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There Is No Deity but the Human Being
Is it logical for “restrictions” on “freedom” to exist? This inquiry comes to my mind
whenever I find some advocates of liberalism in the Middle East contradicting
themselves so they can avoid clashing with societal thoughts, and so they can attract
people to their ranks without giving the slightest consideration of the absolute meaning of
the principles that they call for. These principles, of course, contradict with the principles
of the society and its inherited tenets.
Freedom, as I learned it, understood it, and believed in it, is the removal of all restrictions
from the human being’s burden. Slavery, which is its antithesis, means the submission of
the human being by imposing some restrictions on his life for the purpose of controlling
him. Where restrictions are found, freedom disappears, and where freedom is found, the
restrictions fall. This is obvious and does not require practical evidence, and it is illogical
to object to it on the grounds that societal principles or religious beliefs must be taken
into account. Either absolute freedom is our goal, or we be honest with ourselves and
declare our hatred and rejection of it, and declare our preference to surrendering to
restrictions over having freedom handed to us.
Freedom’s denial of restrictions does not mean that the human being has the complete
freedom to do everything he is able to do. Being powerful does not mean that I am free to
subjugate he who is less powerful than I am. For one of the most important principles of
freedom is to not trespass on the limits of others’ freedoms; this is so that freedom will be
meaningful, and not be merely a justification for the actions of those who take advantage
of their power to subdue others. Freedom – coupled with responsibility – is a right for all
human beings with no distinction, and in order to have this right implemented in a
realistic picture, every individual must respect the freedom of others and not degrade it.
The law is what organizes this matter, and prevents individuals from trespassing on each
other in the name of freedom.
Which brings up an important point: The fundamental function of the law is to organize
the relationships of individuals with each other within the society, and to protect their
freedoms from being exploited or degraded. Do lawmakers have a right to impose on

others – on the freedoms of human beings – additional restrictions that have nothing to do
with avoiding the trespassing of some individuals on the freedoms of others?!
For example: Does the law have the right to criminalize an individual’s action whose
effect does not trespass the private life of his fellow man? And is it justifiable to impose
on the citizen obligations, on the grounds of submission to the law, that in effect degrade
his personal freedom? I think that this matter is not within the function that laws were
created for, and hence, this is considered a departure of the law from the framework that
was placed for it, and that is the protection of the freedoms of the individuals. And with
that, it transforms from a tool of preserving individual freedoms to a new restriction on it,
which has no benefit apart from subjugating the individuals for the sake of a new societal
organization that sanctifies the law more than its sanctification of the individual (the
deity).
The arrival of the individual preceded the formation of the societal organization, and this
formation is what founded the law. And as is known, one of the most important functions
that this organization was formed for is the protection of the rights of the individuals
from degradation under the protection of the law. Therefore, it is the individual, whose
arrival had preceded these legislations, who must enjoy sanctity and respect, and not the
law (the follower), which is supposed to protect the rights of the individuals, not degrade
these rights.
Regardless of whether this law is a custom, a religious legislation, or positivistic, it
cannot, under any circumstances, be placed above human beings, and it cannot be pressed
on them, on their desires, or on their wills in life. Laws are nothing but deaf, rigid
provisions, whereas the human being is a mass of live emotions which we have no right
to press on it this deaf entity, and we have no right to submit him through its provisions.
Verily, we must return to the beginning and define the function of the law in our lives.
And before that, we must convince the human being of his individual sanctity, and that
nothing surpasses him in importance and standing besides himself. Following that, the
law is a follower, protector, and organizer of his life. It is not a tool of suppression with
which whoever is behind it aims to create a new deity the human being will prostrate to
and sanctify.
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Tهﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﻰ أن ﺗﻜﻮن هﻨﺎك " ﻗﻴﻮد " ﻋﻠﻰ " اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ " ؟؟ ...ﻳﻄﻞ هﺬا اﻟﺘﺴﺎؤل إﻟﻰ
ﻋﻘﻠﻰ آﻠﻤﺎ وﺟﺪت ﺑﻌﺾ ﻣﺪﻋﻰ اﻟﻠﻴﺒﺮاﻟﻴﺔ ﻓﻰ اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ وهﻢ ﻳﻨﺎﻗﻀﻮن أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ آﻰ
ﻳﺘﻼﻓﻮا اﻟﺼﺪام ﻣﻊ أﻓﻜﺎر اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ  ،وآﻰ ﻳﺠﺬﺑﻮا اﻟﻨﺎس إﻟﻰ ﺻﻔﻮﻓﻬﻢ دون أن ﻳﻌﻄﻮا أدﻧﻰ
إﻋﺘﺒﺎر ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻨﻰ اﻟﻤﻄﻠﻖ ﻟﻠﻤﺒﺎدىء اﻟﺘﻰ ﻳﻨﺎدون ﺑﻬﺎ  ،واﻟﺘﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﺗﺘﻨﺎﻗﺾ ﻣﻊ ﺛﻮاﺑﺖ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
وﻣﻌﺘﻘﺪاﺗﻪ اﻟﻤﺘﻮارﺛﺔ  .ﻓﺎﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ آﻤﺎ ﺗﻌﻠﻤﺘﻬﺎ وﻓﻬﻤﺘﻬﺎ وﺁﻣﻨﺖ ﺑﻬﺎ هﻰ إزاﻟﺔ آﺎﻓﺔ اﻟﻘﻴﻮد ﻋﻦ
آﺎهﻞ اﻹﻧﺴﺎن  ،واﻟﻌﺒﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ هﻰ ﻧﻘﻴﻀﻬﺎ ﺗﻌﻨﻰ إﺧﻀﺎع اﻹﻧﺴﺎن ﺑﻔﺮض ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻘﻴﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻪ ﺑﺪاﻓﻊ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻴﻪ  ،وﺣﻴﺚ وﺟﺪت اﻟﻘﻴﻮد إﺧﺘﻔﺖ اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ  ،وﺣﻴﺚ وﺟﺪت اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ
ﺳﻘﻄﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﻮد  ،هﺬﻩ ﺑﺪﻳﻬﻴﺔ ﻻ ﺗﺤﺘﺎج إﻟﻰ إﺛﺒﺎﺗﺎت ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ  ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﻰ اﻹﻋﺘﺮاض
ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺤﺠﺔ أن ﺛﻮاﺑﺖ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ أو اﻟﻤﻌﺘﻘﺪات اﻟﺪﻳﻨﻴﺔ ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﺗﺄﺧﺬ ﺑﻌﻴﻦ اﻹﻋﺘﺒﺎر  ،ﻓﺈﻣﺎ أن
ﺗﻜﻮن اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﻠﻘﺔ هﻰ ﻏﺎﻳﺘﻨﺎ وإﻣﺎ أن ﻧﻜﻮن ﺻﺮﺣﺎء ﻣﻊ أﻧﻔﺴﻨﺎ وﻧﻌﻠﻦ آﺮاهﻴﺘﻨﺎ ﻟﻬﺎ
ورﻓﻀﻨﺎ إﻳﺎهﺎ وﺗﻔﻀﻴﻠﻨﺎ اﻹﺳﺘﺴﻼم ﻟﻠﻘﻴﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﺤﻨﺎ إﻳﺎهﺎ  .وﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ أن اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ ﺗﻨﻔﻰ
اﻟﻘﻴﻮد أن ﻟﻺﻧﺴﺎن آﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻰ ﻓﻌﻞ آﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻘﺪر ﻋﻠﻴﻪ  ،ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ أﻧﻨﻰ ﻗﻮى أﻧﻨﻰ ﺣﺮ
ﻓﻰ إﺳﺘﻌﺒﺎد ﻣﻦ هﻮ أﻗﻞ ﻣﻨﻰ ﻗﻮة  ،ﻓﻤﻦ أهﻢ ﻣﺒﺎدىء اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﺪم ﺗﺠﺎوز ﺣﺪود ﺣﺮﻳﺎت
اﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ  ،وذاﻟﻚ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻜﻮن اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ ذات ﻣﻌﻨﻰ وﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﻣﺠﺮد ﺗﺒﺮﻳﺮ ﻟﺘﺼﺮﻓﺎت ﻣﻦ ﻳﺴﺘﻐﻠﻮن
ﻗﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻰ إﺧﻀﺎع ﻏﻴﺮهﻢ  ،ﻓﺎﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ  -اﻟﻤﻘﺮوﻧﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺴﺆﻟﻴﺔ  -ﺣﻖ ﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺒﺸﺮ دون ﺗﻤﻴﻴﺰ ،
وﻟﻜﻰ ﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﻔﻌﻴﻞ هﺬا اﻟﺤﻖ ﺑﺼﻮرة واﻗﻌﻴﺔ  ،ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﻳﺤﺘﺮم آﻞ ﻓﺮد ﺣﺮﻳﺔ ﻏﻴﺮﻩ وﻻ ﻳﻨﺘﻘﺺ
ﻣﻨﻬﺎ  ،واﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن هﻮ اﻟﺬى ﻳﻨﻈﻢ هﺬا اﻷﻣﺮ وﻳﻤﻨﻊ ﺗﻌﺪى اﻷﻓﺮاد ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ اﻟﺒﻌﺾ ﺑﺈﺳﻢ
اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ  .هﻨﺎ ﺗﺄﺗﻰ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ هﺎﻣﺔ  ،وهﻰ أن وﻇﻴﻔﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻴﺔ هﻮ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ ﻋﻼﻗﺎت اﻷﻓﺮاد
ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﺑﺒﻌﺾ داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ  ،وﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﺣﺮﻳﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻹﺳﺘﻐﻼل أو اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎص  ،ﻓﻬﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻖ
ﻣﺸﺮﻋﻰ اﻟﻘﻮاﻧﻴﻦ أن ﻳﻔﺮﺿﻮا هﻢ اﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ ﻗﻴﻮدا أﺧﺮى ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺮﻳﺎت اﻟﺒﺸﺮ ﻻ ﻋﻼﻗﺔ ﻟﻬﺎ
ﺑﺘﻼﻓﻰ ﺗﻌﺪى ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺮﻳﺎت اﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ ؟؟!!!  .ﻓﻤﺜﻼ  :هﻞ ﻟﻠﻘﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺤﻖ ﻓﻰ ﺗﺠﺮﻳﻢ ﻓﻌﻞ ﻻ
ﻳﺘﻌﺪى أﺛﺮﻩ اﻟﺤﻴﺎة اﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﻟﺼﺎﺣﺒﻪ ؟؟  ..وهﻞ ﻳﺤﻖ ﻓﺮض إﻟﺘﺰاﻣﺎت ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻦ ﻳﻨﺘﻘﺺ
ﺑﻤﻮﺟﺒﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺮﻳﺘﻪ اﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﺔ ﺑﺪﻋﻮى اﻟﺨﻀﻮع ﻟﻠﻘﺎﻧﻮن ؟؟ ..أﻋﺘﻘﺪ أن هﺬا اﻷﻣﺮ ﺧﺎرج ﻋﻦ
اﻟﻮﻇﻴﻔﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ أوﺟﺪ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن ﻷﺟﻠﻬﺎ  ،وﻟﺬا ﻓﺈن هﺬا ﻳﻌﺪ ﺧﺮوﺟﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن ﻋﻦ اﻹﻃﺎر اﻟﺬى وﺿﻊ
ﻷﺟﻠﻪ وهﻮ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﺣﺮﻳﺎت اﻷﻓﺮاد  ،ﻓﻴﺘﺤﻮل ﺑﺬاﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ أداة ﻟﺤﻔﻈﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻗﻴﺪ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻻ ﻓﺎﺋﺪة
ﻣﻨﻪ ﺳﻮى إﺳﺘﻌﺒﺎد اﻷﻓﺮاد ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ إﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻰ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﻳﻘﺪس اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﺴﻪ ﻟﻠﻔﺮد
) اﻹﻟﻪ (  .إن ﻣﺠﻰء اﻟﻔﺮد ﻗﺪ ﺳﺒﻖ ﺗﻜﻮن اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻢ اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻰ  ،وهﺬا اﻟﺘﻜﻮن هﻮ اﻟﺬى أوﺟﺪ
اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن  ،وآﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ﻓﺈن إﺣﺪى أهﻢ اﻟﻮﻇﺎﺋﻒ اﻟﺘﻰ وﺟﺪ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻠﻬﺎ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻢ هﻮ
ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﺣﻘﻮق اﻷﻓﺮاد ﻣﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎص ﺗﺤﺖ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن  ،وﻟﺬا ﻓﺈن اﻟﻔﺮد اﻟﺬى ﺳﺒﻖ ﻣﺠﻴﺌﺔ
ﻇﻬﻮر هﺬﻩ اﻟﺘﺸﺮﻳﻌﺎت هﻮ اﻟﺬى ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﻳﺤﻈﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﺪﺳﻴﺔ واﻹﺣﺘﺮام  ،وﻟﻴﺲ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن ) اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ
( اﻟﺬى ﻳﻔﺘﺮض أﻧﻪ ﻳﺤﻤﻰ ﺣﻘﻮق اﻷﻓﺮاد  ،ﻻ أن ﻳﻨﺘﻘﺺ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ  .وﺳﻮاء آﺎن هﺬا اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن ﻋﺮﻓﺎ
أو ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻌﺎ دﻳﻨﻴﺎ أو وﺿﻌﻴﺎ  ،ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺑﺤﺎل ﻣﻦ اﻷﺣﻮال أن ﻧﻀﻌﻪ ﻓﻮق اﻟﺒﺸﺮ وﻧﻘﺪﻣﻪ
ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ وﻋﻠﻰ رﻏﺒﺎﺗﻬﻢ وإراداﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻰ اﻟﺤﻴﺎة  ،ﻓﺎﻟﻘﻮاﻧﻴﻦ ﻣﺎهﻰ ﺳﻮى أﺣﻜﺎم ﺟﺎﻣﺪة ﺻﻤﺎء ،
ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ اﻹﻧﺴﺎن هﻮ آﺘﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻟﺤﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻘﻨﺎ أن ﻧﻘﺪم ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ هﺬا اﻟﻜﻴﺎن

اﻷﺻﻢ وﻧﺨﻀﻌﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل أﺣﻜﺎﻣﻪ  .إﻧﻪ ﻳﺠﺐ ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎ أن ﻧﻌﻴﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺔ ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻒ وﻇﻴﻔﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن
ﻓﻰ ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻨﺎ  ،وﻗﺒﻞ هﺬا ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﻧﻘﻨﻊ اﻹﻧﺴﺎن ﺑﻘﺪﺳﻴﺘﻪ اﻟﺬاﺗﻴﺔ وأﻧﻪ ﻻ ﺷﻰء ﻳﻔﻮﻗﻪ أهﻤﻴﺔ
وﻣﻜﺎﻧﺔ ﺳﻮاﻩ  ،وﺑﺎﻟﺘﺎﻟﻰ ﻓﺈن اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن هﻮ ﺗﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﻠﻔﺮد وﺣﺎم ﻟﻪ وﻣﻨﻈﻢ ﻟﺤﻴﺎﺗﻪ  ،وﻟﻴﺲ أداة ﻗﻤﻊ
ﻳﻬﺪف ﻣﻦ وراﺋﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺧﻠﻖ إﻟﻪ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﻳﺴﺠﺪ اﻹﻧﺴﺎن ﻟﻪ وﻳﻘﺪﺳﺔ T.

