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The lew of Contradictiom Should Pe-a Dialectical
Unity of "Dividing Ope into Two" and
" "Uniting Two into One”

>

by . :
 plan Hatso-ylan ( VK 4~ YEL)
(dsin Chien-she [New Construction], No. 7, July 20, 196k)

Recently, the question of whether dialectics ia "uniting two into- one" or "divid-
ing one into ‘two" was discussed in the Ruang-ming Jih-pao. Three kinds of views have
already been expressed. First, Comradea Ai Huen-wu and.Lin Ch'ing-shan are of the
opinion that "'uniting two into one' exactly expresses that most baslc law of dialectics
- the law of unity of #bposites," while "the method of knowing things is 'dividing one
into two.'" (See the Kuang-ming Jih-pao, May 29, 1964). Secondly, Comrades Hsiang
Ch'ing, Sha Jen, and Iﬁ Jen are of the opinion that "dividing one -into two" already
expresses the total contents of the law of unity of opposites; so it is superfluous
and wrong to propose "wniting two into one." (See the Kuang-ming Jih-pao, June 5,
June 16) - Thirdly, Comrade P'an Ch'ing-pin is of the opinion that "'dividing one into
two' and 'uniting two into one' are two indivieible aspects of the law of contradic-
tion.” (See the Kuang-ming Jih-pao, June 19) I egree with the third kind of view.
But I feel that Comrade P'an Ch'ing-pin's discourse contains some mistakes as well,
and there are some questions which he did not succeed in making clear. So I will also
express :some views. )

t

I

Comrades Al and Lin are of the opinion that "uniting two into one" is the law
of unity of opposites, while "dividing one into two" is only a method of cognition
The mistake of this view 4s quite obvious. Lenin clearly stated, "The division of
unity into two parts and knowledge of its two contradicting parts .. constitute fh
substance of dialectics." (Complete Works of lenin, Vol. 38, p. 407) Here, the
thought of "dividing one into two' is quite evident. Besides, while pointing out
"dividing one into two" about an objective matter, Lenin elso pointed out "knowledze
of its two contradicting parts.” In other words, Ienin was talking here about dinlr:-~
tics which refers to both objective dimlectics and subjective dialectics. Comrades
Al and Lin also quoted these words, but from them they drew the conclusion that
"dividing one into two" is only a method of cognition. This is e rash conclusion.
Chairmen Mao said, "The motions of all things assume two forms, a relatively still
form and a conspicuously changing form. The motions of both forms are occasioned by
the mutuel struggle between the two contradictory factors contained in the things.
When the motion of & thing assumes the first form, it undergoes only quantitative
changes. There 1s no qualitative change. So it presents & still appearance ihen
it essumes the second form, the quantitatjve change which it has been undergo.ng
vhile assuming the first form attains a certain highest point, leading to n disi. .e-
gration of the entity and giving rise to qualitative changes. So it presents » cons-
Plcuously changing appearance.” (On Contradiction) This obviously means that thoe
entity in a relatively still form provides a case of "dividing one into two" and con-
tains two contradicting factors internally, and that, when the thing assumes a cons-
vicuously changing form, the struggle of the internal contradiction leads to the dis-
integration of the entity. This is even more obviously a process of "dividing one
into two." How can it be said that "dividing one into two" is not the law of develop~
mert of things, but only a method of cognition? ‘ '

Besides, the method of cognition is not simply "dividing one into two.” -
man Mao said, "We who work for the Chinese revolution should not only wnderstand\the.
particularity of each of the contradictions in the 1light of their totality, that is,
from tbe interconnectiop of these contradictions, but can only understand the totality
of contradictions by studying their aspects.™ Be added, "In order to reveal the '
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particularity of contradictions in theéir totality as well as their intercommections

in the process of development of things, that is, to reveal the quality of the process
of development of things, we must rewveal the particularity of each -aspect of the con-
tradiction in the process.” (On Contradiction) This means that men's process of
cognition should be a dialectical combination of analysis and synthesis, of "dividing
one into two" and "uniting two into ome." The formmls £or this should be: "one-two- |
one" mea.ni.nﬁngroceeding from entity, "dividing one into two," enalyzing the contradic- i
tion; then iting two into one," and proceeding with synthesis; thus attaining ?
integral and essential knowledge of the totality of whole thing. This means that both ‘
the law of objective things and the law of kniowledge should be & dialéctical unity of '
"dividing one into two" and "uniting two into ome."

Comrades Al and Lin say that the law of contradiction is only "wniting two into
one." This cannot but make onme wonder what difference there is between such "uniting
two into one" without "dividing one into two" and Hegel's "thesis-anti-thesis-synthesis"
and the viewpoint of céhtradiction and struggle heading ultimately for reconciliation,
and what difference there is between it and the assertion of the modern revisionists
that "the world now is tending toward unity" and that, in their society, contradiction
and struggle are heading no longer for disintegration but for unity. It is quite cor-
rect to 'say that such & viewpoint will necessarily lead to the reconciliation of con-
tradiction. '

II
Directed against the mistakes of Comrades Al and Lin, Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing

. points out that "all things present cases of dividing one into two," and that "the

'dividing one into two' in dialectics has two meanings: one is that.all things contain

"two opposite parts, aspects, and tendencies, or, in-other words, contain internal

contradictions; the other is that the movement in opposites in a thing will always

head for its own opposite, and the entity will resolve and breek apart.” This is to
the point. But Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing and others think that the law of wmity of opposites
is only "dividing one into two." They think that the proposition of "wmiting two into
one,” apart from causing confusion, will serve no useful pwrpose. This viewpoint is
also one-sided., :

Theoretically, since there is the proposition of "dividing one into two," there
will necessarily be produced the proposition of “umiting two into ome." Only thus
can the dialectical relations between "one" and "two" be explained fully and clearly.
Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing is of the opinion that, while one may say that united social
production is divided into two aspects, namely, productive forces and production
relations, one may not say that, by "uniting two into one,” productive forces and
production relations constitute social production. He advances the following reason.
"Of 'dividing onme into one,' .. . the premise is one. Two is present in one. Conversely,
of 'uniting two into ome,' the premise 18 two. Two is not present in one, but omne is-
formed or constituted by two... Lenin regarded entity, i.e. ome, as the premise. He
then pointed out that this entity bas two parts. It is not like what Comrades Ai and
Lin say, namely, that two is regarded as the premise, the presence of two parts is
determined first, and then they form or constitute one thing. According to Comrades
Ai and Lin, it is not that an cbjective thing econsists of two aspects, but that there
are two aspects first and these combine together to constitute a thing. The fact is
Just the opposite. An objective thing always exists as an entity, containing two con-
tradicting aspects.” These arguments do not hold water. "One" and "two" are essen-
tially two contradictory forms in which things exist. If it is necessary to determine
vhich of them is the premise, it should be said that each is the premise of the other.’
Chairman Mao said, "Each of the two aspects of a contradigtion in the process of develop-
ment of things regards its opposite aspects as the condition for its existence.” (On
Contradiction) . In the classical works, both discourses with "one” as their pa:enﬁ\se and
discourses with "two" as their premise can be found. Lenin said, "The splitiing of an .
entity into two parts and knowledge of its contradicting parts.... constitute the sub- -
stance of dialectics.” But he also saig, 'Dmpactiu is such a theoxry: it studies how the
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" opposites can be identical and how they become identical. ..." _Dwelling onh the nature
of struggle of contradictions, Chairman Mao said, "The contradictory aspects 4n. .
every process exclude each other, struggle against each other, and are opposed to each
other, . The processes of all things in the world and the human thoughts contain,
without exception, such aspects of a contradictory nature." This is a discourse on
"wo" with "one" as the premise. Dwelling on identity, Chalrman Mao then said, "The
contradictory aspects cannot exist in isolation. ... All opposite elements are like
this: Because of certain conditions, they are on the one hand opposed to each-other— -~ -~
while on the other hand they ave intercomrmected: ..." This is a discourse on “one" -
with "two" as the premise. In Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing's discourse, the viewpoint of
"one" first and "two" next is quite pronowncéed. It must be realized that the taking
of precedence by "one" over "two" in "dividing one into two" and the taking of prece-
dence by "two" over "ope" in "uniting two into one" have a meaning with regard to time
only in the process of man's cognition. In our knowing a matter or discoursing on a
question, there is g problem of which takes precedénce over which between “one" and -
"two." If this conception of time is applied to the objective thing itself, it would
be a mistake either to let "one" take precedence over "two" or the other way around.
Objective things themselves are always an entity on the one hand while, on the other,
at the same time two opposites are necessarily present inside them. Here Comrade
Hsiang Ch'ing, too, clearly evinces a tendency of substituting the objective process
of knowledge for the process of contradiction of objective things. Since Comrade
Hsiang Ch'ing criticizes "uniting two into one" for meaning "letting two be the premise®
and for meaning that "there are two aspects first and these combine together to con-
stitute a thing," then why cannot others criticize "dividing one into two" for meaning
that there is an entity free from contradictions before it is divided into opposites?

: Judging from the process of development of :objective things, too, the case of
"uniting two into one” is extensively present. When a contradictory thing is in a
relatively still form, the two contradictory aspects unite together to form an entitv,

Such is essentially common knowledge in dialecties. For instance, in the capitalist
socliety, the proletariat and the bourgeoisie unite together to form integral social
relations, and social production and private ownership unite together to form an

integral process of capitalist production. .... Even when things are in a conspicuously
changing form and when the relations of unity between the two contradictory aspects

break apart and are resolved, is this merely & process of "dividing one into two" and

uoes it not contain the factor of "uniting two into one"? The answer is again in the
negative. This is because dialectical negation definitely does not mean total discar-
ding, and because the new thing and the old thing are closely connected with each other.
For instance, in socialist revolution, the proletariat, while overcomlng the bourgeoisie
and eliminating capitalism, must at the same time absorb by revolutionary means the
productive forces of the capitalist society and the useful fruits of science and culture.
By "uniting two into one,™ these then are combined with the commmist factors to formthe
comimhist soclety. By studying the transition from capitalism to socialism from the angle o
"wmiting two into one" alone, one will commit the mistake of rightist reconeiliat‘on.

On the other hand, by studying the process from the angle of "dividing one into tw.”

alone, one will commit the mistake of leftist rash action.

II

In order to overcome the respective one-sidedness of the above comrades, Comradc
P'an Ch'ing-pin proposes: "Things present the case of 'dividing one into two'," = =~
“things always also present the case of 'uniting two into onme'.” "'Dividing one into-
two' and 'uniting two into one’ are two inseparable aspects of the law of contradiction.”
"The 'dividing one into two' with regard to an entity is where the substance of a con-
tradiction lies, is the premise of opposites, and is still more the basis of wity and
'uniting two into onme.' But one camnot deny either that, without 'uniting two into
one,’ ‘'dividing one into two' will be out of the guestion. Under these circumstances, -
I am of the opinion that 'dividing one into two® is the basic and the mogt importent .
thing, while ‘uniting two into one' is secondiry and is the necessary result of the
former. Reflected in'the law of eunh-adicbimﬁ they constitute the questiom of
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struggle and unity. The nature of struggle of a contradiction is e.bsol\xte ‘and, \mcon- ’
ditional, while the unity of a contradiétion is relative and conditional.” These - .
digcourses are quite correct and make quite clear the dialectical relatiens between

"dividing one into two" ‘and "uniting two into-»one.‘ |

Next, Comrade P'm Ch'ing-pin proposes the fonowing formula for the movement
things in opposites: "struggle - unity; more struggle - more unity. ‘Dividing one
into two' - 'uniting two into one'; further 'dividing onme into two' - further 'uniting
two into one' ... and so forth indeﬁnitely This constitutes the movement of the
dialectical development of things (contradictions).™ This formula is feulty. -Since
the identity of contradiction is relative and conditiaonal, “it is necessary, after
dividing the process of movement of contradiction of things into the steges "struggle -
unity; more struggle - more unity,"” to follow with an explanation. Otherwise, one
will fell into the trap of mechanic character and metaphysica. In the article On
Correct Handling of Contradictions among the People, Chairman Mao dealt with the
relations between bplance and imbalance in our national econtmic construction, when
he said, "So-called balance is the temporary and relative unity of comtradictionm.
After a year, on the whole, such balance'will have been upset b: the struggle of the
contradiction. Such unity will have changed. Balence will have become imbalance.
Unity will have become disunity. It will be necessary to effect balance and unity
for the second year. Such is the supériority of our plenned economy. In fact, such
balance and unity are being partially upset every month and every quarter." (Ttaliced
are Quoter's), In other words, even at the stage of balance and unity, the balance
and unity are in fact not absolute. In the process of development of contradiction,
there is not any stage of absolute unity or absolute "uniting two into one.” In

. establishing his formula as mentioned above, Comrade P'an Ch'ing-pin evidently failed
to take noteof this point, This is clearly revealed when he applies the above-mentioned
‘formula to the analysis of the process of development of objective things.

Comrade P'an Ch'ing-pin says that, in the capitalist society, the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie present both the case of "dividing one into two" and that of
"uniting two into one," and that '"when the proletariat leaps to become the principsl’
aspect of the contradiction, it will overthrow the. capitalists at one stroke and
cause this 'dividing' - 'uniting' struggle and wnity to attain & new turning point,
ut which {he capitalists will have been thoroughly eliminated and there will be
"uniting two into ome' with regard to the two dspects of the contradiction.” The
first half of this passage is correct, but the second half i8 grossly mistaken. How
can the thorough elimination of the bourgeoisie be described as a case of Mmiting
two into one?” 1Is it not a process of "dividing ome into two" first? It should be
made clear that the substance of the process of change of contradiction when things
arc in e comnspicuously changing form is first a case of "dividing one into two." Only
if one understands this point can one be considered as understanding the substance
of dialectics.

It appears that Comrade P'an Ch'ing-pin understands only the dialectical rela-
tions between "dividing one into two" and "wniting two into one" when the existence and -
contradiction of things dre in a relatively still form. As yet, he does-not correctly
understand that the process of qualitative cha.nge of things and change of contra.diction
is also a process of "dividing one into two" and "uniting two into ome." )

v

Why are the mistakes mentioned above liable to occur in-our. discussions on the
question? The reason is partly that as yet we do not thoroughly understand the basic
principles of Marxist dialectics, and partly that objective thinga thémselves are
quite complex and it ia not easy to apply Marxist diamlectics to the analysis of these
things. ‘I feel that in the discussions. mention bas been made of two tipes of typical
contradictions. First, the development of things and the regolving of contradictions
are t0 be realized through a resolving of the origindl contradictions and -clearly - . -
through the overcédming of one aspect by the other aspect.” .Owr pm-pose and method of

i
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resolving the contradictions are also to overcome one aspect with the other. Secondny, :
the development of things and the resolving of contradictions are realized not through
a resolving of the contradictions or through the final elimination of one aspect by
the other aspect, but through the continuous change of both aspects of the contradie-
tions. Our purpose and metbod of resolving the contradictions are to make the two
aspects .condition and promote each other in accordance with the requirements of the
things, thus advancing the develcpment of things.

_ The first type of contradictions comprise the contratnctiom between the exploite
ing class and the exploited class, between advanced productive forces and backward
productive forces, tetween revisionism and Marxiem~leninism, between the advanced and
the backward, and between the right and the wrong. The solution of this type of conw
tradictions is, in all cases, to be realized through the resolution and rupture of the
contradictions and the overcoming and elimination of one aspect with the other aspect,
In this, the pfocess of "dividing one into two" is quite cbvious. To be sure, the
factor of "uniting two into cne" is also present inm it. Take for instance the con-
tradictions between Marxism-leninism and revisionism and between the right and the
wrong. When Marxism-leninism and the right are overcoming revisionism and the wrong,
they, in their own process of development, apply, in a certain sense, revisionism and
the wrong as negative lessons and objects of criticism for the purpose of enriching
themselves by including in themselves such negative lessons and objects of criticism.
In the natural world, the action and reaction. in mechanical motians, the attraction
and repulsion in physical motions, the composition and demomposition in chemical motions
are also contradictions within this type. If only we concretely study the internal

" ‘procesges of these motions, we will discover that certain mechanical motions tale

place precisely because the . forca of action has struggled against and overcome con-

tinuuously the force of reuctimn. Fhysical motions and chemlcal mwotions, too, take
place because of conflicts between the foree of attraction and the force of repulsion
of material particles and the overcoming or continuous overcoming of ome aspect by
the other.

With regard to this type of contradictiosns, the articies of Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing
and Sha Jen bave successfully refuted.the viewpoint of Comradees Al and Lin that objec-
tive things present only the case of "uniting two into ope.” With regard to the
second type of contradictions, I feel that the articles so far published have not yet
succeeded in refuting the viewpoint of Comrades A1 .and Lin.

As examples of the second type of contradictions, we may cite the requirements
for quantity and speed on the one hand and quality and economy on the other in the
general line for socialist comstruction, and the two legs in a series of “walking on
Lwo legs" policiea. According to Comrades Ai and Lin, matters present thé-case of

"aniting two into one,” and, whep we formulate methods for transforming the world and
in our practice of transforming the world, we must "unite two into one.“ . First of
all, we must f£ind the conditions umder whieh the opposing sides can be connected and
\mited together, and unite and ccubire together the opposing aspects in work. To use
a metaphor, we must 'walk on two legs.' For instance, the general line of building
socialism by exerting the utmost effort and pressing ahead consistently to achleve
great, faster, better, and more economical results, represents the law of unity of
opposites. Quantity and speed on the onme hand and quality and economy on the other
are opposed to each other, and yet they are mmbtually conmected and restrict each
other..... For instance, ... the relations between the two major divisions of the
natiopal economy: industry and agriculture, ... the people's democratic dictatorship
vhich combines democracy among the pecple yith dictatorship over the reactipnaries.
In the handling of contradictions among the people, democratic centralism is practiced.”
Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing did not answer thege questions. Dealing with the problem,
Comrade Sha Jen says, "The general line of building socialism by exert the utmost’
effort and pressing ahesl consistently to achieve_ greater, faster, petter, and more
economical results is a line for the declaration of war on the natural wocr:l.d. and also
a line for clua struggle. Itdounatpreunttbecnuof 'mitingtvoinrtoone..



" As for the requirements for quantity, speed, quality, and econonw in the general Jine,
it should be realized first that they are opposed to smaller,.slower, worse, , and less
economical results. The basic spirit of the gemeral line iz to build socialism with
greater, faster, better, and more economical results and overcome the other a.spect of
the contradictions, which is smaller, slower, worse, and lessteconcmical results.” . .
This is correct. But it also evades the '‘question of relations of contradiction between
quantity and speed on the one bhand and qna.‘l:lty and economy on:the other.

Do the objective things reflected. by the Party's genera:lrline, “‘the "walking on—
two legs" policles, and the principle of democratic centralism, present only the case
of "uniting two into one?" Are we merely to "unite two into one" in implementing the
line, policies, and principle? Obviocusly not.

Concerning the relations between quantity and speed on the one hand and quality
and economy on thegother, in the general process, it is possible, and required by us,
to attain relatively both quantity and speed on the one hand and quality and economy
on the other. In the actual process, however, when a worker is menufacturing a certain
product, or when we are doing a certain piece of work, it is oftén not possible to pay
attention to all. Absolute quantity, speed, quality, and econcmy, with all advancing
at the same time, do not exist and are not possible. In correctly complying with the
requirements for greater, faster, better, and more economical results, we often pay
attention to one of them first. On May 30 this year, the Jen-min Jih-pao published
an editorial entitled "From Small Quantity and Good Quality to Great Quantity and Good
Quality,” which said, "From small quantity and good quality to great quantity and good

~ quality is the road along which we must travel in smoothly carrylng out revolutionary
struggles and constructions. This is because, while there is no limit to the trans-

" formation of the obJective world, our subjective forces at any time are limited.' How
is this contradiction between limit and no limit to be handled? How can our work be
made more fruitful? In other words, how can the requirements for quantity, speed,
quality, and economy be complied with? According to Msrxist principles, and according
to our experiences of revolution and construction, the way is to proceed from small
quantity and good quality to great quantity and good quality.” In other words, in
our practice, weé must break apart quantity, speed, quality, and economy by "dividing
are into two,"” end realize one part of them first. In other words, we must seek quality
first and then seek both quantity and quality. Is this not precisely a case of achieving
"uniting two into one" through "dividing one into two?"

The szame applies to the contradictions between the "two legs" and between industry
and agriculture. Not only is the "dividing one into two" struggle of opposites present
between the two aspects in real life, but, in our implementation of the policies and
directives, it iz definitely not a case of "both legs jumping" or a case of absolutely
balanced development between industry and agriculture. What happens is that, during
different periods umder different conditions, and in a.ccorda.nce with the relations
between "dividing one into two" and "wniting two into one” of the matters, one aspects
is strengthened for the purpose of advancing the other aspect. Agriculture, as the
foundation, is strengthened for the purpose of advancing the development of industry,
or the leading role of industry is brought out for the purpose of advancing the reising
of the standard of the agricultwral productive forces, This is first of all & process
of "dividing one into two" with regard to our work and resources. Next,.on this basis,

"uniting two into one” is carried out, thus achieving the objective of raising the .
entire national economy. Concerning the contradiction between democracy and dietator-
ship, because contradictions among the people.and those with the.enemy are intermingled
and can easily be confused each with the other, we must distinguish clearly between
them 80 as to prevent the enemy from exploiting the situation when we are talking about
democracy, and to avoid giving false impressions to some people when we are talking -
about dictatorship. Also, dictatorship will eventually have o be eliminated, lgaving !
only Commmist all-people unity. Of the two aspects, democracy and centralism, either
often takes precedence over the other in real life. In the entire process of political
life, democracy oftem has to be stressed because democracy is inadequate, while at other

| times centralism has to be stressed because centralism is not emough. In short, uniting
{ two into one” is achieved thr;ough a continuous process of "diwiding one into two." ~
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