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      Prologue

      
      
       Very rarely do western philosophers enter into a fruitful discourse with their intellectual
         counterparts from the East. We narcissistically examine our own works, legacy, history,
         and values, but rarely do we overcome our self-imposed deafness towards the philosophical
         world that remains outside of the West, as if everywhere else can pose as a subject
         of study, but never a philosophical equal in which the “other” can contribute to our
         study as a co-inventor, co-creator, and source of knowledge. We too often cleverly
         forget that that the western philosophical tradition was not only built upon the Greeks,
         who themselves were not necessarily “westerners,” as “the west” for the Greeks was
         the lands of savage barbarians, but was also rooted within the great Islamic philosophers,
         mystics, poets, scientists, theologians, and intellectuals that, rescued, preserved
         and enhanced the legacy of the Greeks. Western intellectuals too often remains recalcitrant
         in accepting the fact that it was the Muslim world, non-Christians, non-Aryans[1]  , and non-Westerners that laid the foundation for the West’s resurrection from it’s
         dark age death. We can only imagine what the West would be without the wisdom of al-Farabi,
         Ibn Rushd, Ibn Sina, and al-Kindi? What would it be without al-Khwarzimi and Ibn Khaldun?
         What would it be without the Banu Musa brothers, ibn Ishaq, ibn Firnas, ibn Qurra,
         al-Battani, and al-Razi? What would it be without al-Zahraw, ibn al-Haytham, al-Zarqali,
         and al-Idrisi? What would it be without al-Nafis, al-Tusi, and Suhrawardi? Sadly,
         if a Westerner is reading this prologue, very few of these names will prove to be
         familiar despite the fact that these are just a few of the most important philosophers,
         scientists, and intellectuals of the Muslim world that vigorously pursued excellence
         in knowledge while the West languished in its post-Roman obscurity and backwardness.
         These Islamic equivalents of Galileo, Copernicus, Newton, Thomas Aquinas, Descartes,
         Kant, Hegel, Weber, Marx, prepared the soil for the European renaissance, but are
         given very little credit for doing so in the academic institutions in Europe and North
         America. Many a western philosopher will master the corpus of western philosophy,
         but will never pursue a cursory study of their predecessors in the dar al-Islam (abode of Islam). The West, due to the its fundamental antagonism towards Islam,
         especially as it was understood in the Middle Ages to be a heretical form of Christianity,
         has systematically ignored the Islamic contribution to Western history and civilization
         and to the modern West’s dominance. Although the post-colonial mentality of many Muslims
         continues to praise all things western (gharbzadegi), scholars like Seyed Javad Miri are beginning to address and rectify the problem
         by turning towards the earlier Islamic sources for what are understood to be Western
         innovations. This is not an attempt to deny the West’s great achievements in science,
         technology, medicine, architecture, etc., but to re-value those earlier Islamic accomplishments
         that made the Western achievements possible. In doing so, both the West and the Muslim
         world are given their due respect as well as laying down a foundation for which an
         inter-civilizational discourse can be enacted.
      

      
       Seyed’s work critically reviews an earlier attempt to produce a meaningful discourse
         between a western and an eastern intellectual. In it, the philosopher, theologian,
         and proponent of the Primordial School of Social Theory, Allama Jafari reaches out
         to Sir Bertrand Russell, one of the most important analytic philosophers of the West,
         in an attempt to engage him in a discourse concerning religion, secularity, and other
         secondary concerns. Although a discourse of letters did ensue, it became clear that
         there was an ocean of difference between the two intellectuals; one in which a rather
         lengthy bridge would have to be built in order for them to journey to the center of
         understanding. Sadly, due to commitments by both scholars, a resolution of difference
         was not possible. Yet, a final synthesis of ideas may not have been the ultimate goal
         of the dialogue, but it may have been the first step in the acknowledgement of the
         other—the appreciation and acceptance of the “other” as a discourse partner.
      

      
       Seyed Javad Miri Meynagh will point out that there remains a need for comparative
         philosophy within the modern world; an examination of the commitments, assumptions,
         worldviews, and lifeworlds of the other, as to clear a path of demystification so
         that people of different societies and backgrounds may enter into a civil dialogue,
         discourse, and debate as not to “win” over the opponent, but to gain understanding of a friend. In a polarized world, where one way-of-being slowly colonizes the rest of the world
         through its socio-political and cultural power, while powerless nations passively
         watch with existential angst to see their world and culture slowly be devoured by
         the globalization of the secular consumer society, it is the role of the intellectual,
         ethically committed to the flourishing of human happiness, prosperity, justice, and
         equality, to lead their respective peoples to the round table of inter-civilizational
         discourse, in an attempt to slow, arrest, and/or reverse the homogenization of the culture. In doing so, one must take the categorical imperative of inter-subjectivity
         seriously; as it is only by extending the same respect and dignity that one wishes
         for oneself to the other that can avoid inter-civilizational chaos and collapse. Disrespect for “the sacred,” no matter what that may be within a given society, can and will
         poison the process of dialogue. 
      

      
       Finding a reservoir of respect for those who do not share an intellectual commitment
         can be difficult for the best of mankind including their intellectuals, philosophers,
         and theologians. In the case of the Western philosopher and the Islamic philosopher-theologian,
         this has proven to be very difficult. As Seyed Javad Miri Meynagh will point out,
         they often times speak past each other as opposed to speaking to each other. The differences
         between the two, beginning with the Westerner’s commitment to methodological atheism,
         militant secularity, and/or positivism, often seem insurmountable. Rooted in the 18th century Enlightenment which devalued and divorced revelation from reason, the western
         philosopher often dismisses the metaphysical commitment that the Islamic scholar has
         for the divine and a world imbued with meaning radiating from the existence of that
         divine. Religion is seen as foolishness, naïve, and intellectual obscurantism, the
         overcoming of which, is the basis for a true philosophical discussion. We must first
         embrace Nietzsche’s claim that God is dead, translated to religion is false, so that we may then enter into a rational discourse concerning the human condition.
         Western scholars often demand that the rest of humanity, including other westerners,
         must follow them into a secular-demystified relationship with the world if they are
         to join the discussion about human existence. This precondition that so many philosophers
         impose on discourse makes entering into a real discourse with those who maintain their
         religious faith almost impossible for it is laden with intellectual landmines that
         threaten to derail the discussion at any time. It is true that in a discourse about
         ultimate meaning and ultimate good we must appeal to “publicly accessible reasons”
         in order to come to some shared commitments, but we cannot impose an image of what
         we want the discourse partner to be before we enter into a meaningful discussion with
         them. To do so is to close the potential for dialogue before it even begins. The discourse
         partner must be allowed to be whosoever and what they truly are in all their authenticity.
         To demand that they scarecrow themselves, that they abandon their soul and ultimate
         commitments before a discourse is to take place, would be a fundamental mistake, as
         it would camouflage the true nature of their concerns, worries, and intentions and
         render the discussion invalid. 
      

      
       Such an inter-civilizational dialogue would demand that the West refrains from the
         diminishment of all religion to the basic characteristics of Christianity, but remains
         open for a self-defining religiosity. As Seyed Javad Miri Meynagh will point out,
         too often the negative history of Christianity in Europe and North America is imposed
         on all religions, thus unwittingly continuing the thorough misunderstanding of variously
         religious beliefs, commitments, values, rituals, etc. Western philosophers are notorious
         for their distorted beliefs about world religions. This is for two reasons, 1) the
         general bias against religion by philosophers that began already among the ancient
         Greeks, i.e. the argument that religion is for the masses (the ignorant) and philosophy
         for the intellectual elite, and 2) because of the historical oppression of philosophy
         (as pagan heresy) and science (as contradicting revelation), and the general anti-intellectualism
         that was rooted within the Christian / Europe dark ages. Because of their assumption
         about religion in general, western philosophers rarely make a concerted effort to
         understanding the religious world in which other intellectuals inhabit and therefore
         demand that those intellectuals abandon their religious beliefs as the West has done
         in order for them to come to some “universal” wisdom that can only be obtained once
         one has thoroughly emancipated oneself from a religious worldview. With only a few
         notable exceptions, many western philosophers mistakening support dictatorships and
         oppressive regimes within the Middle East because they’re “secular” and therefore
         assumed to be “progressive,” while in the process abandoning their philosophical commitments
         to emancipatory self-determination because the population of the given nation would
         support a religious lifeworld / state. In their view, all religion, due to the historical
         experience of Christian anti-intellectualism, is often seen as arbitrary, irrational,
         and intellectual infantile and belonging to a previous and less advanced period of
         human development, whose lingering on stands as a major impediment to human flourishing.
         They assume that only a secular society can bring about human happiness. Therefore,
         to reintroduce religion back into modernity would be a mistake. But is that the case
         for nations and countries outside of the West, where secularity itself is more oppressive
         than religion? It doesn’t seem to dawn on many western scholars that there may be
         religions that “sharpen the consciousness” of the individual instead of “dulling the
         consciousness;” that asks them to prophetically demand a qualitative change in the
         human condition as opposed to reconciling them with their diminished life. It doesn’t
         occur to them that often times the religion is more progressive in safeguarding individual
         rights than the secular regime. It doesn’t occur to them that some religions may be
         more “biophilic” (life affirming) in nature as opposed to universally “necrophilic”
         (death-friendly), and that secularity itself in some conditions may be overtly death-friendly.
         It doesn’t occur to them that some religions are thoroughly “this-worldly,” as opposed
         to “other-worldly,” and value the life and thought of the individual in the here-and-now.
         It doesn’t enter into their minds that some religions accept the finding of science
         as opposed to deny them because they conflict with their sacred texts, so that reason
         and revelation accompany each other as opposed to being the agents of conflict. For
         Allama Jafari, Bertrand Russell’s universal condemnation of all religion as irrationality
         is the truly irrational argument. Like so many philosophers before and after him,
         the nuances of each individual religion evaporate within the generalizations about
         religion as a “singular” phenomenon. However, many primordial philosophers, including
         Seyed Javad Miri and Allama Jafari, remind western philosophers that the historical
         experience of Islam was predominantly positive, as it was a liberational movement
         from irrationality, barbarity, and human destructiveness. Whereas one can claim that
         Christianity set the West back in its civilizational progress as Nietzsche did, Islam
         catapulted the Muslim world forward. To ascribe the negative aspects of the history
         of Christianity to all religions is to not only do great harm to the historical record,
         but also to diminish the possibility for future reconciliation of civilizations. 
      

      
       Many western secular scholars, including Russell, locate the motivation behind religion
         in the human emotion of fear. It is true that the “fear of the lord,” or even taqwa (sometimes translated as fear) in Islam can motivate many believers to reconcile themselves
         to the tenets of any given faith and obey its laws and commandments. However, this
         is a very simplistic interpretation of a highly complex phenomenon. It was the Iraqi
         female mystic Rabi’a al-Adawiyya of the 8th century C.E. who summed up in poetry the most pure intention for faith in the divine,
         she said, “I wish to burn paradise and pour water on the fires of hell so that both
         veils may vanish” (Smith, 1978).
      

      
       Rabi’a’s ultimate concern was that Muslims were missing the point of their religion
         and returning into a form of jahaliyya (ignorance) by being overly concerned with eschatological anxiety. In view of this,
         she wished to negate all thoughts of rewards and punishments from the minds of the
         believers so that they may worship the divine out of pure love and not out of self-concern
         for the afterlife. For her, the concern about the afterlife veiled the true reason for religion, i.e. not personal reward in paradise, and not the threat
         of eternal damnation in the hell-fire, but purely fisibillilah, for the sake of Allah. Although not all religious believers could ascend to the spiritual level of Rabi’a,
         the mystic-saint, she nevertheless represents the motivational essence of the Christianity
         and Islam, out of sheer love of the divine, one follows religion. Yet, this type of
         religious motivation remains outside of the purview of many secular philosophers who
         only see the systematic and institutional inculcation of fear into the masses as a
         way of manipulating and controlling them. It is true that Marx pointed out this phenomenon
         better than any western philosopher, but he and Engels also understood it wasn’t the
         whole of the story about religion, and made other comments regarding religion’s positive
         role in the emancipation of humanity from forces that bind them to their oppressors,
         i.e. the peasants revolt of Thomas Müntzer (1524 C.E.) Yet, even if we consider the
         idea that religion was overall a negative force in western society, which this author
         believes it not to be the case, we cannot nevertheless juxtapose that judgment onto
         the Muslims world, where it was not the case in Islam was a net-negative. Therefore,
         Russell’s claim about fear as the motivation for religion, as Allama Jafari so rightly
         pointed out, was false, as it cannot be applied universally to all religions and histories
         of religion. Once again, Russell’s simplification of religion based upon his understanding
         of the history of Christianity distorted his view of religion in general. A truly
         open and robust dialogue with Allama Jafari could possibly have a profound effect
         on his ability to grasp the nuances of world religion and saved him from making such
         a mistake. In light of this, it seems that comparative religion is more important
         now than ever before, even for the wise philosophers. 
      

      
       As Seyed Javad Miri will make clear, the critique of religion that locates the dissonance
         between the founder, the faith, and the believer, i.e. the original principle / agent,
         the doxa, and the praxis, is a very powerful one that is often leveled against religion
         by their enemies. It is true that there are often great chasms between these three
         entities, as the believer’s praxis often cannot be legitimated by the doxa, the doxa
         cannot be legitimated by the founder, just as the founder cannot be legitimated by
         the cultural tradition from which they originally superseded. It is not uncommon for
         an institutionalized religion to be unrecognizable in light of its founder—would Jesus
         of Nazareth recognize the Crusades as an extension of his faith? Would the Prophet
         Muhammad recognize al-Qae’da as faithful adherents to the compassion and mercy of
         Islam? Allama Jafari is correct in his retort to Russell’s use of this argument; history
         demonstrates that it is not only religion that powerful leaders distort, abuse, and
         legitimate their criminality with, but any system of thought can fall victim to this
         kind of functionalization; even secular systems of thought, whether it be communism,
         democracy, or socialism, can be invoked to justify great crimes. Just in the twentieth
         century, how often has freedom, justice, liberty, and equality been invoked to advance
         military actions that have been both in intent and in consequence about subjugation,
         injustice, unfreedom, and the advancement of one nation over the other? Religion,
         just as secular ideology, can be functionalized for negative purposes. Allama Jafari
         will argue that it is the role of the upright individual to rescue religion from the
         same kind of people that distort both religion and well-intentioned secular ideology.
         In doing so, it is a matter of religious necessity that the religious individual and
         community continually engage in a form of self-reflexivity; a constant future oriented return to the tradition as to maintain continuance with
         the universal goals of the founder while at the same time allowing enough creative
         space for future applications as not to make the founder and the doxa a dogmatic cage
         by which the liberational and emancipatory aspects become passé and a virtual prison.
         Said differently, we cannot sacrifice the spirit to preserve the law: a delicate balance
         must be maintained. If we fail to do so, the tradition itself becomes tyrannical and
         oppressive, giving the distorted generalizations of Russell and others the victory
         against religion that they desire. Where religion can adjust to the times, it must.
         Where it cannot, it must defend its position through rational discourse, without returning
         to force to impose itself on free peoples. To abandon a reasonable argument for slogans,
         truisms, or violence is to pave the way for fundamentalism, which is neither progressive/revolutionary,
         nor beneficial for human development. Both religious fundamentalism as well as secular
         fundamentalism close down the discourse which must remain open between various civilizations
         and cultures if we are to avoid conflict. 
      

      
       This self-reflexivity is also desperately needed among western philosophers who too
         often take comfort in their own narcissistic intellectual cloisters. Truly, there
         is wisdom in the world outside of philosophy, and much of it within religion and it
         must be examined in a thorough and honest way by the critics of religion without dismissing
         it for being metaphysical, mystical, or obscure. As I personally noted, the philosopher
         of religion, a bridge between both religion and philosophy, is often times the pariah
         within the philosophical discourse in the West, as religion seems to have been so
         thoroughly superseded by secular thought in modern times. Yet, any dialectical religiologist
         and philosopher of religion can detect the underlying religious residue within many
         of the great works of philosophy, whether it be by Kant, Hegel, Marx, Freud, Adorno,
         Horkheimer, Heidegger, Gadamer, Habermas, etc. So much of religion has been determinately
         negated and dialectically translated into continental philosophy as well as secular
         legislation, especially its concern for those who have been deeply wounded by history
         and nature, the poor and dispossessed, and the victims of society, as well as existential
         concerns. Some, like the Frankfurt School, will openly admit their translation of
         religion into philosophy, as can be seen in their radicalization of the bilderverbot (Jewish and Islamic ban on images of the divine). Instead of denying this translation
         of theology into philosophy, isn’t it time that western philosophers return to a discussion
         of the continual existence of religion within secular society, philosophy, art, and
         science; its continual existence despite the material wealth of some nations, what
         it would truly mean to maintain a fundamental commitment to a religious position in
         the modern secular world, and how can secular modernity respect the religious worldviews
         of others without attempting to undermine their identity through free markets and
         consumer society? In our post-secular age, where meaning has been banished from existence,
         where “being” is replaced by “having,” where sacredness is abandoned for profanity,
         were the economically powerful dominate those without power, shouldn’t we reengage
         ourselves in a discussion of the “awareness of what’s missing,” i.e. the sacred? It
         is this intra-civilizational discourse that is desperately needed within the western context. If
         we can have a conversation about our own relationship to religion, then we may find
         ourselves in a better position to enter into a dialogue with others about their religion
         and its importance to their way-of-being-in-the-world. 
      

      
       Conversely, Islamic and non-Western scholars should remain sensitive to the history
         of religion within the West. Looking backward into the pathology and criminality of
         so much of institutional religion in Europe, how it justified the Crusades, the Inquisition,
         colonization, and imperialism, how the religion of love was dialectically transformed
         into the religion of hate, how it categorically rejected sound science, it becomes
         clear as to why the modern secular western intelligentsia distrusts religion and calls
         for its abolishment from the public sphere. Very few of these same secular voices
         denigrate Jesus of Nazareth, but many will highlight the violence and atrocities that
         were done in his name. Appreciation for the founder remains while disdain for the
         doxa and praxis increases. Muslim scholars should be aware that the great leap forward
         in the West was not through religion, like it was in the Muslim territory, but it
         was through the secular Enlightenment. A potential return to religion is viewed by
         many western scholars as a return to the dark ages, and their hesitation is warranted.
         Yet, unlike the West, the Muslim world, although not a society of saints and angels,
         does not have a history of genocide, global conquest, racism, and systematic religious
         bigotry, but that fact has been lost in Western historical and sociological studies
         of the East, let alone in contemporary political discourse. Additionally, it is too
         easy for Western scholars to not only attribute the violence of Christian history
         to all of religion, but also to now attribute the violence of modern Islamic fundamentalism
         to Islam itself and retroactively project that image over the 1400 years of Islam’s
         existence; especially considering that Islam was the only other religion that ever threatened the existence of Christendom. Yet traditional
         religious scholars like Allama Jafari, and western educated Muslim scholars like ‘Ali
         Shari’ati and Tariq Ramadan continue to invite the best minds of both cultures to
         the table of discourse. We must both recognize the faults of the others, as well as
         our own, and build upon our strengths and shared goals.
      

      
       It is in the spirit of our common humanity that attempts by scholars such as Allama
         Jafari to enter into an honest discourse with members of the intelligentsia from other
         civilizations are so important, as they are the first steps towards a future world
         reconciliation where hatred and war are abolished between peoples and nation-states.
         “Perpetual Peace” was not only a dream of the western philosopher Immanuel Kant, but
         a vision of the world among the Muslims as well: the world as dar al-salaam (abode of peace). It is only through discourses that we moderns can realize what the
         Qur’an has already stated fourteen centuries ago, that mankind was made into nations
         and tribes so that they’d come to know each other (Qur’an: Surah al-Hujurat (49:13).
         Our differences are invitations to discourse, not reasons to be enemies. Allama Jafari
         understood that. 
      

      
      Dustin J. Byrd

      
      Professor of Humanities

      
      Olivet College

      
      Olivet, Michigan

      
      USA

      
      Note

      
      
         1. It should be noted that Iranians (Turks, Persian or Kurds and non-Arabs) are Aryans.
               

      

   
      Introduction

      
      East is East, and West is West, and Never the Two Shall Meet. The ballad of “East and West” was written by Rudyard
         Kipling (1865–1936). He was an English poet, short-story writer, and novelist chiefly
         remembered for his celebration of British imperialism. He received the Noble Prize
         in Literature by 1907 and considered by many such as George Orwell as the “Prophet
         of British Imperialism.” The sentiment he aroused by his unforgettable ballad came
         to imbue the cultural paradigms of the 20th century and even the 21st century could be an extension of such a neo-imperialistic barbarism. The most blatant
         of all was explicated by the celebrated American social thinker Samuel Philips Huntington
         who argued that the clash between civilizations is inevitable due to the inherent
         antagonism which exists between the East and the West. 
      

      
      In other words, Kipling’s ballad took a scientific turn in the hands of renowned US
         political thinkers as the ideology of “Pentagon Hawks” for a neo-crusading military
         warmongers who aimed at a reconstruction of world politics in lines with neo-imperialistic
         aspirations of Euro-Atlantic rogue states.[1]   In the middle of all these ideological controversies and military invasions as
         well as economic embargos which have been going on between West and East there seem
         to be solemn moments of tranquility and polite intellectual engagements between eastern
         and western thinkers. One of these significant occasions is about the dialog which
         occurred between Sir Bertrand Russell and Allama M. T. Jafari. The dialog between
         these two towering figures of the 20th century is one of those unforgettable episodes of history of ideas which ought to
         be more investigated and drawn upon in a serious fashion.[2]   Unfortunately few in England or Europe at large know about their correspondences
         and those in Iran who have heard of their exchanges of letters don’t know very deeply
         about the substantial importance of these ideas for comparative studies in the fields
         of science, social science, cultural studies and philosophy as well as humanities
         at large.[3]   Regrettably Russell did not write on Allama Jafari’s ideas and works but fortunately
         Allama Jafari spent few years on reading, writing, commenting and engaging on the
         works of Sir Bertrand Russell. The outcome of those ponderings and engagements came
         to be materialized in the forms of two substantive books and one article entitled
         subsequently as “A Study and Critique of the Russell-Wyatt Dialog” (1966), “Bertrand
         Russell’s Best: Silhouettes in Satire: A Critical Study of Russell” (1970) and the
         article which was published in Ettelaat   Newspaper in 1969 as “Probing into the Philosophical World of Sir Bertrand Russell.” Of course
         to carry studies of these kinds are full of dilemmas and paradoxes due to many justifiable
         and unjustifiable reasons. Here I am not going to explicate all these reasons but
         mention few of them which could be constructive for further studies in the respective
         fields of comparative philosophy and intercivilizational social theory.[4]   The first justifiable critique could be the very possibility of cross-cultural
         engagements between intellectuals. If we have different backgrounds and each culture
         is constructed on distinct bases then how could we engage in dialog on vital questions?
         Those who adhere to sociological relativism[5]   may prefer to ignore the other due to towering significance of relativism as the
         cornerstone of their ideology but this means to leave the ground for politicians who
         are neither qualified nor equipped to carry on such a fundamental task. We are, as
         a matter of fact, living during this epoch where politics is our religion and politicians
         are our shamans who act as inverse counterpart to traditional healers and spiritual
         leaders among Native American and other indigenous or aboriginal peoples. In other
         words, if we decide not to engage the other existing option is not peaceful coexistence
         but the barbarism of politicians who use beautiful words (such as human right, democracy,
         humanitarian assistance and so on) in order to destroy the worlds of others who may
         not share the vision of corporate multinational tycoons. 
      

      
      To put it otherwise, if the cross-cultural engagements are not possible then we should
         “make” these possibilities as the unfolding of such possibilities are the only promising
         paths before humanity in general. The other reason which could be taken into consideration
         is the respective different educational backgrounds which existed between Allama Jafari
         and Sir Bertrand Russell. On the surface, this could be a justifiable objection as
         Allama Jafari studied jurisprudence in Najaf Seminary while Sir B. Russell studied
         mathematics and philosophy at Cambridge University. But when one scrutinizes the case
         closer it becomes evident that these two giants of the twentieth century were more
         than anything else philosophers in the truest sense of the term, i.e. lover of the wisdom.[6]   
      

      
      In other words, a cursory look at the works of these two thinkers would readily demonstrate
         that their pivotal concerns are “humanity” and the “felicity of human being.” These
         two central concerns have constituted the very spirit of philosophy since times immemorial.
         Another problem which has been raised by some in Iran against the approach of Allama
         Jafari in regard to Russell is the fact that the former is a clergy while the other
         is an enlightened philosopher who did not share the vision of clerical establishment
         in any sense that organized religion may have attempted to materialize historically
         along the course of human history around the globe. In my view, this is a very naïve
         objection as Allama was not a clergy in the Christian sense of the word. He was rather
         a man of knowledge who spent many years at one of the most significant seats of learning
         in the Shiite World and at the same time engaged in other fields of knowledge which
         came to be associated with academia in Iran upon his return to Tehran in 1950. Having
         said all these I think it is important to state at the outset that this study is not
         a comparison between Allama Jafari and Sir B. Russell. On the contrary, in this work
         we are looking at the Allama Jafari’s work on Russell and how the former perceived
         the latter. To my knowledge, this is the first study of its kind as nobody so far
         has looked at what Allama Jafari thought of Sir Bertrand Russell. Neither in Iran
         nor in England has anybody paid attention to such an important episode in the history
         of cross-cultural philosophical ideas. In addition, the contents of the letters which
         were exchanged between these two giants of philosophy in the 20th century went completely unnoticed by both historians of philosophy as well as social
         thinkers in East and West for the past 50 years. Said differently, many riddles of
         philosophy, ethics, law, international relations, politics, religious studies, metaphysics
         and humanities could be unlocked if the first steps which were taken by Allama Jafari
         and followed up to a lesser extent by Russell were continued by other towering intellectual
         figures of Iran and England. 
      

      
      To grieve for things which could have happened but did not occur is a futile act of
         unintelligent people who do not appreciate the power of “the present time” which could
         alter the contours of the future and overshadow the remissness of the past. If we
         could galvanize the true spirit of dialog between intellectuals, philosophers, thinkers
         and social theorists of East and West then we may be able to hope for the birth of
         “humanity” as an institution on the global scale. We are under heavy spell of ancient ideologies, modern mythologies
         and postmodern superstitions that we think all these lofty concepts we employ exist
         “institutionally.” This is a delusion in the Freudian sense of the term, i.e. an illusion
         that derives its strength from our instinctual desires (Freud, 1962). Concepts such
         as tribe, clan, kin, nation and race have been deeply institutionalized and their
         respective mindsets have overshadowed greater parts of human history. Blood, land,
         race, language and profit have constituted the main parameters of our collective mentalité.
         However there are possibilities in our impossible epoch to realize “humanity” in an
         institutional fashion through dialogue. The dialogue among philosophers who have been
         able to overcome the shackles of blood ties, racial fetishisms, national barbarism,
         lingual chauvinisms, utilitarian egotisms and many other vices is one of the efficient
         approaches to carry out this unachievable achievement. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         1. The term “rogue state” is one of the most interesting inventions of neo-colonialist
               discourses within social sciences. The term has a dual connotation. The neo-colonial
               interpretation of the term which is mainly backed up by mainstream media applies the
               concept to states considered by Euro-Atlantic alliance as threatening to their vision
               of world’s peace. In operationalizing the concept the Euro-Atlantic theorists have
               set up certain criteria for a rogue state, such as being ruled by authoritarian regimes that severely restrict human rights, sponsor terrorism, and seek to proliferate weapons of mass destruction. It is constructive to note that the term is used most by the United States, United Kingdom, France, and Germany which have been part of the axis of colonialism
               and make up currently the axis of neo-colonial military inventions around the globe
               visibly or invisibly. However there is another interpretation which contradicts the
               Euro-Atlantic interpretation and as a matter of fact portrays Euro-Atlantic bloc as
               rogue states. Because the Euro-Atlantic countries have the largest arsenal of mass
               destructive weapons, support the most reactionary regimes in the world that restrict
               severely human rights and use military force in furthering their illegitimate policies
               around the globe (as an extension of the imperialistic policies of the 19th and 20th
               centuries).

         2. It may be of interest for the readers to know that during 1960s, Allama Jafari travelled
               to Europe. His productive stay in Europe lasted for more than three months. While
               he was in France it coincided with the heydays of Jean Paul Sartre who was considered
               one of the most celebrated public intellectuals and activist philosophers of the world.
               Friends of Allama Jafari who were living or studying in France suggested to him that
               a meeting with Sartre would be very constructive as he is on the side of the “Wretched
               of the Earth” as denoted by Frantz Fanon. It is reported that Allama Jafari accepted
               the suggestion though on one condition and that was if Sartre would concede to meet
               for two or three hours so the two men could sit and engage on a serious fashion. In
               other words, if Sartre wanted to meet in a casual manner and preach the audience then
               the meeting would not be useful and yield to nothing of constructive significance.
               At any rate, it seems some people took the message of the Philosopher of the East
               to the Philosopher of the West. Sartre was surprised to hear that a man from East
               has come to Paris and wants to challenge him by having a philosophically engaging
               debate. It is reported that Sartre asked Simon de Beauvoir to arrange the meeting
               by finding out if the man is an authentic philosopher so the two could meet afterwards.
               It is narrated by Allama Jafari to his son-in-law (Manochehr Sadoghi who himself is
               a contemporary neo-Sadraian philosopher) that Simon de Beauvoir came to visit the
               residence of Allama Jafari in Paris. But when she entered the house and glanced at
               Allama Jafari through the hallway she turned away and left the house immediately.
               Later on when one of the Iranian colleagues asked her about her immediate departure
               without even uttering a word, Simon de Beauvoir is reported to express the following:… I came to see if the man who is reported to be a philosopher is an authentic philosopher
                  of the East … but I did not find him authentic.When the man asked how could she reach to this conclusion, she replied:… I had in mind an image of eastern philosophers who have long beard but this man
                  lacked such a quality.Based on a simplistic “image” by one of the most complicated intellectuals of the
               twentieth century a dialogue between East and West which could have world-shaking
               consequences was jeopardized in a very trivial fashion. Of course, this needs to be
               studied in a more profound manner by students of social sciences and philosophy as
               sometimes a “mental image” could replace “reality” in a vulgar sense. (This story
               was narrated to me by Karim Feyzi who is a close associate of Manochehr Sadoghi, who,
               in turn, reported the whole story from his father-in-law, i.e. Allama M. T. Jafari.)

         3. I recall myself an occasion in my office in Tehran when a smart lady came to visit
               one of my colleagues (Professor Naser Takmil Homayoun) in 2010. She glanced at the
               few books of Allama Jafari which were scattered on the desk and reluctantly turned
               to me in a very angry mood by telling:… why do you read him at the Institute of Humanities and Cultural Studies? Then she
                  continued as though she has found the truth … by stating that Jafari was not an Allama
                  … but a charlatan … who pretended to have exchanged letters with Sir Bertrand Russell.
                  How could such an ignorant person be in touch with a great contemporary philosopher?!I attempted to explain to her that Allama Jafari did, indeed, correspond with Sir
               Bertrand Russell and I, as a matter of fact, got the copies of these invaluable letters
               from The Russell Foundation at MacMaster University (Hamilton, Ontario-Canada) due
               to the courtesy of Professor John Ongley in 15th November 2008. She refused to listen
               to me and instead argued rather indecently that there is no connection whatsoever
               between philosophy and Shiite clericalism which Jafari was a representative of. I
               mentioned this incident to indicate a point about how little Allama Jafari is known
               even in Iran and more importantly to what extent the debate between these two remarkable
               philosophers has gone unnoticed up to this very day. Of course, Allama Jafari has
               admirers too but even they think Allama is a passé without having exhausted his body
               of knowledge in a scholarly fashion. This is a widespread attitude among Iranian researchers
               who base their opinions on the contemporary classical figures on “oral judgments”
               which means in a concrete fashion in this case “not reading Allama Jafari’s own works
               but assuming that others have read and found nothing so he is a passé.” However, for
               the record, I paste for the scholarly audience my correspondences with Professor Ongley
               where he mentions the archival address of these exchanged letters and other relevant
               information for those who may be interested in following up the leads. On 4th November
               2008 I send an email to the Society of Bertrand Russell as follows:GreetingsI am interested in joining the Society but unable to send my checks to you from Tehran.
                  My name is Seyed Javad Miri, visiting professor at Sharif University at the department
                  of Philosophy of Science. I would be happy to hear from you.Kind RegardsSeyed Javad MiriI got a reply immediately on the 4th of November 2008 from Professor
               John Ongley who replied:Hi Seyed:Rosalind and I will take care of this for you and get you a free membership in the
                  Bertrand Russell Society. No need to send a check. Please send us an address where
                  we can send you the Society journal (The Bertrand Russell Society Quarterly) as well
                  as the publication of the Bertrand Russell Archives (Russell: The Journal of Bertrand
                  Russell Studies) that both come with a membership. Is there a library at Sharif University
                  that would like to get the Bertrand Russell Society Quarterly? If so, send me the
                  email address of the person at the library who would be in charge of receiving the
                  journal and I will arrange to have it sent there free of charge.Sincerely YoursJohnOn 12th November 2008 Professor Ongley sent me another letter by stating thatDear Seyed Javad:If we could find these letters between Bertrand Russell and Allama Jafari and someone
                  could describe the correspondence in an article, would be an interesting project.
                  I will work on it this weekend, and send you a list of all the letters that might
                  possibly be to or from Allama Jafari that can be found in the Bertrand Russell Archives,
                  which are in Hamilton Ontario at McMaster University. Do you think that there might
                  be copies of the letters in Iran that could be found there? My first impression is
                  that there are not too many letters in the Russell archives between the two. You can
                  try searching the letters in the BRA Bertrand Russell Archives yourself. You can find
                  a link to them by going to the archive website at: http://www.mcmaster.ca/russdocs/russell.htm and then clicking on the link that says “BRACERS Search.” “BRACERS” is the name of
                  the database that is used to catalog Russell’s letters. I will search it myself this
                  weekend and we can compare results. Sincerely Yours,John Ongley On 13th November 2008 I replied to Professor John Ongley
               as follows:Dear JohnI have now found a book published by Center for Allama Jafari Studies in Tehran entitled:
                  Russell-Wyatt Interviews: Explanations and Commentaries which seems to have letters of both Russell and Allama including critiques and commentaries.
                  I guess you don’t have this book translated into English. I think this would be a
                  good starting point for further collaboration. On Monday I shall receive this book.
                  I just called the Center and inquired about the book and have been told that on Monday
                  the new edition shall be available. Kind RegardsJavadOn 15th November 2008 I received the information which I was eagerly looking
               for as reads below:Dear Javad:I will include Ken Blackwell, a Bertrand Russell archivist, as a recipient of this
                  message. He may be interested in the subject as well. Below is a list of the letters
                  in the Bertrand Russell Archive (at McMaster University in Hamilton Ontario, Canada)
                  that I can find in the catalog (BRACERS) that might *possibly* be correspondence between
                  Russell and Allama Jafari (Mohammad Taghi Jafari Tabrizi). I will also attach the
                  list as a Word document. When you get a copy of the book you mention (_Russell-White
                  Interviews_) perhaps it will mention other letters and say where they can be found.
                  Perhaps they are even in the Allama Jafari Center! I would like to know of any correspondence
                  between the two. When you get a chance to look at the _Russell-White_ book, I would
                  also like to know what its contents are. Who is “White” (presumably the interviewer)
                  mentioned in the title? Were the interviews first published in magazine or broadcast
                  on radio or television? If so, where and when? What do these interviews have to do
                  with Allama Jafari? I am looking forward to hearing what you learn from this book!
                  Sincerely Yours,John*Possible* Russell / Allema Jafari (Mohammad Taghi Jafari Tabrizi) correspondence
                  in the Bertrand Russell Archive, McMaster University, Hamilton, OH, CanadaFields: Date; Recipient; Sender (Record/Document #; RA Class/Box #); notes1. 1963/10/27; BR; Taghizadeh, A.; Iranian National Front, UK;(0072950-186304; RA2 330/9.59); Filed: Iran (--Ardeshir Zahedi), F-10 The Iranian
                  National Front of the UK Thanks BR for his help and requests a copy of the letter
                  he wrote to the Shah so that they may publish it in their European organ.2. 1963/10/31; Taghizadeh, A.; Farley, Christopher; BRPF (second sender(0074884-186306; RA2 330; 9.59); Filed: Iran (--Ardeshir Zahedi), F-10 Farley requests
                  that Taghizadeh call Zaki at the BRPF office. 3. 1964/05/11; BR; Jaafari, Mohamad Taghi; (0088847-143025; RA2 410/10.36)4. 1965/03/21; BR; Jafari, Jafar; (0036788-126510; RA2 720/10.68)5. 1965/05/19; Jafari, Jafar; Wood, Pamela; (0036789-126511; RA2 720/10.68)I could not convince that lady who came to my office about the letters but here for
               the record I pasted my correspondences with the Russell Society in Canada and also
               few weeks later in 2008 I got the hard copy of the letters too. I shared these letters
               to demonstrate that a) few know about these letters, b) few in Iran believe that such
               a dialog occurred between these two philosophers, c) nobody has worked upon these
               questions which were conducted between Allama Jafari and Sir Bertrand Russell, d)
               these letters are of great significance but they have not been deconstructed yet by
               any scholar in East or west, and e) the inferiority complex among Iranian educated
               elites is an issue which needs to be studied separately. In other words, I am certain
               how difficult is the task of establishing bridges between traditions which have built
               up so many obstacles between themselves along the arduous course of history. To put
               it otherwise, to remove these historical obstacles we cannot resort to politics but
               wisdom. The realm of wisdom which is the nub of philosophy is the only modality which
               can overcome madness that rules supreme between East and West, inside East and inside
               West and around the Globe in general. 

         4. For those interested on the parameters of intercivilizational social theory I refer
               the readers to my earlier works entitled respectively History of Social Theory in the Light of Intercivilizational Perspective (2003) and Intercivilisational Social Theory: Complementarity and Contradiction in the Muslim
                     and Western Intellectual Traditions (2007).

         5. The wide acceptance of the concept of “sociological relativism” is mainly indebted
               to Erich Fromm who used this term in his The Sane Society. According to Fromm, a sociologically relativist position is based on the absence
               of “universal criteria” for assessing the human condition. In other words, what is
               termed as plurality of values is a euphemistic interpretation of an anarchic state
               of affairs in regard to what matters in the constitution of self and society as well
               as values and virtues. Those who endorse this position argue that moral beliefs are
               not the same in different cultural groups. What is right in one culture is not necessarily
               right in another. To put it otherwise, in this definition there is no distinction
               between “morality” and “customs,” or “habits.”

         6. Of course there are strong arguments against this mode of interpreting the task of
               philosophical inquiry. The proponents of this position state that the frequent reference
               to the original meaning of philosophy as philos sophia, “love of wisdom,” is limiting the scope of philosophy as an intellectual enterprise.
               In other words, to insist that the modern practice of philosophy is exclusively defined
               by its historical meaning is a form of genetic fallacy; specifically the etymological fallacy. However the search for truth above anything else should be the leitmotif of philosophy
               as a true philosopher is the one who has managed to bridge between theory and praxis
               or the distance between the realm of living and the domain of thinking within her/his
               person is not unbridgeable. 

      

   
      Chapter 1

      Relocating the Parameters of Comparative Philosophy

      
         
         
      

      
      What is the subject-matter of comparative philosophy? Is there any discipline where
         one could study in order to hold a degree on comparative philosophy? There are some
         universities where one can study at the departments of philosophy and specialize on
         comparative philosophy as a subfield of philosophy. If that is so then what is philosophy?
         To be more accurate what are the parameters of disciplinary philosophy in postmodern
         context where grand issues have no epistemological positions and ontological questions
         are out of question? We need to distinguish between the definition(s) and practice(s)
         of comparative philosophy as there is a colossal gap between current definitions and
         existing practices in regard to the subfield of comparative philosophy. One can refer
         to a popular definition of comparative philosophy which considers it as a cross-cultural
         philosophical inquiry. In this reading then, the comparative philosophy is a subfield
         of philosophy in which philosophers work on problems by intentionally setting into
         dialogue sources from across cultural, linguistic, and philosophical streams. The
         aspiration and challenge of comparative philosophy is to incorporate all the philosophies
         of wide-reaching humanity in its vision of what is constituted by philosophy (Ames,
         1999). But the practice portrays a different vista for the critical observer who is
         interested in humanities in its pristine sense of the term, i.e. an attempt to unlock
         the mysteries of existence for human being in this challenging sojourn.[1]   If we look at contemporary practices of this particular subfield then we may get
         an impression that the comparative philosophy as an academic pursuit is a field where
         some eccentric specialists who master few exotic languages such as Persian, Arabic,
         Russian, Turkish, Chinese, Sanskrit, Pali, and Avesta are engaged in impractically
         scholastic matters of no interest for the wider society.
      

      
      In other words, the methodical distinction between the realm of definition and the
         domain of practice would enable us to discern the complexities of doing comparative
         philosophy beyond the borders of disciplinary rationality. Within the paradigm of
         disciplinary rationality we should not assume that there are any “permanent noumena”
         but “impermanent phenomena.” When disregarding the noumenal world we are not only
         denying the existence of extra-sensory realities but confining the scope of reason
         within the parameters of the phenomenal reality. This confinement approach creates
         grave danger in regard to non-disciplinary “Forms of Reason” which in modern discourses
         are interpreted in terms of separation of reason from revelation while in other traditions
         “Reason” is defined in terms of compatibility of reason and revelation. This is only
         an example of how disciplinary comparative philosophy could do harm against “suppressed
         voices” within the global context of philosophical traditions. To put it differently,
         one could tentatively speak of four cardinal sins which have been incessantly committed
         by comparative philosophers:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Descriptive Chauvinism:   R ecreating another tradition in the image of one’s own (Nussbaum, 1997).
            

         

         
         	
            Normative Skepticism: Merely narrating or describing the views of different philosophers and traditions,
               suspending all judgment about their adequacy.
            

         

         
         	
            Incommensurability: The inability to find the common ground among traditions needed as a basis for comparison
               (Wong, 1989. 140-159).
            

         

         
         	
            Eternalism: Failure to realize that philosophical traditions evolve, that they are not permanent
               in the sense of being monolithic or static. 
            

         

      

      
      Apart from methodological problems the subfield of comparative philosophy is facing
         institutional troubles too. In other words, since comparative philosophy involves
         an approach that is not dominant in academic philosophy, it has been somewhat neglected
         by the mainstream of the profession. The urgent question is why has the comparative
         philosophy been neglected by professional philosophers? I think this is the central
         problematique which needs to be addressed in a non-professional fashion as the “professional
         paradigm” has been evolving around certain questions which are not essentially related
         to streams of lived experiences. Non-professional Philosophy or Public Philosophy could be conceptualized as an approach to the discipline which seeks to transcend
         the academy and engage wider audiences and broader existential concerns of humanity.
         Rather than being defined by a particular method, theory, or set of political values,
         public philosophy may be seen as a style of philosophy, a way of writing and a form of intellectual engagement. In this sense,
         one could contrast it with professional philosophy, a form of academic philosophy that is concerned primarily with addressing other
         professional philosophers and social theorists as well as academics of various disciplines.
         The promoters of public philosophy have sought to encourage the discipline to engage
         in explicitly public and political ways with issues stimulated by debates over public
         policy, political activism, the purposes of social movements, and the institutions
         of civil society as well as existentially-loaded concerns which impact the destiny
         of humanity as a species. If there has been a “movement” associated with public philosophy,
         then, it is one that has sought to engage in debates not just about what is or what
         has been in social life, but about what human life might yet be (Sandel, 2006). Consequently,
         many versions of non-professional philosophy have had an undeniably normative character—a
         fact that has led a significant number of academics to reflect upon the fate of university
         as an institute within the frame of contemporary world.
      

      
      To put it differently, the “professional paradigm” is concerned with specialized problems
         directed at specialists and experts who are engaged in “academic problems.” To be
         academic means to be dissociated from public questions that burden people in their
         lives. The nub of the problematique is related primarily to the very state of philosophy
         in the postmodern context where it has lost two of its fundamental responsibilities.
         What are those two elementary responsibilities of philosophy? The first one is its
         “integrative dimension” and the second is its “orientative aspect.” 
      

      
      In other words, philosophy is the intellectual exercise to inquire about the possibilities
         of human person in the context of reality as it appears in the world in its fullest
         noumenal and phenomenal fashions. This conception of philosophy is based on the assumption
         that there are certain permanent dimensions which are of universal nature such as
         “human being,” “reality,” “world,” and “intellect” and so on and so forth. In addition,
         one should realize that there are four domains of philosophy, ethic, religion, and
         science which are engaged in conceptualizing the “human reality” in various different
         fashions. These engagements are pitched on two poles of “permanency” and “contingency”
         which without realizing the dialectics between these poles we may run into a static
         interpretation of human complexities in relation to multifaceted gamut of reality.
         This is to argue that the compartmentalization of knowledge (and by extension human
         mentalité) has led us to live in a disintegrative state of leben where it is impossible
         to assume the self-evident assumptions. When the connections between science, religion,
         morality and philosophy are broken then how could we speak of comparative philosophy?
         This broken mentality within the paradigm of disciplinary rationality is one of the
         real causes behind the professional negligence in regard to the subfield of comparative
         philosophy. 
      

      
      To put it otherwise, if we are unable to conceptualize humanity in a universal fashion
         then any talk about comparative philosophy would be futile as philosophy itself in
         its totality is a product of human intellect. Said differently, we need to relocate
         the focal points of knowledge pursuit within humanities from non-human realities into
         human realities. This is to argue against “sociological relativism held by most social
         scientists [and philosophers] today” (Fromm, 1955. 12).
      

      
      After this lengthy detour it is apposite to move to the questions which have compelled
         Allama Jafari to take issue with Sir Bertrand Russell. Allama Jafari states that three
         problems of philosophy, religion and ethic as well as science constitute the very
         bulk of his critique against Sir Bertrand Russell. If we add the question of metaphysics
         along with these four aforementioned problematiques then we can easily see that what
         Allama Jafari has been carrying out is nothing but a particular kind of comparative
         philosophical engagement. Of course, he has not mentioned science and metaphysics
         in his critical approach of the Russellian philosophy but between the lines one can
         readily discern these preoccupations that haunted Allama Jafari since his encounters
         with Whitehead, Russell and other towering philosophers of Europe. 
      

      
      Before getting into the central question of this study it would be constructive to
         ask why Russell is of importance for Allama Jafari. In other words, why should Allama
         Jafari select Russell for a dialog? For the record, it should be mentioned that Allama
         Jafari worked upon many issues and conducted many studies on various intellectual
         problems and also exchanged ideas with many Western as well as Eastern thinkers, philosophers
         and intellectuals during his highly productive lifetime. It would not be an exaggeration
         to consider him as a philosopher of dialog par excellence as for Allama Jafari the essence of human being is cogito or andishe. However, in the outset of “A Study and Critique of the Russell-Wyatt Dialog” Allama
         Jafari states very clearly the reasons behind his selection and engagement. Allama
         Jafari argues that
      

      
         … there are three perennial problematiques which are of vital significance in relation
               to human existence … i.e. philosophy, ethic and religion. These three questions have
               occupied the hearts and minds of great many thinkers since times immemorial. Those
               who are interested in unlocking the mysteries of human life … … have willy-nilly reflected
               upon these three persistent problems. Sir Bertrand Russell is one of the present occidental
               thinkers who have reflected upon these three crucial questions. That’s why I have
               chosen to engage critically with Russell. (Jafari, 1966. 9)
         

      

      In Allama Jafari’s view, there are certain questions which have haunted humanity since
         times immemorial and one cannot reduce them to any other phenomenon such as the “social,”
         “psychological,” “economic,” “political” or alike. For instance, questions such as
         “whereof am I? Wherefore am I here? Whence am I going?” (Jafari, 1966. 11). These
         are very vital questions “which since times immemorial have occupied the minds and
         hearts of humanity” (Jafari, 1966. 11).
      

      
      One of the reasons for the inability of disciplinary rationality (and by extension
         the disciplinary comparative philosophy) to take issue with fundamental questions
         of human existence is its separation from revelational frame of reference. In Allama
         Jafari’s view
      

      
         … no school of thought but religion has been able to counter existential questions
               by providing human being with soothing answers. (Jafari, 1966. 11)
         

      

      Of course, the reluctant attitude of professional philosophers in regard to religion
         should be deconstructed as the institutionalization of methodological atheism[2]   is inalienable dimension of modernist paradigms that has imbued the texture of
         secular worldview.[3]   In other words, there is a tendency among intellectuals since the dawn of Enlightenment
         to equate religion with violence or obscurantism.[4]   But Allama Jafari argues that the inclination of humanity towards religion should
         not be treated as a peculiar case as the fondness towards religion is of the same
         nature as humanity’s love towards justice, freedom, and righteousness. It is undeniable
         that all these lofty ideals such as justice, freedom and righteousness have been abused
         along the arduous course of human history by criminals but this has not led humanity
         to abandon them altogether. The same applies to religion. To put it otherwise, human
         beings are obliged to emancipate these lofty ideals from the abusing hands of usurpers
         and employ them in an accurate fashion (Jafari, 1966. 11).
      

      
      In sum, the question of comparative philosophy needs to be deconstructed in terms
         of “modality of rationality” as there is a colossal distinction between “disciplinary
         rationality” and “non-disciplinary rationality.” To put it differently, the former
         denies the epistemological significance of revelation while the latter is defined
         in compatibility with revelation. In addition, each kind of rationalité paves the
         path for the birth of a particular form of mentalité. To put it otherwise, the question
         of epistemology in the context of comparative philosophy cannot be inquired without
         reference to anthropo-logy and weltanschauung. In my view, certain unsurpassable differences
         between Sir Bertrand Russell and Allama Jafari have their  origins  in their different
         conceptualizations in terms of normative  anthropology and weltbild.  Said differently,
         a deconstructed comparative philosophy would enable us to view the “human condition”
         in a non-horizontal fashion which incorporates a non-linear vision of reality. The
         human condition within the philosophical paradigms of Allama Jafari and Sir Bertrand
         Russell has been conceptualized respectively in different fashions but there are certain
         converging points which based on a deconstructive comparativist approach could enable
         us to find common grounds. Of course, in this type of doing comparative philosophy
         we are not moving toward the creation of a synthesis of philosophical traditions but
         a different sort of “philosophical vista” is aimed to be generated. The objective
         of comparative philosophy within the frame of this vista is learning a novel language,
         a new way of talking and an innovative mode of engagement. Within the parameters of
         this deconstructive philosophical vista the philosopher does not so much inhabit both
         of the standpoints represented by traditions from which he draws as s/he comes to
         inhabit an emerging standpoint different from them all and which is thereby creatively
         a new way of seeing the human condition. This vista could have been born if, for instance,
         Russell could have taken Jafari seriously but during their lifetimes this did not
         happen. However, we who are heirs to these grandiose legacies have the chance to build
         up on their works and see the human condition in all its various dimensions in a novel
         fashion which could bring about more constructive possibilities in the future rather
         than the present conflicting conditions which have brought havoc upon humanity at
         large. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         1. It is interesting to note that within the “Hikmatic Paradigm” it is only human being
               who is capable of embarking upon a “path.” In other words, human person is the only
               living reality that could have “suluk” apart from life. All creatures have life in
               the world but it is only the human individual who could have a unique sojourn. The
               distinction between human being and other creatures is not the ability of speech as
               this could be seen to certain extent in other creatures too. 

         2. The concept of methodological atheism has a long history within the parameters of
               social sciences but its current popularity is indebted to the seminal work of Peter
               L. Berger who used this term in clarifying his epistemological position. In other
               words, he was attempting to distinguish between his existential inclinations and academic
               responsibilities in terms of scientific study of religion. However there are many
               researchers who question the validity of this distinction (Porpora, 2006. 57-75) by
               arguing that the adoption of “methodological atheism” prescribes an inappropriate
               form of constructionism which needs to be revised. Moreover it is significant to note
               that disciplinary theories of religion generally attempt to answer broadly two interrelated questions: what is the origin
               of religion and what is its function. In other words, the approach of professional
               researchers in regards to metaphysical issues has been erroneously conceptualized
               as a methodological question within the disciplinary frame of reference without making
               clear that this question belongs to ontological realm. To put it differently, the
               “atheism” in this phrase is of ideological origin and should not be treated as a neutral
               adjective which has been placed there innocently by a methodologically-oriented community
               of non-partisan scientists. This is a very naïve approach to the complex web of scientific
               industry in the context of modernity where truth is not a matter of scientific enterprise
               anymore but power. 

         3. Maybe it would be more appropriate to talk about “secular worldviews” rather than
               “secular worldview” as there are many serious differences between secularists as far
               as the relation of human being to the world is concerned. However it seems there is
               a convergence as far as the nature of reality is concerned among those who adhere
               to the articles of secularist faith. The most important aspect of secularist worldview
               is its reductionist approach to the gamut of reality which conceptualizes the multifaceted
               scope of reality in a distorted fashion by seeing only the “physical reality” as of
               epistemological significance. However it should be mentioned that due to the intellectual
               engagements with religious thinkers they have grown more complex and “other-conscious”
               which was absent in the early stage of secularism. Put it differently, it is undeniable
               that the worldview of secularism has influenced various aspects of disciplinary rationality
               which is incongruent with the “Hikmatic Paradigm.” This issue needs to be conceptualized
               along the lines which I have indicated in my previous works on the importance of Primordial
               School of Social Theory.

         4. An example of this line of argument is Adam Lee’s How Religion’s Demand for Obedience Keeps us in the Dark Ages where he statesIn this fundamentalist approach to history, the era of Enlightenment
               is considered in a millenarian sense and whatever that preceded that age is portrayed
               in a darkening fashion. In other words, it’s only withinIn this binary reading of
               human history all good belongs to modern mentalité and all bad is the property of
               religious rationalité. Needless to state that the time of this kind of naïve interpretation
               of philosophical questions has passed and we need to construct a more engaging approach
               to issues that have left deep imprints on the soul of humanity along the course of
               history.

      

   
      Chapter 2

      Sir Bertrand Russell in a Snapshot

      
         
         
      

      
      In this chapter we do not intend to look at Russell in the light of his vast works.
         On the contrary, what is of significance here it is Russell in the light of Allama
         Jafari’s approach. This is another way of conceptualizing the problem which is different
         from the primary case, where the researcher should attempt to reconstruct the Russellian
         project in accordance to the available texts. However, it is evident that each has
         its own advantages and disadvantages but in this study the objective is to reconstruct
         the possibilities of dialogue which could have occurred if the clouds of particular
         mentalité and specific rationalité are realized in a fundamental fashion. In a snapshot
         we are unable to get all the pictures but this approach shall give us the chance to
         have a rounded view of Allama Jafari on Sir Bertrand Russell. Of course, it is not
         claimed that this is the only possible fashion to conceptualize the Russellian project
         within the parameters of the Jafarian frame of reference but this is the first attempt
         of this kind on the global stage where specifically Russell has been studied through
         the vista of Allama Jafari based on my reading during these past decades. How does
         Allama Jafari evaluate Russell in general? In his view,
      

      
         … Sir Russell has a very deep understanding in the fields of logic, mathematics and
               history of occidental philosophy but he fails to demonstrate the same caliber of knowledge
               in the fields of psychology, eastern philosophy, law, economy, religion and ethics.
               In other words, we should not take his skepticism in all fields very seriously due
               to his lack of competence. (Jafari, 1966. 22)
         

      

      To put it otherwise, Allama Jafari thinks the Russellian project is consisted of great
         many potentials but this does not qualify it to be taken at face value as his approach
         to metaphysics is extremely naïve and reminiscent of fundamentalist provocateurs’
         discourses of the Enlightenment Tradition in 18th century. Of course, this is not to deny Allama Jafari’s high estimation of Russell
         as far as his critical approach towards “modern superstitions” is concerned but again
         this is not tantamount to appreciation of Russell’s view on “primordial doxa” which
         is often biased and ideological.[1]   To put it differently,
      

      
         … Russell is very successful in deconstructing the fundamentals of present episteme
               but he fails to provide us with constructive roadmap to embark upon the path of existential
               maturity. In other words, grand philosophers should be able to probe into issues of
               significance in relation to human concerns, i.e. what is being or what is life? (Jafari,
               1966. 25)

      

      The question of “existential maturity” is a recurring theme in Iranian philosophical
         traditions which is, except in certain discourses of existentialism and pragmatism,
         absent in modern philosophical discourses, in general, and analytical philosophy,
         in particular.[2]   In Allama Jafari’s view, a philosophical system should enable us to encounter life
         in its totality and provide us with a roadmap towards maturity in the tumultuous context
         of leben. In his view, Russell deconstructs the false constructions and even destructs
         the fictitious myths but does not bridge between the realms of “isness” and “ought-to”
         or “fact” and “value.”[3]   
      

      
      In other words, the normative dimensions of life are as important as the descriptive
         aspects which, in Allama Jafari’s view, are absent in the Russellian frame of reference.
         I think, this critique would be incomprehensible if we do not decode the Jafarian
         lingual frame of reference. By lingual, I do not merely refer to the grammatical dimensions
         of his philosophical system which is expressed in Persian. On the contrary, I have
         in mind the “logical aspect” which is intertwined with the metaphysical elements of
         “Logos.” In this fashion, then when one mentions the word “language” the ontic frame
         of reasoning is meant which in the Jafarian frame of reference is connected to an
         essential reading of existence. This is surely different from the Russellian approach
         to existence which is pitched upon a phenomenal (not phenomenological) conceptualization
         of leben. To put it otherwise, when Allama Jafari argues that Russell has not addressed
         important questions such as “what is being?” or “what is life?” he is, as a matter
         of fact, asking about the absence of essential dimensions in the Russellian philosophy.
         Of course, it should be stated that in the Russellian worldview, there is no room
         for “essences” as they are not analytically accessible to human reason and hence “imaginary,”
         i.e. unreal. But this view is not shared by Allama Jafari who considers an essential
         interpretation of reality as realistic. Otherwise, the quest for quiddity of being
         or essence of life would be inconceivable. In addition, the Jafarian critique leveled
         against Russell would turn unsubstantiated without recourse to the essential reading
         of leben.[4]  
      

      
      Methodic Doubt

      
      Within the historiography of modern philosophy it is argued that the birth of modernity
         is indebted to the emergence of Cartesian method which is built upon “methodic doubt.”
         This is a necessarily constructive approach in the realm of epistemology. However
         when this methodic doubt is taken out of its epistemological context and wrongly incorporated
         within ontological domains then we are faced with a trouble that has afflicted philosophy as an inquiring approach to the entire gamut of reality.
         It should be noted that in James’ view, there is an epistemological distinction between
         “trouble” and “problem.” Lexically speaking, both words mean similar but epistemologically
         there is an enormous difference between a trouble and a problem. A trouble has not
         been problematized and therefore there is no chance to find an answer for it. On the
         contrary, a problem is a dilemma that has turned into a question which compels us
         to seek an answer for it. A trouble could injure human soul without leading to any
         meaningful sense while a problem may agonize and at the same time open new horizons
         before one’s eyes. If this distinction is valid then one can discern a methodical
         difference between Allama Jafari and Sir Bertrand Russell in regard to centrality
         of locus methodos. Of course, both of these philosophers agree upon the centrality of doubt in methodically
         appraising intellectual questions but they differ on how to interpret its position
         in relation to the totality of life both individually and collectively. 
      

      
      In other words, Allama Jafari argues that

      
         … doubt and uncertainty are very necessary instruments for the material and spiritual
               development of human civilization. But this is contingent upon one fundamental condition,
               i.e. as a means to reach an end … not an end unto itself as it has become the case
               today among many contemporary intellectuals and thinkers. This, in my view, is the
               illness of our time. (1966. 27)
         

      

      Incommensurability Revisited

      
      Common sense is defined by Merriam-Webster as, sound and prudent judgment based on a simple perception of the situation or facts.
         Consequently, “common sense” equates to the knowledge and experience which most people
         already have, or which the person using the term believes that they do or should have.
         The Cambridge Dictionary defines it as, the basic level of practical knowledge and judgment that we all need
         to help us live in a reasonable and safe way. Whichever definition is employed, identifying
         particular items of knowledge as “common sense” is complex. Philosophers may prefer to stay away from using the expression when using exact language. Nevertheless
         common sense remains a constant theme in epistemology and many philosophers make wide use of the concept or at any rate refer to it. Some
         related concepts consist of intuitions, pre-theoretic belief, ordinary language, the frame problem, foundational beliefs, good sense, endoxa, axioms, wisdom, folk wisdom, folklore and public opinion. Within the British tradition, the concept of “commonsense” occupies a very pivotal
         place which has not been debated by Allama Jafari as a separate but interrelated issue
         in regard to the philosophical system of Russell. This created certainly misunderstanding
         which needs to be taken into consideration when assessing the accuracy of Allama Jafari’s
         critique of Sir Bertrand Russell. However, Allama Jafari discerns that within the
         Russellian paradigm the commonsensical approach is of immense importance. However
         he tends to believe that Sir Bertrand Russell refuses to follow the logical consequences
         of his own position. In other words, Allama Jafari states that
      

      
         … Sir Russell claims that I am ready to accept the verdict of  commonsense  in practice if not in theory. But it seems he denies the centrality of  self - evident  beliefs which are rooted in the soil of primordiality e.g. the centrality of conscience
               and the need for ultimate reality (God). (Jafari, 1966. 50)
         

      

      Seeing this contradiction one wonders if here we are not faced with an incommensurable
         situation where Allama Jafari seems to address an issue which may only linguistically
         be similar to what Sir Bertrand Russell discussed. To put it otherwise, I am not sure
         if the concepts of commonsense and self-evident as well as primordiality are synonymous.
         Allama Jafari has translated the concept of “commonsense” into Persian as “Primordial
         Beliefs.” We know that the concept of “Primordiality” or “Fitra” has a specific connotation
         in Iranian philosophy which is not similar to the concept of commonsense as employed
         by philosophers in the British tradition of philosophy.[5]   In addition, to equate “Primordial Beliefs” with the concept of “self-evident beliefs”
         is a matter of discussion as they are not of similar category. These kinds of problems
         have not been researched thoroughly either in Iran or in England as the debates between
         Allama Jafari and Russell have gone terribly unnoticed and disregarded. 
      

      
      Philosophy: What’s in a Name?

      
      What is the objective of philosophical inquiry? Is there any inherent quality within
         the philosophical quest? It seems on this question Russell and Jafari disagree as
         the former does not attach any intrinsic value while the latter ascribes a central
         role for philosophy as an inquiring mode of conceptualizing reality in an intellectual
         fashion. Within the academic occidental traditions one can discern a “post-philosophical
         mode” which denies any essential importance for the philosophical analysis as any
         attachment to essence is dismissed due to the probable political danger which could
         occur by a converging of “truth” and “authority.” In other words, we are in “in the
         age of interpretation” where philosophy should stop asking bad questions such as “what
         really exists?,” “what are the scope and limits of human knowledge?” or “how does
         language hook up with reality?” and instead philosophers must focus on questions regarding
         how we can best practice solidarity, charity, and love (Rorty, 2005. 29). The shift
         from metaphysical reasoning towards sociological interpretation is a move from “knowledge”
         to “opinion” as in the “Age of Interpretation” neither science, nor philosophy, nor
         religion enjoys epistemological or ontological authority over the other. The resulting
         “Gadamerian culture of dialogue,” which understands that “all positions are equally
         valid because of the lack of confidence in truth constitutes,” says Zabala, “the greatest
         success obtained by the deconstruction of metaphysics” (Zabala, 2005. 11).
      

      
      In this fashion of post-metaphysical reflection, “postmodern man, no longer needful
         of the extreme, magical reassurance supplied by the idea of God, accepts the probability
         that history is not on his side at all and that there is no power capable of guaranteeing
         him the happiness he seeks” (2005. 11). Living without metaphysical foundations means
         affirming our ontological historicity, epistemological insecurity, and existential
         finitude. Rather than “search for truth,” says Zabala, we now “seek solidarity, charity,
         and irony” (225. 17-18). These arguments which are based on antifoundationalism and
         post-metaphysical hermeneutics tend to be tone-deaf to many existential problems which
         exist outside the walls of academia. In other words, the post-philosophical philosophies
         may enrich our appreciation for postmodernism’s atonal rhythms and melodies but remain
         by and large “tone-deaf” when it comes to the essential matters which make up the
         spirit of human existence.
      

      
      To put it differently, what Darwin described as the gradual illumination of men’s
         minds by advance in science came slowly but surely to reach in Russell into maturity
         which has come to be known today as “post-metaphysical vista” and shared by great
         many occidental academics as the mainstream narrative. However, this is not the trend
         within the eastern context where philosophy has gained momentum due to its incessant
         dialogs with science, religion, mysticism, politics, poetry, and literature. 
      

      
      To put it otherwise, Allama Jafari differs from Russell on the need for philosophy
         for the future of humanity as it seems they are working through two different concepts
         of philosophical paradigms which need to be more inquired about rather than taken
         for granted. Of course, both use the term “philosophy” but this concept has a different
         connotation in the Iranian context which should not be tantamount to the contemporary
         British paradigms that are deeply indebted to the tradition of Empiricism. Allama
         Jafari seems to assign an essential mission (Jafari, 1966. 114-116) for the philosophical
         inquiry which is in tune with the contemporary state of philosophical sensibility
         in Iran while the western context seems moving towards the Russellian direction where
         philosophy has lost its centrality due to the progress of scientific ethos, on the
         one hand, and the decline of metaphysical engagement, on the other hand. If I would
         coin a term for the Jafarian philosophical project, I would rather term it as the
         “Hikmatic Paradigm” where the realms of “leben” and “cogito” are not separated but
         interwoven into an integral whole. This approach to the question of human condition
         differs diametrically from the paradigms of “technologies of the self” which are indebted
         to the Foucaultian readings of la condition humaine   (Martin, 1988. 16-49). 
      

      
      Religion and Philosophical Problematiques

      
      Russell argues that there are three pivotal problematiques which are related to the
         question of religion, i.e. God, Eternity of the Soul and Free Will. Allama Jafari
         agrees with Russell that talking about religion without taking into consideration
         these three issues would be impossible. However, Allama Jafari adds that the last
         problem is not an inalienable aspect of preliminary religious teaching as the other
         two questions of God and the Eternity of the Soul. Because many of philosophers either
         in the Christian or Islamic context or even other religious traditions have expressed
         views and crafted statements which are either an open denial of the free will or it
         could be interpreted as a refutation of the free will (e.g. Asharites)[6]   (Jafari, 1966. 120).
      

      
      In a passage along the dialogue which was conducted by Wyatt, Russell refers to his
         intellectual preoccupations on religion and religious issues by stating that these
         issues were significant for him while he was a young man but now they have lost their
         appeals on him. It is at this juncture that Allama Jafari differs from Russell as
         the former has a foundationalist approach to philosophy which is not shared by antifoundationalist
         approach of Russell—that is deeply widespread among professional philosophers in the
         post-metaphysical age of postmodernity. Allama Jafari argues that how could one justify
         life without these fundamental questions of existential significance? In other words,
      

      
         … if the eternity of the soul is refuted then how could one justify the torturous
               life for majority of people who suffer during their lifetime on the earth? To put
               it differently, isn’t it stupid to endure so much pain in life just to have few moments
               of pleasures? Where does the sense of responsibility come from? How could one explain
               this sense of responsibility if there is no afterlife? What is the logic of conscientiousness
               in a paradigm that is based on horizontal interpretation of life? (Jafari, 1966. 124)
         

      

      To put it otherwise, either we should deny the free will and the sense of responsibility
         or as a consequence concede that the assumption of each would presuppose the possibility
         of the afterlife. Although Sir Russell does not believe in the crucial role of free
         will in the makeup of the human life but it is impossible to ignore the sense of responsibility which is evident in each one of us. If there is no afterlife then how could one explain
         this profound sense of responsibility which is incongruent with a secular[7]   interpretation of leben? In addition, if there is no room for free will then on
         what grounds should we be fond of duty? In other words, how could one enjoy the burden
         of responsibility based on unmechanical factors? Said differently, what does it mean
         to be an honorable human being in the absence of free will? Because the absence of
         freedom means that we, as human persons, act not voluntarily but involuntarily (Jafari,
         1966. 125).
      

      
      Allama Jafari was not satisfied by the answers given by Russell on the question of
         free will that he found in the Russell-Wyatt book so he decided to write directly
         to Sir Russell on 18th of August 1963. Interestingly enough Russell answered this letter on 23rd of August 1963. Allama Jafari argues (1966. 128) that it seems that Russell abandoned
         the arguments for free will but could not embrace the arguments of those who are for
         determinism either. In other words, “Russell does not prefer the views of either group
         on questions of freedom, free will and determinism” (Jafari, 1966. 130).
      

      
      Allama Jafari argues that Russell has not worked out the question of free will in
         a systematic philosophical fashion as this question should be treated on three levels.
         He explains that when we look at the structures of human actions we can distinguish
         between five different kinds of acts:
      

      
      Reactive Phenomenon: Blushing of the face when one is embarrassed could be categorized as a reactive movement
         which is beyond the control of the self. This kind of move follows the mechanical
         rules. 
      

      
      Necessary Acts: Although the acts here are based on free will but due to the external reasons which
         condition the very background of one’s voluntary act then these kinds of act could
         not be considered purely as a voluntary act.
      

      
      Purely Compulsory Acts: When you are forced to do something without being able to demonstrate your own will
         then this is an example of purely compulsory act. Imagine someone coerces you to go
         to a journey against your own will. In this kind of act, in contrast to the necessary
         act, there is a huge psychological difference as in this case there is not a trace
         of any internal sense of free will while in the previous case the external conditions
         were absent. 
      

      
      Ordinary Acts: When a worker carries out his monotonous duty without exercising his free will on
         every part of his acts, this is an example of ordinary acts. In other words, when
         he is digging a hole he does not take into consideration if that is based on free
         will or out of necessity. Each part of this type of act is not borne out of an independent
         will. 
      

      
      Voluntarily Acts: Conscientiously it is undeniable that among many types of act carried out by human
         beings there are certain kinds of actions which are done voluntarily and by some means
         we feel that these kinds of actions differ from other types of acts. 
      

      
      Russell and Religion

      
      Russell states that the impact of religion in most of cases has been destructive for
         humanity. He believes that the results of actions within the frame of religion in
         the course of human history have repeatedly been detrimental. In principle, religion
         has brought great many harms and inflicted deep-rooted pains upon humanity (Jafari,
         1966. 152). Why is religion harmful for humanity? One of the main reasons for such
         harm is the insistence within religions which encourage their respective followers
         to have faith in certain things without looking for the logic behind or even asking
         for reasons. Religions are against free- thinking and most of religious establishments
         proscribe educational systems. Another factor within religions is the question of
         sacredness which discourages the followers to question received traditions and encourages
         hatred as well as extremism (Jafari, 1966. 171). These are aspects of Russell’s views
         on religion as conceptualized by Allama Jafari. 
      

      
      Allama Jafari states that 

      
         … we agree with Sir Russell that in the course of human history many atrocities have
               been committed under the banner of religion … and we also agree that irreparable harms
               have been inflicted upon humanity … but it is also true that these savageries and
               bestialities are not rooted in the soil of true religions. In other words, do human
               beings not abuse other issues for their unjust purposes? Take as examples questions
               of race, economy, politics and ideologies! Let us be honest and ask about the causes
               of the first and second world wars. Were they related to religion? I think it would
               have been very constructive if Russell could explain the human nature to us? In other
               words, it would be very illuminative if he could tell us how could human nature employ
               the best means and get the most destructive results? The question is not only about
               the abuse of religion but we can see this abusing pattern in all domains of human
               activities. For instance, in the most progressive societies we can witness the highest
               presence of science but who can deny what despicable abuses are carried out under
               the banner of science within these societies and against other less progressive societies
               on the planet? (Jafari, 1966. 171-2)
         

      

      What are the factors behind the inclination of humanity towards religion? Russell
         provides a very complex theory for the origin and sustenance of religion but in a
         nutshell one could epitomize Russellian theory as the “theory of dread”[8]   (Jafari, 1966. 189). Allama Jafari refutes the Russellian approach to religion
         by arguing that 
      

      
         … the reason behind human being’s tendency towards religion could be other factors
               than fear … i.e. the sense of awe before this vast universe … and the sense of wonder
               … associated with the notion of a magnificent being … and also the sense of duty which
               arises against all the bestial tendencies within the inner heart of human being …
               by encouraging us to overcome the brutish proclivities … . Other reasons for the inclination
               of human beings towards religion is the reasonable possibility of eternity of the
               soul which encourages us to take religions for serious. (Jafari, 1966. 190-1)
         

      

      Allama Jafari discerns inconsistencies within Russellian episteme as far as religion
         is concerned. He states that Russell in A History of Western Philosophy and Its Connection with Political and Social Circumstances
            from the Earliest Times to the Present Day   (1945) holds that humanity cannot be satisfied solely with exact sciences but is
         in need of thrill, ecstasy, joy, elation, art and religion. Without these wonderful
         aspects boredom could annihilate humanity altogether (Jafari, 1966. 192). In other
         words, it is not fear alone that drives humanity towards religion but one could assume
         other factors which belie the Russellian theory of religion laid bare in the Russell-Wyatt
         Dialog.  
      

      
      At times it seems that Sir Russell inclines towards an innate interpretation of religion.
         In other words, in answering the question why human being is in need of religion Russell
         resorts to inner drive of humanity in looking for an intelligent being that is supreme.
         When Wyatt asks Russell about the underlying reasons for human search for a “Being”
         without her/himself Russell’s answer is interestingly telling. Because he does not
         deny the very fundamental sense within the heart of human person but it disputes its
         application on “God” by stating that there are  other entities which are larger than
         the individual being such as “Family,” “Nation,” and “Humanity” at large. In his view,
         these are  sufficient   to satisfy the sense of benevolence which lies in the heart of human being (Jafari,
         1966. 192). 
      

      
      Here Allama Jafari intervenes by arguing that this answer demonstrates clearly that
         the need (for a Higher Being) which human person senses within her/his heart is not
         due to fear or powerlessness. On the contrary, the origin of this feeling is a consequence
         of an “autonomous modality” (Jafari, 1966. 193). In other words, Allama Jafari discerns
         an inconsistency in Russell’s approach towards the  cause of religion  . On the one hand, Russell refers the cause to either fear or powerlessness and
         on the other hand, he concedes that human person is in need of a larger entity which
         could encompass the individual being (e.g. family, nation and humanity). The question
         which is asked by Allama Jafari is if the need is there why or on what basis does
         Russell confine its application to these three entities? Why can’t we think of other
         larger entities such as God in soothing the pain of this yearning which lies within
         the heart of human individual?  
      

      
      To put it otherwise, one could argue that Sir Russell may not have intended to conceptualize
         the cause of religion as “fear” or “powerlessness” on general grounds. On the contrary,
         it could be that Russell is of the opinion that fear and powerlessness are applicable
         to “average individuals” as the  raison d’être   of religion is not ascribable to either of these aforementioned aspects (Allama
         Jafari, 1966. 193). Here one could see that Allama Jafari is distinguishing between
         sociological/psychological dimensions   and  philosophical/metaphysical aspects   in conceptualizing the underlying reasons for inclination towards religion in the
         context of Russellian philosophy of religion. If we assume this then there could arise
         a problem which makes this interpretation untenable as Russell himself has not made
         this methodical distinction in regard to the category of religion. 
      

      
      It seems Allama Jafari has been puzzled on these problems too and that is why he decided
         to write directly to Sir Russell in 16 th   September of 1963 in clarifying these issues and more importantly to find out the
         position of Russell on the questions of “autonomous feeling” and “philanthropy.” In
         other words, Sir Russell seems to suggest that there is an autonomous feeling within
         the heart of human being which needs to be fulfilled by recourse to a larger idea
         than the individual and this larger idea could be feelings such as philanthropic tendencies
         and love of humanity. Although Allama Jafari concedes that these feelings are larger
         than the individual and could fulfill part of human needs nevertheless it would be
         a mistake to think that the philanthropic emotion contradicts the affection towards
         the ultimate reality. On the other hand, how does Sir Russell view this contradiction?
         In the letter dated 16 th   September 1963 Russell stated that 
      

      
         … The “search for perfection” is rather vague but, in any event, lofty impulses such
               as the “search for perfection” are not as common as you suggest.   (Jafari, 1966. 195) 
         

      

      Allama Jafari argues that Sir Russell has not explained the reason for the contradiction
         which he thinks it exists between the “search for perfection” and “philanthropy” except
         by stating that lofty impulses are not as common as one may think. In Allama Jafari’s
         view this is not to solve the problem but absolving the very question as when Russell
         argues that religion is born out of fear and at the same time states that this impulse
         is not common then here we are faced with a logical contradiction. Because when one
         argues that this is not a common impulse this implies that people are of two kinds:
         1) those who are equipped with this impulse and 2) those who lack this taste (Jafari,
         1966. 195). In addition, if fear is an outcome of ignorance then  the fear should
         be removed once the cause of fear is rectified and by extension religion (and its
         basis which is consciousness of God) should be shaken. However this is not the case
         as great many of philosophers and thinkers who, at least within the frame of their
         own philosophies, did not have any unknown quantity in regard to human being and the
         world of reality nonetheless we see that they have been monotheists (Jafari, 1996.
         196). Examples are abundant but Allama Jafari mentions few such as Descartes and Aristotle
         who are more familiar in Euro-American context rather than Eastern philosophers and
         dignitaries. 
      

      
      In other words, Sir Russell is inconsistent in his approach towards the cause of religion
         and the letters which Allama Jafari exchanged with him did not yield to any substantial
         result in this regard. This is evident in certain passages (on religion) of the critical
         commentaries which Allama Jafari wrote on the Wyatt-Russell Dialogue three years later.
         However, it seems Allama Jafari on one account in relation to religion agrees with
         Sir Russell when he touches upon the question of metaphysic and its relation to modern
         scientific ethos. This is a truly modern problematique and unprecedented at this level
         in Iranian context as the growth of knowledge and consciousness of ultimate reality
         have been concomitant in Iranian (both pre-Islamic and Islamic) context. To put it
         otherwise, it is undeniable that the rise of atheism and the growth of scientific
         ethos are somehow interwoven in modern context and this is a question where Russellian
         discourse and Jafarian episteme tend to converge. We need to explicate the “decline
         of metaphysic” and the “growth of science” and the difference which may exist between
         “science” and “knowledge” in the context of Jafarian episteme in contrast to Russellian
         frame of reference. In Allama Jafari’s view, the rise of materialism  
      

      
         … which is related to the growth of knowledge … is not a fact but a rhetorical statement.
               Because … among scientists and thinkers … one can find very rarely somebody who issues
               a verdict about the rise of science and the decline of God-consciousness.   (1966. 196) 
         

      

      On the other hand, it seems Allama Jafari is struggling with the ghost of Russell
         when he argues that 
      

      
         … we don’t deny the fact that metaphysical concerns have declined among common people
               but this indifference towards higher reality is not ascribable to the growth of knowledge
               and depth of thought. On the contrary, this is a result of hedonism … and … utilitarianism.
                 (1966. 197) 
         

      

      Here it seems Allama Jafari is working within the parameters of knowledge as  Ilm   while Russell is engaged on knowledge as  Science  . These are two diametrically opposite paradigms and one haste to state that here
         we are faced with a classical incommensurable case where two philosophers are talking
         by each other without realizing the fundamental differences which exist between their
         respective paradigms. Science is based on empirical findings and reconstructed within
         the parameters of rational calculations while “Ilm” is not confined solely to these
         two domains (Siahposh, 2010 & 2013). On the contrary, when Allama Jafari is talking
         of knowledge as  Ilm   he takes into consideration the empirical level, rational stage, intellectual plane,
         revelational height and cordial echelon. This is in accordance to transcendental philosophy
         which Allama Jafari belongs to and within this wisdom-philosophy paradigm those who
         have excelled  in knowledge are indeed more conscious about the wonderful possibilities
         of ultimate reality in the constitution of self and leben. Nonetheless Allama Jafari
         refers to the decline of metaphysic by arguing that this is an upshot of cultural
         changes which are conditioned by cultural patterns. He employs two sociological concepts
         of “hedonism” and “utilitarianism” in explicating in what sense he agrees with Sir
         Russell. He does not accept the inverse correspondence Russell promotes between science
         and metaphysic but confirms minimally the public inattention towards higher reality
         in the context of modernity (Jafari, 1966. 197). 
      

      
      In other words, it seems Allama Jafari agrees with another British thinker, i.e. Martin
         Lings who views the modern inattention towards metaphysical ideals as modern superstition
         rather than any normative progress. Because the decline of  metaphysical     sensibility   is not either an outcome of disciplined approach to the gamut of reality or a corollary
         of intellectual engagement with profound existential questions of meaning and purpose,
         suffering and compassion,  virtues and values and what is to be a human being.
      

      
       On Religion and Founders of Religions

      
      There is a debate on religion, founders of religions and the adherents to religious
         traditions which Russell touched upon in his dialogues with Wyatt in a very interesting
         fashion as far as Allama Jafari is concerned. Russell is of the opinion that there
         is a very little connection between the “intentions” of the founders of all religions
         and the  doxa   of the followers of a particular religion (Jafari, 1966. 199). Sir Russell gives
         an example to highlight his point in this regard by stating that  
      

      
         … I have seen many military dignitaries who believe that the faith in Christianity
               is of great significance in fighting the Easterners … as the lack of faith in Christ
               would   weaken your resolution in encountering the enemy. I have repeatedly read the Sermon
               on the Mount but I have not seen any single reference to the use of Nuclear Bomb on
               others … not even once.   (1966. 199) 
         

      

      In Jafari’s view Russell is absolutely right in distinguishing between “principles
         of religion” and “actual deeds of followers of religion.” Because what is expected
         of a man of knowledge  
      

      
         … is that he makes a distinction between the principles of Truth and false fabrications
               which are concocted by people. Here the truth is what Sir Russell has stated eloquently.
                 (Jafari, 1966. 199) 
         

      

      This is where East and West have met in a very fabulous fashion. In other words, it
         seems when issues of conscience and integrity of humanity are concerned thinkers,
         regardless of their ideological positions or geographical locations tend to agree
         on “significant questions of existence” which touch upon the most essential dimensions
         of being a human person. Of course, it is not unproblematic to find objective evidences
         or unambiguous examples for these dimensions but the very existence of such possibilities
         are worth to cherish as along the dialogue one may be able to find common grounds.
         
      

      
      In endorsing the Russellian  distinction     thesis   between principles and actualities of a religion Allama Jafari opens up a discussion
         on religion and society. When Allama Jafari was discussing in 1966 these issues in
         Iran the discipline of sociology of religion was not established as an academic profession.
         In other words, these debates were novel and the Jafarian approach  proved to be of
         a pioneering kind as this required a certain level of a “perspective from without”
         in regard to religion, history of religion and the community of the faithful. All
         of these notions occupied sacrosanct positions among scholars within Shiite community
         in 20 th   century. For example, when Allama Jafari argues that by the demise of the founder
         of a religion deviation sets in he comes very close to conceptualizing the question
         of deviation in relation to religion in a sociological fashion. But in contrast to
         Sir Russell it seems Allama Jafari does not confine the application of “social deviation”
         to the category of religion. On the contrary, he argues that  
      

      
         … deviations are not limited to the religious realms … most of ideological systems,
               social orders, ethical schools, and political systems go through similar corrupting
               processes … In other words, the main question is by what mechanisms people succeed
               to employ the best ideals for the worse kind of actions?   (Jafari, 1966. 199-200) 
         

      

      Religion is an essential need for human societies. The question is how to reconcile
         this essential need with “systematic abuse” which occurs under the banner of religions?
         To be more accurate, this organized exploitation is not confined to religious sphere
         but penetrates to other domains such as ideologies, ethical systems, and political
         orders. In Jafari’s view, it seems Russell has realized very rightly the corrupting
         effects upon religions along the course of history and he has also correctly distinguished
         between the fundamentals of religion and the deeds of religious communities but Allama
         Jafari does not agree with Sir Russell on confining this corruption to the religious
         realm. On the contrary, the question is how to discern the process of corruption in
         human society in all its aspects, on the one hand, and release humanity from the falsity
         which is not part of emancipative aspects of religion, ethics, science, and philosophy.
         Because here we are faced with the question of responsibility in regard to illuminated
         thinkers, as Allama Jafari believes in the responsibility of intellectuals in the
         public sphere. In other words,  
      

      
         … it is the duty of any illuminated thinker to rescue science, politics and any awe-inspiring
               human activities from the filthy hands of utilitarian crooks.   (Jafari, 1966. 200) 
         

      

       Notes

      
      
         1. By “doxa” I don’t mean the current usage of the term in English language which refers
               to “opinion.” As it is well-known the term is used in conjunction with another Greek
               term, i.e. “Ortho”—which together makeup what today is considered as “orthodoxy” in
               relation to contemporary organized forms of religiosities around the globe. In this
               organized sense, the term “orthodoxy” means the adherence to accepted norms, more
               specifically to creeds, especially in organized forms of religions. This is not what
               I mean by “ancient doxa.” In my interpretation, a doxa is “meaning” and ortho is defined
               as “true” which, in transcendental philosophy is accessible through “knowledge by
               presence” and beyond the realm of “rational discursive reasoning.” In Allama Jafari’s
               view, Russell has not understood the logical procedure of metaphysical systems of
               non-modern philosophies and therefore he has mistakenly equated Religion, Metaphysics
               and Gnosticism with “beliefs” which belong to the category of “opinions.”

         2. On “existential maturity” within the occidental discourse it would be constructive
               to consult the vision portrayed by Paul Wong who wished to free existential psychology
               from the long shadows of existentialist philosophers of the 19th and 20th century.
               The Wongian paradigm presents a more compassionate, positive and practical existential
               discourse which contrasts with the cold, abstract phenomenology of Heidegger or solipsistic
               freedom of Sartre. Wong’s vision includes questions from the many interwoven domains
               that constitute human existence (described in James & Prilletensky, 2003; James, Harris
               & Clarke, 2003). From the individual domain Wong raises the issue of finding our true
               identity and fulfilling our most cherished dreams. On a socio-cultural level Wong
               asks what could be done to change the conditions that perpetuate injustice and how
               can we facilitate community development? From the realm of the religio-moral, Wong
               asks us to consider what it means to treat others with respect and how we are to understand
               the meaning of suffering, pain and death. The expansiveness of Wong’s vision parallels
               the maturation that has taken place in the work of a number of philosophers who have
               emerged from the existential-phenomenological tradition. Much water has passed under
               the bridges of the Seine since Sartre, writing from the comfort of his Paris cafés,
               told us that “we are condemned to be free” (Sartre, 1966) and that “Hell is other
               people” (Garcin in “No Exit”; Sartre, 1955). Modern “continental” philosophers have
               continued to emphasize “existence” as opposed to abstract or disengaged views of the
               human subject, but this subject is now one who finds her subjectivity through others
               (Levinas), recognizes his authentic self only by understanding something of the history
               and tradition of their “life-world” (Gadamer) or sees her “self” in terms of a story or narrative constructed dialogically (Ricoeur, Taylor). Emmanuel
               Levinas, who studied under both Husserl and Heidegger, rejected the primacy of the
               latter’s ontology of the individual, prioritizing instead, the fundamental ethical
               relationship that one has to the “Other.” This Other, for Levinas represents, not
               only Other people, but also that relationship we have with God, or our debt to those
               who came before us and suffered from oppression, violence and injustice (Levinas,
               1996). Ethics, a relationship with the Other, is more important than any attempt to
               limit the Other through our attempts at comprehending her. Hans-Georg Gadamer, another
               student of Heidegger, understands human existence in terms of the cultural and historical
               traditions that shape our experience of the world (James & Foster, 2003). What Gadamer
               calls a “horizon,” is that set of beliefs, assumptions, or the perspective that we
               bring to life enabling us to make some sense of the world, giving it meaning or coherence
               (Gadamer, 1999). Realizing our “authentic self” requires that we become aware of these
               assumptions or prejudices that constitute our horizon and shape our particular experience
               of the world. Paul Ricoeur and Charles Taylor have both contributed greatly to our
               understanding of the concept of selfhood. Taylor’s Sources of the Self gives us an historical view of the emergence of the modern subject or self and identifies
               the moral sources that gives that “self” substance or helps us find meaning and avoid
               despair. Ricoeur’s Oneself as Another, has shown us the dialectical nature of selfhood (James & Foster 2003). The self
               is a phenomenon which cannot be fully understood in “descriptive” terms, but also
               must be understood as an agent to whom we impute “moral responsibility,” freedom,
               and so on. Ricoeur’s notion of “narrative identity” brings together the descriptive
               and ethical dimensions of selfhood helping us to view the self in both objective and
               subjective terms (Ricoeur, 1992). Wong has pointed the way to a more mature and fruitful
               conception of existential psychology. 

         3. The fact-value distinction is a concept used to distinguish between arguments that
               can be claimed through reason alone and those in which rationality is limited to describing
               a collective opinion. In another formulation, it is the distinction between what is (can be discovered by science, philosophy or reason) and what ought to be (a judgment which can be agreed upon by consensus). The terms positive and
               normative represent another manner of expressing this, as do the terms descriptive and prescriptive, respectively. Positive statements make the implicit claim to facts, whereas normative
               statements make a claim to values or to norms (Putnam, 1998).

         4. Of course, one may distinguish between the “imaginary” and “imaginal” in accordance
               to Corbin’s interpretation. In Corbinian reading, the imaginary refers to “unreal”
               while the imaginal refers to the order of reality that Henri Corbin designates as
               mundus imaginalis , as equivalent to the “eighth climate” in the context of Iranian
               philosophy. Corbin examined thoroughly the faculty that perceives this reality, namely,
               the imaginative consciousness, the cognitive  imagination; and finally, suggested
               the topography of these interworlds, as they have been seen by those who actually
               have been there (Corbin, 1972. 1-19).

         5. Fitra is an Arabic word meaning “disposition,” “nature,” “constitution,” or “instinct.”
               This concept has been reconceptualized within the “Hikmatic Paradigm” by eastern philosophers
               such as Allama Tabatabai, Ayatollah Shahabadi, Allama Jafari, Murteza Muttahari and
               Seyed Baghir Sadr. This concept needs to be inquired in a comparative fashion with
               “Sensus Divinitatis” and its equivalents in other world traditions.

         6. Asharite theology is a school of early Muslim speculative theology founded by the
               theologian Abu al-Hasan al-Ashari (d. 324 AH / 936 AD). The disciples of the school
               are known as Asharites, and the school is also referred to as Asharite School. It
               was instrumental in drastically changing the direction of Islamic theology in the
               Sunnite context, separating its development radically from that of philosophy in the
               Shiite world.The Asharite view holds that:The school holds that human reason in and
               by itself was not capable of establishing with absolute certainty any truth-claim
               with respect to morality, the physical world, or metaphysical ideas.

         7. Here I don’t use the term in the political sense which is current today in eurocentric
               discourses on secularism. On the contrary, I have employed this concept in this context
               as a synonym for atheism which denies the epistemological importance of revelational
               vista on leben within the “Hikmatic Discourses” in Iran. The word “Hikma” has been
               translated into western languages as “philosophy,” “theosophy,” and “theology.” However
               it seems all of these concepts have been re-conceptualized in modern context in a
               fashion which may not correspond to “Hikmatic Paradigm” within the Iranian traditions.
               In other words, we should not try to force non-modern concepts and paradigms into
               modern discourses as the “Hikmatic Paradigm” may be a possibility in viewing the human
               condition from a novel vista in our turbulent time which is under tutelage of corporate
               military liberalism rooted in the soil of modernism.

         8. The literature on religion based on the theory of fear is a very longstanding tradition
               where the proponents attempt to emphasize on the inalienable link between religion
               and the power of fear. It is argued that the power of religion lies in the power of
               fear; fear of death, fear of the unknown, fear of people who are different, and fear
               of God. In this naïve reading of religion, it is argued that “religion” tells us to
               fear God, because it is God who will judge us when we die. When we fear God, the religion
               that says we must do so also has to be feared, because the religion is the one that
               claims to have the rulebook that God has written for us. God is all powerful, and
               if you go against his rules you will not be able to quell your fear of death with
               the promise of afterlife. God sees and knows you better than you know yourself, so
               you’d better fear him because there’s no lying to him. Fear God because he will be
               the one to judge you when you die. These petty arguments which reduce the complexity
               of religion into infantile conceptualizations miss an important fact which is related
               to the question of reasonability. In other words, they attack religion based on the
               principle of rationality which is formalized within the parameters of secular paradigm
               but we know that rationality is not confined to one single form. On the contrary,
               we have forms of rationalities which could not be reduced to a singular modality.
               The standard critiques leveled at religion by atheist free-thinkers are conceptualized
               within the parameters of an obsolete discourse which needs to be revisited in a fundamental
               fashion. In other words, the theory of fear lacks philosophical complexity as far
               as “forms of rationality” is concerned. This is a different question which could be
               tackled in a separate work in the future by the author. 

      

   
      Chapter 3

      The Global Future of Religion

      
         
         
      

      
      Intellectuals versus Sages

      
      Is there any difference between a sage and an intellectual? How could one differentiate
         between these two concepts? Why is it of importance to pay attention to this distinction
         within modern context? Could the distinction between the two concepts be related to
         the debates on “fact” and “value”? In other words, could one argue that an intellectual
         is a thinker who attempts to unearth the unknown territories of the  fact   while a sage is a contemplative thinker who sticks to values no matter what the
         facts demonstrate? There is a tendency within the modernist paradigm to inculcate
         such an interpretation in regard to the distinction between an intellectual versus
         a sage. To put it differently, there is a tendency among discursive philosophers who
         argue that intellectuals are those kinds of individuals who have renounced the “epistemological
         significance” as well as “categorical importance” of  religion   and instead they have embraced the paradigmaticality of  science   as a new form of  dis-closure  . To put it otherwise, in this mode of reading the mentalité of a sage is a  passé   and therefore in contrast to the scientific mode of analysis which is exclusively
         considered valid by proponents of discursive rationalité. This binary opposition may
         be of significance within the dominant discourse of academic rationality but it lacks
         fundamental significance in the primordial school of philosophy/social theory where
         a sage is not defined in terms set by the modernist paradigm. Needless to restate
         that the modernist paradigm is based on a novel Comtian reading of history of human
         mentalité which has interpreted the “story of human maturation” in three broad stages,
         i.e. the  theological stage which is broken down into three stages of its own, including
         animism, polytheism, and monotheism; the metaphysical stage and the positive stage.
         At any rate, the paradigm which  includes the discourse of sagacity is conceptualized
         within the paradigm of “Hikmat” where the Comtian differentiation of mentalité and
         intellectual antagonization between reason, intellection and sensual perception are
         absent from the epistemological frame of the “Hikmatic Vector.” In the “Hikmatic Paradigm”
         each of the human faculties does correspond to a certain level of reality in a spiral
         fashion which is absent in the flat mode of perception present in modernist point
         of vantage.  
      

      
      In other words, the sagacious discourse is not inherently indifferent to the “social”
         as portrayed by enlightened intellectuals who have colonized various domains of reasonability
         by wrongly accusing anybody who does not share the ideals of the Enlightenment Tradition
         as reactionary. Here we are going to explicate these implicit issues within the discursive
         historiography in a non-discursive fashion.  
      

      
       Non-discursive Historiography of Intellectual History

      
      Since the dawn of the Enlightenment Tradition, intellectuals have occupied a significant
         role in shaping the textures of the public square in relation to the institutions
         of power vis-à-vis the public. The decline of religion in the public sphere and the
         incessant attacks on any sign of “religiosity” by laic intellectuals institutionalized
         the belief that there is a fundamental contradiction between religion and reason at
         metaphysical level and concomitancy of religion and regressive political establishment
         at sociopolitical stage among modernist philosophers and social scientists. When these
         assumptions were incorporated in the body of modernist episteme then the public intellectual
         was a figure who took distance from religion as the negation of this detachment would
         endanger the responsibility which an intellectual should assume in the public square.
         In other words, the underlying assumptions of the modernist concept of intellectual
         is construed in terms of contradiction with the notion of religion as the latter is
         represented as an  epitome of irresponsibility vis-à-vis the “people” and the “power.”
         Sir Bertrand Russell belongs to this tradition of Enlightenment where religion as
         such denotes a regressive association and it would be embarrassing for a public intellectual
         in the paradigm of the Enlightenment Tradition to emphasize the positive or emancipative
         dimensions of religion in the course of human history. However when this tradition
         of intellectual engagement is considered as a particular form of scholarly critique
         there would not arise any problem but this has not been the case in the history of
         modernity as we have known it in an institutional fashion. To put it differently,
         laic intellectuals have come to conceptualize this particular form of critique as
         the sole valid universal modality that should replace all forms and as a matter of
         fact annihilate the other modalities in any part of the globe.  
      

      
      Allama Jafari represents another type of critique where religion is not in contradiction
         with public responsibility. He himself uses the term “conscientious illuminated sage”
         rather than “enlightened intellectual.” Why is he doing that? Is it by purpose or
         an accident? By having a synoptic approach to the Jafarian discourse one can easily
         discern that this is not an accident but an intentional move due to his critical stance
         on modernity as a civilizational project where religion is separated from the “management
         of life.” In other words, Allama Jafari believes that a conscientious illuminated
         sage should accept public responsibility in demonstrating the emancipative dimensions
         of religion and at the same time deprive the ill-minded people of power to usurp the
         interpretation of “sublime human activities” as without these activities life would
         be meaningless (Jafari, 1966. 200). To put it otherwise, this requires a sense of
         profound responsibility before others, the society, humanity and God and the praxis
         of Allama Jafari attests to this sense of conscientiousness. If this is established
         then how could one account for  concomitancy of religion and critique in the Jafarian
         paradigm and incompatibility of critique and religion in the Russellian framework?
         
      

      
      The contradiction between these paradigms is not soluble analytically as both could
         back up their assertions based on their respective reading of the histories of religion
         and modernity without realizing the multiple possibilities which exist within the
         multifaceted contexts of religion and modernity. Here again we are faced with a classical
         case of incommensurable example where two towering figures of philosophy in the twentieth
         century have talked by each other without attempting to understand the assumptive
         frameworks of the other. [1]   However the very attempt by Allama Jafari in unlocking the Russellian discourse
         on responsibility of intellectuals is a significant step forward but this is not sufficient
         if we are looking for a productive and life-shaking dialogue between East and West.
         
      

      
      The question of responsibility of thinkers of integrity is an issue which itself,
         apart from paradigmatic differences, need to be taken seriously into consideration
         as there is always a danger that “science, politics and any kind of sublime human
         activities could be corrupted in the hands of utilitarian felons” (Jafari, 1966. 200).
         
      

      
       Religion and Eurocentrism in Russellian Paradigm

      
      One of the most significant questions within the context of philosophy of science
         and social sciences is the issue of reference-point  which affects one’s overall picture
         of reality in one way or the other. There are many sociologists such as Jeffrey C.
         Alexander who argue about the pivotal position of what he terms as “background assumptions”
         in the constitution of theories and worldviews of intellectuals, thinkers, philosophers
         and social theorists in a fundamental fashion (Alexander, 2003). One may not be aware
         of the impact of these assumptions as they are weaved into the textures of one’s referential
         point of departure in a subtle fashion without any sense of  “presence” which could
         cause within us a sense of uneasiness. On the contrary, they are what they  are   due to their delicate absent presence which very rarely are considered by each
         of us as an external element imposed upon us which we need to be reflexive about.
         One of the contemporary problems within modernist discourse has been the question
         of “Eurocentrism” which has encompassed all aspects of  laic episteme   (ontology, epistemology, methodology, method, and individual mores) in a total
         fashion.  Eurocentrism is the practice of viewing the world from a  European  perspective and historical experience.[2]   The term Eurocentrism was coined during the period of decolonization in the late
         20th century. The term Eurocentrism was coined relatively late, during the decolonization
         period following World War II, based on an earlier adjective Europe-centric which
         came into use in the early 20th century. The term appears in precisely this form in
         the writings of the right-wing German writer Karl Haushofer during the 1920s. For
         instance, in Haushofer’s “Geo-Politics of the Pacific Space,” Haushofer contrasts
         this pacific space in terms of global politics to the “European” and “Europe-centric”
         (Jorn, 2004. 120). The term Europocentrism appears in the 1970s, through the Marxist
         writings of Samir Amin as part of a global, core-periphery or dependency model of
         capitalist development. “Eurocentrism” appears only by 1988, in the titles of Amin’s
         books as the definition of an ideology. The view of Sir Bertrand Russell on the European
         position and the “experiential significance” of European history (both as a model
         and criterion to evaluate the  other  ) are deeply cherished by Russell (Miri, 2013). In other words, the Russellian discourse
         was formed in the age of Eurocentrism and in this regard his position on vital issues
         of humanities is deeply “Eurocentric” as far as fundamental questions of social theory
         and epistemology are concerned (Blaut, 2000).  
      

      
      To put it otherwise, in the fashion I have read the Jafarian approach to the Russellian
         paradigm, it is discernible that the idea of “European Exceptionalism” is shared by
         Sir Bertrand Russell in a very serious manner and this is one of the main issues which
         have been detected by Allama Jafari in a systematic style and time and again forced
         the latter to question the universal claim of Russell on issues related to eschatology
         of human self; the role of religion in the constitution of self and society; the locus
         of values in the fabric of society; the place of virtues in the symbolic universe
         of human personality; the dialog of religion and philosophy; the dialectics of fact
         and value; and the dynamics of morality and ethic in the texture of human ethos. 
         
      

      
      In the Russell-Wyatt Dialogue, Wyatt asks Russell about the importance of religion
         and if the latter has brought about any positive effect upon human life in general
         (Jafari, 1966. 203). In respond, Sir Russell states that the followers of Benedictine
         Order “did some good in the beginning but later on they caused great many harms” (Jafari,
         1966. 203). 
      

      
       Allama Jafari argues that when Wyatt asks about religions Russell refers only to
         Christianity and the history of Christian orders in the European context without realizing
         that this is only a particular aspect of religious life in the course of human history.
         In other words, it seems Russell is not aware of his deep “ eurocentric  ” inclinations and Allama Jafari has realized this bias when the question of Eurocentrism
         was not an issue within academic social sciences in 60s (1966. 203). However, Allama
         Jafari seems not having found the right concept to describe the Russellian “ eurocentric  ” dedication.  
      

      
       Religion and the Question of Nihilism

      
      In the  Russell-Wyatt Dialogue   the question of religion in relation to existential concerns was raised by Wyatt
         and the subsequent ponderings of Sir Russell is of great perennial significance which
         compelled Allama Jafari to take issue with what he terms as the  paradox of   nihilism   (Jafari, 1966. 205-208). If faith is considered as the inner roadmap which without
         one feels that the insurmountable burden of life would be agonizing then what would
         be the answer of Sir Bertrand Russell and Allama Jafari respectively to this question?
         
      

      
      The Russellian approach would be that people who feel like that 

      
         … are not aware that the cause of their feeling is a kind of fear … which in other
               fields of life it is despicable … but because in this case the fear is ascribed to
               religious issues then one excuses her/himself by arguing that this is not fear but
               dread of an existential kind … so it is not contemptible … but a noble act. In whatever
               manner described I cannot appreciate fear as in any sense it is appalling in my view  . (1966. 206) 
         

      

      In other words, religion as a category is rooted in fear and there is no need to sooth
         the pain of search for existential meaningfulness by clinging to an archaic form of
         meaning-system such as religion when there are more advanced forms of science and
         philosophy. I think this is the spirit of Russellian approach towards religion as
         a whole which imbues the very spirit of his philosophical stance which is eloquently
         expressed in his classical  history of western philosophy   (Russell, 1946) and glimpses of that spirit is evident in certain passages of  Russell-Wyatt Dialogue  . On the other hand, one needs to inquire about the philosophical position of Allama
         Jafari in regard to this question. 
      

      
      He weds the question of meaning to religion and the absence of the latter as the essential
         step towards the loss of the former. In other words, if the adventurous life of human
         being which is fraught with great many breathtaking events 
      

      
         … is not relied upon faith then … … … the very life in all its complexity would turn
               meaningless. This is an important issue which has been emphasized by great many scholars
                 [of East and West]. (1966. 206) 
         

      

      The second issue which constitutes the very backbone of Jafarian approach is the critique
         which he leveled against the Russellian view on religion. In Allama Jafari’s view,
         
      

      
         … Sir Bertrand Russell has neither in these dialogues nor in other occasions explicated
               clearly his definition of religion … . In other words, Russell does not clarify what
               kind of religiosity is intertwined with the element of fear in human life? To put
               it otherwise, Russell does not say what kind of religion leads towards fear as in
               my view   [the best example of]  religion is Islam. In the kind of Islam   [which I have understood based on my reading]  there is no trace of fear involved in the constitution of faith. On the contrary,
               Islam is an   [intellectual system]  which encourages people to participate in social life in an active form … the question
               of education is compulsory for any Muslim … Muslims should be concerned about the
               welfare of their own society in a fundamental fashion … and finally a Muslim is a
               person who has a deep sense of duty towards others … . Anybody who does not care about
               these moral, ethical, social, political and religious issues then s/he has not understood
               the spirit of religion of Islam.   (1966. 207) 
         

      

      By stating these issues Allama Jafari attempts to refute the Russellian claim that
         religion is an act of obscurantism or the Russellian thesis that religion for its
         institutionalization instills a sense of fear in its adherents as in Russellian reading
         the main argument is that there is no  intelligible element within the universal category
         of religion. In other words, the Jafarian approach is a respond to the Russellian
         thesis that the rise of religion is equal to the decline of reason and the growth
         of reason would entail the disappearance of religion in all its forms and modalities.
         Having said these issues, as a student of comparative philosophy and social theory
         one needs to know that it seems here Allama Jafari has missed a very important point
         in the Russellian approach. Of course, this is not to argue that the Russellian critique
         on religion is justified as Russell has focused solely upon the oppressive dimensions
         of religion in the course of human history without realizing the emancipative aspects
         of religion. To rephrase the question one could problematize that in what sense has
         Allama Jafari missed the point in regard to the Russellian approach? 
      

      
      When we talk about an intellectual life it should not be forgotten that any intellectual
         pursuit is mainly comprehensible when it is contextualized in the frame of an “intellectual
         tradition.” In my reading of Allama Jafari in regard to Russell’s critique of religion,
         I have noted that Allama Jafari has not worked on the question of tradition which
         Russell belonged to, i.e. the Enlightenment Tradition.  
      

      
      In other words, Russell’s sentiment as far as “science” and “religion” or “morality”
         is concerned is a  typical modernist   sentiment which favors science over against religion and dissociates the former
         from morality by confining the dimensions of morality to the realm of “individual
         discernment” without any connection to the “First Principles” or “Metaphysical Canopy”
         [3]   (Levenson, 1984. 180). By neglecting this fact, it seems that Allama Jafari is
         not  talking to   Russell but  talking by   Russell. In the Enlightenment Tradition, there is an ideological conception of “religion”
         (i.e. Christianity as its frame of reference or yardstick) which views religiosity
         as a negative byproduct of the past. Allama Jafari has not been able to distill this
         ideological background in Russell’s worldview which could have assisted Allama Jafari
         in his critical engagement with the modernist discourse, in general, and Russell,
         in particular. For example, when Russell talks about the “divine intervention” and
         the pitfalls of this theological attitude within the parameters of  post-Christian negative theology   in the occidental context, the Jafarian approach (1966. 207-211) demonstrates clearly
         the detrimental effect of taking an intellectual out of her/his context. This problem
         is conceptualized as “fallacy of quoting out of context” within philosophical literatures
         when the spirit of dialog is not considered in a very serious fashion due to inherent
         incommunicability state of paradigms, namely when two persons or two traditions are
         unable to engage when the necessary means are absent inherently in either paradigm
         or tradition. This practice is termed as c ontextomy. It refers to the selective excerpting
         of words from their original linguistic context in a way that distorts the source’s
         intended meaning, a practice commonly referred to as “quoting out of context.” The
         problem here is not the removal of a quote from its original context per se, but the very fact that one disregards the spirit of the author that lies behind
         the lines.[4]  
      

      
      Revelation and Intellect

      
      Within the course of human history the relation between revelation and reason has
         taken many different ups and downs in terms of the  principle of priority  , i.e. which one of these poles is crucial over against the other. Is the revelation
         the key to understand the human existence or the reason? On this question, I have
         come to understand that we have at least five key positions in the history of ideas.
         I shall briefly mention these positions and then move to the positions of Allama Jafari
         and Sir Bertrand Russell respectively and finally explicate the underlying problems
         which have been instrumental in this incommensurable context of dialogue between these
         two towering figures of philosophy in the twentieth century.  
      

      
      The first position belongs to thinkers and theologians who argue that revelational
         conceptualization of reality takes precedence over intellectual conceptualization
         of leben, i.e. the gamut of reason should be defined within the parameters set by
         revelation. The second position belongs to intellectuals and philosophers who endorse
         an intellectual conceptualization of reality by arguing that the substantial significance
         of revelation should be determined by reason as the latter is not solely an instrument
         but a source of knowledge. The third standpoint belongs to authors who argue that
         there is a conflict between reason and revelation and this twain shall never meet.
         In this reading, the substantial dimension of religion is not recognized as the proponents
         of this perspective believe that there is no  cognitive significance   within the parameters of religion as a category. The fourth point of view belongs
         to thinkers, philosophers, theologians and mystics who argue for the compatibility
         of revelational and intellectual conceptualization of reality in all its dimensions
         and aspects. Within this paradigm the revelational reading of horizontal and vertical
         dimensions of existence is in accordance to intellectual conceptualization and vice
         versa. The fifth stance belongs to thinkers and writers who argue that the revelational
         and intellectual frameworks are two different ways of looking at reality which posit
         distinctly incomparable conditions. In other words, it could be concluded that we
         are faced with five ideal-types: 1) superiority of reason over revelation; 2) superiority
         of revelation over reason; 3) compatibility of reason and revelation; 4) contrast
         of reason and revelation; and 5) contradiction of reason and revelation. 
      

      
      If these are the broad positions within the history of ideas then where should we
         position the Russellian and Jafarian perspectives? In my reading I have come to realize
         that they differ fundamentally on revelation and reason and this metaphysical difference
         has demonstrated itself  on various issues, in general, and on the cognitive significance
         of religion, in particular. Allama Jafari argues that 
      

      
         I believe that humanity is equipped with two significant sources of cognition … …
               … i.e. revelation and intellect. Based on these two sources … … … humankind is able
               to distinguish between truth and falsity … everywhere and anytime … … … and by the
               aid of revelation and sound reason … … … humanity is capable to establish a truthful
               life for themselves.   (1966. 214) 
         

      

      This is the tradition which Allama Jafari belongs to, i.e. where “intellect” and “revelation”
         has been reconciled in the complimentary fashion proposed by  Alpharabius (Corbin,
         1993). Now we should turn to Sir Bertrand Russell and the position upheld by him.
         Where does he stand in regard to this question? Earlier we mentioned that the tradition
         where Russell comes from is broadly described as the Enlightenment Tradition which
         does not assign any cognitive significance for religion as an intellectual category.
         As a matter fact, within this tradition the history of human mentalité is divided
         into three broad stages of 1) the theological stage; 2) the metaphysical stage; and
         3) the positive stage (Giddens, 1974). Within this paradigm, the category of religion
         has no crucial locus within the present positive stage. Besides, one should add that
         Sir Russell is one of the founding fathers of Analytic Philosophy in the 20th century which was a reaction against Absolute Idealism[5]   (Ayer, 1971). Within this tradition, the pioneering scholars such as Sir Bertrand
         Russell   tended to avoid the study of religion, largely dismissing (as per the logical
         positivists’ view) the subject as part of metaphysics and therefore meaningless.[6]     
      

      
      In other words, in accordance to our analytical scheme Sir Bertrand Russell fits very
         neatly within the fifth category where there is a diametrical contradiction between
         reason and revelation which compels Russell to disregard wholeheartedly the very category
         of religion from his philosophical sphere of concern. If we assume that the intellectual
         kernel of religion is of metaphysical nature then we can easily discern why Russell
         time and again refutes any cognitive importance which repeatedly is attached to the
         same category by Allama Jafari along his dialogues.  
      

      
      To put it otherwise, in terms of the relation between reason and intellect, it could
         be stated that the Russellian theory is one of contradiction while the Jafarian approach
         is one of complimentarity. The distinction between these two approaches and the pivotal
         significance of religion in the Jafarian approach and the irrelevant position of religion
         in the Russellian paradigm has put an indelible trace in their respective weltanschauungs
         as well as philosophical standpoints on fundamental questions of universal significance
         such as freedom, being, existence, life, death, God, religion, meaning, metaphysic,
         afterlife, time and so on and so forth. 
      

      
      The Roots of Religion

      
      In Russell’s view religion as a cognitive system is meaningless and due to this analytical
         fact then religion as a category within human life both in its individual dimensions
         and collective aspects has played a destructive role in the arduous course of human
         history. However, here one question may arise and that is why does religion frequently
         appear in human social life? In other words, if religion is detrimental then why does
         humanity insist on having a religion? This is the question which Wyatt asked Sir Bertrand
         Russell and his answers raised Allama Jafari’s eyebrows in a serious fashion. Allama
         Jafari thinks that the Russellian reply is inconsistent with what he has told earlier.
         For instance, when Wyatt asked Russell about the cause of suicide  among Swedes in
         despite of their affluent state of affairs the response given by Russell seems to
         contradict what he states here. In answering Wyatt’s question here, Sir Bertrand Russell
         states that 
      

      
         … the insistence on sticking to religion is not the act of humanity but the acts of
               few among human race. The reason this minority is deeply attached to religion is due
               to habit.   (1966. 233) 
         

      

      If inclination towards religion is of “habitual type” then on what ground Russell
         argues that the high rate of suicide among Swedes is “due to the fact that they are
         not restricted in their lifestyles by religion” (1966. 233-4). Besides, Russell in
         his  A History of Western Philosophy and its Connection with Political and Social Circumstances
            from the Earliest Times to the Present Day   (1946) states clearly that when one looks for a synonym to sound reason then science
         is the best equivalent but humanity is in profound need of “enthusiasm,” “zeal,” “zest,”
         “art” and “religion” (Russell quoted by Jafari, 1966. 234). 
      

      
      Allama Jafari argues that when we put these statements next to each other we can firstly
         realize that Russell is inconsistent as far as religion is concerned and secondly
         religion  
      

      
         … is so deeply rooted in the soil of human soul that it could endow upon humanity
               an accurate meaning of life … and in this way it could prevent us from committing
               suicide …   1966. 234) 
         

      

      In other words, if religion is of habitual nature and this is ascribable to minority
         among human race then why does Russell explain the phenomenon of suicide among Swedes
         by reference to ethereal presence of religion in Sweden? Isn’t this an argument for
         the importance of religion in the psychological makeup of human existence? In addition,
         if we agree that a fulfilled life is not solely consisted of dry scientific ethos
         then if religion along with art and other issues could enliven human existence therefore
         we cannot assume that religion is a meaningless system. Because Russell admits that
         a life based on dry scientific ethos will not be fulfilling humanly then something
         which can bring fulfillment into the existence of human universe it could not be meaningless.
         On the contrary, it should contain one of the highest systems of meaningfulness which
         has not been realized by analytical philosophers a la Russell. This is what Allama
         Jafari was trying to argue vis-à-vis Sir Bertrand Russell.  
      

      
      Another important issue in relation to religion is the future role of religion. Russell
         believes that “it depends very much on how successful people are in overcoming their
         social problems” (1966. 234). In Allama Jafari’s view, this answer clearly demonstrates
         that “religion is fundamentally rooted in the soil of societies” (1966. 234). 
      

      
      In other words, Allama Jafari argues that Russell is not consistent when, on the one
         hand, he states that religion is a “habitual phenomenon” and, on the other hand, he
         believes that religion has a social origin. This is a contradictory approach to one
         and the same problem. Either religion is of habitual origin or of social origin (Jafari,
         1966. 242). 
      

      
      However this is a very paradoxical problematique which may not support Allama Jafari’s
         reading of Russell’s approach to the question of religion and social problems. For
         instance, Karl Marx argued that “r eligion    is the sigh of the oppressed creature,
         the heart of a heartless    world ,   just as it is the spirit of a  spiritless  situation”    (Marx, 2012) .  
      

      
      The esoteric nature of the quote has led to some confusion among social theorists
         and philosophers, who are divided as to whether Marx was speaking in favor of or against
         organized religion. Though Marx does state that religion is “the heart of a heartless
         world,” and that “the demand to give up the illusion about its condition is the demand
         to give up a condition which needs illusions,” which could be taken to mean that religion
         is a necessary component of society, true or false.
      

      
      In other words, one could read Russell in this sense that if the situation which conditions
         the existence of religion is changed then religion would disappear and this is not
         how Allama Jafari has understood Russell in terms of religion and social problems.
         Nonetheless one could see that behind the arguments proposed by Allama Jafari and
         Sir Bertrand Russell there are deep-seated assumptions which need to be spelled out
         in an unambiguous fashion. Otherwise, we will not be able to understand the core questions
         which may have caused misunderstandings between the proponents of Eastern and Western
         philosophical traditions. It is not an exaggeration that one of the main tasks of
         comparative philosophy is to delineate these difficult problematiques which are not
         spelled out but assumed in the  backyard   of background assumptions in an implicit fashion. Of course, it is not always certain
         that one could agree on all aspects but the purpose of dialogue is not accepting all
         that the other holds dear but expecting that the other has the ear to listen to arguments
         put forward in a sympathetic fashion. 
      

      
       Religion and Philosophical Inquiry

      
      How should the emergence of religion be interpreted? Is religion an offshoot of magic
         or a precursor to the scientific mentalité? Is religiosity an outcome of fear or a
         sign of neurosis? Is religion rooted in the soil of society or a heavenly tradition?
         [7]   All these questions and many other queries of these kinds have been put forward
         by various philosophers, social thinkers,  psychologists, theologians and historians
         as well as mystics who have been concerned about the quiddity and role of religion
         in the constitution of self and society both as a worldly matter and otherworldly
         problematique. Sir Bertrand Russell and Allama Jafari had wrestled with these questions
         too and each had tried to craft reasonable answers to these perennial queries based
         on their respective intellectual paradigms which should be understood in terms of
         their larger intellectual traditions. If these intellectual traditions which make
         up the fabrics of these thinkers’ intellectual systems are not taken into considerations
         then their differences would be reduced to important (as far as the context of discovery
         is concerned) but irrelevant (as far as the context of justification is concerned)
         geographical or ideological indices. Both of these philosophers were, unlike postmodernist
         philosophers, concerned about the question of veracity  sui generis  . In other words, Sir Bertrand Russell and Allama Jafari were public intellectuals
         in the truest sense of the word by being concerned about the cultural forms and contours
         of people outside the circles of experts. In this sense, one of those factors which
         influences the public sanity negatively (Sir Bertrand Russell) or positively (Allama
         Jafari) is the question of religion which in their respective views should not be
         left alone as its involvement is of a comprehensive fashion. On this latter account
         both philosophers seem to agree upon the unconstructively (Sir Bertrand Russell) and
         constructively (Allama Jafari) unique role of religion in the constitution of human
         civilizations. Why does humanity incline towards religion? Russell is of the view
         that “calamities are the underlying factors behind the fondness of religion among
         human beings” (1966. 248). 
      

      
      On the other hand, we have the view proposed by Allama Jafari who argues that religion
         cannot be explained by external factors as the cause of religion is embedded within
         the textures of existence. In other words, the origin of religion is the existential
         questions of “Whence have I come? Where have I come? Why have I come? Where am I heading
         to?” (1966. 248). 
      

      
      As long as these essentially challenging questions are not answered  

      
         … religion with its deep root that has within human life … shall remain attractive
               for humanity at large …. Unless we can prove that these questions should not be asked
               …but how can we extinguish the fire within the soul of human persons who have been
               asking these questions since the time immemorial? One may argue that science may answer
               these questions in the “future” but the burning questions of existential nature could
               not be postponed to an unknown future which may never arrive.   (1966. 248) 
         

      

      In other words, the fondness of religion could not be reduced to any other external
         phenomenon as the questions which are harbored within the fabric of religion originate
         from the very “ground of existence.” However this  existential ground   should be fathomed in the fashion which is conceptualized by Allama Jafari who
         seems to be inventing an alternative to the Russellian  theory of calamity   as the basis of religious attachment. What is the “ground of existence”? In accordance
         to Allama Jafari, 
      

      
         … phenomena which constitute … the general aspects of human existence could be divided
               broadly into two distinct but interrelated parts: 1. The permanent phenomena and 2.
               The transitory phenomena.   (1966. 248) 
         

      

      The Permanent Phenomena

      
      In Allama Jafari’s view, the permanent phenomena  

      
         … are those kinds of facts which constitute the inalienable dimensions of human reality
               which are not changeable along the course of time in the real sense … examples are
               abundant but here few are enumerated in order to highlight the point in a clear fashion:
               1. The interest to continue life in accordance to one’s delight; 2. Utilitarian nature
               of human self which is, in general, the cause of many conflicts among human beings;
               …4. The makeup of human brain compels one to be curious about the nature of reality
               and life in general  . (1966. 249)    
         

      

      The Transitory Phenomena

      
      In Allama Jafari’s point of view, the transitory phenomena  

      
         … are those kinds of occurrences … that their reality is dependent on different factors
               which … may change by the passing of time and transformation along the course of human
               history … . Examples are plentiful but here few could be spelled out briefly in order
               to make clear the point under debate: 1. The scope of human knowledge in relation
               to the external world and the current events within the gamut of reality; 2. The quality
               and the quantity of natural exploitation/utilization/management/deployment by human
               being; 3. The determination/designation of legal/economical/political contracts …
               . In general, most of instances of permanent principles of human significance could
               be considered as transitory phenomena. For instance, the type of life led by a caveman
               is different from the life during agricultural era in terms of factors and outcomes
               … but both are similar in terms of the general phenomenon of the survival instinct
               … the same applies to forms of good and evil, felicity and misfortune, justice and
               injustice and so on   and so forth … the forms of these examples have no permanent realities … and as a
               matter of fact they change along the course of time with different and infinite characteristics  . (1966. 249) 
         

      

      Criterion of Distinction

      
      By refuting the calamity as the foundation of religion, Allama Jafari attempts to
         argue that religion should be treated as a permanent category which has deep roots
         within the soil of human leben. However there is a question which is unavoidable and
         that is what aspects of religion should be taken as permanent and impermanent? In
         other words, what is the criterion of distinction? How could one distinguish between
         the permanent dimensions of reality and the temporary aspects of life? Because this
         is the high point of Jafarian critique of Russell which enabled the former to rebuke
         the latter in regard to the very category of religion which was treated as an epiphenomenon
         by Russell without attaching any essential significance for “religious sensibility.”
         Allama Jafari argues that 
      

      
         … as far as we can appraise … based on scientific analyses, philosophical inquiries
               and also observable realities in the external world … it is possible to catalogue
               certain phenomena as permanent in contrast to impermanent things but we haven’t yet
               found any universal law that could enable us to distinguish between these two different
               kinds of phenomena  . (1966. 250) 
         

      

      To put it otherwise, self-evidently we can realize the distinction between transitory
         and non-transitory phenomena but intersubjectively we have not found any criterion
         for stating the principle of distinction in a universal fashion. However, Allama Jafari
         believes that  
      

      
         … the absence of intersubjective formulation of such a principle should not deter
               us from neglecting the immense importance of this question  . (1966. 250) 
         

      

      Here Allama Jafari seems to move beyond the field of philosophy by relinquishing 
         reasonable demonstration   and resorting to  informative lecturing   or  rhetorical preaching   which is popular in the philosophical climate of Iran where religious and philosophical
         discourses have become intertwined in a systematic fashion. In other words, the Russellian
         approach seems inadequate in ascribing the emergence of religion to calamity but the
         Jafarian approach has not overcome the problem either as far as the “principle of
         distinction” is concerned. Russell does not attach any essential significance for
         religion as a category and that’s why he ascribes its emergence to an external accident
         based on archaeological reading of history of humankind within the frame of evolutionary
         theory. But this is not the way how Allama Jafari reads religion as a universal category.
         In his Bergsonian reading of human history, Allama Jafari argues that  
      

      
         … we know of societies in the past or present that may not know of science, technology
               and philosophy but there is no human society on the face of the planet earth… without
               having a religion.   (1966. 235) 
         

      

      In other words, the universal significance of religion is beyond any reasonable doubt
         and this universality enables Allama Jafari to argue vehemently that there is a  
      

      
         … foundation for religion which based on observation of external realities … leads
               us to assume that … religion belongs to the category of permanent phenomena  . (1966. 251) 
         

      

      To put it differently, Allama Jafari views the foundation of religion in essential
         terms which is not reducible to any other indicator (social, historical, psychological
         or genetical) and this view is in diametrical opposition to Sir Bertrand Russell’s
         perspective that regards religion as an epiphenomenon which could disappear when the
         contingent  raison d’être   of religion shall vanish “out there,” i.e. fear, calamity, ignorance, power (of
         certain people who insist on keeping religion) and so on and so forth.  
      

      
       The Global Future of Religion

      
      Is there any conceivable future for religion possible? To answer this question one
         needs to clarify one’s epistemological theory and ontological assumptions in regard
         to human being as well as the nature of reality in its ontic meaning. As far as the
         question of religion in the worlds and works of Allama Jafari and Sir Bertrand Russell
         is concerned the religion has a complex future which its survival depends on various
         factors. To be certain, there is a deep disagreement between these two philosophers’
         views on the global future of religion which incidentally form the background assumptions
         of the present course of politics of religion in East and West and additionally informs
         the nature of variety of conflicts between different interest groups regionally and
         globally. Of course, I don’t mean that Russell and Jafari are responsible for these
         global  courses of actions in Euro-Atlantic and Islamic worlds but their distinct
         approaches to religion seem to have very deep civilizational grounds which could not
         be disregarded simplistically. 
      

      
      In Russell’s view, religion has a social basis which affects ones course of social
         actions. If human beings are able to overcome 
      

      
         … their social problems then religion would annihilate … but on the other hand, if
               they cannot solve their social problems then … religion would not disappear as we
               have had many instances in the history in France and Russia during 19  th   and 20  th   centuries.   (1966. 241) 
         

      

      Nevertheless Allama Jafari does not share the Russellian view and instead argues that
         religion belongs to the permanent category which may be transformed formally but 
         
      

      
         … its ground seems to be unshakeable … because even for ordinary people the foundation
               of religion may be grounded on certain deteriorating propositions … but for others,
               … religion is the outcome of an inner necessary emotion and … the absolute reason
               embedded in the textures of reality  . (1966. 252) 
         

      

      In other words, the future of religion is not solely related to the state of the “social”
         but it is connected to the existential state of human being as an ontic reality which
         could not be treated epiphenomenally. Because religion is an attempt to provide seismic
         answers for four perennial questions of “Whence have I come? Where have I come? Why
         am I here in the world? Where am I heading to?” (1966. 252). 
      

      
      The future of religion is intertwined with the question of meaning. As Professor Buik
         Mohammadi [8]   argues, even when the social problems are solved the religion shall remain as certain
         questions such as “death,” “meaning of life,” and “problem of existence” are not exclusively
         dependent on social indices. Humans have always pondered upon the mystery of life
         because  it   could have not existed but it  is   and this  isness   poses itself a question. This question arises from the very ground of existence
         and could not be reduced to any other aspect of reality as Russell seems to do so.
         As it was stated earlier there are no universal criteria for distinguishing between
         the permanent and impermanent dimensions of leben but we can deduce from various instances
         in the texture of life certain parameters which could enable us to draw some tentative
         conclusions. Allama Jafari argues that  
      

      
         … the cosmic consciousness and the imperative four perennial questions … have been
               part of human existence since the Stone Age … up to this very age and as a matter
               of fact these modalities have been among the most permanent dimensions of psychological
               makeup of human existence. In other words, on these accounts one can see no difference
               between humanity in the Stone Age and now in this century.   (1966. 252) 
         

      

      To put it otherwise, the religious modality and the curious mentality of human person
         have changed in formal aspects but in substantial dimensions we are what we have been
         always. However, the distinguished philosophers have not 
      

      
         … paid due attention to the very importance of this question that we need to have
               a grounded criterion in distinguishing between the permanent and impermanent   phenomena … . To put it differently; it is not clear the damage brought about by thinkers
               such as Schopenhauer who argue that for knowing human being one needs to study the
               Herodotus’ history carefully as human being is the same in all places and all times
               except in terms of form and appearance  . (1966. 250) 
         

      

      In other words, the question is not as simple as Schopenhauer has imagined as the
         distinction between the permanent and impermanent phenomena is a very complex problematique
         which has not been clarified conceptually in an intellectual fashion. However this
         is not equal to neglect the very question as such due to the very importance which
         “principle of distinction” has for Allama Jafari in his quest for the global future
         of religion. To put it otherwise, although Allama Jafari disagrees with modernist
         thinkers on various questions of importance such as universality of truth, accessibility
         of reasonable argument, necessity of intellect, compatibility of reason and revelation,
         eternality of soul and many other issues nevertheless this does not mean that he embraces
         the postmodern paradigm of constructivism. On the contrary, Allama seems to applaud
         Russell’s yearning for truthful account of reality but diverge from the Russellian
         incompatibility thesis on revelation and reason due to his philosophical commitment
         to  Alpharabiusian Paradigm where religion is conceived as a symbolic rendering of truth.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         1. See for instance, Russell’s position on the detrimental effects of religion on human
               society and the comments by Allama Jafari where the latter argues that it is a pity
               that Russell has not engaged with Islam which is not an otherworldly directed religion
               like Christianity (Jafari, 1966. 202). It seems Allama Jafari cannot conceive that
               the category of religion is perceived in a negative fashion by Russell and in this
               sense there is no difference between Christianity and Islam. On the other hand, Russell
               tends to neglect systematically the fact that religion as a category could function
               in an emancipative fashion. In other words, this is an example of what I termed as
               incommensurability of philosophical paradigms of Russell and Jafari which should be
               taken into consideration very seriously by students of comparative philosophy. 

         2. The logical consequence of the critique of Eurocentrism in the social sciences is
               the development of alternative concepts and theories in social sciences and the development
               of autonomous research agendas and so on. The critique of Orientalism and Eurocentrism
               in the social sciences is widespread. It is well-known and many works have been written
               but the emergence of alternatives is not as widespread and even less widespread is
               the implementation of these alternatives in teaching. So, “what I want to do today
               is to suggest how the critique of Eurocentrism in the social sciences can actually
               be implemented in teaching in the social sciences and reflected in the teaching of
               the social sciences. Before doing that it is necessary to define what we mean by Eurocentrism
               because that is also a problem in the sense that the term is often used but with different
               definitions. So, I am using Eurocentrism in the following way. I am referring to Eurocentrism
               in terms of four traits. The first trait is the Subject-Object dichotomy. This is
               what you find when you read histories of the social sciences or textbooks in the various
               social sciences. The Subject- Object dichotomy is a pervasive theme. Europeans are
               the knowing subjects and to the extent that non-Europeans figure in these accounts,
               they are Objects of analysis but not sources of ideas and concepts. That is basically
               the issue. For example, a scholar like Ibn Khaldun has topic of much research and
               study but rarely used as a source for the development of concepts and theories that
               can be used to develop a Khaldunian Theory of Society or State Formation or what-have-you.
               There are many studies of non-Western thinkers but not as sources of ideas and concepts.
               So that is the Subject-Object dichotomy. The second characteristic of Eurocentrism
               is the placing of Europeans in the foreground. In the teaching of sociology and many
               other social sciences, you have generally Europeans that are discussed even when it
               comes to the history of a particular discipline. If you take the example of economics,
               you have an interesting case of Dadabhai Naoroji’s The Drain Theory. He is never discussed
               in economic textbooks in the West. And to the extent that he is discussed, he is discussed
               by non-economists. For e.g. in the course that I taught on Development Sociology,
               we discussed many of these Third World thinkers as precursors of ideas that emerged
               in the west. So this fore-grounding of Europeans in the presentation of the History
               of Ideas or the history of a discipline is another trait of Eurocentrism in social
               sciences. Related to this trait is the third, the idea of Europeans as originators.
               Europeans are generally regarded and written about as originators of various social
               sciences, even in cases where you have obviously important scholars from other parts
               of the world who should be considered as important precursors. To their credit, and
               I would like to given the example of Ibn Khaldun again, the earlier generation of
               scholars in the west around the turn of the century did give some credit to Ibn Khaldun.
               There are a few histories of sociology which gave a lot of prominence to Ibn Khaldun
               and even regard Ibn Khaldun as the founder of certain theoretical orientations such
               as Conflict theory. Some European scholars such as Gumplovich and Oppenheimer, writing
               around the turn of the century, in the early part of the 20th century, were not economical
               in their praise of Ibn Khaldun and took him seriously. But this lasted for a generation
               or so and later generations in the west did not pay much attention to Ibn Khaldun
               and almost ignored him in fact. The same can be said about other social thinkers from
               other parts of the Third World. For me what is the most important characteristic of
               Eurocentrism is the dominance of European categories and concepts. I would like to
               give one example—but this is pervasive in the social sciences—the concept of religion.
               It shows and exemplifies how backwards the social sciences are. In this way, we, in
               the so-called South are complicit. The whole notion or concept of religion is derived
               from the Latin and when it came to be applied to Christianity it took on Christian
               characteristics and for most of the history of the concept of religion or “religio,”
               it applied to Christianity and the term was not used for other belief systems that
               we now called religion, for example, Islam, Buddhism, Judaism, Hinduism, etc. were
               never referred to as religion. Hinduism, in particular, was referred to, as late as
               the 17th century, as heathenism. I remember reading some Dutch accounts in the Dutch
               encyclopedias, of the Netherlands-Indies, where Hinduism is referred to as heathenism.
               It is only in the 19th century where the term religion becomes applied to what we
               now call the various religions but even then, what you have, is a Christian understanding
               of these religions. What I mean is the characteristics of religion are understood
               in Christian terms.When Islam is said to be a religion, characteristics of Christianity
               are read into Islam. So you have a hidden intellectual Christianization of other religions.
               In a sense this was the process going on in India when the Europeans encountered Indian
               religions, they imagined that the various belief systems that you had in India are
               all part of a single entity which they regarded as Hinduism and the various belief
               systems that Indians themselves may have seen as separate entities in the 8th to 10th
               century were then regarded by the Europeans as sects within a larger single entity.
               So here you have a kind of intellectual Christianization of other belief systems.
               This intellectual Christianization took a concrete form when the colonial bureaucracy
               came to work and organizations were set up to manage temples, e.g. the Hindu Endowment
               Board and these bureaucracies tended to concretize, to make a reality, what was imagined
               in the mind. We can talk about the intellectual Christianization of Islam. Islam,
               for a long period in Europe, was seen as Christian heresy so it is read in terms of
               Christianity and therefore judged in terms of Christianity. Hence the expression “Mohamedanism”
               which is a parallel of Christianity but of course since Mohamed was not a true messenger
               of God, it was heresy. In every field in the social sciences, you will find this problem
               of the dominance of European categories and concepts and what is crucial is the study
               of the manner in which these concepts are problematic and dominate. An example of
               this study is the whole issue of the hidden intellectual Christianization of religion.
               Now if you pick up any textbook, particularly in sociology, philosophy or anthropology
               of religion, you will get this strange use of concepts. In Anthony Gideon’s textbook
               on sociology, there is a chapter on religion and there is a table on church attendance.
               There only problem in this table is the church attendance of all religions—church
               attendance in Islam, in Hinduism, in Buddhism. So here you are applying a term “church”
               and along with that denomination, sect, cult, etc. to other religions, giving the
               impression that “church” is to Christianity, as temple is to Hinduism, as mosque is
               to Islam. This is just an example. You will find this problem everywhere in social
               sciences and we have not been studying these problems, for the most part, in a serious
               manner. The crux, the key to the development of non-Eurocentric discourse or counter-Eurocentric
               discourse is at the conceptual level, not at the level of identifying new topics of
               research or referring to non-European authors and so on. It’s at the level of conceptualization.
               There are some other traits of Eurocentrism which I discussed but I won’t get into
               them. For me, the goal of teaching is to reverse Eurocentrism by turning these traits
               of Eurocentrism on the head. So when you talk about the Subject-Objection dichotomy,
               what we need to do when we teach for example, the history of the ideas of sociology,
               is to foreground non-western social thinkers. What we should do is to look at non-western
               thinkers, not simply as objects of analysis. We should not be only interested in their
               biography and where they lived and mention a few ideas that they contributed but we
               should develop theoretical frameworks and concepts from their work and apply them
               empirically, to the empirical study of any phenomenon. When we talk about the history
               of ideas, we should therefore reverse the Subject-Object dichotomy. We should put
               these thinkers in the foreground. We should recognize their rightful place in the
               history of ideas. For our students do not know the significant role that Ibn Khaldun
               played in the constitution of human sciences and humanities. Even if mention is made
               of him, they think there were one or two interesting ideas but it is really proto-sociology
               and not real sociology. People are not even aware that European thinkers in the late
               19th century took him very seriously and regarded him as a giant and did not simply
               pay lip service to him. The whole idea of doing this is to start a process in which
               non-European concepts and categories get into the social sciences, not to displace
               western concepts, but to bring them into the social sciences and where possible have
               a merger between western and nonwestern concepts. For example, if one wants to talk
               about a Khaldunian theory of the rise of the Safavid Empire of Iran, Ibn Khaldun has
               useful concepts. For e.g. Asabiya, which enables you to conceptualize the cohesion
               among tribes, which were involved in the formation of the Safavid empire. But Ibn
               Khaldoon has no notion of an economic system. It is possible to use ideas from Marx’s
               Mode of Production or Weber’s Notion of Pre-Bendel Feudalism to conceptualize the
               Safavid economic system. So here you have economic integration of ideas. We don’t
               care where they come from. The thing is we don’t want is to say that the only source
               of ideas is the west. Neither, obviously, do we want to throw the baby out with the
               bath water but we want to say that other civilizations like the Muslims, etc. are
               important repositories of knowledge, of concepts and ideas and not just literature,
               folklore and music. Therefore the question is, in the face of Eurocentrism, how do
               we bring non-European ideas and concepts into the mainstream? I talk about 7 ways,
               one of which has to do with Teaching. For example, conducting discussions at the method
               level, the theoretical level—looking at the methodological and the logical assumptions
               of the works of non-western scholars such as Ibn Khaldun. In the western social sciences,
               one way in which the ideas of thinkers gain acceptance and gain a certain permanence
               in the history of a discipline is through constant continuous discussions on their
               methods and their epistemology, their logical assumptions and so on and so forth.
               You create a body of knowledge that firmly roots them in their discipline. There also
               should be exposition and analysis of the theories and views at the empirical level
               of the various non-western thinkers. There also should be attempts to build new theories
               from their ideas. It’s not good enough to describe the views of Ibn Khaldoon or Al
               Biruni or Naoroji. What theory-building can we engage in, taking off from their ideas?
               Since we are talking about teaching, I would like to tell you what I did with a colleague
               of mine in Singapore. My colleague Vinita Sinha who is an anthropologist from India
               and I, have been teaching this module, on Classical Sociological Theory for a few
               years. One day we decided why are we only talking about this whole critique of Eurocentrism
               all the time, let’s implement it in the course. Up to then we had been teaching Marx,
               Weber, Durkheim, the same way the course is taught in Delhi University, Dhaka University,
               University of Jordan, University of Tehran and a few other universities around the
               world, What we decided is that we’re not going to kick out Marx, Weber and Durkheim
               but we’re going to introduce alongside some thinkers who lived in the same period
               as Marx, Weber and Durkheim, who were non-white and non-male because our position
               was that there was not only a Eurocentric bias but also an androcentric bias in the
               teaching of social theory. So we introduced Ibn Khaldun, Binoy Kumar Sarkar, Jose
               Vidal and we are planning to introduce some marginalized 19th century Russian thinkers,
               the thought of Alfred Weber, the brother of Marx Weber, who is also marginalized in
               sociology. We are for marginalized people, white or black. We are for the underdog,
               white or black. Apart from introducing the non-western thinkers, and the non-male
               thinkers, we also give a particular focus on the western thinkers. In the usual sociological
               theory course on Marx for example, what is focused on is the usual themes, the alienation,
               the labor theory of value, the pauperization thesis and so on. In our module, while
               we discuss these issues, we also bring in those topics which are not usually discussed
               in a typical north American-based syllabus, for example Marx’s views on India, on
               colonization, the Asiatic mode of production, Marx’s statements for colonization of
               Algeria even though he was critical of the British conduct in Ireland. So we talked
               about Weber’s views on Islam, Hinduism, on Judaism, topics which are generally excluded
               from the basic sociological theory course in the west and topics which would only
               be discussed if there is a course on Islam. But we are saying that this has to be
               brought into the mainstream sociological theory courses. Our argument is that there
               are many important ideas in these western thinkers but in order to salvage these ideas,
               they need to be separated out from these Eurocentric and biased ideas. Similarly,
               we bring alongside these thinkers, the non-western thinkers and do not simply pay
               lip service to them and be condescending to them but that these people were serious
               students of society and they had an impact and their ideas are still relevant for
               the study of the present. We need to begin to extract their ideas from the context
               in which they wrote and lived and develop modern theories. There is the example of
               Ibn Khaldun. Al Biruni is another example. He was an amazing person. In fact he is
               an important person, a major source, Indian or non-Indian, for the study of the religion
               of Indians in that period. A proper study or contribution to the sociology of religion
               or the anthropology of religion would be to look at the concept of religion in the
               Latin Christian tradition, the concept of Deen in Islam, the concept of Dharma or
               Sampradaya in the Indian tradition and so on. Then you can come up with a concept
               of religion. You cannot come up with a concept of religion if you stay or confine
               yourself to the Latin Christian tradition. This has not been done for the most part.
               Pick up any textbook and you will find that it simply applies the Latin concept of
               “religio” to other religions. It is basically a flawed way as far as concept formation
               and theory building is concerned. If you just take the concept of religion as an example,
               you will see the depth of the problem. And in every field in sociology and the social
               sciences, you have problems at this conceptual level. There are also other ways to
               bring non-western sociology into teaching. Teaching alone is not enough. We have to
               be aggressive in terms of organizing conferences on these themes and topics at mainstream
               conferences to expose these ideas to others. We have to be aggressive in terms of
               publishing not only in our own journals and publications but also in mainstream journals
               and also in various languages even though we are not going to be rewarded for publishing
               in our own language because our own language periodicals are not international referee
               journals and publishing there is not going to get me promoted. But we should sacrifice
               a little bit. We can do both. And we need to cite each other and stop being proud,
               saying, I do not want to cite this person because I do not like the comment he made
               about me in such and such conference. We have to find out what each other’s works
               are about. This is a problem because in Malaysia and Indonesia, people do not cite
               each other. They cite North American, Australian, British authors and not each other’s
               works. I want to end on a point on self-criticism. I would like to refer to two works
               which discuss in a succinct manner the problem of reverse-orientalism. There is the
               work by Sadiq al Azam, a Syrian scholar, on orientalism in reverse, published in the
               ‘80s and a work by John Lee, a Korean sociologist of Japan, where he talks about Japanese
               sociology, using the interesting term “auto orientalism.” There are problems in efforts
               to create indigenous or indigenized or de-colonized sociology. There are extremes
               to which they go so we have to be mindful of these problems in order to avoid them”
               (Alatas, 2010). Although this was a lengthy quote but it is worth reading it due to
               the importance of the critique leveled by one of the most sophisticated social theorists
               in the 21st century. 

         3. The term “metaphysical canopy” is borrowed from Levenson (1984. 180) where he reflects
               over Russell, James and Moore in relation to the question of the “Absolute.” Although
               Levenson has used the term in a negative sense due to the fact that Eliot after publishing
               his paper in the Monist he became suspicious about the metaphysics altogether. Nevertheless I have employed
               the term in a descriptive fashion without agreeing with the philosophical inclinations
               of British analytical thinkers of the early 20th century. On the other hand, I should
               add that I used the term while I was writing the book without being conscious about
               Levenson’s work. Later on I stumbled upon his work and found out about this debate
               and came across this concept. Thus I thought it may be useful to add this endnote.
               

         4. The practice of quoting out of context, i.e. “contextomy” or “quote mining,” is a
               logical fallacy and a type of false attribution in which a passage is removed from its surrounding matter in such a way as to distort
               its intended meaning. However this fallacy could include when there is an incommensurable
               state of affairs. In this context, it seems we are faced with a classical case of
               quoting fallacy where the message is not crossed over the distinct paradigms. 

         5. Some argue that analytic philosophy is not merely a revolt against British Idealism,
               but it should be seen as a revolt against traditional philosophy on the whole.

         6. Of course, it should be mentioned that the collapse of logical positivism renewed interest in philosophy of religion, prompting philosophers like William Alston, John Mackie, Alvin Plantinga, Robert Merrihew Adams, Richard Swinburne, and Antony Flew not only to introduce new problems, but to re-open
               classical topics such as the nature of miracles, theistic arguments, the problem of evil, the rationality of belief in God, concepts of the nature of God, and many more (Peterson, 2003).

         7. The word “tradition” is derived from tradere which means “to hand over.” Within the perennial philosophy it is argued that the
               logos has been handed over by the “hand of God” to humanity. In other words, this marks a different interpretation
               of religion as a message of divinity which has no terrestrial origin but a transcendental
               source. 

         8. He is a professor in sociology and social theory at the esteemed Institute of Humanities
               and Cultural Studies in Tehran, Iran. We talked about Allama Jafari’s view on Sir
               Bertrand Russell and he kindly shared his views on Russell. He agrees with Russell
               on many accounts but on this account he told me that even social problems are solved
               we would not be freed from existential questions and anxieties. This private talk
               was held on June 6, 2012 at my office at 17.00. 

      

   
      Epilogue

      
      
      One of the perplexing questions that haunt philosophers is the “frequent appearance
         of religion” along the grueling course of human history. Some argue that religion
         is an irrational [1]   residue of premodern mentalité which its appearance within the context of modernity
         is an expression of anachronism, i.e.  a juxtaposition of modalities from different
         periods of time. In other words, o ften the item misplaced in time is an object, but
         it may be a verbal expression, a technology, a philosophical idea, a musical style,
         a material, a modality, a custom, or anything else associated with a particular period
         in time so that it is erroneous to place it outside its proper temporal domain. To
         put it differently, religion in the Paretian analysis is associated with a premodern
         epoch that it is inaccurately insisting to reappear in modern temporal domain in a
         residual fashion. It is almost meaningless to talk about “residual element” without
         taking into account “derivational element” which constitutes the theoretical frame
         of Paretian social theory.  Pareto’s attempt to unmask nonscientific theories and
         belief systems led him to make a distinction between changing elements accounting
         for these theories, which he termed derivations, and residual, relatively permanent elements, which he termed residues. The notion of residues has often been misunderstood as merely a fancy term for instinct
         and as corresponding to the basic sentiments. It seems that he conceived of residues
         as manifestations of sentiments or as corresponding to them, rather than as their equivalents (Coser,
         1977. 390-393). However, what is of importance in this context is the notion of religion
         within the Paretian paradigm which does not favor religion in a revelational fashion.
         On the contrary, religion is conceived as a residue in an anachronistic manner. This
         is part of a liberal interpretation of religion in the context of modernity which
         is based upon a very interesting argument apropos religion, i.e. i n the modern world,
         most of the roles and functions of religion have been taken over by other institutions.
         H. E. Baber, who is a distinguished philosopher in San Diego, elaborates this issue
         in the following fashion:
      

      
         What once was religion has already been parceled out to a variety of different institutions
               and agents—metaphysics and ethics to philosophers, wisdom literature to self-help
               gurus, pastoral counseling to therapists, and charity to secular non-profits and the
               welfare state. Science explains natural phenomena and technology provides a means
               for controlling them. (Baber, 2011)
         

      

      But why does religion appear frequently in the course of modern history if that is
         only a tale of the past? In other words, if the functional theory of religion and
         the dysfunctional state of religion could be explained by reference to “division of
         roles” then how could one explain the appearance and the disappearance of religion
         in the contemporary world? The frequent appearance of religion has been the focus
         of our inquiry here so we need to delve into the depths of this question from various
         possible angles. The liberal explanation could be conceptualized as follows:
      

      
         … despite the loss of function, belief in religion and the paranormal persists … and
               these are related. I doubt that that residue [of religion] will dissolve because I
               understand the draw of religion and also, I think, the appeal of paranormal beliefs.
               It’s the yen for the spooky—for wonders, marvels and strangeness, for mysticism. We
               read ghost stories for that metaphysical thrill and experiment with psychotropic drugs.
               Religion delivers it most effectively. (Baber, 2011)
         

      

      This is not a plausible account of the persistence of religious belief. A “yen for
         the spooky” can be satisfied in ways that do not involve the hardships of ethical
         commitment, personal struggles with faith, conflict with non-believers and all the
         other burdens of religious faith. What is effective about the way religion satisfies
         this “yen”? This explanation just raises the question why, if the “yen for the spooky”
         can be pursued through ghost stories, drugs, and the pseudo-spiritual silliness on
         media, etcetera, do we need religion?
      

      
      In other words, the frequency of religious modality in the social fabric of human
         personality challenges the mediocre interpretation of the appearance of religion in
         the context of modernity which was purported to have overcome irrational tendencies
         of bygone epochs. Allama Jafari seems to suggest that the appearance of religion is
         rooted in the soil of human soul that yearns for infinitude in a never-ending fashion.
         This could be reinterpreted as the project of immortality that runs through the multifaceted
         project of Allama Jafari. Religion is a handmaiden of that everlasting project that
         humanity has pursued since the dawn of history which is conceptualized as the post-Fall
         modality of becoming being in the sacred cosmogony. Russell, on the other hand, attempts
         to sideline the centrality of “The Fall” by searching for the meaning in the textures
         of societal history in a secular fashion of soteriology that comes very close to the
         Aronian sociodicy.[2]  To put it differently, the project of immortality is defined in a sociologistic
         fashion which reduces the profound yearning of human soul into a post-Fall matter
         of politics of history without any essential reference to Na-Koja-Abad.[3]  The incessant pursuit of “Na-Koja-Abad” within the matrix of “Hikmatic Paradigm”
         demonstrates clearly that the revival of cordial dimensions of human existence is
         not a matter of politics. On the contrary, it is a matter of conscience which could
         only come about through self-realization without any bureaucratization of cordial
         concerns. The cordial concerns are not based on “illusory dimensions” as claimed by
         empiricist philosophers, disregarded by rationalist intellectuals and ridiculed by
         Freudian psychoanalysts.[4]  The concern with the cordial dimension is a real subject that reconstructs the contours
         of subjectivity in the fabric of society as expressed within the course of human history
         in a multifaceted fashion. The appearance of the project of modernity is an attempt
         in reducing the self-actualizing process of conscious deliverance of human soul. The
         attempts proposed by Allama Jafari are part and parcel of emancipative struggles of
         reason in search of revelation that is a glimpse of divine disclosure in a verbal
         fashion. To deny the centrality of this disclosure is tantamount to negligence of
         human sensibility which constitutes a very profound aspect of humanity as a living
         exposé of logos in the orthodox sense of revelation. Sir Bertrand Russell by delegitimizing
         the category of “revelation” has not only deprived the human subject from a vast source
         of meaning (in a transcendental sense) but he has also dispossessed us from an inner
         hermeneutic which could deliver the historical subject from contingent conditions
         of being. The dialectics between reason and revelation is not only a matter of philosophical
         niceties but an essential aspect of overcoming the conditioning conditions of conditionality. The proponents of incompatibility of reason and revelation either on rationalist
         camp or revelationist side have missed the point apropos the conditioning conditions
         of conditionality which could solely be surpassed if the horizons of contingency are
         realized through the dialog with revelation. On the other hand, the inertia of revelational
         monologue could only be surpassed if the contours of temporality and spatiality are
         realized through the contingent reasoning of intellect in an epochal fashion.
      

      
      In other words, we are faced with two grand problematiques when reflexively approaching
         religion in the age of reason or reason in the age of religion. Of course, one could
         substitute the epochal concept with modality or paradigm as religion is always interpreted
         through epochal reasoning and reason acquired through epochal religioning. The primary problem is the rise of literalism which could arise in the age of religion
         or within the religious paradigm. The second problem is the rise of materialism which
         could arise in the age of reason or within the rational paradigm. These problems could
         be irrelevant if the respective consequences of each paradigm were confined to the
         theoretical realm. However that is not the case and what make these issues of essential
         importance are their socio-political as well as cultural impacts which condition the
         very being of humanity in an all-comprehensive fashion. To put it otherwise, what
         are the causes of literalism in a religious context? This requires us to define literalism
         which I have taken as an equivalent for a Persian term, i.e. “Gheshrigari.” The Persian
         concept is composed of two parts, i.e. “Gheshr” and “Gari.” The first part means the
         “shell” and the second part is derived from “Gerayesh” which means “tendency.” In
         other words, the tendency towards the external dimension of a message by insisting
         to set over the laic (in its pristine sense of the term) interpretation on all other
         competing approaches is what we term as literalism. The rise of literalism is one
         of the main dangers which threatens the very being of celestial disclosure, in general,
         and particularly when it takes a social dimension. However this is not the only danger
         which threatens human societies along the arduous course of history as we are faced
         with another problem that is conceptualized as the rise of materialism. This requires
         us to define materialism which I have taken as an equivalent for a Persian term, i.e.
         “Maddigari.” The Persian concept is consisted of two parts, i.e. “Maddi” and “Gari.”
         The primary part refers to the “physical” and the second part is derived from “Gerayesh”
         which means “tendency.” To put it differently, the tendency towards the confinement
         of the gamut of reality to the vast but limited borders of the physical is what we
         term as materialism. The rise of materialism is one of the key perils which terrorizes
         the very capacity of rational inquiry by limiting the horizons of comprehension. Of
         course, if the scope of materialism was the philosophical discourse of academic philosophy
         one could disregard the issue publicly but the problem has taken a cultural dimension
         with social consequences too.
      

      
      The lexical definitions of literalism which are all conditioned by Christian models
         could be summarized as the following:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Adherence to the explicit sense of a given text or doctrine.

         

         
         	
            Literal portrayal

         

         
         	
            The disposition to take words and statements in their literal sense

         

         
         	
            Fundamentalism

         

         
         	
            Scripturalism

         

      

      
      However these definitions do not justice to what we mean by “Gheshrigari” which has
         to do with a laic reading of reason and disclosure. It seems the laicitization is
         not a modern (liberating/emancipative) move towards progress (crossing over the boundaries
         of inertia) but an extension of Christianity in its most reactionary sense, i.e. laicite. Laicite has been defined as secularism which denotes the “absence of religious involvement”
         in governmental affairs but this definition is a historical fabrication which has
         been adopted by mainstream academics in the contemporary era. Laicite is a form of
         understanding which refers to the dominance of illiterate in religious realm, uninitiated
         in the mysteries of intellection and unpraxised[5]   in religious rituals.[6]   One can discern this form of comprehension in particular social types when they
         are faced with certain metaphysical questions. These types would normally answer these
         kinds of questions by certain forms of reactions such as “nonsense,” “hocus-pocus,”
         “not empirical,” and “too philosophical.” All these forms denote that they are illiterate
         in religious questions (so they do not practice religion) and uninitiated in the mysteries
         of intellection (so they look at reason as an instrument rather than a source of gnosis).
      

      
      To put it otherwise, we have all become laic in the sense that we have lost touch
         with the revelational niche both individually and collectively in the public. On the
         other hand, the public reason which has come to the fore since the dawn of Enlightenment
         is not tantamount to emancipative reasoning of human soul. On the contrary, this is
         an expression of laicite but not in the sense we have come to understand in the academic
         discourses, i.e. where the matters of church have been separated from the matters
         of state. This is a phony problematique as the church functioned as a state institute
         and the modern state is functioning as an ancient church. The missing link is the
         question of modality which is even absent in the so-called discourses of Islamism
         that are purported to work for the establishment of Islam in the public square. However
         this inclination is expressing itself within the parameters set by laicite and that
         is why “Gheshrigari” breeding fast in Muslim societies. 
      

      
      The discourse pursued by Sir Bertrand Russell is established on the basis of modernity
         which is a perpetuation of laicite and in contradistinction to the critical emancipative
         discourse that aims to deliver humanity from the shackles of egotism, bureaucratization,
         inertia, colonialism, imperialism, racism and tyrannies in various forms and shapes.
         On the other hand, we are faced with the legacy of Allama Jafari which is still unknown
         on the global stage.[7]  He attempted to surpass the limits of literalism while being wary of the traps of
         materialism in a critical fashion. In addition, by being an ardent exponent of the
         “Hikmatic Paradigm” he refused to reduce the project of emancipation into a matter
         of politics which is devoid of any aspiration towards truth i.e. the realm of disclosure.
         This could be one of the chief reasons for Allama Jafari’s unpopularity in Iran and
         among academic discourses rooted in the soil of orientalism. Because he stands for
         religious literacy and intellectual initiation which are both absent in the world
         of Christian laicite[8]  which encompasses all of us. In spite of academic claim that we live in a modern
         world the current world is an extension of the laic Christianity which lacks even
         the subtleties of apostolic Christianity where revelation had a nominal locus in the
         scheme of reality. Now the questions are where can one turn for literacy and how can
         one be initiated? The modernist answers could be concluded under an umbrella term
         of “institution” while the so-called anti-modernist discourses refer the lost souls
         to “orthodoxy” as expressed in the body of sacred traditions and canons. Both are
         similar in spirit as both paradigms neglect the role of human individual in the schemes
         of affairs which matters for the eschatology of human soul. In other words, one opens
         the hellish gates of materialism while the other closes the horizons of “marvelous
         disclosure” by enforcing the human subject into submission to literalism.[9]  In both forms of engagements the human subject is sacrificed while, in materialism
         discourses reason is claimed to be resuscitated and in literalism paradigms revelation
         is claimed to be revivified. Now it is clear that both reason and revelation are suppressed
         in either forms of materialism and literalism as these two could only occur when the
         human subject is emancipated from within without any interference from external forces,
         i.e. there is no compulsion in religion because the accurate course has become differentiated
         from the erroneous path. To put it otherwise, the recurrence of religion is related
         to the permanent contingency of human subjectivity in an objective fashion which has
         been disregarded by Sir Bertrand Russell and inquired in a subtle fashion by Allama
         M. T. Jafari.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         1. The concept of “irrationality” is one of the most disputed concepts within social
               sciences discourses, in general, and sociology, in particular. The discursive disputes
               on this concept have been so conflicting that some theorists tended to equate sociology
               as the science of the “irrational.” For instance, economists tend to separate economics
               from sociology upon the basis of rational or irrational behavior as defined in the
               penumbra of utility theory (Zafirovski, 2005. 85). On the other hand, the concept
               is deeply disputed when it is ascribed to “religion,” or “religious faith” by discursive
               theorists within mainstream paradigms within academia. For example religious faith may be seen as, in part, a rejection of complete rationalism about the world. This
               is a much cherished value by atheists, humanists, modernists and various schools of
               academic social theory and philosophy. However this is contested by some religious
               thinkers, in that the rational is a debatable term. Based on non-discursive rationality, it is considered irrational
               to believe that order and complexity can arise by chance. In other words, irrationality
               does not necessarily mean to be against reasonability or intellection as intuition
               could be considered beyond the realms of rationality (i.e. calculation) without being
               against intellection or reason. To put it otherwise, the question is where to locate
               the category of religion, i.e. within the parameters of rationality or intellect.
               The future of religion lies within the parameters of intellect rather than rationality.
               In this sense, the accusations leveled at religion as a residual element of the past
               which demonstrates a classical form of irrationality is unfeasible on serious grounds.
               This shall be discussed in my upcoming work on religion and the realm of reason as
               this debate is deeply related to issues of materialism and literalism. One of the
               contemporary Iranian philosophers (i.e. Morteza Muttahari) worked upon the causes
               of materialism but this work has not attracted the attention it deserved due to many
               reasons which I would discuss elsewhere later on. However, he made a beautiful study
               on the causes of literalism too but to my knowledge this has not been systematically
               connected to the causes of materialism. In other words, the ebbs and flows of reason
               are deeply connected to the rise and fall of religion which require us to pay a profound
               attention to. I leave this debate here open but I shall explore it in my forthcoming
               work.

         2. The notion of “Fall” occupies a significant position within Abrahamic traditions but
               the theological accent on this question is not similar in all of them. For instance,
               in Christian doctrine, the fall of man, or simply the fall, refers to the transition of the first humans
               from a state of innocent obedience to God to a state of guilty disobedience to God. In Genesis chapter 3, Adam and Eve live at first with God in a paradise, but the serpent tempts them into eating the fruit from the tree of knowledge of good and evil, which God forbade. After doing so they become ashamed of their nakedness and God
               consequently expelled them from paradise. In other words, most Christian denominations believe that the fall corrupted the entire natural world, including human nature, causing people to be born into original sin, a state from which they cannot attain eternal life without the gracious intervention of God. But the concept of “original sin” does not appear either in Judaism or in Islam—or
               any other world religions for that matter- and the “Fall” is not recognized in the
               Christian sense and instead we are faced with varying interpretations of the Eden
               narrative. One of the contemporary social thinkers, i.e. Ali Shariati dwelled upon
               the “post-Fallen” condition of humanity in his masterpiece (Desert) in an eloquent
               fashion within the frame of ‘Irfan. His approach could be of interest in a comparative
               fashion as far as the notion of “prelapsarian” is concerned as few Iranian thinkers have pondered in a systematic manner on this
               issue. Ali Shariati is an exception in this regard as in his work entitled “Desert”
               he reflected upon both the “prelapsarian” and “postlapsarian” states of humanity in
               a nostalgic fashion. The themes followed up by Shariati could be of great interest
               for students of comparative mysticism and critical social theory of religion. For
               instance, a comparison between Ali Shariati and Walter Benjamin would be of great
               importance as far as political messianism in a postlapsarian state of humanity is
               concerned. The American Muslim thinker (Dustin J. Byrd) pondered upon this question
               in an eloquent fashion in relation to Walter Benjamin in an article entitled Walter Benjamin’s Theory of Divine Violence and Political Messianism (2011. 194-232). However there is an urgent need for a comparative approach which
               could enrich the intellectual arsenal of critical social theory of religion.

         3. “NA-KOJA-ABAD” or the “EIGHTH CLIMATE” is a complex term used in Persian that seems
               to be coined by Suhreverdi and should not be confused with the concept of utopia 
               in the modern context of philosophy. 

         4. By conceptualizing religion as an “illusion” Freud attempted to ridicule those who
               argued for reasonability of religion as an intelligible category. In Die Zukunft einer Illusion he vehemently argued that religion is based on a false consciousness that contradicts
               the “factual structures of reality.” In other words, Freud defines religion as an
               illusion, consisting of “certain dogmas, assertions about facts and conditions of
               external and internal reality which tell one something that one has not oneself discovered,
               and which claim that one should give them credence.” Religious concepts are transmitted
               in three ways and thereby claim our belief. “Firstly because our primal ancestors
               already believed them; secondly, because we possess proofs which have been handed
               down to us from antiquity, and thirdly because it is forbidden to raise the question
               of their authenticity at all.” Psychologically speaking, these beliefs present the
               phenomena of wish fulfillment, i.e. wishes that are the “fulfillments of the oldest,
               strongest, and most urgent wishes of mankind” (1962. Ch. 6. 38). Among these are the
               necessity to cling to the existence of the father, the prolongation of earthly existence
               by a future life, and the immortality of the human soul. To differentiate between
               an illusion and an error, Freud lists scientific beliefs such as “Aristotle‘s belief that vermin are developed out of dung” (Ch. 6. 39) as errors, but “the assertion made by certain nationalists that the Indo-Germanic race is the only one capable of civilization” is an illusion, simply because of the wishing involved. Put forth more explicitly,
               “what is characteristic of illusions is that they are derived from human wishes” (Ch. 6. 39). He adds, however, that, “Illusions need not necessarily be false” (Ch.
               6. 39). He gives the example of a middle-class girl having the illusion that a prince
               will marry her. While this is unlikely, it is not impossible. The fact that it is
               grounded in her wishes is what makes it an illusion. In other words, religion is comparable
               to an infantile form of neurosis and the latter is a symptom of an error within the
               system which needs to be psychoanalyzed and hopefully rectified.

         5. This term does not exist in English. I am aware that this may cause inconvenience
               in terms of grammatical considerations which are justified. But the word “praxis”
               refers to the process by which a theory, lesson, or skill is enacted, practiced, embodied, or realized and it could also
               refer to the act of engaging, applying, exercising, realizing, or practicing ideas.
               In other words, by unpraxised I mean the absence of engagement which could lead to
               realization in the conscience of a human subject.

         6. In mainstream discourses within social sciences, the term ritual is sometimes used in a technical sense for a repetitive behavior systematically used
               by a person to neutralize or prevent anxiety; it is a symptom of obsessive-compulsive disorder. Within the sociological discourse, Giddens seems to lean towards this definition
               which reduces the concept of “ritual” into an irrational repetitive form of action.
               However it should be stated that the field of ritual studies has seen a number of
               conflicting definitions of the term. One given by Kyriakidis (2007) is that Ritual
               is an outsider’s or “etic” category for a set activity (or set of actions) which to the outsider seems irrational,
               non-contiguous, or illogical. The term can be used also by the insider or “emic” performer as an acknowledgement that this activity can be seen as such by the uninitiated
               onlooker. A ritual may be performed on specific occasions, or at the discretion of
               individuals or communities. It may be performed by a single individual, by a group,
               or by the entire community; in arbitrary places, or in places especially reserved
               for it; either in public, in private, or before specific people. A ritual may be restricted
               to a certain subset of the community, and may enable or underscore the passage between
               religious or social states. The purposes of rituals are varied; with religious obligations
               or ideals, satisfaction of spiritual or emotional needs of the practitioners, strengthening
               of social bonds, social and moral education, demonstration of respect or submission,
               stating one’s affiliation, obtaining social acceptance or approval for some event—or,
               sometimes, just for the pleasure of the ritual itself. Rituals of various kinds are
               a feature of almost all known human societies, past or present. In my view, the ritual
               could not be understood fully within the paradigms of positivist anthropology as it
               is an illuminating act aimed at symbols within a symbolic universe. The core of a
               rite within Ali Shariati’s sociology of religion is the notion of “awareness” in an
               ontological sense which requires one realizes her/his existential relation with what
               makes life worth living. In other words, all other kinds of rituals which are devoid
               of this awareness in regard to existential dimensions could not be qualified as the
               “ritual” if they miss this critical dimension. 

         7. Within the dichotomous discourse of academic rationality one is left to choose either
               modern form of mentalité or traditional form of rationalité. In other words, the main
               conflict is evolving around these unit-ideas which have cast their influential shadows
               on the contemporary debates since the formation of nation-states as a model of governmentality.
               However, I think these dichotomies are false as Allama Jafari is neither a modernist
               nor a traditionalist. He belongs to a discourse which refutes both modernism and traditionalism
               and adheres to “renewal paradigm” where the overriding concept is neither modernism
               nor traditionalism but “renewal of tradition.” Said differently, the concept of tradition
               it does not refer to Giddensian reductionist approach but a set of intelligible principles
               which have cherished the humanity of human beings along the course of history in a
               non-partisan fashion. To put it otherwise, in each epoch these principles should be
               renewed in the body of human societies as without it would be impossible to establish
               humane collegial companionships on earth. 

         8. The world we live in now is conceptualized by discursive academics as a modern world.
               The term modern is employed as an adjective which is supposed to denote a normative
               appraisal of historical changes. These assumed transformations are presented as progressive
               in the sense that human subjectivity has been able to cross over the boundaries of
               feudal mentalité that enchained humanity for ages. In other words, it is argued that
               we have overcome the shackles of Christianity as a religion which was responsible
               for most of humanity’s lack of enlightenment. My proposition is that we have not overcome
               endarkening forces of historical Christian mentalité. In addition, I argue that we
               have not yet entered at the threshold of modern epoch. In other words, we have not
               crossed over the boundaries of historical Christianity which ruled in the medieval
               eras in some parts of Europe. On the contrary, Europe has left one form of Christianity
               (i.e. the Apostolic tradition) and instead she has adopted another form of Christianity
               (i.e. the Laic tradition). An epoch cannot be assumed to have heralded based on technological
               advances or other non-human indices. We can talk about epochal transformation when
               the relations between human beings and other beings take a modern emancipative form.
               This has not been the case yet. To put it differently, the historiographical classificatory
               schemes within the discursive paradigms are all anti-emancipative and anti-humanist
               and hence anti-religious too. On the other hand, the world has become an extension
               of the most oppressive form of Christianity that is laic, i.e. a reductionist mentalité
               that deprives the human soul from ascension into the realms of extra-physical. The
               historical Christianity in its apostolic fashion introduced a corporeal interpretation
               of transcendence which paved the way for a laic form of post-Christianity that is
               sold to the world as the heralding of modern epoch. The modern shall come about in
               the absence of oppression or the presence of emancipation.

         9. I interpreted revelation as “marvelous” because it marvels the human being who is
               accustomed to the boundaries of routines and confined within the limits of contingency.
               The revelation is a fable in the truest sense of the term, i.e. unhistorical as the
               history is the carnival of human acts and deeds as well as misdeeds. On the contrary,
               the fable is rooted in the realm of Na-Koja-Abad where realities expose themselves
               as they are and not as we want them to be. In other words, the language of fables
               is the language of how to overcome the conditioning   conditions of conditionality. 
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