes two protons instead of one, water
would have been completely eradicated from the face of the earth. This is
because il nature loses the nuclei of the hydrogen awoms, (p. 346) and if all
these nuclei become nudlei of helium awoims, it will not be possible to have
water after this.
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What then is the cause that makes the developrient of hydrogen o helium
limited to a specific quantity |of hydrogen atoms), while serting the rest free
fram the fewers of this inevirable development?

The dialectical explanation ef compuosites is no more sucoessful than the
dialectical explanation of simple elements, I warer had COMme into existence
inaccordance with the dialecrical laws, this would mean thar hydrogen can be
considered as an affirmation, and that this affirmation produces its own
negation by its production of oxygen. Later, the negation and the afirmation
vome together in a unity that is water. Wi can also reverse the consideration,
thus supposing oxypen as an affirmation, hydrogen as a negadon, and warer
s a union that involves both the negation and the affirmation, and that
emerged as a progressive product of the dialectical struggle berween the pwa,
Can the dialectic show us that if this dialectical PIOETEsSION Were to come
about in an essential and dynamic form, why then is it imited o a sperific
quantity of the two clements, and does not occur o every hydrogen and
ORYgen [atom|?

By this, we do not mean to say that the invisible hand is what staris all rthe
natural processes and varieties, and that there is no room for natural causes,
Rather, we believe that such varieties and developments are the produer of
natural factors which are external w the essential content of matter. These
factors run in a chain until, in the final philosophical analbysis, they reach a
cause bevond nanere and nor mater iiself,

The conclusion is that the unit of the primary matter of the world which,
on the one hand, science demonsrranes anel, an the other hand, shows that its
different varicties and tendencies are accidental and nov essential, discloses
the secrecof the philosophical position and shows that the lighestcause of all
these varietics and tendencies does not lie in (p. 847) murcer iself; rather, it is
a cause outside the limits of nature, All the external namral factors thar cause
variety in, and determination of, the tendencics of narure are attributed to
that highest cause,

Matter and Philosophy

In our demonsiration of the theological position, our slarting point was
matter, i the scientific sense, whose common and accidental gyualities in
relation to it were proved by science. Now, we wish to study the theological
position in light of the philosophical notion of matter. For this purpose, we
must know what maner is, and what its scientific and phifosophical notions
are,

By ‘the marter of a thing', we mean the princple of which the thing is
constituted. Thus, the matter of a bed is wood, the matter of 4 robe js wool,
and the matter of paper is cotton, in the sense that wood, wool and cotton are
the things of which the hed, the robe and the paper are constituted. We often
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specify the nmatter of a thing, and then go back to that matter, rrying o know
its matter - that is, the principle of which it is constimuted. In rrn, we take up
this principle, and also discuss igs matter and principle: Thus, if we are asked
about the constituents of a village, we answer that they are a number of
buildings and yards. Therefore, the buildings and yards are the mawer of 2
village, The question then is repeated as 10 what the matrer of those buildings
and yards is. The answer is that they are composed of wood, brick and iron,
Thus, we posit a matter for everything, and then we posic a principle for tha
matter out of which that marter is constinuted, In this progression, we must
stop at a primary matter. This is the mauer for which no marer can be
posited,

Due eo this, the question arose in philosophical and scientific circles as o
the primary and fundamental matter of the world atwhich the analysiz of the
principles and mateers of things stops. (P« 348) This is considered one of the
most imporant questions in human thought, whether scientific or
philasophical,

By ‘scientific matter' is meant the most primary marter discovered Ly
experimentation. It is the maose primary principle [atained| in scientific
analyses. By ‘philosophical maiter’, on the other hand, is meant the mast
primary mater of the world, whether or not s appearance in the
experimental field is possible,

We have already discussed scientific marter, We [earned that the maos
primary marter arained by science s the atom with its nucieus and elecirons
that are a specific density of energy. In the scientific sense, the maner of 2
chair is wood, and the marter of wood is the simple clements thar constiee
the wood. Thiese are oxygen, carbon and hydrogen. The matter of these
elements is the atoms. The martter of the atoms is their specific parts of
protons, electrons and other [subatomic partictes).” This atomic assembly, or
dense electric charges; is the most primary sciennfic marter thar science
demonstrated by experimental merhods.

Regarding philosophical matter, let us see whether the atom is in reality
the most primary and the sim plest marter of the world, or wheth er, 10 LT, it
s also composed of mauer and form. As we learned, the chair is com poscd of
mateer that is the wood, and form thar is i specific shape, Also, waier is
composed of matter that is oxygen and b velrogen atoms, and form duar is the
quality of fluidity that eccurs at the point of the chemical COMposition
berween the two gases. Thus, are the minute atoms also the philosophical”
matter of the world?

The common philosophical view is that philosophical maner s more
primary than scientific matter, in the sense that the former marter in sciencific
Experiments is not the most [p. 349 tundamenal macer from the
philosophical point of view, Rather, it is composed of 8 mater simpler than
it, s well as of a form. This simpler matter cannot be demonstrancd by
experimentation; but its existence can be demonstrated philosophically,
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Correction of Emrors

In light of what has preceded, we can know thai the Dermocriean atomistic
theary, which asserts that the primary principle of the world is nothing bur
indivisible fundamenal atoms, is nwo-sided: one side is scientific and the
ather philosophical. The sciepufic side is that the soucture of bodies is
composed of small atoms permeated by void, Bodies are not condnuous
masses, even though they may appear as such w our senses. Those small
units are the ater of all bodies. The philosophical side 13 that Democring
clamed that those units or atoms are not composed of mawer and form,
since they have no marer thar is more primary and simpler than they,
Therefure, those units or atoms are the philosophical matter - that is, the
most primary and the simplest marer of the world.

These rwo sides of the theory were confused by many thinkers, It seemed
te them that the atvmic world discovered by modern science through
expenmental methods demonsieates the soundness of the atomistic theary.
Thius, after the new atomic world was revealed 1o science, it was not possible
te Fnd Democrius at faule in his explanation of bodies, as earlier
philosophers believed, even though modemn scentific thought differs from
thae of Demeeritus with regard w the estimation of the size of the atom and in
POFITAYINE iT5 SIRUCIATE.

Howewver, the tact is that modern stentfic experiments concerning the
awom demonstrace only the seundness of the scientific side of the Democritean
theary. They show that a body is composed of atomic units permeared by
void. The body, therefore, is not continuous as sense perception indicates.
This is the sciennfic aspect of {p. 550) the theory, Experimentation can
disclose chis aspect, Philosophy has no say in this subject, since, from a
philosophical point of view, a body may be continuous as it may involve a
void permeated by minute pans.

As for the philosophical side of the Demoerivean theory, it is not at all
touched by sciendfic discoveries, nor is its soundness proved by them,
Rather, the issue of the existence of a matter ampler than the scientific matter
rernains the responsibilicy of philesophy. This means that philosophy can
take the most primary matrer that science attained in the experimental field
[namely, the arom and its specific aggregate], and prove thacicis composed of
a sirnpler mater and of a form. This is not incompatible with the sciendfic
tacis, for thas type of philosophical analysis and synthesis cannot be displayed
in the expenmental field.

As these thinkers erred in claiming that scientific experiments demonstrate
the sounduess of the whole theory, cven though such experiments are
only concerned with i scientfic side; so also did a number of ancient
philosophers err in rejecting the philosophical side of the theory - thus
extending the rejection to the scientific side as well. They daimed without
any scientific or philosophical cvidence that bodies are contnuous, and
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rejected the atom and the void in the interior of bodies.

The position that we must hold with respect 1o this issue is one ofaccepring
the scientific side of the theary, which insists that bodies are not continuous
and that they are composed of extremely minute atoms. Atomic physics
disclosed this side with certitude, Bur we reject the philosophical side of the
theory, which asserts the simpliciey of those unies that are disclosed by atmmnic
physics, The reason is that philosophy proves thar regardless of the
minuteness of the unit disclosed by physics, it is nevertheless composed of
form and maer. We call this matter [p. 351) by the name of philosophical
matter, since it is the simplest matter whose existence is demonstraied by a
philesophical, and not a scentific, method, It is tme for us o smdy this
philosophical method.

The Philosophical Notion of Matier

Since the issue under consideration is philosophical and o some extent
sensitive, we must move carefully and slowly in order for the reader o follow
our move, Thatis why we will begzin fivst of all with warer, a chair and the like,
so that we know why philosophy is correct {in assertng| that such things are
enmposed of marer and form.

Water is represented in a fluid master. At the same tme, itis receptive w
being a gas. The basis of this receprivity is not the fluidity, For the quality of
fluidity cannot be a gas. Rather, this basis 15 the mauer contained in the fluid
water. Therefore, water is composed of the stare of gas and of a marer
characterized by this siate. This martter is also receprive ro being a gas. Ajgadn,
the chair is represented in certain wood given a specific shape, 1t ks also
receptive to being a table. It is not the shape but the matter of the chair thacis
receptive to being a table. From this, we learn that the chair is composed of
specific shape and of a wooden marer that can he & tabile, as it had che
capacity to be a chair. The same is true in every field, 1f one notices that a
specific being is capable of receiving the contradictory of its proper quality,
philosophy proves by means of this that that being has a marter, which is the
thing receptive to the quality thar is contradiciory to s proper quality.

Let us explore our issue in light of this; We had learned thar science has
shown that a body is not a single thing, Rather, it is composed of primary
units swimming in a void. Since these units are the remainders at the end of
the scientific analysis, they are not, in turn, composed of arms that are
smaller than they; otherwise, they will not be the ultimate units (p. $52) of
matter. This is true. Philosophy gives science full freedom in assigning the
ultimate units that are not permeated by a void and that have no parts. When
science assigns these units, it becomes tme for philosophy o play its role.
Philosophy proves that such units are composed of form and marter, which
are simpler than [the unit). We do conceive a discrete material unir, for if such
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@ unit were not truly contnuous, it would be similar 1o a body in having a
vord permeated by pars. The meaning of a unit is tha it is continueus; it
cannot be a real unit without continuity. At the same time, it is also receprive
© division and separation. But it is clear (hat that which is receptive to
division and separation is not the same as continuity which is essential mw the
matertal unit, This is because continuity cannot be characterized by
separation, as i is not possible for fluidity to be characterized by
gaseousness. Therefore, the unit must have a simple matter which is
receptive 10 division and separation. This leads o the consideration of the
unit as composed of matter and form. Mater is that which is receptive to
division and separation thar are destruetive of uniy. Similarly, marter is also
recepitive to contnuicy thar helds the unit together, The form, on the other
hand, iy this very continuity withoutwhich no material unic can be tonceived,
The probiem that faces us at this point is this: *How can philosophy
determine that the primary units of matter are receptive to division and
separation, and is there a way i this determinaton other than through
stientific experimentation?® Bur scientific experimentation has not proved
the receptivity of the primary units of matter to division and separaton,
Once again we stress the necessity of not contusing scientific marter with
philosophical mauer, This is because philosophy does not claim that the
division of the unitis someth ing accessible ro the sdentific toals and methods
available to human beings. Such a claim is the sole prerogative of science,
Rather, philosophy proves that every unit is receptive (p. 355) to division and
separation, even though it is not possible o anain this division externally
with ‘scientific methods, It is not possible to conceive a unit without the
receptivity w division; that is, it is not possible to conceive an indivisible part,

Physics and Chemistry as Concerned with the Pan

The issue of the indivisible part is not & scientific issue, Rarher, it iz purely

philosophical. From this, we realize thar the scientfic methods and facts

adopeed for responding to this issue and for demonstrating the existence or
non-existence of indivisible parts are nor at all sound. We will now paintout
some of these unsound metheds and Facts,

(1) The law of proportions that Dalton™ put farth in chemistry for the furpose of explaining
that the chemical undor af elements acours in accordance with speafic Profortions,
Dalton™ based this law on the idea thar matter is composed of small,
indivisible particles.

Itis clear that this law operates only in its special field as a chemical law.
Ivis mor possible o solve a philosophical problem with it, for the utmaost it
shows is that chemical reactions and combinadons cannot take place
except among specific quantities of elements and under specific
ccumsiances and conditions, If there are no specific quantities and
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proportions, there will be no reaction and no combination. However, this
law does not shuw whether or not these quantities are as such Teceptive {o
division. We must, therefore, distinguish berween the cherical aspect of
this law and the philosophical aspect of it With respect to the chemical
aspect, it affirms that the property of chemical reaction occurs among
specific quantities and cannot accur among smaller quantinics, With
respect to the philosophical aspect, on the other hand, the law does not
aflirm whether or not those quantities are indivisible parts. This has no
relation at all 1o the chemical aspect of the law, (p. 354)

(2] The first stage of atomic physics in which the atom wos discovered. It seemed o
some that physics ar that point had put an end to disputation concerning
the issue of the indivisible part, since it disclosed this part by scienific
methods. Butin light of the above, it is clear that this disclosure does nor
confirm the indivisible part, in the philosophical sense. The fact thar
scientific analysis arrived at the atomn that it cannot divide does not mean
that the atom as such is indivisible,

(3) The second stage of atomic physics which, contrary to the Sirst stage, war considered a3
absolute evidence for the non-extstence of the indivisible part. This is because ar the
second stage, science was able to divide and split the arom. With this, the
idea of the indivisible pare disappeared. This stage was the same as the
previous one in that it was not related w the issue of the indjvisible part
from the philosophical point of view. The reason is that the division of the
atom or the destruction of its nucleus changes nothing except our idea
about the part, but does not completely oyerthrow the theory of the
indivisible part, The atom, which cannot divide, in the sense ifncon-
ceivable ro Democritus, or in the sense on the basis of which Dalron®
posited the law of proportions in chemistry, has disappeared as a resule of
the splitting of the atom. This does not mean that the problem has ended.
The primary units in the material world (thar is, the elecric charges,
whether in the form of atoms or material bodies, or in the form of waves)
are subject to the philosophical question as to whether or not they are
receptive 1o division. (p. 555

Philesophy as Concerned with the Part

Thus, our study has made it clear that the problem of the part must be solved
by a philosophical method. Philosophy has many methods for demonstrating
philosophically thar every unit is receptive o division, and thar there is no
indivisible part. One of the dlearcst methods is 1o draw fwo circles like a
stonemill, one of which s inside the other, with the midde paint of the
stonemill being the center of the two circles. Then we puta point ata specific
place on the circumierence of the big dircle and a point parallel to it on the
arcumference of the small éircle, It is dear that if we move the stoncmill, the
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two circles also move. Let us move the stonemill, making the point which is
Placed on the big drcle move in accordance with that movertent, But we do
not allow this paint 10 move except as much as one of the marerial units
moves. Then we observe the parallel point on the small circle, asking whether
it has crossed the same distance that was crossed by the parallel point on the
big circle - namely, one whole unit, Or has it just crossed some of that
distance? If it has crossed the same distance, this would mean that the mwo
perines moved the same distance. But this is impossible, because we know that
the more remote a point is from the main center of a circle, the faster is the
speed of its movement. That is why in every wim, it crosses a longer distance
than that which a point closer w the center crosses in the same fum.
Therefore, it is not possible for the two points to cross an equal distance. If,
on the other hand, the closer point crosses a part of the distance thar is
crossed by the remote point, this would mean that the unit crossed by the
remote pomnt may be divided and separated and is not an indivisible unit
This makes it chear thar those advocating the indivisible unit are in a difficul
pesition, for they cannot consider the remote (p. 356} and the dose points
cither s equal or as different in the quantity of motion, The only thing thar
remmains for them is 1o claim thar the parallel point on the small circle was ar
rest and mononless. Burall of us know that if the circle close w the center was
arrest when the big circle moved, this would necessitate the dismantding and
breaking of the pans of the stonemall.

This prool shows that any supposed marerial unit is receptive wo division,
The reason is that when the poinr thatis remote from the center traverses this
unit in its maotion, the close point would have traversed a pan of it
fonly).

If the material unit 1s receptive to division and separation, it 15, therefore,
composed of asimple maccer which is the center of the receptivity wo division
and of continuity which is constitutive of its unity. Hence, it is clear that the
units of the materal world are composed of matter and form,

The Philosofliecal Consequence

When rthe philosophical notion of magter, which requires thar mawer be
compeosed of maner and form, is arystallized, we know that the philosophical”
matter cannot inself be the first cause of the world, since it is composed of
matier and form. Further, neither matier nor form can exist independently
of the other. Therefore, there must be an agent prior w0 the act of
composition that ensures the existenice of the marerial wnies,

Pur differently, the first cause s the first point in the chain of existence.
Ihe chain of existence must begin with that which is necessary in essence, as
we leaned in the previous chapeer of this investigation, Thus, the first cause
is that which is necessary in essence. (p. 357) Being so, the first cause must
need nothing else in its being and existence. As for the primary units of
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marter, they are not without need in their macerial being for an exeernal
agent, since their being is composed of matter and form, They require both,
matier and form wogether, and each, mawer and form, requires the other for
its existence. The resule of all this is the knowledge that the first canse 15
external w the limits of marter, and that the philosophical marer of the
world, which is recepiive of conjuncrion and disjunciion, is in need of an
external cause that determines its concinuous or discontinuons existenoe,

Matter and Motion

Matter is in continuous motdon and constant development, This is a fact on
which we all agree. Furthei, mater requires a cavse that moves it This is
anpther fact admiged with no dispumation. The most basic issue regarding
the philesophy of modon is this, Can dhe matier in motion be due caase o
agent of is motion? In other words, that which moves s the subjecr of
mation, while the mover is the cause of motion. Can the same thing i the
same respect be simulaneously a subject of moton and a cause of it?

Mewmphysical philosophy responds ro this question by insisdng thar the
multiplicity of that which moves and the mover is necessary. This is because
moton is a gradual development and completon of 2 defidient thing. A
deficient thing cannot by itself develop and complete itselfl gradually, for it
cannot be the cause of compledon. On the basis of this, a dual principle of the
mover and the moving thing was posited in the philosophical notion of
maotion. In light of this principle, we can know dhae the cause of the
developmental motion (p. 358} of matter is not at hears and in substance
matter itself, but a cause bevond mareer that provides mauter with continuous
development, and that emits o mawer linear motion and gradual
compledon.

Dialectical materialism is the conrary of this. It does not admit a duality
berween the moving maner and the cause of motion, Bather, it considers
mamer iself as a cawse of is own mooon and development,

Thus, there are two explanations of moton, In the dialectical explanation,
which considers mater itself as a cauze of motion, mateer is the most primary
source of the development of completion. This imposes on the dialectic the
view thar marier cssengally involves the stages and completions that motion
attains in its renewable march. The secret behind the fact thar the dialecticis
required to adopt this view is [its need to] justify the maerial explanadon of
moton, for the cause or source of moton canrot bt essentially involve
development and compledon thar it provides and extends w meotion,
Moreover, since, according 1o the dialectic, matter is the cause of its own
motion and the driving farce behind marer in the field of development, it
becomes incumbent on the dizlecdc o acknowledge that matter has the
properties of causes or agenis, and to consider it as essendially involving all
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the contradictions thar mation gradually attains; so that it can be a source of
completion and a primary provider of motion. Thay i why the dialectic
admitted contradiction as g necessary consequence of it philosophical
progression. It rejected the principle of non-contradiction and claimed that
contradictories abways come together in the internal contene of mawer, and
that by vire of this internal resource, matter i5 a cause of motion and
compledon,

As for the theological explanarion of moton, it beging with an inguiry
about these contradictories which the dialectic alleges to be contained in
matter. Arc all these contradicrories in master in actuality, (p, 359} or are they
i it in potendality? The former option is completely rejected, for
tontradictories cannot, due o the principle of non-contradiction, come
ogether in accuality, If they come wgether in actuality, matter will come ta 4
standstill and rest. There temains the latter option: namely, thar these
contradictories are [in martter| in potentiality. By ‘their potenial presence’ is
rearnit that mater has the capacity to receive gradual developments, and the
possibility for lnear completion by motion. This means thar the internal
content of matter is empry ofeverything other than receptivity and capaciry.,
Inlightof this, motion is a gradual deparnire from potentiality to actuality in
the field of conunuaous development. Matter is ngt the cause behind motian,
for matter is empry of the levels of completion auained by the sages of
development and motion, and has nothing but the possibility and capacity
for these levels of completion, It is, therefore, necessary to search for the
cause of the substantial motion of matter and for the primary source of this
motion outside the limits of marter, It is also necessary that this cause be God,
the exalted, Who contains essentially all the ranks of completion.

Marter and Sentdment [al-widdn)

Qur position regarding nature, which is rich n evidence for intention,
purpose and governance, is similar to the position of a worker who discovers
in his excavations sensitive systems hidden in the earth. This worker will not
doubt that there is an artistic hand thar put those systems together with all
precision and care for the putpose of realizing certain aims by means of
them, The more this worker knows new facts about the precision with which
these systems were made, and the signs of art and innovation in them, the
more highly does he think of the artist who constructed them, and the more
appreciative of that artist's brilliance and intellect does he become, Similarly,
we take the same positon thar human nature and sentiment suggest with
regard to nature in general, seeking from (p. 360) the secrets and signs of
narure inspiration about the greatness of the wise Creawor Who created it, and
about the sublimity of the intellect from which it proceeded,

Nature, therefore, is a marvelous artistic portrait, and the natural sciences

256



are the human instruments that uncover the types of innovaton in this
portrait, that raise the curtain to show its ardstic secrets, and that supply the
general human hear with one evidence after another for the existence of the
governing and wise Creator, and for His greamess and perfection. Whenever
these instruments achieve a victory in their various fields or disclose a secret,
they supply metaphysics with a new force and provide the human race with 2
new evidence for the innovative, creative greamess thar created and
organized this erernal porirait with what calls for astonishment, wonder and
glorification. Thus, the facts declared by modern science leave no room lor
doubt concerning the issuc of God, the omnipetent and the wise. If the
philosnphiml pm-ofs fill the mind with {:rrtainry amnd ACCCPLAnCE, modern
scientific discoveries Bl the soul with confidence and faith 1o the divine
providence and the metaphysical explananion of the firsr principles of
cristenoe.

Matter and Physiology

Take, |for example,] the human physiology with it astonishing Facts. You see
in it the Creator’s greamness and precision in all the details thar this
physiology reveals and the secrets that it shows. The digesuve system, lor
instance, is the greatest chemical factory in the world for s vanious merthods
of analyzing chemirally the different nurrients in a manner that brings
wonder, and faor jusdy distribul.irlg the proper nurmnve elements oo billions
of living cells of which the human body is composed. Every cell receives the
amount of nutrients it needs. Thess nutrients are then transformed into
bone, hair, teeth, nails, nerves, [and o on,| in accordance with a given plan
for the functions imposed on these cells in a system no mare precise than
which, or greater than which, is known to humanity. (p, 361)

One glance at these living cells, which carry the secrer of life, fills the soul
with astonishment and wonder over the cells"adapration w the requirements
of their posidon and circurmstances, Ttis as if every cell knows the stmucture of
the organ whose preservarion it sustaing by the help of other cells sharing
with it that organ, and comprehends that argan’s funcrion, and how that
organ must be.

The system of the visual sense, which is senall and insignificant in size, 15 no
less beautiful and precise than the digesuve sysiem, and ivis no less ol a sy
af a conscious will and a creative intellece. Leis composed with full exacrimde,
Sight cannot be artained in the ahsence of any part of this sysiem. The retina,
for example, on which the lens reflects the light is composed of rine serarare
layers even though it s no thicker than thin paper. The last of these lavers is
also composed of thiry million rods™ and three million cones.” These rods
and cones arc organized in an accurate and magnificent manner, However,
the light rays are represented on the reting in an inverse position, That is why
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the creative Providence willed that the visual sysiern behind the retina must
be provided with millions of nerve sacs that are responsible for some
chermical changes that finally lead to grasping the image in its proper
|_‘USI"I.'I"!'I.

Can this colossal planning, which ensures that the act of vision falls among
the best acts of matter, be without guidance and purpose, even though the
mere discovery of it requires sirong intellecrual effors?

Matter and Biology

Now, consider hielogy, or the science of life, You will find another grear
divine secrer: namely, the vague secret of life, which fills the human heart
with confidence in the theological notion and with solid conviction abowt it
Inlightof the science of life, the theory of self-procreation collapsed. (p. 862)
This theory prevailed in the materialistic mentality and was accepred by the
superficial and the vulgar in general. They illusirared this theory by many
examples of inseces |sic|, such as the worms that are formed in the intestines
or in a piece of meat subjecied w air for a while, as well as other examples
mspired by the naiveté of materialistic thinking. Such things, according o
them, appear wo be reproduced by themselves under specific narural
aircumstances, and withour proceeding from other living beings. However,
decisive scientific experiments proved thar this theory is false, and tha
worms are reproduced by the germs of life that are contained in the piece of
micat,

Materralisn amempred once again to establish the theory of self-
procreanon when Anton van Lecuwenhoek® invented the first composite
microscope, By means of this microscope, Lecuwenhoek discovered a new
world of small organisms. This microscope succeeded in showing that a
raindrop has no germs. Rather, the germs are produced afrer the raindrop
touches the earth. The marerialises raised their voices and rejoiced in the new
victory in the field of microbiology, after they had failed to discount the
sperm, and to establish the theory of self-procreation with regard 1o animals
visible to the naked eye. Thus, they retumed w the baweground, but jthis
rime, their disputation was| on a lower level, The debare between the
materialists and others concerning the formation of life continued up to the
ninetecnth century, when Louis Pasteur put an end o his conflict. By his
scientific experiments, he proved that the germs and microbes that live in
water are independent organic beings that come 1o water from the outside,
and then reproduce in it

Once more, the materialists wied to cling to a thread of illusory hope. (p.
363) Thus, they abandoned the ficlds in which they failed and moved to a
new field: namely, the field of fermentation. In this field, some of them
aempted to apply the theory of self-procreation 1o the microscopic arganic
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beings that are the canse of fermentation. However, soon enough this
antempt, like those before it, was also shown o bea failure ar the hands of
Fasteur, when he showed thar fermensaion does not wke place in marrer if
matter is kept by itself and in isoladon from the outside. Rather, fermensation
occurs due o the ransmission of specific organic beings o w0 and their
reproduction in ir.,

Thus, in the final analysis, it was shown 1o be tue of all kinds of animals,
inr.‘]uding the minute animals that were recenty discovered and thar cannot
be seen by the regular microscope, that life does not proceed except from life
and that it is the sperm, and not sell-procreaton, whicluis the general Law thar
prevails in the realm of fiving beings

The materialists are in-a difficult position with regard w this decisive
conclusion. The reason is this. 1 the theory of selt-procreation is dropped, in
light of sciennfic research, how then can they explain the arising of [ife on the
face ofthe earth? Further, would there be a way for the human heartafeer that
to shot off its eves in the light and w overlook the clear, divine realicy thai
trusted the secret of life to the pomary cell or cells? 1 this were novso, why
then did narure tern away forever from the act of sell-procreation? This
means thae if the materialiste Ezp|analinn of the primary cefl of life by seli-
procreation were commect, how could marenalism then explain the non
recurrence of self-procreation in nature with the long passage of ome?
Indeed, this is 2 perplexing question for the materialiss. 1uis curious that dhe
Sovier scientist Obern,’' responds w this question as lollows, [Even| if the
production of life by way of & long matenial interaction is sull possible in
planets other than ours {(the earth), there s no room foriton this planer, since
reproduction here (p. 564; began w ocour ara faster and a shorier [rate than
that of production of life by way of mazerial ineraction], this being human
reproduction by way of mardiage. The reason is that the new imeeraciion
replaced the biological and chemical primiuve interaction, rendering i
unnecessary.’

This is Obern's complete answer 1o the queston. It is indeed 2 strange
answer. Reflecton how he judges that nature has no need for the operaion of
self-procreation, since this operation became uanccessary once nawre found
a faster and a shorter way for repreducing bife. It is a5 if he speaks of a
conscious ratonal power thar abandons a difficule operation afrer i
artainment of the goal was miade available 1o it by means of an easier way. Bu
when did narnsre abandon i decrees and laws for this purpase? Further, it
self-procreation took place at first, in accordance with cerain laws and
decrees, as water is produced due to a certain chemical composinon berween
oxygen and hydrogen, it becomes necessary for it 1o be repeared in
accordance with those laws and decrees. as the existence of water is repeated
whenever cemain chemical faciors are present, whether or not warer is
necessary; for necessity in the natural sense is merely the necessity produced
by the laws and decrees of namure, What then made those laws and decrees
differeni?



Matter and Genetics

Let us leave this issue w genetics, which captivares human thought, and o
which mankind bows with respect and admyration. It is rather astonishing to
know that the whole organic heritage of an individual is contained in lving
nuclear matter (protoplasm)® of the reproduciive cells, and that all the
inherited traits are produced by very small microscopic segments jof this
miateer]. [p. 565] These are the genes which are contained in thad living matter
with precision and order, Sclence has shown that this matter is not produced
from bodily cells, but fromn the protoplasm of the parents, grandparents and
socon. In light of this, the Darwinian illusion collapsed. On the basis of this
Musion, Darwin esablished the theory of evolution and progress: This
theory stares that the changes and traits acquired by the animal during his life
- whether as a result of experience and training or as a result of interaction
with the environmernt or a cercain kind of nourishment - may be rransferred
by heredity to his offspring. This is so because, on the basis of the distinction
between bodily cells and reproductive cells, it was proved that acguired traits
annot be inherited. That is why the defenders of the theory of evolution and
progress were abliged 1o denounce almost all the Darwinian principles and
details, and to offer a new hypothesis in the field of organic development
This 1s the hypothesis thar species develop by means of mutations. As 1o the
present day, scicntists do not have scienrific support for this theory other
than the ohservation of some manifestatons of sudden change in a number
of cases, This called for the assumption thar amimal species develop from
mutanions of this sors, in spite of the fac that the observed mutations in
animals did not reach the point of forming the various basic changes, and
that same of the sudden changes were not inherted.

We are not concerned with discussing this kind of theory, Rather, our
purpose 15 to point out the precise herediary system and the astonishing
power in the minuie genes, which gives direction ro all the cells of the body
and provides an animal with its personality and waits. Is it possible,
according to human sentiment, that all of this occurs haphazardly and by
chanced {p. 366)

Mawer and Psychology

Finally let us examine psychology for a moment, in order o overview
another field of divine creativicy, In particular, let us pay attention to one of
the pyychological issues, namely, that of the instncts that light the animals’
way and guide their steps. These instincts are clear signs in the heart that the
providing of such instincs 1o animals is the action of a wise governer, and is
nist a fleeting coincidence. If this were not so, then who taught the bee to
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build hexagonal beehives, the shark w build river dams, and the ants to do
marvelous things in seeiing up their homes? Indeed, who taught the eel not to
lay her cggs except in & certain spotat the bottorn ofthe sed, where the ratio of
saltis almost 45 percent, and the distance from the surface of the sea is no less
than 1 200 feet? The ecl makes sure to deposit her egps on such a spot,
since her cggs cannot grow exeept when the above two conditons are met

An interesting story is told about 2 seientist who made a specific system
which he supplied with apprapsiate hear, water vapor, and other conditions
necessary for the namral process of producing chicks from eggs. He placed in
this system some eggs that could give him chicks, but he did not obuin the
desired result. He learned fram this that his study of the conditons of namral
reproduction was not complete. Thus, he carried out further experiments on
the hen when incubanng the cggs. After very carelul observations and reses,
he discovered that, ar specific tmes, the hen changes the position of the egps
and switches them from one side 1o the other. Qnce again, he performed the
experiment in his specific system, acompanying it with the performance of
the act that he learned from the hen, The experiment then was met with
splendid success.

By your conscience, tell me who taught the hen this secree that is concealed
from this (p. 567) great scienust? Or who Inspired her with this wise act
without which repreduction cannot acoar?

If we wish 1o study instincs more profoundly, we must exposit the most
important theones, interpret and explain them. There are many such
theories.

The first theory is that animals were led to instinceive aces after many wials
and experiences. They became addicred ro thems; thus, such acs became
inherited habits mansmiced from parents to children, without there being
rocm (o learing them for supernatural providence.

This theory consists of two parts, the fiest of which is that animals, 1o begin
with, reached instnciive aces by way of wial and experience. The second is
that such acts were ransmitted to successive generations, in accordance with
the law of heredity.

But neither part can be accepted. The first is incorrect, because the
animal's discarding of an erronecus trial and his adoprion and recention ofa
successful one means that he comprehends the success of the later and the
erroncousness of the former. But this is something that eannot be granted o
animals, especially if the success of a trial docs not appear excepralter therr
death, as is the case with butterflies reaching the third stage of their lives.
[Before this stage ] they lay their epgs on green leaves in circles. The eggs only
hatch in the third season, They come outin the form of small worms ata time
when the mother has already died. How is it possible for the butterflies ro
comprehend their success in what they have done and know that by their
actions they have prepared a large source of nourishmem for the young, even
though the butterflies did not witness that? Add o this that if insunces were
the product of experience, this would necessitarc the development,



completion and suengthening of animal instinces (p, 368) in light of other
wrials and experiences throughout history, Yer, none of this has happened.

The second part of the above theory 15 based on the idea thar asserts the
transiission ol maits acquited by heredity. But this idea collapsed in the face
of new theartes in genetics, av we remarked earlier, But suppose that the law
of heredity covers acquired habits. How then can the instinctive acts be
inhenited habis, even though some of them are performed by animals only
once of a few times i their Lves?

The second theory begims where the first one also begins. It su pposes that
animals were led 1o insincdve acs by repeated trials, Such aces were
transmitied (o suecessive generatons, however, not by means of heredity,
but by means of a kind of instruction and teaching accessible to animals.

The objection we raised o the first part of the previous theory is also
applicable to the theory under consideration. But the objection tha periaing
try it exclusively is concerned with its claim concerming the transmission of
instinctive acts by way of instruction and teaching. This claimi is inconsistent
with reality, even i we grant animals the power of understanding. This is
because a number of instincs appear in animals at the beginning of their
formation; [thar is,] before there is any opportunity for teaching them.
Indeed, young animals may be born after their mothers” death; nevertheless,
they enjoy the same nstncts enjoyed by their species. Take the eels, for
example They emigrate from various pools and rivers to the unfashomable
depths in order w lay their eggs. In their migration they may travel thousands
of miles justin order o choose the appropriate spot. Later, they lay their cggs
and then die. The young grow up and return to the shore from which their
maothers had come. Itis as if they fully siudy and scrurinize the world map. At
whaose hand did the young eels receive (p. 369) geography lessons?

The third theory was advocared by the behavioristic school of psychology
that attempted (o analyze animal behavior in general into units of reflexive
action. [t explained instnces as complex compounds of such units - that is, 2
chain of simple reflexive actions. Thus, an instinctive [act] is something like
ihe withdrawal of the hand when pinched by a pin, or the contraction of the
eye when encountering a strung light, But these two acts are simple and
reflexive; while an instine is composite and reflexive,

This mechanical explanation of instincs cannot be adopied either. The
reasons ane many, but there is no room lor elaborating them here, One of
these reasons is that 2 mechanically reflexive movement is produced by an
external cause only, as in the eve contracdon that is caused by the intensity of
light. However, some instinctive acts have no external cause, What is i, for
example, that causes animals at the beginning of their existenice to search for
their food and w make an effort to find it? Add to this that the mechanically
reflexive acts cannot involve comprehension and awareness, while obser-
vation of instinctive acts gives us decisive evidence of the comprehension and
awareness involved in them. One piece of such evidence is an experiment
performed on the behavior of a homet that builds its nest from a certain
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number of beehive cells. The experimenter had expected that the hormet
would complece its work at a certain bechive cell. At that poimt, the
experimenter pinched that cell with a pin. I the homet returned to make
another beehive cell and found that 4 human being had spoiled his work, he
went back and fixed it Thereatier, the horner moved o make the next
beehive cell. The experimenter repeated his éxperiment & number of dmes.
He then realized that a succession of performing instincuve behaviors is nou
mechanical. He noticed thar when the hornet came back and found that the
completed beehive had been destroyed, it made 3 certain morion and
emitted cettain sounds that indicated the anger and despaiv it felr (p.
570

After discounung this materialistic theory, owo explanatons of instinet
remain. One of them is thar insdncrive acts are the product of intention and
awareness, However, the purpose of animals is not the acourate benefits tha
result from such aces, bur the direct pleasure in these acts themselves, in the
sense that animals are composed in such a way that they derive pleasure from
performing such instinctive aces, which ar the same time give them the
greatest unility and benefis. The other explanacion is thae an insenct is a
mysterious, divine, supernanural inspiration. Animals were supplied with i
as a substituee for the intelligence and mind thae they lack.

Whether this or that explanation is ue, the signs of nenvon and
management are clear and evident o the human heart; otherwise, how does
the complete correspondence between the instincrive acts and the most
accurate benefits that are hidden from animals accur?

We stop here, but not because the sciendlic pieces of evidence for the
theological position have besn exhausted. Not even large volumes can
cxhaust them. Rather, we stop in keeping with the procedure of the
boak,

After this presentation of all the evidence in the heant for the existence of
the creative, wise power, let us turn our attention to the material hypothesis
in order to see the extent of its naiveté and erivialiy in light of such evidence.
When this hypothesis asserts that the universe, indluding its wealth of
mysterious order and beauty of creation and formaton, was produced by a
caunse that does not enjoy a bit of wisdom and purpese, it exceeds thousands
of times in its naiveré and oddity [the naiveré and oddity of] him who finds a
large divan® of the most beawtiful and the fincst poemry, or a science book full
of mysteries and discoveries, and then claims that an infant has been playing
with a pencil on paper: thus, the leaers happened to get organized and
formed a volume of poewry or a book of sdence.

We shall show them our signs in the horizons and in themselves, so

that it becomes clear to them thar this is the outh. 1s it not
sufficient that your God is a witness to all things®®
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Author’s Notes to Part Two, Chapter Four

I Qussat ol dnsam p, 10k

Translator's Notes to Part Twao, Chapier Four

I This chapter deals with the question ' 1s it matrer or God tharis the ulfimate souree of
the universe? Neithes the ouiline at the beginning of the book in the section ritled
"The Mature of the Work?, nor the presenc tthe makes it clear tha the discassion in this
chapter [s mtended o center on chis ssue, However, @s soon d4s one reads the firse
parapraph of this chapeer, i bocomes clear thar this is exactly what 15 intended.

2 Laterally, the discrese or dispancrive theory

4 Literally, the conmnuaus theory,

4 Texn at-apsdm (bodies)

¥ T(‘:tl:_.liim |:||-|,|4,|:,.':-.

& Text: wl-jroem {hody)

T This iz se berause the arom has the same number ol positive and negative charges,
and so 15 eleamically neurral

& Ernest Rurherford, Breitish physicist and chemist (187 1-1937). In 1908, he was
awiarcded the Mobel Prize i chemisiry, Rutherord studied mdinaqi\uiqr, el decicded
that the raye emurted by radioactive substances are of various kinds, He called the
positively charged rays ‘alpharays’ and ihe negagively charged rays betarays’. He also
shirwed that ehe radiaions that are not alfected by 2 magnetic ficld consise of
eleciromagienc 1avs, He called them ‘gamma mays'. Rutherford s known for
developing the theory of the nuclear arom. According to this theory, the atam has a
small nucleus ar che center, The prorans, the positvely charged paricles that give the
aninm s weight, are i the nucleus, The electrons, the negadvely charged particles tha
are hght apd thit consatuee no barner to the alpha rays, lie ouside the macleus, B
abvious thar this theory 15 m desagreement with the Democrivean view of the atom as
indivisible. Finally, it should be mentoned that Butherdford was the firse to transform
one element meo another and dhe firse o show thar anarnificial nuclear reaction can be
made.

Texr: af-edd w-"Tiwd (the scientific foundadon),

M ve, the mitial atoms thar were ongnally unfused.

11 That s, the problem of the firsr cause of the world

I Such as the neutrons,

13 Tewe: of-madda al- dmipps {soiennific maner).

14 Texr-wadun, Even though there is an Insh physicist by the name of Ernest Walton
[1905-  who won the Mobel Prize in phystcs in 1951, the physiciat intended here muse
no doubt be Dalon and non Wahon. The theory of proportions i chemisory
discuseed here was introduced by Dalton and not by Walon.

15 Text: waltyn,

16 Text: waltun,

17 Texr: al- iy (scientific),

18 A rod 45 one of the rod-shaped sensory bodies of the reting waed in dim light
A& cone i any of the sensory bodies of the retina used in color vision.
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0 Anton van Lecuwenhoek, Dutch biologist and microscopise (1652-1723). He is
best known for consmucting many microscopes, for discovering the one-celled
animals called 'protozoa’, and for being the firat i see the bacteria.

27 Obem: we are unable to identify this scienmst

12 Protoplasm is a complex of protein, organic and inorganic material, and warer that
comsntuzes the living nucleus of 2 cell.

21 In Arabic, dfdn (divan) is a collecion of Arabic or Persian poems. This word is
used in several senses, such as ‘oouncil chamber’, but it is obvious that here ivis used
in the sense indicated above,

4 Al-Qur'dn, XLL, 53,
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Chapter Fiye

Knowledge

The largest philosophical issue regarding knowledge 15 the casting of
knowledge in a philosophical form thar reveals its reality and essence and
shows whether it is & material phenomenon present in marrer when marer
reaches & cerain stage of developrment and completion, as materialism
clatms, or a phenomenon tree from matter and, together with i
manifestations, supported by a certain kind of existence, as it is snderstond
philosoplucally in metaphysics.

Since Marxism is a materalistic schoal, it of course emphasizes the
materialistic noton of thought and knowledge. This is made clear in the
Ft:rllm\'in,g texts from Marx, Engels, Georges Poliveer and Roger Garaudy,
respectively:

Thought is inseparable fram thinking marer. This matter is the
substance of all changes.' {p. 572!

Regardiess of the apparen supenionty of our consciousness and
thought, they are nothing but a bedily or marenal organic produce
- this being the brain.*

Enge!s COTIINUeS:

It is necessary that any deiving force in people passes through their
brains. This is true cven of food and drink which begin by a
sensation of hunger or thirst, This sensation is also felt in the brain,
The influences of the external world on a human heing are
expressed in his brain, where they are reflected in che form of
sensations, idess, motives and inendons.’

267



The narural sciences show that a deficiency in the development of
the brain of a cerain individual is the biggest nnpediment in the
face of the development of his consciousness and thoughe, This is
the case with stupidiy, Thoughe 15 2 hisworical product of nature's
development o a high degree of perfection represented in the
sense organs and nervous system of the living spedies, espedially in

the ughest central pant which rules the whole arganic being, i.e, in
the birain !

The material formation of thought presents us, as we will see, with
provis that deserve o be believed and aceepred.

The philosophical notion of knowledge s not the only notion of knowledge
Ip 375) worthy of research and sady, for knowledge is the meeting point of
many |tvpes af] research and studies. Every scientific discipline has it own
nouan that teeats one of the many problems concerning knowledge, and one
aspect of the secrecs of the intellectual life whose myseeTiousiess and
romplexity make it cxcidng, Behind all these seientific nouons Yies the
philosophicai notion 0 which conflice betwesn materalism and metaphysics
arises, as menuened earlier. The present issue, therefore, is the subject of
different types of plilosophical and scienrific discussions.

Many writers and researchers fell inw error [hy] not distinguishing
between the aspecrs on whose sorutiny and analysis scientific studies must
conceneraie and the aspec in which philosophical consideration must have
its say, On the basis of this error, the materialistc claim was establishied, this
s the clain which asserts that knowledge in the philosophical notion of
metaphysics is incompanble with knowledge in the scientific notions. We
have already seen how Georges Politzer avempred 1o prove the materialiry of
knawledge from a philosophical point of view by means of pieces of evidence
drawn from the natural sciences. Ouiers also made the same atempL.

For this reason, we find it necessary o determine the philosophical
position with regard o this issue, 5o that we can thwart the attermprs seeking
w confuse the philosophical and the scientific fields, and w charge that the
mietaphysical explanarion of knowledge is on the opposite side of science and
that i rejeces the scientfic truths and assertions.

That is why we will isolate |our| general position regarding knowledge and
shied same light on the various kinds of scientfic research thar will determine
the points of difference berween us and materialism in general, and Marxism
n particular, is it will determine the aspects thar scienific studies can ke up
and explore; so that this will make it clear (p. 374) that such studies cannot be
considered in support of materialism in the intellectual batde it fights againat
metaphysics for the purpose of cstablishing the most complete philosophical
notion of knowledge,

We have aiready remarked thar the aspects of knowledge touched upon or
treated by these scientific studies are many, owing to the relation of the

268



“+

sciences to the various aspects of knowledge, rather due o the facr thar a
science has a variety of scientific schools, every one of which investigates
knowledge from its own specific point of view, Physical and chemical
researches, for example, explore cerain aspects of knowledge. Physiology
has its own share in exploting knowledge; also psychology, with its various
schools, including the schools of inrospectionism jal-isthtdnerpe),| behaviorism,
funcionalism (efwazifipe),” and so on. Every onc of these schoals studies a
various aspect of knowledge. After all of this, the role of philosophical
psychology emerges to reat knowledge from its own perspecive. Tt
invesdgates whether knowledge in essence s a material state of the nervous
systerm or a pure spirimal sgate,

In what follows, we will clarify those varous aspects o the extene needed o
light up the path of our investigation, and 1o show our position regarding
materialism and Marxism.

Enowledge on the Level of Physics and Chemistry

On their own level of research, physics and chemismmy mrear the phvsical and
chemical evenis that often accompany the aces of cognidon, These cvents are
exemplified in the reflecdon of light rays from visible things, the influence of
those electromagnetic vibratons on a healthy eye, the chemical changes thar
occur (p. 575) because of this, the reflecton of sound waves from audible ob-
jects, the chemical particles that issue [tom edoriferous and Bavored things,
aswell as other similar physical stimuli and chemical changes. Allsuch events
fall inn the domain of the sciendfic applicavon of physics and chemisory

Enowledge on the Level of Physiology

In light of physiological experiments, a number of evenits and processes that
accur in the sense organs and m the nervous svstem, including the brain,
were discovered, Even though such events are of a physical and chemical
nature, as are the above processes, nevertheless, they are distinguished fram
those processes in that they ocour in a living body. Thus, they bave a certain
relarion o the nawre of living bodies.

By means of such discoveries, physiology was able to determine rhe vital
funcdons of the nervous system and the role thar it various parns play in the
acts of cognition. Thus, according to physiclogy, the brains are divided ino
four lobes: the frontal lobe, the parietal lobe, the temporal lobe and the
occipital lobe, Each of these lobes has its spedific physiological functions,
The motor cenvers, for example, are in the frontal lobe. The sensory centers,
which receive messages from the body, arc in the paretal lobe. The same is
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true of the sense of touch and thar of pressure, As for the specific centers of
raste, smell and hearing, they are in the emporal lobe; while the visual
centers arc i the occipital lobe, There are [urther deails |of the brain],

Usually, one of the two main physiological procedures, abladon (al-dsti'sal)
and strmulabon [l tandik], is wsed o obamn ph}rsiologicai informanon about
the nervous system. (p. 376) In the former procedure, various parts of the
nervous system are ablated. Later. a swudy is made of the changes in the
behavior that occur as a result of this ablanon, In the lacer procedure, on the
ather hand, specific centers in the cortex of the brains are stmulated by
efecerical means. The sensory or motor changes that result from this are then
recorded.

It is very clear that by means of their soendfic wols and experimental
methods, physics, chemistry and physiology cannot disclose anything other
than the events and contents of the nervous SYS0ETn, induding whatever
processes and changes it undergoes,

However, the philosophical explanation of the reality and essence of
knowledge is not the prerogative of these sciences, since they cannot prove
that such particular everns are the same as the knowledge which we have as a
restle of sur own experiences. The indubitable and indispurable rruth is that
such physical, chemical and physiological events and processes are related w
knowledge and w the psychological life of a human being, They play an
importane role inthis sphere, However, this does notindicate the soundness
of the materialistic claim that insists on the materiality of knowledge, There is
a clear difference berween knowledge as something preceded or accom-
paned by preparatory processes onoa matenial level and knowledpe as
something that isincssence a material phenomenon or a productof mater an
a specilic stage of growih and developrment, as the materialistic school asserts.

The natural sciences, therefore, do not extend their stidy w the
philasophocal feld  that s, the feld of investgating knowledge inits reality
and essenee. Rarher, they dare negatve in this respect, This is so in spite of the
Face thar the school of paychological behavionsm amempred 0 explain
knowledge and rhoughe in lighe of physiological discoveries, especially the
conditioned reflexive act whose applicatnon o the ps}'t_'hu]ag‘i{_‘al life leads o a
purely mechanical view of mankind. This will be discussed later, (p. 377)

Knowledge in Psychological Research

Psychological research that addresses psychological problems and issues
divides into rwo branches. One of them is the scientific research that
constitutes experimental psychalogy; the other is the philosophical research
for which philosophical psychology or the philosophy of psychology is
responsible. Psychology and philosophy each has its own methods and
procedures for research and exploration.
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Bsychology begins where physiology stops, Thus, it studies and scrutinizes
the mental life and is pswehological processes. In it practical “swdies,
psychology employs two main procedures, One of them is introspection,
which is used by many psychologists, In particular, this procedure is a
distinguishing mark of the school of psychological introspectionisim which
adopts subjective experience as an instrument for its scientific research, and
which advocates fecling as the subjecr of psychology, The other procedure is
objectve experience. Lately, this procedure has occupied the most
important positon in ﬂxpcﬂ'imt:nud Fs}r{;h:}lug:,r. lts importance was
partcularly emphasized by behaviorism, which considers objective ex-
pericnce as a basic constituent of science, Because of this, beliaviorism claims
that the subject of psychology is external behavior, since itis the only thing 1o
which outward -t‘.'xp-t‘.rit‘.nr:e and L‘r'hjr.(.‘r:ivc ohservation can be app]i:d.

The facts addressed by psychology are those that can be disclosed either by
ntrospection or by outward experience. As for those Facts that lie outside the
limits of experience, they cannot be the subject of experimental psychology,
This is to say that this school of psychology extends pust as far as the
experimental feld extends, and ends where this field ends. There, the
philﬂmph}r af Pn}lchn!ﬂg}' l]&g:i:]s, where the c'xprrjrm:nm] SCENCe stops, a5
(p. 5378} psychology begins its scientfic march where phvsiology stops.

The most basic function of the philosophy of psychology is o endeavor
disclose those facts that lie ouwside the scientdfic and experimental field,
Philosophy pursues this [end] by admiming the psychelogical poswlates
given by experimental sclence, and studies them in light of general
philosophical laws. With the guidance of such laws, philosophy gives the
scdentific resules 2 philosophical interpretation, and posits a more profound
cxplanation of mental life,

Thus, the relation between p;}rchq]f_)g}' and rhe Phiiqsoph}' of psycholog}'
is analogous to the relation berween the experimental narural sciences and
the philosophy of such sciences. The natral sciences investigate the various
phenomena of eleciric currents and felds, electric exhadston and velocity,
as well as other physical laws of elecricioy, The differenc phenomena of
matter and energy are also studied along the same lines, The nawure of
electmicity and that of matter or energy, on the other hand, are the concern of
philosophical research. The same is true of meneal life. Scientific research
takes up the psychological phenomena thar fall in the sphere of subjective or
ebjective expericnce. Discussion of the nature of knowledge and the reality of
the internal content of the mental processes is entrusted to the philosophy of
psychology or philosophical psychology.

In light of this, we can always distinguizsh between the scientific and the
philesophical sides of the issue, Following are two examples of this, drawn
from the subjects of psychological research,

The first is mental dispositions concerning which both the philosophical
and the psychological sides meet. The philosophical side is represented in
the disposition theory (nazariyyat al-malakil) thar asserts that the human mind
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15 divided into powers and numerous dispositons for various kinds of
activities: These powers and dispositions are exemplified by anention,
imagination, memory, (p. 379) cognition, will and similar feacures, This idea
falls under the scope of philosophical psychology. It is nort a scientific idea in
the sense that it is ‘experiendally scientfic’. This is because whether
EXPEMIETICE 15 sub_in:cuve,, as 18 iqu:Jspl:rL'tinn, 0or Ob_if[{i\-'f, as i sciendfic
abservation of the external behavior of athers, itcannot scientifically disclose
the multplicity oruniry of dispositions; for neither the multiplicity of mental
powers nor their unity can be subjugated w experimentasion, regardless of
its kind,

The scientific side of the disposiion issue, on the ather hand, points to the
theory of tormal maming in educadon, This theory states thar mental
dispositions may be developed as a whole and, withom exception, by
training in one subject matter and one kind of faces, This theory has been
admitted by a number of educatonal psychologists whoe accept the
disposition theory that prevailed in psychological thoughe up o he
nineteenth century. They assumned thart if a disposition is sirong or weak in a
certain individual, it is also strong or weak in every area fin that individual),
Clearly, this theory i5 subsumed under the scope of cxperimental
psvchology, Tuis a sciendfic theory, sinee itis subject 1o the scientific eriteriz
Thus, it is possible to try to find our how memory is influenced in general by
training in memorizing a certan subject mater. With this, it becomes
possible for science w assent i judgement in light of experiments of this ser,
Subsequently, the sciendfic result of the experiment is presented o the
philosophy of psychology, so that this philosophy may study, in light of
philosophical laws, the philesophical significance of this resule and s
meaning of the muldplicity or unity of dispositions.

The second examiple is drawn from the heart of the subject matter under
consideration. It is the act of visual perception. This is one of the main
subjects of research in both scientific and philosophical fields alike.

In scientific research, a sharp debate (p. 380) between the assoclationists
jal-rtebigenin),' on the one hand, and the defenders of the doctrine of shape or
form (the Gestalt],* on the other hand, centers on the ox planation of the act of
perception. Assocationists are those who consider sensory experience as the
only foundation of knowledge. As chemists analyze chemical compounds
intw their primitive clements, associationists analyze the various mental
experiences into primary sensations linked and composed by instrumental
and mechanical processes, in accordance with the laws of association. There
are two aspects to this theory of association, The firstis that the source of the
composition of mental experiences is primary sensations, or simple ideas
that are apprehended by the senses. The second is that this composition
occurs mechanically and in accordance with the laws of association,

The first aspect has already been studied in the theory of knowledge when
we discussed the primary source of human conception and the empirical
theory of John Locke, who is considered the founder of the school of
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associationism, There, we concluded thar the source of some unis of
conception and rational thought is nor the senses. Rather, such wnits are
produced by the positive, efficient activity of the soul.

The second aspect, on the other hand, was addressed by the Crestali schoal
that rejected the analytic approach to a study of the conscious smres. It
responded to the mechanical, associationistic explanation of the acs of
knowledge by insisting that 1t is necessary o study EVETY Cperience as a
whole, and that wholeness is not just the melting or composition of sen sary
experiences, Rather, it has the nature of a dvnamic ratonal order thay is in
kerping with certin laws,

After having clanified the abuve two endencies, let us see their scieatific
explanation of the act of visual perception. In light of the associatonisic
tendency, it is said that the image of a house, Tor example, that is formed oo
the retina is transported to the brain part by part, There, in a specific part of
the brain, an image is found that resernbles the image that occurs on the
retina, The mind is then activated and supplics this brain image with ideas
from previous experiences in the mind that are mentally associaced with a
house, This is accomplished in accordance with the mechanical laws of
assaciation, (p. 381} The result of this is rational knowledge of the image of
the hense.

Inlight of the shape ar form tendency, on the ather hand, knowledge from
the very beginning is dependent on things as wholes and o their general
forms, since there are primary shapes and forms in the external world thar
correspond wo the shapes and forms in the mind. Therefore, we can cxplain
the order of mental life by the order of the laws of the excernal world
themselves, and not by composition and association. A partin a form or a
whole is known only in accordance with the whole, and is changed in
accordance with the changes of the form.

We give the name “scienrific explanation’ to the explanaton of such a
visual perception, sinee it is included in the experimental feld, or organized
observation. Hence, knowledge of the form and the change of a part in
accordance with the change of the form are empirical, Thacis wity the Gestalt
school proved its theory by experiments that shaw that human beings do net
only perceive parts. Rather, they percrive somethin g cls, such as the shape
or the wne. All parts may come rogether withour that shape or munc being
perceived. Thus, the form reveals all the parts. We do not wish at this peint to
elaborate the scieniific explanutions and swudies of the act of visual
perception. Rather, the above presentation is intended o help us determine
the position of the philesophical explanation that we aeemnpe ro give such an
art.

With respect 1o this, we say chat after all those scientific soudies, the mental
perceprion of the visual image raises a question for both the Gestaltsis and
the associationists alike. This question concerns the irmage that is grasped by
the mind and that is formed in accordance with the mechanica! laws of
association, or in accordance with the laws of shape or form: "What is the
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cesenice of such an image, and is it 2 material or an immaterial image? This
basic question forms the philosophical problem thar  philosephical
psychology must study and address. Materialism and metaphysies respond
w this question (p. 582) by two contradictory answers.

By now, itis very clear thae scientific psychology (experimental psychology)
cannot insist on the materialisdc explanation of knowledge in his area, and
cannot deny the existence of anything in the mental life which lies outside
marer, as the materialistic philosophy daocs; for psychological experiments,
whether subjective or objective, do not extend o this mental feld,

Encwledge in the Philosophical Sense

Let us now begin our philosophical study ol knowledge, after having clanified
its significance and reladon w the various pracuical studies, in accordance
with the philosophical method of psycholegical studies. This method ean be
summed up, as mendoned, in the adoption of scientfic vuths and
experimental poswlates, and in the discussion of these truths and postulates
in light of the laws and principles accepted in philosophy, so that one can
infer a new truth behind the muths alveady discovered by experiments.
Let us take the mental pesception of a visual image as a living example of
the general mental life whose explanation is the subject of disagreement
between metaphysics and iatenialism, Our philosophical notion of knowledge
is based on the following: (1) the geomenical propertics of the perceived
image, and (2) the phenomenon of siability in the acts of visual perception.

I Geomoirical Properties of the Ferceived Tage

In the former, we begin from an intuitive tuth which we draw from our daily
lives and various ordinary experiences. Thisis the wruth that the image given
e us (p. 383) by the mental operation of visual perception involves the
geometrical properties of length, width and depth and appears in various
shapes and volumes. Let us assurme that we visic a garden that extends for
thousands of metery, and that we cast one glance ar it by means of which we
are able to perceive the garden as one solid whole in which there are date
palms, other kinds of trees, a large water pool, flowers and leaves bursting
with various forms of life, chairs placed in order around the water pool,
nightingales, as well as other kinds of birds singing on wee branches. The
issue thar faces us with regard o this beautiful image that we fully grasp in
one glance is this, What is this image that we grasp? 1s it the same as the
garden and its objective reality as such? Or is it a material image in a specific
material organ of our nervous system? Or is it neither this nor that, but an
immaterial image that resembles the objective reality and speaks of it?
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An ancient theory of vision’ advecated thar the garden in its external reality
15 the image that is represented in our mencal percepupn. This theory
assumed that human beings perceive the very abjective realiy of things due
o the fact that a certain kind of light rays ermined by the eyes fall on the visible
object. But this theory was dropped from philosophical consideration early
on. The reason is that the decepsion of the semses thar makes us perceive
cettain images in certain unreal forms proves thar the perceived Image is nor
the same as the objective reality. If chis is not so, |the quesdon arises as o
whar the objective reality perceived in the deceptive sense perception is. This
theory was later discarded from science, for science proved thar lighe ravs are
reflected on the eye from visible things, and not vice versa; and that we have
nothing from visible things other than the rays thar are reflected on (he
retina. Science even proved thar our vision of a thing may ocour vears afrer
the destruction of that thing, For example, we da not see Sirius in the sky P
484) exceptwhen the light rays itemits reach the earth a nurbier of wedrs after
they had been emitted from their source, They fall on the retina of the eye;
thus we say that we see Sirius, But these lightraysthat lead 1o our seeing Sirius
give information abour Sirius as it was a few years earlier. Tras possible tha
Sirius had disappeared from the sky a leng dme before we saw it This 35
scienufic proof that the image we now perceive is not the same as Sirius
soaring in the sky - that is, as the olijective reality of that sir,

It remains for us to consider the lase mwo assurnptions, The sevond
assumption, which states thar the perceived image is 2 material product in the
perception organ of the nervous syseem, is the assurnpeion that detennines
the philosophical docirine of maerialism. The third assumption, on the otleer
hand, which states that the perceived image or the mentel content of the act
of perception cannot be marerial, but is a form of mietaphvsical existence
outside rthe material world, is the asswinption that represents the philo-
sophical doctrine of metaphysics.

At this peint of the discussion, we can consider the materialistic
assumption as completely improbable. The reason is that the perccived
image with its volume, geomertrical properties, and extenion - Tengthwise
and widthwise - cannot exist in a small magerial or gan o the aervous sysiem.
Even if we believe thar light rays are reflected on the retina in a cerain berrm,
and are then transferred in sensory nerves o the brain where 4n image
resembling that which oceurs on the rerina is produced in a speific arca of
the brain, nevertheless, the material image is other than the menel image.
This is because the later does not have the same promelrical properties chat
the perceptible image has. As we cannot take down on a small, plain piece of
paper a photograph of the garden that we perceive in one glance equal to the
garden in width, form and extension, {p. 385) so also we cannol take down an
a small portion of the brain 4 mental or a perceprual picture of this garden
that resembles the garden in width, form and geomerrical properties. This is
so because the imprinting of a large thing on a small thing is impossible.

Therefore, it is necessary o suppose the following. The perceived image,
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which is the real convent of the mencal operaton, is a meaphysical form dhat
has an immaterial exisence, This 15 all vhar is meant by the mewphysical,
philesophical noton of knowledge.

Here itmay ocour i some minds that the issue of perceiving an image with
its shapes, volumes, dimensions and distances was responded o by science
and treated by psychological research, which showed that there arc a number
of visual and muscular facrors that help us grasp these geomerrical
properies. The sense of sight does not grasp ansthing other than light and
calor. The grasping of the geometrical properties of things is dependent on
thie fink of the sense of touch wospecific moverments and sensations. I we free
the visual sensanon from all other sensanons, we will see nm;h.:ng hur SPOES af
light and color. Mareover, we will not be able 10 perceive shapes and
vidumes, We will be unable even o distinguish beoween acircular thing and a
cubic thing. This is because the primary gualities and forms are objects of the
sense of rouch. By rfpraling the touech rxpr.rimrnt, A Conjuncoon s
produced benween those tacnle qualities and a number of visual sensations,
such as specific differences in light and visible colors, as well as a number of
muscular movements, such as the movement of adapung the eve o seeing
pn}:{imatr and distant things, snd the movement of the meenng ul'c:.ri:s in the
case of visual percepuion. Afrer this conjunetion ocoars, we can dispense with
the wactile sensations in the percepuon of shapes and volwmes, due o the
muscular sensations and movemenis that are associated with them, 10,
sl.:bsr:q went to this, we see a cireulsr body, we will be able ro i{!r.nl'tﬁ.l its sh.;l]'r:_'
and volume withour wuching i1 We do this by depending on {p. 386} the
muscular sensations and movements that have been associated with che
tactile objeces, This is how we finally pereeave things with their geometrical
properties: thay 45, nor merely by the visual scnsavons, but by vision
accompanied by other kinds of sersory movements that have acquired a
geametncal signilicance because they were associated with the tactile objects.
However, habit prevent: us from noncing this,

We do ot wish o study the theory of muscular and visual factors from a
scientific point of view, for this is pot the concern of philusuphiﬁll inquiry.
Ler us, theretore, admit it as & soientific posmlate and assume fes soundness,
This assumprion does notchange our philosophical position atall. This must
be clear in light of the above delineaion of the philosophical inguiry in
peychological research. The rheory is wnramount o the assertion thae the
mentally known image - with its geometrical properties, lengeh, widih and
depth - does not exist due w a simple visual sensaton only. Rather, its
existence 35 the result of cooperation with other visual sensations and
muscular movements thar had acquired a geomedical significance by meany
of their relation 1o the sense of touch and their conjunction with it in repeated
experiences. Afier admittng this, we face the very first philosophical
question - namely, thar which concerns the mental image that is formed by
the visual sensation plus other sensations and movernenes: “Where is this
tmage? s i a material image existing in a material organ? Or is it a
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metaphysical image free from maner?’ Once again, we find ourselves
required to adopt the metaphysical point of view. The reason is that this
image with its properties and extension of thousandy of meters cannot exdst
in a small material organ, as it canmot exist on a small paper. Therctore, it
must be an immaterial image. This is with respect to the phenomenon of the
geometrical properties of the known mental frmage.

I Stabitity in the Acts of Visual Perception

The second phenomenon on which our philosophical notion can test (p.
587) 15 the phenomenon of siabilicy, By this phenomenon we mean that the
known mental image is inclined o swbility and does not change in
accordance with the changes of the image which is reflecied in the nervous
system. If, for example, we place a pencil at a distance of | meter from us, 2
specific light image will be reflected from it IF we double the distance
separating us from it and look at it at a distance of 2 meters, the image it
reflects will be reduccd [in size| to half what it was in the first case. This is in
spite of the fact that the change in our perception of the volume of this pencil
is minimal. This is to say that the mental image we have of the pencil remains
stable in spite of a change in the reflected matenal image. This is clear
evidence that the mind and its knowledge are not marersal, and that the
known imag= is mewaphysical. 1vis clear thar this philosaphical explanarion
of the phenomenon of stability is not incompatible with any scientific
cxplanation of it that may be offered in this respect. Thus, you may be able 1o
explain this phenomenon on the ground that the stability of known subjects
in its various manifestations is ascribed to experience and learning. Similarly,
vou may, if you wish, say in light of scientific experiments that there are
determined relations between stability in its various manifestations and the
spatial erganization of the external subjecrs thar we know, However, this
does not solve the problem from a philosephical point of view, for the known
image, which does not change in accordance with the material image bux
remains stable as a resule of 2 previous experience or due to specific spatial
arrangement, cannot be the image that is reflecred on the mauer of the
nervous system from objective reality. The reason is thar such a reflected
image changes in accordance with the inerease in distance between the eye
and reality, while that known image is fixed.

The philosophical conclusion we draw from this discussion is that
knowiedge is not material, as materialism claims; for the materiality of an
object is one of two things: it is either that that object is essentially a matter, or
that it is a phenomenon existing in a matrer. Knowledge is not essentially a
matter, nor is it a phenomenon existing in, or reflected on, a material organ,
such as the brain; (p. 388) for knowledge is subject 1o laws different from the
laws to which the material image that is reflected on 2 material organ is
subject. Knowledge primarily possesses geometrical properties, and second-
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arily possesses stabiliy, something that no material image reflected on the
brain possesses. On the basis of this, metaphysics holds that the mental life,
with its knowledge and images is the richest and most superior form of life,
since it is above matter and jts qualides.

But the other philosophical issue stemming from the previous issue is
that il the knowledge and images thar form our mental Life are not in a
material organ, then where are they? This question called for the discovery of
+ new philosophical rruth: namely, that such images and knowledge come
wgether or move successively on the same level - thatis, the level of thinking
humanity, This humanity is oot at all marerial, such as the hrain or the
medulla. Rather, it is a comain level of immaterial existence that aliving being
attains through his developraent and completion, Thus, the knower or
thinker is this immaterdal humanity,

I order o make the evidence for this point very elear, we must know that
we face three positions. Gne of them is that our knowledge of this garden or
of that star is a material image existing in our nervous syscer. We have
rejected this position and given reasons for 1s rejection. ‘The other is that our
knowledge 15 nor material but immaterial images that exist independently of
our existence. This is also an unreasonable assumption. If these images wete
independent of us, what is our relation 1o them then? Further, how do they
become our knowledge? If we eliminate both of the above views, thr only
remalnmg explananon of this will be the third position: namely, tha
knowledge and mental images are not independent in exdstence from a
human being, as they are not independent seates or reflections in 2 material
organ. Rather, they are immaterial phenomena subsisting in the immarerial
side (p. 389) of a human being. Therefore, the immaterial or spiritual
humaniry is that which knows and thinks; it is not the material organ that
does this, even though the marerial organ prepares the cognitive conditions
for a firm relation beoween the spiritoal and the material sides of the human
being.

The Spiritual Side of 2 Human Being

At rhis point, we reach an important conclusion — namely, thae there are two
sides to a human being. One of them is material; it is represented in his
organic composition. The other is spiritual or immaterial. The later is the
playground for mental and intellectual aceivity, A human being, therefore, is
not just a complex matter; rather, his personality is a duality of marerial and
immaterial elements.

This dualiey makes it difficult for us to discover the kind of relation or link
between the material and the immaterial sides of a human being. We know
first of all thar the relation between the two sides is solid, so that each of them
constantly atfects the other, If, for example, a person imagines that he sees a
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ghostin the dark, he experiences a shudder. Also, if a person is made w speak
publicly, he swarts o perspire, Further, if any of us begins 1o dunk, a ceriain
activity oocurs in his nervous system. This is the influence of the mind or saul
over the body. Similarly, the body has its own influence over the mund. Ifold
age creeps upon the body, the mental activity is weakened. Again, it a wine
drinker indulges in drinking, he may sec one thing as two, How then can each
of the body and the mind affect the other il they are different and have no
quality in comumon? The body 15 a picce of matter that has its own qualides of
weight, mass, shape and volume. Itis subject to the laws of physics. The mind
or soul, on the ather hand, is an immarerial existenc thar permins w a world
beyond that of mater. Taking into consideration this gull that separates the
two sides makes it difficult {p: 390) to explan their mutal influence. A piece
of stone can erush a plant in the soil, since both are material; and two preces
of stone can wouch and interact. However, one must give some explanation as
Lo how two beings from two [different| worlds can wuch and interace. Most
likely, the [difficulty of giving such an explanation] delayed modemn
European thinkers from adopung the nodon of dualism, after they had
rejected the ancient Platonic explanation of the relagon beoween the souland
the body as a relation berween a driver and the chaviot he steers Plaw
thought that the soul is an old substance free from mater and exists inoa
supernatural world, Larer, it descends 1o the body in order w manage i, as a
driver gets out of his home and enters the chariot in order to steer it and
manage it. It is clear thar Plato’s explanavion of this pure dualism or gull that
separates the soul and the body cannot explain the close reladon berween
them thar makes cvery human being feel that he is one, and not twe, things
that came from mwo differemt worlds and then met

The Platonic explanation remained incapable of salving the problem in
spite of the revisions made in it by Aristotle, who mtroduced the idea of form
and marter, and by Descartes, who intoduced the theory of pacallelism
(razaryyal af-muwdrang) berween the mind and the bady, This theory sarcs
that the mind and the body the soul and the mauwer) move along paralle]
limes. Every event occurning i one of them is accompanicd by a parallel evene
in the other. This necessary accompaniment betwesn mental events and
bodily events does not mean that either of them is a cause of the orher. The
mutual influence beoween a material thing and an immarerial thing makes no
sense, Rather, this necessary accompanimenr herween these two kinds of
evenits is due to the divine Providence that has willed the sensaton of hunger
always to be accompanied by the movemnent of the hand for reaching the
food, without this sensation being a cause of this movement, It is clear that
this theory of parallelism is a new cxpression of Plam's dualism and gulf thart
stparates the mind and the body. {p. 591)

The problems I‘Hultil‘ls from the c:.pla.na.tiun of the human bc'ing on the
basis of a union of soul and body led 1o the crysallization of 2 new inclination
in European thought for explaining the human being on the basis of one
clement. Thus, materialism in philosophical psychology developed bo assert
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that 2 human being is nothing but matter, Simalarly, the idealistic tendency
was generated; it tended o give a spiritual explanation of the whole human
urlng.

Finally, the explanation of the human being on the basis of the mwo
elements, the spiriwal and the material, found its best formudation at the
hand of the Muslim philosopher Sadr al-Muta’allihin ash-Shirazi. This great
philosopher apprehended a substanrial movement at the heart of nature,
This movemnent is the most pritnary source of all the sensible movements tha
occur in nature, Iois the bridge thar ash-Shirazi discovered between matter
and soul. Matter in its substantial movement pursues the completion of irs
existence and continues its completion, wnul it is free from s materality
under specific conditions and becomes an immaterial being - that is, a
spiritisal being, Thus, there is no dividing line between spirituality and
materiality. Rather, they are nwo levels of existence. In spite of the fact that the
soul is not material, yetit has material relations because i is the highest stage
of the completion of marer in its substantial movement,

in light of this, we can undersrand the relation between the soul and the
body, Iv seerns familiar that the mind and body (the soul and the mawer)
exchange influences, since the mind is not separate from matter by a wide
gulf, as Descartes imagined when he found it necessary o deny their mutual
influence and to assert their mere parallelism. Rather, the mind iself is
nothing but a material image made superior by the subsantial movement.
Further, the difference berween materiality and spintuality is just a mauer of
degree, as is the difference beoween intense heat and lower heat

But this does not mean thar the soul is 2 product of mater and one of s
cftects. Radher, it is (p. 392) a product of the substantial movement which
does not proceed from matter inselll The reason is that every movement is a
gradual emergence of a thing from potentiality to actuality, a5 we learmed in
our discussion of development according to the dialectic. Potentiality cannot
bring about actuahry, and possibilioy cannot bring about existence.
Therefore, substantial movement has its cause outside the marter thar is in
mafion, The soul that is other than the matenal side of @ human being is a
product of this movement. As for this movement itself, it is the bridge
between materiality and spirituality.

The Conditioned Reflex and Knowledge

Our disagreement with Marxism is not limited o its materialistic notion of
knowledge, for even if the philosophical nation of the memal life were the
main point of disagreement between us, we also remainin disagreement with
i regarding the extent of the relation of knowledge and consciousness w
social circumnstances and exrernal material conditions. Marxism believes thae
the social life of a human being is what determines for him his conscious
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thoughts, and that such thoughts or ideas develop in accordance with the
social and material circumstances. But since these circumsances develop in
accordance with the economic factors, the economic factors, therefore, are
the primary factors behind the intelleciual development,

Georges Politzer attemipred to establish this Marxist theory on the basisof a
seientilic principle; Thus, he established it on the basis of the conditioned
reflexive action. In grder for us o have a good grasp of his view, we muse say
something about the conditioned reflexive acuon. This kind of acton was
discovered by Pavlov when he once tried to collect & dog's saliva from one of
the [dog's| saliva glands. He prepared a cerain apparams for this purpose.
He then gave the dog food to make him salivate. He noticed thar the saliva
began i flow from the rained dog before the food was actually placed in his
mouth. {p. $93) This was only because the dog saw the plate of food, or
sensed the approach of the servant who used 1o bring the plate of food. Itis
clear that the appearance of a person or his F{Jnr.‘itt_‘.F.‘i cannot be considered a
natural stirnulus for this response, as is the placing of [ood in the mouth.
Indeed, these things must have been associared with the naroral response
during the long course of experimentaton; so that they care o be used as
imitial Rigns of the actual snmulus.

According to this, the excretion of saliva when placing load in the mouth is
anatural reflexive acdon produced by a naural stimulus. As for the excredon
of saliva when the servant approaches or is seen, it is a conditioned reflexive
action produced by a conditioned stimulus used as a sign of the nacsral
stimulus. Were it noe for i bei:‘:g conditioned hy anarural stimuobes, icwould
nial CAUSE & TCSPOTISE.

Due to similar conditioning operations, living beings acquited rheir first
system of signs. Lo this system, conditioned stimuli play the rote of indicating
natural stimuli, and eliciting the responses appropriate o the nanral stmoli
After that, the second sysiem of signs came into existence. In this system, the
conditioned stimuli of the first system were replaced by secondary signs of
themselves that they have conditioned in repeared expetiences. Thus, i
became possible o elicit the response or the reflexive action by means of
the secondary sign, due to the fact thar this sign had already been conditioned
by the primary sign. Similarly, the system of primary signs made it possible
to elicit the same response by means of the primary sign, due to the fact
that this sign had already been conditoned by the nameal stimubus.
Language is considered the secondary sign in the systemn of the sccondary
signs,

This is the theory of Pavlov, the physiclogist. Behaviorism exploited this
theory. |p. 394] It claimed that mental life is nothing more than reflexive acts,
Therefore, thinking is composed of internal linguistic responses evoked by
an external stimulus. This is how behaviorism explained thought as it ex-
plained the dog’s act of secreting saliva when hearing the footsteps of the
servant, As the secretion is a physiological reaction to a conditioned sdmulus
that is the servant’s footsteps, so also is thought a physiological reaction to a
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conditivned stimulus, such as a language, for example, that has been
condidoned by a natural stimulus,

But it is clear thar the physiological experiments on the conditioned
reflexive action cannot proye thar the reflexive action is the essence of
knowledge and the real content of the aces [of knowledge|, since it is possible
thar knowledge has 2 reality beyond the limits of experimentarion.

Add o this rhat in adhering 1o the view that thoughts are conditioned
responses, behaviorism destrovs isell and eliminates [irs] power o disclose
the objective reality and value, not only of all thoughts, but also of
behaviorism  ieself, since it iz a notion su bject 1w the hehavioristic
explanarion, This is because the behavioristic explanation of human thought
has its significant influence on the theory of knowledge, the determination of
the value knowledge, and the extent of the ability of knowledge to disclose
reality. According to the behavioristic explanation, knowledge is nothing but
a necessary response to a condidoned stimulus. This is exemplified in the
flow of saliva from the dog's meuth in Pavlov's experiments, Knowledge,
then, is not the result of evidence and demonstration, Consequently, all
knowledge becomes an cxpression of the presence of a conditioned stimulus
ofit, and not an expression of the presence of its conrent in external reality.
But the behavioristic nouon itself is not an exception to this general rule and
15 not different from all other ideas in being influenced by the behavioristic
explanation, the reduction in its value, and the inability 10 be a subject of
inguiry in any form. (p. 395

However, the truth is exacily the opposite of what behaviorism intended.
Knowledge and thought are not, as behaviorists claim, physiological acts
reflecting conditioned stimuli, as is the excretion of saliva, Rather, the very
excretion of this saliva indicates something other than a mere reflexive
reaction; it indicates knowledge. This knowledge is the reason why the
conditioned stimulus evokes the reflexive response, Knowledge, therefore, is
the reality behind rhe reactons 1o conditioned stimuli, and nor a form of
those reactions. We mean by this that the dog's excretion of saliva at the
occurrence of the condioned stimulus is net a mere mechanical action, as
behaviorism holds. Rather, it is the result of the dog's knowledge of the
significance of the conditoned stirmulus, The servant’s lootsteps accompanied
by the arrival of food in repeated experiments began w indicate the arrival of
food. Thus, the dog came 1o realize the armival of food when hearing the
servant's foorsteps. Hence, he excreted his saliva in preparation for the
situation whose approach was indicated by the conditioned sumulus,
Similarly, the infant appears relicved when his nurse prepares to nurse him.
The same thing happens when he is informed of her arrival - if he
comprehends language. This reliel is not a mere physiological action
resulting from an external thing associated to the natural cause, Rather it is
the result of the infant’s knowledge of the significance of the conditioned
stimulus, since he then prepares himself to nurse and feel relieved, That is
why we find a difference in degree of relief between the relief caused by the
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natural stimulus itself and the relief caused by the conditioned stimulus. This
is because the former is an authentic relief, while the latter is the relief of hope
and expectation.

We can prove scientifically the inadequacy of the behavioristic explanation
of thought. We can do this by the experiments on which the Gestalt docirine
m psychology was based. These experiments proved thar it is impossible for
us to explain the essence of knowledge on a purely behavioristic basis, and as
amere response o material stimuli whose messages are received by the brain
in the form of 2 number of separate neurological stimuli, (p, 396) Rarher, in
order for us to give a complete explanation of the essence of knawledge, we
must accept the mind and the positve, active role it plays behind the
neurological reactions and responses that are evoked by sumuli, Ler us take
sense perception as an example. The Gestalt experiments have proved that
our vision of the colors and properties of things depends gready on the
general visual scene we encounter and the background surrounding those
things. Thus, we may see two lines as parallel or as equal within a group of
lines that we encounter as a situation and a¢ a whole whose parrs are held
together. Then within another group, we see them as not parallel or unequal,
This is because the general situation that our visual perception encounters
here is different from the previous siwwation, This shows thar ur perception
is first concentrated on the whole. We visually perceive the parts in our
perception of the whole. That is why our sense perception of the part variesin
accordance with the whole or the group including it. Therefore, there is an
order of the relations among things that separates things inw groups,
determines the place of everything in relation © its specific group, and
develops our view of a thing in accordance with the group o which itbelongs.
Our knowledge of things within this order is neither subject to the
behavioristic explanation, nor is it possible to say that it is a material response
or a bodily state produced by a specific stimulus. If it were a bodily state or
material phenomenon produced by the brain, we would not be able 10
perceive things visually as an orderly whole whose parts are linked in a
specific manner, so that our perception of such parts would be different
when we perceive them within other relations. This is because all that reaches
the brain in knowledge consisis of a group of messages divided into a number
of separate neurological simuli that come to the brain from the various
organs of the body. How then can we know the order of relations among
things, and how is it possible for knowledge to be concentrated first of all on
the whole, 50 that we do not know things cxcept within a firmly knit whale,
instead of knowing them in isolaton, as they are manspored o the brain?
How would all of this be possible had there not been an active, positive role
{p. 397) played by the mind behind the reactions and divided bodily states?
In other words, external things may send different messages w the mind.
According to behaviorism, these messages are our responses o external
stimuli. Behaviorism may wish to say that such responses or material
messages that pass through the nerves to the brains are by themselves the real
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content of our knowledge, Bur whar would behaviorism say about our
knowledge of the order of relations among things which makes us perceive
firstol all the whole as united in accordance with those relations, even though
this order of relations is nothing material that can produce a marerdal
reaction in the thinker's body, ora specific hodily response or state? Thus, we
cannot explain our knowledge of this order, and consequently  our
knowledge of things within this order on purely behavioristic grounds,

Marmasm adopeed Favlev's theory and drew from it the following
conclusions, First, consciousness develops in accordance with external
crcumstances, This is because icis the product of conditioned reflexive
acuons that are evoked by exiernal sumuli. Georges Politzer makes the
tollowing poine:

By this method, Pavlov proved that what primarily dewermines the
human conscicusness is not the organic system. But, on the
contrary, this determination 15 made by the society in which human
beings reside and by the knowledge that human heings acquire
from this society. Therefore, the sodial Greumstances in life are the
real organizers of the mental, organic life*

Sccond, the birth of language was the fundamental event that transported {p.
398) human beings i the stage of thought. This is because the thought of &
thing in the mind is the mere resule of an external conditioned stimulius,
Therefore, it would not have been possible for a human being w have a
thought of anything were it not for the fact thar some instrument, such as
language, played the role of a condidoned stumulus. The following is a
passage frorm Stalin:

It is sasd that thoughts anise in the soul of a human being before
they are expressed in language, and that they are produced without
the instrumentality of language. Bur this is completely erroneous.
Regardless of what the thoughis that arise in the human soul are,
they cannot be produced or directed cxcept on the basis of
linguistic instruments. Language, therefore, is the direct reality of
thought,”

We differ from Marism with regard 0 both points. We do not admit
instrumentality in human knowledge. Thoughts and knowledge are not mere
reflexive reactions produced by the external environment, as behaviorism
claims. Moreover, they are not the product of such reactions that are
determined by the external environment and that develop in accordance
with this environment, as Marxism belicves.

Letus clarify this matter by the following example; Zayd and 'Amr meeton
a Sawrday. They converse for a while, and then arempe to separate. Zayd
tells *Amr the following: "Wait for me at your home next Friday morning.’
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Then they separate. Each of them autends to his usual life. After the passage of
some days, the dme comes 1 make the visit, Each of them remembers his
appointment and understands his posinon d ifferendy from the way the other
understands his position. "Amr remains at home waiting, while Zayd leaves
his home setting out to visit "Amr. What is the external conditioned simulus
that caused (p. 399) different undersianding in each of them, a tew days after
the previous meeting, and at this specific time? IF previous COMYETSAtIONS
were sufficient for the present stmulation, why then do these two individuals
now not remember all the conversations they had exchanged? Further, why
do those conversations not play the role of stimuli and causes?

Another example is this. You leave home afier having put a lener in your
biriefcase. You are determined o deposit this lewer in a mailbox. While on the
way to school, you see a mailbox. You realize immediately thacitis necessary
to deposit the letter in it and, thus, you do so. Larer, you may come across
many mailboxes that do notatall attract your auention. What is the sumulus
that causes your realization when you see the first mailbox? You may say that
the cause is the sight of the box iself, since you have conditioned it by the
natural stimulus, It is, therefore a conditioned stimulus. But how can we
explain our unawareness of the other boxes? Further, why does the
conditioning disappear when our need 1s met?

In light of the above examples, you know that thought is an efficient,

positive actvity of the soul, and not somedhing at the disposal of
physiological reactions. Similarly, thought is not the direct reality of the
cause, as Marxism claimed. Rather, language is an instrument for the
exchange of thoughts, But it is not itself what forms thoughrs. That is why we
may think of something, yet make a long search for the appropriate word
express it Again, we may think of a subject at the same time at which we are
conversing about another subject.
. 1n our detailed study of historical materialism in the work Our Zeonemics,
we offercd an extensive criicism of the Marxist theories of human
knowledge, [in paricular,) the reladon of knowledge w0 social and rraterial
conditions and the explanation of knowledge on the basis of economic
conditons. Similarly, we studied m detail the Marxist view that assercs thar
thought is produced by language and is dependent on language. For this
reason, we now consider that whatappearcd in the first edition of the present
book to be sufficient as a recapitulation of aur detailed study in the second
seqies, Our Ecormsmics. (p. $00)

Therefore, social lifc and matenal conditions do not mechanically
determine people’s thoughts and conscions feelings by means of external
stimuli. Indeed, a human being may freely shape his thoughis in accordance
with the community and environmens, as the school of functionalism in
psychology asserts, from its influence by Lamarck's’ theory of evolution in
biology. As a living being organically adapes in accordance with his
envitonment, 8o also does he ideationally adape in the same way. Howeyer,
we must know the following. First, such adaptarion is a part of the practical
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thoughts whose task is wo organize the external life. But it cannot be 3 part of
the reflective thoughts whose sk is to disclose reality. Hence, logical and
mathematical principles, as well as other reflective thoughts, proceed from
the mind and are not shaped in accordance with the requirements of the
social community. If this were not so, every truth would be destined o
ahsolute philosophical doubt. This is because if all reflective thoughrs were
shaped by cenain faooes from the enviran ment, and if they were to change in
accordance with those factors, then no thought or truth would escape change
and replacement

Second. the adaptation of pracrical thoughes by the requirements and
conditions of the community is nor mechanical, Rather, itis freely chosen. It
grows out of human frec motives that lead one to create a system that is in
harmony with one's environment and community. With this, oppositdon
between the schosl of funcrionalism and the schoal of instrumentalism in
psychology is completely climinaced.

In Our Society, we will study the nature and limits of this adapration in light
of the Islamic notions of sociery and the state, because this is one of the main
issues with which the study and analysis of socicty are concerned. In that
study, we will treat in detail all the poins that are briefly mentdoned in the
present discussion of knowledge,

Our final appeal is for grariwde 10 God, the Lord of the universel

Author’s Notes to Part Two, Chapter Five

| al-Middiyya ad-Prulaktikiypa wal-Middiyya al-Tarikhersa, p- 19
2 Ludusy Feuertact:, P 57,

3 thid., p. 64,

4 Al-Middrepa ural'u'lele'!h-i-'.iﬂaﬁa!'-.\a#q&, Pp- T4-5.

3 Ma Hoa al-Madda, P HE

B Al Middeyya wal-Mitkdliyya 7 of-Faliafa, pp. T4-9,

7 feid,, p. 77,

Translator’s Notes to Part Two, Chapter Five

! Inmmospecionism is a schonl advocaing reflection on, or subjective observarion of
the mental provesses and suates. Warson's behaviorism was a rejection of inro-
spection. It viewed the conscious states anly in werms of shservable dam,

2 Functionalism is a tendency in psychology assering that menal processes,
thoughts, sense perceprions and emotions are adaprations of the biological oTganism,
Amaong the exponents of this wendency are: W, James, ©.T, Ladd, C.8. Hall, |. Dewey
and LR Angell.

1 Assoriationism is a tendency inzisting that all mental sares are analyzable into
simple elernenis: Locke is a forerunner of associationism in psychology,
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4 In German, Gestale is ‘shape’ or ‘form’, The Gesealt school in psychology was
founded in Germany around 1912 by Max Wertheimer, Wollgang Kahler and Kur
Koffka. It interpres a person’s expericnee in terms of organized wholes. [vis chrough
the whole that the pars acquire their exisience and characver. Without the whole, die
parts do not exist, This is a clear rejection of the associationisr's analydc tendency or
SLOTISITL.

¥ This ancient theory of vision was held by Empedoces.,

& Plate, Phaedrus, 246 a6ff.

7 Jean Baptiste Lamarck, French naturalist (1 744-1829). He is the founder of modern
inwvertebrare zoology. He coined the wonds "vertebrate” and 'inverrebrate’. He is best
knowm for his theory of evoluton., Although he was not the first o propoese
evolutionary development of living species, he was the fitst to speak daringly and
openly of the view thar species are not immutable. Living beings use some pares of
their bodies quite @ bit, while they use some other pars very linke. The pares thar are
used a lot develop, while the parts that are lrtle used die ou, The development or
death that a part undergoes is mansmined to the offspring, Hence, acguired trais arne
inherited, His most impaoriany wrinngs ane: Natural Hestory of the fnvertebrates and
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satisfaction, civine 7

Schiller, F.C.5. 130, 145

saientific developmenn: idea of God
and 150-1; Mareism and | 76-9;
materialisme and theological school
and 152-3; theories of causality 218-
205 1o alio natural laws

screnithe maner 249, 252

sciennfic pavehiology s experimenial
psychology

scientific shepticism: behaviourism see
behaviourism; Frend 110-111;
histernical materialism 111-19, 250

secondary conceptions 46, 47

secondary information 49

self-love 21-%: Marcist netion of 25;
replaced by social love $4

self-procreation 258-9

sense experience 68, 63-4; Marxist
demonsrranan of objective reality
by 116-20; philosophy and 63-5, 67;
sée aise reahsm

sense perception 41, 43, 44, 47, 61:
#erkeley’s denial of objectvity of
B4, 87; cauwsality and objectivity of
217-18; objectivity of 118;
phvsiclogical idealism and 98-9
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ash-Shirazi, Sadr ad-Din 168-9, 215-14,
228

ash-Shirazi, Sadr al-Muta'allihin 280

shepricism: modern 99 100; seiendfic
1514

social love 24

social systems 16: capialistic
democracy €-14; communistic 6,
14-24; conodicoory mevement and
194-5; developmeneal leaps in 199
MY, Islamic 6, 24-32; socialisge 6,
16

soctalism, individual reedom and 26

Socrates 79

sophistry 78, 79, 99, 126, 127; e
adse absolure denial

soul 60 immarerial exisient 279, 280:
moderi shepuicism and 10,
Plavonic view 40-1; rational cheory
42-9

sparitual humaniry 278- R0

spiritwalisin 131-2: see glso idealism
and theslogical school

Stalim, Joseph 159, 164, 164, 180, 196,
204, R4

stimulation 270

subjective relaovism 106-7, 120-30,
157-8

succession 166

as-Subrz Wardi 214

surveval of frresy 208, 209 see alis
Darwin, Charles Roberr

syllogistic reasoning 52, 57, 72, 76

synihesis 162, 163, 204, 251

synehetic judgement 101: primary 101,
1085 secondary 100, 102-5, 104

theological schoal 149-50, 289-65:
cuperimenialists and 245-6;
indivissble uni of mater 252-5;
motion and 255-6; philosophical
nodon of matter 248-9; proof of
affirmation 154-6; scientific truths
and 152-5; sprritualism 151-21 see
alse Geod

theory and applications, unity of 61

theais 162, 165, 209, 23]

‘thing for us' 105-4: Marxism and 120-6

‘thing in itself’ 103-4: Marxism and
120-6

"thought': dialecrical mavement of 126-
9, Marzist view of 124-5, 196-9: see
alm knowledge

triad 162, 163, 209, 23]



truihi: Martst development and
movemnent of 129-34; Marast
relativicy theory of 126; relative 107,
156; union with falsity 154-5; see
alsp absolute oudh

uncerainoy 224, 236
uncenscious mind 110
umit, mdmvisible ree indivisible pare

vision, theory of 274, 287

visual percepuon 272-8: associationiam
272-5, 386-7, geamerrical properties
af image 274-7; Gestal school 278,
275-4, 282, ZR6; marerialist
assumprion 23 5; scientific
explanation 273; stabiley 2778

war, coneradictions of 190
Wertheimer, Max 286

Leno of Elea 166-7, 218
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