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Editorial Note

By International Initiative

We are happy to publish the first of five volumes of what the author
describes as his most important work. The publication of this book
occurs in a period when hopes for a peaceful resolution to the Kurdish
Question have been rekindled.

During the 10 years in which we have published Ocalan’s prison writings
in English, his publicly acknowledged position has changed considerably.
After his death sentence was handed down in 1999, few non-Kurds
believed that he would ever again play a significant role in Kurdish politics.
We firmly believed, however, as we stated in our founding document,
that Ocalan “is still regarded as the undisputed leader by a majority of the
Kurdish people,” and that “it seems reasonable to assume that the solution
of the Kurdish question in Turkey will be closely linked to his fate in the
future. Many Kurds see him as a safeguard for peace and democratization.”

After his imprisonment, Ocalan intensified his efforts to find a lasting
solution to the Kurdish issue, even in those years when the conflict did not
make headlines. His perseverance and willingness to search for creative
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solutions has brought him the deep respect even of his opponents, the
officials of the Turkish state that hold him captive. During those years, he

emerged as the uncontested leader of negotiations for the Kurdish side

in what is called the “solution process.” Now he is widely regarded as one
of the most important driving forces for peace and democratization in
Turkey and Kurdistan.

During these last months, there has been tangible movement in
the talks between Ocalan, the PKK, and the Turkish state. The Turkish
government is now closer than ever to entering into actual negotiations
with Ocalan and the PKK. While the whole process is still tenuous and
fragile, hope is again blossoming this spring.

Paradoxically, Ocalan, like the other prisoners on Imrali Island, is
still held in solitary confinement. Despite ongoing talks with different
government bodies, he has not been allowed to see his lawyers since June
2011. He is still not able to write or receive letters, or to make any phoné-
calls. The paradox of a negotiation leader in isolation is still not resolved,

The conditions of solitary confinement are harsh for a thinker like
Ocalan. At times, isolation meant that he did not even have pen or
paper, and that he was not allowed to have any books in the cell. These
limitations did not stop him from penning down his thoughts. Ocalan
authors his hand-written manuscripts in one go. Afterwards, he does not
have the opportunity to revise them or to look at the typed manuscripts.
Due to these conditions he is unable to cite his sources. Most of the

footnotes to this text have therefore been added by the editors and

translator. We have done so to the best of our knowledge, but may have
missed some allusions and implicit references. Some comments in the
text have also been moved to footnotes where deemed necessary. Most
of the difficulties in translating and editing were due to the fact it was
impossible to communicate with the author.

Despite these limitations, Ocalan’s writings have broad appeal and a
huge practical impact. His books reach a wide readership in Kurdistan
and elsewhere, and they inspire countless people to struggle for freedom
and a better society. Recently—and very visibly—the revolutionary

changes in Rojava and the resistance in Kobané have been spurred by
Ocalan’s concepts and ideas,
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Editorial Note

We are confident that the years ahead will see further progress on the
road to peace and freedom. In a worldwide signature campaign, activists
recently collected 10,328,623 signatures for “Freedom for Abdullah
Ocalan and the political prisoners in Turkey.” This demand is absolutely
necessary for the peace process. As Nelson Mandela famously stated
while he was in prison: “Only free men can negotiate. A prisoner cannot
enter into contracts” We are certain that the demand for Abdullah
Ocalan’s freedom will ring ever louder—until it is finally met, and he can

join his friends and comrades in the quest to build a truly democratic
civilization.

International Initiative
“Freedom for Abdullah Ocalan-Peace in Kurdistan”
Cologne, March 2015
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Preface

By David Graeber

Marx believed it was imagination that made us human: unlike bees,
architects first imagine the houses they would like to build, and only
then set about actually constructing them. In a sense, the great question
driving all revolutionary thought is simply this: if we can do this with
our houses, why can't we do it with the social order as a whole? Because
after all, how many of us, were we to simply imagine a society we would
like to live in, would come up with anything remotely like the ones
that currently exist? Yet almost every serious effort to proceed like the
architect, to simply imagine what a just society should be like, and then
set about creating it, seems to lead to frustration or disaster.

One might well argue that this is why we have social theory. The very
idea of a social science is born from the ruins of revolutionary projects.
We imagine the social equivalents of floating palaces and Tatlin's Towers,
we try to build them, and find ourselves watching in dismay as they crash
and crumble all around us. Surely, there must be some social equivalents
to the laws of physics and gravitation that we were unaware of. As the
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positivists argued in the wake of the French revolution, or Marx when
he wrote Capital iry wake of the failed revolutions of 1848, perhaps if we
understood those laws, we can also understand how to avoid such pitfalls
in the future. Yet every attempt to apply such a scientific approach to
human society—whether by right or left, whether it takes the form of
neoclassical economics or historical materialism—has proved if anything
even more disastrous.

One problem—at least, this is what a lot of revolutionaries around
the world began to realize by the 1990s—is that we were working with a
decidedly limited notion of imagination. After all, even architects don't
build their designs out of nothing, and when they do, most would prefer
not to live in the sort of structures they create. And some of most of the
most vital, most creative, most imaginative revolutionary movements
of the dawn of the new millennium—the Zapatistas of Chiapas are
only the most obvious, perhaps—have been those that, simultaneously,
root themselves most strongly in a deep traditional past. There was a
growing recognition, in revolutionary circles, that freedom, tradition,
and the imagination have always been—and presumably, always will be,
entangled in one another in ways that we do not completely understand.
Our theoretical tools are inadequate.

Perhaps the only thing we can do at this point is to return to the past
and start over.

In such circumstances, one might say, the more ambitious the thinker, the
further back into the past one is likely to reach. If so, Ocalan’s work, over
the last fifteen years of his captivity, has been nothing if not ambitious,
True, he carefully avoids taking on the role of the prophet. The latter would
be easy enough, under the circumstances: to speak ex cathedra in epochal
declarations like some latter-day Zarathustra, Clearly he does not wish to
do this. At the same time, a radical by temperament, neither does he want
to sit at anybody else’s feet. He is never quite satisfied even with the thinkers
he most admires—Bookchin, Braudel, Foucault; rather, he wishes to speak,
as a self-proclaimed amateur, about a history and social science that does
not currently exist, but itself, perhaps, can only be imagined. What would &
sociology of freedom actually be like? One can only guess. Surely, existing

I




Preface by David Graeber

social theory has confined itself above all to those dimensions of social life
in which we are not free, in which we can at least imagine that our actions

are predetermined

Above all else, Ocalan’s intellectual project is driven by a recognition
that the revolutionary lefts embrace of positivism, the notion that it
would even be possible to create this sort of science of society, has been
the “disease of modernity,” the religion of its technocrats and officials,
and, for the revolutionary left, an unmitigated disaster—since it means
nothing to those classes that actually create things:

forces beyond our control.

It is with pain and anger that I have to admit that the noble struggle that has
raged for the past one hundred and fifty years was carried out on the basis of a
vulgar, materialist positivism doomed to failure. The class struggle underlies
this approach. However, the class—contrary to what they believe—is not
the workers and laborers resisting enslavement, but the petit bourgeoisie
who has long ago surrendered and became part of modernity. Positivism
is the ideology that has formed this class’s perception and underlies its

meaningless reaction against capitalism.

Even worse, such an ideology ensures any revolutionary experiment can
only be instantly reincorporated into the logic of capitalist modernity, as
past revolutions have invariably done.

How does one begin to go about developing an alternative—one that
would do justice to the sense of meaning, mystery, creativity, even divinity,
that escapes the calculations of the traders and bureaucrats, but so clearly
informs the daily existence of the majority of the laboring classes of this
earth? We can only begin by turning back to history, to try to understand
how this situation came about to begin with. But this, in turn, means that
to a certain extent, we must be dealing in myth. I should hasten to add:
here I mean myth not in its (positivist) colloquial sense of “story that isn't
true,” but rather, in the sense that any historical account that doesn't simply
describe events but organizes them in such a way to tell a larger, meaningful
story, thus necessarily takes on a mythic character. If your history is not in
some sense mythig, then it's meaningless. In this sense, there’s obviously
nothing wrong with creating myths—it’s hard to imagine how an effective

13
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political movement could not do so. Positivists do it too. The key thing is
that one is honest about what one is doing while one is doing it.

Here Ocalan is nothing if not honest. Disarmingly so. His own sense
of greater meaning, he explains, traces back into his own well of mythic
imagery from his childhood beside the Zagros mountains, once haunts
of Dionysus’ Maenads, from his lingering guilt at tearing the heads oft
birds to his first experience of the divine in the children’s play of village
girls temporarily set free from patriarchal authority. Let us assume, he
effectively says, there is something universal here. That such experiences
speak to the historical tragedy of a region whose women once made
unprecedented contributions to human civilization, but which has ever

since been reduced to a bloody plaything of empire:

Upper Mesopotamia became a region of battle and continuously changed
hands between the Roman Empire and the two Persian Iranian Empires
of the Parthians and the Sassanids. It thus became a region which was no
longer a source of civilisations but a region of destruction. ... It is one of
the most tragic developments of history that it has always been subjected to
incursion, occupation, annexation and exploitation by other forces. It is like
the fate suffered by women: although she has achieved the biggest cultural

revolution, she has been violated the most.

In a sense, one can say that Ocalan here begins with that sense of outrage
that has sparked a thousand patriarchal rebellions through history (“we
are being treated like women!”) and instead concludes that, if we do not
wish to reproduce the same endlessly destructive pattern, we must turn
the logic entirely on its head.
How to do so? Well, oyger the course of the twentieth century, I think lﬁ:f'
fair to say that there have been two great civilizational narratives that
have managed to capture the popular imagination, and thus, that have
had profound political effects.

The first actually traces back to Enlightenment stories about the
origins of social inequality. In its contemporary variant, it runs something
like this: Once upon a time, human beings lived in happy little egalitarian

bands of hunter/gatherers, Innocent of power and dominance, the
gl
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Preface by David Graeber

lacked any real social structure at all. Things began to go downhill with
the invention of agriculture, which created the possibility of storable
surpluses and invidious distinctions of property, but the real fundamental
break came with the emergence of cities, and hence, civilization—that is,
“civilization” in the literal sense, which simply means people living in
cities. The concentration of population and resources urbanism made
possible was held to inevitably also mean the rise of ruling classes capable
of seizing control of those surpluses, hence, states, slavery, conquering
armies, ecological devastation, but also, at the same time, writing,
science, philosophy, and organized religion. Civilization thus came as a
package. One could embrace it as inevitable, accept violent inequalities as
the price of human progress, or one could dream of someday returning
to some new version of the old Edenic state—either by revolutionary
transformation, technological progress, or, in some radical versions, by
encouraging industrial collapse and returning to being actual hunter/
gatherers again. But civilization itself was a single entity, the inevitable
outgrowth of the original sin of domesticating animals and plants, and its
essence could not be modified, just embraced, or rejected.

The other story was quite different. Call it the Myth of the Aryan
invaders. Here the story begins: once upon a time, there was a matriarchal
civilization that stretched across the Fertile Crescent and beyond. In just
about all hunter/gatherer societies, women are the experts in plant life;
logically, then, it was assumed that women must have invented agriculture,
and that this is the reason for the extraordinary emphasis on goddess-
figures, and representations of powerful women more generally, during
the first five thousand years or so of agrarian life. Here the rise of cities was
not considered to be inherently problematic—Minoan Crete, a Bronze-
Age urban civilization whose language we cannot read, but whose art lacks
any representations of male figures of authority of any kind—was often
held out as the peaceful, graceful, artistic culmination of this Neolithic
matriarchal order. The real point of rupture came not with the rise of cities
but with the incursions of patriarchal, nomadic or semi-nomadic invaders,
such as the Semitic tribes who descended on the Tigris and Euphrates
from the surrounding deserts, but even more, the Indo-European or Aryan
cattle-people who were assumed to have spread out somewhere in what's
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now Southern Russia to lands as far away as Ireland and the Ganges valley,
bringing their languages, their warrior aristocracies, their heroic epics, and
sacrificial ritual. Again, one could identify with either side. For many poets,
romantics, revolutionaries, and feminists, this was the wistful dream of a
lost, pacifistic, collectivist paradise. Imperialists tended to turn the whole
story on its head: British colonial officials, for instance, were notorious for
trying to identify such “manly warrior races” to favor, over the supposedly
passive, “effeminate” peasants they were forced to administer. And as in
so many things, the Nazis simply applied colonial logic back to Europe
again. Hitler, notoriously, identified entirely with the patriarchal invaders,
reframing it as the overcoming of inferior womanly stock by their virile
natural overlords.

What Ocalan is doing here is taking the same pieces and putting them
together in quite a different way. In doing so, he is taking the lead from
the unique situation of his native Kurdistan, in the mountainous northern
fringes of that very Fertile Crescent where agriculture seems to have first
emerged. Noting that “Ari” in Kurdish means “related to earth, place, field,’
he argues that the original Indo-Europeans, or “Aryans,” were not pastoral
invaders at all, but the inventors of agriculture, and of the Neolithic
culture which effectively created much of the everyday life we still take
for granted, our most basic habits in terms of food, shelter, our sense of
spirituality and community. This was a revolutionary transformation of

human life and as Ocalan stresses, it was a revolution created above all by
women free of patriarchal authority. Such was its obvious appeal that '
spread across the world, often taking Indo-European languages with it, not
by migration, but by the sheer power of example, and the cosmopolitan
flow of individuals and hospitality that this new and largely peacel
agrarian world made possible. The counterforce here is not the nomads,
but again, the rise of cities, and particularly the ideological ground laid by
the Sumerian priesthood, who managed to introduce the subordination ol
women, and the seeds of the state, mystifying ideology, the factory system
and the brothel, all at the same time. The predatory elites, often of nomad
extraction, only then imposed themselves on a structure that alreacy
existed, ensuring that the rest of history would also be marked by endle y
spectacular, pointless, wars,
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This is what Ocalan calls “civilization”—an order that presents itself
as gentility, moderation, legality, and reason, but whose actual essence
is rape, terror, treachery, cynicism, and war. Much of the conflict of the
last five thousand years has been between the violence of this originally
urban system of human exploitation, and the values that still exist in the
enduring Neolithic bedrock of our collective existence. Here his analysis
of the role of ideology—and particularly, religion—takes a number of
surprising turns.

It is precisely—if paradoxically—because of the revolutionary nature
of social change that the logic of revealed religions make intuitive sense.
Rather than the positivist sensibilities which—for all its disavowals since
the crash of Fabian dreams in the First World War—still assumes history
is mainly characterized by progress, that social change is normal and
relatively incremental and benevolent phenomenon—since it really can't
imagine anything else, real history is more typically marked by intense
moments of social imagination, the creation of patterns of life that then
doggedly remain with us, in relatively the same form, for millennia
thereafter. The Neolithic revolution, as Gordon Childe originally dubbed
it, involved the invention of patterns of life—everything from techniques
of animal husbandry or putting cheese on bread to the habits of sitting
on pillows or chairs—that remained, afterwards, fixtures of human
existence. The same is true of our basic social categories like domestic
life, art, politics, religion: “generally speaking, the social realities created
in the Fertile Crescent during the Neolithic are still in existence today.” In
that sense we are all still living in the Neolithic. What the holy books like
the Avesta, the Bible or Koran teach, then—that the truths that underpin
our lives were the product of moments of divine revelation long ago—
appeal to ordinary farmers, workmen and tradespeople not because they
mystify the conditions of their existence, or not primarily so; rather,
they make intuitive sense because, in many very real ways, what they
are saying is true—or more true than the alternate rationalist theology
of the bureaucrats. In a larger sense, religion, ideology, “metaphysics,’
becomes both the domain in which one can speak truths that cannot
be expressed otherwise, but also a battlefield for struggles over meaning
whose political Implications could not be more profound. What is one

17
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to make of the prominence of Mother Goddess figures like Ishtar or
Cybele in times of patriarchal domination? Are they not, Ocalan argues,
both expressions of, and weapons in, battles over the meaning of gender
relations, and the actual power of real-life men and women, whose very
existence might otherwise have been entirely lost?

Academics are snobbish creatures, they tend to dismiss anyone infringing
on their territory unless they can be reduced to an object of study in their
own right. No doubt many will object: how much of this really stands up?
Considering the circumstances under which the book was written, I'd say
the achievement here is quite impressive. Abdullah Ocalan seems to have
done a better job writing with the extremely limited resources allowed him
by his jailers than authors like Francis Fukuyama or Jared Diamond did
with access to the world's finest research libraries. True, much of the picture
defies the current wisdom of professional archeologists, anthropologists,
and historians. But often this is a good thing, and anyway, this wisdom is
itself in a process of continual transformation. The past is always changing.
The one thing we can be sure of is that fifty years from now, much that is
now accepted without question will have gone by the boards.

Still, in one way, this study does smack up against what has been a
particular point of scholarly resistance when it embraces the idea of early
matriarchy. Most theories ebb and flow with intellectual fashion; there’s a
generational pattern where theories once widely embraced (Karl Polanyi
or Moses Finley’s ideas of the ancient economy are nice examples) come
to be universally rejected, then once again revived. In the case of theories
of matriarchy, or even ones that granted women a uniquely exalted status
in Neolithic societies, this has not happened. To even speak of such
matters has become something of a taboo. In part, no doubt, it is because
the idea continues to be so eagerly embraced by precisely the tendencies
within feminism that academics tend to take least seriously, but even so,
resistance is so stubborn it’s hard to avoid the conclusion there’s some

kind of profound patriarchal bias here at play.

(It is a telling sign that the most common objections here make
little logical sense. The most common I8 an appeal (o the ethnographic
record: while Neolithic and Chalcolithic art, not o mention Minoan art,
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does seem to represent a social order in which women hold almost all
authoritative positions, there is little or no evidence for similar societies
in the anthropological literature. True. But the ethnographic record also
contains no evidence for democratically organized city-states like ancient
Athens, and we know that they existed, indeed, that such city-states were
fairly common in the late Iron Age, before largely disappearing around
300 BCE. But even if one does insist on ethnographic parallels, the logic
doesn't work. Because another common argument is that the existence
of a material culture in which virtually all representations of powerful
figures are female demonstrates nothing in itself, since these might simply
be mythological scenes, and actual social life might have been organized
entirely differently. However, no one has ever managed to produce an
example of a patriarchal society in which artistic representations focus
nearly exclusively on images of powerful women, mythical or otherwise,
either. So either way, we are dealing with something ethnographically
unprecedented. The fact that almost all scholars, however, take that to
mean we must conclude that men were running things, strikes me as a
clear an example of patriarchal bias as it is possible to find.)

Like anthropologists, archeologists and historians have developed the
annoying habit of writing only for each other. Most don't even write
anything that would be meaningful for: scholars in other disciplines,
let alone for anyone outside the academy. This is unfortunate, because
in recent decades, information has begun to accumulate that could,
potentially, throw all our received understandings into disarray. Almost
all the key assumptions of the civilizational narrative we have been
telling, in one way or another, since the time of Rousseau, appear to be
based on false assumptions—ones that are simply factually incorrect.
Hunter/gatherers for instance do not live exclusively in tiny bands, and
they are not necessarily all that egalitarian (many seem to have had
seasonal patterns of creating hierarchies, and then tearing them down
again.) Early cities, in contrast, were often startling egalitarian. Before the
birth of the ziggurat system to which Ocalan draws attention, there was
perhaps a millennium of egalitarian urbanism about which we know very
little, But the implications are potentially extraordinary—particularly

19
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because, once you know what to look for, egalitarian experiments begin
to appear everywhere across human history. “Civilization” or even what
we call “the state” are not single entities that come as a package, take it
or leave it, but uncomfortable amalgams of elements that may now be
in the process of drifting apart. All of these processes of rethinking will
have enormous political implications. In some areas I suspect it will soon
be evident that we have been asking all the wrong questions. To take just
one example: It is almost universally assumed that creating equality or
democracy in a small group is relatively easy, but that to operate on a
larger scale would create enormous difficulties. It's becoming clear that
this simply isn't true. Egalitarian cities, even regional confederacies, are
historically commonplace. Egalitarian households are not. It’s the small
scale, the level of gender relations, household servitude, the kind of
relations that contain at once the deepest forms of structural violence
and the greatest intimacy, where the most difficult work of creating a free
society will have to take place.

In this context, it seems to me that Ocalan is asking precisely the right
questions, or many of them, at a moment when doing so could hardly be
more important. Let us only hope that as political movements learn the
lessons of history, as new social theories are born, as they will inevitably
be, and as our knowledge of the past is likewise revolutionized, and that
the author of this book will be released from his present captivity and

able to participate as a free man.




Introduction

After the betrayal of friendship by the Greek nation-state and her
relationship with the Republic of Turkey being added to the equation
of interests, I was handed over to the USA (thus, the CIA). When I was
first taken to the Imrali Prison, I was met by the then president of the
European Committee for the Prevention of Torture (CPT), Silvia Casale.
She said, “You will stay in this prison and we shall try to find some kind
of solution under the supervision of the Council of Europe.” I was thus
chained to the rocks of Imrali; doomed to live a destiny more severe than
that of the mythological Prometheus.

It is important to discuss how and why I left Syria, as this started the
chain of events that eventually led to my abduction. My departure from
Syria resulted from the contradiction that arose yet again from the value
put on friendship and Israel’s Kurdish policies. After its founding, shortly
after World Word 11, Israel tried to patronage the Kurdish issue but was
50 sensitive that she had no tolerance for the alternative solution to the
Kurdish issue proposed by our movement that became more influential.

A
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Our proposed alternative did not serve the interest of Israel. I should not,
however, deny their efforts; MOSSAD did indirectly invite me to work
with them on their own solution. But I was not open to, nor desired,
this-—neither politically nor morally.

On the other hand, the Syrian-Arab government never wished to
surpass their tactical alliance with the PKK leadership. An alliance with
the PKKhad been part of Syria’s answer to the threats thathad been coming
from Turkey since 1958 and Turkey’s extreme pro-Israel tendencies.! The
PKK did not object to such a tactical relationship. (No one wanted to see
that this relationship could lead to an alternative Kurdish policy; thus, the
efforts of the Turkish administrations were ineffective.) But, seeing that
Hafez al-Assad obtained the Syrian leadership due to the power struggle
between the USA and the USSR, Syria was in no position to maintain any
of its tactical alliances after the disintegration of the Soviet Union.

Even this short reminder shows that, although political pressure by the
USA and military pressure by Turkey undoubtedly played a role, the real
power that forced me out of Syria was Israel. It should not be forgotten
that Israel and Turkey already had clandestine agreements in the 1950s,
and with the second “anti-terror” agreement of 1996 the anti-PKK alliance
between the USA, Israel and the Turkish Republic was complete.?

Another critical factor was the anti-PKK coalition which the Turkish
Republic had entered into with the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK)
and the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), both of whom already had
relations with the USA and Israel; in other words, with the Kurdish
Federal Assembly and its administration established in 1992.

The combination of all these adverse factors led me to leave Syria in
1998. Besides, I knew that it was time to leave. I had already been in Syria
too long, lured by the political developments around Kurdistan and
the friendship that I had hoped would result in strategic cooperation.
I have to admit that high-ranking officials in the Syrian government
had warned me about its disadvantages. Yet, I did not want to give up
my belief in the power of friendship and cooperation between peoples.
For the same reason I left Syria for Greece. I wanted to develop ties of
friendship with the Greek people, to learn from its classical culture and
its tragic history.

A
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Introduction

My only alternative was to go off into the mountains of Kurdistan.
Two factors made me decide to not do this. First, my presence would
attract massive military force. This would lead to serious damage to the
civilians in the area and my comrades; it could also lead to the armed
struggle becoming the exclusive means of obtaining a solution for the
Kurdish question. Second, it was a pressing need to educate the youth
joining our organization.

In short, the official and unofficial claims in Turkey of “we have him
cornered” and “see the results we have obtained” do not altogether reflect
reality. Notwithstanding this, Turkey is still trying to ensnare Iran and
[raq in the same way it did Syria. The outcome of Turkey’s alliance with
Syria and Iran can also not be predicted. If the antagonisms between
the USA, EU, Israel, Iran, Russia and China intensify, will the Turkish
Republic be ready for the consequences?

My three-month peregrination between Athens, Moscow and Rome
was not without value, though. This adventure led me to understand
the essence of capitalist modernity—the basis on which this defense
is built—despite its many masks and disguises. If not for this insight, I
would either have been a primitive nationalist aspiring for a nation-state,
or I would have ended up in a classical left-wing movement. Thus, my
change in thought and policy can be ascribed to this forced adventure.

It has now become clear to me: The real power of capitalist modernity is
not its money or its weapons; its real power lies in its ability to suffocate all
utopias—including the socialist utopia which is the last and the most power ful
of all—with its liberalism. Unless this power of liberalism is analyzed
thoroughly, no ideology will escape being the humble servant of capitalism.
There is hardly anyone who analyzed capitalism as comprehensively as
Marx did, or focused on the state and revolution as much as Lenin did.
However, it has become much clearer today that, despite claiming to be
its negation, the Marxist-Leninist tradition’s contribution to capitalism in
terms of material and meaning was significant.

To help channel humanity into its natural stream, we need to understand
the individual and the society brought about by liberalism. (I shall explain
this in full detail later,) Moreover, for me to understand my own fate, I
need to understand the capitalist modernity behind the representative of
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the Council of Europe who welcomed me to the Imrali Prison. The whole
odyssey was planned by Israel, the USA, EU, and a disintegrated Soviet
Russia. The Syrian, Greek and Turkish governments had a secondary
role; they only lent a helping, bureaucratic hand.” The way I was captured
demonstrated that the capitalist modernity, of which the USA is the world
leader, is a system with no inhibition to oppress and abuse.

It is not as if I did not understand the way the Turkish state operated. On
the contrary. At the time, there existed a death decree for Kurdishness. [ had a
choice: I was either going to resist—to not give up my honor, my humanness,
my Kurdishness—or I was going to deny who I am and vanish into obscure
captivity. In the beginning I was alone and very weak, but I resisted. I am not
about to enter into a discourse on this; those who have witnessed it will attest
that I have struggled well. I do not feel any anger either.

But I am angry that I could not transcend the concepts and the
ideology underlying the Western capitalist system. The system we are
confronted with is supposedly based on human rights. In reality though,
it is an elite group manipulating and exploiting the rest of humanity and
nature, unleashing war whenever that is in their interest. They are the
ones dictating the roles the rest of humanity must play.

Although the society I was born into has not really progressed
beyond Neolithic culture, it has readily integrated the negative effects of
the different stages of civilization. Capitalist modernity combined with
the strictest and most conservative traditions of the Middle East resulted
in our society being besieged by the ideal of ethnic nationalism and
nation-statehood. This is in fact the dominant ideology in our society
and the most difficult to disentangle ourselves from. Combined with
the ever-present possibility for violence, this ideal enslaves us all in an
opportunity-less life before even being born. Nevertheless, I did not leave
Turkey in the cause of “glorious resistance.” I was in fact looking for some
breathing space for the resolution of the national question to which we
were devoted through some dogmatic left-wing analysis. The PKK stood
no chance of surviving in the Middle East if it did not take advantage
of the vacuums in the system, Still, the fact that the PKK has been able
to wage an armed struggle was important because of the implications
thereof, For the Kurds it has meant an ineressed politicization, The fact
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that the Kurds were able to progressively free themselves from the classic
collaborators meant that, for the first time, the alternative of freedom had
been felt and understood.

This is exactly why this movement has never been embraced by the so-
called “modern” nation-states (states that in reality resemble the despotic
regimes of medieval times); why the Kurdish collaborators, the nation-
states of the region, and the imperialist world leaders colluded in branding
the PKK a “terrorist organization.” The fallacy that the conquering ideology
of Islam and the nationalist ideology of liberalism had wiped out and
excluded the Kurds from history was destroyed by the free Kurd—a free
Kurdish individual and a free Kurdish society. In fact, it is not me but this
free Kurdishness that serves the sentence of solitary confinement in this
single-inmate island prison. That this sentence is not about the individual
Abdullah Ocalan is clear from the imprisonment policies implemented
daily during the nine years I have been in isolation on Imrali—they are not
the policies that are applied in the average Turkish prison.

I came to understand that Turkey cannot decide to either fight or to
make peace in its own name. The role that has been assigned to Turkey
is to be the vulgar gendarme, the watchdog and the prison guard of
all Middle Eastern peoples in order to make them more susceptible to
the oppression and exploitation of the capitalist system. Hence, stable
Turkish and Anatolian societies—both in and outside Europe—are of
critical importance to the system. Turkey’s relations with NATO and the
EU should be understood in terms of these policies.

The above should suffice to illustrate the impossibility of a meaningful
defense before the court without a deep understanding of capitalist
modernity. It should also be clear that a meaningful defense couldn't be
constructed solely on the basis of law. A superficial political and strategic
approach will not expose why the “retrial” judgment of the court was not
implemented, Such a retrial would also have had important implications
for clarifying what a free Kurdishness-solution would entail.

The Imrali trials were nothing but pretense. I responded to it with
my defense speech titled “Declaration on the Democratic Solution of the
Kurdish Question” and then later with the comprehensive submissions I
made to the European Court of Human Rights titled Roots of Civilisation.”
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My work In Defense of a People was in essence an attempt to make true
democracy and justice understandable.” These defenses, however, aim
not only to problematize capitalist modernity and the need to surpass
this modernity; they also aim to determine the political system of
democratization and its link to freedom as an alternative solution.

Everything about the Imrali trial was a showcase and, to the finest
detail, was planned in advance—the date on which the judgment would
be announced, the choice of the judge, the duration of the trial and how
the media would be used. I was not given the opportunity to defend myself
properly. The whole plan was to use me as best as possible in relation to
the Kurdish question and all else had to serve this end. The Kenya ordeal
was nothing but a violation of European, Kenyan and Turkish law, and the
threat of the death penalty was held over me to attain political results. The
plan was to scare me. Under these circumstances the only thing I could
do was to make as big a political contribution as possible. For this reason
my defense rested on political argumentation. Besides, there was a need to
search for deep-rooted answers to the mistakes that led to this outcome.
This is what I tried to do. This was the only way to have a minimal role in
the game of the conspirators and to contribute to the freedom struggle.

I must admit that I expected that the European Court of Human
Rights would find my arrest to be unlawful. Only this verdict would have
led to a fair trial. But it was not made. The court later had no choice but
to determine that it was an unfair trial. After a prolonged wait for a fair
trial the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe scandalously
agreed to close the case, probably in return for important political
concessions from the Turkish government. No one questioned the
Turkish government’s handling of the judgment of the court; in the name
of a retrial, Ankara 11th Assize Court and Istanbul 14th Assize Court
unilaterally upheld the previous judgment.” My defense lawyers have
taken this situation back before the European Court of Human Rights. It
will be interesting to see the Court’s stance towards its own judgment. I
had begun to prepare a proper defense for the retrial only to discover that
the trial would be nothing but a showcase.,

- lalsocametoabetter understandingabout the degree of communication
and cooperation between the USA, EU and Turkish Republic in relation to
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the PKK, me, and the Kurdish question in general. Turkey, in return for
comprehensive economic concessions, was allowed to eliminate the Kurdish
question in Turkey and it seems that Turkey will conditionally support the
construction of the Kurdish Federal state in Iraq. It is clear that there was
much discussion to this end. In fact, concessions and cooperation with the
USA were conducted openly in the case of my arrest, the elimination of the
Kurdish question in Turkey and the declaration of the PKK as a “terrorist
organization.” The IMF and the EU’s Copenhagen Criteria are nothing
more than a pretext for disguising clandestine cooperation.

Frankly, I was not expecting such foul play and questionable attitude
on the part of the EU institutions. This outcome led me to deeply
question the human rights and democratic norms of the EU. I reached
the conclusion that the problems we face are very deeply rooted and thus
require equally deep solutions. Undoubtedly, the EU has a progressive
approach to human rights and democracy and offers hope to the rest of
the world. However, the capitalist modernity at its roots has tied it down
s0 firmly that one becomes pessimistic about its future.

The Russian revolutionaries believed that the victory of their
revolution was guaranteed if there would be revolution in at least a part
of Europe. But their expectations were not realized. On the contrary,
the European liberal counterrevolution caused the disintegration of not
only Soviet Russia but of the entire system it led. Europe takes the same
approach to the democratic revolutions of today. If we want to prevent a
similar fate for them, the European ideal of what constitutes democracy
could not be our sole model. In an age where global capital is so highly
developed, to pursue global democratization would be more realistic. In
a paradigm of global democratization, the democracy, human rights and
freedom of Europe would make a more meaningful contribution.

[ realized that, without a thorough and detailed analysis of capitalist
modernity as a basis for concepts like democratic republic, society and
nation, I would simply end up being superficial. However, I am confident
that my subsequent writings will contain the necessary depth. I plan to
develop these ideas in several books.

I have broadly outlined why my “re-trial” did not take place, but there
is a need for a detailed analysis. In my previous defense, I took great care
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to uncover the origins of the main issues. Although excessive reductionism
can result in serious misinterpretation in our analysis of modernity, we
have to run the risks. I have tried to minimize the dangers presented by
reductionism by handling main sections in full.

Following on this foreword, is a discourse on method and the
regime of truth. Since method is the accepted way of analyzing and
investigating a specific issue, it should be beneficial to first define the
modus operandi employed in the past and the present. Disclosing the
underlying reasons for the positive and negative aspects of the various
approaches to method can only benefit our analysis. For any serious
discourse the issues of “what is truth” and “how can we arrive at truth”
need to be resolved. Therefore, I will deal with the issue of "how to best
reach the meaning of life” under the regime of truth. Here I will try to
expose objectivism and subjectivism together with some of the main
theorems that have captivated the human mentality.

Later on in the book I will make it clear that the questions involved
with the construction of fundamental categories cannot be detached from
time and location. The characteristics and formation of society are either
envisioned to be a chain of mere “historical events” or some abstract
storytelling as if these events have no location. As a result these social
perceptions lead to much deceitful rhetoric and demagogy. “Human life”
will be more meaningful if we base social realities on the time and space
of what is really important. We will also see that many of the notions and
theorems are nothing but speculation and deception. More concretely, I will
consider the historical and locational development of today’s civilization.

In the second volume, Capitalist Civilization: The Age of Unmasked
Gods and Naked Kings, 1 will try to display the birth of capitalism
and its detrimental impact on society. Although capitalism may look
very transparent, I will show how capitalism has used political power
and science to construct itself and how it has later subjugated them. I
will also show how a hegemonic vicious circle has been established
over our mentalities through the creation of ongoing conflict and
the employment of the scientism method, notions and theorems. I
will try to analyze its capacity to transform a vast variety of opposing
movements like social democracy, anarchism, national liberation, and
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even Marxism into a tool that can be used for its own benefit. How was
it possible that commodification and exchange value that were scorned
by all societies became the new gods that later commanded society? How
was it possible that the limited number of kings who were disguised in
colorful clothes and had separate lives later multiplied themselves and
could no longer be differentiated from their subjects? If it proclaims
that it is a very scientific, powerful and material system then why are
societies at the brink of environmental and internal exhaustion? I will try
to answer these questions. I will also question the true role of scientific
categorization as it relates to nation-states in terms of its economic, social
structure and political institutions and how they add meaning to life or
make life meaningless. I will also attempt to clarify the role of liberalism,
nationalism and individualism.

In volume three, The Sociology of Freedom, 1 will examine how we
can achieve a utopian and free lifestyle. I will concentrate on the new
mentality necessary to arrive at the much talked about “free life.” The
capitalist modern forms have made the antagonistic dualism of death
and life meaningless and so doing it detaches life from all its magical and
poetic aspects and creates an era of perpetual death, similar to judgment
day. The alternative of utopian free life is neither a form of production
nor a society but a life that can be constructed daily by communities.

In the fourth volume I will concentrate solely on the Middle East in
the Age of Capitalism. I will not only evaluate what the fundamental
aspects are that make it possible for the Middle East to stay on its two feet
despite the two World Wars engineered by capitalism, but also question
why it has become one of the most problematic regions in the world. As
the location of what could be called the Third World War, what will its
probable future be? How can we interpret its resistance against capitalist
modernity? Can this region, which was once the cradle of civilization
but is now a cemetery, become the region that can make the transition to
free utopias? Could this region re-construct its sublime values in order
to deliver meaningful, enthralling and poetic “free lifestyles”? Will it at
the same time be able to break the material and scientific forms and idols
of the capitalist modernity in order to make free life possible? Will the
constitution of democratic administration methods, environmentally
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friendly production groups and meaningful assemblies of wisdom be
attained? I will attempt to answer these fundamental questions.®

The plight of the Kurds remains tragic. The Kurds can be called a
nation that is not a nation. Nowhere will one find another nation,
another distinct human community, that has run away from—been
made to flee from—its own essential values. One cannot call them a weak
nation, a nation lacking the ability to fight: the nature of their land and
their hereditary characteristics have made them fierce fighters, and the
potential courage of the women and youth is very high. However, they
have been turned into such cowards that they have come to fear their
own shadows.

The overall situation in the Middle East might one day demand that
the USA will have to choose the Kurds as its new strategic ally in the
Middle East. Israel has a completely separate Kurdish project of its own.

However, it would be a mistake to see the role of the Kurds in this new
period of chaos as one of mere collaboration. The vast majority, who are
yearning to live a life of freedom, will find the champions to fulfill this
expectation. It has the potential to both leave behind its medieval way of
life and to escape the ideal of the nation-state of capitalist modernity—a '
system that has not given any nation the possibility to live a life of
freedom. Given the historical, geographical and hereditary features of l
Kurdistan and the Kurds, democratic confederalism is the most suitable
political format. This form of governance also offers the best possibility
for attaining the ideals of freedom and equality. Besides, it will be spared
the problems that establishing a new nation-state will bring.

Hence, the Kurdistan Communities Union (Koma Civakén Kurdistan,
KCK) will be the entity with the role of resolving the problems with the
rigid nation-states that surround it. KCK can be the leading model for a
Middle Eastern democratic confederalism that will reunite those whose
free lives were destroyed by the nation-state wars imposed on the former
mosaic of the Middle Eastern peoples—the Arabs, Iranians, Turks, Kurds,
Armenians, Greeks, Jews, Caucasians and all the others who dream of a
free life and material comfort.

But should the present situation give rise to o democratic federal
republic from the chaos in Iraq, such a form of government can play
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a leading role too. The “Third World War” of the capitalist modernity
is open-ended. The outcome will be determined by the efforts and
initiatives of the leading groups, of which the PKK is only one.

We can only surpass this system that feeds on a continuous state
of warfare within and outside the society by constituting meaningful
centers of resistance and justice against exploitation and power, and by
evermore embracing our utopia of freedom. All other paths seem to be
nothing but vicious circles.

[ am writing under the conditions of total isolation on the island of
Imrali. Under these conditions, I was not able to do the research necessary
for the customary acknowledgement. But the works of the leaders of
humanity, who have contributed to the whole of human society, have
been a source of knowledge to me. It is not possible to list them all. I

dedicate this defense to those who have been and will be good friends
and comrades.
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Section 1

On Method and
the Regime of Truth

In our quest to understand and live a meaningful life, humankind
throughout the ages has used three basic methods to obtain and interpret
knowledge, or “the truth,” namely the mythological, the religious, and the
scientific methods. In this regard, we can loosely define the concept method
as a particular approach and related forms of habit that lead to the desired
outcome (in this case, to understand and live a meaningful life) in the most
economic way. The fact that it has been tried out many times before and is
successful in yielding results extends credibility to a method.

The first method, encountered in the depths of history, is the
mythological approach. Nature is seen as animate, abundant with spirits.

In the light of recent scientific insights, the mythological approach
may seem less naive than once was thought. In my opinion, lifeless
and static methodological approaches are far less meaningful than
mythology. The mythological approach is environmentally oriented, free
of notions of fatalism and determinism and conducive to living life in
freedom. Its fundamental approach to life Is one of harmony with nature.

"
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This perception exalted and vivified all human groups up until the age of
the major religions. Myth, legend, and reverence for the sacred formed
the outlook of the Neolithic period in particular.

The fact that mythology seems to contradict objectivity does not
mean that meaningful interpretations cannot be deduced from its
content. On the contrary, one cannot fully understand history without
such interpretations. Seeing that humans had been living according to
the dictates of mythology for the greatest part of our history, interpreting
mythology is essential for understanding humanity.

What is more, there are indications that many of the current scientific
theories that are seen as the antipode of the mythological approach are
themselves nothing but mere mythology.

The mythological method should be given back the prestige it lost when
it was discredited by monotheistic religious dogma and by the scientific
method; methods alleging to bow to absolute laws. These mythologies—
related to utopian ideologies—cannot be discarded because the richness
of the human psyche cannot be reduced to a mathematical and analytical
mind, a mind that would be inconsistent with life itself. With a mind that
is nothing more than a calculator, how will we be able to understand and
interpret the psyches of the millions of different living beings, the movement
of subatomic particles, the immenseness of astronomic sizes? Mathematics
By itself is not sufficient to analyze these micro and macro universes.

The intuition of living beings cannot be underestimated. The meaning of
life that we are searching for may well be hidden in this intuition. We should
not think of intuition as something independent of the macro or the micro
universes but as a fundamental characteristic of the universe. It follows that
the mythological method cannot be insignificant; it may, indeed, contribute
as much to our understanding of the universe as the scientific method.

Occurring for the first time just before or just after the onset of
recorded history, the religious perception occupies the second longest
period in the history of humanity. The transition from mythological to
dogmatic religious perception is closely connected to the transition from
an egalitarian, classless society to a hierarchic society and the formation
of social classes. The relationship between the newly formed classes of the
exploited and the exploiters demanded indisputable dogmas. In order to
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disguise and legitimize the exploitation and power of hierarchical and class
interests, these dogmas were endowed with “indisputable” characteristics
such as sacredness, being god’s infallible words, and immunity.

The dogmatic religious perception holds that the aim of life and the
path to the truth can only be found if one acts in accordance with the
Word of God, transcending nature and society. If not, life itself will be
slavery and the afterlife hell. In reality, the god is the despot exploiting
and dominating society. That this excessive masking of the god is nothing
but deception is evident if we consider that, at their onset, the despots
had named themselves “god-kings”; later they enforced their word as law,
presenting it as the absolute truth. As the oppression and exploitation
became deeply rooted, the dogmatic religious approach was constructed
as the social reality through which, for a very long time, humanity was
submitted to the slavery of the masked despots. In fact, one of the most
important aspects of the religious method is its legitimation of slave-like
submission and the establishment of the fatalistic perception. Without
this method, the terrible exploitative and ferocious wars waged by
humanity would not have been possible.

Creeds such as “live in accordance with the holy Word and divine
Law!” made it very easy to govern through the religious method. A
shepherd-herd dialectic was established. On the one hand, a passive
nature and society; on the other, a very active, transcendent ruler who
creates and makes all things possible. It is no exaggeration to say that
antiquity and the Middle Ages were governed through this method.

One of the most unfavorable aspects of the dogmatic method is that,
instead of a living, evolving conception of nature, it brought about the
concept of a passive nature, a nature unable to act except under the
external command of the Almighty. This concept, in turn, led to the
natural acceptance of a similar mentality in the social arena.

The dogmatic religious method reached its peak in the Middle Ages,
especially in terms of its transcendent subjectiveness. The physical
world was nearly declared incomprehensible and ignored. The world '
was considered a temporary stop in life, whereas the eternal ideals were
postulated as the ultimate form of life, Those who knew the dogmas and
clichés best were regarded as scholars and elevated to the highest ranks.
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This method, which in essence is anti-mythological, played the leading
role in confining life.

The positive aspect of the religious method is its improvement
of society’s morals. During this period and under this approach, the
distinction between good and evil was developed and absolute decrees
were imposed. This method revealed the flexibility of, and hence
the possibility to mold, the human mind. Without morality, neither
socialization nor government is possible. Undoubtedly, morality
is a metaphysical perception but this does not annul it or lessen its
importance. Humanity without morals either will cause the end of its
own species or the end of an inhabitable environment. In fact, it is the
considerable decay of morality in the post-religious era that has brought
the environment to the brink of disaster.

The prophetic approach of the major religions have employed and
developed the dogmatic method, especially in Zoroastrianism where
its fundamental philosophy—good and evil—was held akin to light
and darkness. These religions are the founders of metaphysical morals.
However, the dogmatic method has influenced not only the major
religions but also classical Greek thought, where a restricted use of
dialectics and objectivity reigned. The idealism of Aristotle and Plato
was the strongest anchor of the dogmatic religious method during the
Middle Ages. Plato, the greatest philosopher—indeed the creator—of
idealism, was revered as a prophet during the Middle Ages. But morality
reached its climax with Zoroaster, Confucius, and Socrates. These sages
led humanity to great moral advancement.

The concept of scientific method has played an important role in
capitalism becoming a world system. In this new approach (pioneered
by Roger and Francis Bacon, and Descartes) a careful distinction is made
between subject and object, whereas in the dogmatic method of the
Middle Ages there was no room for such a distinction.

Western Europe emerged with the Renaissance when the way for a
new era was paved through the Reformation and Enlightenment. The
subjectiveness of the human being and the objectiveness of the world
became the two fundamental factors in life. Hence, the dogmatic method
based on the Word of God-—along with morality—lost its supremacy.
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The disguised kings and masked gods were replaced by naked kings and
unmasked gods. The underlying urge now is capitalistic exploitation,
which is necessary to make profits. The terrible exploitation humanity
and nature would encounter in this process demanded a radical change
in society’s perception. The need for profits is thus the underlying reason
for the spread of the new scientific method.

But society did not so easily adopt the new morality—society can only
be reconstructed through an enormous change in thought-pattern and
mentality. This is where the new methodology comes into play—to find the
truth. It is well known that Descartes went through a radical transformation
and that his skepticism about everything which led him to arrive at “I
think, therefore I am.” While Descartes paved the way for the individual
to think independently, Roger and Francis Bacon’s work on the concept of ‘
objectivity allowed the “object” to be at the disposal of the individual.

The concept of objectivity as employed in the scientific method entails
that nature as a whole—that is, animate and inanimate nature including
the human body but excluding analytical thought—is defined as an object.
This new interpretation plays a key role in capitalism’s exploitation and
domination of nature and society. The mental transformation needed for
the acceptance of this would have been impossible, were the distinction
between subject and object not legitimized and widely accepted. The conflict
between the church and science should not be seen burely as a contention "
for “the truth”—mighty social struggles are fought beneath the surface. One
way to interpret this is as the contention between the old society, charged
with morality, and the nakedly capitalistic society that wishes to strip itself
off these moral covers. What we have here is a new, capitalist, social project
that wishes to fully expose society to exploitation and domination and the
“objective approach” is the key notion in this project.

While subject is the most legitimate factor of analytical thought, object
is the physical element open to contemplation. There is not a single value
that "analytical thought” will not tamper with in the name of objectivity.
Not only human labor but animate and inanimate nature as a whole can be
taken possession of and put through any examination or investigation in
order to gain the right to its exploitation and domination. The individual
citizen, nation or state becomes the fundamental subject, locked in ongoing
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struggle against the object of nature and society. These new, unmasked
gods have been endowed with unlimited power—from committing
genocide to rendering the environment uninhabitable. The Leviathan
of old has become mad and there is no object that it will not subjugate.
The objective approach cannot be perceived as an innocent notion of the
scientific method—such a perception can only lead to enormous disasters,
conflicts, and massacres more ruthless than those of the Inquisition.

The alleged scientific method is instrumental for contemporary class
division and the main reason for the dysfunction and failure of contemporary
social sciences. In my opinion, the objective scientific method played a
determining role in the failure of scientific socialism, which I once regarded
as the most far-reaching approach of the social sciences.

Scientific socialism collapsed from within and the systems derived
from it transformed themselves from state capitalist institutions to
private capitalist institutions. This was due to the scientific method and
its fundamental concept of objectivity. I shall discuss this later in more
detail but let me just say here that I have never for a moment doubted
the good intentions, beliefs and efforts of those who contributed to the
struggle for socialism.

All scientific structures that regard the distinction between subject
and object as fundamental also assert the right to freedom—in some cases
even to the extent that they claim not to be bound by any social values.
These claims have resulted in enormous distortions by science. The level
of integration between science and the ruling system is alarming. The
world of science has become the power that constructs, legitimizes, and
protects the system’s methods and contents. The scientific method of the
capitalist age and the sciences based on it thus have provided the power
for the profitable functioning of the system. This in turn has caused wars,
crises, hunger, unemployment, environmental disasters and population
explosion. The innocuous aphorism “knowledge is power” proudly
claims this reality.? Therefore, if capitalist modernity signals discontinuity
in all its parameters, then the biggest blame can be laid on the “scientific
method” that it rests upon.

[t thus becomes very important that critique of the system is directed
against this method and the "scientific disciplines” based on it. The
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fundamental weakness of all system critique, including socialist critique,
is that it uses the very method that the capitalist system rests upon. Any
society built on this method will encounter the same consequences.
Hence, despite their criticism, all opponents to the system—including
scientific socialism—have suffered the same consequences as the
capitalist society.

My analysis of the characteristics of class and society is based on
the subject-object dichotomy, because these two seemingly innocent
concepts are the ontological reasons for the unsustainability of modernity.
This notion of nature and subject is as obsessive as the dogmatic method
of the Middle Ages. Despite popular belief, scientific progress cannot be
reduced to these two concepts. On the contrary, such a clear-cut subject-
object distinction leads to a more material and primitive understanding
of life than that of the Middle Ages. While the dogmatic method deprived
human life of freedom, capitalist modernity has torn it apart on the basis
of this distinction. A deep division in all fields of life is being constructed.
Science has torn apart the whole—right down to its smallest unit. Hence,
the integrity of social life and its indivisibility with time and location were
lost to us. There is nothing worse than a life detached from its essence.

This critique does not entail that I propose a new method, nor does
it entail that I propose a total lack of methodology. What I am saying
is that we should take note of what is signified by this method, and by
the laws it claims all life—including human life—and inanimate matter
are bound by. Should we persist with the notions and method of the
scientific approach, we may deprive ourselves and nature of development
and freedom. I do not envisage the existence of universes without
method and law. At the same time, I do not believe that the universe
rests on the mathematical order of the Cartesian mechanism. I detect
striking similarities in attitude between adherents of this theory and the
Sumerian priests, and in my opinion they represent the same civilization.

But more important than denouncing a particular method or searching
for an alternative is investigating the possible interpretations of the
concept of free life. If the aim of employing a specific method is to arrive
at a meaningful life, then the method should indeed facilitate this, But
the enormous industry and state that emerged with the sclentific method
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have brought war and destruction on humanity, not happiness. The big
accumulators have always initiated intolerance toward life. Society, on the
other hand, has always regarded accumulation with suspicion.

Successfully addressing the question of method requires a proper
investigation into the relevant era and civilization. Without a radical
critique of the methodology and scientific disciplines that have shaped
capitalism, all efforts to reconstruct a science that will foster a meaningful,
[ree life are in vain. I do not wish to contribute to the discussion on
modernity and post-modernity. I have much respect for many of the
opinions expressed on this topic but I am in agreement with the widely
held belief that we are still far from the essence of the problem.

[ wish to present my own interpretation under the notion regime of
truth. It is not an endeavor for an alternative method but rather an endeavor
to find a solution to the problems that a life detached from the values of
freedom creates. Undoubtedly, there has always been a quest for truth by
humanity; throughout the ages, various options—from mythology to
religion, from philosophy to contemporary science—have been hailed as
holding the answer. But, although we cannot perceive of a life outside of
these fields, we also cannot deny that many of our problems stem from them.

However, contemporary modernity is unique in that it has reached
an unsustainable level: the proliferation of nuclear weapons, population
explosion, exhaustion of resources, environmental destruction, excessive
growth of social rifts, disintegration of moral bonds and a stressful life that
has lost its charm and lyricism are but a few examples that demonstrate
that our regimes of truth have failed.

To prevent us from falling into a state of silent desperation, we need
lo remedy the situation. To find a solution, we have to question when and
where we have made the enormous mistakes that led to these aberrations.
Mighty struggles have been waged against capitalist modernity to no
avail—we all know what happened to the systems that claimed they were
alternatives. Does this mean that the world we live in is the final and eternal
one, precisely as the system proclaims? Is another world not possible?
Attempting to answer these questions is my duty to the values of freedom.

I am convinced that capitalist modernity acquires most of its power
from erroneous social construction. Our reasoning has been weakened
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and distorted by the juxtaposing of the dualistic pairs subject-object,
idealist-materialist, dialectical-metaphysical, philosophical-scientific and
mythological-religious. The intense polarization of these dichotomies
constitutes the fundamental methodological error that has led to capitalist
modernity.

Though this reasoning has reached its peak in capitalism, rulers and
exploiters through the ages have encouraged beliefs and arguments based
on these dichotomies because of the fundamental role they have played
in legitimizing the continuation of ruling systems. If the human mind
were not conditioned to these distinctions, exploitative systems would
not have been so successful. The continuation of the intellectual wars they
cause leads to the desire for more power and more exploitation. Those in
pursuit of the truth will receive acclaim from rulers and exploiters only
for success in developing these dichotomies: “Truth is power, power is
truth.” Such a regime of truth is the strongest possible ally of the political
and exploitative regime. The consequence of such an alliance is more
oppression and exploitation, which in turn means the loss of a free and
meaningful life.

Such a regime of truth should not be tolerated any longer. We need
to reject the system’s regime of truth on all fronts. In other words, I am
not talking about merely opposing the system but about developing an
alternative system based on the analysis of the flawed system. By resisting
not only the power networks but also the exploitation centers and by
developing the ability to build communities, the system can be attacked
at its most vulnerable spot. Every social construction is the product of a
specific mentality. All important events, all periods of development and
their resulting structures have been the work of influential minds and
their will. Thus, indeed, the world we live in does not have to be the final
and eternal one; another world is possible.

One of the biggest errors of the Marxian method was that the
proletariat, who were already under daily oppression and exploitation,
were expected to bring about the new societal construction without
the necessary mental revolution having been initiated, Marxists failed
to see that the proletariat consisted of re-conquered slaves; the Marxists
themselves fell for the “free worker” fallacy. |
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Thus, what is the world-view that needs to be acquired? In order to
answer this question clearly we need to have a clear understanding of the
present mentality, originating from the subject-object dichotomy.

Firstly, despite claims to this regard, objectivity is not purely an
expression of the laws of nature and society. Profound research will show
that the so-called “objective laws” are nothing but the modern equivalent
of the “Word of God” of antiquity. The voice of the powers that transcend
nature and society have always echoed in this objectivity. If we dig deeper,
we will find the source of this voice to be the domination of tyrant and
exploiter. The objective mind and the orders given by the voice are closely
connected to the systems of civilization. It has been disciplined by and
made familiar to these systems. Even if new information is extracted
rom an object, it is immediately adjusted to conform to the system. If
resistance is shown, the culprits are punished by the gods of the system,
just like Adam and Abraham, Mani and Mansur Al-Hallaj, Saint Paul and
(iordano Bruno. If, on the other hand, objectivity is that which we perceive
intuitively, objectivity is very valuable—it may even lead to true wisdom
when aligned with the values of free life. But in order to achieve this type of
objectivity, one has to be as brave as Mansur Al-Hallaj or Giordano Bruno.®

We need to be aware that we can reach two sets of conclusions
through “objectivity” and that it requires great effort and resistance to
understand which represents the established, dominant system and
which represents the truth. If objective thought cannot be freed from
analytical intelligence, if it cannot be coupled with the momentary,
intuitive thought originating from emotional intelligence, then it will
play a terrible role in history. The ancient Leviathan has been replaced
by the monster that bore the atomic bomb—a monster equipped with
the analytic thinking structures of capitalist modernity. Later, when we
examine the mask-less new god—the nation-state—the capabilities of
objective analytic thought will become clear.

Subjectivism, which positions itself on the opposite side of objectivity,
claims that truth is to be attained through insight and contemplation
rather than through scrupulous study of the subject matter alone.
Subjectivism is another version of Platonism and is in danger of repeating
the erroneous and obsessive aspects of the latter, expressed in the
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dictum: “Truth is only that which can be felt and sensed” This attitude
may even lead to existentialism, which considers a human being to be
whatever he makes of himself. When it comes to its perception of nature
and society, subjectivism is a strong advocate of individualism and has
played a significant role in turning modernity’s individual into an egoist.
Instead of fostering a healthy “I” it brings forth a selfish individual,
firmly enchained to the consumptive society. And, as does its opposite,
subjectivism does not hesitate to take its place within the system. In fact,
the capitalist system owes much to this way of thinking. This attitude has
been reflected primarily in the arts, particularly in literature and through
the use of the art industry, which has formed a whole new virtual world; it
keeps the whole of society under its influence. In this way, it provides the
system its much needed legitimacy. Society is continuously bombarded
with the sentiments of a virtual world and thus faces losing the possibility
of self-reflectivity. The truth is reduced to a world of simulation. It is no
longer meaningful to distinguish between the original and the copy. The
only positive aspect of subjectivism (as an insight) is its close link with
emotional intelligence, due to the fact that feeling and intuition play a
major role in subjectivism.

In Sufism and Middle Eastern wisdom an attempt was made to capture
the unity of nature and society through the method of contemplation.
Much progress was indeed made and it could still be utilized, as it is a
substantial source. Eastern subjectivity is superior to Western objectivity
when it comes to its moral approach to nature and society. But subjectivity,
just as objectivity, has often fallen into the trap of presenting itself as the
god's voice. In this respect the two attitudes converge. This very aspect of
their inner and transcendental gods, together with their conceptions of
nature and society, cannot but end up serving the system’s disguised or
naked kings, who are the masked or mask-less gods.

Objectivity with all its academic institutions on the one hand, and
subjectivism with its various spiritual and religious institutions on the
other hand, breed a two-way legitimacy for capitalist modernity. Instead
of playing their roles as regimes or methods of truth, they become the
system’s sycophants. The cadres and institutions that legitimize power
and exploitation play a role as vital as that of the Institutions of brute force
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and exploitation. Yet again we encounter the forces of the system that
have been unified with the aphorisms “power is truth” and “knowledge is
power.” Hence, the quest for truth becomes the name of the game played
by the triumvirate of capital, science and politics. Any quest for truth
outside of this game is the enemy of the system and it must either be
annihilated or absorbed into the system.

We are besieged by the most advanced stage of the material world and
we face an enormous loss of meaning. How are we to break free from this
power circle of capital, science and politics? The answer to this has been
searched for by philosophers of freedom such as Nietzsche and Foucault,
but there is no ready answer. We should truly understand these philosophers
who, when evaluating modernity, proclaimed the death of man and the
castration of society. The existence of death camps, atomic bombs, wars
of ethnic cleansing, destruction of the environment and increased cancer
and AIDS not only confirms these judgments, but necessitates an urgent
counter-quest for truth. I must reiterate that social democrats, national
liberation movements and even scientific socialism, although seen as the
strongest opposition, have long ago abandoned this role and have taken
their position as denominations of modernity. It has also been understood
that many post-modern quests are indeed modernist thoughts in disguise.

Systems begin to dissolve when they have reached their climax and
then start to decline. The 1970s is the period when capitalist modernity
began its decline and its chosen method began losing esteem. Ecological
consideration, feminist trends and ethno-cultural movements gained
prominence. This was possible because criticism of the scientific method
had paved the way for alternative schools of thought and independent
interpretation. It is important that we understand the value of periods
like these—periods that are often called “chaotic’—and appreciate the
different intellectual groupings in their own right as centers of resistance.
We have to understand that such historical periods are intellectually
productive in terms of new and different methods and in terms of
construction of truth because this insight will increase the chances of a
successful reconstruction of society at the community level.

Oneofourpractical responsibilities today is to see to the materialization
of our utopias of freedom and equality by building these ideals into social
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structures. To obtain this, we need to realize the scientific importance of
the chosen path and we need the strength of will to obtain freedom. We
have arrived at a time where the love for truth is the only guarantee of
free life. Our slogan then becomes “Truth is love; love is free life!” Thus,
if we are not filled with love for a free life—which is both the method
to obtain truth and the regime of truth—then we can neither attain the
necessary knowledge nor build our desired social world.

Let us now examine the leading structures and knowledge in the light of
this hypothesis. We start off by rejecting the progenitors of the Bacons and
Descartes—taking the human being as our basis may be more appropriate
than the subject-object, spirit-body dichotomy. I am not pleading for a
human-centric world-view, nor for a humanistic approach. I am referring
to the totality of facts that comprises the human being, facts such as:

l. Atoms, the building blocks of matter, have their richest existence and
composition—Dboth in terms of number and arrangement—in the
human being,

2. The human being has the advantage of representing all the plant and
animal structures of the biological world.

3. The human being has realized the most advanced forms of social life.

4. The human being has access to a very elastic and free intellectual world.

5. The human being is capable of metaphysical thought.

Clearly, the human being constitutes a unique source of knowledge,

and functioning as a unit. The understanding of this source in its entirety,
in its wholeness, is equal to understanding the known material universe

|
|
where all these characteristics are intertwined, occurring simultaneously
(or, at the very least, it is a correct first step in that direction). I will now

I

discuss the five points set out above in more detail.

1. Atoms, the building blocks of matter, have their richest existence
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and composition—both in terms of number and arrangement—in the
human being.

The relationship between the inter- and Intrasatomic entities and life
forms can best be detected in the human belng. In o way, the human

i
B ——



On Method and the Regime of Truth

being can be perceived as a living alignment of matter. This does not
mean that the human being is nothing more than the sum of its matter.
Nor does it mean that matter is a structure without living emotions. It is
quite difficult to lend meaning to the relationship between matter, which
has a living emotion of its own, and the human being, which transcends
being the simple sum of its matter. I think the source of metaphysical
thought lies in this perception. If we can attain an unlimited flexibility
in our perception, we may overcome the dichotomy between matter and
meaning. It just may be that the aim of all animate and inanimate forms
is to overcome this dichotomy. Thus, the aim of matter is to have meaning
and the aim of meaning is to surpass matter. It may be possible to find
the faintest breath of love in this dichotomy. Could it be that the action-
reaction principle has evolved from the matter-meaning dichotomy? Can
this dual antagonism be the origin of the saying “the basis of the universe
is love”? This love seems to have situated itself on a strong basis within
the human being.

[ believe the search for matter within the human being is a method
that may bring us closer to the truth. It seems impossible to do so in the
isolated laboratories of modernity. In quantum physics, the relationship
between the observer and the observed does not allow for measurement.
Just as the observer changes, matter—the observed—can escape the
aftention of the observer under laboratory conditions. Therefore, the
human being can best perceive itself through introspection. Democritus
was able to discover the atom through this method several millennia
ago.' Besides, the human being is a more comprehensive laboratory. I am
not saying that laboratories are of no use, but that fundamental principles
can be determined through human introspection.

We can observe all the laws of chemistry and physics within the
human being and attain a better knowledge thereof. We can come to
understand the transformation of matter to energy and the rich chemical
compounds in the structure of the human being. It is also possible to
come to understand the relationship between energy and matter as well
as the unity between matter, energy and thought in the human brain.
This leads us to the all-important question: Can the unity realized in the
human being be a characteristic of the universe as well?
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Therefore, our first principle is the potentially rich perception of the
human being. It can be held as the main path to knowledge and a sound
principle of regime in relation to what the truth is.

2. The human being has the advantage of representing all the plant and
animal structures of the biological world.

The human being offers a rich example for observation of the aliveness-
lifelessness dichotomy. Aliveness has reached its developmental peak
and displays its most advanced characteristics in the human being.
Lifeless matter has attained its most advanced level in parallel and in
combination with aliveness. The arrangement of matter in the brain and
the development of life still holds many mysteries. The link between the
matter of the brain and the animate being that has acquired the ability to
think abstractly still has to be discovered.

In searching for a hypothesis to explain the relationship between
aliveness and lifelessness in the human being, an important assumption
should be that matter has the potential to become alive. Without this
potential, the collection of matter within the human being would not
be able to sustain this advanced form of aliveness, this life form with
emotions and thought.

Given this assumption, how can we arrive at an understanding of the
potential aliveness of matter through stronger perception?

Firstly, we should make the fundamental principle of action-reaction
the cornerstone of our notion of potential aliveness. It may be meaningful
to interpret this principle (for every action there is a reaction), which can
be observed throughout the entire universe, as potential aliveness.

In the second place, the existence-vacuum dichotomy should be part of
our notion of potential aliveness. We cannot conceive of an existence without |
a vacuum and a vacuum without existence. If we strain the boundaries of our
thought, surpassing the dual antagonism of existence and vacuum, it would
mean their disappearance. But what can we call this new entity without the
existence-vacuum duality? This is the second important question. Some
immediately may give the customary reply of “God" but, if we apply our
minds, we may arrive at a more meaningful answer. We may even arrive at
the meaning of life or the answer to the mystery of life.
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In the third place, and in combination with the action-reaction
principle, the particle characteristic of light waves should be included in
our notion of potential aliveness. This characteristic is a prerequisite for
action and reaction to occur. The “black hole,” which absorbs all light,
makeés things even more mysterious. If the energy of the radiation is
absorbed, what is left? This is one of the most difficult questions to be
answered. If we define black holes as pure energy islands, what can we
then call the energy radiation? Matter is concentrated accumulation of
energy—we all know Einstein's famous equation. Could the universe be
composed just of the dual antagonism of a humongous black hole and
matter? Is matter non-matter that makes itself visible? Does this mean
that we can see the universe, which has made itself visible, as a big, living
being? Can it be that all dual antagonisms in life are reminiscent of this
universal dual antagonism? Can love and hate, good and bad, beauty and
ugliness, right and wrong all be the reflections of this universe?

Questions can be multiplied, but what is crucial is that the
relationship between aliveness and lifelessness can no longer be
interpreted metaphysically—as was done by religious dogmatism—or be
viewed in terms of capitalist modernity’s distinction between spirit and
body or subject and object. The richness of life neither can be explained
through the dogma of an external creator nor through the spirit-matter
dichotomy. To increase our chances of understanding development in
the universe—including aliveness and lifelessness—we need to consider,
and become adept in observing, the richness of life in the human being.
Furthermore, those who are looking for justice have the duty to look for
the how and the why of life.

No entity comes into being without explanation or circumstance;
nature is more than just that. (If we are unable to see the explanation, we
should hold civilized society responsible for losing our ability to observe.)
Thus, the development of the human being too was a meaningful one and
ours is the duty to uncover this meaning.

This perspective enables us to analyze the great diversity and
evolutionary processes in the biological world. Understanding the
transition between animate and inanimate molecules enables us to
understand the transition between the plant and the animal kingdom.
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Significant scientific progress already has been made in this area and,
despite shortcomings and unanswered questions, we have developed a
much better understanding of the evolutionary process.

The plant kingdom is a miracle in itself—from the most primitive plant
to an extraordinary fruit tree; from grass to roses with thorns—showing the
strength of the ability to be alive. And the relationship between the beauty
of the rose and its thorny self-protection may hold a key to another mystery:
The most striking aspect of evolution, as manifested in our botanical
examples above, is the ability for the subsequent phase to contain in itself
the previous phase, protecting the previous as part of its richness. Hence,
contrary to widespread belief, evolution continues not by eliminating the
other (as according to dogmatic Darwinism) but by multiplying the self
through enrichment. What we have is development from a single species
to a multitude of species, from a primitive fungus to the endless diversity
of living beings. And all these diverse beings have a principle in common,
namely to defend themselves in some way or another.

Another aspect of biological evolution we need to heed is sexual and
asexual reproduction. Asexual reproduction is foundin very primitive forms
whereas sexual reproduction is the dominant principle. Hermaphroditism,
where female and male parts are found within a single unit, is due to the
transition between the different stages. In order to multiply and diversify
into different species the sexes need to be represented in different units.
Thus, we can attribute the female-male duality to the general development
principle of the universe, namely progress based on conflict and mutation
(in other words, positive dialectic!) We ought to learn this lesson from
nature: iasistence to remain “the same” is denial of progress. It is also clear
that all the different kinds of quests for absolute truth did not result in the
ability to interpret the universe.

We should also pay attention to the question of why the universe wants to
flourish. Is this not proof of the universe’s aliveness? Could something devoid
of life flourish? The plant kingdom makes it easier to answer this question.

Another important question with regard to biological development is
whether planet Earth is unique. The belief that another planet with life
forms cannot exist—Dbecause such a planet has never been encountered in
the observed universe—is a delusion of metaphysics that claims that the
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human being can know everything. It is in fact akin to believing in creation
by god. We are just beginning to make sense of our world; we should not
dismiss out of hand the saying “each living being has a universe”; neither
should we just dismiss the concept of parallel universes. Let me clarify
with an example. Any cell from any part of the human tissue is a living
being in its own right. If thought develops within the brain cells, then can
these cells claim that the universe is only what we think it to be? On the
other hand, although these cells are unaware of the human being and of
the extraordinary universe, it does not mean that the human being and the
micro and macro universe do not exist. Can we then not see the human as
such a cell within the macro universe? If we dare do this, we can conceive
of the existence of other universes t0o.?

Although the animal kingdom is a system in its own right, the
existence of the plant kingdom is a precondition for the existence of the
animal kingdom. (In fact, cells common to both the animal and plant
kingdoms do exist.®) More importantly, a rich variety of plants is also
a precondition for a rich variety of animals. Potential aliveness in plant
cells have led to an advanced form of aliveness in the animal kingdom,
namely sensory and emotional awareness such as vision, hearing, pain,
desire, anger and affection.

Animals feel pleasure and pain—emotions distinctly associated
with aliveness. In the continuous search for food amongst animals,
we encounter yet again the relationship between energy and aliveness.
Hunger is the impulse that leads the animal to feed and thereby store
the needed energy. The sexual drive has much the same function—it
springs from the desire to live and from the fear of extinction. We can
thus interpret eating and sexual reproduction as forms of self-defense.”

The development of awareness is a miracle in itself. Let us take sight as
an example. This sensory awareness is an advanced aspect of aliveness.?
Sight, like all other forms of awareness, is a form of thought. (Aliveness
itself can be seen as the ability to learn: “I think, therefore I am”) Should
we not understand the following saying in this light? “God created the
universe to observe himself” According to Hegel, the reification of Geist
for self-awareness is related to the act of seeing. Can it be that to see and
to be seen is one of the fundamental aims of creation?
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All the characteristics of aliveness encountered in the plant and animal
kingdoms can be seen in the human being. In terms of the ability to learn
and think, the development of the brain is at its peak. The incredible
power latent in the human beings ability to think may even make a new
evolutionary form unnecessary. The universe recognizes itself through
our eyes: “To be known, I created the human being.”

3. The human being has realized the most advanced forms of social life.

For a meaningful method and regime of truth it is important to consider the
human (as a species that has realized its own society) as a unique subject of
study, separate from the rest of the animal kingdom. Undoubtedly, not only
in the animal kingdom but also in the plant kingdom, we encounter many
examples of existence in groups. By nature, all species have the need to live in
close proximity to each other, or even live as a group—trees have forests and
fish their schools. However, the human society has a qualitative disti