41, 42 : You cannct step twice into the same rivers 3 for fresh

waters are ever flowing in upon you.

43 1+ Homer was wrong in saying i "Would that strife might perish
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from among gods and men !"™ He did not see that he was
praying for the destruction of the universe; for, if his
prayer were heard, all things would pass away.

War is the father of all and the king of all; and some he
has made gods and soms msn, some bond and some free,

It is the opposite which is good for us,

The straight and the crooked path of the fuller's comb is
one and the sams,

The sea is the purest and the impurest water. Fish can
drink it and it is good for them; to men it is undrikable £

and destructive,
Good and evil are one.

Couples are things whole and not whole, what is drawn
together and what is drawm esunder, the harmonious and the
discordant, The one is made up of all things, and all
things issue from the one,

Men would not have known the neme of Justice if these things
wore not (injustices).

We must know that wer is common to all and strife is Justice,
end that all things come into being and pass away through
strife.

Mortals are immortals and immortals are mortals s the one
living the other's death and dying the other's life,

The Way Up and the Way Down 1is one and the game,

In the circumferetice of a cirele the beginning and the end
are common.

And it i1s the same thing in us that is elive and dead, awakse
and asleep, young and old; the former are shifted and becoms
the latter, and the latter in turn are shifted and become
the former.

We step and we do not step into the same rivers; we are ang
we are not, v

It is not good for men to get all they wish to get. It is
sickness that makes health pleasant; evil, good; hunger
plenty; weariness, rest. (44)




Thie is the world in which we mortals live :
a world that is constructed of conflicting elementa, a world that
changeg bef'ore we can have two successive thoughts about it. It is a
world without stability., At the same tims, the conflioct and the
-consequent mobility are necesaary for its very existence. Homer was
wrong in sa.yiﬁg "Would that strife might perish from among the gods

and men, !

-1
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In the Marxist dootrine, which is based
upon the Hegelien notion of dialectical movement, conflict is extalted
as the cause of all progress. At the root of this strife is negation
or privation --- the intrinsioc principle of fecundity that is present
thr;ughout Nature, since matter is itself self-contradictory. To do
away with strife would be the same as to do  away with our universe,
since all diversity, all perfection, according to the Marxists comes

about through canflict,

What is generally considered to be the esgent-
ial part of Heraclitean teaching, that which makes it the antinomy of
Parmenideen doctrine, is the notion of conflict and becoming., If this
were the only element in Heraclitus, then the Marxists, indeed could
rightfully claim a')con%inuity with his philosophy. But there is an-
other element, Heraclitus's teaching on the One which is more important,
more essential than the doctrine of becoming, For, as we shall see,
Heraclitus calls the knowledge of the One Wisdom, while our knowledge

of the changing world is subject to error, Consequently, the continuity

O
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between the philosophy of Heraclitus anmd that of the Marxigts is not

verified, except in an accidental manner.

The fragmonti tha.t follow are those concerning

the nature of the Ons oi' to fhe knowledge o.f' the One.

Diogenes Laertius i IX, 7-11 :

All things are composed of Fire and dissolve into Fire; all
things come to be in ascordance with Destiny and all that
exists is bound together by that which runs in opposite
directions; arnd all things are full of Psychai and daimonms...
You cannot discover the limits of Payche, though you Journey
over every wey : so deep is its cause (logos). (46) Hack, p. 70.

Sextus Empiricus, VII, 127 ; G
¢ That which containg us in endowsd with reason (logos) and with

intelligence. According to Heraclitus, this divine Reason we

draw in when we breathe, and became endowed with nind; and when

we are asleep we are forgetful, but on waking are again rational.

For during sleep, since the pasgsages of the sensges are closed,

the mind in us is separated from itg union with that which .

contains us...Heraclitus asserts that this common and divine

- Reason, by parktaking in which we become endowed with Reason,
is the criterior of truth, (46) Hack, p. 74. -

Fragments enumerated by Bywater, and given in Burnet's Early Greek

Philos thX H

- .
-1 : It is wise to hearken not to me but to my word, and to confess
that all things are ons.
(4nother translation of thig fragment : It is wise to hear not
me but the Ordinance, and to agree that the One knows all
things). o

2 : Though this Word (logoa) is true evermore, yet men are as
unable to understand it when they hear it for the first time
as before they have heard it at all., For, though all things
come to pass in accordance with this Word, men seem as if
they had no experience of them, then they make trial of words

and deeds such as I set forth, dividiing each thing according <

to its kind and showing how it truly is,

/




16
17:

18
19

20

26 @
28 3
49

61 1

65 1

70
71 3

9la)
91b)

96 13

O

The learning of many things teach the not understanding,
else it would have taught Hesiod and Pythagoras, and again
Xoenophanes and Hekataios.

Pythagoras, son of Mnesarchos, practiced sclentific inquiry
beyond all other men, and making selection of these writings,
claimed for his own wisdom, what was but a knowledge of

many things.

Of all whose discourses I have heard, there is not one who
attains to understanding that wisdom is apart from all.

Wisdom is one thing, It is to know the thought by which
all things are steered through all things.

This world (KorMos ) which is the same for all, no onse of
gods or men has mads ; but it was ever, is now, and evee =
shall be an ever~living Fire, with measures of it kindling
and measures going out.

Fire in its advance will judge and convict all things.
It is the thunderbolt that steers the course of all things,
Men that love wisdom must be soquainted with many things indeed.

To God all things are fair and good and right, but men hold
sams things wrong and some right.

The wise is only one.

In the ciroumference of a circle the beginning and end are
comnon.

You will not find the boundaries of soul by travelling in
any direction, so deep is the measure of it.

Thought is common to all.

Those who speak with understending must hold fast to what

is common to all as a ocity holds fast to its law, and even
more strongly. For all human laws are fed by the one Divine
lLaw, For the Divine Law extends its power as far ss it
pleases.

The way of man has no wia-clmn, but that of God haa,

98-99 : The wisest man is an ape compared to God, Jjust as the

most beautiful ape is ugly compared to men. (47)




We have in these passages two things to point
out : the multitude of the different titles he bestows upon the suprems

God; and the knowledge of this One, which is Wigdom.

Heraclitus calls.the supreme God Fire, the

One, Psyche (Life or Soul), That which containg (To TTEPIEX0Y ) the

comuon Reason (NesoS ), the one Law (tomos ), Destiny, Lightning,
r -
the Way Up and the Way Down. Each of these titles corresponds to the

various aspects of the Divinity that makes ali things One.; -

If we understand Heraclitus ! pﬁfpose, we
shall have a key to what seems to be a contradiction : a supreme God
who is one yet is many. Heraclitus doctrine is a reaction to that of
Xenophanes and Pytha.goras s Who had separated God from the universe of
men and a.nimals and pla.nts and insnimate thing;a, that is the world of
T v T /’5/ « Against the separation of the supreme God from the
changing many, Heraclitus reaffirmed the identity of the supreme God
with all that is. 4gainst Pythagoraa he argued tha.t the One Fire was
itseli‘ all the changing opposites and was not maroly present, in some

mysterious faahion, in all things.

How could Pire change and yet retain the
perfection of the Divinity ? Eera.cl:.tun tried to solve this diffioulty
by his doctrine of recurring Fire. As Hack says, "this might be called
the doctrine of Identity by repetition."” (48) Heraclitus says : "The
univerge is begotten from Fire and again turns into Fire in alternating
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oycles through all eternity; and this takes place in accordance with

Destiny”, (49) Anaximander had alresdy taught that infinite universes

are born and perish again in infinite succession; and Axanimenes followed
this direction of his master,  Heraclitus, seeing in this a solution

for the difficulty of the One and the many.

Heraclitus fixed the intervals at which the
all consuming Fire recpatured ita perfect unity by overcoming all change
and diversity. This interval was fixed at 10, 800 years and it was cell-
ed the Great Year. Heraclitus considered thirty years to be one generation
and this multiplied by the number of days in a solar year (360 for him)
is equal to the above figure. During this Great Year the recurring Fire
blots out all changes and shows that they were essentially an illusion.
Thus through repetition is attained an identity that preserves the
perfection of the supreme God. The aame operation is performed for time :

the endless torrent of time is arrested and disappears into the sands

of eternity.

There is a passage in Engel's Dialectics of

Nature remsrkably similar to this.

Matter moves in an eternal cycle completing
its trajectory in which a period sc as that in comparison with
our earthly year is as nothing; in a oycle in which the period
of highest development, nemely the period of organic life with
ita crowning achievement self-consciocusness, is a space just as
comperatively minute in the history of life and of self-conscious-
ness; in a cycle in which every particular form of the existence
of matter ~-- be it the sun or a nebula, a particular animal or



animel species, a chemical combination or decomposition ~e- is
equally in transition; in a cycle in which nothing is eternal,

- exoept eternally changing, eternally moving matter and the laws

- of its movement and change. But however often and pitilessly
this oycle may be accomplighed in time and space, however many
countless suns and earths may arise and fall, however long it

. may be necessary to wait until in some solar system, on sone
planet appear conditions suitable for organic life, however

- many countleas beings may fall and rise befors, out of their

.~ midt, develop animals with a thinking brain that find an envir-

onment that permits them to live, be it even only for a short
period, we are, nevertheless, essured that matter in all its
changes remains eternally one and the same, that not oms of its
attributes may perish, and that some iron necessity which compels
the deatruction of the highest earthly bloom of matter === the
thinking spirit --- also necessitates its rebirth at some other
place, at some other time. (50) Dialectica of Nature, p. 125,

One easential difference between these two
doctrines, however (and we must point it out immediately) is that in
the system of ﬁeraciitus Mind is prior te the movement of the Fire, for
it is Reason direeting ell that comes about. In the Marxist doctrine,
on the other hand, Mind comes to be as the result of the blind and
necessary .movemen'b of matter. The presence of Finality in the one,
and the abasence of it in the other, make all the difference in the
world, What is important in the dootrine of Heraolitus is not thét
Fire is something material, comparable to m, which Marxists say is
the reality of which a.ll‘ things are made, Fire must not be. lool_ced' upon
80 much from the vievfpo'in'; of material causality (to express this notion
in Aristotelian terminology =e= though this is not #clﬁed), but rather
fram the aspect of final csusality, for Fire is the Ratio, the Logos
that is present in all things, ‘Fire is the Intellect that directs all.

When we consider that matter in the Marxist philosophy is a blind force,
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any essential continuity between this and the philosophy that teaches

without direction, without intelligence, we see that there ocamnnot be

the necessity of a Mind directing the whole of Naturs.

In God in Greek Philosophy Hack points out

the paradoxical content of Heraclitus doctrine. Instead of being the
4 ¢ 2
philosopher of change, he is essentially a monist, for the qravTs Fei/

is but a means for bringing out the attributes of the supreme God who

is one.

And yet it has been the fate of Heraclitus,
who invented this almost magicel artifice for the abolition of
real time and real change, to be abused and admired as the phil-
osopher of the "flux". Hersclitus invented the doctrine of the
flux, that 7sv7T+ Pe) , for a different but wholly consistent
purpose, a8 we have already seen; it was intended to reunite the
suprems god with the changing world, from which Xenophanes had
separated his One God.

The dootrine of Recurrent Fire also contribut-
ed to solve the problem of tausality and impure body., If at
regular intervals nothing remained except pure Fire, the most
subtle and causal of all subastances, it sesmed to Heraclitus that
he had released the supreme god from the impurity and the passiv-

" ity of body. Therefore Heraclitus did not hesitate to emphasize
the comparative baseness of eerth and water. He referred to the
Path on which they were formed as the Path Down, and as Deficiency
or Want.. .o

The phllosophy of Xenophanes had induced
Heraclitus to go far on the road that ultimately led to the complete
distinotion between the Aristotelian God (immaterial Reality)
and matter ("material” unreality). The supremes god of Heraclitus
was still spoken of as changing, but Fire had assumed the dignity
of the cause and the agent of change, and its activity was necess-
arily contrasted with the passivity of that which it caused. But
that which is caused by Fire is the lower forms of Fire; and these
lower forms teke on a degree of relative passivity and unreality
which corresponds to their lowly stations in the temporal universe.
They become mere intervals in the one active divine reality of
Fire. God is the eternal cause, and all change is temporal (51)
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Heraclitus was very critical of those who
thought that in the knowledge of the many they had wisdom. Wisdom is
rather the knowledge of the Oms, "The learning of many things teaches
not wisdam". And "Wisdom is one thing, It is to know the thought by
which all thinés are steered through all things". Thus we have in
Heraclitus & great similarity with the dootrine of Parmenides, Each
has a world of change which ocannot give the certain knowledge that is
an attribute of Wisdom; each has the One which doea not change in
itself but is eternal and necessary. Wisdom consists in seeing all in
this one. In comparing Heraclitus and Parmenides, therefore, we giould
teke both these aspects into consideration. The cmnpa.riis‘oix:;w;t-ll then

be made in the following way :

(ne One
: <«
Parmenides Being Fire Heraeclitus
Fhenomena UL \/QTD‘-
M P £l
dog. A (Sense knowledge))

4nd not in this way :

One - : :
Parmenides Heraclitus

Being

Xa)

7r,,4'y/7‘.¢ Pe 1

The method of limits gives us an excellent

means to understand Heraclitus just as it helped us to understand Parmen=-




ides. The doctrine of the recurring Fire is, as Hack put it, "the
dootrine of idemtity through repetition.,™ We can conaider the Fire

as the 1 thek is in eternal movement towards 2, This 2 is the ideal
limit ~=- it is that point at which real diversity would be had, if

the movement from 1 ever reached there. The One, the Fire tends towards
otherness in a movement that is eternal, but at definite oycles there

is a return to Itself, and it sees that it has not really gotten sway
from itself; it has not really become anything different; i1t realizes
that its attempt to make 2 which is otherness, is but an ideal, a log-

ical attempt. There can never be anything but Fire.

The most fundamental tendancy of modern logical
mathematics is the attempt to create multiplicity out of identity. The
intellect by using its native power of construction —— by repeating

an act properly its own —— #8 tends to bridge the difference between

two things that are formelly different. If per impossibile the limit
could be reached, the gap would be perfectly breached and there would

be perfect identity of two formally distinot concepts.

The power that the intellect uses is its
ability to construct relations of idemtity., For example, in the
predication A is A the intellect recognizes the ldentity of subject
and predicate. But the intellect can continue its judgements. It can

know each following ect as well as the first, Intelliglt se intelligere,

etc. Nothing new is added from the ocutside, but all diversity comes




from the intellect itself, The diversity consists in the new
reflection of the intelleet according te a certain order, in which
order the mind gees its former judgments and knows that in spite of

the different acts there is a fundamental unity.

It is not sufi;icient +b have mere repetition.
There must be order. And the mind must see this ordér and know that
it is constructing a contimuum. In the infinite series that proceeds
from 1 to 2 the mind sees %t in each successive division by two it
is constructing an order, 'yot it realiges that it is stillwi’chin the
limits of 1, and will eternally remain there. But b'eoa.u‘sewﬁf the
diversity of each ‘suceeding; division the intellect has the impression

of constructing the entire distance from 1 to 2.

The possibility of thé infinite movement comes
about because the intellect does not depend on any new experience, but
has all that it needs within itself to create this diversity. All that
it nseds to start off is the ome simple concept. The imtellect takes
over.i'rom there and with its native power comstructs ‘all the diversity
that comes into the successive Judgements. It ne.ed*not rely again on
experience because the relationships that are set up are not real or
predicamental but are relations of reason only.

Ex hoo s:u'bam ulterius concludit, quod identitas eat unitas vel
unio; aut ex eo quod illa quae dicuntur idem, sunt plura secundum
esse, et tamen dicuntur idem in quantum in aliquo unc conveniumt.

Aut quia sunt unum secundum esaes, sed intellectus utitur eo ut
pluribus ad hoec quod relationem intelligat. Ham non potest in-




telligi relatio nisi inter duo extrema. Sicut cum dicitur aliquid
esse ldem sibi ipsi. Tunc enim intellectus utitur eo quod est
unum secundum rem, ut duobus. Aliss ejusdem ad seipsum relationem
designare non posset. Unde patet, quod si relatio semper requie
rit duo extrema, et in huiusmodi relationibus non sunt duo extremsa,
secundum rem, sed secundum intellectum solum, relatio identitatis
non erit relatio realis, sed rationis tantum, secundum quod aliquid
dicitur idem simpliciter. Seous autem est, quando aliqua duo
diountur esse idem vel genere vel specie. Si enim identitatis
£ relatio esse res aliqua praeter illud quod dicitur idem, res etiam,

quae relatio est, cum sit idem aibi, pari ratione hsberet aliam
relationem, queae sibi esset idem, et sic in infinitum. Non est
eutem possibile in rebus in infinitum procedere. Sed in his quee
sunt secundum intellectum nihil prohibet. Nam oum intellectus

4~ reflectatur super suum actum, intelligunt se intelligere, Et hoe
ipsum potest etiam intelligere, et sic in infinitum. (52) St. Thom.
in Meta. V, lesson XI, no, 912 ‘

The eternal movement of the Fire in Heraclitus
is like the movement of the intellect which takes one simple concept
and tries to create othermess out of it. Heraclitus, however, realizes
the tentative character of this movement ; he lmows that in spite of
what the senses tell him about change and diversity, there are nothing
othér but menifestations of the ome, eternal Fire "that judges all,"
Thuq Fire, though ever moving along the Way Down, is at the same time
alw;ys coming back to itself at definite cycles, and therein it sees
that what men judge to be diversity is nothing else than Fire. Thus

does Fire swallow up diversity, and eternity swallow up time,

Heraclitus has been invoked as the father of
pluralistic philosophy, because all the emphasis has been put on one side
of his doctrine. The most important element in his philosophy, however,
according to Heraclitus himself is the doctrine of the One. It is the




dootrine of the Fire, of the Logos that is present in all things, that
directs all thingas. Fire Judges all diveraity and finds that diversity
of this world is but a mnvememt towards '.lopnration from the one Fire, a
movement that will never redach otherx;au, Just as & polyzon will never

become & circle, just as one will never becams two.

Wisdom for Heraclitus is the ‘knowledge that
the diversity has its origin in the x One and is nathi‘ng other reallY
than the One. Wisdom is seeing the relationship of origi_;i"of the many
in the one, most universal 6aus§. That is why a man is not wise merely
because he knows many things -—-- he must see the many in the One in

their order of procession.

This definition of wisdom sounds so niuch like
the Aristotelian definition that they might appear to be essentially
the same. The best treatment of wisdom in Aristotle is found in the )
fiz;st book of the Metaphysics together with the commentary of Saint

Thm.

It 48 the funotion of wisdom’fi‘-grder. Now the
man who is best fitted to order and direct others is the one who is the
moat intelligent. Likewise the science that: is to direct other sciences
and other kmowledge should be that which is the most intellectual. The
science which 13 the most intellectual is that which is u) ﬁo:t certain;
'b) most universal; o) most removed from the principlé of va.riai:ility,
that is, mﬁ‘b'ber. Wisdem, consequently, is knowledge througﬁ causes

(for this is the most certain) of objects that are most universai and
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most necessary.

Oznes autem scientias et artes ordinantur in
unum, scilicet ad hominis perfectionem, quee est eJjus beatitudo,
Unde necesse est quod una earum sit aliarum ommium rectrix, quae
nomen sapientise recte vindicat. Nam sapientis est alios ordi-
nare,

Quae autem sit haec scientia, et circa qualie, considerari po-
test, si diligenter respicistur quomodo est aliquis idoneus ad
regendum. Sicut enim, ut in libro praedicto Philosophus, dicit,
homines intellectu vigentes, naturaliter aliorum rectores et
domini sunt : homines vero qui sunt robusti ocorpore, intellectu
vero deficientes, sunt naturaliter servi : ita soientia debet
esse naturaliter aliarum reguletrix, quae maxime intellectualis
est. Haec autem est quae ciroa maxime intelligibilia versatur,

Maxime autem intelligibilia tripliciter accipere possumus., Prie
mo quidem ex ordine intelligendi. Nem ex quibus intellectus
certitudinem accipit, videntur esse intelligibilia magis. Unde
cum certitudo scientiae per intellectum acquiratur ex causis,
causarum cognitio maxime intellectualis esse videtur. Unde ot
illa scientia quae primas causas considerat, videtur esse mexime
aliarum regulatrix.

Secundo ex comparations intellectus ad sensum. Nam, cum sensus
sit cognitio particularium, intellectus per hoo ab ipso differre
videtur, quod universalis oomprehendit. Unde et illa scientia
‘maxime est intellectualis, quae circa principia maxime univer-
salia versatur. Quae quidem sunt ens, et ea quae consequuntur
ens, ut unum et multa, potantia et actus. Huiusmodi autem non
debent ommino indeterminata remanere, ocum sine his completa
cognitio de his, quae sunt propria alicui generi vel speciei,
haberi non possit. Nec iterum in una aliqua particulari scientia
tractari debent quie oum his umumguodque gonus entium ad sui
cognitionem indigeat, pari ratione in qualibet particulari
scientia tractarentur. Unde restat quod in una communa scientia
huiusmodl tractentur; quae cum maxime intellectualis sit, est

~ aliarum fegulatr;lx.

Tertio ex ipsa cognitione intellectus. Nem unaquaeque res ex
hoc ipso vim intellectivem habeat, quod est a materia immunis,
oportet illa esse maxime intelligibilia, quae sunt maxime a
materia separata. Intelligibile enim et intellectum oportet
proportionata esse, et unius gemeris, cum intellectus et intel-
ligibile in actu sint unum. Ea vero sunt mexime a materia se-




paratas, quae non tantum a materia signata mbstrahunt, "siocut
formas naturales in universali acceptae, de quibus tractet
scientia naturalis" sed omnino a materie sensibili. Et non

. 8olum secundum rationem, sicut methematica, sed etiam secundum
ease, sicut Deus et intelligentiae, Unde scientia, quae de
istis rebus considerat, maxime videtur esse intellectualis, et
aliarum princeps sive domina., (53) St, Thomas, Proocemium ad

L Vota.
_ The person who best knows the causes, the
reasons, for 'somathing is best able to direct. 4nd his knowledge is
the more certain the more profound is his knowledge of the causes that
enter into play in the object of his knowledge. Relating thia to
Heraclitus it would mean that the kmowledge that the Fire iltheSource

and the End of all diversity in the universe is truly wisdam.

Secondly, wisdom is characterized by universal

imowledge as contrasted with the knowledge of singulers. It is the

function of the senses to know singulars. Everything thet our senses
come. into contact with in the universe is a singular., Heraclitus says
that the kmowledge of many things is not wisdom, but rather the know-
ledge of the One that permestes all things. Hersclitus has a disdain
for 'thbse who regulafe their lives aocording to the knowledge of the

senses alone : first of all, becsuse the senges deceivé; and secondiy,
because they give us only one side of the plocture, the diversity, and

tell us nothing of the fundamental sameness that underlies all.

Thirdly, wisdom has as its object that which

is most removed from the prineiple of veriability which is matter.
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Consequently, when there is a complete separatiom from matter, we have
an object that is invariable in itself, is necessary, is etermal.
Wisdom in the philosophy of Heraclitus looks away from the changing
universe to the Fire, which ia Etefnal and Necessary and always the
same in itself. Heracli';;us did not explicitly mention matter as the

. principle of mutability, but he did contrast the Fire which is light
and ethereal with that which is heavy, like earth and water. When
Fire 18 united to these lat'bei‘ it is on the Way Down; when it leaves

these in its Way Up, it regains its originel perfection.

Marxists consider matter to be at the root
of all things, even of the perfection called Mind, There is only one
thing in the whole universe that remains fixed and eternal --- it is
matter. Heraclitus looked upon matter as the antithesis of Fire.
When Fire became united to matter, it was on the Way Down; it was in
the process of losing those attributes which bealong to perfect Being.
Heraclitus considers matter to be the destruction of Mind rather than
its imderlying principle. This ias but another point in which the
epparent continuity of dialectical materialism with Heraclitean

philosophy is shown. to be but an illusiom.

In Héraclitus we have already a real advance
towards ths notion of Wisdom., Becsuse of his imperfect understanding
of the analogy of Being, however, the doctrine of Heraclitus might

appear to approach more closely to the attempts of modern logico-

’




mathemeticians to reduce all diversity to homogeneity.

In our study of the method of limits when
applied to Parmenides and Heraclitus, we saw that the mind attempted to
bridge the gap between two concepts thét are formally distinct, Thus

the mind tried to create, by its native power, the 2 from the 1;
-likéuine it tried to make the ciroie with only u'bdlygqn.&s its working
materiel. Now wisdom will comsist, for the Hegelian and for the modern
logioo-mathsm;tioian in reducing tbs mmsrous formally distin;t concepts
to ome Goncept, with the purpose of seeing that which is distinct in
that which is but ome. This attempt is brought out very clearly. in

the attempt by Meyersen to reduce science to unity,

L'idée centrale d'Emile Meyerson semble avoir
toujours &té la suivants : notre raison ne croit vraiment avoir
campris un fait que si elle parvient 4 montrer comment ce fait
étalt déjd contenu implicitement dans les faits entérieurs, a
1'identifier en quelque sorte aves du déJd donné, préexistant a

~ ce fait, De li vient pour lui 1'importance dans toutes los
branches de la science de la constatation des permanences; de
14 le rdle essentiel des principes de conservation dens les
théories physiques et chimiques. Mais, en montrant ocette ten-

' dance ingtinctive de notre raison, le grand philosophe en souli-
gnait hardiment le caractére paradoxal, car 1'effet identifice-
teur de la raison, s'il pouvait complgtement réussir, abouti- ,

- rait & l'abolition de toute diversite et de toute hé- rogénéite),

c'est-d-dire & une sspice de mégation de monde méme u'il cher- /

che & expliquer. Et si la raison parvient néanmoins & s'échap=~
per de ce cercle vicieux et & constituer une science gqui incon-
testablement progresse, o'elt, pense~t-il, qu'elle laisse se
glisser dans nos comstructions théoriques quelques éléments ir-
rationels dont l'introduction plus ou moins subreptice permet
d l'ensemble de nos identifications successives de ne pas cong-
/. ‘tituer seulement une immenge tuatologie, Comme toutes les doc-
trines philosophiques de cette envergure la doctrine de Meyersonm
& 6té et sera discutde. (54)




There is & twofold reduction to unity in our
science. The one is true wisdom, but the oth s not. The reduction
to unii‘ty through homogeneity is not wisdom, f.. t...s is & reductiocn to
the universale in praedicando. It is true that +. is is most certain

knowledge for us., But it is such becauss it is mowledge that is most
in keeping with the potential character of our intellect. It is most
certain becaﬁaa it is the least determined in itself., As Saint Thomas
said in the preface to the Metaphysics, our Inowledge cannot rest with

———

those most universal metaphysical principles but it must continue and

work out the particular sciences. The knowledge of those most universal
metaphysical principles, where thers is homogeneity because there is
potentiality, is as Meyerson says knowledge that is but an "immense

tautology".

Ig_the reduction of the formally distinct
concepts does not reach this homogeneity, then * ie only thing that is
left is an evident contradiction. We have to s« that one is the same
a8 two; that polygon is the same as oircle; tha: movement is the same
as rest; that spirit is the same as matter. And this is the choice
that Marxists make when faced with the delemma.

True wisdom, on the ouher hand, is seeing the

many in the light of the One. But here the One is taken as the Universale

in causando., Wisdom is not mere homogeneity, Wisdom presupposes a know-
ledge of the diverlity of things e-- that is why wisdom presupposes
the analogy of being., Wisdom is the knowledge of what is most actual




rather than of what is most potential. It is knowledge of what is
most intelligible in se, consequently of what has the most perfect
Form, since knowability comes by reason of the form. ﬂisdom is the
lmowledge of the One God Who is distinet from all other beings, the
knowledge of the God who is like othaf beings in Nature by ths tiniest

bond of analogy of Being,

‘Wisdom does not do away with diversity, but
it understands diversity more perfectly because it sees it in its
Universal Cause. When individuals are seen in relationshfpﬁ to their
Urigin they are understood more perfectly in themselves, because their
order of procession is & characteristic that attaches itself to each
individually, This order is not seen wﬁen things are recognized only

in their plurality.

When the philosopher trie's to reach wisdom
by reducing all to homogeneity he is substituting whet is most imperfect
for what” i5'most perfect, what iﬁ most knowable for us as human beings
for what is most knowable in itself. It is the reduction of the science

that is most difficult to that which is oasiest.

The following passages from Saint Thomes bring

out the distinctions that must be made about certitude ‘and intelligihiliizz:

‘ Istae igitur sunt tales opiniones, quas
homines accipiunt de sapientia et sapiente. Ex quibus cmmibus
‘potest quaedem sapientiae descriptio formari: ut ille sapiens
dicatur, qui scit ommia etiam difficilia per certitudinem et
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ceausam, ipsum scire propter se quserens, alio ordinans et
persuadens. (55) in Meta. I, no. 43.

Ostendit quod ommia praedicta conveniunt ei
qui cognoscit primas causas et universales; et eo ordine prose=
quitur quo supre posuit, Unde primo posuit quod habenti ascien~-
tiam universsalem maxime insit ommie scire; quod srat primm.
Quod sic patet. Quicumque enim soit universalia, aliquo modo
scit ea queae sunt subjecta universalibus, quia scit es in ille;
sed his quae sunt maxime universalia sunt ommia subjects, ergo
ille qui scit maxime universalia, scit quodemmodo omnias.

(56) Ibid. no. 44.

Ogtendit eidem inesse secundum, teli ratione.
I1la quae sunt maxime e sensibilibus remote, difficilia sunt
hominibus ad cognoscendum; nam sensitiva cognitio est cmmibus
corrunis, cum ex eea ommis humana cognitio initum sumat. Sed illa
quae sunt maxime universalia, sunt senaibilibus remotissiam, eo <
quod sensus singularium sunt 1 ergo universalia sunt difficillima
hominibus ad cognoscendum, Et sic patet quod illa scientia est
difficillima, quae est maxime de universalibus.

(57) Ibid. no, 45.

Sed contra hoc videtur esse quod habetur primo
Physicorum. Ibi enim dicitur quod magis universalia sunt nobis
primo nota., .Tlla autem quae sunt primo nota, sunt magis facilia.
Sed dicendum, quod magis universalis: secundum simplicem apprehen-
sionem sunt primo note, nam primo in intellectu cadit ens, ut
Avicemnno dicit, et prius in intellectu cedit animal quam hemo.
Sicut enim in esse naturae quod de potentia in actum procedit
prius est animel quem homo, ite in generatione scientise prius in
intellectu concipitur animal quem homp. Sed quantum ad investi-
gaticnem naturarum proprietatum.et csusarum, prius sunt nota minus
commmnia; eo quod per causas particularss, quae sunt unius generis
vel speciei, pervenimus in causas universales. Ea autem quae sunt
universalia in causendo, sunt posterius nota quo ad nos, licet
sunt prius nota secundum naturam, quamvis universalia per praedica-
tionem sint aliquo modo prius quo ad nos nota quam minus univer-
salia, licet non prius nota quam singularia; nam cognitio sensus
qui est cognoscitivus sin%larium, in nobis preecedit cognitiomem
intellectivem quae est universalium. Facienda est etiam in hoo
vis quod maxime universalia nom dicit simpliciter esse difficil-
lima, sed " fere Illa enim quae sunt & materia penitus se parata
/- secundum esse, gecit substantiae immateriales, sunt magis diffi-
oilia nobls ad cognoscendum quam etism universalia; et ideo sita
scientia, quas sapientia dicitur, quamvis sit prima in dignifats,
est tamen ultima in addiscendo. (58) Ibid. no. 48.




it 1s irrationality.

The distinctions between most knoweble in se
and most knowable quoad nos is a key for understanding not only the
anciénf Greeks but also all modern idealistic philosophies. And the
confusion of these two comes, as we have seen, from a lack of under-

standing of the analogy of Being, We think that Hersclitus already

had soms idea of this analogy when he contrasted the Fire with the

heavy elements of the Way Down,

We cannot agree with the Marxists that the
Fire of Heraclitus is comparable to ﬁattor in their om d°°*€l’_f§-n_§3 The
Fire ia & divine Being, a Logos that is prior to the materiai ;;iverae,
whereas lMatter, in dialectical materialism, is opposed to the divine;
What is the most important attribute of the Fire
is not its materiality but rather its directing forcs. Marxists say
that Mind is the product of the evolution of matter 3 Herauvlitus makes
m prior to all evolution and all of Nature. Hence Heraclitus would

be in Engels conception of philosophy an idealist.

Heraclitus wished to preserve God as pure as

'possible, ag distinct as he could be from the ma'i:eria.l universe, without,

however, losing any of his prerogatives as aupremé Being. Thus he
considered the divine nature as Fire, s"omthing light, pure a.jndu active.
This he contrasted with the elements of earth and water. Here we have
an approach to the immaterial Being who is thé';God of Platonic and
Aristotelian philosophy. We should be most careful therefore when we

call Heraclitus a materialist. He m atill groping for an understanding
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of spiritual substance. Thus he may be termed a negative materialist,
in contrast with the positive materialism that is not merely an imperfe
ect understanding of the nature of spiritual being, but is rat@fr the
positive denial of spiritual being. The Marxists belong to this latter
olass. Their's they have made the motto of Prometheus : "I hate all
gods". And yet they consider their philosophy to be but an extension
of the philosophy of Heraclitus for whom Wisdom consists in the lmow-

ledge of the One being that directs all things.



Empedocles i

Both becau_se of his purpase and because of
the content of his philosophy, Empedocles must be placed alongside of
Heraclitus, Thaugh the Ma.rxi;ta do not expressly claim a continuity
with him, it is important for us to see that the doctrine of Empedocles
confirms the analysis we have Just made of Parmenides and Heraclitus.

His purpose was essentially the same as that
of Heraclitus, namely to put God back into the universe --- from which
the absolute interpretation of the One by Parmenides had tended to
separate Him. The Parmenidean dooctrine of Being absolutely distinct
ﬁm the world of becoming seemed to both Heraclitus and Empedocles to
endenger one of the supreme attributes of God, namely His causal bond

with all that exists.

The Marxists however cannot invoke Empedocles
'a.s their forerumner, since he, too, spoke of a perfect and changeless
God, a God who is perfectly One. Just as Heraclitus had done, Empedocles
used the figure of recwrring Fire to overcome what seems to be & contra-
diction : a God who is perfectly one, yet is Mtriniioally‘united to
& world of change. The Sphairos, according to Empedocles, ccmes back
to identity with himself in the world of change at fixed periods under
the agency of the divine power of love. All the combinations and

Separations of the One, though in one sense real, are not absolutely
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reel. All change is overcome by the victory of Love.

The second extrinsic similarity with Marxigt
doctrine, the union of contraries, is also found in Empedocles. In
the teaching of Empedocles .Strifo takes the pla.bo of the Way Down,
while Love exercises the same funotiom as the Way up in the Heraclitean
doctrine., Marxists say that dialsctical materialism, through its fund-
amental lew of union of contraries, is only the scientific expression
of something fundamental in nature, expressed long ago in poetical
lenguage by the ancients mn.tho__uid that Love and Strife were

principles of Nature.

The error of this interpretation comes when
conflict is looked upon as the absolute, as that which accounts for all
reality. The supreme Being is entirely overlooked, yet this is the most
important element of the philosophy. The diversity that comes about
through sf:rife, the movement that characteriges the phenomenal world is

not a.bsoluté. The One overcomes all this diversity and mutability.

Whereas Merxists would make diversity in the
universe came through the blind activity of matter, Empedocles sees all
things in nature as proceding from the eternal One who gives harmony to
the whole.

We shall give those fragments that are nost
striking in their similarity to Hersclitean deotrins.

O

-
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On the union of contraries :

no. 17.

no., 16,

no. 20,

no. 21.

no, 26.

I shall tell thee & twofold tale. At one time it
grew to be one only out of many; at another, it
divided up to be many instead of one. There is a
doubls becoming and passing sway. The coming to-
gether of all things brings one generation into

being and destroys it; the other grows up and is
scattered as things becoms divided. And these

things never cease continually changing places, at
one time all uniting in one through Love, at another
edch borne in different directions by the repulsion
of 3trife. Thus, as far as it is their nature to grow
into one out of many, and to become many once more
when the one is parted asunder, so far they come into
being and their life abides not. But, inasmich as
they never cease schanging their places continually,
so far they are ever immovable as they go round the
circle of existence.

For even as they, Strife and Love, were aforetims, /-
80 too they shall be; nor ever, methinks, will bound-
less times be emptied of that pair. ,~

{

This (the contest of Love and Strife) is manifest in
the mass of mortal limbs., At one time all the limbsg
that are the body's pertion are brought together by
Love in blooming life's high season; at anothsr,
gevered by cruel Strife, they wander each alome by the
breakers of life's sea.

Come now, look at the things that bear witness to my .
earlier discourse, if so be that there was any short-
coming as to their form in the earlier list. Behold
the sun, everywhere bright and warm, and all the immort-
al things that are bathed in heat and bright radiance.
Behold the rain, everywhere dark and cold; and from the
eerth issue forth things olose-pressed and solid. When
they are in strife all these are different in form and
separated; but they come together in love, and are
desired by one another.

For they prevail in turn as the oircle comes round, and
pass into one another, and grow great in their appointed
turn. There are these alone; but rumning through one
another, they become men and the tibes of beasts. At




¥ one time they are all brought together into one order -
by Love; at another, they are oarried each in different
directions by the repulsion of Strife, till they grow
once mors into ons and are wholly subdued, Thus in so
far as they are wont to grow into one out of many, and
again divided becoms more than one, so far they come
into being and their life is not lasting; but in so far
as they naver ¢ease changin oontinually, so far are they
evermore, immovable in the ocircle.

Fragments on the One :

11, :12 1 Fools, for they have no far-reaching thoughts, who
deem that what before was not comes into being, or
that aught can perish and be utterly destroyed. For
it camnot be that aught can arise from what in no
way is, and 1t 1a impossible and unheard of that what
is should perish; for ii will always be, whereever

~ oue may keep putting it.
13 : 4And in the All there is naught empty and naught too full.

14 :+ In the All there is naught empty. Whencs, then, could
aught come to increase it ?

There (in the sphere) are distinguished neither the swift
limbs of the sun, nor, nor the shaggy earth in its might,
nor the sea «-- so fast was the god bound in the close
covering of Harmony, spherical and round, rejoicing in
his cirocular solitude.

a7

2783 There is no discord and no unseemly strife in his limbs.

28 : But he was equal on every side and quite without end,
spherical and round, rejoicing in his eircular solitude.

35,361 But now I shall retrace my steps over the paths of song
that I have travelled before, drawing from @y saying a
new saying. Vhen Strife was fallen to the lowest depth
of the vorrex, and Love had reached to the centre of the
whirl, in it do all things come together so as to be one
only; not all at omoe, but coming together at their will
each from different quarters; and, as they mingled, strife
began to pass out to the furthest limit; yet meny things
remained ummixed, alternating with the things that were
being mixed, namely, all that Strife not fallen yet retaine

o




ed; for it had not yet altoghether retired perfectly <.
N from them to the outermost boundaries of the circle.
Fragments on wisdom, the knowledge of the One
no. 132 : Blessed is the man who has geined the riches of divine
wisdom; wretched is he who has the dim opinion of the
gods in his heart,
no. 133 : It is not possible for us to set God before our eyes,
or to lay hold of him with our hands, which is the

broadest way of persuasion that leads into the heart
of man. (59

- Empedocles is a confirmation oif_v the point we
wanted to make earlier, that Pa.rmeg:&des and Heraclitus are more alike
than unlike. For in Empedocles we have the main points of doctrine of
both === the One of Paz;menidez who is like a perfect sphere, together
with the world of the senses which camnot give us the One; and we have
the eternal and ever recurring Fire of Heraclitus which is one, while
at the same time we have the etermal becoming through the contrary
principles. Empedocles permits us to see the parallels betwesen the two

seemingly opposite doctrines.




The Greek AtamistS: Leucippus and Democritus.

The study of Greek atomism is very important
as a background for an wnderstanding of Marxism. The two most import-
ant doctrines through which Marxists olaim a continuity with Greek
atomism are; firatly, the dootrine of becoming, end secondly, the
dootrine of chence in the universe. We shall study each of these
in def;ail in order to see how far we can admit the Marxist claims of

continuity of doctrine,

Atomistic doctrine of becoming s -

The atomists felt that the antinomy between
the world of Being and the phenomenal world should not be expressed in
the manner in which Parmenides had done, They felt that Parmenides had
not sufficiently given account of the phenomenal world. They wanted to
show that there could be an essential bond betwsen the unchangeable
Being and the world of change, without destroying the perfection of
Being, Indeed, the perfection of Being would be increased, because it
would now be given an active form (Moticn), which was absent from the
Being of Pafmnidea. Parmenides had excluded it, because he could see
10 way of admitting it without destroying the Lmmutable character of the

Supreme Entity.

The solution of the Atomists, in general, O




co?sists in the substitution of an infinite number of tiny Forms which
have the characteristics that Parmenides attributed to the one Being,
Eech of these tiny, invisible Forms is indivisible, contimuous through-
out, eternal, invarisble, perfect, and, in addition to all these, is
mobile. We can see already the form that the doctrine of the Atomists
will teke -—— the perfect Being of Parmenides is preserved, but at the
sﬁme time, there oan take place various oombinations and separations of
the ﬁerfe,clzt Being, The Atoms in themselves are eternal and Necessary =w-
and this remains the w&r}.d of Being ---, but the groupings of atoms
takes place in time and these formations change --« this is what corre
esponds to Parmenides’world of phenomena, We can also compare this

to the eternal Fire of Heraclitus which is one and sternal, and to his

’ A :
7AVTA PEr which takes place in time,

A second element is now introduced in the
doctrine of the Atomists ; this is the Void, which permits the movement
of the Atoms so that the various combinstions and separations can take
place. Since the Forms (the Atoms) are aontinucus, full Being through-
out, and are incapable of internal ochange and m@nt,_ all change and
movement of phenomena, must depend on the introductio;z of some other
kind of reelity, which must be so conceived as to permit the Forms to
exercise their causal power. The other kind of" reality may be regarded
in two ways : from one point of view, it will be that which separates
the Forms and prevents them from coalescing into the immovable, immutable

Being of Parmenides, and fram another point of view it will be the




- opposite for the Forms. The Forms are full, but this new reali%r
nmst* be empty of Being; the Forms are Being, and this new reality is
non-Being., Parmenides had denied the existence of non-Being, on the
grounds that this would have given in an attribute that belongs
essentially to Being. But, the Atomists, reply, if non-Being is not
a reality, then the infinite and indivisible Forms would remain aa
sterile and as motionless as the One Being of Parmenides.

-

. This non-Being, which is a reality, is called
Space or the Void, It is this which permits the movement of the Forms.
This Space is Jjust the contrary of Being, the Continuum, in which nothing
can move; it is absolutely empty of all Being, Space, as it were, tends
to the destruction of the Plenum in so far as it can. It camnot destroy
the eternal and necessary continuity of the Atom in itself, but it can
separate one Atom from another and keep them from forming into one mass
in which there is no separation. We can consider this a kind of conflict
between Being and non=Being, u doctrine we shall consider at length in
the Marxists. DBeing, sccording to its own nature, tends ever towards
perfect continuity and homogeneity, while Space tends to create heter~

ogeneity in the universe.

The conflict between Being and non-Being gives
rise to becoming in the phenomenal world, as well as to passing away. The
Forms move in the Space, but the force is given to ths Forms through the
whirling of the Vortex in which the Atoms are flying about as loose
' bodies. The shape and the size of the Atoms determine the combinations O
to a great extent, because those Atoms that have Jagged edges will fit




-tog;athor a3 well as they can with other Atoms with such edges. Likew
wese the bigger Atoms will come together because these (asA the Atomiats
thought) have greater weight and so will fall with the saue spuved in

the Vortex, while smaller Atoms will fell at & 3lower apeed.,

It is evident from this that there cannot be
any real becaming in the Aristoteslian sense in such a phenomenal world.
We' cali :f.t & phenomenal world, not because it is unreal, but because
* this i3 the world of the senses. This is thevreality that is presented
to sight, to touoh, to tagte, to smll, to hearing, while the unchange-
able world of the Forms is the object of the intellect. We ahail'lator
campare the Wisdom in the Atomistic doctrine with that of the other |
Greeks. The only becoming and pessing away consists in the new
coambinations of Forms or in their separation - Forms which remain

eternally the game.

'::'l"l"ime‘Forms are said to be infinite in number,
In this infinity there is the minimum of divarsity required to explain
the heterogeneity found in the universe. The Forms (atamoi) differ
only in shape and size. Formal differences in the universe come about
through the combination and separation of.the Forms after they are given
& propulsion by the whirling of tha Vortex. This doctrine calls to
mind the gtatement of Descartes, that he could comstruct any natural

universe, once he had extension and motion.

It is already olear that this teaching differs
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from Marxism which decries the need of a force extrinsic to matter
to explain becoming., This is the very wealness Marxism said it
foun& in classical materialism...it meant dependence of a First

Mover.

The nature of the Vortex is not explained.
What gi;reu rise to the whirling motion ? The atomists hold that it
wes always in motion. It is an etornal motion. We could very well
explain this in terms of Prime Mover in Aris%igtelian philosophy. But
of its nature the Atomists are silent --- a.s least..as far as we can
judge from the writings we have. One thing, however, seems certain 1
there is need of some Force extrinsic to the universe and even extrinsic
to the infinite number of Forms in order to explain becoming. In this
respect, the Atomistic doctrine differs essentially from the Uarxist,

who give to matter an intrinsic principle of motion.

We shall now quote at length the sources we

ha.\}e for the Greek Atomistic teaching.

Simplicius, Physics, 28, 4 @

Leucippus of Elea or of Miletus (both accounts
are given) shared his philosophy with Farmenides, but dit not
follow the same method that Parmenides and Xenophanes followed
in the explanation of things that are, but, as it appears the
opposite method. They had represented the All as One, immovable,
eternal and limited, and did not permit even the investigation
of non-Being; Leucippus assumed infinite and forever moving
elements, the indivisible Beings, and an Infinite number of
Forms among them, because there is no real difference in quality
in any phenomencn, and because he saw ingessant coming into
being and change in things that are., Moreover Being does not Q




exist any more really than non-Being, For he assumed that the
Being of the indivisible Beings was compact and full, and he
called it What Is (Being), and said thet it moved in the Void,
which he called non-Being, and which he said exiasted no less

than Being,

And similarly his comrade Democritus of Abdera established the
Full and the Void as first principles, and called one of them
Being and' the other non-Being; for Leucippus and Democritus

assume the indivisible Beings as the matter of beings that are,
.and by the differences in the Beings they produce everyt

olse, These differences are thres ¢ Form (FuosS ), Purning
(TPom~" "), and Comtact (/i 6/y-), and they have the same
meaning as Shape (o x+'ws+ )Position ( Ocors 3’. and Arrangement
(74£15 ). For by nature like things are moved by like things,
end things that are akin rush together, and each of ‘the Forms,
when it is arranged in & different combination of Forms, produces
& different arrangement; so that they olaimed with good reason
that since these first principles were infinite thry would “
produce all substances and all modifications of thew. Accounting -
both for the cause of everything that comes into being and for
the manner in which it comes. Wherefors they even make the claim
that anly those philosophers who represent the elements as
infinjte can argue that all things take place in accordance with
Reason. And they say that the mmber of Forms, among the indivis-
ible Beings, is infinite, because there is no real difference in
quality in anything, This, they. say, is the cause of infinity.
(i.e., of the infinitely different qualities apparent in
phenomena, which qualities do not really exist.) (60)

Theophrastus, Opinions, Book I,

They made the All one, immovable, uncreated,
and finite, and did not even permit us to search for elements,
namely, the atoms. And he made their forms infinite in number,
since there was no reason why they should be of one kind rather
than another, and because they say that there was unceasing
becoming becoming and change in things. He, further, held that .
what Is 1810 more real than what is mot and that both are
alike causes of things that coms imto being : for he laid down
that the substance of the atoms was compact and full, and he
called them what is, while they moved in the Void which he
called what is not, but affirmed to be Just as real as what is.(61)

Aristotle, de Gen, et Corr., A, 8, 324b 35

Leukippos and Demokritus have decided about
all things practically by the same method and on the same theory,
taking as their starting point what naturally comes first. Some




@
of the ancients had held that ths real must necessarlily be one
end Immovable; for, said they, empty space is not real, end
motion would be imposaible without emptly space separated from
matter; nor, further, could reality be a many, if there were
nothing to separate thinga. 4nd it makes no difference if any
one holds that the All is not continuous, but discrets, with
its parts in contact, instead of holding that reality is many,
not one, and that there is empty space, For if it is divisible
at every point there is no one, and therefore no many, and the
Whole is Empty; while, ir we say it iz divisible in cne place
and not in another, this looks like an arbitrary fiction; for
up to what point and for what reason will part of the Whole be
in this state and be full, while the rest is discrete ? And,
on the same grounds, they further say that there can be no
motion. In consequence of these reasonings, then, going beyund
perception and overlooking it in the belief that we gught to
follow the argument, they say that the All is one and immovable,
and some of them that it is infinite, for any limit would be
bounded by empty space. This, then, is the opinion they express-
ed about the truth, and these are the reasons which led them to
do so. Now, so far as arguments go, this conclusion does seem
to follow; but, if we appeal to facts, to hold such a view looks
like madness. No one who.is mad is so far out of his senses that
fire and ice appear to him to beame; it is only things that are
right, and things that appear right from habit, in which madnessg
mekes some people see no differsnce.

Leukippos, however, thought he had a theory
which was in harmeny with sense, and did not do away with coming
into being and passing away, nor motion, nor the multiplicity of
things. He conceded this to experience, while he aonceded, on
the other hand, to those who invented the One that motion wes
impossible without the Void, thet the Void was not real, and that
nothing of what was real was not real, "For", said he, "that
which is strictly speaking real is an absolute plenunm; but the
plenum is not onme. On -contrary, there are an infinite number
of them, and they are bile owing to the smallness of their
bulk. They move in the void (for there is a void); and by their
coming togetser they effect coming into being; by their separation,

passing away",

Aristotle, de Gen. et Corr. s 915 a 34 4

In general no one made any more than a super-
ficial inquiry into these problems except Democritus; he seems to
have studied them all, and is far superior in his method. For, as
we ars saying, none of the other philosophers mede any definite




statement about growth, except such as any amateur might have
made; they said that things grow when like joins 1like, but they
did not explain the process, nor did they give any account of
combination, or of any of the other problems, such as action and
pasasion, how in all actions in nature cne things’ acts and another
is acted upon. But Demooritus and Leucippus assume the Forms

and make alteration and coming to be result from them; they
explain -coming to be and perishing by the dispersion and the
union of the Forms, and alterstion by their arrangement and poait-
ion., #nd since they thought that the truth lay in the appearance,
and the appearances are opposite and infinite, they made the
 Forms infinite, so that by rsasen of the changes in any compound
the same thing presents opposite appearances to different people;
its movement changes when a small addition is made of it, and it
appears totally different when the position of one thing is

" changed., (62) : E

Diogenes Laertius, IX, 81 :

The All is infinite; part of it is full, and
part of it void, and these he calls elements. From these the
infinite universes are derived and intoc them they are dissolved.
In this way universes coms into being; many ‘*bodies of all sorta
. of Shepes are cut off from the Infinite and rush into a great

void; these gather together and form a single revolution, in which
they Jostle and revolve in every way, and finally separate, like
Joining like. 4And since owing to the crowd they can no longer
revolve in equilibrium, the fine Shapes depart to the outer void,
as if sifted out; the rest stay together and becaming entangled

. run down together with each other and form & kind of first

* spherical system. (63)




Chance in the Atomiatic world ]

\

There are two kinda of simplicity whioh lie
in wholly opposite directions, A gas, .'f.'dr ozn.myie, will be called
simple if it is made up of one kind of atoms. A universe made up of
homogensous elementa is simple in this material sense. On the other
hand, ‘a whole may be cmlled simple when, notyithntm;ling their great
variety, its parts are harmoniously coordinated in view of soms definite
function, Thus, notwithstanding its greater complexity of parts, a

modern automobile will operate more simply than the earlier type; and

the movements of a tiger are more simple then those of a truck. In
these particular examples, formal simplicity can be reelized only by

meens of what is materially highly complex.

The atomist school of philosophy has not taken
this distinction into :E account. Indeed all science tends toward
s.ﬁxrpiici'by. But the simplicity it tends toward is not of ome type
alone., Material reality involves both .types of simplicity. We must
indeed try to account for as much as we possibly can by materiel simpl-
icity. But we shall not fail to distort reality if we refuse to recur

to anything but material simplicity.

A great variety of constructions can be made

with the seme building material., But it is not Just the building

material that accounts for this variety. We must not forget the atructure SN




itself and the cause of the struture as such, Indsed the building
material has been prepared for the sake of buildings, end the buildings
for the seke of inhabiting, If we refused to consider anything but the
building material, then the buildings and their variety could be explain-
ed Ao.nly as fortuitous conglomerations of bricks, boards, etc. A house
would be such or such, according as the building material happens to

be togéther in ‘such or such a way. It would therefore be more correct,
in this view, to say that the meterial has "fallen together" in such

or such a way, than to say that it has been “brought together" in this

or that way.

Although the ancient Greek atomigts certainly
did not hold exclusively this view, not even in their doctrine of
chance, it is nevertheless this part of their philosophy which has ;
come down to us as typical of atomism. And this is in fact the only
part of Greék atomism that the marxista care to remember : an etomiam

which prescinds from forﬁal and final causality, at least as far c_nature

is concerned.

The present state of our universe, they say, ‘

is due to pure chance, to the "blind movement of matter”. They will
not even admit the use of the term "evolution”, both because this is
opposed to their doctrine of violent change and because it already
implies a certain direction on the part of matter. Nature develoés
through violent destruction of previous forms, through jumps, without
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direoction of any kind,

It is true that, in constructing things, the
form of the work come from us, The work of art is well known to us
beéause it was born from our own understanding, The differences of
houses come from us. But the differences in mture do not come from
us. Just as to understand what & hammer and a sickel are we must know
their éurpose, we must know why they are "this way", so, in order to
anow natural things in the mamner in which we know the works of human
art, we fmuat know their purpose; Othar'ias we are like savages who,

visiting a workshop, see all that is there without really seeing it.

In natural science we attempt to reduce the
material manifold by the search for uniformity, recurrence, regularity;
we attempt to unify the laws by means of simple hypothesis, etc. We
try as much as possible to see the many as instances of the same. This
does not mean that the aim of science is to do sway with all formal
dii‘f"erencea. However, atomism, or that part of it which history has
emancipated, seems to hold that differences are accounted for only
when we have somehow suppressed them. They would not deny that there
are differences, nor that they should be brought about., But they would
deny the differences as having absoclute primacy over the stuff of things.
They would deny that material differences are for the sake of form. (64)

Formal differences are congidered as obstacles to. thorough understanding.

How there is seome truth in this positiom.




Nothlng is knowsble except through ite form, But what is most know~
able in itself is least known to us., What we know first and best is
confused univaraal]iity. Cur mind is at home only in twilight reality,

as Aristotle smid. (65) Our intellect can operate only in the face of
beings comprising a certain amount of objective obscurity. Potentiality
is responsibls for objective obscurity., Because of their greater know-
ability 1_,n__§3, formal differences are less known to us. But to reduce
the formal differences to what is most knowable to us is to reduce the
very nature of the universe. This would mean that man is explaimd"
when prescinding from his formal difference, rationality, we consider

him merely a3 an animal,

Wo agree thet formal differences are less know-
able to us. In this sense they are relatively irrational. There is,
then, a heterogeneity which is an obstmole to knowledge. But the A
solution to this difficulty must not consist in reducing the .atatua of
the object, but rather in lifting the status of the knower.

The exasct extent to which the following coﬁsid—
eration would apply to Democritus is uncertain, but it does apply to
thé ;na.rxist understanding of him. How can we overcome natural ha'&arogen-
eity without accepting it in its absolute priority and int'eliigiﬁility ?
ﬁaw can form became subservient to matter ? 1t is because the merxists

make such a greit case for the "materialism”™ of the Greek atomists that

we must examine it carefully.
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Tﬁere are two fundsmental types of heterogen-
eity s+ that of incongruous assemblage, such as a junk-pile where a
variety of objects just happens to be together, and that of an orderly,
reasonsble ensemble. The first is purely materiml, the ensemble has
come about without any purpose except keeping certain objects together
+in no matter what fashion. Chance may acoount for such e kind of order,
Chance is an irrational c:a.usev(Tfa’:‘p"L Moyov )+ If the effect of chance
serves a purpose, the purpose was not intended by the cause that is

chance, Thus chance is an irrational cause in natural things, Jjust as

fortuns is en irrational cause in human actions. i

Unreason, then, can acoount for a certain tyoe
of heterogeneity. Can it account for hoth kinds of heterogeneity ?
Chanos is an aécidental, indeterminate cause in those things which
happen for the most part by nature. Hence, there is finality in
chance, but the end in question is not an end intended. It Just happens

to coincide with an intention, an intention of achievement or of avoidance.

Hence, a formal heterogeneity may be brought about by chance. But, and
this is essential, this heterogeneity must still be defined through
nature, ju.rl: as chance itself supposes nature and action for an end.
Without reference to finality aé‘ieve& by intention, chence is meaning-

less even as chance.

Chance is an irratiocmal cause. 4n irrational
cause may be the cause of a rational end. But if all causes were irratio-




.nal, no end would be rational., Now, if homogeneous slements were to
sccount aufficie\ntly for the heterogeneity of the universe, it could
only be the product of change. Better, it could not even be the product
of chance, since chance has no meaning ocutside of rational finelity, '

Let us suppose for ome moment, merely for the
sake of argument, that all things do come about by chance, It would
follow that there never could be but the appearance of r;tion;lity,
the appearance of form. Reason itsslf would be but an appearance, And
reason would be most reasonable when it leads everything back to un-
reason. The complete rationalisation o.f the univerae wuld consist in
making it funda.mn‘bally irrational, Reason itself would be the product

of unreeson, of irrationality,

We have concegded tﬁat there is a respect in
which that which is most intelligible in itself is most irrational to
us, But the cause of this irrationality is in us. In this connectioxi
we must agaein distinguish two types of heterogeneity. One which is on |
the part of the thinga lmown and which comes from their difference of
form; the. other which‘ié on the part of our intellect in the very meens
by which ie know di.f’ferant netures, For each nature distinctly known,
we have a dzatinct in'belligxble species. Thus the intelligible species
by which we lnow circle ig distinct from the species by which we know
polygon. The heterogeneity of things can be known by us only through
heterogeneous species. This last heterogeneity has ita proper ocasuse in




the very imperfection of our intellect. Perfect knowledge would
attain the diff'erences of things through one single means of know-
ing., (66) The heterogeneity of intelligible species has its cause in
the imperfection of our intellectuality; it is, in this sense, a

consequence of irrationality,

To what extent the Atomists identify these
two is not clear --- there is evidence for and against the identificat-
ion. But it is clear the Merxist philosophers do identify them, since
th;?y say that every form in nature comes about through the blind mov-
emsnt of matter, even the highest form of all, the human intellect.

We have only ons fragment of the writing of
Leucippus, the founder of the school of Atomism. It is this :
"Nothing comes into being by chance, but all according to reason." (67)
This fragment seems to do away entirely with chance, yet other writers,
in speaking of Leucippus and Democritus said that the Atoms come
together and separate through chance. The solution seems to be contain-

ed in Aristotlds reference to the Atomists.

' There are some, too, who ascribe this heavenly
sphere and all the world to chance. They say that the vortex
arose spontaneocusly, i.e, the motion that separated and erranged
in its present order all that exists. This statement might well
cause surprise. For they are asserting that chance is not respong-
ible for the existence or gemeration of animals and plants, nature
or mind or samething of the kind being the cause of them (for it
is not any chance thing that comes from a given seed but an olive
from one kind and a man from another); and yet at the same time
they assert that the heavenly sphere and the divinest of visible
things arose by chance, having no such cause as is assigned to

()|




animals and plants. Yet if this is 80, it is a faoct which

deserves to be dwelt upon, and samsthing might well have been

said about it. For besides the other absurdities of the statement,
. it is the more absurd that people should make it when they see

nothing coming to be by chance in the heavens, but much happen~-

ing by chance smong the things which as they say are not due to

chance; whereas we should have expected exactly the opposite. (68)

Is éhu.nco the firat cause of the universe
according to the Atomists ? As far as the individual natures in the
cosmos ars concerned, they uj that these ars the work of a Mind or
.Rea.son. But the heavenly bodies, which for the Greeks were ﬁwriw
to the mobile things of the phenmnéna.l world, and were, in faét, cons=-
idered the proximete cause of the phencmenal world, these were due to
chance. But, as Aristotle points out, the phancmenel world should
ra.ih_er have been thought the work of chance rather than the heavens,
because of the irregularity often found in natux;é. To the ancients the

heavens appeared to have absolute determination in their movement.

Aristotle says that chance camnot be a cause
brior -to intelligence, because chance is an accidental cause. If we
do admit, he says, that the heavens did ocames about .through chance, then

we must posit prior to this a DOr_%e ocmuse which acts according to -

intellect.

Fortune and chance are causes .of effects which,
though they might result from intelligence or nature, have in fact
been caused by something incidentally. Now since nothing which
is incidental is prior to what is per se, it is clear that no
incidental cause can be prior to a cause per se. Fortune and
chance, therefors, are posterior to intelligence and nsture. Hence,
however true it may be that the heavens are due to spontaneity, it




will still be true that intelligence and nature will be prior

causes of this All and of many thing in it besides,
(69) Aris. FPhy. II, o, 6, 198a 6.

—

Whether the Atomists thought there was an
Intelligence prior to the motion of the Vortex in which the heavens
cmﬁa about fhrough chence, we do not know, If they thought that
cha.nce'm absolutely the first cause, and Hiz_zd itself comes qbout
only through the various combinations of Atoms, falling together by
chance, then they would be very close to the Marxist doctrine.

Like Parmenides and Heraclitus the Atomists

recognize a world of fixed Being and a world of changing phencmena.
Arsd Wisdom consists in the kmowledge of the former, while our opinions
about the latter are often mistaken. Democritus and Leucippus also
compare the permenent Being of the moat perfect Atams to the Fire of

Heraclitus and to the Sphere of Parmenides.

Same say that what originates movement is
both pre-eminently and primarily soul; believing that what is
not itself moved cannot originate movement in another, they
arrived at the view that soul belongs to the class of things in
movement, This is what led Demooritus to say that soul is a
sort of fire or hot substance; his Yforms® op atams are infinite
in number; those which are spherical he calls fire and soul, and
campares them to the motes in the air which we see in the shafts
of light coming through windows; (70)

Leucippus and Demooritus assume that bastard
knowledge belong to all these things, sight, hearing, smell,
taste, touch; but legitimate knowledge is separated from this...(71)

Sextus Empiricus ; VIII, 6, 71
. Plato and Democoritus both supposed that only
the objects of thought really existed : Demooritus believed because O

)




~there was no sensible substance underlying nature, since the
Indivisibles which formed all things by their combinations had
a nature devoid of all sensible quality;

Healthful R,ason, which is the Sun of the
Psyche, can alons, when it has risen within the dpeth of the <.
Mind, illuminate the eye of the Payche i1 when Democritus quite
rightly says that 'a few men, who possess Reason, stretch out
their hends towards that which we Greels now call Air and
address it as Zeus; for Zeus knows all things, gives and takes
away all things, end is King of all things. (72?

So once again we have the doctrine of the

immutable One and the changing many. And corresponding to the One we
have wisdom while the knowledge of the world of becoming is the object

. X .
of the senses.




Anaxagoras t

Two principlesv gc'mrn the philosophy of
Anaxagoras : the infinitely small and the Nous. It ia true that
Merxigts haxlre not claimed an essential continuity with the philosophy
of Anaxagoras, yet there is a certain similarity.betwaen thess two
doctrines that future Marxists might try to exploit. It is the simil-
arity on the point of the infinitely amall, or, the principle : Quodlibet
ex quolibet, Now the Marxists, who hold that all reality has as its

basis matter, might conceive of this latter as a mere olarification of
Angﬁ;agora.a" teaching, And secondly, there is another similarity in
that the Marxists, too, speak of the infinitely small when they propose
certain arguments for dialectical comtradiction from the field of
methematics. We shall what the infinitely amall of Anexagoras is, so
that we may later compere it with the Marxist notion.

How does Anaxagoras arrive at his infinitely

amall ? Aristotle's probable explanation follows :

The theory of Anaxagoras that the principles are infinite in
multitude was probably due to his acceptance of the common
opinion of the physicists that nothing comes into being from

- Hon-Being, For this is the reason Why they use the phrase '

= / al1 things were together' and the coming into being of such and
such e kind of thing is reduced to change of quality, while
some spoke of combination and soeparation. Moreover, the fact
that the contraries proceed from each other lead them to the
conclusion. The one, they reasoned, must have already existed
in the other; for since everything that comes into being mst
arige either from what is or from what is not, and it is imposs-
ible for it to arise from what is not (on this point all the
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physicists agree), they thought that the truth of the alter-
native necessarily followed, namely that things come into being
out of exietent things, i.e. out of things already present, but
imperceptible to our senses because of the amallness of their
"bulk. 8o they assert that everthing has been mixed in every-
thing, because they saw everything ariging out of everything.

i But things, as they say, appear different from ons another and
recelve different names according to the.nmature of the particles

_ which are numerically predominant among the innumerable constit- <

& uens of the mixture, For nothing, thay say, is purely and T
entirely white or black or sweet, bons or flesh, but the nature
of a thing is held to be that of which it contains the most. (73)

(Aristot, Physioc. I, 0. 4 187 a 26=-b6.

The principle regarding the infinitely small

" is expressed in Latin either as : Quodlibet ex quolibet; or as :
Quodlibet in quolibet. They both fundamentally mean the same:. There

are portions of everything present in every other thing; and every-
ig
thing that comss to be now has already existed in sct in some other

combination.

» However small any portion is, it will alwaya
continue to contain portions of everything else. Thﬁa the infinitely
small means that none of the elements that enter into the composition
of the material univarae_ caﬁ be qxhuustadﬁ nor can any element svery /
be completely erara.ted from the rest of the physical world. Conse=-
qizently, there is never a greatest or smile{at' portion of that which

makes up the cosmos. (74) .

We can consider the infinitely small of
Anaxagoras to be somewhat like matter in the doctrine of Aristotle.
For 1t is the infinitely small that enters into all ~compositions
n




in nature. If we were to judge the nature of the iﬁi‘ini'bely small
only from this angle, however, we should have to say that it differs
essen‘bimy from the matter of Aristotle, since the infinitely small
according to Anaxagoras is always in act. Nothing, acoording to him,
comes to be except from what is already in act. And in the Aristot-
elian doctrine matter is not act, but potensy. If we oconclude from
what 18 implicitly contained in Anaxagoras, however, we can say that
he already approached the Aristotelean nogtion of matter and potency.
Since the infinitely small is divisible, this means that already
potency -—- potency to division === is accepted. And secondly, this
is called infinite diviaibility, whioch is comparable to the infinite
cepacity of matter for corporeal forms. Matter is capable of receiv-
ing an 1nf511‘be variety of matural forms, even though they cannot be
received simmltaneously.

Anaxagoras makes the infinitely small divise
ible ad infinitum, in order that his principle, Quodlibet ex quolibet,
might be saved. If anything comes from anything else, if any nature
conta.iﬁa within itself portions of every other nature, then there must

be divisibility ad infinitum, other-wise & condition would be reached
by simple division where certain natures or elements would have

separate existence.

The following are the fragments on the infinit-

ely amall :




Fragment no. 1l: All things were together, infinits both in
number and in smallness; because the small waa infinite.

And when all things were together, nothing could be seen,
because of the smallness of everything; for Air and Aither

held all things strongly, being both of them infinite; for among
all things taken together Air and Aither are the greatest both
in quantity and in magnitude.

no., 3: For there 1s no smallest of that which is small, but
there is always a smaller; for Being oannot be non~Being. And
there is always a greater of that which is great. And the
quantity of the great is equal to the quantity of the small;
and each thing by itself is both great and small.

no. 4: Since these things are so, we must think that there are
many things of every sort in all the universes that are Being
combined and that there are in them seeds of all things, and
that these seeds have every sort of form and color and sensible
quality. And human beings are put togethar, and all other:
enimals, as many as have Psyche (1ife)...Before the separation
took place, when all things were together, theres was not even
any color to be seen, for the mixture of all things prevented
the mixture of moist and drgy, of hot and cold, of bright and
dark, and ol much earth that was in it, and of a quantity of
infinite seeds that were in no way like each other. Since
.these things are so, we must think that all things are present
in the sum of Being. '

no. 5: And after these things have been thus separated, we must
Imow that the sum of all things is neither smaller nor greater,
for it is impossible that thers should be more than the sum of
all things; but the sum of Being is always squal.

no. 6: And since the portioms of the great and of -the small are
equal in quantity, but for this reason also all things must be in
everything; for all things cannot be apart, for all things have
a part of everything. Since the abaclutely smallest thing cannot
exist, it could not be separated, nor could it come into being by
itself; but it was in the beginning so even now all things are
together. Many things are present in all things, and they are
equal in quantity, both in the greater and in the amaller of
those things that are separated off.

no. 8: The ‘Ehings that are in ons universe are not separated
from each other, nor are they cut off by an axe, neither hot from

cold nor cold from hot. .

no. 1l: in everything there is a portion of everything, except
Mind, and in some things Mind also is present.
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no. 17 ¢ The Greeks do not have the correct notion about D
becaming and perishing; for nothing comes into being or perishes, .~
but there is only mixture and separation cut of things that

exist, And thus they might rightly call becaming a mixture,

and perishing a sepsration. (75)

It shouid be noted that no given element can
have wholly separated existence from other elemsnts. There can be,
for Anaxagoras, no such thing as pure water, for onmplé. We have
X P—alo in things but an approximstion to the state of separation. On
the other hand, the universe as distinct from the Nous, has in it
merely the stuff of things. The matter necessary to maks them is
there, but there is no reason intrinsic to this stuff, which would be
the cause of the orderliness, the combinations, the soparations that
are presented to our senses. Since the elements can have no separated
being, and since there is no particular reason why one or the other
should have a predominence accounting for the order in the universe,
the predominance approaching the state of ueparé.tion is brought about

by the Nous who has separate existence, who exists apart from things.

The following are the fragments on the Nous :

Frag. no 12 1 Other things have a.portion of everything; but Mind
is infinite and has sovereign power and is mixed with nothing, but
is alone, itself by itself. For if it were not by itself, but

were mixed with anything else, it would have a part of all things,
if it were mixed with anything; for there is e part of everything
in everything, as I have said in what goes before; and the things
that would be mixed with Mind would hinder its action, so that it
could not be supreme over anything in the same way that it is now
when it is alone and By itself. For Mind is the most subtle of all
things And the purest, and it possesses all lmowledge about every-
thing and has the greatest strength. 4nd as many things as have -

)
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Payche, both smaller and greater things, all heve Mind from their
-supreme Ruler. And Mind was supreme over the whole revolution,

80 that the revolution took place in the beginning, And the’
movement of revolution began with that whioh was amall, and it
£~ revolves over a greater spalce, and it will revolve over still.
more space. And Mind knew all the things that were mingled and
separated and distinguished. And all the sorts of things that
were to be and that were, including all those that do not now
exist, and all the sorts that do now exist, all those Mind
~ arranged into a universe, and it also arranged this movement of
<~ revolution in which the stars now oevolve and the sun and the
moon and the Air and The Aither, that are separated..,but
nothing is wholly separated or distinguished from anything else
except Mind.,

0o, 15 : And when Mind began to set things in motion, it was

separated fram all that was moved, and everything that Mind set

in motlon was rendered wholly distinct; and as things were set

in motion and rendered distinot, the movement of revelution

caused their distinotness to become much greater. (76)

The method of limits gives us a deeper in-

sight into the philosophy of Ansxagores, becsuse it permits us to see
more acourately the function of each of the principles : the infinitely

small and the Nous,

According to our method of limits we may first
of all consider the infin-i-tely amall as a variable. By this we mean
that in évery portion of everything, no matter how much it is divided,
no mtfer into what degree the element is separated from the other
elmﬁts‘, thsre‘ can never be an ultimate seps.rafion of one element
from all the others or from any single one of the others. There
elways has been and there will alwmays be all elements in every individe
ual portion. This is a variability, which is variable ad infinitum,

Now the variahili‘by comes about because of




the diviaibi]_.ity of the individual elements, There can be a greater )
or a lesser amount of an element in a combination. 4And this is how ,
the Nous brings about the various combinations that eppear to the

senses, For example, it would use a great amount of one element and

. smaller amounts of other elements, and consequently the name that

4

would be applied would correspond to the nature of the element that

oxists there in greatest abundance.

Finally, the ideal limit (and it is necess~-
arily an ideal) is the absolute separation of one element from the
others, so that it would have a separate existence. If that limit
could be reached any change would be impossible after that, for it is

absolute, homogeneous and separated from all other elements that could

change it.

Thus the phenomenal world consists of the
verious combinations that the infinite variety of elemesnts can assume
under the direction of the Nous. This world is not stable 3 it is not
homogeneocus; it is not %he absolute Being that would exist, if the
Nous could so divide the Quodlibet in quolibet so that a smallest o~

division would finally be reached, or so that by combining all the
elements of one kind & maximm would be reached that would consist only
of one kind --~ homogeneity absolutely speaking, Only complete separation

could give one of the elements absolute Being,

The following diagram will illustrate the
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phenomenal world end the unchanging world of sbsolute Being,
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The phenomenal world, which is bound up

essentially with the Quodlibet in quolibet cannot have the stability
that would be reached at the ideal limit, where the element would
attain absolute and distinoct existence. The a.‘ttempt to reach such
a being cannot be realized, and consequently as long as we rex_min in
a universe where we consider elsments as the principles of being, we
can never have being in the complete semse. The cnly Being that oan
be c&mpletely separated from the material uxﬂ.veru is Nous. If per
impossible one element could be entirely separated from the rest of
the phenomenal world, that ia from the other elements, this being
would necessarily have to be identified with the Nous, which is a

spiritusl being. Such is evidently a contradiction.

Anaxagoras called upon the Nous, as we have said, to

explain the world of becoming., XNow he confused the general problem of




Becoming with the problem of Finality and Order in the universe. )
Because he did not explain Becoming through the intrinsic causes as
Aristofle did, he had to have recourse to an extrinsic cause to
explain it, That is why Aristotle finds fault with him, It is not

" because he introduced the supreme Nous, but because he introduced the
Nou; as & doux ex machina to explain becoaming that should have been

explained according to netural principles. And whenever Finality is
required to explain somsthing in Nature, then he has recourse to

causes other than the Nous === thus not sufficiently stressing Nous.

For Anaxsgoras uses reason as a deux ex machina for the making
of the world, and when he is at a loas to tell from what cause
samething necessarily is, then he drags reason in, but in all
other cases ascribes events to anything rather than 1(:0 x)'ee.son.
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And Plato criticises Anexagoras for the same confusion :

Then I heard somecne read out of a book which was, he said,
. by Anaxagoras that 'Mind forms the universe and is the Cause
of all things', and I was delighted with this Cause, and I “
decided that Mind must really be in the game sense the cause ;
of all things, If this is so, I thought, the Mind that is the i

- source of universal Order must arrange each partioular thing ,
in the best possible way..,.and I rejoiced to think that I hed
found in Anaxagoras a man who would teach me about such a cause... ,
I would not have sold my expectations even at a great price, ,
but seized his books enthusiastically end resd as fast as I -
could, in order to know at once the truth about what is better 1
and what is worse. Farewell to my marvellous hopes. 4s I 3
went on reading, I heheld a man who made nc use whatever of
Mind, who ascribed to it no role in the production of the
cosmic order, but who on the contrary ascribed sll causal
action to Airs, and Aithers and Waters, and many other strange
things. (78)

L
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General conclusion of Anaxagoras :

The continuity of Anaxagoras doctrine with
that of the other ancient Gresks seems to us to be beyond serious
- doubts The doctrine of the One, of the world of change, of Wisdom
reta,,ins the same essential characteristics in all the ancient Gresk
"materialists"; We do, however, have a certain progression, a certain
perfecting of conception of the nature of the One supreme Being.
Aristotle did not start without & long tradition behind him, when he
gave the world his teaching on the nature of the Immaterial God that
rules .the world, nor was he without the beginnings of the doctrine of
natter and form when he proposed the hylemorphic conception of the
natural beings. The Greek materialists had conceived the notion of a
God who is immutable, sternal, necessary, the source of all th.ings,
and apart from the world of change, at least in his own nature. And
in coﬁtrasting the world of Being with the world of change, they
cbmpa;ed God to Fire to Air, things which are p&e and light, while
in contrast with this the Meny putiéipates also in non~Being which
is compared to earth and water, which are elements heavy, cold, and
impure. Already, then, there is an approximation to the immateriality

of the God of Plato and Aristotle.

General conclusion of historical part

We do not find in the ancient Greeks anything
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more than an accidental likeness with Marxism, We do not see upon /)
what grounds Marxists can claim a continuity with Heraclitus, with |
Demoérifua, with Empedocles, or with any of the other early philosophers
that we have considered, The fundamental difference, we believe, lies
“in tizis, that Merxists deny finality in nature, while the ancients,
/' while not teaching it as clearly in Aristotle, at least advanced

towards the dootrine of finality that was to be found later in Aristotle.
Closely allied to the doctrine of finality is the teaching on the One
Being who is separated from the phenomenal universe, which is, in

fact, the Logos or Ratio that direots all things in the universe. The
Marxists who refuse to admit any intelligence directing the universe,

but rho want to explain all movement through the intrinsic conflict of
blind matter, cannot have a continmuity with a philosophy which teaches

the necessity of a Logos.

We certainly admit that the ancient Greeks did
not clearly express the idea of spiritual substance --- and because of
this the Marxists want to make them materialists in the same sense in
which they themselves are materialiats. In order to express the diff-
erence between the Marxists and the ancients on this point, we can
consider the development of the idea of God, of spiritual substance o —
be like the formation of a vese in the hands of the potter. The vase

takes time to form. The advance in the knowledge of the Spiritual, with
all the imperfection and crudeness of form through its period of being

molded, is really the beginnings of the philosophy that was later to be 3
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8o highly developed by Aristotle. Now Marxism is the shattering of
the vage that has been formed. Marxism is positive materialism; it
18 not merely en imperfect expression of the truth. The shattered
parts of the vase still bear & certain resemblance with the original,
Just go does Marxism bear a certain resemblance with the philosophy
of the ancient Greeks. But what is essential is no longer there. The
pieces of a vase are not a vase. And all the attempts of Marxiat
philosophers to give rationality to the universe through their mater-
ialistic principles will be Jﬁst as tutiio as throwing the pieces of
vase into the air and expecting them to coms down to earth ready to
ﬁold flowers. The positive materialism of Marxism is definitely

distinct from the negative materialism of the ancients.

END OF HISTORICAL PART,
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PART II s Dialectios of Nature : )

CLASSICAL MATERIALISM :

Clessiocal materialism had an essential
wealmess, sacoording to the advocates of dia.lecticul_,_ materialism, for L
it remained bound to the static way of thinking that is characteristioc
of metaphysics. Because of thelr inability to think dialectically
classical materiaslists were impotent in the face of Hegelian dialectics

which better accounted for real becoming in the world. (79)

The classical materialists thought/{an Z

explanation of all phenomena mst be sought in the mechanical motions

of qualitatively identical and unchanging unita (atons, electrons, etc.
in our modern terminology). All qualitative differences among things
are due to the difference in the position of these units, end to the
difference in their simple mechanical motion, that is, movement in
space. Hence quality does not exist in actual reality but depends
entirely on our subjective perceptions. Objectively there exists only
the mechanicel motion of atoms and their quantitative relations. This

materialism denies the higher forms of motion and reduces all movement

to0 local motion.

Obviously such a reduction cannct be made.

9
)



This leaves the way open to the extrems of metaphysical thought,
namely the existence of a Being extrinsic to the universe upon whom

- motion in the universe depends. (80) Mechanical motion is not self-
explanatory; it is not self sufficient. Some force external to the
world must set in motion the gigantio mechanism that is the world.
Mechanical motion has not an intrinsic source of power. The world
according to this oconception would need someone to wind up the power

that 1s released in motion, like some giant clock in the hands of its

maker.

To be valid materialism nmnt. be self sufficient.
It must contain within itaelf an energiszing element that can account
for every change in Nature. Mechsnical motion, as we have seen must
itself be explained. The classical materialists did not all receive
the full heritage of mechenisi from Descartes, for, as Marx says,
"In his physics Descartes had imesfod matter with lolf-creative powér

_a.nd'ha.d conceived of mechanical motion as its vital act." Descartes

had not, of course, developed the notion of matter *% sufficient prod=- -
uction cause of all things for that was to éom only with the dialect-

ical materialists, through the use of Hegellan dialectics.

ltllecl;.anical materialism m uﬁble to comprehend
the universe as a process, as matter developing in a historical process.
As Engels explains (81), this was in accordance with the level of the
) netural sciences at that time. It was held that motion turned eternally




in a cirocle and never progreased; it produced the same results over o
and over again, The dialectical view of nature, according to which
matter itself was in a continual state of productive development

through intrinsic conflict, had not yet been conceived.

It was &t this time that the classical German
philosophy, which was to have ita culmination in Hegel, was born. Its
great merit was a dynamic view of reality. L¢ went back to the early
Greek physicists and found, according to the Marxists, an explanation
in their dialectic of becoming through conflict even though the Greeks
held the solution only in a germinal astate. (82) Through observation
and reflection Hegel worked out a complete Dialectic that completely

rationalized all movement in Nature.

Marxist Dialectic

When they describe their dialectical method
Marx and Engels refer to Hegel as the phllosopher who formulated the
main features of this Dialeoctic., Not that Marxist Dialectic and i
Hegelian are one and the same thing., But the self-determining, (83)
revolutionary principle is present in Hegelisnism, That is why Lenin
grew lyrical over what he found there. ‘Writing to Maxim Gorky he
said : "By gad, the philosopher Hegel was right --=- life does progress
by contradictions;- and living contradictions afe much richer, more

varied and pithier than the mind of man originally conceived." (84)




What remained to be done was "ths setting Dialectic back on its feat", .

By Dialectic Hegel mant the progress of thought
by means of con‘bradicfion, the process of development toward a supreme
and absolute. Spirit. He emphasized the fact thut this movement wes
self-motion resulting from an inherent impulss to development. But
4his Dialectic is idealistic in itas origin, in its movement and in the
end to which it moves. It is a logical dedustion begi:infn_@\y_h}g the é
notion Being had through negetive abstraction; ite progreuei;through <
categories that are deduced by the mind itself rather than by the
action of an object (even though Hegel insists he does not deduce the
ca:begoriﬁ but that they daduc'é themselves; its end is the Absolute

Spirit, a pure conception of logiec.

' Ludwig Feuerbach (1804-1872), one of the most
talentdd of the disciples of Hegel, exsmined his master's philosophy
ﬁ'om this point of view. Hs upset Hegel's basio proposition by

: maintaining that consciousness does not determine being, but being

" determines oonsciousnes“s. There not only exists a world which 1s
independent of thought, but it is that world which causes thought,
Not only that --- there was a time when there was being without
consciousness, for Mind is but &=twt a form of that objective reality., .
Hegelian philosophy, acecording to i?euerba.oh, is but another theology.

All theology, Feuerbach says in his Essence of Chrigtianity, was

created by man himself ~~- it is but & way of man's expressing what
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he is in himself. (85)

Nature exists independently of man, and it is
the foundation upon which human beings, themselvea the products of
nature, have grown up. Nothing exists outside nature and man, and the
higher beings our religious fantasies have created are only the

fantastic reflection of our own esaence. (86)

The idealists under the leadership of Hegel
tried to solve the antinomy between unity and multiplicity as irell as
tha'l; between being and thinking by reducing all to unity of thought,
For Hegel, Thought is Being, But, Feuerbach. pointed out, it is not
abstract Being which thinks, but it is real Being, namely, this person.
And so, contrary to what the idealists assert, material Being is the
subject, and thought is the attribute. And this is the only possible
solution to an apparent contradiction between matter and spirit., With
all .his impulsive logical deduction Hegel must admit that Nature exists
independently of the Thought that may be @Qg_ to rationalize the exist- , |
ence of such a Nature, but can never create it nor destroy it. Thus,
in attaining unity, Hegel suppressed the real and independent existence

of matter. (87)

Through this critique of Feuerbach, Engels

was able to write i

The unity of the world does not consist in its Being., The real
unity of the world consists in its materiality, and this is proved...




by a long and tedious development of phllosophy and netursl
soience.  (A.D. p. 54) But if the question is reised : what
then are thought end consciousness}. and whence they come}, it
' becames apparent that they are products of the human brain

and that man himself is a product of nature, which has been
:developed in and along with its enviromment; whence it is
iself-evident that the products of the human brain, being in the
last analysis also products of nature, do not caontradiot the
rest of nature but are in correspondence with it. (88)

Aocording to Hegel the dialectical movement
apparent in nature and history, which asserts itself through all zig=-

zag movements and temporary setbacks, is only a faint copy of the gelf-

movement of Ideas going on from eternity. This ideological conception
had to be done @8y With === rather had to be reversed, for the dialect-
ical movement of the mind was in reality only a reflection of the
dialectical motion of the real world. ‘

My dialectic method 1s not only different from the Hegelisn,
but is its direct opposite., To Hegel, the life-process of the
‘human brain, i.e., the process of thinking, which, under the
name of "the Idea", he even transforms into an independent
subject, is the demiurgos of the real world, and the real world
is only the external, phenomenal form of "the Idea"., With me,
on the contrary, the ideal ia nothing elae than the material
world reflected by the human mind, and translated into forms
of thought. (89) ' . - :

Marxist Dialectic is the general movement and
developmnt caused by the conflict of contradictions that take place
throughout the universe both in nature and in society, and which is
reflected in himan thought. Hegel's philosophy touched only an ideal

world; it is theorstical., Marxist philosophy puts it hands on the
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real world of Nature; it 1s essentially a practical philosophy. O
Dialectical materialism is an instrument for the study and trans- ‘

forma‘t;ion of everything that exists. It i.nvolvéa practical

revoluticnary action., (90)



Criticism of Feuerbach 1

It is often said thet Merxiam draws its
Dialectic from Hegel and its materialism from Feuerbach., Just as we
cannot say that the Dialectic of Hegel is identical with that of the
Merxists, neither ocan we say that the materialism of Feusrbach wes
inco;porated wifhout change. What fundamentally separates Marx from
Feuerbach is his historical approach and his concrete snalysis of those
factors of social 1lifs which appear in Feuerbach only as sbstractions. (91)
Thoughy Feuerbach was well acquainted with ths,l')ialec‘bical method and
used its principlés, he did not apply it suﬁ‘icieptiy in the case of
man., Feuerbach had simply repudiated Hegel, without trying to zee

what was vaelid in the Dialectic when applied to socisty,

Marx sew that in fighting the speculative
philoso'phy of Hegel, they could not ignore his method, for it was the
perfect instrument for their own materialistic philosophy. And the
value of the Dialectic was recognized' in the early period of the
development of Marxism, (92) |
- The Hegelian method was merely out of place ~=- it had to be "stood
upoﬁ its feet". so that it éouid see the world as the reality which it
is, rather than the distorted image it appeared to be in Hegelian logie,
where the "Dialectic was standing on its head". (93)

What distinguished Hegel's mode of thought from that of all
other philosophers was the enormcus historical sense upon

which it was based. Abstract and idealistic thought it was in
form, yet the development of his thoughts always proceeded in
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line with the develapment of world history and the latter was
really meant to be only the test of the former. If, thereby,
the real relation was inverted and put on its head, névertheless
its real content entered everywhere into the philosophy : all
the more so since Hegel, in contrast to his disciples, did not
parade ignorance, but was one of the finest intellects of ell
‘time, He was the first who attempted to show an evolution, end
inner ooherence in history; and while today much in his philosophy
of History may seem pecutlar to us, yet the grandeur of the basis
of his basic outlook is admirable even today, whether one makes
£  ocomparison with his precessors, or with anyone who, since his
time has taken the liberty of reflecting in general concerning
history....This epoch making conception of history was the direct
theoretical prerequisite for the new materialist outlook, and
thereby provided a comneoting point for the logical method. (94)

AN

The step Feuerbach did not takes, the dynamic

conception of man, Marx did take, as early as 1845 in The Holy Family.

For man lives not only in Nature but also in human society, and this

\
no less than nature has its history of development and its science.

bring-
It was question of Si.ng history into harmony with the materialistic
Feuerbach)’
foundation and of reconstructing it thereupon. Hg reanainad) bound to

the "metaphysical®, or abstract notion of man.

Like the French materialists, Feuerbach taught
that man was the product of circumstances and education, the product
of existence acting upon consciousness. Thus man was considered as a |
part of nature formed mechenically by the action and influence of Nature
around him. All his thoughts, his reactions were produots of Nature.
According to Feuerbach it seemed that man was purely a passive element,
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an obedient recipient of impulses supplied by Nature. "
{
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To this passivity Marx objected. Everything

l

|
|




- 112 «

that goes on within man, the cha.ngeg of man himself, are the effects
not only of the influence of nature upon man, but even more 8o of the
reaotion of man upon Nature. It is this thet constitutes the evolution
of .man.. Men reacted upon Nature and changed it, and in changing Nature
he c;hanged himself. (95)

Thus Marx introduced a revolutionary, active
element into Feuerbach's passive materialism. It is the work of
philosophy not only to explain the world, but to change it. Action
is superior to oontemplation, for'donte:nplation by itself is- sterile.

The principal defect of past mteriaiism (including that of
Feuerbach) is that the opposition, the reality, the matter itself
are considered under the form of object or intuition, and not as
an activity of man himself. As praxis and not as subjectivity.
. That is why the activity is developped abstractly by idealism,
'in opposition to materialism, for idealism does not know real,
sensible activity as such, Teuerbach wants to consider sensible
. objects as really distinet from thought; but he does not
consider human activity itamelf as an objective activity.
(Thesis I on Feuerbach, Marx)
Philosophers have only interpreted the world in different ways;
. what remains is tJ change it.
(Thesis XI on Feuerbach) (96)

The differences between the materialism of
Feuerbach and that of Marx lie more within the field of social philosophy,
than in the philosophy of nature, we shall not inaist too strongly
upon this difference, We can say that Marxism took its element of

materialism from Feuerbach, for it was he who inverted the order of the

Hegelian logic : he held that being determines thought, and not vice

e e T
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versa. With proper qualifications this is not comtrary to the /\D

principle of Marx, that "man determines nature", for Marx himseif
imliaﬁ on the priority of the object over the thought of the object;
and the human activity of which Marx says Feuirbaoh considered in an
abatr;ct way is truly an objective activity., In fact, Marx merely
went further than Feuerbach, and applied the fundamental principle of
materialism ta a fleld that Feuerbach's spirit of traditionelism would
not let him enter =-- the field of historical materialism. "Baclkwards
I agree with the materialists; but not forwarda", was his way of

stating his conservatism. (97)

The Dislectic of Nature : Xarl Marx's contribution i

- The Marxists considered the Dialectic of
Hegel!to be the one method that gave a most consistent explanation of
the development of matter. Every other formulation up to this had
been a non-sided, abstract view, lacking vitality; whereas matter in
its ;;al condition of existenge was & moving force that could not be
cap‘t::.zred in abstract ideas. Though they professed to be outright
materialists, the followers of the French classical school were
abortive ma.?:eria.liltn, for they recognized matter only as a materisl
cause. Matter is, however, completely sufficient to explain all becoming
in the world, and so it possesses an intrinsic dynamism that makes it

independent of all other motive forces. Substitute matter for the Being
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of Hegel and you have ‘the perfect formmlation of dynamic materialism,

Though all the Marxists hold to the principle
that matter is the only reality in the universe =-- that so-called
"spirit", or mind is but matter in its highest state of development ---
nevertheless there is a qualitative dii‘ference between matter in its
coﬁéious state and matter in its condition of Nature apart from man.
Can the Dialeotic apply indifferently to these different states of
matter ? or does Dialectic apply in its strict sense only to man and

human society, and metaphorically to the rest of Nature ?

Sidney Hook raises the ob:jection --- and it ias
a valid one -=- firstly, that a Dialectic of Nature is impossible, and
secondly then Karl Marx himself never taught a Dialectic of Nature, bdut
only a Dialectic of Society, or of Man., The first part of this objection,
- Which we also shall make, is considered in the analysis, in the latter
pe.rt' of this disseftation, of the Dialectic of Nature. Whether Marx
himself held that Dialectic can be applied to Nature apart from man is

by no means clear. There is evidence for and against this position.

In support of the opinion of the Marxists in
general, that Kerl Marx really did teach the application of Dialectical
prineiples to non~conscious matter, we have the fact that in all their
writing and in all their work, Engels and Marx were always in closest
commmnication. And Engels certainly taught a Dimlectic of Nature, as




withnessed by the Anti-Dihring, the Ludwig Feuerbach, and the book

bearing the very name, Dialectics of Nature. Each of them not only

read the other's manuscripts, but collaborated by meaus of suggestions
and oriticism in the very writing; There could hardly have been two
men more olosé to each other, two men who understood each other as
‘well as Marx and Engels --= the frequent visits and the enormous
correspondence that passed between them, the mutual reliancg__gne om £
the other, make it almost impossible to believe that Marx disagreed
with Engel on the question of Dialectica of Nature, For Marx was no
man to let personal feeling keep him from oritiging a part of the
theory upon which the workers revolution was to be built, if that

theory was recognized as false and potentially injurious to the

cause,.

Another bit of evidence in support of this

d opinion, is the unity of the Marxist doctrine. If Marxist materialism
is a complete world outlook different from materialistic outlooks up
to their time, then ths Dialectic must run through its doctrine of
Nature as well as through their teaching on society and history. Other=-
wise their philoﬁophy of nature would not differ from that of the French
materialistic school ==~ it is the dynamism of matter in the Marxist
theory that sets it apart from the classical notion of matter, and this
dynamism is nothing other than the Dialectic of Nature. Matter, accord-
ing to a fundamental principle of Marxism, is in & constant development, ’;
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and man is but the highest state of this development. When Marx
commended Descartes for speaking of matter as having & vital principle
/ . . Co

,-}y‘ithin itself, ("had invested matter with self-creative power and had
/

_conceived of mechanical motion as its vital act" ) (98), he was evidently

speaking of non~conscious matber,

In the writings of Marx there is evidence
that he held the validity of the Dialectical laws when applisd to
unconscious Nature, The Anti-Dihring whose first part is an exposition

of the Dialectics of Nature is the joint work of Marx and Engels. .And

in several letters Marx says that there is at least a verification in
nature of the Hegelian laws of Dialectic.

During the past four weeks I have read all sorts of things,

Among others Darwin's work on Natural Selection. And though it

is written in the crude English style, this is thes book which
containg the basis in natural sciemce for our own view, (99)

Darwin's volume is very importanb and provides me with the basis
in natural science for class struggle in history. (100)

You will see from the conclusion of my third chapter that in the
taxt I regard the law Hegel discovered as holding good both in
history and in natural science. (101) .

In a footnote in ths Ludwig Feusrbach Engels

says of the part Marz had in the formation of dialecticel materialism :

Here I may be permitted to make a personal explanation. Lately
L repreated reference has been made to my share in this theory
(dialectical materialism), and so I can hardly avoid saying &
few words here to settle this partiocular point. I cannot deny
that both before and during my forty years' eollaboration with

<
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Merx I had a certain independent share in laying the formulations,
and more particularly in elaborating the theory. But the great
part of its leading besic principles, particularly in the realm
of economics and history, and above all, its finsl, clear formule
ation, belong to Marx, (102) .

d

In the Anti-Dihring Engels says 3

Une remarque en passant : la conception exposde dans ce livre
ayant, pour la part de beaucoup la plus grande, été fondée et
développée par X, et pour la moindre part asulement par moi,
il allait de soi que je nféorivisse pas cet exposé & son insu.
Jo lui ai lu pour le.deuxidme chapitre de la partie consacrée
& 1l'économie politique (sur 1'histoire critique) 11 fut éorit
par Marx : malheurousement je dus l'abréger un peu pour des
raisons extrinséques. C'§tait d'ailleurs de tout temps notre
habitude de nous aider mutuellement dans des domaines que nous
possédons spécialement. (103)

The last two quotations probably give usg as
accurate an indication as is possible to have on the problem. Marx and
Engels were each specialists in a certain part of dialectical materislism.
Herx concentrated on the economic and sociological and historical side,
while Engels took the side of non-conscious Nature. larx's writingn
are theoretical, it is true, but always have the practical aspect of
immediate reference to the clasg struggle. Engels busied himself with
mathematics and the experimental soiences, with the ideal of finding
in nature a verification of the Dialectical laws. Except for the few

references we have given, Marx never speaks of Dialectics of Nature.

We are inclined to agree, therefore, with Sidney
Hook when he says that Marx did not teach a 'Dialec'bio of Nature. (104)




The few references we have given are not aufficient to comastitute a
dootrine, et least, a formulation of the doctrine. Most probably
Marx was not especially Interested in it, for there were mors burning
questions, more suited to his ocapacity as a polemical writer and
economist, to take up his time. This part he left to his fr‘iend Engels.
That Marx persomnally held the same law of Dialeotioi:;pély both in  —=m
- Nature and in sooiety, we think there is suffioi\.ont evidence to assert,
but this doctrine is not held with that full conviction that comes from

having worked out and thought out the problem for himself =~~~ it was

more & belief based on the conviction of his collaborator.

Whatever be Marx's position, there can be no
doubt that Frederich Engels and all Marxists who follow him (Plekanov,
Lenin, Adoratsky, Stalin, as well as the leasser theorists) have taught
g and do teach a Dialectic of Nature. The dialectica.l movenmsnt of matter
through conflict is a fundamental tenet that gives a rational explanation
for their philosophy of man. For example: it rationalizes their doctrine
of violent revolution, their fight againat religion and their profession
of atheism; their struggle for supremacy :ln the technical sciences.
4 doctrine which makes matter the sole reali'by and gzives 1t an intrinsic
- principle of moement through conflict, lea.ds to these oonclusions of
Marxism., Marxists, in gemeral, look upon Historical materialism as

the application in a higher field of those basic principles that govern

all matter.
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The laws of dialectics

While in London in 1871 Engels started reading
scientific books and journals on a large acale (he had long ago formed
his interest along mathematical and scientific lines), with the intentiom
of writing a great book "to show that in nature the same dialectical
laws of movement are carried out in the confusion of itz countless
changes, as also govern the apparent contingency of eveuts in history."
Engels never completed this work. After Marx's deeth in 1883 he hed -

the gigantic tesk of editing and campleting Das Kapital, during which
time he also wrote Mudwigz Feuerbach and The Origin of the Family. The

Manuseript of the Dialectics of Nature comsisting of four bundles of
A

notes all in Engel's handwriting, save for a number of quotations from

the Greek philosophers in that of Marx, remained unedited until recently.
An English translation was made by Clemens Dutt in 1940, and this was
published by International Fublishers, New York, Most of the manuscript
seems 1o have been written between 1872 and 1882, and therefore the
science will have the limitetions of the science of that periocd. In
eddition to this book, the Anti-Duhring, part I, and the Ludwig Feuerbach,

are the best source books available for the Dialectic of Nature. The
Yorxists who followed added very little either to the doctrine or to
the examples of Engels, with Lenin making a few new applications' of the
dialectical laws to more modern science, It was lenin, however, who

really developed Marxist epistemology ==~ the Bmpirio-Criticism is a

\J




oomplets exposition of Marxist dootrine of kmowledge, After Lenin
little progress in any way whatsoever was made, though the applications
of the basic principles of Marxism have been veried to £it the needs

of the times.

Engels considered ths dialectical laws to be
applicable to every field of knowledge, applicable to the objects knowm
as well a.a_,,&the processes by which they are kmown. "The dialectic is
nothing more than the science of the general lews of motion and develop-
ment of nature, humexn society, and thought", The Dialectic iav a |
constitutive principle in everything, a pervasive ontologicel character

of everything that is or can be.

The laws of Dialectic, which in the philosophy
of Hegel had been used to construct a logical world, must be turned
right side up and applied to the real world, from which they had
originally been drawn, though Hegel himself was unsware of it. These
' lawe are valid because they have been drawn from the real world of
movement; they are not the subjecﬂive éonstruction of Hegel or of anyone
else, lﬁegel had drswn many examples of Dialectic from the world of
Nature, as well as from the science of mathematics and history, but he
reversed the right order when he said that the dialectical laws were
confirmed by thpse examples, instead of saying that these examples were
the sources according to which the laws were formulated. ‘Hegel'a mistake

lay in the fact that he considersd the universe only as a product of
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a definite stags of evolution in human thought, instead of being the
reality which measures thought. Once this perverted order is correcte
ed the dialectical laws that look so mysterious in the idealistic
philosophy "at once becoms simple and clear as noonday™. (105)

Xodern experimental science has contributed
to urge = new  dialectical view of nature. Until the end of the 18th
century or ea.'rly pert of the 19th, natural scientists could manage
pretty well with the old abatract view of nature, because science had
not progressed much beyond mechanios, High as the natural science of
this period stood above the experimental science of /the Greeks, it was
inferior to the general philosophicel view of the Greeks, who had
already looked at Nature as a dialeotical movement. (108) The science
of the eighteenth century, ‘which was the ocutgrowth of the mech_aniat:l.o
philosophy of Descartes, looked on the universe as a glant machine that
never varied in its motion, because all the parts of it were bound by
the immutable laws of mechanical motiom. This mathematical view of
the world did aid in the solution of many problems of physics, and it
was "satisfying" - because it gave the mind a feeling of certitude
and immutability that is characteristic of mathematical sciences. But
progress in the experimental sciences themeivoa showed that this was
a false view of the world, for the world was really Heraclitean in

character,

It was necessary to reburn to the point of view
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of the great founders of Greek philosophy, to the view that the whole
of nature, from the samallest element to the greatest, had its existence
in eternal coming into being and pessing sway, in ceaseless flux, in
unresting motion and change, (107) PFor the Greeks this was but a

brilliantintuition; for modern science it was the result of strict

scientific research.

Thanks to the three great discoveries (108) and the other immense
advances in natural science, we have now arrived at the point
where we can demonstrate as as whole the inter-connection between .,
the processes in nature not only in particular spheres but also
in the inter~comneotion of these partiocular spheres themselves,
and 80 can present in an sapproximately systematic form a
camprehensive view of the inter-connection in nature by means

of the facts provided by empirical natural soience itself. To
furnish this comprehensive view was formerly the task of so-
called natural philosophy. It could do this only by putting in
place of the real but as yst unknown inter-connection ideal and
imaginary ones, filling out the missing facts by figments of the
mind and bridging the actual gaps merely in imagination...Today,
when one needs to comprehend the results of natural scientific
investigation anly dialectically, that is, in the sense of their
omn inter-comnections in order to arrive at a "system of nature"
sufficient for owr time; when the dialectical character of this
inter-connection is forcing itself against their will even into
the metaphysically trained minds of the natural scientists,

today this natural philosophy is finally disposed of. (109)

When we study nature in its objectivity as a
real existing thing and not merely as an abstraction, when we mke an
introspection of our own character, when we consider history not in
its isolated units but as a wave motion, we are struck, says Engels,
by the infinity of actions and reactions that are found in each of
them --= everything is in a continual state of flux : of development,

of degeneration, of resurgence. The philosopher Heraclitus had already
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known this unstable nature of everything in the world, but his general
view did not permit us to grasp what wes taking place in the individual
partas thet make up the universe. Now it is the duty of particular
sciences to study these phenomens in detail., Up until the nineteenth
century the method of study consisted in cutting up the phemomens into
parts and then studying each part ~-- this was the method of abstract,
metaphysical thinking, Through this method of analysis the phenomenon
was clagsified according to certain forms that scorresponded to the
various divisions that had been mada.. This method had the disadvantage
of separating the being from its environment, as well as cutting off
the interaction of the parta of the being one on the other. Thus, the
abstractive knowledge of reality took the being outside its real condition
of existence, and thereby gave us a knowledge that was only partially
correct. FPhenomena that are essentially mobile caﬁ be correctly viewed

only in their candition of mobility.

This first mjthod of studying reality is called
"metaphysical™ or abstract, and the logic according to which it governs
it concepts is called "formal" logic. The second method of study is
"dialectical", and the logic according to which it governs its céncepta
is "Hegelian" or "concrete™ logic. Needless to say, the latter is
superior to the former, because it captures the being in its real,
concre'l:;e existence --- Nature exists diamlectically, not metaphyscially.

(110) So argues Engels :
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- Pour la dialectique...qui embrasse les choseas et leurs copies
dans l'intellect essentiellement dans leurs relations, leur
enchainement, leur mouvement, leur naissance et leur fin, des
phénoménes tels que ceux que nous avons déorits sont autant de
confirmations de la méthode expérimentale qui lui est propre.
La nature est la pierre d'essai de la dialectique, et il faut
dire que les sciences modernes de la nature ont fourni pour cet
essal des matériaux extrémement riches et dont la masse augmente
tous les Jjours, et qu ellu ont ainai prouvé qu'en derniére
instance la nature procede dialectiquemsnt et non métaphysique=-

ment. (111)

The basic laws of Nature are the same as the
dialectical laws formulated in the Hegelian logic. The formulation
varies among various Marxist writers, especislly in regard to the Law
of identity of opposites. And the order of the laws does not remain
constant, 8o that we put down as the first lew may be taken as the
second law, snd so on. We have followed what seems to us the logical

order, the order of precedence of these laws.

These are the th.!"ee laws : 1) The law of
identity of contradictories. Sometimes alternate phrasings are found,
such as ! Law of identity of opposites; law of unity of opposites; law
of unity of contradictories. 2) The law of negation of the negation.
Sometimes this is called the law of the transformation of contradict-
tons into each other. 3) The law of the transition of quantity into

quality,

Lew I : Identity of Opposites :

The fundamental presupposition of all the laws




of dialeoticas is the belief that contradiection is objectively present
in all things and processes., According to traditional usage contradicte
ion has been limited to propositions or ;jud@snts, and has not been
considered applicable to things and events, In arguing against Duhring
Fngels tries to show that this has been the limitation of philosophy

up to Hegel (making exception for the ancient Greeks who taught a
dialectic of Nature), and the superiority of modern philosophy is

precisely in meking the contradictions objective.

The lew of the identity of opposites is the
recognition of the contradictory, mutually exclusive, opposite tendencies
in all phenomena end processes of nature (as well as in society and in

kmowledge ). (112)

It is true that as iong as we consider things
in a state of rest, or in a condition of abstraction, we do not meet
with any intrinsic contradioction. We find in such a being certain
properties, some of which are common with other beings, and some of

which are peculier to this individual. Considered independently, none

of these properties is contradictory, for each of the properties is
considered in an abstract condition where the mind attributes only one
concept to each part. But it is entirely different if we consider the
thing in its actual state of existence, in its relationship to other
things and in the relationship of parts to each other. There we enter

into a field where contradiction is the 1=,
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The basis for this universal contradiction
in Nature is the condition of instability or movement that all things
in Nature 1s subject to. Movement itself is a contradiction, as the
simple movement of local motion shows : for local ﬁation is possible
oniy because a body is in a certain place and is not in that place,
(for it is in another place at the same time)(113) You cannot give
& definitive answer to the question : Is a body which is in movement

in this plade or is i1t not ? You must answer yes end no.

Motion according to the Marxists cannot be
expressed except by resorting to contradictory statements. This is
avideﬁce that motion itself is contradictory. The conclusion of Zeno
was that there could be no motion =—— the conclusion of Engels is that

there is motion, and it is contradiotory. (114)

\

Local motion is but one example of movement
in Nature. Thel;e are other kinds of movement. Now it is the nature
of matiter which is at the base of all these different kinds of movement--—-
local motiton, transmutation of emergy, degenerationm, #nd 80 on. All
these illustrations but bring out the fundamental character of matter.
Matter is self-comtradictory, and thersfore it is in constant motion.
Though these forms of mo_tion may have qualitative differences, they are '
all the same reality, matter, and therefore have ultimately the explan-
ation of their movement in that which they basically are., Thus in the

place of the idealistic "demiurgos" of Hegel, the Idea, we have &
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"demiurgos” (if we want to speak of one) intrinsic to matter and it

is this which 1s the driving force of all movement.

If a simple ohange like mechanical motion
elready evidences the presence of contradiction, how much more so does
a higher form of movement of matter, like orgenic life. Life is a
contradiction that continually resolves itself, and when the contradicte
ion ceases, 1life ceases,

Si déja le simple changement mécanique de lieu renferme en soi
une contradiction, cela est encore bien plus vrai des formes
supérieures de mouvement de la metiere, et, tout particuliére-
ment, de la vie organique et de som évolution. Nous avons vu
plus haut que la vie consiste avant tout en ceci qu'un 8tre
est & chaque instant le méme et cependant autre. Le vie est
donc également une contradiction "existant dans les choses et
les phénoménes eux-mémes”, uns oontradiction qui constamment se

pose et se résout; et des que la contradiction cesse, la vie
cesse eussi, la mort intervient. (115).

Engels conceives of the contradiction as really
a struggle, in the sense that there is a struggle between opposing
armies in a war, or as there is a struggle between the privileged and
underprivileged class. . This is not mere metaphor, for neither Marx
nor Engels were given to the use of metaphor 'when they were laying the
foundations for action. The fact that each part in this struggle has
not yet reached the condition of consciousness and tharoforgicl; _part A‘
enters the struggle blindly and of necessity, does not take away the

real element of conflict. Matter in its lower states just es in its
higher states is intrinsically contradictory, and sonsequently in constant




state of mobility. (116)

Matter movea in an oternﬂ cycle completing
its trajectory in a period so vast that in compa.ria.cn with it our
earthly year is as nothing, It moves in a cycle which has as the
crowning point of its condition of organic life, what is called "self-
conslciousness". Thus mind is but the highest sondition of the eternal
movement of matter. In this eternal cycle every partiocular form of the
existence of matter is verified —-- be it thé sun or & nsbula, a
partiocular animal or animal specieé, & chemical combination or decomp-

<~ osition ---, However long this oycle make take, and however many forms
it mé.y go through, we are certain that one thing will remein constant,

and that is the Nature of matter. (117)

Another example of contradiction in the

universe, and this runs through the whole universe, is the identification
’ of chance and necessity. It seems that there camnot be anything more

contradictory than these two, and it is the common sense judg@mnﬁ as

well as that of metaphysical thinkers, that these two mutually exclude

each other. In order to reduce all phenomena to necessity and thus

meke science possible, as they thought, the French meterialists reduced

all to absclute mechanical neceksity. Every effect, they taught, cen

be reduced to its proper causes. That a peapod contains only five peas

and that a dog{'s tall is five inches long and not a fraction of an inch

longer, that a particular clover flower is fertilized by a particular
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bee ars all facts that oan, acoording to the science based on

mechenistic materialism, be 'producsd only by en unchangeable conoaten-

ation of ceuses and effects,

This kind of necessity does not exist in the
universe, Engels asserts. ZThe resson there is only chance here, he
says, is that it is absolutely impossible to retrace the causes that

- have led up to such an effect.

There is no question of tracing the chain of causation in ay
of these cases; so we are just as wise in onme as in another,
the so-called necessity remains an empty phrase and with it
=== chance also remains what it was before. As long as we are
not able to show on what the number of peas in the pod depends,
it remains just a matter of chance, and the assertion that the
case was foreseen already in the primordial constitution of the
solar system does not get us a step further....A science which
sets itself the task of following beck the casus [8ic) of this
individual peapod in its causal concatenation would no longer be
golence but pure trifling; for this same poapod alond has in
addition innumerable other individual, accidental-seeming qualities:
shade of colour, thickness, herdness of the pod, size of the peas, ‘
_ not to speak of the individual pecularities revealed by the < ;
g microscope, The one peapod, therefore, would already provide 1
ol more causal connections for following up thanall the botanists b
e in the world could solve. (118)

Determination ’and chance are present simul-
taneously in the universe. Matter moves inexorably omward end upward
according to firm and fixed laws, yet there is in each particular
movement an element of chance, The very necessity which drives imtter
through its various forms is a blind necessity, for there is no such

thing as finality or purpose in Nature --- gince this latter would
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entall elther the existence of consciousness in all things in Nature,
or the exlstence of some Mind apart from the world directing the

mov'emeﬁt of the universe towards some end.

This was the poasition, also, of Democritus,
who taught that the movement of atoms, which resulted in diversity in
the phenomenal world, was due to the universal law of gravity which
affected the atoms according to their mass (making according to the
opinion of that time the heavy atoms fall faster, and the lighter atoms
more slowly). The various combinstions of atoms that resulted from
the vortex motion of atoms striking each other ig due to their haphazard

collisions with each other,

The laws of Nature are both objective and
absolute, and to this extent the whole univerze is subject to deter-
- mination. Yet the individual phenomens which come about through the
exercise of these laws can, as we have seen in a previous quotation
from Engels, be attributed to chancse, since it is utterly impossible to
trace all the causal lines of even the tiniest reality in Nature.

The general lews of motion ==~ both of the
external world and of human thought ~-- (are) two sets of laws
which are identical in substance but differ in their expression
in so far as the humen mind can apply them consciously, while
in nature and also up to new for the most part in human history,
these laws assert themselves unconsciously in the form of

external necessity in the midst of an endless series of seeming
‘accldents. (119)

When this same conflict between chence and
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determination is found in its highest state of development, we have
the identification of freedom and neceasity. Free will and necessity,
thougl’x;.' they as concepts are absolutely separate, are identified in
the concrete human being., Freedom of will is nothing more than kmow-
ledge of the necessity of Nature. Consequently the more & man knows
he is determined by necessity to do something, the more he cen be said
to be free. "For until we lknow a law of nature, which exists and acts
independently outside our mind, we are the slaves of "blind necessity".
But once we come to lmow this law, whioch acts (as Marx pointed out a
thousand times) independently of our will and our mind, we become the

lorda of nature". (86)

Hegel was the first to state correctly this relation between
freedom and necessity. To him, freedom is the appreciation of
necessity. 'Necessity is blind only in so far as it is not '
understood.' Freedom does not consist in the dream of indep- 1
endence of natural laws, but in the knowledge of these laws,
and in the possibility this gives of systematically making them
work, towards definite ends. This holds good in relation both ;
to the laws of external nature and to those whioh govern the 1
bodily and mental existence of men themselves ==~ two classes i
of lews which we can separate from each other at most only in
thought but not in reality. Freedom of the will therefore means
nothing but the capacity to make decisionswith real knowledge
of the subject. Therefore the freer a man's Judgment is in
relation to a definite question, with so much ths greater
necessity is the content of this judgment determined... Freedom
therefore consists in the control over ourselves and over
external nature which is founded on knowledge of natural
necessity. (120)

Modern Marxist theorists have added some
examples of the law of identity of opposites, examples that have been
brought to light through the progression of science. These include Q ‘;




examples from further progress in phyuics,!especially along the lines
of the nature of electricity, and the construotion of the atom. These
phenomena are definitely dialectical, they say. .And in physiology,
the old example of Engels, the dialectical character of the sexes, has
been explained more in detaill to give & rational basis to certain laws
of characteristics. froud.has shown that we can have no feeling of
love towards anyone without simml ecusly have a more or less supp-
ressed feeling ofvgftred for the same person, and vice versa, and so,

the Marxists find another verification of the universal law of identity

of opposites.

This identity, it was already pointed but,
does not'exist in abstract concepts, but in the concrete. Abatract
concepts are contradictory and always remain so, but these concepts
give us only an imperfect>knawledge of thse real, for the intellsctual
procees which abstract; these "ideas" is at the same time lepnrating
the real object into parts thet cannot be separated in the real., For
abstract concepts the Aristotelian logic is sufficient. When it is
- question of distinguishing these thoughts we can apply the rule : Yes
is yes ; and no is no. .This law is useful up to # certain degree,
aince'soience needs it for clagsification, and we need it in the
ordingry activitﬁs of daily life, where we baise our actions on relative
truth rather than on the truth of the object as it is in itself. (121)

Thus, a car is red though its color is fading, because that is the
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color it was when it was bought, and there is no point in describing
the sxaot ahader of color between red and brown that is now on the car.
Or we may say a person is not bald because he has more hair than an
uncle who has no hair on the top of his head. Just when to call him
bald or not bald is a practical question., OUbjectively thn @posites

are united, for a person who is going bald is both. (122)

But when we consider an object in movement we
can no longer apply the rules of Ari-tbtelian logio, for in a being in
movement contradictories are united. And the principle of the logic

now to be applied is ¢ Yes 1s no; and no is yes. Matter in movement

is a contradioction, and the truth of the fact can be expressed only
in a logic that admits the simmultaneous presence of contradictory

elementa.

Real matter and real movement ‘(consequen'bly)
are present only in Nature. It is the science of Nature, therefore,
that will primerily be interested in the laws of dialectics and in
the new logic that governs our thoughts of movement. But modern
mathematics, too, has seen the necessity of a dialectical viewpoint.
Mathematical objects as such do not, of course, exist in the world of
reality a8 mathematical. There all that ex:l.aﬁ is & real being
independent of our mind's oomceiving it or not. Mathematics is a
science that rests within the limits of our mind in so far as all the



camputations are concerned, and it has only a practical application

to the world of Nature. A kind of movement in mathematics is admitted
by the Marxists, together with all modern mathematicians, and to that
extent the dialectical laws have refsrence to thia science as well as
_to the science ;f Neture. Our primary interest is the bialectiqg“of
Nature, and, so, we shall 1imit ourselves to that consideration in the
text. In the a.ppendii we give a summary of the Marxist dootrine of

dialectics applied to mathematios. (123)

Consequences of the first lew :

The first law of matter, the law of opposites,
obviously has one important consequence: it established the autodynamic —
character of matter and dispenses with the need of an Cause external to <«
matter itself to account for the motion evident in the world. It Z
implication is that since matter possesses its aﬁn immanent principle
of activity, no Mover extrinsic to the universe is needed --~ a limitation
of claseical materialism. (124)

Throughout the universé, development proceeds not as the result
of any external cause (God), not because of any "purpose™
inherent in events, but because of the inherent contradictions.
that are contained in all things and in all phencmena. "Contra-
diotion is the root of all motion and of all life", Hegel wrote.
"It is only because a thing contains a contradiction within

itself, that is moves and acquires impulse and activity. This
is the process of all motion and all development. (125 )
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II Law of Dialectics i1 Negation of the Negation.

The sscond and third laws of Marxist Dialectic
are virtually contained in the first, since they are but determinations
of the movement that is set up in the first law through the conflict
of opposites. These last two laws define more speoifically the direct-

ion of the movement of matter.

The law of negation of negation affirms that
the negation, which started the movement éf matter through the conflict
that it caused, is itself negated in the synthesis. The synthesis is
something positive. It is a return to the original thesis that wes
negated by the presence in the one and same real being of the contradict=
ory of that which was first affirmed. For example, through the law of
negation of negation, life which would be negated by its contradictory,
deaﬁh, would return again in the synthesis, for death itself would be
negated in the movement. Thus, it could be generally stated that any
progress can come only by way of nag?.}:ion. This principle is at the
basis of Marxist dootrine of revolution =-- there camnot be real progress
except by overthrowing the existing condition. In the social order the
Com@niat does not want merely an improvement of an imperfect situation;
he wants the overthrow of the whole thing, for only in that way can any
thing permanent be gained. As Marx himself affirmed many times, he did
not want social legislation in Germany at a time when the communist
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party looked forward to the rise of their social system there, for
the reason that workers would become satisfied with their lot and
no longer desire revolution. The capitaliat state must be overthrown,

not merely corrected. (126)

Through the negation of the negation the
synthesis does not result only in a summation of the qualities of the
two contradictories. The positive character that was negated returns |
on a higher level. The original qualities are enhanced. Compromise,
which is but the union of the contradictory elsments is an obstacle to
the movemsnt of matter, for it does not allow for real progress. With-

out negation there is no progress, no development,

The first law, the unity of oppoaites,
represented the general relations of things from the point of view of

structure; the second law represents the relation of things as a process,

that is, dynamically, These two laws of nature permeate each othér;
they form a coherent whole ® the first gives a oross section of the
world, while the second gives a longitudinal section., The second law

is just as extensive as the first law, and therefors, applies to every-

thing that is found within the limits of the law of opposition,

Qu'est-ce donc que la négation de la négation * Une loi du
développement de la nature, de 1'histoire et de la pensée,
extrémement générale, et, pour cette raison méme, ayant 1'ex-
tension et la portée les plus grandes; loi qui, nous l'avons
vu, trouve son application dans le régne animel et végétal;

en géologiev)en mathématiques, en histoire, en philosophie, loi
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s laguelle ¥. Dlihring lui~mSme est bien obligé d'obéir & sa
maniére, sans le savoir, tout en se rebiffant rdoalcitrant. L
(127)

One example of the negation of the negation
is the increase realized through planting seeds. The seeds are put in
the ground under fuvorable conditions; they underdo & change in their
form (this is the negation), But the result of this is the birth of
plants in which the seeds are found once again in their original atate
(negation of the negation), but in great inorease. Another example in
the enimal kingdom is the bubterfly, It comes originally from an egg
(which is changed as an egg); after the butterfly grows to sexual
muturity, when the female la.jrs a great number of eggs. Thus there is
a‘return to the original, but with increage. Geology points out a
series of negations of negations as each suceeding formation destroys

the former to see it increased in the new, (128)

Neither the original negation, nor the negation
of this can taks place in a haphazard way, but must take place in each
_ instance according to the nature of fhe thing that is in movement. Some
negations result only in destructiom, and not in progress. Thsre must
not only be a negation, but also a 1ifting up (aufheben) through a
negation of the negation. The first must be such that the second
negation can take place. A grain of barley is not going to reproduce

if we destroy it by boiling it; nor is an insect going to reprcduce




