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This, along with the particular detcrminat?on of one who hadlaf cor;::
philosophical vision and a political cause, is all that could- explain w y
Bukharin wrote next, the last thing he ever wrote. It pulsed mthlenergy ;x;l

zest for life. It was an autobiographical novel ca.lleld F".remena ﬂxteraJJyIt ) ;l
Times), published in Russian in 1994 and in Engh.sl? in 1998 as .HlowIi -
Began. The tifle reflected his desire to show the origins of t!le re;:)f u 0 "
the higher impulses that gave birth to it. It represented a ra'dfcal shift in sg;

from his previous writings. It was more personal, more vivid, m‘ton;.eard ty,
less alienated. Communists of his generation were :Tot muc'h inclined to
write in an experiential mode. It was virtually 2 memoir, even if nz:es w:lrz
changed. He must have believed, even if by a tattered thread, that this w;l) :
give it a chance of publication, even if under a pseudonym.-There was, 10\:'n
ever, no chance. As Stephen Cohen, who played such an important role

finally bringing it to publication, observed:

. . . Jasses,
Multicolored pictures of pre-1917 Russia, sympathetic portraits of doomed ¢ a.ssesd
and humanistic characterizations of future Leninists were already forbidden. An

writers were being shot for less literary sedition than Bukharin's fleeting mirror

i 18
images of Stalin’s regime in its considerably paler Tsarist predecessor.

The book was beautifully written. It was full of the color and detail of the I.m-
ural world, of social classes, of religious traditions, of hiterary t.e).cts, of philo-
sophical systems, of political debates. The portraits of personahue.:z were lfi};i
chologjcally astute. In contrast to his polemics on Ka;}t in the philosop 1-th
manuscript he had just completed, he went back to his ﬁnft enc‘oumer wil
Kant and conveyed how phenomena and noumena and antinormies and cate-
gories had all danced in his head like mysterious monst.e-rs, how fr-msc.enden-
tal idealism and categorical imperatives were like cold plccea.o'f intestine that
you could fill with whatever you wanted, but could give no ?mng answersh ﬂ;o
living questions. He also recaptured his discovery of M:u'xlsn? andb ];:zwd e
world seemed in ferment and how arguments flared and passions blazed as
i toward the revolution of 1505.

lez::::;d that he was about to die, he was reviewing his life and th; very
meaning of life. He did so in a way that was remarkably, even z.mtom:1 mil::
full of the joy of life, considering what tragedy was engulfing him af:fl ex ’
guishing the joy of life on such a grand scale. The.book broke o 1: ll)m.t-
sentence. Reading it, even knowing it to be an unfinished work ended by its
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author’s death, there comes a jolt, bringing some kind of unexpected imme-
diacy to the realization of what a living striving person had life seized from
him, the sort of person who was taken to be shot dead Just as he was writing
this text so full of life. In his last letters, preparing to die, while still pleading
to live, he had particularly asked not to be shot,
son “like Socrates.” Nevertheless he was shot,

While writing the novel, he went on trial, one of the most famous trials in
the history of the world, He confessed to the general charges, but he sparred
with the prosecutor on specific charges, refuted testimony of others, denied
even knowing some of his alleged co-conspirators. He formulated his very con-
fession with subordinate clauses that virtually contradicted the main assertions:

but instead to be given poi-

I plead guilty to .. . the sum total of crimes committed by this counter-revalutionary
organization, irrespective of whether or not [ knew of, whether or not I took direct

part in, any particular act. 19

He was walking a tightrope, hoping that he was playing enough of the role
written for him in this drama to save bis family and his manuscripts, yet
departing from the script enough to communicate as much of the truth as he
could rescue within this act of the tragedy. He refuted charges of cspionage.
He denied any involvement in political assassinations, especially of Lenin:

I refute the accusation of having plotted against the life of Vladimir Ilyich, but my
counter-revolutionary confederates, and I at their head, endeavored to murder

Lenin’s cause, which is being carried on with such tremendous success by Stalin. 20

The voice of the true believer constantly burst through, even in the guise of

a tortuous twisted logic:
The extreme gravity of the crime is obvious, the political responsibility immense, the
legal responasibility such that it will justify the severest sentence. The severest sentence
would be justified, because a man deserves to be shot ten times over for such crimes,
This I admit quite categorically and without any hesitation at all, I want briefly to
explain the facts regarding my criminal activities and my repentance of my misdeeds, I
a]rmdynaidwhmgivingmymaint:sﬁmouyduringlheﬂial,ﬂ‘nt it was niot the naked
logic of the struggle that drove us, the counter-revolutionary conspirators, into this
stinking underground life, which has been exposed at this trial in all its starknesg,
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he followed the foreign phrase with a Russian translation. We have some-
times made use of this device—that is, including both the German or
Latin word and the English in the text—when this does not result in an
overly clumsy sentence. When the foreign phrase carried no special
meaning that was lost in English translation, we have simply translated it
into Enghsh. Nothing is gained, for example, by keeping the expression
that “the wish 1s father to the thought” in the German in which Bukharin
used it. For longer phrases or whole sentences that have been kept in the
original language, English translations are provided in the notes.

3. In a small number of cases we have included brief editorial additions in
the text, placing them in square brackets. We have limited such additions
to the handful of passages that cannot be understood correctdy without
them. None of the material in square brackets is by Bukharin. However,
Bukharin often interpolated his own comments in passages that he
quotes, These cornments are placed in parentheses, and followed by the
word author, when that is necessary to indicate that the words are
Bukharin’s rather than those of the source quoted. Bukharin often
included brief reference to the source of a quotation or citation in paren-
theses in the text, at the end of the quotation. We have kept them there,
usually in the original language.

4. In a small number of cases, where it is overwhelmingly likely that the
Russian edition of Philosophical Arabesques relies on a mistranscription
of Bukharin’s handwritten text, we have corrected such mistranscrip-
tions. These corrections never involve more than a single word at a time,
but sometimes alter the meaning of the sentence completely. In one case
we have explained the change in a note.

We do not believe that these editorial interventions make the translation
significantly less accurate, or change the meaning of the original text beyond
the extent that is unavoidable in any translation. Taken together, they result
in a text that is accurate in all essentials and considerably more readable,

In addition, we have provided references to the current English trans-
lations of sources quoted in the text and mainly biographical information
relating to contemporary authors and works discussed by Bukharin that
arc now less well-known than when he wrote or less well-known outside
Russia. Bukharin’s translations into Russian of Hegel and other authors
frequently carry a different emphasis from the current English transla-
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tions, I 1

ons. We have generally followed his translations rather than those of the
current translations. We have not indicated differences in emphasis or ter-

minology i i i
gy in the notes. On several occasions, Bukharin identifies the text

from which he quotes in ways that are misleading or mistaken. Some of his

apparent quotations are, in
ppmrent (:hese o o in -fact, paraphrases of the text. We have generally
Biographical details are given in the notes only for the first references to

a specific figure or text. These notes usually indicate dates, national origins
and significance very briefly and are not intended to be exhaustive o

. The publishers gratefully acknowledge material for the annotal‘ions ro-
vided by George Shriver, who also checked and modified the t.ram\latioi of
the.tcxt by Renfrey Clarke. He drew on the notes to the Russian edition of
Philosophical 4 rabesques, but has also often improved on them, trackj
down references that had eluded the Russian editors, 1 "
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them with disinfectant. To the horror of God-fearing women and cunning
priests, livid with spite and rage, it abolishes even religion, this “spiritual per-
furne” of the old society—a society ruled by money, the “yniversal whore, uni-
versal procuress of people and nations™; a society ruled by capital, which
came into the world “oozing blood and filth from every pore.™
Today’s working-class hero is totally unlike the young ignoramus in Fon-
vizin, who asked, “Why do I need to know geography, when carriage drivers
exist®™ It is the workers’ enemies who are playing the role of ignoramus. It
is they who are increasingly turning their backs on the intellect, which refus-
es to serve their ends. It is they who snatch up stone axes, the swastika, the
horoscope. It is they who are starting to read haltingly from the book of bis-
tory, sounding it out syllable by syllable. It is they who pray to stone god-
desses and idols. It is they who have turned their backs on the future, and
like Heine’s dog, to which they have fitted 2 historical muzzle, they now
bark with their backsides, while history in turn shows them only its a poste-
riori. Fine battles are now breaking out amid the grandiose festivities, and
conflict envelops all areas.

Philosophy has often been Janus-faced; one of its faces has been tumed
to humanity, and the other to nature. The dictum of Socrates, “Know your-
self?” corresponded to a crisis in Greek life, when the bewildered “subject”
was secking a place in society and opening his eyes wide, was asking what
he was, what he had to live for, and what “good” itself was. Philosophy too
unearthed multitudes of questions of a social and moral nature. But Bacon
of Verulam thought this almost an idle pursuit.3

Bacon posed other questions, about the nature of things, about the phys-
jcal world, about truth. The rational consciousness of new people, the peo-
ple of bourgeois society, went forward and smaslhed the stocks in which feu-
dalism had kept its prisoners immobilized.

Great crises blow apart all of the old systems of life, and pose anew the
question of the human individual and the question of the world, since both
the old social bonds and the old world view full apart, just as they are doing
now. What leaps, what pirouettes, the philosophical spirit of the present-day
bourgeoisie is performing! They have gone from Christianity, with its rose-
cofored anointing oil, to the cult of Wotan.¢ From Kant’s categorical impera-
tive to solemn hymns to blood and iron. From the worship of reason to intu-
itive-mystical contemplation. From exact science to the barbaric worship of
the most primitive superstitions. Indeed, the “drunken speculation” of ide-
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alist philosophy was a titan beside the wretched but insolent trolls of pres-
ent-day mysticism, of whom even their spiritual ancestor Nietzsche might
have said: “I sowed dragons, and reaped fleas.” :
But these are fleas only in the intellectual sense. In material terms they

are s.ti.ll armed with first-class weapons, and they have to be resisted primani-
ly with material force. As Marx wrote in The Holy Family, “Ideas can never
lead beyond the bounds of the old order; they always lead merely beyond
the bounds of the ideas of the old order. Ideas in general can never in)iple-
ment anything; the implementation of ideas requires people, who have to
apply practical force.”s But theory is also a force when it seizes hold of the
masses. The people who apply practical force need to be people armed with
1d.eats. This is why the battle of ideas is so important, especially in times of
crisis. Socialism, the giant of the new material world, has become the giant
of th'e new world view. The people of the new world have become new peo-
plc,'mtegrated individuals, people of will and thought, theory and practice
feeling and intellect, heart and mind, soul and spirit simultaneously. Tht:.
profoundly tragic German writer Hélderlin lamented in his Hyperic;n: “]
cannot imagine a people more torn asunder than the Germans. You see arti-
sans but not people, thinkers but not people, clerics but not people, masters
and servants . . . but still not people.” ‘

The unfortunate Holderlin did not understand that class society dooms
hu.man beingg to an inhuman existence. But it is precisely this inhuman
existence that fascism elevates into an eternal law of hierarchy, in which
“noble estates” are destined to rule forever over the “rabble” and in which
people are bound forever to their trade and class. In our country all this has
been overturned. As a result the corresponding categories of thought have
been overturned as well, the kind of thought that characterized the
Domostroi, which is still being preached and put into practice in the former
land of philosophers and poets.®
. In the Domostroi of the old “true Russia™ it was said, even in regard to
infants: “Do not hold back from beating a child, for if you beat him with a
rod he will not die, but will be healthier for it; when you beat his body, you
save his soul from death.” This is becoming the height of wisdom in th:e fas-
cists’ paradise, and the same patriarchal lash rules in their world view. How
m}lch further can you go than to seriously proclaim as the epistemological
criterion of truth the thinking of Herr Hitler? Even Papism could not dream
up formulae of such genius! And now the fascists have managed it.
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The “1* eats, drinks, and engenders children. 1s this merely prosaic? Se
be it. But all the same, does the “1” eat and drink? Or doesn’t the “1” eat and
drink? Does the “1” have a body or doesn’t it?

Does the I” have a brain or not? It is completely absurd to assume thata
pure spiritual substance, “],” exists on its own without a matenall substrate’;
Otherwise, how would this pure “I-spirit,” this “pure conscmusnesef,
become conscious of its own corporeal existence, of its organism with its
sicknesses, bodily nceds, and urges—that is, of the states of consciousnes-s
that in consciousness itself are linked with corporeal existence? And if this
corporeal existence is in one way or another a fact, where does it f:omc
from? Implicit in this are such things as parents, as time, as the evolution of
species, a5 nutrition and digestion, as the external world, and so on and so
forth. Let the solipsists answer all these questions! Let the burden of proof

lie on them for a while! But amidst these problems, the solipsists will i@e—
diately feel themselves like fish out of water. All questiorls of material life
{such as food, drink, production, consumption, reproduction, and sc'o on), of
all culture, and of all mastering of the world (both theoreticaﬂ.y ar}d in prac-
tice) become impossible to explain, while wonderful mysteries issue from
the very body of the notorious solus ipse.

Or else the above-mentioned “I” has to proclaim itself incorporeal, out-
side of time and space, an essence in whose eternality the difference
between present, past, and future vanishes. No one, however, hafs yet been
daring enough to perform such a salto. Perhaps a general “I” will save th.e
day? Not the “I” of the solipsists, but an “1”in the Fichtean sen'sc? Alas, if
the question is posed in this way the attractiveness of the consistency {an
almost-strictly-empirical consistency) which distinguishes the school crf
Berkeley and Hume and their recent satellites, along with the camp of posi-
tivist agnosticism and phenomenalism, is no more. This is because the
“general I” is in no sense an original given, and its nature as a general
abstraction of the intellect, as generic consciousness, is obvious at first
glance. On the other hand, it is stronger for the fact that the other empirical
«P’s” come and go, while humankind remains. But here, too, the same ques-
tions are not to be escaped. What was there hefore hurnanity? What about
the entire history of humanity—was this a myth? Do we have to send all of
geology, paleontology, biology, and so on to the devil? All pile-dwellll:Lgs,
stone axes, bows and arrows, spears, catapults and ballistae, pyramids,
canals, and steam engines? All human history in general?
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Let us return to our solus épse. Is this he or she, masculine or feminine?
Or perhaps androgynous?

They will say to us: “What questions! What stupidity!” But why? If we
are dealing with strict (ha, ha, ha!) empiricism, then consciousness along
with everything else has to include attractions of a sexual variety (since emo-
tions, fits of passion, and so on are not denied). Hence we will judge the
issue not on the hasis of external indications, but according to the facts of
consciousness. If we are talking about a male principle {the “M” of Otto
Weininger in Sex and Character), this means that there is also a woman, a
real woman, outside of consciousness. If the principle is “F,” that means
there is also a man. And so on. fust try to evade these questions! It is, of
course, possible to strike a pose for a while, arguing that such questions are
“inappropriate,” that they profane the snow-white mountain summits of
thought. But this is a cheap indignation—if you please, the “nobility” of a
card shark who has been caught in the act.

It1s said of the Greek Skeptic Pyrrho that, taking his lead from the certain-
ty of the untrustworthiness of the senses, he watked directly into the path of 2
chariot that was rushing toward him, and that his friends forcefully pulled him
back and saved him from inevitable disaster. Se non ¢ vero, ¢ ben trovaio (“If it
isn’t true, it’s well thought up”). This is a unique case of consistency. In reali-
ty, there is not a single skeptic, agnostic, or solipsist who, if in imminent dan-
ger of being killed, would refrain from doing whatever was necessary to save
his or her life. Why? If these people’s beliefs are serious, how are we to
explain this bifurcation, this polarity of theory and practice, of belief and
behavior? Perhaps it is the behavior that is serious? In this case, is it not clear
that the belief rests on sand? The accepted view is that arguments “with legs”
are not arguments. So why the paradox? Because until now the people who
bave philosophized have been, so to speak, legless, defective people whose
theory has been divorced from practice, and in whose consciousness the real
world has been replaced by a world of mental abstractions and symbols.

Just look at the number of inconsistencies in the life of a solipsist or agnos-
tic! If everything were acted out only in this person’s pure consciousness,
what would be the point in him or her even moving? A thousand times more
consistent in this regard are the sages of Hindu spiritualism who spend years
contemplating their own navels, considering the world of the senses to be the
veil of illusion. Here the approach of not accepting the world is pursued much
more consistently, though alas, even the frail body of the ascetic cannot dis-
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picture of the world, the reflection of the world, its copy (though by no
means a duplicate of reality!), and also the objective relations between the
object and subject in general. A rose “in itself,” that is, solely in relation to
nature, reflects light waves of a particular length. In relation to the eye of 2
normal person, it is red; in relation to the eye of a color-blind person, it is
green. We know the rose, or more precisely, we are cognizant of it, both
through the objective relationship and the relationship with the subject, and
we come to understand the lawa of relationships, that is, the properties of
things and processes in their dialectical interrelatedness and instability.

In the historical process of cognition, therefore, we follow the historical
changes of the objective world, the rise of new qualities, for example, the ori-
gins of organic bodies out of inorganic nature, the evolution of organisms, the
evolution of human societies, and so forth. It is not the slogan of Du Bois-Ray-
mond, ignorabimus, that is correct. The trath lies in the countervailing slogan
of Ernst Haeckel: Impavide progrediamur! “Fearlessly we shall go forward!”

3

Things-in-Themselves and
Their Cognizability

Hence, the external world, the abstraction from which (independent of
“my” consciousness, and even of “our” consciousness) is the “I” of idealist
philosophy, actually exista, Conditionally, it can be designated as things “in
themselves,” that is, “things” independent of the subject.

However, this cannot be done in the Kantian sense. Hegel in fus Hestory of
Philosophy notes very wittily that Kantian criticiam is the worst form of dog-
matism, since it posits both “Iin-myself” and things-in-themselves in such a
manner that the two elements of this opposition absolutely cannot meet up.,
Kant's great unknowable X, the eternal mystery, the Isis behind the impenetra-
ble veil, the bugaboo of all modern philosophy, in essence has a history dating
back thousands of years. A widely familiar example from more than two thou-
sand years ago is Plato’s myth of the cave, in which he expounded in graphic
form this same doctrine of the world of ideas as opposed to the world of
appearances. [ The text of this chapter breaks off here.]
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mediations. There is nothing scanty here; on the contrary, compared with the
first concrete we see 2 massive encichment, since instead of indeterminate and
arbitrarily selected aspects, the living dialectic of the real process is represented
here, Marx in all his works made brilliant use of this dialectical method, which
is simultaneously both analysis and synthesis. Let us take, for example, his con-
cept of the circulation of capital (set out in the second volume of Caprital).

First concrete: the circulation of capital, not yet understood, in its unity
and indeterminateness; this is the starting point.

Then, analysis: distinguishing between the forms of money capital, pro-
ductive capital, and commodity capital and their circulations; analysis of
particular circulations in their abstract isolation; they are counterposed to
one another; they exclude one another; they negate one another.

The relationship between them: the transition from one phase to anoth-
er, from one opposition to another.

Next, synthesis: the process as a whole, the unity of opposites, the return
to the concrete (the “second concrete™), Here, however, the circulation of
capital is understood; its law-governed character is clear. All the concrete
aspects of the circulation of capital are retained, but at the same time its
essence is also distinguished, and is taken in all its mediations. The abstrac-
tion “the circulation of capital” is now concrete.

Or else, let us take such a highly abstract concept of the social sciences as
that of society. For Marx, it includes the concept of historically changing
social-historical formations, with all the interactions of base and superstruc-
ture, and with the basic laws distinguished. Here all the opposition between
“generalizing” and “individualizing™ methods, between the “logical” and
“historical,” which the school of Rickert worked up such a sweat in elabo-
rating, is dialectically removed.3 At the same time, we find here that Marx
long ago scornfully refuted the antihistorical “wholeness” of modern-day
fascist theoreticians, who in their fetish for a umversal, hierarchical commu-
nity, melt down everything in history that is concrete and specific. Marx’s
concept of society thus contains, in a nutshell, potentially all the possible
definitions, in all their richness. Here the dialectical formula, like a gigantic
capacitor, holds within itself the entire wealth and diversity of social life.
Nor iy it in any way wanting compared with other formulas or “reflections.”
Of course, real life is richer than any intellectnal theory. From this point of
view, Goethe was correct when he said, “All theory is gray, but green, forever
green, is the tree of life”—an aphorism that Lenin was particularly fond of,
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Cognition is a process, and encompasses reality only in its unending
motion; it apprehends things only in the asymptotic sense (the notion of
infinite approximation) and ultimately never fully grasps everything. But
that is a separate question, quite apart from the one we are analyzing here.

Let us take the concept of matter, the most abstract concept in physics
(in the broad sense of the word). The definition of matter in formal logic is
exceedingly empty and impoverished, but the dialectical concept includes
qualitative diversity, historical transformations of one type of matter into
another, and concrete properties in their relationships and transitions. This
is not the gray, mechanical, formless principle whose dullness so frightened
and dismayed the young Goethe when he read Holbach’s System of Nature 4
This is a unity divided in a diverse multitude of ways.

Idealism of every stripe has always tried in some fashion to impart to the
concept of the general an independent existence, a “true being,” in contradis-
tinction to the individual a3 an “inauthentic” being. The Platonic “idea™ is
nothing other than a hypostatized concept, a deified abstraction. The
medieval debate between the nominalists and the realists finished up with the
nominalists advancing the thesis “Universalia sunt nomina,” 5 while the real-
ists asserted the opposite, “Universalia sunt realia.”6 In precisely the same
way, concepts in Hegel’s objective idealism are transformed into essences, and
objective reality is measured against these concepts to see whether it corre-
sponds to this true reality (taking this approach, Hegel really only accepts
what corresponds to his own ideas!), instead of the other way round, with the
concepts measured against real things and processes in order to test whether
they correspond to the objective world. Hence Marx also considered that the
first form of materialism was nominalism, How furiously Marx attacked the
Hegelian replacement of pears, apples, and so forth with “fruit in general,” of
real objects with their logical shadows and reflections!

Lt is in this respect also that Feuerbach is particularly noteworthy. With
what noble passion Feuerbach protested against the transforming of logical
being into real bemg, and of real beinyg into logical being! With this aspect of
his system, Hegel turns the whole world upside down and forces it to walk
on its head, Precisely for this reason, Lenin wrote in his commentaries on
Hegel’s Science of Logic (“On the Question of Dialectics”):

Primitive idealism: the universal {concept, idea) is a particular being.... Butis not
modern-day idealism, Kant, Hegel, the idea of God, of the same nature {(absolately of
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the same nature)? Tables, chairs, and the ideus of tables and chairs; the world and
the idea of the world {(God), thing and *noumenon,” the unknowable “Thing-in-
itself™; the relationship between the earth and the sun, between nature in general
and law, loges, God. The dichotomy of human cognition and the possibility of ideal-
ism (= religion) are already geven in the firsi, elementary abstraction (“house” in

general and particular houses).”

Here, however, we want to stop in passing to clarify a point on which a
great deal of confusion has frequently reigned. The individual too has its
name, its “nomen.” Corresponding to this nomen is 2 concrete, individual
reality, a thing, a being, a process. The nomen itself is merely a reflection, a
logical correlate of this reality of the external world (or of the so-called
inner world, for example, the nomen “sensation”; this, however, is again a
special question). Here, therefore, we cannot substitute one for the other.
Now it might be asked: what is there in reality that corresponds to the gen-
eral, as a logical category? Is there nothing? Or does something corre-
spond to it after all? It is clear from what has been said above that an indi-
vidual being does not correspond to it. But what corresponds to it, or at
any rate can correspond to it, in reality? (We say “can” because an answer
from the realm of fantasy, as Lenin remarked in expanding on some aspect
of the question, leads to pure illusion, to which nothing corresponds.)
What can correspond to it, and usually does, is one or another feature,
property, or aspect, that exists in concrete things themselves, and that is
repeated in a multitude of such things. This feature, property, or aspect
does not exist apart from the specific individuals, Such characteristics are
not the essence of the thing, its particular individuality. But they exist as
properties of individual, concrete processes, of things, of beings. Such is
the dialectic of the general and the particular, captured superbly by Lenin
in the fragment quoted above,

[The] indtvidual exists only in the connection that leads to the universal. The univer-
sal exists only in the individual and through the individual. Every individual is {in
one way or another) a universal. Every universal is a fragment {or an aspect, or the
essence) of an individual. Every universal only approximately encompasses all the
individual objects. Every individual enters incampletely into the universal, and so on
and so forth. Every individual is connected by thousands of transitions with other

kinds of individuals (things, phenomena, and processes}, etc.8
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Here, however, we might be teased a little by Socratic irony. How can this
be? You have just sworn to the richness of dialectical abstractions, and here
you are, talking about their incompleteness! And not in the sense that cogni-
tion at any given moment is finite, and that it is infinite and complete only at
eternity, but in another, more prosaic sense: your “ynjversal” is now also
incomplete in relation to what you know, that is, to what is really accessible
to you in one way or another, and which you can talk about!

Here it really is necessary to provide a substantial explanation. A dialec-
tical concept represents a certain abndgement, condensation, abbreviation.
The richness of concrete attributes is, so to speak, asleep in it; it is present
in it potentially, and has to be developed. To put it crudely, the dialectical
concept of capital cannot replace all three volumes of Capital, and it is sim-
ply comical to demand that it do so. Science, philosophy; and thought in
general would be easy if this were otherwise! In this connection, there is yet
another curious question that descrves close scrutiny.

In Hegel’s Philosophy of Nature we encounter the following, passage:

If empirical natural science, like the philosophy of nature, also employs the category of
universality, it is often in some doubt a8 to whether it should ascribe to this category
an objective or subjective significance. We ofien hear that classes and orders are estab-
lished merely for the purposes of cognition. This uncertainty is further manifested in
the fact that we seck out the characteristics of objects not in the conviction that they
represent substantial objective atiributes of the things involved, but merely for the sake
of our convenience {sic!), since we are easily able o recognize things by these attributes.
¥f meaninghul attributes were only marks {sic!) for the purposes of recognition and
nothing more, we could for example say that an attribute of humankind is an earlobe
which po other animal posscsses. But here we immediately sense that such a
definition is inadequate for the cognition of what is important in 2 human being. ...
There is agreement that types do not only represent general characteristics, but are the
authentic inner essence of the objects themselves, just as arders serve not only to make
our surveys of animal life easier, but represent ladders of nature itself.?

In [Hegel’s] Encyclopedia there are also places where law, or the universal, is
equivalent to the species (hence his concept of the species). This tradition
goes back to Plato (see Hegel’s History of Philasophy, vol. 11). Here, howev-
e, we also find included a particular problem that does not coincide with
the one of which we spoke earlier, In reality, can we speak for example of the
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concept of the human species, Home sapiens, simply as the abstraction
“humanity in general,” like a *“table in general” or a “chair in general”? Or is
there something special here? And if so, what? There is indeed something
special here, and something extremely important: the concept of the human
species (a rung on the ladder of nature itself} is a collective concept. Corre-
sponding to it in objective reality is a real totality of mutually interacting
individuals, closely linked with one another, comprising a living unity, not a
“body” analogous to an individual animal, but a specific unity, a unity su:
generts, of which particular parts die while others anse, while in sum a bio-
logical species, changing in time, is present. Here there is a definite reality
corresponding to the concept of a species.

Things are exactly the same with other collective concepts, if correspon-
ding to them there is not just an intellectual totality (statistical or mathemati-
cal, for example), but a real one. By the concept of matter, for example, we can
understand the totality of all matters in their mutual assodations, transitions,
and transformations, This collective concept of matter, which includes all its
qualitative peculiarities, all its particular types, all its relationships and
processes, corresponds to objective reality. Here, thought has also proceeded
from the particular to the general, from the concrete to the abstract. But the
general here is itself a particular, a particular of the second order, singular and
plural, new, individual, a real unity, a real totality. Hence the debate concerning
the objective reality of a species is by no means a simple repetition of the
debate surrounding “nominalism” and “realism.” A species exists not as par-
ticular traits of individual animals, but as their current totality. The synthetic
function of cognition (a partcular feature or facet of the dialectical method,
which is both synthesis and analysis simultaneously) here consists not only in
the unification of particular features and properties, subjected to analysis, but
also in the (intellectual} unificabion of individuals, actually linked in real life,
and by virtue of this relationship counterposed to the “other” (that is, to other
species, to the external environment, and so forth).

The most supremely abstract of all concepts, the most concrete, the most
general, the totality of ail totalities, the relationship of all relationships, the
process of all processes 1s the concept of the all, the universe, the cosmos.
This most abstract of concepts ia at the rame time the totality of everything
concrete. Opposition itself dies out in it, since it encompasses everything,
and nothing stands in counterposition to it. All the storms of becoming are
played out in it, and it itself “flows” in infinite time and space, which exist
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merely as forms of its being. This is the great substance of Spinoza’s causa
sus; it is natura naturans and natura naturata simultancously, stripped of
their theological baggage. Objectively, this is the richness of everything, In
thought, in reflection, in conception, this is the sum of ail human knowl-
edge, worked out historically in the course of many millennia, combined
and elaborated into a system, into the vast and grand scientific picture of the
world, with its endless quantity of coordinated concepts, laws, and so forth.
Anything that is merely “immediately perceived” (which in fact is not possi-
ble!) is truly pitiable compared to this immensity!






7

Perception, Image, Concept

In his Philosophical Notebooks, Lenin posed the question: “Is sensuous rep-
resentation closer to reality than thought is?”

He answered: “Both yes and no. Sensuous representation cannot appre-
hend motion ¢f every kind; it cannot directly perceive motion at a velocity of
300,000 kilometers per second. But thought can and must apprehend it

This question, as is readily seen, is the same one we were already work-
ing on, the question of the relationship between the perceptibly concrete
and intellectually abstract, the question of mediated knowledge, but
addressed from a particular angle. We shall pose this question again in this
new context. When perception is being considered, the perceptible has to
be present, that is, the object, matter, or process itself. Perception occurs
only when there is direct contact between the subject and object. Material
contact is needed between the subject and object as material bodies. There
has to be some material action by the object on the material-physiological
organs of the subject, 80 that the latter receives the material “irritants”
whose psychological other-form is sense perception. In this sense, direct
sensory perceptions are closest of all to the real world. “Closest™ here
signifies the immediacy of the process itself. This is the principle of sensa-
tion (sense perception) about which sensationalists of all shades and persua-
stons have carried on their discourse, Here we find the material action of the
object on the subject. In this action, the object, according to Kant, “afficts”
the feelings of the subject. The object, so to speak, materially penetrates the
subject, bombarding it with light waves, sound waves, heat waves, and so
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forth. Since the external world here represents a diverse source of “irri-
tants,” and the energy of this external irritation 1s transformed into the
“motion” of the subject’s nervous-physiological apparatus, a “motion”
whose other-being is sense perception (sensation), it is evident that such
direct perceptions (or sensations) are closest of all to reality.

The image (or representation) is already a distancing from reality, and a¢
the same time it is a step closer to reality. Why is this so?

Anstotle writes in De Anima: “... no one can learn or understand any-
thing in the absence of the senses, and when the mind is actively aware of
anything it is necessarily aware of it along with an image; for images are like
sensuous contents except that they contain no matter.”?

This means—Anistotle here is basically right—that an object can also be
imagined if it is not directly present, but only on the basis of former sensa-
tions. Here, however, the element of connection among multiple sensations
is overlooked, that is, an aspect of the whole is left out. An image reproduces
in a merged or blended form various sensations as they relate to an object,
and it is precisely the presence in the image of this connection among multi-
ple perceptions that makes the image closer to the object, to reality. It is
closer, however, not in the sense of directness {in this respect it is more
remote), but in the sense of its being more complete.

The subsequent process of cognition {in cssence, it is the historical
process of cognition that is being depicted here in the abastract) leads to the
formation of concepts; here, as we know, is the transition to the general. We
have analyzed this process in detail, and for the purposes of the present
question, we can sum it up as follows: in the respect of directness, for exam-
ple, the “scientific picture of the world” is immeasurably further from reality
than sensations and images. But it is the complex product of complex
thought, and in the sense of the adequateness of the reflection it provides, it
is immeasurably closer to this reality, fuller, closer, more variegated.

Here we are approaching the question from the same direction as Lenin,
when he grasped it with such brilliant simplicity.

In fact, we shall use his example. The eye sees light. Light has a velocity
of 300,000 kilometers per second. This velocity conditions the fact that the
eye sees light in general. But the eye cannot observe the speed of light in the
same way that it observes (sees) the speed of a moving automobile or train,
where changes in the spatial relationship between the train and the sur-
rounding objects are fixed visually. The subject cannot therefore imagine a
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speed of 300,000 kilometers per second in visual terms. The imagination is
powerless here. But it is possible to think about such a velocity as much as
one likes, and every physicist constantly works with this concept. All “astro-
nomical magnitudes” exceed the bounds of the imagination, but all
astronomers use them constantly. A light-year is unimaginable as a unit of
distance, but in astronomy it is a standard measurement. Infinitely small and
infinitely large magnitudes can neither be sensed in their infinite extent, nor
are they imaginable. Nevertheless, we think about them, they are objects of
scientific study, and in a whole number of instances in mathematics and
technology they have great practical significance.

The relationship between the physical {more precisely, physiological) and
the psycbological as its other-being is not imaginable visually, but we never-
theless think about it. Let us turn once again, however, to the experimental
sciences as usually understood. We do not have a sense organ that can direct-
ty perceive electricity, but by observing electncity with sensing instruments,
we have developed an electromagnetic theory of matter. Detecting electrons
individually and collectively in experiments, we create an electromagnetic
picture of the universe. We cannot see ultraviolet rays, but we think about
them in profound terms. We cannot directly sense or imagine the infinite
number of alpha, beta, gamma, and other rays, with their enormous velocities
and so forth, but we think about them and their velocities. We cannot see X
rays; we cannot directly perceive or have a sense-based representation of the
splitting of an atom of radium; we cannot directly perceive or have images of
the temperatures and pressures inside the sun or some other star; but we
think about all this in sophisticated fashion. And so forth.

What is the point here? The point ia that our senses are limited, but that
our cognition as a process is boundless, Beyond a certain threshold of stm-
ulation our senses refuse to serve us. The limited nature of sengory images is
connected with this. The actual number of senses we possess is trifling,
something we can only regret, whatever Feuerbach might have said. Qur
senses are also very imperfect. As observed by Standfuss, the male of the
Saturn fruit butterfly can detect the scent of the female at a distance of
fifteen kilometers.3 The visual acuity of cagles is well known; so too is the
ability of dogs to orient themselves using their sense of smell, and so forth. If
it were not for people’s ability to think, they would not have made much
progress in cognizing and mastering the world! In terms of their senses,
dogs rate highly; they smell and hear better than we do. Other creatures can
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see incomparably better, How is it that human beings are “superior™® With-
out an understanding of the process of formation of the human brain and of
the capacity for thought, a process that has developed historically among
socialized human beings, making sense of this situation is impossible.
Let us go still further. A sensation furnishes the particular; it cannot
embrace everything at once. You cannot perceive the endless diversity of
nature (in this case, that is, see it, hear it, smell it, and so on). But we can think
about it, and we must do so. In aphoristic terms, we might say that sensation is
anti-philosophical, while thought on the other hand is philosophical. But
where is this leading us? Are we not performing a somersault and finishing up
showing an idealistic disdain for the empirical, for experience as derived from
sensory data® Are we not tuming into supporters of breaking off contacts with
the sensory world, into supporters of mental as opposed to sensory percep-
tion? Are we not about to seek a Platonic “mental space,” which we can only
approach through the mind, spitting on the lowly senses? Are we not preach-
ing extra-sensory knowledge? Are we not Crossing over to a sort of universal
apriorism? We might after all be asked: “How do you know about all this,
aboutall your radiation, X rays, velocities, and everything else that you, in your
own words, do not sense, that you cannot form a mental image of, but that you
think about? What sort of mystification is this? Answer, if you please!™
The answer is simple: we know about all this from experience and
through our senses. But the real question is: how? When I stand next to an
electric fumace and look at the temperature gauge, I sec various arrows and so
forth, and on their basis Judge the temperature. I do not stick my finger into
the furnace; | would not be able to sense the degree of heat, but would simply
get bumned, just as I would not be able to sense the cold of liquid oxygen if I
put my hand into it, but would immediately lose my hand. I do not sense X
rays directly, but sense the evidence of them provided by mstruments. I do
not see, do not hear, do not smell, and so on, the chemical elements of stars,
but perceive the- signals of instruments that perform the process of spectral
analysis (that is, [ mainly see the corresponding readings on the ins truments),
and 1 draw various conclusions from this. I see high or low temperatures indi-
rectly; I see huge pressures as they register on a manometer; I see huge
degrees of clectrical potential by the arrows of measuring instruments. Here
there are relationships in which one sense acts in Place of another. Both expe-
rience and perception come into play here, but perception of another order.
Here the object is not sensed directly, but it is nevertheless sensed indirectly.
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In order for intellectual conclusions to be drawn, an enormous sum of previ-
ously accumulated experience has to be present; otberwise, it would be
impossible to decipher these perceptions coming from the instruments. On
the basis of the gauge, I determine the temperature in the electric furnace. I
cannot sense such a temperature. Nor can I imagine it, that is, form a sensory
image of it as warm or hot. But I can think about it. Why? Because thought 1s
capable of comparing, of forming inteHectual conclusions, of generalizing. I
think of gigantic temperatures, of their influence on various bodies, of t?w
velocity of molecules, and so forth,a whole list of relationships and media-
tions. I can think of a temperature of 1,000 degrees as being n times greater
than any temperature that I have felt or can imagine in sensory terms, just as,
to use Lenin’s example, I can think of the speed of Light as being a velocity
known to me, multiplied by # times. 1 can think of this as an integral quantity,
but I cannot imagine it in sensory terms, and stll less can I perceive it. In all
these examples, however, everything has its source i feeling and experience;
without sight (the visual sensing of movement on the dials of instruments),
without previous experience, without experience in general, no knowledge
would be imparted. I identify the chemical elements in a star on the basis of
experience and of perceptions, but not on the basis of the direct effect of this
star on my sensory organs. | also identify them through intellectual work; I
am not merely sensing and perceiving. Here we find a dialectical progression
from sensation to thought, and their dialectical unity. It is significant that
Hegel’s idealism obliges him to show a disdainful attitude toward the data of
empirical science, toward the sensory in general, despite dialectics. On the
other hand, it is often possible, especially among scientific experts, to find
that abstract thought is clearly underrated. Feuerbach’s formula is inade-
quate, the one that states: “The senses tell us everything, but in order to
understand their discourse, we need to link them together. To read the gospel
of the senses in a cohercnt way means to think™4

Great intellectual labor is needed in order to establish this link—that
is, the process of developing concepts, laws, interconnections, and ever
more profound generalizations. It is in this process that we find “where
the dog is buried.”

Here, though, we return to the question we touched on right at the
beginning of this work, when we were polemicizing against the solipsists. In
examining the process of cognition, present-day bourgeois philosophy
operates constantly with an imaginary Eve before her fall. This philosophy
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regards the subject as having a sort of idiotic holiness: when this subject
encounters an object, he or she sees and hears for the very first time. The
subject merely scnses. But as we explained in some detail, there are no such
subjects. All new perceptions are experienced simultaneously with images
and concepts. In essence, for every subject the “sensations” remaining from
direct perception (“warm,” “cold,” “red,” and so on) are the product of
analysis. In reality, people see, hear, and feel other people, trees, tables, bells,
cannon, and so forth, having historically formed concepts of all this; they by
no means start the entire historical process from the beginning, ab ovo. If it
were otherwise, humanity would be running etemnally in one and the same
spot—that is, acting out some fantastic fairy-tale about a white bull-calf. For-
tunately, things are not really like this; the tale of the white bull-calf is only
played out on the pages of works of bourgeois philosophy.

Therefore, to speak crudely and metaphorically, when a person perceives
he or she carries within himself or herself a developed system of concepts,
more or less adequate to reality. Hence, the closeness to reality of which Lenin
spoke actually consists also of the fact that direct contact with reality via the
senses (something expressed in sensations) i3 accompanied hy a fusion of
these sensations with a whole, closely related (closely in the sense of reflec-
tion, that is, more and more truthful) system of concepts. Hence any sociahized
human being, that is, thinking human being, does not wander in the world like
a sleepwalker, as a subject filled with a “chaos of sensations,” but orients him-
self or herself more or less adequately in the external world. This is because
the person in one way or another knows the world; he or she does not merely
sense, but already knows. This knowledge is not a priori, but it is “given” at
every moment before each new sensation, and sensation, which in the final
analysis (in the final analysis historically!) is the source of thought, the fount of
concepts, falls in any subject into a whole sea of already formed concepts.

But since these latter already to a considerable degree correspond in one
way or another to objective reality, any further orientation in the world is noth-
ing other than a further synthesis of sensation and thought, that is, transforma-
tions of sensation into thought, the sucking in by thought of new aspects of
sensation, While becoming more remote from direct sensation, thought there-
fore draws closer to reality, testing itself directly through objective practice, in
which the subject, actively mastering an object theoretically, actively, and in
directly material fashion masters it practically, transforming its very substance
and establishing the closest possible relationship with it.
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Living Nature and the
Artistic Attitude toward It

A commonplace objection to materialism has focused on poetry and fee]in.g.
Developed, for example, from the point of view of hylozoism and hylozoist
pantheism (this theme was presented with particular force Py Goethe,
including in his critique of Holbach quoted above), this objection Protests
at the fading away of the directly emotional and poetical significance
(according to Avenarius, “affectional,” and positive) of colors, sounds, and

so forth. In relation to this, we may note in lapidary faghion:

1. Holbach is not a “model.” Dialectical materialism, as opposed to the
mechanistic variety, affirms the qualitative diversity of the world, and the
endlessly varied forms of its associations.

2. Itis by no means true that dialectical materialism considers colors and so
on to be merely subjective. A rose is red in relation to the eye.

3. A human being, while experiencing influences from the direction of nature,
also feels (sees, hears, smells, and s0 on) an infinitely small part of the world.

4. When a human being has a “gcientific picture of the world,” he or she
possesses an immeasurably richer whole (with an infinite .number c')f
properties, associations, laws, aspects, types, and so on). This aesthetic
(if we are to look at the situation from this angle) is far richer than the
aesthetic of primitive savages in their supposed (to a significant degree,
illusory) capacity of “naive realists.”
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5. Into this picture, there also enters a sentient human being with all sorts
of “copies of reflections” and so on—reflections of varying degrees, of
varying depth and breadth,

6. This picture of the world is therefore adequate, to the extent that cognition
allows, to actual reality, to the real universe, and is an infinite number of
times richer than the picture with which the hylozoists and pantheists,
when they contemplate it in direct artistic fashion, are so enraptured.

7. In particular, it should be noted that into our developing understanding
of the infinite universe (infinite in time, in extent, and in respect of
quantity and quality) there enters also an understanding of the possibil-
ity of the infinite change and development of nature and humanity, and
also of cognition of the universe, since here, so to speak, we find an
infinitely vast fund of hidden riches, revealed in diverse ways through
the infinite cognitive process.

There is also, however, another side to the process: this is the theme of hv-
ing nature, of the life of the cosmos.

Hegel in his Philosophy of Nature directly celebrates Goethe for his pan-
theistic-hylozoist attitude toward the life of the cosmos, for his vital under-
standing of nature. It is curious, however, that in the same work he observes
that nature and the cosmos should not be confused, since nature is the cos-
mos, or the world, minus the “spiritual essences.” Here Hegel betrays dialec-
tics in two ways. First, “spiritual essences” are divorced from corporeality;
thus, one aspect of a unitary being is hypostatized—that is, a metaphysical
freezing of its spiritual nature takes place. The second betrayal, still more
important, lies m the fact that thinking and perceiving beings are torn away
from nature; that is, in place of a relative, dialectical juxtaposition, a bifurca-
tion of something which is unitary in character, we find an absolute juxtaposi-
tion. In particular, human beings are regarded only as “anti-members”™ of
nature, and not as part of nature. Humanity is regarded as a supernatural prin-
ciple. If animals are excluded from the category of “spiritual beings,” then
human beings are also excluded from the organically evolved category.

However, let us return to our topic.

In what sense can we speak of the cosmos as a living entity? Not in the
sense of Schelling’s world spirit; nor in the sense of the monadology of
Leibniz; nor in the sense of mystics such as Jakob Boehme, nor in the sense
of logos, of religious cosmogonies, and so forth. So in what sense? In the
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the most diverse forms, and there is nothing accidental about the longing of
townsfolk for sunshine, green fields, flowers, and stars. Biologically, a human
being “takes delight” in nature just as he or she eats plants and animals and
takes pleasure in food, drink, and satisfying the instinct to multiply. The wind,
sun, forest, water, mountain air, the sea—to a certain degree these (oo are pre-
conditions for maintaining a corpus sanwun in which the mens is sana. This is
also a sort of requirement of nature, if we may use such a term.

In all such processes there is also the basis for an emotional bond
between people and nature. But a human being is not “a person in general”;
he or she is a social, social-historical person. Hence this original basis is
complicated to a high degree and in various ways dependent on the individ-
ual’s social psychology and type of thinking (which is concretely historical,
involving particular ideologies). The factors at work here may include, for
example, religious beliefs, a complex of poetical and metaphorical attitudes,
or an expansion of knowledge of the universe and a realization of its eternal
and infinite nature, of its motion, and of its great dialectics. Nature can
therefore be experienced in emotional and mystical fashion, as a god; as a
great all; as “primal mother earth™; in a relatively narrow, geomorphic sense;
in a broader, heliocentric manner; or in the broadest possible fashion, as the
universe, and s0 on. Artistic perception and contemplation passes over into
thought, and back again, since emotional life is not isolated, and is not a dis-
tinct spiritual substance. One might also make an analysis and commentary
from this point of view in regard to the ancient Greek concept of eros.

The process of biological adaptation, with all its enormously varied
interactions, is a truly immense subject, It should not be forgotten that in
this (in the broad sense) historical process all the so-called basic instincts
became established, including the instinct for self-preservation and the
instinct for the perpetuation of the species—mighty forces. It is therefore no
accident that, for example, love and death, in sublimated and socio-histori-
cally conditioned forms, play such an exceptionally prominent role.

Biological adaptation, uniike the social varicty, is passive. Hence the cor-
responding emotional basis of the relationship to nature, that is, the basis of
the artistic-aesthetic attitude toward nature, of contemplation of it, delight in
it, immersion, dissolution in it, and so forth, differs quite sharply from the
basis of the actively practical and actively cognitive-intellectual attitude. Do
we not have here the roots of the fact that aesthetics (the aesthetics of Kant
in particular!) take the “disinterestedness” of artistic emotion as a construc-
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tive cl:laractcristic? We shall give warning in advance: this point of view is
one-sided, and is far from exhausting the whole topic. Nevertheless, it
-encompasses that side of the topic that js most closely related to the aesthet-
1cs of nature. (It is far, far from embracing aesthetics as a whole! But for now,
we are not concerned with the other aspects!)

- Let us return to our starting point of living nature. The demand for a “liv-
ing” study, seeing an object as a “living” process, and so on, is a terminology
often encountered in the works of Lenin. When used in relation to objects

that stricto sensu are not alive, it is of course a metaphorical reference to

dialectical cognition as cognition ofa fluid, mobile state of being, a reference
to th.e flexibility of intellectual forms, and only this. But here, we are already
passing on to another question, which will be taken up in the next chapter.
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understanding of anything modern, of anything qualitatively new. Antino-
mies will seem like an eternal mystery, an impassable barrier, and we- shall
never reach an understanding of the whole in its “iving” m.obility and in the
diversity of its interrelated parts when thosc parts are considered se[farately.

The one-sidedness of the rational cognition of the part has as its tf)ta]

opposite the “direct contemplation of the whole,” which le.ads beyond ration-
al cognition altogether. On this, Hegel wrote in The ,"’hzlosapky of Nature:
“Fyen less acceptable are references to what has been g1.ven the name of Cf)n-
templation, and which to previous philosophers has in fact bet?.n nothing
other than a means through which ideas and fantasies (and als.o wild extrava-
gances) act by analogy™ And elsewhere: “In childr:en a.nd. animals we find a
natural unity of thought and contemplation, a unity which at t‘)est can be
called feeling, but not spirituality. ... We should not head off 1nt0“:.mpty
abstraction, should not scek salvation in the absence of knowledge..

This is polite, but very biting. Concealed here is a jibe at S.chellmg, who
considered cognition to be the highest form of intuition, all things to be -SBIT-
sations, and all of nature “frozen” or «petrified” thought. "I.'o be fair, it
should be added that, on the one hand, Schelling’s works contam'many ele-
ments that passed into Hegel’s syster and, on the othcr? Hf.:gel. hlm.:}elf, the
historical Hegel, was not characterized exclusively by objective idealism. He
was not a “dry” panlogician, but also a mystic in the mo'st rezlll sense of the
word, and for him, nature without ideas was merely a gigantic corpse. But
this is en passant, a digression. . .

The old “philosophy of nature” had a good many contemplative-mysti-
cal-intuitive features. In our own time, philosophizing sorcerers ade sooth-
sayers have erected a whole Tower of Babel of “thec?retical” rubbish, trul'y
worthy of animals. The term “direct contemplation” is self—.explanator).(. Itis
either artistic-aesthetic “immersion in nature,” bound up with the sensing of
2 bond with nature and the experiencing of this sensation (as such, “direct
contemplation” is both natural and legitimate, so long as it does u?t.excpres:s
a claim to replace thought, intellectual cognition, rcason), or else, it u'; a reli-
gious-mystical attitude; that is, one formed under condmf)ns of do'mnilance-
subordination, with recognition of the intuitive as the hlghest-pnnmple crf
cognition. In the latter case, it makes a blatantly importunate clam'l to s-ubsu-

tute itself for everything rational and reasonable. Here the central idea is that
of a hierarchical integer, a whole, a totality. But this “whole” is counterpo'sed
not only to the rational, dead whole asscmbled in one-sided, mechanical
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fashion out of its component parts, but also to the dialectical whole, existing
in the realm of thought as a “second concrete,” and reflecting a reality which

is unified and at the same time diverse, the unity of which Hegel wrote, pre-
cisely in relation to nature:

[A] theoretical and thinking consideration of nature. --[aims] at comprehending that
which is universal in nature as it presents itself in a determinate form, i.e., forces,

laws, genera. Here the content is not a simple aggregate, but is distributed through

orders and classes, and must be regarded as an organic whole.?

This means that reasoning thought, in contrast to the rationalist variety, is

far from imagining a whole as a collection of parts; it thinks of it as a real,
indivisible unity with internal relations between opposites, a whole of which
any part, once separated, immediately destroys the whole, and ceases to be
that which it was in the relationship of this whole. Rationalist cognition
exists “in sublated form™ within reasoning cognition, in the way that formal
logic exists within dialectical logic. Reasoning cognition does not for a
moment rule the quantitative out of account, but it perceives the transforma-
tion of the quantitative into the qualitative. It does not strike out the particu-
lar, but sees it in relation to the whole. It does not kill off oppositions, but
embraces them both in their mutual interpenetrations and singly. The sor-

cerers and soothsayers of modern mysticism totally deny rational cognition,

measures, weights, figures, analysis, synthesis, dialectics, rationality, and rea-
son, They even counterpose the soul (Seele) to the so-called spirit, or mind

(Geist). Tearing thought apart from feeling, they seek in intuition, in the

unconscious, and in insensible immersion in the object, with mystical reve-

lations, to find ideoclogical assistance for themselves in their struggle both
with the heritage of the Enlightenment era and, above all, in their struggle
against Marxism, which throughout the world has raised the most promi-
neat banner of the intellect and of rational cognition in general,

Whom Zeus wisbes to destroy, he first deprives of reason. Reason is
replaced here partly by mysticism, and partly by a foxlike cunning. The mys-
trcal “whole” turns out to be a cosmic hierarchy of fascist social values, the
universalization of the caste ladder of fascism. The pronouncements of
Hitler, seen as embodiments of suprarational grace, are taken (o be the episte-
mological criteria for truth. Here all grounds for dispute disappear, since one
cannot function from a reasonable point of view while using the categories of
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not as a mystical process, but rather—since we are speaking of science and
philosophy—as the scientific instinct, separated off and developed by the
culture of thought. In no way does it negate either the intellect or rational
cognition. Hence Marx, for example, wrote of Ricardo: “Ricardo possesses
... a strong logical instinct” { Capital). !

Lenin expounded superbly both on “dreams” and on “fantasies” (1n sci-
ence and philosophy). As is well known, he gave them their due. But he
found truly great words in which to sing a celebratory ode to human reason
and reasoning cognition. We are no longer speaking here of the immense,
paramount significance of practice in the theory of cogmition, something
quite unattainable to dry, one-sided rationalism. This is why dialectical cog-
nition is a far higher form than rational cognition, and simply cannot be
compared with animallike mystical contemplation. In Shakespeare’s Henry

¥ the archbishop says:

The age of miracles is past,
and we must seek causes

for all that happens upon the earth. ...

Cataleptic states, hallucinatory raving, lethargy, suggestion and other phe-
nomena of hypnosis, elements in the actions of shamans and quacks, fakirs
and Hiodu sorcerers—all these have become objects of real cognition. This
cognition drives out, as old, barbaric forms of consciousness, mysticism of
any and all types and hues that has been elevated into an ontological pringi-
ple, a principle of being.

Dialectics does away with the analytical disconnectedness both of nature
and of humanity, with the rigid isolation and absolutization of various
aspects of matter and spirit, with the metaphysical seclusion of isolated
“things.”

Dialectics bears on its shield integrity and unity, but not a solid and
undifferentiated unity, and not elementary integrity, but integrity of an open,
mobile, contradictory, diverse variety, with an endless range of characteris-
tics, aspects, interlinkages, shifts, and interdependencies, and with the iden-
tity of its opposite.

Hoc signo vincis!'3

10

Practice in General
and Practice in the Theory
of Cognition

Earliez, we dealt with the naive claim of the agnostics to be reasoning on the
basis of their sense perceptions alone, and thus to be able to demonstrate
the unreality or incognizability of the external world.

This claim proved to be baseless and comic, From this we may conclude
that any philosophical reasoning, since it operates with concepts, which are
a social product, the product of thousands of years of mental work, must
because of this very fact operate on the broad basis of 2ll the achieve’mems
of science, leaving behind all the fuss and bother of foolish subjectivists.

Scit.ance, however, tells us that in historical terms, the starting point was
the 'flctwe, practical relationship between humanity and nature. Not contern-
pl:auon, and not theory, but practice; not passive perception, but action. In
this sense Goethe’s dictum “In the beginning was the deed,” when counter-
posed to the evangelical-Platonic-Gnostic dictum “In the heginning was the

w‘ord”—rhat is, logos, or reason—furnishes us with a precise expression of
historical reality. Marx noted this repeatedly: in his notes on the book by
Adolf Wagner, in which he heaps scorn on the closeted professorial view
according to which objects are passively “given” to humanity; in his Fol

Family; in his Theses on Feuerbach; throughout the whole text of Capitag
and together with Engels, in the brilliant pages of The German Ideology. ,
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destroys all such concepts, since it alters the very starting point, presenti.ng
the subject in his or her active-creative instead of passive-contemplétwc
functions. Least of all is the subject in the midst of external nature a pnison-
cr in chains, confined to a cave by a “noble” slave-owning philosopher. Such
a subject is not a slave, but to an increasing degree controls the surrounding
natural world, despite also being completely dependent on it (another
dialectical contradictiont).

Scientific categories are in no sense conventional signs, labels selected
arbitrarily for the purpose of distinguishing between things, like Heg.el’s
already mentioned human earlobe. Scientific categories are representations
of objective characteristics, qualities, relationships, and laws of t.hings and of
real processes, objective processes, material processes. Practice, tc.)o,
demonstrates this in thoroughly convincing fashion. As [Vladimir] Ilyich
[Lenin] puts it succinctly: “The result of activity is the test of subjective
cognition and the criterion of objectivity which truly is.”3 .

From a certain point of view it might be said that practice is superior to

theory (conditionally, relatively!), since it is through practice that thougl'-lt
(theory) manifests itself in the objective, takes material shape, am? i8
objectified in the real world. Simple syllogisms are syllogisms, the gyration
and inversion of ideas, that is, movement in the sphere of thought. Metaphor-
ically speaking, they are understood laws, reflections of laws, coordinaFed
with subjective aims. Through practice, they become steeped in the objective;
they take material form in the technological process and its satisfact-ory rem-]lt,
that is, they manifest their truthfulness, their correspondence with reality.
The correctness of thought is embodied in the “correct” flow of the material
process and in the “correct” material result-—that is, a result corresponding to
the goal. The process “Bows” in line with the concept ofa matenial la, on the
basis of which this process was coordinated earlier with a certain goal to
which it has also led. Its progress and its end result have already been presup-
posed, consciously anticipated. Figuratively speaking, thought has been pro-
jected into matter, and has been tested by way of the matenial, proving its own
power through the power of practice. It is in this that the supreme theoretical-
cognitive, epistemological significance of practice consists.

In this connection, let us recall the a priori categories of Kant. These are not
treated by Kantians as “innate ideas,” nor as a historical prius. For Kantians,
they are a logical prius, indispensable forms of sensory experience whit-:h serve
to impose order, mechanisms through which the chaos of phenomena is trans-
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formed into an ordered cosmos. As Kant himself states in his Prolegomena,
they serve “as it were, for the storage of phenomena, so that these can be
read as experience.” Qutside these categories, experience is impossible; it is
something formless. Within them, experience takes on form, while they in
turn acquire content. These categories, according to Kant, are extra-expeni-
ential; they themselves are conditions, indispensable, a priori conditions for
any and all experience. Such are the categorics of quantity, quality, relation
(together with the categories of substance, causality, and interaction), and
modality. Also, the forms of perception: time and space. What place can
mere practice have amid such company?

All these categories and forms of perception, however, are considered to be

a priori because they were formed on the basis of experience and have been
confirmed by practice, billions upon billions of times over many tens of thou-
sands of years. They represent the most persistent, general, constantly
encountered patterns, perennially tested by practice, by all that endlessly
diverse, immensely prolonged labor practice of humanity. On this basis, they
have been retained as universal axioms of experience. We shall not enter now
into a discussion of the four sets of three categories, or make examining them a
particular topic, Here we are interested in other things. Let us take, for exam-
ple, time. Is it really not clear that any act of labor presupposes an “orientation
in time™? In hunting, agriculture, irrigation, seafaring, journeys through
deserts—in each case, in the molecules of labor experience, and in the larger
aggregations of such experience, the anticipation (or expectation) of certain
temporal relationships has been tested and verified through practice. The
measurement of time, and time as an objective form of the existence of the
material world, have had a corresponding reflection in the human brain, a
reflection obtained through experience and tested endlessly in practice.

Kant set out to subjectivize the objective, but in apriorism itself, the shad-
ow of objectivity is already present. It is no accident that in the case of another
“a priori” concept, the category of causality, the great Konigsberg ascetic
finished up in such confusion that he was again forced volens-nolens to objec-
tify this subjective, which according to his doctrine was a category. This
occurred when he constructed a bridge of causality between “things-in-them-
sclves” and the subject, whose senses they “affict” When the priests of Egypt
foretold the floods of the Nile and in this way oriented works of agriculture;
when the Babylonians dug canals and built temples and palaces according to
calendars; when irrigation works in China, and the building of the Great Wall,
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were conducted according to chronological indications; when Taylor intro-
duced time and motion study; when gigantic five-year plans in the Soviet
Union were implemented according to calendar schedules—what do you
think? Whas the notorious “a priori form of perception” not verified in practice
in every wave of the flood of tme? Of course it was. Not, however, as the a pn-
ori form of perception of Kant’s transcendental subject, but as the objective
shape of the world, reflected in the concept of time. The same applies to
space, causality, and so forth. In short, here as well practice has played, is play-
ing, and will play an exceptionally important role. How can we fail to under-
stand the epistemological, theoretical-cognitive significance of practice?

But this category too, like everything on earth, is capable of being misin-
terpreted.

Will there be troubled times, or not?

Will only weeds grow in the garden?

Unfortunately, there have been weeds growing in the philosophical gar-
den too. They have been sown by so-called pragmatsm, and today’s fascist
“actualists” have turned them into a real narcotic, blooming in the garbage
dumps of fascist ideology. William James expanded the concept of experi-
ence, including in it everything that is possible and impossible (“what you
want, you ask for™), right up to the point of mystical religious experience
(see his Varieties of Religious Experience). In his works, “practice” took on
its own similarly universal character, encompassing any voliional situation,
any activity no matter how manifested. The “practice” of religious feeling
and of mystical raving was also “practice.” The businessman, exploiting,
wrading, carousing, praying for forgiveness from his sins, a man making
money, for whom time is money and not an “a priori form of perception™—
this ultimate American philistine has found a fitting ideology in pragmatism,
The practical criterion of truth has accordingly degencrated as well. The
starting point here has ceased to be objective change in the objective world
(which, from the point of view of theory, includes the verification of cogni-
tion through practice), but is now “usefulness,” understood in an exceed-
ingly broad and subjective sense. If a lie is useful to a swindler, then that lie
is the truth. If religion comforts an old woman, then it is the truth. Here, in
the “instrumentalist,” “pragmatist” point of view, in “usefulness,” everything
hus becowe degencrate. In yocial terms, this is the ideology of the bourgeois
trader; logically, it is worthless, the prostitution of the concepts of expen-
ence, practice, activity, and truth.
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Nevertheless, “practice in general” and “practice in the theory of cogni-
tion” have reached their extreme levels of degeneracy in the modern-day fas-
cist “philosophers” (sit venia verbo—i.c., if [ may be excused for using the
word “philosopher” in this context). On the basis of their bloody belligeren-
cy and social demagogy, that is, of their whole system of deceptions, masks,
and myths (the making of imaginary worlds elevated into a method with a
principled foundation), a philosophy of extreme voluntarism arises. The
subject is declared to be a “political being” (not merely a “social being").
Everything which is of use to the politics of fascism is true; truth, therefore,
is an emanation of fascist “practice” {(about which no more need be said).
But since the degree of usefulness is defined by Herr Hitler, the criterion of
truth, the epistemological criterion, lies in the hands of this gentleman, like
Aaron’s rod in the Bible. There is no “philosophy of revelation” to compare
with this! Here things are much simpler: “revelation” flows directly from the
eloquent tongue of the head bandit! Whatever would Schelling make of
this? The old but eternally new principle of correspondence to reality (this
absolute principle, which manifests itself in relative fashion on the scale of
all cognition) here falls away completely. The fact that the thesis “the Com-
munigts set fire to the Reichstag” is advantageous to the fascist brigands
means that it is true. Myth is raised here to the status of principle. As can
readily be seen, this represents the extreme degree of degeneration of philo-
sophical thought. To the extent that one can talk about cognition at all in
this case, cognition negates itself. The object of cognition disappears, and in
its place an illusion is installed; the ideology is that of deception.

Only this kind of socaal setting, which in its essence (that is, in the funda-
mental tendencies of its development) is aimed against these particular
“philosophers” (as fabricators of ideology for and representatives of a deca-
dent, rotten bourgeoisie), could engender its own negation in their heads.

Hence also the pure voluntarism, combined with profound inner despair
and pessimism, the latter drowned out by all sorts of bloodthirsty Horst
Wessel songs and other products of fascist creativity. In this way capitalism,
which as it progresses, is rushing toward non-being, from being to nothing-
ness and otherness, also reduces to nothingness the process of cognition.
For capitalism, dialectics is indeed tragic!

Practice, material practice, gives birth to theory. It bas always lain at the
basis of theory, since mental labor arose out of material labor, separating
itself off and becoming autonomous. Practice engenders theory, since it con-
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tinually places new tasks before cognition. Theory, which is an extension of
practice and at the same time its opposite, enriches practice and broadens it.
We thus see here a truly dialectical movement. Practice is something coun-
terposed to theory; theory negates practice, and vice versa. But theory pass-
es over into practice. The unity of theory and practice is the repreduction of
life in its fundamental definitions. This was also expressed in idealist terms
by Hegel, who spoke of “the unity of the theoretical and practical idea™ (in
his Science of Logir, Encyclopedia, Philosophy of Nature, and elsewhere).
Hence, if we understand P as being practice, T as theory, and P as enriched
practice, the process as a whole is represented by the formula:

P-T-P’; P*-T"-P”; P*T™-P*” and so forth.

Qut of the relanonships between theory and practice there flows also the
relationship between the criteria of truth. The practical, “instrumental” cri-
terion coincides with the criterion of “correspondence to reality™; practical
success is achieved because reason really was reason, because ideas corre-
sponded to reality, and were a correct representation of it. In essence, the
principle of economy also coincides with this, so long as it is understood in
its rational form, and not in a form that justifies the saying “simple-minded-
ness is worse than thievery.” Thought is “economical” precisely when it cor-
responds to reality, when there is nothing in 1t that is superfluous, that is,
incorrect, not corresponding to reality. When thinking is economical, the
whole process of thought, taken as a whole, is at its most productive, since it
is not led off onto crocked paths.

The various mediating mechanisms that provide a link between theory and
practice include scientific experiment. Here there 18 practical change, material
change in the substance of nature (for example, in laboratories, under artificial
conditions of a second order, 8o to speak), accompanied by a corresponding
reworking of thought. Here we find the material tools for the process, highly
complex apparatus, measuring instruments, marvelous technical devices
which broaden our experience to an extraordinary degree {devices such as the
microscope, X-ray equipment, microscales, and so on). The factory laboratory
is an objectified complex in which knowledge and practice, industry and theo-
refical science make direct contact, and pass over into one another.

So far, we have toucbed on the variety of practice involved in changes to
the substance of nature. But one can also speak of the practice involved in
changes in soctal relations and in the theoretical side of this process (the
social sciences). It is not hard to see that among the representatives of a
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.moc?e of production that is docomed to perish, the radius of cognition
1ne.v1ta.bly diminishes, and science rapidly becomes transformed into apolo-
getics; conservative, reactionary, counterrevolutionary practice has a corre-
3p01.1ding ideological reflection. “Science® in this case becomes subjective
and its class subjectivism acts as a fetter on development, not as a form of it.,
Moreover, this “science” takes on forms that are actively hostile to the main
tendencies of development, to a much greater degree than is the case with
the theoretical areas of the natural sciences.

-Mancism, by contrast, achieves the unity of great theory with great revo-
lutionary practice; the practice of Lenin and Stalin brilliantly confirms their
t%lcory. Also stemming from this quality of Marxism are the brilliant predic-
tions made by Marx and Engels, who foresaw historical events a century

ahead. The French have a saying: Savoir c’est prévoir, “to know is to fore-

see.” Not only to foresee, however, but also to act successfully. Knowledge

foresight, and brilliant practical successes are the characteristic traits m,c
N.[arx.ism, as social theory and as practice. The course of the whole world-
historical process, including the development of science, confirms the cor-
rectness of the mighty generalizations of Marxist materialist dialectics.



11

Practical, Theoretical,
and Aesthetic Attitudes toward
the World, and Their Unity

The starting point is a historical examination of the topic (an examination of
that which is historical, dialectical, in the process of becoming). Marx and
Engels, i The German Ideology, were justified in regarding h.istory- as an m:tf:.-
gral science that could be broken down, in line with a process of objective divi-
sion of the whole, into the history of nature and the history of society. (Iere,
we are inevitably geocentric for the present, since we know nothing about the
“people” of other planets; they exist for us merely as dynamed and flot
energria, as Marx loved to say—that is, as potentialities, not realized poter_mal.)

If we take the question of mutual interaction between humanity and
nature, then historically (in the broad sense of the word) we have:

1. The process of biological adaptation. Human beings are not yet
human in the proper sense of the word. They are merely becoming animals
of the species Homo sapiens in their natural form.

This is not the “natural state” posited by Rousseau and the philosophers
of the eighteenth-century Enlightenment. Such a state has never existed; it Ts
2 fantastic illusion in the minds of ideolognes. The “human being” in this
case is a gregarious semi-ape, beginning to walk on its hind le.gs., wﬂ.h a dif-
ferentiating hand as a natural instrument of labor. The following points are
of importance: the reproduction of the species; collaboration and the strug-
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gle for survival; instincts (the instinct for self-preservation, the instinct of
perpetuating the species, that is, the sexual instinet); the formation of races;
the influence of nature, climate, and of all the so-called “geographical fac-
tors.” The process of adaptation is mostly passive and unconscious. Nature
shapes humanity, while humanity does not as yet shape nature (if we employ
a certain simplification, that is, if we speak relatively).

2. The process of active social adaptation. In line with the objective situ-
ation, human beings are regarded here as social animals that make tools
(Homo faber?). This is why the qualities of subjectivity and activity come
into play. The old materialism viewed human beings solely as products.
Meanwhile, historical human beings had already transformed themselves
into subjects. For this reason, Marx in his famous theses on Feuerbach
insisted on viewing the relationship between humanity and nature in subjec-
tive, practical, and active terms. The word “subjective” implies a rejection of
objective cognition; the idea is that the objectivity of cognition requires the
taking into account of a new, higher, nonbiological objectivity once a subject
has stepped onto the scene, when humanity with its tools is actively affect-
ing nature and transforming nature in line with human goals, the basis for
which is the process of labor as the process of “the direct production and
reproduction of life.” In this process of labor, human nature itself undergoes
a transformation. Biologically, this occurs “in sublated form.” It ig therefore
necessary to have done with the game developed by the “organic school™ m
sociology, political economy, and so forth.

Here we find a new quality, which has taken shape in a historical manner.
The modern rebirth of “organology,” of a bastardized “social Darwinism,”
together with the entire school of Othmar Spann and of rabid racism, is all
repellent from the scientific point of view.! They have missed the mark!

Society itself divides up into classes, and a specific movement begins, the
dialectics of social development, with all its contradictions and transitions
from one socio-cconomic formation to another.

The subject here is the social-historical individual, a representative of a
particular “mode of production,” of a specific class and of a particular
“mode of thinking.” The “biological” is not done away with; it is aufge-
hoben, or elevated to a higher plane.

At their basic level, the relations between humanity and nature are of a
triple character; they are practical, theoretical, and artistic-aesthetic. We have
examined these three types of relationships separately and in their interac-
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tions. Now we are faced with the task of understanding them in their unity, as
functions of a single process of the production and reproduction of life.

Practice in this case is the material, technical mastering of the substance of
nature, and labor is the transforming of this substance, the material exchange of
substances between society and nature. Theory is the intellectual mastering of
nature, cognition of its qualities, peculiarities, and laws, of its “whole.” The aes-
thetica of pature is a sympathetic shared expetience of the thythms of nature,
an experience which has its ultimate roots in humanity’s animal-biological ori-
gins. Corresponding to practice is the will, corresponding to theory is the intel-
lect, and corresponding to aesthetics is feeling. Practice is the realm of material
things and processes. Theory is the realm of concepts and ideas. Aesthetics is
the realm of the emotions and of emotional forms and images. If we recast this
in terms of processes, we come up with the following: the process of labor, the
process of thought, and the process of artistic-aesthetic contemplation.

Theory and practice, as we saw earlier, are opposites that interpenetrate
one another, and at the same time constitute a unity. This unity signifies an
active relationship to nature, a relationship that is active in two ways at once,
the process of mastering and subjugating nature. Here the subject stands
opposed to nature, as an active principle. The subject does not *appre-
hend” nature, but regards it {and acts upon it} as material. The subject
transforms nature materially in the process of labor, and thought mediates
this process. Nature is passive, while humanity is active. Nature is trans-
formed, while humanity does the transforming.

The situation with the artistic-acsthetic contemplation of nature is quite dif-
ferent. Here the subject becomes immersed in the object, dissolves itself in the
object. The individual “disappears,” becomes lost as such, is absorbed and
sinks in the “all” In other words, nature here is active, while humanity is pas-
sive. The subjective retreats into the background. Sublime and grandiose, the
rhythms of the cosmos make themselves felt, while rhythm is itself only an
infinitesimally small part of the gigantic, unbounded fabric of the universe, The
immensity of the universe is reflected in the emotions it arouses. Artistic-aes-
thetic contemplation is therefore the polar opposite of both practice and theo-
1y, a8 principles underlying the vital activity of humanity. This, among other
things, serves to explain the act that artistic contemplation, unlike theory and
practice, cannot provide us with the criteria of truth, At the same time, artistic
contemplation is contradictory in itself. While dissolving the subjective in the
objective, it is extremely subjective. The emotions associated with the sympa-
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thetic experiencing of nature do not have the universal significance of, for
example, concepts; this sphere is an ocean of sensations and of extremely
volatile emotions, with a far greater coefficient of the subjective.

Nevertheless, just as the division by old-style psychology of all the so-
called “spiritual attributes” into independent “essences” (mind, will, and
feelings) had to be surmounted because of its one-sidedness, the three types
of relations between humanity and nature that we are concerned with here
are in no sense disconnected, but flow across, one into the other, and in
sum, make up a stream of vital actwvity.

Let us take the field of sensual contemplation, of sensual-aesthetic pleasure
in nature. It is quite obvious that the experiences which correspond to this are
by no means pure emotion. Present here as well are concepts in the most
diverse forms. When, for example, a modemn-day person “admires” the starry
heavens, his or her experience may also include, and does include, elements of
a saientific picture of the universe (thoughts about stars, planets, the galaxy, of
an infinity of worlds, of electrons, scientific hypotheses, and so forth). More-
over, depending on the social character, on the “mode of thought” of the
epoch, determined by the “mode of production,” the forming of emotions and
thoughts is subject to certain dominant ideas, which fit within the general
framework of the “mode of thought.” For example, over the course of centuries
artistic-aesthetic expenences have mingled with religious forms, with consider-
ation of the world along the lines of dominance-subjection (as Marx puts it,
relations of dominance and subjugation). This sociomorphism of thought has
also been a sociomorphic principle in the sphere of aesthetics, not only among
savages, primitive animists, “average people,” the philistines of their epoch, so
to speak, but also among the most refined thinkers. Hence, for example, to
Pythagoras the “music of the spheres,” the rhythm of nature, expressed in
figures and embellished artistically, was a divine principle stricto sensu.

On the other hand, the aesthetic-artistic also penetrates its opposite, that
is, thought. For example, it is worth reading how Hegel describes the life of
the land, and especially, the life of the sea! Or take the scientific works of
Goethe, not to speak of the German philosophers of nature, concluding
with Schelling. As was noted earlier, Heine recommended that Schelling be
a poet, not a philosopher.?

Here, therefore, we sec an interpenetration of opposites, the passing over
of one into another, and their unity. But the sphere of artistic-aesthetic
contemplation itself, as it strives to reproduce itself, gives birth to active
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aesthetics become unified, and people have a multifaceted existence. Here,
fetishistic straitjackets are cast ofF: religious forms, the forms of the “cate-
gorical imperatives” of external character, understood as divine command;
the forms of 2bsolutely “pure” art, “pure” science, and so forth, expressing
their estrangement and isolation from the whole context of life; and so on.
Separate aspects of life become elements in the lives of ever greater num-
bers of many-sided living people.

It is here, therefore, that the unity of theory, practice, and aesthetics finds
its clearest expression. In (progressive} class societies this unity with all its
aspects expressed the ascent of life (the might of the productive forces, the
power of cognition, an increase in vigor) in struggle with numerous obsta-
cles and under conditions in which human beings were disintegrated into
one-sided subjects. But in real history, all the barriers fall, the entire process
accelerates to an unprecedented degree, the disintegrated nature both of
society and of the individual is done away with, and the unity of vital func-
tions celebrates its historic triumph.

It is not difficult to see that an exaggerated understanding of one of the
sides of vital activity gives rise to an ideological fantasy:

— the setting apart and isolation of thought, its estrangement from practice, and the
autonomization and separatism of “the realm of thought” has a tendency to trans-
form this thought (“concept,” *abstraction,” “idea,” “the general”} into the inde-
pendent essence and substance of the world;

— the getting apart of practice from thought leads to crude empiricism, and with the
divorce of practice from material objects {commercial practice, social practice, and so
on), to voluntarism, pragmatism, and so forth;

— the setting apart of aesthetics resulls in a tendency to reject rational cognition and to
transform artistic-aesthetic experience into mystical experience, leading to the adop-

Hon of a mystical-intnitive world view.

It would not be hard to demonstrate this using the actual historical develop-
ment of philosophical thought. We are not, however, writing a history of
philosopby, and the reader will forgive us if we call a halt at this point and

pass on to another topic.

—— i —

12

The Fundamental Positions
of Materialism and Idealism

After a long interval, the demon of irony again makes his appearance.

“Have you had enough of ‘my sensations’® Well and good. But is this
really an affirmation of materialism? Or are you s0 naively interpreting the
position of Lenin (that the philosophical concept of matter is a concept
lying outside of ‘me,’ and nothing more)? As though Lenin denied there was
such a thing as the consciousness of another. Or have you failed to under-
stand that in objective idealism God does not by any means coincide with
‘my’ consciousness? Are you unaware (if we are to indulge your love for the
authority of your holy fathers) that in the Plalosophical Notebooks of the
same Lenin it is stated plainly that from ‘general’ idealism a special ‘essence’
is formed, that is, something situated outside of ‘me*?

“Well, and if you are not too stubborn (to be stubborn would not be very
clever), why not take a ‘spiritual’ principle as the fundamental basis for the
world? In fact, why not speak openly and without prejudices, and be so
good as to allow a small digression. Look how your spiritual predecessors
hunted down quacks and sorcerers, crying out ‘It’s all charlatanism!” and
denying cases of successful cures. And now you yourselves admit there was
something to it; only you talk about ‘bypnosis.’ Just like that. Well, there’s
more to be szid along the same lines. Will you allow me?

“Consciousness is a fact. Are you going to deny that? Are you going to
argue that the only things that exist are those you can beat your head against?
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Are you going to maintain that the oply thinking being is you? This would be
contradictory from the pomt of view of your collectivism, socialism, and so on.

«This means that consciousness is a fact. Just to set your mind at rest,
there is nothing miraculous, mystical, or supernatural in that. Conscious-
ness exists—that’s all there is to it. Consciousness, moreover, is an unmedi-
ated fact. From this, we have the maxim of Descartes, Cogito, erge sum.! The
fact of thinking beings, and of thinking in general, is fundamental.

“But if in my own being the fact of consciousness is fundamental, is not
external ‘matter’ (or ‘extension, beginning from my body), an other-being, a
manifestation, a passive form (form’ not in the actively creative Aristotellan
sense) of my consciousness? For example, your spiritual essence is reflected
in my consciousness as something corporeal, in just the same way as I am
reflected in your consciousness as an external body. But ‘in ourselves, we
are ‘spiritual essences.” The same with everything else. With a rock, with a
star, with the sun, and with the universe.

“Why do you dislike this ‘picture of the world’® Great minds have
approved it. Isn’t that s0?”

And the tempter fixes his mocking eyes on you. It is clear that he has his
own logic. From this, we might say, Leibniz derived his monadology. In this
construct, a different consciousness is reflected, and is reflected as something
material. In essence, Bogdanov’s empiriomonism was extremely close to pre-
cisely this type of idealism, if we consider his conception as a whole. Accord-
ing to Bogdanov, the world “in itself™ is a “chaos of elements.” In individual
consciousness, these elements are linked by bonds of a sort of associative type;
in “specially organized experience,” they are reflected in a higher type of
bond, becoming the “physical world.” Hence the “physical world” is a reflec-
tion of a chaos of elements, like dissipated technical monads, although they
do not possess a discrete integrity and individuality, as in Leibniz, and are
only “elements.” Proceeding along the pathways of this idealism, it is easy to
reach God as well. He too, it could be said, turns out to be something
almost extra-miraculous. To be specific: there are various monads of differ-
ent degrees, a hierarchy of monads with corresponding degrees of material
other-being. The monad of stone is reflected as material stone, and the
monad of humanity as 2 human organism. But there is also a star “in itself,”
that is, the “soul” of the star; there is also a universal, all-encompassing
monad, the general “soul” of the cosmos, God, whose materiality is the

world in its material translation and interpretation.

T e st ]
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Enough! This is already too conscientious, giving so detailed an account
of the adversary!

We should note that all the boundary markers between objective ideal-
ism, Spinozism, and materialism are in evidence here. Yawning open
before us are all the abysses of the “final depths” of thought about the
world, and from a certain point of view, the transition from one world view
to another i3 unusually easy; a slight turning of the wheel, and—there we
are! In this instance, thought dances on the “nodal points” of the Hegelian
“measure,” where leaps are performed into new qualities: God as sub-
stance; the Hegelian world spirit; Leibniz’s monad of the universe; the
“world spirit” of Schelling (and earlier, of Plato, and in the Middle Ages, of
Thomas Aquinas); the godless “god,” natura naturans, of Spinoza; the
denial of God by materialism; all these positions are crowded into the one
philosophical space!

Let us begin with the “primary nature” of the fact of consciousness. Here
the position of Cartesianism is weaker than that of Berkeley and Hume, since
instead of “pure sensations,” we are now given concepts as well, and as a result,
we are given other people and the external world. But if all this already exists,
and moreover, in all its corpozeality, then why is consciousness “primary™?

There is not the shghtest basis for such a conclusion.

In sum, if we no longer proceed from the “I” (and here the isolated “I”
immediately disappears, along with the recognition of concepts), we enter the
field of scientific examination of the genesis of consciousness, of historical
examination. By virtue of this, we depart entirely from the sphere of primitive
speculations about the primary, virginal data of consciousness, about the
“given” which in essence is also the result of extremely complex analysis, the
result of (fallacious) mediated knowledge. In this, there is an immense differ-

ence; here the virginal purity of the argument dies out altogether.
What do we n fact see?

1. The “self-consciousness”™ of a human individual comes over time. Ouly a
cultured adult, a philosopher, could say Copito ergo sum. It was no acci-
dent that it required Descartes to do this.

2. Consciousness is “given” together with its content; there is no con-

sciousness from which content is absent.

3. Of the content of consciousness, ggg parts per thousand are “given” by the

external world.
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4. This world acts on human beings, “afficting” their sensory organs. That
is, the world is both a historical and logical prius, a primary cause.

5. Human beings actively influence the world in their corporeality, in their
thinking corporeality. But in conquering the world, they are also subject
to its laws.

6. A human being is the product of development 1) in society, 2) in the form
of Home saptens, as part of the human herd; and g) potentially, in the
form of a humanoid ape and so forth, back in the evolutionary chain.

7. The organic world arises out of the inorganic world, and so forth,

Here, therefore, we make the transition to the province of the various sci-
ences that are concerned with the evolution of matter and with the qualita-
tive stages of this evolution. All the data tell us of the growth of new quak-
ties, and impel us to treat consciousness as a property only of a particular
type of matter. The only *evidence” in favor of a panpsychic conception is
provided by anthropomorphic analogy, but is this really proof? This is a
return to animism, in all its primitiveness, Also resting on this animist
metaphor is the entire philosophy of Schelling, which Heine in his wisdom
understood so well. (In this connection, it is interesting to recall Feuerbach’s
remark that poetry does not claim that its metaphors are real!) Science thus
speaks of the historical origin of the organic in the inorganic, of living matter
in nonliving, of thinking matter in unthinking. Here lies the truth of the
remark (only superficially trivial) which Engels makes in An&i-Diikring,
when he notes that the real unity of the world consists in its material nature,
and that this is proved by the complex work of science, not by a couple of
empty a priori theses which someone has sucked out of their thumb, -

For precisely this reason Hegel with his idealist instincts sensed, as it
were, that the idea of development in nature would refute idealism. His sys-
tem therefore includes the following monstrous (and in no way dialecticalf)
contradiction. According to Hegel, nature does not experience develop-
ment, and the forms of the organic are unchanging. This represents a gigan-
tic step backward compared to Kant, whose views on patural science were
extremely progressive for his time. Here the great dialectician, who raised
the principle of movement and development to such heights, surrendered
his main conquest as it applied to all of nature! Hegel was sickened by the
atomic hypothesis, so brilliantly confirmed by modern physics, by the theo-
ry of the changeability of species, and by the very notion of evolution in
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nature! [t should be noted that Hegel’s artful thought is able to squirm out
of this dilemma... Here dialectics perishes in the name of idealism. Literally
for the greater glory of God, dialectics is slaughtered on the altar of idealist
philosophy. Precisely for this reason, the development of dialectical thought
raised the imperious demand for unification with materialism. This was
achieved in Marxism—not, of course, on the basis of a separate “self-move-
ment of ideas,” but against the broad background of real life.

In Hegel, therefore, there are whole tangles made up of knots of mysticism.
The spirit is outside time, but it develops (since it “develops” logically, as a
concept). Nature is within time, but does not develop. The earth is the fruitfal
basis of life, the source of spontaneous generation, but species do not evolve;
and so on. The problem here is the internal sickness sternming from the fact
that the spirit is itself the outcome, the historical outcome, of matter, since liv-
ing matter, that is, feeling matter, arises out of inorganic matter, that is, nonliv-
ing matter (not dead, not having died, but not having begun to live), while
thinking matter in its turn arises only out of feeling matter, Hegel’s wonderful
doctrine of “measure,” of “the nodal line of measure.” of the interruptibility of
the continuous, of leaps, of the transition from quantity into quality, of new
qualities, and so forth, enters into conflict with his idealism, and unlike his
idealism, is brilliantly confirmed by the data of science, although this science
for the most part has not involved any notion of dialectics.

In order to have any arguments for the priority of CONSCiousness, one
would need to take a cinema film of the history of the world, and to run it
backwards. 8ince this cannot be done, the conclusion is irresistible. We
know for certain that until a particular period in the development of the
earth, there was no life on it. We know for certain that hfe arose. We also
know for certain that the presence of life became a fact before human beings
appeared. We know for certain that human beings arose out of other types of
animals. Initially, life was little picces of living protein with rudimentary
forms of the so-called “psychic” among its properties. Are we being ordered
to consider this the great “World Reason,” “God.” and s0 on® What rub-
bish! The same rubbish as the teleology that Goethe mocked wittily in his
Xenia, with the ironic assertion that cork oaks were created so that corks
could be made for bottles. It is obvious that such primitive views of the uni-
verse are crudely anthropomorphic. Ascribing a “soul” to the stars, “rea-
son” to the world, and 30 on is to judge things by analogy with human
beings, while investing humanity with characteristics such as omniscience,
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all-beneficence, omnipresence, and so forth. It is true that analogies often
contain something rational, and the history of science has repeatedly wit-
nessed extremely fruitful analogies. But there are facts and facts. Nothing
whatever can be said in favor of analogies such as those described above,
which all science, all real science, serves to refute. So where is the basis for
idealist arguments? Or for a reversion to the aniraism of savages?

Marx in his Holy Famzily wrote: “Hegel makes men and women people of
self-consciousness, instead of making self-consciousness the self-conscious-
ness of men and women, of real people, that is, people living in the real,
objective world and conditioned by it.*2 An abstraction of human con-
sciousness, torn apart from human corporeality, turned into “being™ and
transferred to the entire world—this is the stuff of idealism.

Here, however, it has to be said once again that this very abstraction con-
tains a huge betrayal of dialectics. Once thought is abstracted from thinking, we
also see the destruction of that integrity about which the same idealists sing like
nightingales when they turn to discussing life. And here (that is, in the thesis on
integrity) they are completely correct. So what is the end result? Is it really hard
to see that when you tear the spint apart from the body, you turn the spirit into
nothingness, and the body into a corpse? It is simply comic to see how
respectable people, after making fiery protests against crude empiricism,
rationalism, vivisection, and the destruction of life, after triumphant odes in
praise of integrity, unity, the individual whole, and so on, suddenly seize on a
man or woman, teac them in two, sever the thought from the body, and imagine
that in the process the body has become the body and thought has become
thought! No, dear philosophers! No “self-development of ideas,” no “proces-
sion of the spint,” and no other metaphysical devilry can really exist, precisely
because you, despite the doctrine of dialectical wholeness, have destroyed this
wholeness, slain the “body™ and done away with the “spirit.” Hegel, when it
came to the fundamental question, sacrificed his brilliant dialectics to the ideal-
ist God. Moli¢re in his L'’Ecole des Fernmes observed venomously:

Unfortunately, madam, I note

That [ am made up of bedy and soul,

And that my body and soul are very much connected.

Perhaps, with the hely of great wisdom, they could be separuted,
But heaven has not made me a philosopher,

And in me, body and soul live together.
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It is true that an adherent of the “philosophy of identity” might object to
this, citing the words of Schelling in the General Deduction of the Dynamic
Process, which seek to demonstrate that there is no rupture here, since “all
qualities are sensations, and all bodies are views of nature, while nature
itself, together with its sensations and views, is congealed thought”s

But how, if you please, did you arrive at such a conclusion? The truth is that
you have never observed thougbt without a human being. And before making
your deduction, you carried out a simple operation: you tore thought out of the
humarn being and projected it onto nature! A picturesque “deduction” indeed!
Such consistency, of course, is a good thing, Your argument contains only a few
small shortcomings. First, in extracting the thought, you killed the thinker; sec-
ond, like a savage, you were satisfied with an empty analogy. “Only” everything.

Dialectically speaking, we see here the transformation of relative opposi-
tion into absolute, the destruction of a bond, and the metaphysical isolation
of the spinit, that is, its transformation into a thing-in-itself, an empty noth-
ingness, since it can only be taken in terms of its interrelationships, outside
of which it does not exist.

Here, therefore, we see that dialectics, that is, objective dialectics, insis-
tently demands a materialist point of view. Otherwise, it consumes itself.

In logical terms, every ideological distortion rests on some facet of reali-
ty, while inflating it in one-sided fashion, exaggerating it, and elevating it
into some kind of essence. This is why Lenin wrote in his Notebooks:

Philosophical idealism is nonsense only from the standpoint of erude, simple, meta-
physical matenialigm. From the standpoint of dialectical matedalism, on the other
hand, philosophical idealism is one-sided, exaggerated, éberschwengliches (Diets-
gen’s term) development (an inflation, distension) of one of the features, aspects,
facets of knuwledge to the point where it becomes an absolute, divoreed from matter

and nature, apotheosized.5

This is confirmed in striking fashion by the whole history of idealism, which
has torn the characteristics of living matter out of matter, divorcing humani-
ty from nature and the “spirit” from humanity, elevating thought into an
absolute, and inflating this absclute to the point where it becomes a univer-
sal-cosmic ideal category.

But every ideological distortion, while resting on a preceding store of
ideas, at the same time also expresses a particular “mode of presentation,”
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which rests on a definite mode of production, if we are to speak of great ideas
and of the dominant intellectual concepts of specific epochs. Idealism, as a
world view, is undoubtedly such an ideological formation. What does 1t rest
on in this particular sense? Where are its unconscious social roots? Marx
and Engels answer this question in The Holy Family and The German Ideolo-
£y. When they deliver a furious dressing-down to “critical criticism,” they
reveal the polarity of spirit and matter as a reflection of the polarity between
“crifical criticism”™ and “the inert masses” (the common people, the multi-
tude, physical workers—it is, by the way, extremely interesting to trace the
historical formation of the concept of physical mass and that of “the masses”
as a broad sector of society). Social dualism is reflected in the dualism of
spirit and body; the spirit directs the body and is superior to it in the same
way as spiritual leaders direct the masses and stand on a higher ievel com-
pared to them. In The German Ideology, Marx posits a direct link between all
idealism and the movement of hypostatized ideas with the setting apart (class
particularization) of mental labor as a function of the ruling classes. Of
course, these observations provide only the most general framework; they are
necessary, but not sufficient. But they do serve as signposts on the road to
further research—research in the realm of the soctology of thought.

Is it not clear from this that the convulsions now being suffered by ideal-
ism constitute its death throes? Is it not clear that idealism cannot and will

not have a future?

13

Hylozoism and Panpsychism

In the present connection, it is necessary to dwell in more detail on hylozoism
and panpsychism.! Both systems of ideas take as their starting point the pres-
ence of the psychic in all matter. The usual substantiation advanced by the
hylozoists is that matter in various of its forms has the property of being able to
feel. Panpeychism, meanwhile, is idealist. Here the substance is provided by the
ideal, revealing itself in material form; that is, the ideal has the property of act-
ing as the material, Finally, there is also a third point of view; to which Spinoza
was attracted, and which holds that the material and the psychical, or ideal, are
two aspects of one and the same substance. Here we again see how readily
OpPosites pass over into one another—how easy, for example, it has been to
turn the Ionian hylozoists of ancient Greece, who saw all matter as animate,
into modern panpsychists, and vice versa.2 To gain a correct understanding of
these questions, we have to approach them from the historical-dialectical angle,
Moving backward in historical time, we shall examine various forms and

types of nature, beginming with humanity and passing on to Iess and Iess

complex animals, in something akin to a Lamarckian “degradation.” First
we have human beings, with their developed brains, spinal cords, and nerv-

ous systems, with thought and “reason.” Next we pass through a whole

series of stages, with particular sensory organs (eyes, ears, and so on) disap-

pearing. Then the brain disappears, followed by the entire nervous system.,

Maggots have neither a head nor eyes. Polyps have neither a brain nor

perves, and are wit.hout organs of respiration, a circulatory system, or oTgans

of reproduction. Infusoria do not have any specialized organs,
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Hence even Lamarck (on whom the “psycho-Lamarckians,” with their
unconcealed vitalism, place their hopes) wrote with regard to polyps and so

forth (see his Philosophy of Zoology):

There is no basis for saying that in the animals examined ... all these organs never-
theless exist (even in infinitely reduced form), that they are dispersed ... in the gener-
al body mass ..., and that consequently, all parts of the body can experience every
gort of sensation, enact movements, demonstrate will, have ideas and thoughts.... Tt
stands to reason that the study of nature does not lead us to such a hypothesis. On
the contrary, it shows us that wherever any organ ceases to exist, the capabilities asso-
ciated with it disappear as well. In no case can an animal without eyes see..., no am-
mal without nerves, that is, specialized organs of feeling, can experience sensation. ...
In polyps, the parts of the hody are capable of no more than being irritated ... these

animals ... are not capable of feeling.3

By “the capability of being irritated,” Lamarck, following on Haller, under-
stood the property of the bodies of animals of recoiling from the action of
external irritants.

It 15 quite possible that there iz some sort of psychic quality that corre-
sponds to this property as its “other-being.” But despite, for example,
Franse, it is clear that what cannot exist here is thoughts and “syllogisms.™¢

At one time it was fashionable to deride the notion that thought
occurred in the brain. Avenarius in his Critique of Pure Experience
advances various considerations on the theme that the brain is not the
“seat” of thought. There is a rational kernel here in the fact that the brain
does not exist “in itself,” that is, 2s something isolated; it can function only
in concert with the whole organism, and in this sense it is not the brain
that thinks, but the whole person. However, a dialectical understanding of
the part and the whole, and of their unity, does not in any way exclude the
possibility of an organ having a specialized character and function. A per-
son thinks, not the brain in itself. But the person thinks with his or her
brain, not lungs, although the functioning of the lungs is indispensable for
that of the brain.

As Lenin noted in his Philosophical Notebooks: “Hegel, though a sup-
porter of dialectics, failed to grasp the dialectical transition from matter ¢o
motion, from matter fo consciousness-—especially the second. Marx correct-
ed the error (or weakness?) of this mystic.” Lenin also noted: “It is not only
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the transition from matter to consciousness that is dialectical, but also the
transition from sensation to thought, and so forth.”

This signifies that the issue cannot be posed in the following way: a
human heing has a lot of consciousness, a dog has less, a polyp less still, a
plant even lesg, and a basalt cliff still less again. This would be to take a
purely quantitative, mechanical, anti-dialectical view of things. Real devel-
opment is both continuous and interrupted, gradual and proceeding by fits
and starts, quantitative and qualitative, Hence there are qualitative degrees
of the “psychic,” representing specific forms of a qualitatively diverse struc-
ture within the bounds of the organic world itself. To have an instinctive
inclination is not to pose a reasoned goal; to formulate a reasoned goal is a
gualitatively specific ability. To take another angle, a plant 15 not an animal,
though both are alive; a human being is not a polyp, though both are ani-
mals. The transition from sensation to thought is dialectical; that is, thought
i8 a new quality of consciousness. It is impossible to cook everything all up
together without any discrimination, To consider historical evolution to be
purely quantitative change, the continuous increase of one and the same,
means not only to betray dialectics, but in betraying dialectics, to turn one’s
back on reality. For materialists, the point is not that something should cor-
respond to a “concept,” but that concepts should correspond to reality,

From experience, we know that thought is a faculty of an organism of a
particular type, with a brain, with the hemispheres of the brain, and with a
nervous system. It is absurd to impute dialectical thought to a tapeworm or
a polyp. In the process of our scientific mvestigations we see the historical
phases of development of a living creature; we see the various historically
composed structures of this creature, and their qualitative peculiarities. In
nature, however, we also see the leap from the inorganic world to the organ-
ic one. The fact that such a leap exists is obvious simply from the fact that
until now we have not managed to create living matter araficially.

Life represents a whole series of qualitative peculiarities, and among these
peculianities, ag a speaific form of a particular (organic, material-animate) prop-
erty, is the property of the “psychological” There is not a single hint in the nat-
ural world to provide us with grounds for imputing psychological life to stones,
oxygen, the incandescent golar mass, the frozen moon, a log, or a steel ingot.
‘I'he path from inorganic to organic nature leads by way of a dialectical leap.

This does not mean, as the vitalists mamtain (we shall have more to say
about the vitalists Jater—they will be dealt with too!), that by virtue of this,
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living organisms are not subject to the basic laws of nature. It does mean,
however, that new properties take their beginnings from this point, and that
the general laws of nature manifest themselves here in specific form.

Some wiseacres among the ultra-positivists conclude that we cannot talk
even of the consciousness of other people, and that what is present here is
judgment by analogy, the transference of one’s own consciousness onto
another person, whose consciousness we cannot sense in any way. But as we
noted not long ago, there are analogies and analogies. Every hour, in every
act of collaboration and struggle, in theoretical or practical work, the cor-
rectness of this “analogy” is confirmed. We foresee someone’s actions; we
understand his or her verbal reactions; we act in accordance with this, and
witness the corresponding result. The fact that the consciousness of “aooth-
er” is not directly “our” conaciousness worries us exceedingly little; we are
cognizant of this consciousness through objective factors such as motor
reactions, mimicry, so-called facial expressions, and so on. This testifies
once again to the indivisibility of spirit and body; it is not an argument for
cheap agnosticism, but for dialectical materialism.

Let us take another historical process, that of the domestication or taming
of animals—horses, cows, sheep, dogs, and so forth. Is it really the case that
all the practice (over thousands of years!) of this process and of the process of
making use of these animals has not taught us anything about their psycho-
logical existence? Materialism does not, as some people claim, deny the exis-
tence of psychological life, but regards it as a particular form of objective-
physiological process. (Despite this, many people who imagine themselves to
be materialists say things like, “Thaf’s just nerves!” Meanwhile, this “purely
psychological” might be psychological at the same time, and on the same
level, as it is physiological and nervous! Or else, such people counterpose the
more purely physiological, or “physical,” to the “nervous™)

But to return to our mutton, in this case literally. Any hunter knows
which of his dogs is smartest, and appreciates that the dog understands him,
the hunter. Here, it will be said, there is also an analogy. Quite so. Not the
sort of (stupid!) analogy that in totally anthropomorphic fashion would
attribute to the dog the full power of human reason, but nevertheless, an
analogy. This analogy, however, is confirmed by gigantic, infinitely pro-
longed, and endlessly diverse practice.

The entire historical experience of humanity confirms that the phenomena
of consciousness (in the broad, psychological sense of the word) are connected
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with organic life. As for plants, we are simply constructing a hypothesis that
here there might be something resembling instinct; something of the sort,
for example, can be observed objectively in the case of heliotropism and
geotropism. When we speak of the entire animal world, we have a basis for
extrapolating from the things we have observed and of which we are firmly
convinced, while qualitatively lowering the level of the psychological. But
when we make the leap to inorganic nature and fail to make a corresponding
leap where its properties are concerned, this contradicts all our experience.
Meanwhile, there is absolutely no evidence to confirm the existence of con-
sciousness in the inorganic world. Consequently, there is no basis even for
hylozoism, not to speak of the panpsychic concepts which seduce people
with their “elegant simplicity.”” Here stupidity is indeed “worse than theft.”
Logically, we would expect to find here a clear simplification of reality, not
an expression of real simplicity.

Here we find one of the properties of reality inflated in one-sided fashion,
exaggerated and unjustly generalized in an unhistorical and anti-dialectical
manner. Something that actually exists only under particular conditions is
universalized. Instead of the diversity of nature, which is revealed in its unity,
we are urged to accept its nonexistent uniformity. Instead of development by
leaps and bounds and the appearance of the new, we are offered continuity,
with rejection both of the new and of a leap in the most decisive area. Instead
of the historical emergence of consciousness, we find the argument that it has
been constant in all ways and al! places. In fact, the most important feature of
the dialectics of nature is precisely the “splitting into two™ between organic
nature, possessing a psyche, and inorganic nature. Here we also find a real,
historical, objective process of diremption, of a splitting into opposites. But
these opposites pass over into one another; the inorganic passes over into its
oppo#ite, the organic; the organic, when it dies and decays, passes over into its
opposite, the inorganic. The unity of both aspects is nature as a whole, which
thinks and reflects exclusively through huranity as a constituent part of
nature. No one has as yet discovered the miracle of thought without a brain.

Meanwhile, the most enthusiastic supporters of hylozoism are character-
ized among other things by their search, so to speak, for the supreme forms of
menta] life; they seek these forms in “sublime individualities” such as the sun,
stars, the universe, and so on. Here, hylozoism crosses the boundary into
hylozoist pantheism. When we analyzed the question of the artistic-aesthetic
relationship to nature, we saw that human beings shared in experiencing the
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rhythms of nature, “living nature.” But at the same time we also explained that
nature *lives” only in a relative sense, and that it is impermissible to identify
this feeling of oneness with nature with assertions about the presence of spirit
in all things, impermissible to allow the one to grow over into the other.

Meanwhile, it is quite legitimate to confront the hylozoist sun-worshippers
with the question, monstrous at first glance: Do you maintain that in this
gigantic ocean of incandescent gases there is something that functions as a
brain, as a nervous system, or as higher forms of such organs? 1t is an absurd
question. But it is absurd because the entire hylozoist position is absurd, even
though this position has many enticing features: the substantiality of matter,
an understanding of the universality of interrelationships, a grasp of the
integrity of all things, and so forth. This also imparts to the hylozoist position
a sort of exalted intellectual tone. However, rigorous thought cannot survive
without strict self-criticism, and the point of view of the hylozoists, and still
more, that of the panpsychists, has to be rejected. It is not worth elaborating
particular arguments against the panpsychists, since it is clear to everyone that
if hylozoism collapses, panpsychism collapses along with it.

We thus arrive at a historical series:

inorganic nature;

the leap to the organic via generatio aequivoca;®

very simple forms of the organic, with embryonic forms of the psychical;
the leap to more complex forms possessing sensations;

the leap to still more complex forms, with images, concepts, and so forth;

S

. the leap to social humanity, with human thought.

Naturally, all these leaps do not occur at a historical gallop. Here we are
merely anxious to stress once again the dialectical nature of the historical
process. It would be natve to throw into one pot, as the Germans say, stones,
mountains, planets, electrons, dogs, infusoria, and people.

In the novel Nikolai Negere, or the Fortunate Russian, by the largely for-
gotten novelist Ivan Kushchevsky, there 1s a character who speaks very
amusingly on this topic:

1 think that the earth is also a person. We, perhaps, live on his finger, and our millen-
pia seem like an instant to him, If he bends his finger, it will be the end of the world
for us, and everything will be destroyed. He—this giant, the earth—doesn’t even
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imagine that we live on his finger and build cities there; he can’t see such tiny animals
a3 us through his magnifying glasses. This giant, for whom our millennium is only a
moment, alse lives among other people—other gianis like him—and perhaps he is
also studying at the moment in a gymnasium. Perhaps he is now reading Margot,7 a
single comma which covers 2 space a thousand limes greater than all Europe; other-
wise, he would not be able (o see the comma. He put his finger on a page in order to

turn it, and that is when our world began!!8
And 50 on.

This school-pupil fantasy, depicted rather vividly over several pages of the
navel, is very reminiscent of hylozoist theories. To tell the truth, many of us in
our youth gave ourselves over to similar thoughts, since we all think of an
infinity of worlds and about the infinite nature of the world as a whole. There
is a question here, the question of “the universe,” and with the discovery of
the structure of the atom it has become a question of extraordinarily com-
pelling interest! But why do we have to resolve this question in school-pupil
fashion? Is it not time to understand that with socialism, humanity has now
entered university, and that in this universitas rerum ef artium? it is now time
for people to abandon old dogmas? In humanity’s school days these ideas
would still have passed muster, but they have now clearly grown old and
decrepit, having outlived their epoch. Is it not time to understand that it is
simaply comic to return to the era of Assyrian-Babylonian astrology, to amulets,
to Chaldean mayic, to the divine astral beings of Plato, Aristotle, the Stoics,
and so forth? Is it not time to replace illusory relations with those of reality?
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Hindu Mysticism and Western
European Philosophy

Among a number of bourgeois philosophers and the philosophical “caste™
in general, the flight from the clamor of collapsing capitalist civilization
arouses a craving for mystical primitivism, although in these circles this
primitivism is distinguished by a particular refinement. The influence of
Chinese and Indian philosophies, in their spiritual and mystical variants, is
especially evident. Hegel encouraged the prejudice that the East has not
contributed anything positive either to science or to philosophy. In this
case Hegel manifests the same white nationalist line which induced him to
sce in Prussia and the Prussian state the seat of the world spirit; in Alexan-
der the Great, a demigod taking vengeance on the Greeks; in Asia, a drunk-
en sensual bacchanalia; and so forth. This quite preposterous thinking,
which simply justifies the German saying that the wish is father to the
thought, and which directly contradicts objective reality, later acted as one
of the components of fascist “Aryan race” ideology. Along with it, one usu-
ally finds an artificial selecting out of the spiritualist and mystical curreats
in Eastern philosophy, an omission of everything that even amells of materi-
alism, and a distortion of the whole pictare of the philosophical develop-
ment of the East. Here, therefore, we have the use of a method of
falsification common in the history of philosophy, a method mocked in
Russian literature by the prematurely deceased Dmitry Pisarev. In his arti-
cle “The Idealism of Plato,” Pisarev observed bitingly:
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In accounts of the history of Greek philosophy, it is usual to refer condescendingly to the
Eleatic schaol, to Heraclitus and Demoeritus, to Pythagoras and Anaxagoras; then, with
indignation, to recall the Sophists; then to be moved by the personality and fate of
Socrates; to perform a deep bow before Plato, his Demurge and Ideas; w describe Aristo-
tle as hia great pupil, who was often unjust to his great teacher; then to scold Epicurus,
laugh at the Skeptics, and express benevolent sympathy for the exalted valor of the Stoics.

This is accepted; this is demanded by the interests of morality, which is guarded so
jealously by so many pseudo-artists and by many real toilers in the broad ... field of
scholarship.t

S0 it is that materialism i3 made subject to a code of silence, and is cast
into the depths. So it is that all available energies are put into blowing
up the bubbles of idealism. It is no wonder that in circumstances marked
by extreme intellectual turmoil and by the reevaluation of all values, when
the bourgeois individual often stands in confusion “beyond good and evil,”
the longing for spiritual peace, for consolation, for refuge from a stormy
reality should be expressed through immersion in a2 Buddhist nirvana,
which unlike the dolce far niente of devil-may-care lazzarone, has its
complex philosophical correlative, a whole mountain of thoroughly
sublimated intellectual categories, combined mto peculiar mystical-philo-
sophical systems.®

For the official philosophers of fascism, mysticism has the character of
the voice of the blood and of the actualism of imperialist janissaries. But for
philosophers who are fleeing from the field of battle, or who have got lost
and are seeking rescue wherever it might be had, mysticism has the charac-
ter of an Eastern Rousseauism. Such philosophers seek spiritual solace in
the great ages of Indian mysticism, in the holy Ganges of mystical contem-
plation. The stream of Indian mysticism (which in Western European phi-
losophy rests to a well-known degree on Arthur Schopenhauer) is very
strong, mainly among German philosophers; Paul Ernst, Count Keyserling,
and Theodor Lessing (killed by the fascists) reflect with considerable clarity
this admiration for the spiritualism of the East.3

In connection with this, it is interesting to pose once again a number of
basic philosophical questions that we have discussed earlier, and for pur-
poses of illustration, to take the works of Lessing both in their critical and in
their positive aspects.
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psychology represent a passage beyond nature. “In relation to the directly percepti-

ble world, physics is therefore metaphysics.”
Lessing also bravely formulates the following paradox:

It sounds preposterous, but it is absolutely correct that the only person who pene-
trates into the depths of nature is the one who remains on the surface of its phenom-
ena. Not an experimenter in the natural sciences! Not 2 psychologjst! Not a physicist!
Not e mathematician! And so forth. On the contrary, the person who experiences this
profundity is the one who belicves the sun to be a shining disc the size of a fifteen-

kopeck coin, suspended from the firmament.

That iy putting it plainly! (Keyserling says much the same in his Reisetagebuch
cines Philosophen.) Unmusical, uncreative natures, with their arithmetization,
their quest to understand the world, their “logification” of the world, do away
with life. Direct experience i placed in doubt. The focusing of microscopes,
telescopes, and camerae obscurae comes to intervene between humamty and
nature; people become prosthetic beings. And so on and so forth.

Though sometimes witty, these arguments are in essence bankrupt. If
human beings through the use of scientific apparatus are able to extend and
broaden their sensory perceptions, then according to Lessing, they take their
leave of nature; a process of denaturing occurs. But from this point of view a
dog or an infusorium has a better knowledge of nature than a man or woman.

So what is all this about? How are we supposed to put up with such rub-
bish? What grain of rationality might there be in it (since one never encoun-
ters absolute rubbish)?

Let us analyze it.

Lessing advances the following thesis: “The human sense of power is
growing. But the human sense of being is disappearing.” The sense of power,
however, rests on genuinely growing power. How can this power be possible
in the absence of real cognition, that is, penetration into the depths of nature?
One can laugh as much as one likes at Bacon’s proposition that power is
linked to cognition, but this link is a real one. Here the myatics display a clear
ambiguity. On the one hand, they seem to acknowledge that a human being
in his or her own fashion actually does have some kind of reality, though this
reality is not the one they are really looking for. On the other hand, they
aswert that the scientific picture of the world is merely a bare formula, which
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leads beyond nature. But if it led beyond nature, that is, if it announced itself
to be the substance of the world, then where would this power and the corre-
sponding “sense of power” have appeared from? The entire concept is clear-
ly splitting at its seams.

What lies concealed behind all this? To answer this question, we have to
tum our attention to the following argument of our philosopher. “The sun is
indeed what it is. Experience this, and you know it. Nature does not lie. But
what is going on here, if the reality of knowledge gives me a sun quite different
from the one that the eye can see, that the senses can perceive? This scientific
sun, of course, is real. But it can be perceived only as a concept.... I, however,
confine myself to that which is experienced.” Clearly opening up here is a dual
“reality™... “reality never exists without some form of behavior on my part. It
is one thing when I am active, and another when I am passive. For me, a logj-
cal-ethical and a religious-aesthetic orientation mediate different realities.”

Europe takes a wilful attitude {to the object), and Asia, a contemplative one. Europe
resists nature in an active manner; Asia stands passively within it. The European
individual actively transforms nature, overcoming its resistance; the Asian breathes
thythmically and contemplates passively, like 2 plant, an animal, or a child.

So argues Lessing. We shall leave his absolutization of the differences between
Europe and Asia without detailed refutation; it is enough to point out that no
anchorites, mystics, or philosophers, of the Brahman, Buddhist, or any other
persuasion, could exist even in India if it were not for the fact that in the same
India there are people who work to support them, that is, relate actively to
nature and, in one way or another, rationally cognize it. It is true that Lessing
was enraptured with the arguments of the Chinese sage Confucius, according
to whom you will not be burnt by a fire if you love fire; you will not be
drowned by water if you love water; you will not be torn to bits by a lion if you
love the lion; and according to whom it is better, if you want to prevent or
extinguish a fire, to obey your parents than to construct a pump. However
sublime this love for all nature, the real links and relationships bypass these
illusions, and in Asia people have worked, and at times shed their blood as
well; they have never had time to fall into nirvana or into pure contemplation.
Among mystical philosophers (if not among Asian people “in general”),
contemplation has been a fact. But what follows from this? Has there, as Less-
ing argues, been a different reality? Of course not. There has been a different
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perception, a different reflection of reality, and insofar as passive mystical con-
templation iz concemed, this “reflection™ is not of an intellectual type. Here,
consequently, we are not talking about cognition, but about a different type of
relationship—that is, not about a cognitive reflection, although cognitive
aspects are not excluded entirely, since vital activity is an integral whole, and
even mysticism in practice has rational features, located perhaps in its pores,
especially when this mystical “experience” (forgive the expression) is subject
to logical reworking (which no “system™ can do without).

It should be noted in particular that in Hindu spiritual systems the sub-
jects adopt an active attitude toward themselves. This involves an enormous
training of the will, including exercises with breathing and the pulse, direct-
ing the activity of one’s organs, and so forth. This has a number of positive
results in the areas of physiology, psychology, and hypnosis. But thisis a
special question; in essence, there is nothing mystical here.

As for attitudes toward nature, and the mystical contemplation of nature,
passive contemplation of course yields a different “picture of the world,” or
more accurately, a different sensation of the world. This proceeds along
lines which we have termed the sphere of shared experience of nature. This
shared experience confers no advantage in cognitive terms. Its mystical-reli-
gious form yields no cognitive results, and neither, therefore, is there any
increase in human knowledge or in the power of humanity over nature.
Lessing is in raptures over animism, natural gods, demonology, and so forth,
but these are sociomorphic forms of primitive cognition, the roots of which
are as clear as noonday, What is there to be envious of here?

The rational kernel of all this mysticism, however, consists in the yearn-
ing of despiritualized capitalist homanity for nature. Shut up in a stone
coffin, the urban neurasthenic, deprived of sun, forests, waters, and air, over-
whelmed by the din of machines, transformed into a screw in a gigantic
mechanism, yearns for a ray of sun, for light, for greenery, for the purling of a
brook. Such a person is damaged, deformed. His or her biological nature
protests at being torn asunder from the natural world. This is the problem,
and its solution lies in socialism. The problem is not, however, one of cogni-
tion, but of people’s way of life. It does not have to do with a higher type of
penctration into the secrets of nature; it is a problem of achieving a greater
fullness of life. "I'he need for the shared experience of nature, that is, for the
enjoyment of nature, for closeness to it, for links with it, for aesthetic love of
it, is a legitimate need and a nghtful protest against the abnormality of the
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crippled, one-sided urban human being of capitalist culture. But in exactly
the same way as this does not justify rejecting machines and theoretical sci-
ence, it does not justify rejecting rational cognition either.

Under socialism, people will enjoy nature and feel its warm breath. But
they will not turn into primitive animists, Nor, for people under socialism, will
poetic metaphors take the place of the rational cognition that develops along
with the practical power of humanity’s technical equipment. This rational
cognition does not by any means lead beyond nature; on the contrary, it makes
possible a deeper and deeper penctration into nature’s secrets. But of course,
no microscope can substitute for the biological enjoyment of mountain air, or
for the glow of the dawn sky. Science also has its aesthetic. But neither science
nor the scientific aesthetic can take the place of the biological need for direct
communion with nature, since cognition cannot take the place of food, drink,
and erotic life. To deprive someone of sexual pleasures is to cripple that per-
son. But it does not flow from this that sexual delight can substitute for intel-
lectual cognition, or that erotic oblivion and ecstasy are the higheat form of
cognition, more profound than rational cognition in general.

Meanwhile, the arguments of Lessing and others are very much along
these lines. Self-emasculation is the killing of life, and in just the same way,
becoming divorced from nature is the killing of the fullness of life, that is,
the partial killing of life. This, however, has no relation to the question of the
type of cognition. 1t could even be said that drawing close to nature,
improving the general tone of life, bringing about the healing of humanity,
will lead to an even greater flourishing of rational cognition, to the dying-out
of mysticism, and furthermore, to the defeat and destruction of any and all-
idealism, which will disappear together with the disappearance of its social
base, will disappear along with the division of labor into mental and physi-
cal, urban and rural, supervisory and nonsupervisory. Vanishing along with
thern will be the dichotomy of “Europe” and “Asia.”
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The So-Called Philosophy
of Identity

Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, who stand side by side in the history of Western
European philosophy, sought to resolve the basic philosophical question of
the relationship between thought and being from the point of view of identi-
ty. However, both Schelling and Hegel, not to speak of Fichte with his dis-
tinctive subjective idealism, are justly included in the category of idealists.
The result is that for these philosophers, identity is not identity at all, since in
the formula A = A, the second A can be shifted to the place of the first, and
vice versa; the two elements will coincide just as before, since they really are
identical. The concept of other-being is not a formula of identity, since it is
not at all the same thing to say that spirit is an other-being of matter, or that
matter is an other-being of spirit. The property of being an other-being isa
special one that denotes a particular type of real link, in which identity is not
simply identity, but where primacy is retained by a particular side in the iderr-
tity equation. Properly speaking, what is involved here is not even A = A, but
the formula A = other-being B, which is far from the same thing,

To Fichte, the “I” represents the underlying principle in the whole sys-
tem. This is not an empirical, individual, concrete “I,” qualitatively defined
in its individuality, peculiarity, and separateness, but an “1” in large letters,
that is, general or so-called pure consciousness, or to put it differently, the
transcendental unity of self-consciousness with its indispensable forms or

acts, Its primary act is the will.

i54
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"This abstract “I” presumes its own existence, distinguishes opposites and
unifies them. In other words, the basic philosophical question is hidden in the
“I” as if in a sack. “Everything that is occurs in the ‘T and through it,” is how
the active, energetic side of the process receives emphasis. From this, however,
the following would seem to flow: if “I” = everything, then everything = “1.”
Inverting the formula, we immediately come up against the difficulty that was
noted by Hegel when he spoke out in concert with Schelling. Hegel observes
{(Hegels Werke,v. 1. The Difference Between the Phalesophical Systems of Fichte
and Schelling) that Fichtean identity is an identity of a special type; to Fichte,
the “I" is simultaneously both subject and object, that is, a “subject-object™;
this “subject-object,” however, is a subjective “subject-object.” This also
means that here, in essence, there is merely the appearance of identity; the
problem has not been solved, but is reproduced in a new form.

Hegel provides an astute description of this Fichtean “I”:

This monstrous arrogance, this mad self-coneeit ‘1.’ which at the thought that it con-
stitutes a single whole with the universe, that eternal nature acts within it, takes
fright, experiences revulsion, and falls into depression; this tendency to be
horrified, to grieve, and to be repelled at the thought of the eternal laws of nature
and their subordination to stern, sacred necessity; this despair at the thought that
there is no freedom, freedom from the eternal laws of nature and their strict necessi-
ty; these inclinations to consider itself indescribably unfortunate because of the
necessity of this obedience; all these feelings presuppose the most commonplace

point of view, devoid for the most part of all reason.!

The Fichtean “I,” according to Hegel, has the same relation to things as an
empty purse has to money.

To Fichte, therefore, the “subject-object” is subjective.

How, then, does Schelling cope with this task?

For Schelling, the starting point is the absolute (undifferentiated identity,
absolute i1dentity), cognizable only through intuition, This is a primary
essence, “complete indifference to the subjective and objective.” Various
degrees of development proceed further. The real world, as an endless
world of isolated things, falls into two parts: the real (nature), and the ideal
(spirit). Nature can be reduced to reason, and reason to nature, while the
umiverse is the identty of both: “There are not two different worlds; there is
only one and the same world, in which everything is contained, including
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1f human beings envisage etemal lifc as the spirit of the integral, also existing outside
ofitself since it is itself a limited essences and if they envisage themselves as also out-
side of themselves, as limited beings; if they elevate themselves to the living, and

unite themselves with it in the closest possible fashion, then they worship God.5

Subsequently there appears to Hegel what might be called a “logicized”
God, stripped of many alluring baubles. It seems to us, however, that mysti-
cism is not dispensed with here, but becomes a special kind of mysticism-—
one mediated by logic and thought. Hegel was a great hater of all naivety, and
had an uncommon regard for the culture of thought. However, his whole
giant philosophical machine was constructed, ultimately, to allow him to
shelter in the quiet harbor of the absolute spirit. To this end, he also forces
the “idea” to cast off various costumes in order, post factum, to confirm the
mystical kingdom. He sets out to prove and justify mysticism, doing away
with its animal-savage-childish form, and to elevate it into a higher class. In
all his works, therefore, in the very style and exposition, we find numerous
devices which at first sight seem to be only artistic-poetic metaphors, but
which in fact have not only this but also another, more “profound” meaning.
When we speak of mysticism, we are not, of course, speaking only about
God. It is well known that the World Spirit, God, Reason, and so on, play an
enormous role in Hegel’s grandiose system, so that to demonstrate this
would be to break down an open door. The same applies to the relationship
with this God, and to the character of this relationship. Discussing religion in
his Phenomenology, Hegel himself defines mysticism in this fashion:

The mystical element consists not in the hidden nature of some secret, or in the lack
of knowledge, but in the fact that the self knows it unity with the essence, and that
this latier manifests itself in this way. Only the self reveals itself to itsclf; or, that which
reveals itself to itself achieves this only in the direct truth of iself.®

Religion and philosophy have one and the same content, but in religion this
content is expressed in the form of revelation, and in philosophy, in the form
of an idea; here, it constitutes the highest form of consciousness of which
the Phenomenology speaks.

Unity with the “essence” is unity with God. This mysticism in ideas is
formulated by Hegelian philosophy, in which mysticism in the narrow sense
is supposed to be present “in sublated form.” However, since a depiction is
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provided of motion in its entirety, mysticism enters into the discourse
uncormonly often and openly.

In The Philosophy of Nature, for example, Hegel in relation to inorganie
nature, its elements, planets, and so forth uses the categories of tension, tor-
ment, revulsion, striving, and so on in the spirit of Jakob Boehme (The Tor-
ment of Matter) of whom, in the relevant volume of his History of Philoso-
phy, Hegel speaks for the most part very positively.?

Or else, Hegel speaks in the spirit of Paracelsus, lor whom nature has as
many elements as there are major virtues. We sce that “the preserving of a
grain in the earth ... is a mystical, magical action.” In the same Philosophy of
Nature, however, the sun is a vanant form of eyesight, water of taste, and air
of the sense of smell. Here the idea, the sensory principle, and nature are
combined in completely monstrous fashion. The objectivism of Hegel’s ide-
alist philosophical system passes over into flagrant subjectivism.

The counterposed variants {the Fichtean on the one hand, and the
Hegelian on the other) of the “philosophy of identity” (which in reality, as we
have seen, is not a philosophy of identity at all, and which bears this label
quite falsely) are therefore not so different. Solipsists such as Berkeley and
Hume stripped consciousness from the living integrity of the empirical per-
sonality. This stripped-off consciousness was summarized by Fichte, who
transformed it into a universal “L” Hegel objectified it, tuming it into “spir-
it.” Hegel quite justly and in delightful artistic fashion mocks Fichte’s “I" as a
manifestation of “monstrous arrogance” and “mad self-conceit,” but this
reproach can in essence be made against Hegel’s entire system. Here, ulti-
mately, the same thing is at issue. The endless diversity of the infinite uni-
verse—in which inorganic nature “gives birth” to organic nature, which com-
prises a minor part of it, while organic nature gives rise to thinking humanity,
which is part of this organic nature—is replaced by the cosmic spirit, to the
rank of which human consciousness is elevated under various pseudonyms.

Hegel directs very well-aimed shafts against naive mysticism. Discussing,
for exaniple, the question of the divided “unhappy consciousness,” which
rushes back and forth between the world of the other side and the world of
this, while seeking umty with the world of the other side, he notes that this
striving is “pure consciousness,” but not “pure thinking™; since, $o to speak,
it merely £ries to think, but ends up instead in [nothing more than] a rever-
ential mood. Its thinking, such as it is, remains a cacophony of bells ora
warm, misty phenomenon, “musical thinking (quite so!—author) that does
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any thought whatever. Consequently, philosophy is doomed to rest on “pos-
itive science.” But where in this science is there a basis for rejecting the
materialist point of view @ limine?

This is why Marx, taking over the rcvolutionary side of Hegel’s method
while rejecting and demolishing Hegel’s idealist system, was compelled to
create his own materialist dialectics, in which Hegelian dialectics is present
only in “sublated form.” Marx’s dialectics reaps the harvest of the dialectics
of Hegel; it is its preservation, negation, and elevation to a higher level, its
Aufhebung. This German word combines the senses of conservare, negare,
and elevare.® Marx’s philosophy is dialectical malerialism, and materialism
is opposed to idealism of all varicties; it is dialectical materialism as
opposed to “stupid” (Lenin), “vulgar” mechanistic materialism, which has
to be overcome just like the “intelligent” idealism of Hegel.

16

The Sins of Mechanistic
Materialism

The history of materialism has still to be written. The great service rendered
by Plekhanov consists, among other things, in the fact that he overturned
many of the distortions to which materialism had been subjected as a result
of the arguments of its idcalist opponents (for example, the Kantian
Friedrich Lange). One of Plekhanov’s most important works here is his
Beitrdge zur Geschichte des Materialismus.}

How spiteful idealism can become, even when its greatest, most talented
and authoritative exponents are concerned, is clear from the example of
Hegel. He rejects Leucippus and Democritus, and does his best to purge all
the materialist elements from that giant of ancient Greek thought, Aristotle.
Hegel violently abuses Epicurus, a thinker who two thousand-odd years ago
defended atomic theory, foretold the movement of atoms along curved
paths, formulated a hypothesis on radiation that involved minuscule parti-
cles, and centuries before the so-called modemn era paved the way for the
Lockean doctrine of primary and secondary qualities, driving all teleology
out of phitesophy and, in the words of Hegel himself, “initiating empirical
natural science and empirical psychology.” The same Hegel scornfully pats
on the shoulder all the eighteenth-century materialists, praising them mostly
for their Gallic wit and defending their revolutionary enlightenment against
excessively vulgar attacks (as if to say, the customs that prevailed in France
were intolerable—simply swinish!). It is typical that in all these attacks
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model, and so forth, have been shamed on this point along with Hegel. As a
dialectician, however, Hegel turned out to be completely correct when he
asserted the impossibility of the atom being indivisible, unchanging, and
without qualities. Mechanistic materialism sought to consign everything
qualitative to the area of the subjective (though inconsistently!), and in each
case to dissolve the qualitative in the quantitative. Meanwhile, qualitative
diversity is an objective category. Quality is quality of being; it is immanent
in being in just the same way as quantity, with each interpenetrating the
other. From the limited character of the mechanistic materialist outlook
flowed the interpretation of all organic, animate, and thinking life according
to the model of the mechanical, to which it was “reduced” (the problem of
so-called “reductionism”); [’komme machine is the symbolic designation of
the above-mentioned tendency. The transition from physics to chemistry,
from chemistry to biology, from biology to sociology, and so on through the
use of the category of measure; that is, the leap to a new quality, a new
integrity or integrated whole, a new type of motion, a new regularity, was
beyond the reach of mechanistic materialism.

Mechanistic materialism tended to view any whole, any totality, as a
mechanical aggregate, differing from other aggregates in the number and
position of the atoms making it up. Meanwhile, the fact that the whole was
not an aggregate, and was not equal to a heap of its constituent parts, its
sum, was lost from view. Even the solar system is not the sum of various
bodies, but with a particular bond present, is a specific entity. Separating a
live, organic body into its parts turns this whole into a corpse; Aristotle
explained this point brilliantly, although he also brought it beneath the roof
of idealist “entelechy” (there will be more about this later). In the organic
world, consequently, a new quality and a new integrity are present. In just
the same way, society is something distinct from the human species; it dif-
fers from the latter in its specific properties, qualities, and laws. Theae are all
completely objective properties and qualitatively different “integrities,”
existing independently of the subject.

If matter varies qualitatively, its motion and “laws of motion” are also var-
ied, and cannot be reduced sunply to aspects of mechanical movement. It is
necessary to dwell on this pomt a little. Usually, when the question of “reduc-
tion” is being discussed, the following controversies arise. One side argues
that the other, when it protests against reduction, retains a mystical sediment,
an undissolved residue which in biology is “entelechy,” a mystical vis vitalis,
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or “vital force,” and so on. The other side rebukes its opponents for rejecting
qualitative specificity, that is, for committing the fundamental sin of mecha-
nistic materialism. In reality, the question can be resolved quite simply. A new
quality is by no means an addition to the properties of the earlier elements,
entering into a new relationship. It is not lined up in a row with them; it can-
not be placed in a single rank. It is a function of aspects related in a special
way. If this refation is destroyed, the function is destroyed as well; there is no
place here for any “residuum.” The constituent aspects exist in a new
“Integrity,” but they exist in “sublated” fashion—to use the language of
Hegel. They have become transmuted aspects of 2 new whole, and have not
simply been crammed into it like potatoes into a sack,

Even in a field so beloved of mechanistic materialism as mathematics,
quality plays a huge role, including in the highest areas. An exampie is the
transition from finite magnitudes to infinite ones; in the case of the latter a
whole series of concepts, perfectly apposite where finite magnitudes are
concerned, no Jonger apply.

Associated with this is another blatant inadequacy of mechanistic materi-
alism. It is oblivious to development; it is antihistorical. In fact, if any entity
is mechanically flat and not dialectical, not contradictory, if it is not making
the transition to a new quality (ontologically, in its real being), then a true
understanding of development, which consists in the appearance of the
“new” and the disappearance of the “old,” becomes impossible. Hence, for
example, in the notorious “theory of equilibrium,” a refined variant or man-
ifestation of mechanistic materialism, a crudely mechanistic interpretation is
given of productive relations (the coordination of material “living machines™
in the field of labor is “social matter,” and this is the same thing as matter in
physics!); on the other hand, equilibrium (even though mobile!) is taken as
the starting point, despite the fact that equilibrium in general can be seen
only as a particular instance of movement.

The French materialism of the eighteenth century was rationalist, connect-
ed with the idea of the “natural state™ and the “social contract™; it failed com-
pletely to comprehend the real motive forces of history, and interpreted the
sins of the present as the result of violations or “misunderstandings” of eternal
natural laws. According to this materialism, the laws of nature and socicty
were not historical, changing, transient, the expressions (on various scales of
time and space) of transient processes, but eternal and unchanging relation-
ships, like geometric theorems as usually understood. The naturalistic inter-
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pretation of social law, inevitably bound up with a rationalist-static, that is,
metaphysical, that is, antidialectical, understanding of it, flowed, as is obvious
from the above, out of the whole conception of mechanistic materialism.

In its discussion of the contentious question of soul and body, the “vulgar
materialism” of the nineteenth century was on an even lower level than the
materialism of the eighteenth century. A number of French materialists
advanced the correct position that thought was a property of matter organized
in a specific way, while the vulgar mechanistic materialism of Biichner and
Moleschott inclined to the thesis that the brain emits thought in the way the
liver emits bile, that is, oversimplifying the whole question to an extreme
degree, crudely reducing it to processes that have other specific features.

It was thus as though mechanistic materialism plotted the whole diversity
of the mobile, three-dimensional world on the flat surface of the single dimen-
sion of mechanics. This simplified world was rendered gray and trivial, some-
thing which horrified the rich, full-blooded sensible-artistic nature of Gocthe.

Marx, however, noted another trait, another shortcoming of the old
materialism, which afflicted all materialist philosophers up to and including
Feuerbach. In theoretical terms, the old materialism was passive; it viewed
human beings almost exclusively as products, in a purely objective manner.
Meanwhile, as Marx noted in his Theses on Feuerbach, idealism succeeded
better in developing the active side of humanity. We have already touched
on this in passing, and will not repeat ourselves here. In this connection as
well, Marx had the honor of making an abrupt turn of the wheel, that is, of
viewing the object as the object of practice, and the subject as the subject of
practice, rather than simply of mental theorizing; of introducing the catego-
ry of practice to the theory of cognition as its very center, and finally, of treat-
ing the subject of cognition not as “1,” “1 in general,” “humanity in general,”
but as social-historical humanity, a category unknown either to the old mate-
rialism, or to Feuerbach, or to philosophy in general. The old materialism
here shared in a general failing, and its “subject” was the same one-sided,
extra-historical, and extra-sodal intellectual abstraction as it had been for
philosophers of other persuasions, and with a lower coefficient of activity.

All these inadequacies, the one-sidedness and the antidialectical charac-
ter of the old materialism, were overcome hy dialectical materialism, the bril-
liant creation of those geniuses Marx and Engels. In the development of
philosophical thought in general, a2 new epoch, in the literal sense of the
word, begins from this point.
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Mechanical materialism was materialism, but it was passive in its theoret-
ical view of the subject. Idealism, the negation of materialism, was active.
Dialectical materialism is matenialism, but active materialism.

Mechanistic materialism was antihistorical, but revolutionary. The evolu-
tionary theory that followed it (in history, the historicist school; in geology
and biology, the doctrine of gradual evolution, and so on) was historical, but
antirevolutionary. Dialectical materialism is both historical and revolution-
ary at the same time.

Mechanistic materialism is materialism, but antidialectical. Hegel’s
dialectic is idealist. Dialectical materialism combines these opposites in a
brilliant unity.

A great deal of rubbish hias been written about the relations between
Marx and Hegel. In the same rank with Plenge in this field is the gray-haired
maestro, Herr Werner Sombart, who from a position of sympathy with
Marxism crossed over to a profitable sympathy (as the Germans would say)
for the gangsters and janissaries of fascism.® Qut of the whole crowd of the
highly-trained German scholarly fraternity only Troeltsch recognizes that
Marx preserved and developed the valuable dialectical heritage of Hegel.

Nevertheless, the same Troeltsch maintains in his Historismus that nothing
of materialism remained in Marx!7

Troeltsch writes:

It (that ia, Marxism) is an extreme realism and empiricism on a dialectical basis, that is,
on the bhasis of logic, which by Marx’s own admission explains the reality of experience
not in the same way as the unmediated and abstract materialism of the French rational-
st tradition, not as comprised of material elements and complexes of them, but asa
conerete, mediating dialectical philosophy, lowing out of a law that constantly splits up
and reconciles everything, that dissolves every distinet entity in universal motion.

This is from the writings of one of the most intelligent, knowledgeable,
and conacientious of these people. What are we to say about the others?
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The General Laws and
Relations of Being

In Lenin’s Philosophical Notebooks there is a remarkable passage, which will
be cited here in its entirety:

When one reads Hegzl on causality,” writes Viadimir Ityich [Ienin], “it appears strange
at first glance that he dwells so relatively lightly on this theme, beloved of the
Kantians. Why? Bocause, indeed, for him causality iz only ene of the determinations
of universal connection, which he had already covered earlier, in his entire exposi-
tion, much more deeply and all-sidedly; always and from the very outsct emphasizing

this connection, the reciprocal transitions [or interpenetration], etc., etc.!

To Kant, in his Critique of Pure Reason, the category of relation has within it
three concepts: substance, cause, and interaction. Hegel’s thinking, of course,
was incomparably richer; his dialectics is more developed than that of Kant.
But how can we understand Lenin from the point of view of the whole state of
modern science? Does the totality of scientific knowledge confer on us the
right to draw Leninist conclusions? Does it confirm these conclusions?

1t confirms them brilliantly. The above-cited proposition of Lenin also in
fact opens up a new stage, turning a quite new page in the history of philos-
ophy as a whole and in the history of dialectical materialism in particular. It
is not only Kantians who have put forward causality as virtually the sole type
of relation. This point of view has also exercised unconditional dominance
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throughout Marxist literature. This is a fact that can be confirmed using
countless examples. And what is surprising about this? Lenin himself writes
(as we have seen) that in the twentieth century, Marxists criticized the
Machists more in the manner of Biichner than in that of Marx in the strict
sense of the word, This is true, and Lenin is not ashamed to admit it.

But what does this proposition of Vladimir Ilyich mean from the point of
view of the gigantic sea of orderly empirical data that makes up the “economy”
of modemn science? We isolate a cause from the whole complex of relations and
mediations as something that in actmg on something else, passes over into it. A
cause is an active principle; the “other” is passive. The chain of causes is
infinite; it is always possible to ask “why?” It is in this sense that Hegel says:

A cause is itself something for which it is necessary to seck a cause, passing in this
way from one to another in an evil infinity which signifies an inability to conceive of
and present the general, the fundamental, the simple, consisting of the unity of oppo-
sites and hence immobile, though leading to motion.” (ke Philosephy of Nature)?

The critical part of Hegel’s view is dictated by searches for the Absolute, for
repose. However, the £ype of connection is nevertheless presented here:
interaction or reciprocity is another type of relation which consists in the
fact that both the active and passive roles are present here on both sides of
the relation. In The Science of Logic, Hegel defines interaction as the causa-
tion of substances that are conditioned one by another. This type of relation
is not different in principle from causation. It presupposes, however, that
behind the backs of the interacting factors there stands a third quantity, of
which they are a feature. Is the sum of the real bonds and relations exhaust-
ed by these concepts? Not in the slightest. When, for example, [ pull a mg-
ger and a gunshot resounds, its causc is the pressure on the irigger. Howev-
er, if there were neither powder, nor shot, nor cartridge, not to speak of more
general conditions, the gunshot would not have occurred either. The rela-
tion here is diverse, and a whole series of conditions have to be met for the
gun to fire. It was on the basis of this, among other things, that so-called
“conventionalism™ was formulated in its ime (see for example the works of
Max Verworn); this proposed replacing the concept of causation altogether
with that of conditions, or conventional factors. However, it can readily be
seen that, to use the earlier example, the fact of pressure on the trigger has a
specific sense and meaning; here work was performed (in the physical
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sense), and this work directly conditioned the transformation of energy, hav-
ing been modified itself,

Certain conditions are therefore necessary for a cause to bring about a
particular result. If these conditions are lacking, the consequence will also
turn out to be different, We have already cited the example of the seemingly
“eternal” law according to which heating a body causes it to expand (the
cause is heating, and the consequence is expansion). In astrophysics, how-
ever, healing serves to compress a body through the operation of quite dif-
ferent “ambient conditions,” that is, other relations and mediations. These
cannot simply be thrown overboard, and here, consequently, we sce a type
of conventional relation, which in no way excludes or replaces either causa-
tion or interaction. Next, we can for example recall mathematical relation-
ships, which express typical real relations. If, for example, we formulate the
so-called theorem of Pythagoras, which was already known to the ancient
Egyptians and which states that the square of the hypotenuse is equal to the
sum of the squares of the other two sides, this is again a special type of rela-
tion. Here one thing does not flow from another, as in the relationship
between cause and effect, but the one is given simultaneously with the other.
If we take the theory of functions, we have something that is similar, but
dynamic. This means that we still have two types of bonds and relations that
do not fit within the frameworks of the above categories.

Let us, further, take the relationship between “thinking™ and “being,”
between the “mental” and “physical,” between thought (or sensation) and
the brain (or the bodily organism). The designation “physical” here is not
precise, since the subject is exclusively living matter, and not simply the
physical body, which as we have seen, is not the same thing. Can it be said
here that the brain is the cause of thought, that the relationship is of the
causal type? We think that strictly speaking, it cannot. Two completely dif-
ferent issues are intermingled here: the question of the genesis of spirit, and
that of a specific relationship. Thinking matter arose out of inorganic matter.
In this sense matter is primary, and spirit secondary. In this sense, matter is
the cause of spirit. We cannot, however, tear spirit away from matter, since
matter did not simply give birth to spirit in isolation, in an impossible isola-
tion; matter gave rise to thinking matter through a chain of sensing matter.
‘I'he relation between the body and spirit of a subject is not a causal relation
for the simple reason that these are not two different objects, one extensive
and the other nonextensive, but are one and the same. The thinking body
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has the property of being conscious of itsell and others; consciousness is
not an object, but an other-being of a thinking body. The function of con-
sciousness is a particular form of the nervous and physiological functions of
the hemispheres of the brain, as part of a whole outside of which the brain is
not a brain. If it were ever proven that the brain “radiated” some specific
energy, this would not in essence change the question at all, since the energy
concerned would then have its own, sufficient, disanct form.

The theory of “psycho-physical parallelism” is unacceptable because it
establishes a relationship between two “substances™ when these do not
exist. In its descriptive part it is correct: in the language of psychology, this
and that “corresponds” to the nervous-physiological process. However,
there are not two processes here, but one and the same. The specific nature
of the bond and relationship is that the dialectical opposites coincide in
their direct identity as one, equal to itself.

The usual breaking of heads on this point occurs because people search
either for a visual representation {almost since the time of Spinoza, for
example, they have been searching for two sides of the arc), while a visual
representation, a sensible image, is excluded here a limine; or, people want
to set forth this peculiar and specific type of bond, this special category of
relations, the category of other-being, in concepts that correspond to other
specific categories, which is also impossible. Meanwhile, the problem here
is a false one; this relation exists as a special, unique association, a special
type of real bond, and it is necessary to formulate it mentally, that is, “in con-
ception,” as a special type, in all its originality, specificity, and relative oppo-
sition to other forms and types of relation. None of this excludes the exis-
tence of relations of a special type on the plane of other-beings themselves;
such relations include, for example, laws of assodiation.

Let us now take the type of relations expressed by the so-called mathe-
matical-statistical law. The usual example employed here is that of the law of
large numbers, illustrated by the act of flipping a coin. The greater the num-
ber of throws, the more nearly the number of heads (or tails) approaches
half the total (an elementary illustration for people beginning to study the
theory of probability). To treat a mathematical-statstical law as something
outside of expenience, with no relation to reality; to consider “pure mathe-
matics” as something having no contact with earthly life, is “pure rubbish.
We are no longer talking of the concept of number, and so on, Here, it is
obvious that hehind the back of the mathematical law stands the correct
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minting of a coin, giving it a symmetrical form. If the center of gravity of the
coin were shifted, the results would be different as well. Here, too, we there-
fore find a definite type of real relation, a special type. The debates conduct-
ed in the field of modern theoretical physics around questions of statistical
laws, concerning the “nature” of laws in the macro-cosmos, are founded in
real problems. At any rate, we have the question here of a new type of rela-
tion. This is yet another example confirring Lenin’s thinking.

Further, let us take the laws of dialectics, In Anti-Dikring, Engels
described these laws as general and all-encompassing principles embracing
nature, society, and thought. In The Dialectics of Nature, he provided brilliant
examples of dialectical materialism as a method of research in the highest
reaches of theoretical science. Marx in both his historical and philosophical
works proved himself an unsurpassed master of this method. All of Captfal,
from start to finish, is also permeated with the spirit of dialectics. It was not by
chance that Ilyich in one of his aphorisms noted that many Manxsts did not
know Hegel, and therefore did not have a thorough grasp of Capital.s

But just what are dialectical laws? For example, the law of diremption
[the splitting or sundering of the single whole], the interpenetration of
opposites, the negation of the negation, the transition from quantity to qual-
ity, and so forth. Are these laws of causation? No. Are they “conventional”?
Again, no. Statistical? Still less so. What, then, are they? They are laws of
dialectics, yes, laws of dialectics, particular, specific laws, laws that are sui
generis, and morcover, of the most general type.

This is only one question as regards the general types of laws. But in this
connection, we must also recall what was said earher about particular and
specific laws relating to each type of motion of qualitatively different types of
matter, in the first instance physical, chemical, and biological, then social,
and s0 on. As we have seen, the woodenness, narrowness, and relative stu-
pidity of mechanistic materialism was founded on incomprehension of the
category of measure, of leaps, and of specific qualities. Consequently, the
difference between the above types is further multiplied by the specific
nature of the laws that flow out of the nature of the object itself, and by the
specific, immanent character of the subject.

Here, however, indignant voices interrupt us: “This is too much! The
devil only knows what the author has agreed to here! Don’t you know that
this is pluralism of the first order! Nothing remains here of the monism on
which Marxists have always prided themselves since the time of N. Beltov’s
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book that caused such an uproar (the work by Plekhanov, Development of
the Monist View of History).4 All the laws are split up and on different
shelves—each has its special shelf, everything is partitioned off. Outside of
the “specific,” everything is smashed and destroyed—and here we are before
the old trough of pluralism! This is truly shameful dialectics, and for us, a
shameful transformation into our opposites!

“How terrible, comrades! More terrible than we can even express!”

What is the problem? The problem is:

First, that qualitatively different objects are related among themselves.
They are both individual and specific, and at the same time linked with
“others,” interpenetrating one another. Here are to be found diversity and
unity, and unity in diversity. In line with this, the laws as well are united
here (just like real objects) by the laws of dialectics. Finally, all the laws of
dialectics are tied in a single knot of necessity, the opposite of which,
chance, is itself a form of necessity. Necessity is the “supreme™ category,
which expresses unity, monism.

Monism does not reflect a flat, trivial, calm, comfortable unity, akin to inad-
vertence. It represents a diverse, disintegrated, contradictory unity, with vari-
ous opposing parts and aspects that interpenetrate one another. Here there is
not even a scent of pluralism. And neither is there an aroma of vulgarism,

Our opponents, however, dream of revenge. They are rising in revolt,
and already we hear voices:

“Well then! You have surendered the materialist position! Contrary to
Marx, Engels, and Lenin, you consider that spirit is an other-being of mat-
ter! Be so kind as to tell us, is this not in reality the position of the phileso-
phy of identity, that is, of idealist philosophy? That’s fine materialism!”

To which we reply:

In the first place, our worthy opponents are no doubt aware that
Plekhanov defined Marxism (of course, with a grain of salt) as a type of
Spinozism. And we all know what Spinozism is.

Secondly, it is by no means a matter of indifference whether we say that
spirit is an other-being of matter or that matter is an other-being of spirit. If
it were all the same, then Hegel, for example, would not be an objective ide-
alist, but a materialist; Schelling would not be a mystic, but a materialist, and
80 on. The argument turns into its own opposite.

Thirdly, dialectical materialism is characterized by a historical view of
the subject. After giving paramount importance to the origin of thinking
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matter in organic matter, by this very fact we have assigned paramount
importance to this inorganic matter as a historical and logical prius (an
absolute opposition between the historical and logical here does not exist,
and cannot!). A stone does not think; the earth as a whole does not think,
and there is no “spirit” of the earth, no “soul of the earth,” no world spirit,
and so on, of which an other-being rught be the material umverse, nature,
or the carth as a planet. On the earth, it is people who philosophize, and
there is no other “spirit” weaving spider webs of philosophical ideas. Ideal-
1sm therefore rests on the ultimate concept of teleology and of a freedom
that posits goals, while materialism rests on the idea of strict necessity. This
does not mean that materialism fails to see, anywhere, purposefulness or
regularity of purpose. However, materialism subordinates this regularity to
the strict concept of necessity, so that it occupies a special place and is at the
same Ume an expression of necessity. In idealist systems, meanwhile, this
regularity of purpose is the demturge of the world. However, we have delib-
erately kept this question separate, so as to analyze it in a special chapter [on
teleology], especially since this idea has now become very fashionable both
in philosophy and in science, particularly in “vitalist” biology.

18

Teleology

In Aristotle’s Metaphysics, we read about the organization of the universe:

We have to investigate in what way the nature of the whole contains within itself the
goad and the best; whether it contains them within itself as something separate and
existing on its own, or as an order, or whether they are present within it in a dual fish-
ion, a5 we see, for example, in the case of an ermy. In an army, the good consigts both in
the order that prevails within it, and in the commander, The latter represents the good
of the army to an even greater degree than the former, since the commander does not
exist thanks to the order, but the arder exists thanks to him. Everything is coordinated
in a certain manner, but not everything is coordinated identically. Let us take, for exar-
ple, live swimming creatures, live flying creatures, and plants. These are not ordered in
such a way that none of them has any relation to another; they exist in mutual relation-
ships. Everything is coordinated in a single gystem, just a8 in a house people are not by
any means permitted to do just as they like, but on the contrary, everything or most of
what they do is regulated. Slaves and animals (sic!), on the other hand, do kitde that is
aimed at the general good.... The principle of every creature is its nature....

To back up his idea about the “commander™ of the universe, that is, God, the
great philosopher and sage, the tutor of Alexander the Great, cites Homer: “To
have more than one leader is always harmful; let one person be the ruler™
This “position” of Aristotle immediately reveals the social-class under-
pinnings of his theoretical constructs: the “mode of production” is reflected
in this “mode of presentation” in a truly inimitable, truly “classical” form,
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What is at issue here is not the rich content of Aristotle’s philosophical work;
it would be an appalling vulgarization and oversimplification to see some
social-economical or political category behind almost every phiosophical
idea. Aristotle observed the object of science while resting on an intellectual
heritage. He gathered a gigantic volume of empirical material, and was himself
scientifically and philosophically creative. But the overall stylistic forms of his
thought reflected the general style of the epoch, of its military-slaveowning
“spirit,” which was conditioned by the “mode of production.” What 13
involved is precisely the “mode of presentation,” to use Marx’s expression.

Why have we picked on Aristotle? For the reason that, right up until the
present, all teleological philosophers and scientists have in essence chewed
over what Aristotle provided in his initial concept, of which more below.
And why did we begin with the above-cited passage? Because it is also the
key to a logical and social-histerical understanding of the teleological con-
cept. This will be confirmed in full measure by the account that follows.

According to Aristotle’s doctrine, the activity of a “form™ is required if
matter i8 to exist. “Form™ here does not imply one or another external appear-
ance or real structure of matter, but something quite different: an active princi-
ple. Matter in itself merely represents a possibility (dynamss) ; it is transformed
into reality, acquiring the form of reality (energera) only in the presence of an
active principle, This active principle is enéelechy, free activity, containing
within itself a purpose and representing the realization of this purpose.
Entelechy is pure activity, activity from within itself. Absolute substance is the
urity of “form” (in the specific sense indicated here) and matter, containing,
that is, good, the universal purpose, God. The purpose is, therefore, the good
in each thing, and in general, the very best or the “highest good” in nature.
The soul is entelechy. “It is not matter that moves itself, but the master.”
Entelechy moves that which constitutes the object of desire and of the thinker,
but is itself immobile. This is the purpose, the beautiful, the good. In order to
understand nature, it follows from this point of view that it is necessary to dis-
tinguish two main categories: 1) the purpose (cause finalis); and 2) necessity
(causa ¢fficiens). By tbe purpose is undersiood not an external aim, but an
immanent one, present internally in the object as an internal striving which
may also reveal itself as the mind in the absence of thought. Necessity is mere-
ly the external, matenalized, objective manifestation of the purpose.

This, in sum, is the doctrine of Aristotle, which has been elaborated in
all its details, especially in relation to the living, that is, to the organic. (Here,
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as we have already observed, it has become the basis of vitalism.) It should
be noted, however, that in this sense Aristotle understands all nature as
being organic, that 13, as life.

Consequently, the order of the universe is a copy of the slaveowning
order, a microcosm projected onto the macrocosm, the “all.” At the head of
the universe is a master who determines the goals, and whose goals are
objectified in “order,” in each thing in which the “good” (or the “beautiful™)
constitutes a purpose. At the same time, this purpose is a molecule, so to
speak, of entelechy, both of the general entelechy, the active “form™ of the
world, and of its motive principle; matter and the object are merely an
embryo that develops according to a norm established in it and to a purpose
immanent in it, This latter is also the force of development whose external
manifestation is necessity. Paramount importance is thus assigned to the
causa finalis, to which the causa efficiens is completely subject.

Intellectual reworking may have made this system elaborate and refined,
but its anthropomorphism, or more correctly, its sociomorphism, with a
thoroughly animist core, is as plain as the palm of one’s hand.

Hegel, in his Lectures on the History of Philosophy, cannot find words
sufficient to express his delight at this aspect of Anistotle’s teaching. (This
aspect, by the way, lay at the basis of the positive reception given to Anistotle
by the medieval Catholic church. It was precisely because of this that Aris-
totle was proposed for canonization as a Christian saint, while St. Thomas
Aquinas many times drank the waters from the teleological-theological
spring of the illustrious Greek.)

In The Philosofhy of Nature, Hegel wrestles with the concept of an exter-
nal goal, but stands like 2 mountain for immanent teleology, in which the
“wisdom of God™ is expressed:

The concept of a purpose as immanent to the objects of nature embodies their sim-
ple determinateness, in the same way as, for example, the germ of a plant already con-
tains, in real potential, everything which js later found on the tree, and consequently
this germ, ropresenting purposeful activity, strives purely for self-preservation. This
concept of a purpose in nature was already familiar to Aristotle, and he termed this
purposeful activity the nature of the thing, True teleological understanding—such
understanding is the highest (sic!) form—therefore consists in nature being regarded

as free in its distnctive living activity.?
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External teleology is considered here to be unauthentic. Through its crudi-
ty it clearly has discredited itself and the notorious “workings of the Lord,”
that s, all of teleology. Hegel ridiculed the idea that “sheep were created in
order to be shorn™; just as Goethe did the idea that the cork oak exists in
order to provide corks; and Heine, the idea that lambs and other animals
exist in order to provide soup. These and other absurdities clearly show the
impossibility of “external teleology.” True, immanent teleology is on the
other hand recognized by Hegel as the supreme form of cognition of nature.

The social genesis of the idea of immanent teleology is perfectly obvious,
and we shall not waste words on it. But what does the conception pro-
pounded by the teleologists rest on in logical terms? What trait, facet, or
quality of real relations was “inflated” or exaggerated here, transformed into
an essence, perceived in an iflusory relationship instead of a real one?

Serving as the “material” for this conception were the general order and
regularity of the world; objective regularity in general; the evident purpose-
fulness in organic nature, which expresses the relatively well-adapted nature
of biological species {morphological regularity, as the most striking instance;
the purposeful character of coloring, and so forth); the instincts of animals,
which are sometimes striking for their purposeful character; and the goal-
positing activity of human beings, their reasoned activity, in which the aim
precedes the action and is realized in purposeful activity.

Let us dwell first on biological fitness.

Aristotle’s Physics contains a remarkahle discourse in which the author
takes issue with the brilliant insight of Empedocles, who foretold Darwin’s
theory of evolution. This is astomishing but true.

Aristotle argues that when drought damages a grain crop, this is a natu-
ral phenomenon that is quite accidental in relation to the grain. Here the
relationship is external, and it is in this that the accidental nature of the
cause consists. There is, however, a necessary relationship of things
involved, an external necessity.

“But if this is s0,” Aristotle continues:

what ig there to prevent us from accepting that something which appears to us as a part,
for example, a part of an animal, might of its nature behave in the same arbitrary fash-
ion? For example, the fact that front tecth are sharp, and well suited to biting through
food, while back teeth are broad and are auited to grinding food, may be the result of
pure chance; this may not have occurred from necessity, with the teeth being fitted for a
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given purpose. In exactly the same way, this reasoning can be applied to other parts of
the body which, as it seems to us, have a particular purpose, 6o that in this case the liv-
ing being in which by chance everything nimed out in such a way that it served a par-
ticular purpose, survived precisely because everything turned out as it did, althongh
initially this expedient arrangement arose by chance, on the basis of outside necessity.3

Aristotle goes on to say that this objection pertains to Empedocles, who
argued that the world was originally inhabited by monsters, and that these
monsters perished because they were ill-adapted.

What objections does Aristotle raise against Empedocles? And how
does the Aristotle of the bourgeoisie, Hegel, come to the aid of the slave-
owning Arstotle?

The arguments directed against Empedocles by both philosophers are
pompous, unspecific, and at the same time worthless, Nothing is directed
against empirical science apart from the arrogance and superciliousness of
the “pure idea™

Hegel mocks the term “emergence,” describing this as senseless develop-
ment; meanwhile, the word “senseless™ is used with a dual meaning, so as in
this way to glorify the “sense” of the “purpose™ Hegel’s vituperation is
obviously naive, because the claim of “senselessness” has a compromising
function when there ought to be thought but is not, and does nothing to
compromise that which lies outside the very category of thought. The abuse
is founded on petitio principiid

Meanwhile, what are Anistotle’s objections?

Nature eignifies preciscly that whatever something becomes, that is how it has exist-
ed since the very beginning; it means internal universality and self-realizing expedi-
ency, 8o that the cause and the action are one and the same, since all the separate ele-
ments are corrclatod with this single goal.

On the other hand, the person who accepts the arbitrary formation described earlier
destroys nature and that which arises out of nature, since {sic'} that which arises out
of nature is that which has in itself some fundamental principle through which, in
incessant motion, it achieves its purpose.5
Hegel is in raptures. Here is “the whole of the true profound Notion of life™!
Beautiful, exalted, and so forth. But where is there even the shadow of
proof? One decree, one logical manifesto addressed to an “army,” and one
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complete repetition, in the guise of a proof, of something that ought to
figure only as a conclusion.

In his commentaries on Aristotle, Hegel himself advances the following
considerations:

Anstotle’s concept of immanent purpose has been lost beneath the influence of two fac-
tors: mechanistic philosophy and theological physics. Theological physies has put for-
ward the idea of an extraterrestrial intellect as a universal cause; that is, it has alao appealed
in ity own fashion to the external. Mechanistic philosophy has placed at the basis pres-
sures, stimulus, chemical relationships, and as a rule, always sxternat relationships, which,
it ia true, are immanent to nature, but which (listen to this!} do not flow out of the nature of
the body, but represent an alien appendage supplied from outside, Like a color in a fluid.6

Hegel then goes on to praise Kant for his concept of life as an end in itself,

Here an otherworldly God is placed on the same level with otherworldly
matter (the “holy matter” of our empiriocritics, who mock materialism and
external reality, showing that there is something in history that repeats itself
after all!). Once again, Hegel in essence does not argue, but simply lays
down the law, rendering his concept of nature so profound that he pro-
claims natural relationships to be something alien to nature, like tiny part-
cles of coloring pigment suspended in water! But if these relationships are
alien, whose are they? What world were they borrowed from? If they are
alien both to the spirit and to nature, then what are they even from the point
of view of Hegel’s philosophy? To this, there is no answer.

In this way, the uzge to throw off real nature whatever might happen
leads (true, without the “purpose™ posited by Hegel) 1o manifestly “sense-
less development.”

But let us move on to the essence of the matter. In the sense of the rela-
tive adaptation of species to the external environment, conformity to pur-
pose is a fact. The aim of the exercise is not to deny this fact, but to reveal its
real content, and to locate it within the general dialectical relations of nature,

Empedocles addressed this question in thoroughly correct fashion. A muta-
tion—accidental, as was noted earlier—is caught up in the process of selectton;
those individuals of the species who possess a usefil mutation have greater
chances of surviving, while those that are less fitted for survival perish. The
process of selection sifts out the best-adapted, which remain alive; when
arranged in a single line, they provide a picture of conformity to a purpose.
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But what is this process really about? However we might interpret the
mutation (in Lamarckian fashion or in some other way, for example, as the
product of the crossing of various individuals with different “genes”), there
is no predetermined goal here; the fitness of a number of individuals, as a
result of selection, is a necessary consequence, the reverse side of which is a
savage million-fold “nonconformity,” that is, the death of a vast, infinitely
great quantity of the ill-adapted. The conformity to a purpose appears here
post factum, and not as a motivating aim. It is, so to speak, a by-product of
necessity; only in this sense and with this meaning can it find a place for
itself. In other words, the conformity to a purpose is an aspect of necessity.

This was not understood by Aristotle. Nor by Hegel, nor by our half-
baked Russian anti-Darwinists, such as Danilevsky, nor by the modern-day
vitalists headed by Hans Driesch.?

Thus, the whole teleological conception collapses. It can also, however, be
destroyed from the other end. The expedient tooth of the tiger, outwardly rep-
resenting a “boon™ for the tiger and an example of entelechy, represents a nega-
tive for another creature, let us say, a fallow deer. For a deer, “herbivorous” teeth
represent a boon in relation to grass. Meanwhile, they are negative from the
point of view of the grass, negative from the point of view of the deer in relation
to the tiger, and positive from the point of view of the tiger in relation to the
deer. So where is the “boon” of universal entelechy? In the fact that human
beings in one way or another make use of the grass, the deer, and the tiger?
Where is the “higher goal” in this? There is no altemative, no other solution! If
this is s0, however, we return happily to the “theory,” ridiculed by all, according
to which a cork oak exists in order to stop up bottles, 2 lamb for meat and soup,
a sheep in order to be shorn, and lettuce to be eaten with a roast.

After taking our leave of this naive, philistine, stupid conception, we
cheerfully return to it from the other end, in circular fashion. “Immanent”
teleology reveals its immanent nature and manifests its essence, namely, the
fact that it is merely a refined variant of vuigar teleclogy and that it is vulgar-
ly teleological, with the “master,” that is, God, arranging everything for
humanity, although he often acts quite incomprehensibly. But on this point,
we already have Tertullian’s credo quia absurdum.® We see the same “trans-
mission belt” to vulgar tcleology in Hegel, who, forgetting how he has
mocked this vice, defines a plant, for example, as follows: “A plant is a sub-
ordinate organism whose purpose is to serve a higher organism and to be an

ohject of its use™ (The Philosophy of Nature).9
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The situation is more difficult with instincts, that is, with the capacities of
animals to perform actions that correspond to particular goals, ensuring the sur-
vival of the species and of the individual (the instinct for self-preservation, the
sexual instinct, the instinct of love for offspring, and so forth). These are inborn
and unaccountable factors, uniform and powerful, which objectively and physi-
ologically appear as unconditioned reflexes, while psychologically, most likely,
they appear as a dim inclination, an unconscious or obscurely conscious urge.
Here, to please Aristotle, there is already a transition to a purpose, the purpose
of dynamei or potentalities. But this purpose 1s precisely an aspect of necessity,
and here as well, all our previous arguments remain completely valid.

Instinctive inclination is transformed into purposes in thinking human
beings, passing through a series of intermediate stages on which we need
not dwell here. In human beings a new quality comes into being, that of pur-
pose in the real sense of something posited in advance and brought to
fruition. We now have the emergence of a subject, a reasoning subject, a sub-
ject that formulates goals. This is something fundamentally new. Here we
have a leap, though generally speaking, it is prepared by the preceding
developraent, and what we have here is unity of the interrupted and uninter-
rupted. This, however, is a special, side issue, though it is important in
another reapect. Here there really are goals, goals séricto sensu, and purpose-
ful activity. Marx in the first volume of Capital cites a well-known example
when he compares an architect to 2 bee. The architect has an image, 2 plan
of the structure as the purpose determiming his or her activity. The bee does
not have this, and builds unconsciously.

In humanity, nature undergoes a bifarcation; the subject, which has aris-
en historically, stands counterposed to the object. The object is transformed
into matter, into the object of knowledge and of practical mastering. A
human being, however, represents a contradiction, a dialectical contradic-
tion; he or she is at one and the same time both an “anti-member” (to use
the term of Avenarius), that is, a subject counterposed to nature, and a part
of this nature, incapable of being torn out of thia universal, all-natural,
dialectical relationship. When Hegel introduced his trinomial division nto
mechanism, “chemism,” and teleology, he in essence used idealist language
to formulate (that is, if we read him materialistically, as Lenin advised) the
historical stages of development, of real development.

Idealist philosophy, however, performs the following operation here: it
transforms a category that has appeared as a result of historical development,
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as an aspect of natural necessity, into an mnitial given quantity, uriversalizing
this category. Then this given quantity, supposedly primary and universal-
ized, describes a gigantic circle and returns to itself, In essence, this trick is
not at all difficult, but it bas to be understood in its development and
according to its nature, as we do here. From this, however, it flows in com-
pletely obvious fashion that only the rupture with dialectics, the antidialecti-
cal tearing out of teleology (or, in other works of Hegel, “the organic™) from
the context of natural histocial necessity can lead to purpose being elevated
into a primary form, that is, the active-reasonable basis of all principles. In
reality, however, a human being as 2 biological and social-historical individ-
ual is at the same time a goal-positing subject, and a link in the chain of nat-
ural necessity. The purpose here is an aspect of this necessity, although it is
no longer a metaphor, is not the embryo of a purpose, is not dynamis, but an
actualized purpose, energeia. An understanding of this makes itself felt in
Hegel as well, for example, when he says that a human being, in pursuing
his or her aims, depends on nature and is subordinate to it.

Consequently, we find here, among human beingg, a thoroughly real pur-
pose, the posing of objectives, teleology. This i3 something that actually exists.
Teleology itself, however, is an aspect of necessity, an aspect which has arisen
in historical fashion. A purpose, at least on earth, is a human purpose. It is
quite impossible to project a purpose onto the earth and onto the universe as
general entelechy. If in relation to everything earthly we can say that the carth
has purposes, then these are human purposes, the purposes of humankind as
a product of the earth and of nature, and not superhuman planetary purposes,
an emanated particle of which abides, as it were, in humanity, Dialectical mate-
rialism does not treat human beings as machines; it does not deny special
qualities, does not deny goals, just as it does not deny reason. But dialectical
miaterialism views these special qualities as a link in the chain of natural neces-
sity; it views human beingg in their contradictory duality as antagonists of
nature and as part of nature, as both subject and object, while viewing the
specific teleological principle as an aspect of the principle of necessity. This
corresponds to the real relation of things and processes, while the illusory
relation has to be destroyed completely and without mercy. This is how the
question of teleology is posed in its general formulation,
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Freedom and Necessity

The above also in essence provides an answer to the notorious question of
“free will” and necessity.

At the outset, it should be noted: freedom in the sense of an absence of
cause, of indeterminism, “pure freedom,” is nothing other than the will
taken in isolation, without relation to anything outside itself, that is, the
same absurd, empty abstraction as the Kantian “thing in itself” In The Cri-
tique of Pure Reason, therefore, it goes in harness with God and the immor-
tality of the soul as one of the postulates of practical reason. In this hyposta-
sis and isolation of pure “free will” is the essence of all the moralizing ethical
and “cultural-ethical” chatter of the epigones of Kantianism.

Another preliminary note must also be made, this time about necessity.
Aristotle distinguished between several concepts of necessity, pointing to a
triple significance of the word “necessary”; it referred 1) to constraint, “that
which is counter to inclination™; 2) to “that without which good does not
exist™; and 3) to “that which cannot exist otherwise than absolutely.”

This differentiation is extremely important. The revolt which is raised by
idealist philosophers in the name of “free will” (overwhelmingly, these
philosophers are ideologues of earthly goals!) usually appeals to the fecling
of freedom, to the perception of the act of free will; precisely this perception
is teshmony to the feeling’s lack of cause and definition, to its purity in itself
and self-sufficiency! Lenin therefore wrote, in his commentaries on Hegel’s
“Great Logic” (The Science of Logic, Part II), analyzing the question of prac-
tice: “Mechanical and chemical technology serves the aims of humanity
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because its character (essence} consists in its definition by external condi-
tions (laws of nature).” And subsequently: “In fact, human goals arose out of
the objective world and presuppose the existence of this world, 2s given and
immediately present. But it seems to human beings that their goals are taken
from outside the world, and are independent of the world (*freedom?).™

This is precisely the same view that Spinoza presented in his renowned
Ethics, a view he “demonstrated” more geometrico, or in an exact “geometric
manner.”

Spinoza protested in every possible way against the widespread view
that “human beings have unlimited strength and depend on nothing apart
from themselves.” Spinoza seized brilliantly on this fundamental, this
abstract vacuity of “pure will” taken “in itself,” that is, outside of all relation-
ships. Pure will is in fact a myth, although the sensation associated with an
act of will may be one of complete freedom: “A child thus imagines that it
freely wants the milk that feeds it; if it gets angry, it thinks that it freely secks
revenge; if it gets scared, that it freely wants to run away.”2 But here, as we
see, what is always involved is necessity in Aristotle’s third sense, and it is
only about this necessity that we arc talking 1 the present instance. This
necessity is the main object, the center of the whole problem; in no way is it
the “constraint™ mentioned by Anstotle.

Therefore, the negation of “free will” and the recognition of necessity is
not at all equivalent to the notion of a human being bound hand and foot.
This is a quite different question, which does not coincide with ours and
does not encompass it. The essence of the philosophical question does not
consist in the contradiction between will and the world, when the latter
dumps mountains of volcanic ash on you, as at Herculaneum, or when it
makes your wishes unattainable, or when it restricts them. The core of the
philosophical problem Les in whether a free act is free in the sense that it is
independent and not determined by others, or whether it is a link in a chain
of natural necessity that manifests itself as subjective freedom. This is an
extremely difficult question.

The answer to it is that present within this freedom is necessity. In the free
desire of a child for milk, in the child’s inclination, a natural law manifests
itself. In the powerful sexual instinct, a natural law manifests itself. In the free
urge to satisfy hunger and thirst, a natural law manifests itself. And so forth.
Here the natural law is the nature of the subject itself, revealed by the subject in
acts of will. The will here is really that of the subject; it is a manifestation of the
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subject’s nature, Since, however, the subject outside of nature is nothing, an
abstraction, an illusion; and because the subject himself or herself is the prod-
uct of nature and part of it; the law-governed character of the subject’s nature is
a natural phenomenon. The “free will” of idealists is freedom not only from the
external world, but also from the nature, the real nature, of the subject himself
or herself. In other words, here there is not only the abstraction of an isolated
subject, and not only the abstraction of his or her consciousness, but the
abstraction of part of that consciousness elevated to an absolute and revolving
about itself, In exactly the same way, in the analysis of the process of cognition,
idealist philosophy operates with a universalized abstraction of the cognitive
aspect of consciousness, Having taken the cognitive aspect “in itself,” it per-
forms exactly the same crudely antidialectical operation with the will, that is,
with another aspect of consciousness. In light of this, Schopenhauer was ill-
advised to interpret the world as “will and representation™

Oh, let fools forgive us (the clever will understand!). The dogs of the late
Academician Paviov, however, provide a marvelous scientific key to the
problem. The experiments conducted with unusual rigor over long decades
in the laboratories of Ivan Pavlov revealed and explained the processes
involved in the formation of reflexes, which from the objective-physiological
angle characterize behavioral acts, acts of will, in their relationship to exter-
nal stimuli, In his last works Pavlov, with all the stringency and methodolog-
ical caution characteristic of him, turned to human beings, and from these
concisely written works, in which huge layers of factual material lie con-
cealed beneath every word, objective laws of human behavior, both “nor-
mal” and “pathological,” gaze out at us with extraordinary clarity. Just as
Darwin revealed the conformity to scientific principles, that is, necessity,
underlying the conformity to goals of the lives of species, so Pavlov revealed
the conformity to scientific principles, that is, necessity, at work in the lives
of individuals; here, biology received a worthy addition in the field of physi-
ology. The nervous-physiological subsirate of an act of will is understood
here in its relations and mediations with the environment, and its dialectical
motion i8 revealed. In the process, the nature of its other-being is also
revealed as an aspect of the general conformity of nature to scientific laws.

Supercilious fools can giggle as much as they like at the shift from dogs
to the “realm of nature,” in just the same way as philistines and God-fearing
old women of both sexes giggled in their time over “monkeys” when con-
fronted with Darwinism. This is the way of the philistine rabble, to mock
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the brilliant discoveries of human reason. Meanwhile, reason is something
of which this philistine rabble is quite bereft, even though its members
imagine they are standing up for the honor and dignity of the intellect. Such
are the ironies of history!

In this way the teleology of individual behavior, that is, of reasoned, pur-
poseful behavior, of acts of will, is included in the chain of necessity; that is
to say, it is understood and interpreted scientifically.

The question of the social behavior of social humanity also has its own
particular, specific, and, moreover, historically determined aspect from the
point of view of the problems of “free will” which we are examining.

In his essay on Feuerbach, Engels observes that in history nothing happens. ..

without a conscious intention, without a desired goal. It is only very rarely, however,
that what has heen willed comes to pass; in most cases numerous desired goals cross
over and collide in the struggle. In the historical arena, the collisions of numerous wills
and individual actions thus bring about a siate that is fully analogous to the phenomena
that hold sway in unconscious nature. The goals of actions figure as wisbes, but the
results that in practice follow fram these actions are not the object of the wishes, or else,
to the degree that they seem to correspond to the desired goals, they ultimately have
consequences quite different from those that were desired.... People make their histo-
ry, however this history might unfold; in the process, everyone pursues his or her own,
consciously formulated goals. The result of these wills, acting in different directions,
and of their diverse impact on the external world is history..,, However ... the
numerous separate wills acting in history mostly lead to results that are quite different

from, and often completely opposed to, those they were intended to have,..3

Captured exquisitely here is what Wilhelm Wundt called the law of the het-
erodoxy of goals.4 This, however, is a different question, even if a related
one. The goals here are definite, arising out of particular circumstances.
Engels dwells on something else, on the fact that the goals are not realized,
or that their realization is restricted, or that their results are the opposite of
those desired. An example is provided by the crises that periodically strike
capitalism, These crises are features of the economic cycle, that is, manifes-
tations of particular laws of a social character, the “laws of motion™ of capi-
talist society; that is, they are a category of social necessity. In relation to the
individual will, however, social necessity acts here as Aristotle’s “necessity”
in the first sense, that is, as “that which is counter to inclination.” In other
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words, if from the social point of view, that is, from the point of view of the
movement of society, of capitalist society as a whole, we have an Aristotelian
necessity of the third kind, then the same necessity applies (in relation to the
ndividual subject, as an Aristotelian necessity of the first kind).

Anarchic, atomized commodity-capitalist society is blind, and its laws are
elemental; it is not an integrated subject with a single will, not a “teleological
unity.” This society as a whole does not pose any goals; it is a subjectless sub-
Ject, a special, historically defined type of society. Earlier types of society really
did have elements, sometimes quite developed, of commodity circulation, of
usurer “capital,” and so forth. On the other hand, they were full of the din of
class, tribal, national, and interurban struggle and warfare. In these societies
the menacing anarchy was interpreted as biind fate, destiny, moira, ananks
(for Heraclitus, eimx smeneanage, the preordained, ineluctable power of fate).
The wonderful Greek “tragedies of fate” were an artistic-poetical reflection of
this destructive social spontaneity. Dying capitalism, through its ideologues,
directly presents fate as a category of “science.” Spengler’s Decline of the West
set the ball rolling, and his idea of a harsh, inexorable fate has become the
main principle adopted by fascist historiosophism, which combines it in para-
doxical fashion with the most unrestrained voluntarism.5

But revenons a nos moutons. Engels, as 13 well known, described the tran-
sition to socialism as “a leap from the realm of necessity to the realm of free-
dom.” Idle critics of Marxism have argued that this represents a transition,
albeit belated, to the point of view of “free will,” as idealists understand it.
This, however, is an absurd objection. Engels also said that the real history
of humanity would begin with socialism, and that earlier there was only pre-
history. In maintaining this, he was not by any means renouncing the histor-
ical view of the society of the past, or of nature itself. The Dialectics of
Nature, with its analysis of the “laws of nature™ as historical, shows quite
clearly what the real situation is here, Things are just the same with the
familiar “leap.” This is a leap “out of the realm of necessity into the realm of
freedom” in the sense that here society and the individual are liberated from
Aristotle’s necessity of the first kind, that Wundt’s “law of the heterodoxy of
goals™ is done away with. This, however, does not mean that necessity of the
third kind is done away with, or that Engels performs a leap from the realm
of materialism to that of idealism and pure voluntarism.

With the transition to socialism, the subjectless society becomes a sub-
Ject, blind necessity ceases to be blind, the uncognized becomes cognized,
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the absence of a goal is transformed into its opposite, and the absurd in soci-
ety is replaced by reason. This, among other things, is what lies behind Stal-
in’s well-known formula: “The plan? We are the plan!” “We” signifies
organized society, planned society, the manifestation of the collective will of
society as the expression of the totality of individual wills. Here social
necessity manifests itself directly in social teleology. The plan simultaneous-
ly expresses both cognized social necessity and the purpose behind the
planned action, a purpose that is promptly realized. This represents a quite
new relationship between necessity and the goal.

The elemental character of development, directed against individual
wills, thus disappears under socialism, and in this sense a leap is made from
the realm of necessity to the realm of freedom.,

In the third volume of Marx’s Capital, there is an interesting observa-
tion: that the realm of true freedom begins on the other side of material
labor, in that epoch of the development of communism when the powerful
forward movement of the productive forces and the immense growth of
social wealth will no longer be the object of any special concern. This does
not of course mean that people will attain an angelic status and cease to eat
and drink. It merely signifies that the development of the productive forces
will automatically, so to speak, ensure the process of public provision, and
that the center of activity and of creativity will shift. What remains of the
compulsory character of work will disappear completely, even if this com-
pulsion was previously “internal” and not “external.” Free creatvity—inven-
tion, science, art, direct communion with nature—will sharply increase its
relative weight This represents liberation from crude concerns about peo-
ple’s daily bread, though again only in a certain sense of the word.

The need to eat and drink is an expression of natural necessity, revealing
itself in social necessity primarily through the link of production. Social neces-
sities are thus more complex manifestations of natural necessity; they are a
new form of necessity which negates natural necessity and at the same time
affirms it (this being the dialectics of the new). Under developed communism,
that which was present in consciousness first and foremost as a direct social
goal now becomes an automatic one. This does not mean that production has
disappeared, has become unnecessary, has ceased to serve as the basis of life
or to be ohjectively the factor defining social life. Here the dialectics of motion
is such that an extremely high degree of development of production signifies a
shift of goal orientations to a different area. Consequently, there is a new

BRI S0 brSi W STl AR LFILEFTFA

-






194 PHILOSOPHICAL ARABESQUES

“The soul 15 substance, like the form of the physical organic body™; it is
the active principle imparting life, “entelechy.”®

This doctrine is taken over in its entirety by Driesch, who considers
causality to be a principle of natural law for the inorganic world, while for the
organic world this role is played by articulation, order, and entelechy, consti-
tuting the spiritual principle, the vital force, the indispensable factor that
makes the living live, and the specific feature of the organic in general. The
psycho-Lamarckian Franse declares outright that “we can rightly see the
cause of adaptations in the spiritual activity of plants.”s In this, in the vis
vitalis, in entelechy, in the “soul” of the organism, as a special integral spiri-
tual principle, immanently directing all the development of the organism and
tearing loose everything organic from the chain of natural necessity—here
lies the “key”™ to the conception of vitalism; amything else, anything not joined
with this “key” by the necessary }ogical bond, is completely “unspecific”
from the point of view of idealism in general, and vitalism in particular.

Let us take, for example, the idea of the whole. Can it really be handed
over to the monopoly ownership of idealism? Certainly not! Not in any way!
Marx himself, in contrast to rationalism and mechanistic materialism,
stressed the idea of totality. But unlike the modern-day worshippers of total-
ity, who pile up all totalities in a single heap, Marx saw and understood per-
fectly that there are various types of totalities, and that society, for example,
is not the same kind of being as an elephant (in contrast to the “organic
school” then, and fascist theoreticians such as Othmar Spann and Co. now).

The idea of the whole expresses objective reality, and we have already had
cause to speak of this while examining the question of reasoned thought. The
whale, while not in any case the arithmetical sum of its parts, their mechanistic
unification, their aggregate, nevertheless consists of parts, Each part, however,
when detached from the whole, the organic whole, ceases to be part of this
whole and usually dies. We say usually, since recent advances of experimental
science have revealed that parts separated from an organism can be “grafted™
onto another orgenism (the experiments on the so-called transplanting of
organs have yielded truly marvelous results), sometimes not even of the same
species, or else they survive for long periods in some artificial medium (the
experiments of Carrel, Bryukhonenko, and others). A sexual secretion can be
injected mto an organism and can function as a part, an “aspect” of it. Extract-
ed from it, and joined with a female cell, it forms a new totality. Worms can be
cut into parts, and these parts carry on living! And so on. But of course, a
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hand when detached from a body is no longer a hand. We have no intention
whatsoever, then, of surrendering to vitalism the idea of the whole, but main-
tain this idea in its dialectical relationship to the idea of the part.

Perhaps Gliederung or articulation represents an epochal discovery of vital-
1sm? By no means. The recognition of coordination in the parts of an organ-
1sm, both morphological and functional, is something age-old. If we leave out of
account the “fluidities” of the ancients, in the modern era we find in Cuvier and
Geoffroy Saint-Hillaire the law of correlation. Cuvier took on the task of restor-
ing the skeleton of an exhumed body on the basis of the bones; Darwin devel-
oped this law, not to speak of what has happened since. The “service” ren-
dered by vitalism, an extremely negative one, consists merely in the fact that it
has “coordinated” this “coordination” with entelechy, as a supersensory mysti-
cal force, an immanent “goal in itself)” a special-purpose vital activity outside of
necessity; it has absolutely counterposed the coordination of the parts of an
orgarism to natural necessity, viewing this coordination only from the stand-
point of a teleological relationship to a “higher” principle of entelechy.

Might it be that pointing to the specific character of the organic is a service
rendered by vitalism, and a particular strength of vitalism itself? Once
again, the claim does not hold up. Hegel was exceedingly fond of this
theme, and sought to demonstrate in 2l possible ways that in an organism
physical and chemical processes cease to be such.

In The Philosophy of Nature we read:

We can ... observe chernistry and even chemically geparate out particular parts of the liv-
ing whole. Nevertheless, the processes themselves cannot be considered chemical
{author’s italics), since chemical properties are inherent only in (he dead; animal
procesaes always do away with the nature of the chernical. The mediating functions that
are inherent in an area of life can be investigated and uncovered at a very profound level,

as in the meteorological process. Reproducing this mediation, however, is impossible.4
Elsewhere in the same work we find this passage:

At this direct transition, this transformation, all chemistry and all mechanics suffer a
collapse. Here they find their limits, since they perceive their object only in terms of
those elements that are present and which have already possessed an identical ont-
ward lorm.... Neither chemistry nor mechanics, whatever contortions they might
perform, can empirically follow the change that food undergoes up to the point

where it enters the bloodstream.5
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Here, however, it should be noted above all that such elementary facts as the
following are reliably known to us: a plant when in the light absorhs carbon
dioxide and breaks it down into carbon and oxygen, giving off oxygen, real
oxygen, into the air. Whatever one might say, this is a chemical reaction in
the most ordinary sense of the word. When an animal breathes, it absorbs
oxygen from the air and gives off carbon dioxide—again, a chemical process
of the classical type. Organic chemistry prepares organic substances by syn-
thetic means. This is a great advance for science.

Do chemical processes occur in the same way within an organism as out-
side it? This is a question of fact. Probably, they all take place differently, by
way of different relationships, forming correlations with specific conditions
and proceeding subject to them. The organic is specific; this is why Engels
wrote in The Dialectics of Nature: “Physiology is, of course, the physics and
in particular the chemistry of the living body, but at the same time it ceases
to be chemistry in particular; on the one hand, the sphere of its activity is
restricted here, but on the other, it rises to a higher level.” Engels also wrote:
“If chemistry succeeds in preparing this protein, the chemical process will
depart from its own framework,” that is, a transition will have been made
from chemistry to biology.6

But what does this show? Entelechy? Why? The fact that until now we
have not constructed a living organism synthetically is easy to explain; living
matter was formed over a vast time scale, and by no means under laboratory
conditions, Balancing these aspects is immensely difficult. But this is not
proof of entelechy either. Where is the error in the argument, put forward by
dialectical materialism, that life, just like sensation, is a property of matter
organized in a particular way?

Hegel answers this question—and how he answers it! Just listen! He sets
out in his own words the ideas of Aristotle, and solidarizes with him (in

essence, this is Hegel’s own position):

If we consider body and soul to be one, like a building consisting of many parts, or
else (which, by the way, is not one and the same!—author) like things and their prop-
erties, a subject and predicate, and so forth, then this is materialism {oh, horrers! oh,
gods!!—author), since both soul and body are regarded here as things (where did you
get this from?!—author). Such an identity represents a superficial {of course!—
author) and empty (I should think so!—author} definition, of which we do not have
the right (oh, lord, what suffering!—author) to speak, since {listen, listen'—author)
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form and matter do not possess identical worth in relation to being; we have to

understand a truly worthy identity as being entelechy.?

Enough! “The soul is a cause, as a purpose”! A wonderful explanation!
First, on the basis of a crude anthropomorphic, or more precisely, sociomor-
phic analogy, you have constructed an image of the universe, raised an
abstraction of a goal onto a world pedestal, then you baptize everyone with
its holy benison, since only this is “worthy,” and it is “worthy” because on
an exalted level there abides the supreme goal, the entelechy of the world.
But is all this idealist hocus-pocus in the least convincing?

It is possible to turn this question around and view it, so to speak, from
the opposite angle. There can be no doubt that it is an innate quality of liv-
ing things to feel, and of particular living things, to think. (What kind of
“lower” form of sensation exists in plants, what it consists of concretely, we
do not know, but there is abundant evidence to back the hypothesis that it
exists.) But be so kind as to tell us why this property of organic bodies has
to be treated as a special force, and why this force has to be considered
active entelechy? Why should it be supposed that this force is a prrius, and
why should it be asserted that this prius exists outside of natural necessity,
moving in a different dimension, a dimension of goals, and that natural
necessity is subordinate to this prius, rather than the other way round?

It is characteristic of Hegel that he revolts in every possible way against
metaphysical “forces,” and against tautological explanations in the category
of Molizre’s “sleep is a soporific force.” Hegel correctly objected against
sound-producing and heat-producing fluids, “phlogiston” and so forth. But
it is something quite different when a mystical “higher” force is introduced,
a vs vitalis, a vital force based on nothing, supposed to explain everything,
and explaining precisely nothing!

Now we shall pose the question again, in the following fashion. True, we
cannot yet create orgamsms out of norganic matter, although Wahler, early in
the nineteenth century, obtained urea by synthetic means. We can, however,
modify organisms, breed new varieties, and in particular OTganisms, create new
conditioned reflexes (for example, the training of animals), and so on. When we
transform natural inorganic substances, we make use of natural necessity; we
are guided by it, using the laws of nature, forcing nature to work upon itself, We
have already analyzed this question. But tell us, if you please, does not the very
same happen when we “train™ a monkey or a rabbit, a dog or a pig? When we



198 PHILOSOPHICAL ARABESQUES

induce sea lions to play with a ball, or an ape to ride a bicycle® Does not the
same happen when Michurin breeds new varieties of apples or pears? Or when
Lysenko alters vegetative processes? Or when new breeds of stock are devel-
oped? In all these cases, are we not sctting in motion cognized laws of nature,
which “work™ because they are laws of the development of organisms, laws of
the interrelationships of these organisms with various factors?®

To this, we might immediately hear the objection: if you please, neither
vitalism, not Hegel, nor Anstotle, nor the “soul” and “entelechy,” nor the
“purpose™ have negated or now negate external necessity in any way. They
simply maintain that external necessity is a form of manifestation of inner,
immanent conformity to purpose, which is the supreme principle.

You have slain e, good sirs, really slain me!

But if entelechy is fearsome, at least necessity is merciful.

Can all this argumentation really save the unfortunate vitalists? Hardly. In
the examples we have cited, what has become of this notorious primacy? What
is it that serves as a tool in the hands of humankind? Natural factors, laws of
nature. And with their help, that is, under the impact of certain natural factors,
a different direction of development ensues, a direction that was not “imma-
nently” present in the organism. What “good” or “purpose” is there in the lay-
ers of fat that accumulate on a Yorkshire pig, and which mean that the pig is no
longer able even to move? What becomes of the primacy of entelechy when it is
confronted with the action of natural laws? “Entelechy” itself (in this case, the
mental side of the physiological process, let us say, new conditioned reflexes)
changes fundamentally. This means that the “primacy” has departed this life.

Here, however, the indefatigable critics raise a deafening howl. You have
brought in a different entelechy, they cry, an entelechy of human beings, of
human reason and goals. This is why you have obtained such a result! You
have merely confirmed the primacy of entelechy by accepting the principle
of entelechy in a higher form, the human form....

This objection too is unconvincing, since in this case there is no differ-
ence, so far as the discussion of our problem is concerned, between human
and nonhuman intervention. Between “reason” and the object of the action
there are natural factors. Human beings act through these, merely combining
them in a particular fashion. These factors form new qualities and properties
of an organism in its corporeality; therefore, they form its “entelechy™ as well,

Consequently, this objection too falls away. Here as well, natural necessi-
ty scores a brilliant triumph.

PO
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The whole vitalist conception, as a conception of immanent teleology,
leads ultimately to vulgar forms of teleology, which coincides with theology.
This was the case with Aristotle, for whom the supreme good and supreme
purpose grew over into the master of the world, that is, a god, a cosmic
Alexander the Great enforcing order in the universe. Particles of this paradise,
atoms and molecules of the general good, grow up as the entelechy of [each
of] the organisms in hierarchical order, according to the army table of ranks
(see the “forms™ of St. Thomas Aquinas). Hence “every breath praises the
Lord"” This is termed the “exalted,” “elevated,” “worthy;” “beautiful.” and so
on, compared to which our sinful matter is a second-rank category, lowly,
unworthy, ugly, dirty, and sinful. In their theologjical-philosophical form these
ideas have at times become exceedingly widespread, and they have now been
resurrected in half-witted form by the theoreticians of fascism.

The purpose—the primacy of the purpose—is pure voluntarism; the pri-
macy of the “spiritual,” and entelechy; the mystical contemplation of the
world Whole; the shifting of the intellect and rational cognition to the back-
ground. Staatsbiologic as the main science; the mystical “voice of the
blood,” and the mystique of the “organic™ in general. The organization of
idealist order as the structural principle of the cosmos.

The special-purpose criterion of truth in the banal form of the goals of
Hitler, a8 an organism directly in touch with cosmic entelechy (the Egyptian
pharaohs had the same thing thousands of years ago!). The “spiritual pos-
session” by the people of the means of production (material possession can
stay with the capitalists—this is nothing, so long as the people have the
“spiritual™), and similar rubbish. All these are pictures of the degradation of
bourgeois society. Dying in the real world, on the one hand it provokes a
desperate bloodshed and places its reliance on thoroughly material means of
destruction. On the other hand, it immerses itself in the mystique of the
unreal, in the depths of the soul, despite the official actualism. All the while,

it is fraught with the age-old words of age-old despair:

In truth, all is vanity! For in this life everything arthly is in vain.
Or, as in Ecclesiastes:
Vanity of vanities, all is vanity.

That is where your path leads, good sirs and mesdames.
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Modern Science
and Dialectical Materialism

On the threshold of the century there emerged a crisis of physics, and
together with it, of all theoretical science. As hidden changes took place
the ideological orientations of the ruling classes, and as previous social and
material relations in their turn were altered by ideological reflexes, this
called forth special forms of so-called “physical idealism.” This combina-
tion of words is absurd. All that is reflected in the absurdity of the phrase,
however, is the “height” or “stage™ of ideological distortion. Meanwhile, ide-
ological distortion as such has been and remains a factor.

Lenin’s 1908 work Materialism and Empiriocriticism focused on the
question of the reality of the external world precisely because at that time
agnosticism and idealism had reccived extremely wide currency, and in the
depths of theoretical science, beginning with physics, theories which in
essence did away with the basis of the universe, that is, matter, were wildly
popular. “Matter has disappeared; equations remain.” Such concepts of
physics as atoms were dedlared to be no more than “models.” These were
conditional “signs,” “symbols,” “tools” for coordinating the elements of
idealistically understood experience; nothing real corresponded to them. A
sign of good form was a scornful attitude toward matter and the reality of
atoms. In the theory of Vaihinger (Die Philosophie des Als-Ob) all the basic
concepts of theoretical physics such as matter, mass, the atom, and so on
were declared to be fictions, an artificial means of thought—and that was
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all.! The solipsist tendency was clearing a path for itself.

The subjective idealism of Berkeley and Hume was reborn in new
forms, donning the clothes of exact science. The outstanding role in this
process was played by Ernst Mach, an extremely talented and erudite
physicist, historian of science, and experimenter. Here Lenin stood up
“against the current” that had overwhelmed significant numbers of Marx-
ists who were distracted by the “strictly experimental” side of the empirio-
critical constructs. (We have already dealt in essence with this “doctrine of
appearances” in the early parts of this work.)

It s curious now to see what the development of the natural sciences in
the period since the appearance of Lenin’s book has actually brought. What
has the progress of theoretical physics yielded on the questions that were
most contentious at the beginning of the century? In this debate, who has
turned out to be objectively correct?

Whatever was said, however much idle chatter was heard, and whatever
reservations were expressed, one basic fact remains: the atomic theory was
brilliantly confinrmed. The reality of the atom was proven. Different atoms
were described; cognition penetrated into their structures. Expenmental
science, in the person of Rutherford, split the atom by bombarding it with
streams of particles, and detected the motion of its components. The ques-
tion is now arising of using the internal energy of the atom, and so forth.
The atom has been experimentally substantiated. Atoms, however, exert
practical influence; they bring about changes in practical-experimental fash-
ion., Industrial technology already makes use of the achievements of micro-
physics, and various forms of micro-analysis serve the cause of material pro-
duction on the public level.

The proof of the correctness of atomic theory, as such, has turned out to
be so convincing that even Wilhelm Ostwald, the father of “energetics,” has
been forced to renounce all the bases of his own views, which were consis-
tent after their fashion, and to acknowledge the correctness of the position
represented by atomic physics.?

This signified a great victory for materialism, however much the idealists
tried to distort the real state of affairs. The fact is that whole mountains of
arguments, theories, and systems which rested on the view of the atom as a
cognitive fiction crumbled into dust. The idealists were forced to retreat to
other positions. They found them, and idealism now operates in forms that
are even more harmful, and outright mystical. Nevertheless, in the area of
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theoretical science this situation, which is rooted in the social psychology of
the era of profound capitalist decline, no longer rests on the same broad
basis as when the question of the atom was controversial.

The development of physics and chemistry has not only provided
confirmation for materialism, which for thousands of years has battled
against idealism. It has also provided confirmation for dialectical material-
ism, for materialist dialectics.

Above all, the development of physics and chemistry has shown the
qualitative nature of atoms. Quality is aflirmed here as an objective property
of objective things and processes. As was stated earlier on this point, we find
here a fundamental difference with the ideas of mechanistic materialism and
with its one-stdedness. At the same time, the dialectical law of the transition
from quantity to quality is brilliantly confirmed, since depending on the
quantity of electrons, the quality of the atom changes. In microphysics the
categories of measure and of leaps acquire a firm basis. The proven divisibil-
ity of atoms, and the fact that atoms make up whole “systems of worlds,”
puts an end to the antidialectical view of the “ultimate building blocks of the
universe” as a sort of absolute, where an impassable boundary will be
placed, where infinity turns into finality, and where the world “in depth”
proves suddenly to be boarded up. Modern physics has put an end to this
view, and has again put wind in the sails of materialist dialectics, despite the
physicists often not having the slightest idea of the latter.

The dialectical law of diremption, “the splitting of the whole,” found
expression in the interpretation of the atom as a system of positive and neg-
ative electrical charges (protons-electrons). Subsequent analysis, continually
rendering the picture of atomic structure more complex and variegated,
revealing more and more new features, aspects, processes, and relation-
ships, has not done away with this polarity, in which one of the most pro-
found and fandamental laws of dialectics is revealed. Associated with this as
well is the internal motion of the atom.

The dialectical law of contradiction has manifested itseif on the broadest
scale in the question of interrupted (discrete) and uninterrupted character.
Engels in The Dialectics of Nature wrote about this precisely in connection
with problems of the atomic theory of that time:

A new epoch in chemistry begins with atomic theory (therefore it is not Lavoisier but

Dalton wbo is the father of modern chemistry}. The situation in physics changed
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correspondingly with the advent of molecular theory (which since the discovery of
the transformation of one form of motion inte another has represented a different
form of this process, but in essence only another aspect of if). The new atomic theary
differs from its predecessors in the respect that (if we leave azses out of account} it
does not assert that matter is simply discrete, but that the discrete parts represent
various stages (ether atoms, cbemical atoms, masses, heavenly bodies) and different
nodal points; that they condition various qualitative forms of being of matter in gen-
eral, along a descending line until weight and repulsion are lost.$

In modern physics this unity of the intermittent and continuous, with the
interpenetration of opposites, has taken the form of the unity (and of the
opposition in unity) of the particle and the wave. Corpuscular theory and
quanta (that is, packets of particles) on the one hand, and wave theory and
waves on the other, combine in a dialectical unity in which theory (the unity
of corpuscular and quantum theory) correctly reflects reality (the unity of
particle and wave, their contradictory dialectical unity).

it would of course be absurd if dialectical materialism were to tie its hands
by proclaiming the “picture of the world” achieved so far to be absolute
truth. Cogmition is going decper and deeper all the time. What is important
here, however, is the definite trend of development, which strikingly confirms
the laws of dialectics. The electromagnetic theory of matter has been proven,
but it is still only written in the contours of the general composition, and only
partially. Nevertheless, alt the new features that are revealed by the subse-
quent process of cognition follow the lines of objective dialectics. Protons
and electrons are connected with wave motion in the ether; the discovery of
uncharged particles reveals the unity and opposition of the new order where
uncharged particles—neutrons—versus charged ones; positrons, that is, par-
ticles with the mass of an electron but with a positive charge, versus elec-
trons, with their negative charge; particles with the mass of a proton, but
charged negatively, versus the positively charged proton, and so forth (see the
experiments of Curie, Joliot, Anderson, and others).

The development of natural science in recent times has destroyed the
metaphysically one-sided concept of the permanence of chemical elements,
and has provided confirmation of dialectics in a more “dialectical” form, so
to speak, than existed for Hegel. Here too, Hegel sacrificed dialectics to his
idealism. In protest against atomic theory, chemical elements, 2nd so on (he
himself understood “elements™ in the spirit of the ancient Greeks, especially
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Empedocles, that is, as earth, water, air, and fire), and from fear of material-
ism he overstepped the mark, bending the stick in the direction of the abso-
lutization (that is, metaphysical restriction) of the whole, divorcing the
whole from its parts.

Atomic theory, its extension into electron theory, and the powerful devel-
opment of studies of the periodic system on the basis estabhished by Dmitry
Mendeleyev—the periodic table is a brilliant confirmation of the law of the
transformation of quantity into quality—created a science of the transforma-
tion of elements on a quite new basis. To a significant degree, chemistry
returned to alchemy, but without the philosopher’s stone and without God.
Atoms were drawn into this process. In this regard, the phenomena of
radioactive decay provided the foundation for a whole epoch, confirming
the mutability of matter (radium-helium and so forth), the historical process
of the transformation of matter. (It is well known that radium has become
the chronometer, so to speak, of geological history, the scale according to
which the age of our venerable mother earth is determined.) The historical,
that is, dialectical, view of nature has penetrated its very microstructure.

The first breach was that achieved by Kant and Laplace (the theory of the origin of the plan-
et from a cosmic cloud—author). The second was geology and paleontology (Lyell, slow
development). The third was organic chemistry, preparing organic substances and demon-
strating that chemical laws applied to living bodies. (Engels, The Dialectics of Nature)d

The “historical principle” has now penetrated even deeper and has become
still more universal, creating a basis for the concept of the historical mutabili-
ty of everything. This, of course, is an excellent confirmation of dialectical
materialism; of materialism, since the reality of qualitative matter is evident
here, and of dialectics, since the process of dialectical-historical motion, with
the transition from one thing into another, is readily apparent. The material-
ism of Marx turns out to be more dialectical than the idealism of Hegel; the
latter rejected the view that things were composed of chemical atoms,
protesting against decomposition and thus fetishizing, absolutizing, the
whole. Here, his dialectics passes over into metaphysics, and his philosophy
into narrow-minded philistinism. All from a fear of falling into materialism!
The case of Hegel proves the correctness of an assertion made by Goethe
(second half of the assertion!), cited by Michelet i the appendix to his edi-
tion of Hegel’s Philosophy of Nature (from Goethe’s Zur Morphologie):
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A reasoning human being who notices particulars, who observes and analyzes atten-
tively, is in a sense drawn toward everything that flows out of an ides and that returns to
it. Such people feel at home in their labyrinths, and do not seek guiding threads that
would lead thern: out more quickly. On the other hand, a person who occupies a higher
vantage paint is too easily filled with contempt for the particular, or individual unit, and
¢rams into a deadening generality that which can only live in a particularized form.5

Here, Goethe was basically groping for a sort of dialectics of the opposite;
the whole, being (conditionally speaking) more alive, passes over into its
opposite, into a state where it is dead in relation to the living individual. A
“true dialectics” has to take these aspects in their specific context, and this
can only be done on a materialist basis.

The development of theoretical physics and chemistry over the past two
or three decades, the creation of a new physics and microphysics, has thus
confirmed the teachings of dialectical materialism. Dialectical materialism s
not in the least afraid either of arguments about laws, since laws are expres-
sions of the search for specific regularities, or of absurd idealist constructs
such as the “free will” of the electron, the idealist interpretation of Heisen-
berg’s principle, and the similar interpretation of Einstein’s theory of relativ-
ity. These are ugly ideological growths on the body of science; they have to
be exposed and denounced. But they no longer have long to hive.

Lenin was therefore correct in his dispute with the “idcalist physics,”
and physics itself has provided the answer to this historic question.

The situation is more complex with biology {and with physiology as a
component part of it). Here, genuine mysteries are now emerging, to a
significant degree connected with the fact that as we have noted, biology in
the land of the swastika has been turned into Staatsbiologic, the basis for the
state doctrine of fascism, and has therefore been hurriedly reworked both in
its fundamentals and in its details. It would, however, be quite incorrect to
see only this excremental aspect of modemn biology.

Modem biology is characterized by the gigantic successes of experimental
sczence, by the rise and colossal development of genetics, by the conquests of
hormone theory, and indeed by astonishing experiments on the transforma-
tion of gender, on the life of organs and complexes of cells separated from the
organism, and so forth. The “self-induced motion” of life and its development
n the study of genes, chromosomes, and g0 on; the relationship—a dialectical
relationship—with the external environment through the theory of mutations;
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the enriched theory of Darwinism presents the process as a whole, the devel-
opment of species; the studies by Pavlov present a materialist doctrine on the
behavior of the individual organism in relation to its environment (that is,
response to external “stimuli”). Is all this not testimony in favor of both mate-
rialism and dialectics, even though many of the workers and creative spinits in
these fields have had no inkling of dialectics?

The practical application of science, and consequently the verification of
its truthfulness, has occurred on an immense scale. Physics and chemistry,
in their technological derivatives, have become scientific engineering. Biolo-
gy has become zoo-engineering and phyto-engineering, The old maxim of
Bacon, that science and human potential coincide, is being confirmed on
the gigantic scale of social production and reproduction. This is demon-
strating brilliantly the whole significance of the natural necessity of material-
ism, counterposed to idealist teleology. It is revealing the ever greater truth-
fulness of the tremendous power of human cognition, its ever increasing
adequacy to the reality of existence.

And this power of human knowledge is being liberated by the proletariat
from the bourgeois chains of metaphysical idealism and 1dealist metaphysics.

22

The Sociology of Thought:
Labor and Thought

as Social-Historical Categories

Materialist dialectics demands that thought be examined in the historical
process of its rise and development, in its relaton to the vital activity of social-
historical humanity, that is, above all in relation to practice, to labor. Like lan-
guage, thought itself—we have already addressed this question in passing, in
another context—is a social product. The works of Max Miiller, Laz. Geir, and
Ludwig Noire contain a considerable number of arguments to show that the
origin of language and thought lay in people’s labor practice, and the process
of formation of concepts was understood precisely in relation to this.!

The most recent research into the history of language and thought—in
particular, the works of the late Academician N. Ya. Marr—provides an
enormous amount of material to confirm these positions.? It is necessary to
understand thoroughly, to its profoundest depths, the fundamental fact that
concepts are the cells of the thought process, and that they constitute a
social-historical category, the product of social history, of vast human expe-
rience. Every concept is a condenser of this experience, of the collective
labor—willing or unwilling, direct or indirect, and usually proceeding in the
form of struggle—of a whole series of generations, usually heaped one on
the shoulders of another. When a concept is present, together with a word
that has become intertwined with it, behind them stands an entire history,
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and from any concept and word we can wind back a whole cinema film of a
complex historical process.

This was understood, for example, by Wilhelm Wundt, when he wrote
in his Questions of the Psychology of Peoples: ... a linguist must not analyze
language as a phenomenon of life isolated from human society; on the con-
trary, presuppositions about the development of forms of speech have to ...
accord with our views about the origins and development of human beings
themselves, about the origin of the forms of social life, about the rudiments
of customs and of laws.”s

Similarly Ludwig Noire wrote forthrightly in his Ursprung der Sprache:
“Language and the life of reason flowed out of shared activity..., out of pn-
mordial labor.4

The given quantity that is original in historical terms, the initial relation-
ship between humanity and the world, is in practice the labor relationship of
social humanity to nature. This is shown, not by abstract considerations,
but by whole mountains of factual material. Thought and language devel-
oped in the process of communication, in the generalization of experience.
We have already seen how the rejection of the subjective proceeded through
the comparing of individual experiences. The repeating of individual expe-
riences and the repeating of these innumerable comparisons, the primitive
“exchange of experience,” led to generalizations, that is, to the shift from the
“individual® to the “collective,” from an individual relationship with some-
thing isolated, from a specific sensory relationship between a person and the
object of labor and “the environment” in general, to the seizing upon and
understanding of many “experiences” of many people. This generalization
of experience was also reflected in the formation of concepts. The same with
speech, which is fused indivisibly with thought. “Every word is already a
generalization,” notes Lenin in connection with a reference to Ludwig
Feuerbach (Philosophical Notebooks).5

The practical root of the formation of concepts, as we have already seen,
was located historically in the very words for “concept,” since begreifen and
concipere [meaning to “conceive™] both mean also “to seize”; the Russian word
ponyatie (“concept™) comes from yati, that is, “to take™; videre [Latin], vedat’
[Russian], and wissen [German], coming from a common root that meant “to
see” (with one’s eyes), also mean “to know.” And 50 on. We shall not multiply
the examples, especially since we have already spoken of this. There is now a
whole literature that elaborates on these questions, with the role of the hand
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and eye in particular being explained. (Hegel also has some quite apt remarks
on this subject.) Natural tools (the hand and eye; the hand as a more “practi-
cal” organ, the eye as a more “theoretical” one); artificial tools (technology);
and tools of thought, or concepts (these are at the same time mental reflections
of the objective world)—all operate in mutual connection,

In exactly the same way, the coordination of concepts is a social-historical
process; when a certain store of concepts and words has been formed histori-
cally, a further expansion of experience will be followed by its mental rework-
ing in terms of concepts, in their relations, in their coordination, again on the
basis of a continuous relationship with the external world, primarily through
the process of practical action upon it. The great error of Aleksandr Bog-
danov, who developed his own doctrine of socially organized experience, con-
sisted not in describing the generalizing of experience, but in his idealist
understanding of it, that is, an understanding according to which the objective
external world disappeared, while links and relations “of general significance”
(for example, scientific laws) were transformed into a kind of social product to
which nothing corresponded in the real world. These links and relations were
themselves declared to be the objective world; the scientific picture of the
world was ransformed from a reflection of the world into the world itself. If
for Fichte the creator of the world was “I1,” for Bogdanov it was “we.” If for
Kant the laws of the world (categories, regulating forms) were created hy the
transcendental subject, according to Bogdanov they were created hy society.
All three, however, were pure mythologizing, idealist mythologizing. More-
over, we need to note here the playing on terminology and the speculation on
the triple significance of the word “objective™: 1) objective as social (as
opposed to the subjective-individual); 2) objective, as corresponding to reality
(in contrast to any and all subjectivism, as not corresponding to reality); 3)
objective, as located outside the object, and independent of the subject &

Materialist dialectica holds that cognition s a social process, signifying
cognition of the real world, which is located outside the subject or subjects
(this does not exclude the possibility that the subject itself may also be seen
as an object); that concepts, their systems, and the picture of the world, the
scientific picture of the world, are products of people’s social activity, but
that they reflect the world, which is real and objective (in the third sense).

Cognition presupposes an object of cognition; it does not idle out of
gear. The objective world is the object of mastering in its dual form, practi-
cal and theoretical. Both the process of formation of concepts and the
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process of their coordination include practice as their foundation. Marx in
The German Jdeology notes that consciousness cannot be other than recog-
nized being. Consequently, theory cannot, in the final analysis, be anything
other than the theory of practice.

A historical survey of this question leads one to the conclusion that theory,
thought, became distinguished from practice only at a certain stage of develop-
ment. Aristotle noted that theoretical reasoning appeared when elementary
material needs were satisfied and time was freed up for “independent” think-
ing. Even carlier, thought accompanied labor (in its germinal farms), since the
subject of labor is not a mechanical thing. [t is true, as Hegel notes in The Phi-
losaphy of Nature, that “the mechanical mastering of an outside object is the
beginning,” but even in the process of this mastering, the subject of the master-
ing is a live and thinking subject (even if this “thinking” is merely embryonic).

Nevertheless, it is only the formation ofa surplus product (and consequent-
Iy, of “leisure™) that causes intellectual functions to be singled out as a more or
less independent principle. This process (a historical process) is brilliantly
explained in the works of Marx and Engels, and is formulated with crystal clar-
ity in the magnificent fragments of The German Ideology. The appearance of
surplus labor on the basis of the growth of the productive forces; the rise of
social and class differentiation on the basis of the division of labor with the iso-
lation of mental work; the appearance of what Marx called ideologjical estates;
the directing of thought toward particular objects under the impact of practical
needs; the appearance, on this basis, of embryonic forms of science—all these
processes are relatively clear, and a vast multitude of facts could be adduced to
prove these propositions on the basis of the history of every science: astronomy
and botany, geometry and mechanics, linguistics and theoretical physics, and
s0 forth. This was recognized by Hegel, who by virtue of this at times came
close to posing the question in a historical-materialist manner. In his Lectures
on the Philosophy of History, he states: “Human beings with their needs relate
to external nature in practical fashion,” and immediately provides a definition
of a tool of labor that in essence passed over into Marx’s Capital.

Hegel regards practice as a link in the syllogism, a position which at first
glance is monstrous. But Lenin notes: “This is not just a game,” since here
the approach to truth is by way of practice. Elsewhere, apropos the “conclu-
sion of action,” Lenin observes: “And this is true! Not, of course, in the
sense that a figure of logic has human practice as its other-being (= absolute
idealism), but vice versa, the practice of 2 human being, repeated billions of
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times, becomes fixed in human consciousness in the form of figures of
logic” (Philosophical Notebooks).?

In Hegel we find extremely profound thoughts relating to the question we
are discussing here. Practice has to do with the particular, with the data fur-
nished by the senses, with the directly concrete. Theory is concerned with the
general, the universal, with that which is not imparted by the senses, with the
mental, the abstract. Dialectical cognition {we shall recall the doctrine of the
second concrete) goes back from the abstract to the concrete, uniting analysis
and synthesis, theory and practice, the unique and the general, and under-
standing this general in its relation to concrete definitions.

Or, as 1t was put exquisitely in The Philosophy of Nature:

When an understanding is reached ... of the innermost essence of nature, the one-sid-
edness of the theoretical and practical relationahip to it is removed, and at the same
time the demands of both relationshipa are satsfied. The first relationship contains
universality without definiteness, the second, individuality without universalicy. The
cognition that nccurs in concepts represents a mean.... The cognition that occurs in

concepts is thus the unity of the theoretical and practical relationships to nature.®

It can readily be seen how correct Lenin was when, “reading Hegel,” he
insisted on the aspect of practice in Hegel not as something artificial and
external, but as an aspect of dialectical cognition itself (the unity of theory
and practice “precisely in the theory of cognition,” as Ilyich stressed).

In Hegel, naturally, all this is put forward on an idealist basis. Ontologi-
cally, what Hegel is concerned with is the absolute idea. “The absolute idea
is ... the identity of the theoretical and the practical ideas, each of which is
in itself one-sided” ( The Science of Logic, Ch. III).9

In this connection Marx answers Hegel succinctly, while dealing fully
with the question (“Introduction to the Critique of Political Economy”):

Hegel falls into the illusion that the real should he understond as the result of thought
achieving an inner unity, going deeper into itself, and developing out of itself, while the
method of ascent from the abstract to the concrete is simply the means by which
thought masters the concrete, and reproduces it spiritually as the concrete, [n no case,
howevez, in this the process of the concrete itself coming into existence.’

The practical root of thought, its labor root, was also retained in the desig-
nations of the methods of cognition: “analysis,” that is literally, “untying,” a
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representation of the material process of the disassembling or dismember-
ment of an object; and “synthesis,” literally “laying together,” “collection of
parts.” In essence, all labor practice in its billion-fold repetiton both in space,
in many places and involving many people, and in time, is reduced to the con"f-
bining of material elements of the natural world, to their dissociation into vari-
ous elements, and to the composing of a whole-—a physical whole, or a more
complex (non-mechanical) whole of a chemical nature. This process therefore
reflects and expresses both the movement of logical categories, and “figures of
logic” But it is also true that such methodological concepts, and the intellec-
tual processes such as induction and deduction which correspond to them,
reflect movement from the concrete-practical to the abstractly theoretical, and
from the abstractly theoretical to the concrete-practical. In precisely the same
way, the cycle of Practice-Theory-Practice (P-T-P’) is reflected in thought and
in thinking about thought. Experience repeated billions of times; the compar-
ing of it by many people; the direct mastering of objects of the external world
by many people and the collating of these partial masterings; and the general-
ization of labor practice through its socialization—all this also leads to the
thinking of socialized humanity, with the corresponding categories.

With the division of labor and the formation of classes, however, and
with the transformation of social property into private, with the division of
the integrated relation to the world into practical and theoretical relations,
these disintegrated and isolated oppositions harden into oppositions
between the social groups that have taken shape (in their developed form
these groups are classes). In this social-class hierarchy the lower orders rep-
resent physical labor, and the upper ones mental labor. In this way the
movement from practice to theory, from the concrete to the general, and
from labor to thought also has a social-material correlate in terms of socral-
historical form, as the form of organization of divided social labor in its
totality and in all its many-sided definitions (from material production to the
very “highest” provinces of ideological activity).

The whole is thus divided into parallel, symmetrical oppositions:

PRACTICE—the workers who perform physical labor (the lower classes)—the

concrete, the individual,

THEORY—mental Iabor (the upper classes, the ideologische Stinde)—the abstract,
the general.
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In the isolating of theory from practice, in the torming of special class func-
tions (the monopolization of knowledge on the basis of the monopolization
of the means of production, the functions of command and the ideological
role of princes, priests, and so on), in the separating out of social thought
and its concentration in its “highest,” differentiated forms with particular
social groups, there is also the basis for the isolating of the abstract from the
concrete, for the severing of the “general” from the “particular,” for the
hypostatizing of concepts and for their transformation into independent,
self-motivating essences, that is, the basis for a fundamental ideological dis-
tortion, with the whole world beginning to dance on its head.

We now sec how Hegel, though in idealist fashion putting the cart before
the horse, expressed real relationships in what might seem his monstrously
primitive positions on practice as part of a syllogism. This remains true even
though the form of the expression was inverted and idealist. Lenin, “read-
ing” Hegel in materialist fashion, that is, seeking out the rational kernel
within Hegel’s constructs, freeing it from its mystical-idealist husk and
translating it into the language of materialism, immediately noted that there
was profound thought within.

We thus see that the normal categories of the usual bourgeois philosophies
operate in essence with phantasms, empty abstractions, explained in social-
genetic terms, but empty nonetheless. The process of thought cannot be
understood in isolation from objective social practice. The process of thought
cannot be understood except through examining social being and social con-
aciousness. The process of thought cannot, therefore, be understood on the
basis of emaciated, one-sided abstractions of intellectual function, eransformed
into a supreme philosophical “I,” which sometimes even imagines, like
Diderot’s demented piano, that all the melodies of the world are being played
out within it. Robinson Crusoes, that is, isolated “I’s.” are no more admissihle
as philosophical subjects than they are as constructs in economic theory.
Marxism drives them out from both areas. Consequently, the sociology of
thought must act as the prolegomena for any real philosophy.
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Sociology of Thought:
Mode of Production and Mode

of Presentation

Here, however, we make the shift to examining another problem, that of the
well-known sociomorphism of social consciousness. In other words, we
turn to addressing the question of the “mode of presentation,” which
according to Marx, corresponds to the “mode of production.”

The dependence of thought on the social positions of the thinker, the
existence of a social-historical “style of thought,” “spirit of the epoch,”
“dominant ideas,” and so on was already felt as a problem in the tropes of
Pyrtho, but this was not expressed clearly. Francis Bacon, in his doctrine of
the %idols of the tribe” and the “idols of the theater” posed this question in
a relatively clear form as a doctrine of biased public opinion, or of the error
through which every subsequent judgment passes.

In recent times, a prominent quasi-Catholic philosopher, Max Scheler,
whose thought was sophisticated by Marxism, has concerned himself especial-
ly with questions of the sociology of knowledge. In his fundamental work on
sociologically defined forms of knowledge, he even worked out 2 whole table of
dominant ideclogical orientations, specifically meant, on the one hand, for
what he described as the upper class and, on the other, for the underclass.

Marx, as is well known, put forward the position that the mode of pro-
duction determines the mode of presentation. By the mode of production,
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Marx (Capital, vol. 2) undersiood “that particular character and method”
by which the “personal and material” factors of production were united.

This mode of production “distinguishes separate economic epochs of
the social structure,” separate “social-economic formations.” By the mode of
presentation, Marx had in mind the ideological form in which cognitive
material is organized.

This dependency is not sucked out of anyone’s thumb, and is not the
product of any a prion consideration. This dependency is a real fact, and
whatever society we might care to pick, we see certain general ideas taking
shape; these are the ideological reflex of a quite definite mode of produc-
tion, the dominant ideas of the ruling class, the bearers of a particular mode
of production, and often, the ideas of an antagonist class as well, thinking
within the same general forms.

With the rise of private property, with the division of societes into class
opposites and the polarization of classes, and with the division of labor into
mental and physical, supervisory and subordinate, the dualism of matter
and spint became a general form of thought, a general mode of presentation,
with its more concrete vanants corresponding to various types of class soci-
cty and to various modes of production,

A human being is divided into two essences: soul and body, spirit and
flesh. “Our whole being consists of apirit and body; the spirit is like the
master in us, while in the body we have, rather, a slave,” we read in Sallust
(De Catilinge coniuratione, Bk. I).2

The soul is an active, commanding, integral principle; the body is a pas-
sive, inert, suffering principle. In the period of the early tribal system, in the
epoch of primitive animism, the soul was conceived of as a small copy of the
person as a whole, present inside the person and determining his or her
behavior, Later, the soul became increasingly spiritualized, and was trans-
formed into entelechy, an invisible spiritual substance that could not be per-
ccived with the senses and that was counterposed to the material body.

In exactly the same way, the world was divided into two principles. One
of these was the world spirit, God, the creator and founder; or the “primal
cause”; or providence; or an all-fulfilling, undefined, faceless spirit, a gener-
al principle of entelechy, a purpose-in-itself—at any rate, an active, determin-
ing, commanding principle. Counterposed to it was matter, which was inert,
external, passive, suffering, obedient, and crude.

In essence, all thought revolved within these forms. They could be—and
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were—more anthropomorphic and personal, or less anthropomorphic and
relatively impersonal, but they existed as a type of sociomorphism, as reflec-
tions of the basic distinguishing mark of class-divided society, all of whose
real life was permeated by this profound duality. After what we have said
earlier, this fact does not seem strange; if practice as a whole takes place
within these forms, if they constitute the form of social life, then it follows
naturally that as acknowledged being, they are also the form of social con-
sciousness. For thought, the social structure turns out to be somewhat simi-
lar (with all the conditions that apply to the analogy!) to the structure which
the sensory organs have in relation to sensation. Sensation also exists in the
individual-biological, in the purely biological individual. Thought exists
only in the socialized individual, in the social human being. It is abbreviat-
ed, a shortened mold, the generalization of social practice which occurs in
polarities (it should be stressed that we are speaking here of class societies).
Therefore, especially from the point of view of the dominant class and its
ideologische Stinde, the human being is divided, the world is divided, and
even a concept, as something universal, acts as a commanding principle with
relation to the individual; in this hypostatization of the general and idoliza-
tion of it, we find idealism of all varieties, and in the very formation of a con-
cept in its embryonic form, as Lenin defined it, the possibility of idealism is
already present. [t becomes reality because the “manufacturers of ideology”
think in ways corresponding to their social position.

The great slave-owning despotisms of antiquity—Egypt, Babylon, and
Assyria—were huge affairs whose internal structures were characterized by the
incredibly strong, emotionally-charged distance between the ruling theocratic
clite and the slaves who made up the base of the social pyramid. The main fea-
tures of this social system, this order, were also reflected in the corresponding
cosmogonies, which served the function of ideology. In the evolution of gods,
one can even trace the evolution of the social and economic structure. Was it
really not the case that Aristotle’s idea of the cosmos, an idea to which we
referred earlier, was cast from the mold of the state of Alexander the Great,
with the appropriate “idealization” and “sublimation” of categories?

Did feudal religions, beginning with Western European feudalism and
ending, for example, with the so-called “nomadic feudalism” of the Mon-
gols, not correspond fully to the feudal social structure? One has only to
take the Summa Theologica of St. Thomas Aquinas, with its hierarchy of
“forms,” to see immediately that it was cast in the mold of feudal social
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organization. Why, under feudalism, did God usually bear the features of a
personal God? Because feudal relations were openly personal forms of
dependency. Why, with the transition to capitalism, was God spiritualized?
Because the impersonal power of money, the power of the market, its “ele-
mental behavior,” now appeared on the scene as a structural characteristic of
society. (“Pure” social types, of course, have never existed anywhere, and
therefore the modes of presentation have not been absolutely pure either.)

Why is it that at present, in the fascist countries, a shift is taking place
from categorical imperauves, handed down by God as an indefinite “princi-
ple,” “substance,” and 80 on, to a hierarchically ordered cosmos with its val-
ues set out by decree and with a personal god at its head? Why 1s this pro-
ceeding all the way to Wotan, who 1s backed up by Fate, declinable in all the
grammatical cases? For the reason that to the feudalization of capitalist pro-
ductive relations there corresponds the feudalization of the mode of repre-
sentation, on a common basis of crisis,

Why does the philosophy of the bourgeoisie, from a metaphysic of
indefinite categorics, make the shift to teleological mysticism? For the same
reason. [t is not hard to show that the elements of corporatist, hard-labor
state capitalism and the monopolies that characterize fascist society have
reoriented the whole ideology of the ruling class: all of science, philosophy,
and religion. The central, dominant idea has become that of the hierarchical
whole, with a hierarchy of values such as ranks and estates (that is, classes),
and with enslavement of the lower orders as inferior. We have already seen
plenty to convince us of this on the previous pages.

Why has religion died out in the USSR as a form of consciousness?
Because its social base has been abolished. Why, in the USSR, is dialectical
materialism becoming the world view of everyone, a universal world view?
Because class society here is becoming extinct. Because theory is being unit-
ed with practice. Because the abyss between mental and physical labor is
being filled in. Because the thousand-year dualism of social life is being
done away with. If it were not for these basic factors, no decrecs would have
their goals realized, no measures would suffice to destroy the accustomed
mode of presentation, and religion would flourish for a long time to come.

Let us stress once again: it is not being argued that science and the world
view as a whole are molded exclusively after the social life of soctety in the nar-
row sense of the word. It is not being argued that, for example, the theorems
of geometry are reflections of social groups, or that botany reflects the class
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struggle in the study of the growing season, or that the names of medicines are
the coded record of social cells. Such a view would be stupid, obtuse, and nar-
row-minded. Here we are talking about stylistic aspects of thought, about the
forros in which thought functions on the social scale, about the mode of pres-
entation, which does not by any means do away with the ideas themselves, just
as a mode of production does not do away with the products.

As an object of cognition, the world is huge and diverse. Its reflections,
the reflections of these innumerable aspects of the world in its variegated
relations and mediations, are alse diverse. But the effort is being made to fit
all this gigantic material into a few general intellectual forms, into modes of
presentation, special modes of coordination of these various aspects, while
the dualist conception (in its different versions) also introduces the aspect of
the ideological distortion of real things, processes, and relations.

Outside of the USSR, there is not a single known instance in which a rul-
ing class as a whole has reasoned materialistically, that is, including atheistical-
ly. There have been periods when classes striving for power have, at particular
atages, contained relatively large groupings with materialist inclinations (for
example, the Encyclopedists}), and this is easily explicable. There have been
numerous cases of oppressed classes formulating their world view in the same
way as their oppressors (see, for example, the religious gloss placed upon the
peasant wars, and the corresponding ideology of all the factions of peasants,
artisans, and even apprentices). One case is known in which a class striving for
power has posed its ideology in forms counterposed to the ruling mode of
presentation and fundamentally hostile to it; this class is the proletariat, the
bearer of a new mode of production, the socialist mode of production, funda-
mentally hostile to the capitalism that has outlived its time.

“The opposition of the power of landed property, resting on personal
relations of domination and enslavement, and the impersonal power of
money is expressed perfectly in two French proverbs: Nulle terre sans
seigneur and Largent n’q pas de maitre” (Marx, Capital, vol. 1).3 Now,
under modern capitalism, the power of capital is again personified in oli-
garchic families and in their political expression. Hence the change of intel-
lectual forms and the transition from a causality which was impersonal
(though with the smell of hidden anthropomorphism}, and which much
more faithfully reflected one of the types of real relationship in the actual
world, to the open preaching of consistent teleology, which distorts this rela-
tionship of the objective world in basic, fundamental fashion. The shift to
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dialectical necessity as the dorinant element in social thought presupposes
a dialectically necessary leap into the “realm of freedom,” inhabited so far
only by the Soviet Union.

It is not hard to show that such ideological fetishes, popular in the capi-
tahist market, as those of “pure™ science, “pure” art, “pure™ morality, and
“pure” cognition are reflexes of dissociated, externally isolated functions,
whose social links, as a result of the division of labor, have vanished from the
field of consciousness. The corresponding types of intellectual labor are
understood not as parts of the aggregate social labor, but as pure activity “in
itself” Accordingly, the products of this intellectual labor also become
“things-iu-themselves.” The longer the objective chain of separate links of
labor, and the further removed a particular type of labor from direct material
practice, in other words, the more abstract a given sphere of activity, the
clearer the tendency to assert its “purity™; the categories of this activity are
then transformed in the heads of its subjects into a substitute for the real
world. Just as for Pythagoras, the symbols of mathematics became the
essence of the universe, for Kantians the norms of morality are transformed
into categorical imperatives, orders from the other world. Laws of nature,
instead of being necessary relations between things and processes in partic-
ular combinations, become something hidden within things or standing
above them and directing them, as some kind of special force. In short, the
fetishization of categories is clearly evident here.

From everything that has been said earlier, it follows that in dialectical
terms, that is, in rounded fashion, a concept can only be understood in rela-
tion to its material and social-material sources, that is, only from the point of
view of dialectical materialism. The same must also be said of scientific or
philosophical conceptions. They have to be understood in relation to the
outside world: as objects of cognition both logically and socially-genetically;
from the point of view of the external world; from the point of view of their
truthfulness; from the point of view of their confimuity and their place in the
realm of ideas; from the point of view of their social-material origins; and
from the point of view of their function in the life of society. Otherwise, the
understanding will be dry, one-sided, and metaphysical; that is, it will be
incomplete understanding, or incomprehension.

Here an insidious question arises: If in every epoch cognition, as a
socially conditioned process, Las its own peculiar sociomorphism, that is, a
sort of social subjectivism, how is cognition of real relations possible?
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there an extra-social, objective content concealed behind them? The answer
must be the latter. A natural law 15 something that exists objectively, and is
independent of humanity. Necessity is a relationship of things and process-
es; it is indifferent to the presence or absence of a subject who, even if he or
she exists, might discover this necessity or not discover it. If the subject dis-
covers it, the source is the external world and its real relationships. There-
fore, law and necessity, as things which objectively exist, are reflected in the
social-intellectual categories of law, necessity, teleology, and so forth, But
they may be reflected correctly, or in distorted fashion.

Let us examine this question here from a sociological-philosophical
point of view. For this purpose, we shall take the necessity-teleology contro-
versy. Is there something in the real world that actually exists, that is capable
of directing people onto a false path? There is. In the first place, there is the
practice of humanity itself. That which in its objective relationships, its
extra-human relationships, represents a subjective law, in deliberate practice
is transformed into a rule. Francis Bacon formulated this law as follows:
That which in observation corresponds to a cause, in action corresponds to
a rule. If on earth “a body expands under the influence of heat,” then “to
cause a body to expand, it is necessary to heat it.” Secondly, it follows that
the purposeful activity of a human being is a fact. Thirdly, as we have seen,
in nature purposefulness exists posé factum as adaptation or adaptability,
behind the back of which lurks necessity.

Under the conditions of class-divided society, and of the sublimated ideal
forms of this division, however, the sociomorphism of cognition leads to a sit-
uation in which the objective laws of nature, natural necessity, are reflected in
human social consciousness as superhuman teleology. If we have, for example,
the form of “animist causality,” of causality as an inner, spiritual “force of
things,” then here there is objective causality, distorted in consciousness
according to the type of human teleology; objects are divided into their “law”
and “fact,” with the cause interpreted as a spinitual principle relating actively
to inert matter, such as ruling tribal elders issuing orders to ordinary mortals,
and 50 forth. As a result, the very concept of “law” {natural law) has turned
out to be related genetically to the concept of juridical law, and in the study of
go-called natural law, one can trace the whole dialectics of development in this
tangle and in distortions that have the solidity of popular prejudice.

In the philosophy of Aleksandr Bogdanov, for whom the objective world
disappears, while its scientifically reworked reflection (“the scientific picture
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of the world,” “socially organized experience”) takes the place of reality
existing outside ourselves, it accordingly happens that the categories of
association (such as, for example, animistic causality) are not sociomorphi-
cally transformed (and in a number of cases, distorted) reflections of the
objective, but merely a projection of social relations, a projection that is out-
side of and apart from its source in the material natural world. With Bog-
danov, this (antidialectical) one-sidedness became so inflated that in this
case as well it has led to the creation of real sociomorphism. Here too, only
materialist dialectics can yield a correct solution to the problem.

Tl e i ey, it i e
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On So-Called Racial Thought

From the Marxist point of view, the prolegomena of philosophy are premis-
es of a sociological character.

From the point of view of the “theory” of modern fascism, premises of a
biological, or more concretely, racial character serve as such prolegomena.

However miserable and godforsaken the ideology of the nationalist ban-
dits of fascism, a few words must be said about it, since the logical bankrupt-
cy and worthlessness of fascist concepts does not stop them from constitut-
ing a definite social force, the ideological force of counterrevolution.

The theoreticians of racial biology hold that the most important, decisive
aspect of the type of thinking and of the type of psychological life as a whole
(instinctive-unconscious, psychological-ideological, normative, and theoreti-
cal) is race, as the primary given factor determining form. Race, as “national
character,” Volkstum, determines virtues, vices, the type of thinking, and sci-
ence. Einstein’s theory of relativity, for example, belongs to Jewish science
and is therefore subject to ostracismy; fascist theoreticians speak unashamed-
ly of Semitic and Aryan physics, mathematics, and so on. It is true that the
gentleman ideologues have not managed to sort out all this rubbish with
regard to basic questions; here they have sought indicators of race in exter-
nal-material objects and processes (the composition of the blood, the shape
of the sknull, the color of hair and eyes, the length of the nose, the facial angle,
the length of the trunk relative to the legs, and so forth); and there they have
seized on the relationship to the land and to particular factors of geography.
Or else, frightened by materialism, they have begun appealing to “inherent”
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properties such as “German loyalty,” “honor,” and other Teutonic virtues,
including the virtues of the notorious “blond beast” of Nietzsche, about
whom 30 much has been written and said in recent times. The result has
been a barbaric mess. The theories concerning skulls and hair have led to
unbelievable confusion, and have often had quite unexpected results. These
theories have come into fundamental conflict with idealist mysticism, which
requires a rejection of any materialist interpretation of biology, a rejection of
the “external.” Introducing greater and greater doses of inborn and
unchanging mystical virtues to their warrior-gangster conception, replacing
the chemical composition of the blood with the “voice of the blood,” and the
length of the skull with “honor” and “loyalty,” the ideologues of fascism
finished up in a hopeless tangle. Their theories, false through and through,
quickly began turning into empty, strident verbiage.

Consequently, the “scientists” of fascism still proceed from the presence
of some constant racial apperception or other—that 1s, of a “mode of pres-
entation,” defined not by the mode of production, but by race. What, how,
and why remains obscure.

But let us cross over to analyzing the main theses of racial “theory.” Here
we should note the following salient points.

First, there are no pure races. Let us take, for example, the Japanese, the
closest friends of German fascism, the “Prussians of the East” whom some
especially zealous fascist pen-pushers have turned into Aryans. Professor
Konrad (see his Sketch of Fapanese History) reports that ethnically, the
Japanese are descended from:

a) migrants from the mainland (principally via Korea), and partly from the direction of
the Pacific Ocean (from the Mongolian, that is, Manchurian-Tungus world);

b) people from the Malay-Polynesian world;

¢) migrants from the southern coast of China (the ancestors of the present Lolo and
Myaouzy tribes); and

d) even earlier settlers on the islands: the Ebisu {Ainu} in central and northern Japan,

and the Kumaso (Hayato) on Kyushu.!

In mythology, these processes became superimposed one upon the other as
different strata of tribes: the “deities of the earth”™ (Tigi), the “gods of the heav-
ens” (Tendzin), and the “descendants of heaven” (Tenseon). The center of the
unifying anthropological-ethnographic process was the Tenson tribe, which
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along with the Idzumo tribe formed the core of the conquering Yamato tribe.
It should not be thought, however, that the above-listed components were
“pure.” [n reality, they in turn were the complex product of ethnic interbreed-
ing. Such is the situation with the “Prussians of the East,” the Japanese, who
in the person of nationalist ideologues have prided themselves to an uncoin-
mon degree on their racial purity, the purity of a people chosen by God.

We shall next take the Germans, now led by the gentlemen racists. Only
an absolute ignoramus could accept the thesis of the purity of the “German
stock” (or of some varant such as the “Nordic race”). Germans, Celts, Slavs,
Lithuanians, and Romance elements (right up to Huguenot emigrants, at one
time pouring out of France) all became mixed into a single natonal mass
{this is not to speak of Jews and other ethnic groups, such as Hungarians).
Each of these constituent elements was also the product of interbreeding. It
is llustrative that the parents of German racist ideology were all non-Ger-
mans by origin; Chamberlain was an Englishman, de Lagarde was Frencls,
and Eugen Dihring (earber a fervent anti-Semite) was of Swedish descent.
As for the Aryan ancestry of the Germans (the purest Aryans are usually con-
sidered to be the Persians—Iranians and Indians, although some of the “very
purest” Persians, the Iranians, are close to the “purest” Semites, the Jews),
recent linguistic research has shown an affinity between the Germans and the
Svanetians and Etruscans, that is, people of the so-called Japhetic group, to
which the late Academician N. Ya. Marr devoted a great deal of work.*
(Compare Friedrion Braun, Die Ubervilkerung des Europas und die
Herkunft der Germanen).

We shall leave to one side the works attempting to show the Jewish origin
of the Germans (Sebald Herman), mentioning this only to illustrate the hope-
less confusion, Here it will suffice to point to the diffuseness of the very con-
cept of Aryanism. What is there in the appearance of a Persian or Indian to
Link them to a Swede or a Prussian® What do Brahmanism and Buddhism in
India have in common with the religion of Wotan and Thor as recorded in the
German-Scandinavian myths? There would seem to be very litile.

Any serious person, while of course recognizing the existence of historical-
ly established races and nations, would quite rightly deny their definiteness
and purity. The purity of races is a myth, a made-up legend. Still more stupid
is the thesis of the purity of nations. These have come together in the course
of historical time, with the process also including an anthropological-ethno-
graphic element, involving the interbreeding of diverse ethnic currents.
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Secondly, the thesis that asserts the permanence of racial (or national)
“gpiritual properties,” orientations, dominant psychological traits and ideo-
logical tendencies is quite false. Of course, there are certain relatively stable
features that go to make up so-called “national character,” and which are
associated with peculiarities of geography and climate and with so-called
“historical fate,” that is, with the concrete particularities of the historical
process. These features, however, are in truth 2 negligible quantity com-
pared to the vast historical changes in the psychology of peoples. Germany
provides the best example. At one time, during the French Revolution, the
Germans were regarded as barbarians. Then they were transformed into a
nation of dreamers, inhabiting a country of poets and philosophers. When
railroads were first being built it was written of the Germans that they were
not fit for commercial-industrial life, and that railroads would conflict with
the calm patriarchal-melancholic constitution and character of the German
people. The Germans, it was remarked, were not [talians, with their banks,
commerce, overseas operations, industry, and so forth. Later, the German
national character became that of the most industry-oriented people in
Europe. Now the fascists are fosterng militarism, the barracks, bloodthirsty
predatory bellicosity, and 50 on. The country of poets and thinkers has been
transformed into a country of mercenaries and praetorians. Meanwhile,
what has the so-called dme slave, the “Slavic sou!” of the Russians, been
transformed into? Into its complete opposite. This is because the condi-
tions of social existence have changed fundamentally. And what vast changes
are occurring, for example, in China, which from being an inert and immo-
bile country with immensely strong routines and an incomparable tradition-
alism, has been transformed into a seething cauldron of wars and revolu-
tions, the site of an extremely tense and tragic struggle and of abrupt
changes in all the country’s main orientations? And so on, and so forth.

From this it is clear that to assert the permanence of dominant psycho-
logical and ideological traits which are supposedly immanent in nations (not
to speak of races) is pure rubhish, with absolutely nothing to justify it. The
relatively durable elements are infinitesimally small compared with the over-
all susceptibility to change, which is conditioned not by the stable factor of
climate, but by a mutable factor, social being.

Thirdly, the arguments for anti-Semitism and the declaring of Semites to
be a culture-negating quantity, an “Asiatic plague,” as Dithring put it, are
absolutely preposterous.
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The Semites, as is well known, include:

the Arameans (Syrians and Chaldeans);
the Assyrians and Babylonians;

the Arabs;

the Phoenicians;

the Jews.

U

One would need to be a complete ignoramus not to know of the enormous
cultural role played by these peoples, Chaldean astronomy is well known. So
too are the great cultures of Assyria and Babylon, with their canals, wonder-
ful roads, palaces, temples, fortresses, gigantic world cities (Babylon and Nin-
eveh), architecture, sculpture, system of writing, hiterature, legislation, agtron-
omy, medicine, mathematics, engineering, and so forth. The traditions of the
Babylonian calendar, numerical system, pharmacology, and so on, not to
speak of legends of Babylonian origin (by way of the Hebrew Bible), have
been retained into our own times. The Arabs made remarkable discovertes in
the fields of mathematics, geography, medicine, philosophy, hiterature, archi-
tecture, and so on. Spain under Arab rule was an extremely cultured country
with famous universities, It was through the Arabs that Europe managed to
obtain the works of the great thinkers of ancient Greece, including Arstotle.
The Arabs during the years when they flourished in Europe were truly the
flowers of culture. And what about the mysterious ancient Phoenicians?
Who does not know of the Phoenician alphabet? Or the wonderful Phoeni-
cian cities and colonies? Or the daring voyages made by the Phoenicians to
the Baltic Sea and Ceylon? Or great Carthage, a former Phoenician colony
which was transformed into a mighty republic, fighting for dominance
against Rome itself in the Punic wars, during which Hannibal Barca revealed
his military genius? And did the Hebrew Bible not become the most impor-
tant and famihiar book of the European peoples? Was it not a semi-mythical
Jewish messiah who became the God of Europe? Cromwell’s Roundheads
sang psalms, and the American pioneers who founded the United States
went to war with these songs on their lips, not to speak of what was happen-
ing in Europe. The great mind of Spinoza, the brilliant talent of Heine, the
super-genius Marx, the scientific gemus Einstein—did these really bear wit-
ness to the backwardness and inferiority of Jews? Anti-Semitism is indeed
the “socialism™ of fools, 2s old August Bebel remiarked.
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Fourthly, history tells us of the changing historical role of various races
and nations, not of a simple, straightforward process. Races and nations
change places in response to very complex historical causes, and in line with
this, their cultural-historical role changes as well. The black races, which in
some cases possess age-old civilizations, are not an exception. The black
Meros state at one time ruled all of great Egypt. China, which by the twenti-
eth century had fallen into decay, was once the seat of a great civilization.
Backward Russia became the pioneer of socialism. Races, peoples, and
nations do not develop uniformly. Everything here is mobile, not shut tight
by some lock consisting of a priori essences of an extrahistorical character.
As for the messianic role which the fascists reserve for the “Nordic race,”
this ideology has been encountered in diverse historical variants and on
numerous types of historical soil among a great many peoples, starting with
the Jews as the “chosen people.” What about the “god-bearing people” and
the mission of Russia according to the Slavophiles (Khomyakov, the
Kireyevs and Aksakovs, Konstantin Leontyev, and others)? The messian-
ism of the Japanese samurai and of their ideologues and practical exponents
such as Araki? What about the mania gloriosa of Mussolini, proclaiming
the world-historical role of the new Rome? It is enough to list these exam-
ples, since one could spend a great deal of time on this pursuit.

Fifihly, the concrete development of the racist position has had quite amaz-
ing results. First Alfred Rosenberg declared the entire proletarian revolution
in Russia to be a revolt by Mongoloids aginst the Aryan elite of the German-
Aryan imperial bureaucracy.4 'Then those undoubted Mongoloids, the Japan-
ese, were transformed into Aryans to meet the demands of current fascist poh-
cy. First it was argued fiercely that John the Baptist, Jesus, and the apostle Paul
were pure Aryans encircled by Jews. Then Christianity was declared a plague,
and replaced by a purely Aryan-Nordic religion of the “god of the gallows,”
Wotan. First, from the lips of Driesmans, the creations of Dante, Michelange-
lo, Leonardo da Vineci, and Torquaio Tasso were explained by the penetration
into Italy of long-headed Germans. Then the Roman virtues of Mussolini’s
cohorts were lauded. First the fascists went into raptures over the achieve-
ments of German science during the war. Then the great chemist Haber, who
had saved Germany with his discoveries (nitrates out of the air), was effective-
ly driven out of the country because he was Jewish. First Luther was declared
in the works of Woltmann to have been the embodiment of the victory of Ger-
manism over the “Roman-Latin clerical principle,” said to be “the bearer of
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Jewish commercial and juridical morality (*).”5 Then Luther was declared a
traitor to the German people, since Christianity in general was a Jewish
plague. First Goethe is declared a great example of Aryan-German genius.
Then in the works of the wife of Field Marshal Ludendorff, Goethe is
smeared with mud as a cosmopolitan and a Freemason, and is proclaimed the
physical killer of the hlond, truly German Schiller. And so forth.

The effect is even more comic when nationalists of different nations are
Juxtaposed. German fascists declare Bolshevism to be a Russian-Asiatic
plague introduced into Europe. Meanwhile, the well-known Russian emigré
philosopher Semyon Frank declares the same Bolshevism to be a Western
European plague introduced into Russia.5 All this helpless blathering, rub-
bish from A to Z, has nevertheless been turned into an official ideology, and
is being disseminated through the use of powerful German technology.

Sixthly, the development of the world economy that has occurred under
capitalism has also created a worldwide culture whose ideological elements
are divided dialectically on the basis of class. There is Kantianism,
Machism, pragmatism, and so forth; Shakespeare, Goethe, Heiue, Tolstoy,
and Dostoevsky; Darwin, Helmholtz, Haeckel, Faraday, and Maxwell;
Diesel and Edison; Pavlov; Rutherford, Nils Bohr, and the Curies;
Beethoven, Wagner, Debussy, Tchaikovsky, and many more. They have all
entered the worldwide circulation of ideas. Marxism and Leninism, too,
have become international phenomena. The explosion of rabid nationalism
is not an immanent property of a race, but the ideological and political
expression of imperialism in its last phase, of imperialism on the threshold
of its collapse, which is linked to the dramatic sharpening of capitalist con-
tradictions and to the general crisis of capitalism,

From this it follows that the modern fascist “mode of presentation,” as
the final antithesis to the socialist “mode of presentation,” does not express
a racial-biologjical antithesis, but a social-historical antithesis, a class antithe-
s18. The ideological structures of the two camps that are fighting this last
battle do not have their roots in the composition of the blood or in the color
of people’s haix, not in national peculiarities “in themselves,” not in eternal
and extrahistorical orientations of races and nations, but in socially and his-
torically conditioned class positions. Classes that are polar opposites
cmbody, represent, and fight for counterposed modes of production and
being, for counterposed cultures and ideologies, for whole living orienta-
tions in the totality of their diverse functions.
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For the solving of philosophical problems, this fascist “mode of presen-
tation” signifies an enormous step backward, since it draws its understand-
ing of the subject from an abstraction of a social human being (which was
featured in the old bourgeois philosophy) either in the direction of a biolog-
ical-racial abstraction, that is, a zoologjcal one, or toward a medieval-teleo-
logical “mode” of hierarchically immohile thinking, of thinking in the cate-
gories of medieval scholasticism and mysticism. However much it prides
itself on being anti-Christian and anti-Asian, in its anti-intellectualism it
duplicates the Eastern mystics, the Church fathers, and the Christian mys-
tics. After all, it is precisely these latter who considered thought to be a
plague, an ulcer, a hell; these were the people who considered reason to be a
creature of Satan, a wanton woman. In the Upanishads it is said that anyone
who experiences the world rationally knows nothing. Lao-tze maintained
that life and rational cognition were incompatible.

There is nothing that characterizes the complete rottenness of the racial-
mystical orientation so thoroughly as this rejection of reason. The biological
prolegomena of thought, as they are understood by the fascist philosophers,
are in fact an ideological flusion. In reality, the springs of the social-historical
process operate here as well. The logic of “biology” in this case reflects a con-
crete social and historical setting, and analysis of this logic once again
confirms the fundamental truths of Marx’s historical materialism. The social
being of a class that is doomed and perishing, that is making desperate, brutal
lunges, defines both the class itself and its social consciousness. The rejection
of rational cogmition and its replacement with mysticism is a testimony to
intellectual poverty, which from the point of view of world history deprives
this class of the right to historical existence. No one should raise petty objec-
tions to this formula; it is, of course, simply a metaphor. Nevertheless, it is an
expression of reality. It signifies that tendencies of a progressive type, that is,
tendencies assaciated with life, have become incompatible with the existence
of a class which cannot go forward and which only looks backward. For pre-
cisely this reason, the class is forced to wage a struggle against reason and
against reasoned cognition, whose development on a general scale poses an
ever greater threat to the rotten, decadent system of the exploiters. The renew-
al of modem philosophical thought will not pass along these roads.
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Racial-biological presumptions therefore have to be thrown out, or more
accurately, reduced to the minimal significance that race in fact possesses.
Marx’s doctrine of the mode of production, which determines the mode of
presentation, remains in full force. National peculiarities are merely an addi-
tional coeflicient, a concrete form of manifestation of what is basic and deci-
sive. Meanwhile, it should be noted that these peculiarities also lie in the
specific features (“national” and so forth) of the matenial conditions of life, that
is, of the mnode of production itself in its particular historical concreteness.
Feudalism is everywhere feudalism. Nevertheless, the so-called “nomadic feu-
dalism” of the Mongols had its peculiar characteristics, just like Russian feu-
dalism in comparison with that of Western Europe. American capitalism has
its specific features, which can be explained by the concrete historical condi-
tions of development of the United States (free land, relatively high wages,
minimal feudat relations, the social choice of European Anglo-Saxon settlers,
and so forth), just like any other capitalism. The slave-owning system of
ancient Greece was not the same as the slave-owning theocracy of ancient
Egypt or Babylon. The caste-based social order of India, the social system of
ancient China, the Inca state, and 50 on—all had features in common and fea-
tures that were unicque. Such is the dialectics of the general and the particular.
Nevertheless, within the bounds of one and the same social complex, divided
into classes, professions, and so forth, different orientations inevitably arise.
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The decisive role, as we have already seen, is played by class positions.

Such are the general premises of a socialist character.

In this context, we would like to pose a question which we have already
analyzed to some degree in the course of this work: the question of thought,
that is, of thinking in concepts, and of the so-called “experience™ of the
world that serves as the basis for “direct contemplation,” which modern
mysticism counterposes to the shortcomings of rational knowledge. We have
already analyzed this question from the logical angle; here we shall pose it
again from a new point of view, with the stress on the genesis and social
significance of this “orientation in the world,” especially as regards the fash-
ionable enthusiasm for Indian mysticism and Eastern mysticism in general.

For Georg Simmel (see his works Sociology, Philosophy of Money, and Social
Differentiation, as well as his work on the crisis of culture), two concepts play a
major role.! These are the concepts of social differentiation (Simmel constantly
glosses over the fundamental, decisive division into classes, a division which
also expresses the dialectical bifurcation of the whole and the bipolarity of class
society; he melts classes down in the concept of endless “social groups™) and of
position, “attitude,” which determines the relations between particular individ-
uals and the world. From this point of view the relations of a human being as
subject are extremely varied, The orientations and appraisals of 2 human indi-
vidual are diverse and changeable. He or she might relate to the world in a pas-
sive-contemplative manner; or in active, practical fashion; or aesthetically; or
cognitively-critically; or naively; or in a religious way; and so on.

If we take all these definitions in their rational form, we can show 1) that
social being determines social consciousness; 2) that the mode of produc-
tion determines the mode of presentation; 3) that the mode of presentation
has its concrete “national” peculiarities associated with the national peculi-
arities of the mode of production; 4) that within society each class develops
its own orientations, evaluations, and so on; 5) that within classes there arc
varying orientations, linked to the character of various groups and the
nature of the divided social labor; 6) that as social being changes, these ori-
entations of social consciousness change as well; 7) that the range of orienta-
tions may be more or less broad within the same social group, and that this
diversity may be destroyed if the social structure is such that specialization
narrows life 16 an extreme one-sidedness.

Now that we have established these premises, we shall also find it rela-
tively easy to analyze the question which modern-day Rousseauism of the
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Indian-Chinese model takes up con amore. We have already spoken of this
Rousseauism in Theodor Lessing’s book, which the notorious Count Her-
mann Keyserhng considers a highly authoritative source on Indian philoso-
phy in general and Indian mysticism in particular.

At first sight it seems bizarre, paradoxical, and simply incomprehensible
that Brahmanism, and later Buddhism, representing the ideology of the rul-
ing classes, should have become established as an ascetic system, then
grown into a doctrine of pure contemplation, and so on. (We are not talking
here about the initial period of Buddhism, when the legendary Sakya-Muni,
abandoning his palace, went among the poor and outcast, became an inter-
cessor for the sudra and brazida, and developed his doctrine of the non-
acceptance of the sensory world.)

Briefly speaking, this can be explained as follows:

In no country has there ever been as elaborate, strict, and rigid a system of
caste divisions as in India, where the elite are “holy,” and the pariahs are
“worse than a worm in the gut of a dog.” For such a social pyramid to be
maintained, it was necessary to devise exceptionally effective means of acting
on the masses, means that would transform the ruling theocratic oligarchy into
higher beings, incommensurable with ordinary mortals. In Egypt an enthusi-
asm for size, embodied in the idea of rank, led to the building of colossal
“eternal” pyramids and grandiose statues of pharaohs, as well as to ritual mys-
ticism, and so forth. In India this would not be enough. Here the theocratic
elite had to create things in practice that seemed like miracles to others; the
elite had to show itself to be capable in fact of things of which ordinary mor-
tals were incapable. The fact that ruling classes usually have a monopoly of
knowledge had to take on an especially potent form, an unprecedented mten-
sity that would transform the theocratic elite into beings of another order.
Given the stagnant nature of economic and technical development, “progress”
here could take only one direction: transforming the very physiological (and
therefore psychological} nature of the rulers. The Indian theocracy achieved
this in actual fact. Let us listen to our authoritative mystic:

The Greek word myste, mysticism {mus) means “end.” Here there is an end to respi-

ration (odem) (Sanskrit dtman, Old Hebrew ruash):

Réya-yogn and tariva (the capacities for lucid, wakeful super-consciousness) serve to
allow the sages of Indta to reduce inhalation and exhalation. The full suppression
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and exclusion of these would mean the ending of the circulation of the blood and of

the other processes of life; this coincides with the attainment of nirvana.

This origin for the concept of mysticism points the way to the ultimate profundities.
Since every act (faf) of the spirt, such as attention, desire, selFpossession, thought,
and so on is characterized by self-stressing (Sichanspannen), which in bodily form
manifests itself in an involuntary halt to respiration, all ... the secret teachings of Asia
are collections of directive rules and exercises in concentration, in the mastering and

suppression of the vital rhythms (Lebens Laucher).?

What follows from this?

The result of this is that the basis of the mysticism of the Indian priest-
sages consists in physical training plus hypnosis, brought to a remarkable
state of perfection, which mystics m Europe, where the orientation has been
toward things, have not reached even approximately. The stagnation of the
matenial culture has caused it to be replaced here by a gigantic culture of the
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will, aimed at surmounting the will. This is “pure contemplation,” “immer-
sion in the object,” “fusion with the world,” “direct experience,” “mysti-
cism,” the mastering of one’s body and of the realm of the passions. For cen-
turies, from generation to generation, passing on their experience to their
heirs, choosing the especially capable, cultivating askesis, practicing ascetic
exercises, creating a whole huge culture of this training that was unknown to
Europe, the Indian sages achieved such perfection that in relation to the
pariahs, the sudra and other castes, they reached an unattainable, angel-like
height, Everything else (the norms of behavior of the closed castes, with
people kissing the footsteps of a Brahmin and revering his excrement, while
regarding a pariah as a leper whom one cannot touch without defiling one-
self; the religious doctrine of the transmigration of souls, according to which
a breach of caste rules results in reincarnation as some particularly despised
animal, and so forth), all mediated this social differentiation.

From this, the following characteristic features are derived: the concen-
tration of attention on the person, on his or her desires, will, and so forth,
and not on the objects of the external world; a passive relation to the exter-
nal world, rather than an active position of attempting to master it; placing
the will under stress in order to overcome it, that is, a culture of pure con-
templation; concentration on the affective side of mental life, and not on the
development of concepts; the non-logic of “spiritual experience,” instead of
the culture of thought as such; and so forth.
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30Ty perceptions, to colors, smells, shapes, and sounds; perceptions of
pleasure, joy, exaltation—everything that Avenarius termed the “positive
emotional” and the “positive physio-difference™), there would be no dis-
agreement; as we have said already, this question of the mode of living and of
spiritual enrichment will be solved by socialism, which does away with the
deformity represented by capitalist culture. The mystics argue, however, that
rational cognition kills off the essence of the world; that it analyzes a dry
mummy, transforms the world into a mathematical formula, replacing the live
being with a machine, and the world with a numerical figure.

All these objections we refuted in previous discussion. What does
mysticism promise us? The raptures over the Confucian formula are 2
mystification of Confucius, in whom everything 1s soberly utilitarian, though
on an animist basis. If we were, however, to act according to this formula,
nothing good would result. What is there that might replace intellectual cog-
nition? Perhaps real life might, as Lessing suggests, be declared a dream,
and a dream declared to be real Life?

To this, Hegel in his Phenomenology makes a brilliant reply:

They say that the absolute should not be understood, but felt and contemplated, and
that investigation should not be directed by understanding, but by feeling and con-

templation....

The role of the baits that are needed to arouse the desire to bite is played by the
beautiful, the holy, the eternal, by religion and love; not an idea, but ecstasy, not the
coldly developing necessity of a question, but stormy inspiration ought, as they say,
to serve to maintain and progressively develop the riches of substance. ...

Surrendering to the unrestrained ferment of substance, they hope through limiting
consciousness and rejecting reason to make themselves the chosen ones of substance,
to whom God gives wisdom in their sleep. Nevertheless, everything that they in fact
receive and engender in their sleep also helongs solely io the realm of dreames, 4

This operation, consequently, is as old as the world, and it has not yielded any-

thing fruitful. To put about the slogan “sleep” in the name of life is truly comic.
To urge the rejection of ideas is also to urge the rejection of words. Here

the mystics quite consistently proclaim the ultimate wisdom to be . . .

silence. The wisest individual is the most taciturn one, who says nothing.
Such is also the achievement of Theodor Lessing:
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In Sanskrit {we read in Lessing), the word for a sage is muny; literally, this means
“dumb,” no longer speaking. A particularly ancient Egyptian legend tells of the
minor god Ammon, who was done reverence only in silence, All that remains to us in
legend of the Greek philosapher Cratylus, a pupil of Heraclitus and teacher of Plata,
is that at the height of his wisdom he sat in silence, only by turns directing the index
finger of his right hand to left and right; by this, he signified the dualism of nature
and the divarication of all knowledge. And truly, if [ could declare myself a follower of
any philosophical trend or school, I would call myself an admirer of Cratytus.5

As for Berkeley, so for Cratylus: the denial of the outside world for the sake of
a subjective “image” and a return to the “sign language™ of primitive savages.
The final outcome is the rejection of thought and of human intercourse
through speech. A marvelous substitute for rational cognition, and a wonder-
ful instance of penetration into the “uttermost depths™ of being! What else
does mysticism have to offer? A cataleptic bliss, an indifferent ecstasy, nirvana,
ataraxia? These, however, have been familiar to all peoples; even the Russian
Khlysty knew them, as did the shamans of Siberia, the Iranian dervishes, and
so forth. The “Dionysian” principle was at the heart of these mysteries as well.
What relation, however, does this have to cognition of the real associations of
the world, the real relationships? 1f aspects of hypnosis, of hypnotic clairvoy-
ance, of physiological training, and of the corresponding knowledge at times
enter in here, these are subject to rational explanation, and in prinaple there is
nothing here that is either mystical or miraculous. A “miracle” is always some-
thing negative; there are no miracles, and a miracle which has really happened
is not a miracle simply by virtue of the fact that it has occurred,

The mystics do battle in the name of unmediated life, rightly lamenting
(and here, as we have seen, there is a real problem) the soullessness of life, But
in place of the soullessness of life, they propose to render it meaningless.
Pouring out a whole sea of emotions, they do their best to fetter the human
intellect and hide it in a cellar. While providing a broad scope for the image of
humanity, they nail shut the doors that lead into the realm of concepts. They
therefore seek one-sidedness from the other direction; instead of a cultured
one-sidedness of the intellect, they pursue an animal-infantile-savage one-sid-
edness of the emotions. For the mystics, the ideal is a vegetable-animal state as
the antithesis to an artificial environment of machinism, calculation, account-
ing, tactics, and rational science. In other words, we are being urged here to
make the transition from logical thought to the prelogical “participation” of
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anthropological, they had inevitably to treat the subject merely as a passive
product of nature, that is, to treat the subject not above all as an active prin-
ciple with its own active practice, but as a passive, derivative principle, that
is, not in essence as a subject in relation to a natural object, but rather, as an
object on which nature acts.

Marx, as is well known, took note of this uniformity, or one-sidedness. It
is connected logically with the treatment of humanity solely as an animal
species, because the process of adaptation of an animal species is a process
of passive adaptation, of adaptation through natural selection, while social
humanity actively subdues nature, and in technology creates a specifically
social mechanism for acting on nature, on matter, which in the historical
process of development becomes ever more material, that is, a real object.
This historical “leap” in the development of Homo sapiens, a leap from the
animal herd to human society, from biology to sociology, from the biological
individual to the socialized man or woman, from the person equipped with
teeth to the person equipped with technology, took place outside of philoso-
phy. Meanwhile, as we have seen, thought itself arises in the process of active
social practice, that is, in collaboration between social individuals. Thought
differentiates itself historically from this social practice, and so on.

In the philosophical doctrines of idealism, the “I” has been transformed
into a deliberate spiritual-creative principle, encompassing the world and
sometimes consuming it as well. In the philosophical doctrines of material-
ism and its variants, the “I” has been transformed into a one-sided “prod-
uct,” a simple point of intersection of geographical, climatic, orographic, and
other influences of the so-called “natural environment.” {Among French
materialists of a rationalist persuasion the following, among others, are linked
with this: concepts of the “natural state,” the “natural order,” “natural law,”
and also the improbable forays into the social sciences about which Marx
spoke so ironically.) This is why Marx wrote that idealism developed the
subjective and active side, while materialism was more passive.

Therefore, the subject is in fact the subject of mastering, just as the
object is the ohject of mastering.

The subject of mastering is historical through and through, The subject
appears as such only at a particular stage of development; consequently, it is
historical from the very outset of its being. It is historical from the point of
view of its growing historical might, from the point of view of its technical-
practical and theoretical equipment and of the corresponding results. It is
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historical from the point of view of the type of social structure and of the
corresponding modes of presentation.

If we look at the subject through the cyes of pre-Marxist philosophy,
then what, for example, did this philosophy make of technology, whether a
stone axe, a steam engine, or a diesel motor? The old philosophy regarded
such prosaic objects as having nothing to do with the business at hand, as
being too lowly and unworthy for philosophy even to notice. On the con-
trary, from the point of view of dialectical materialism, in which the subject
is the subject of the mastering of the world (and of the objective transforma-
tion of the world in material practice), where practice is the process of direct
intervention in the world, and where it has enormous theoretical and cogni-
tive significance, technology is an exceedingly important aspect. Technolog-
ical equipment, and the degree to which it is available, thus has a substantial
significance. A savage with a stone axe and a person with socialist technolo-
gy are quite different subjects, and it is simply ludicrous to speak of them as
one and the same. The siniation is roughly the same with the technology of
experimental science. If highly sensitive modern instruments raise the sensi-
tivity of natural organs a huge number of imes; if X-ray apparatus makes the
invisible visible; if instruments detect what is undetectable to our natural
senses, creating, so to speak, new artificial senses {electrical instruments, for
example), then in treating of the subject it is quite impermissible to leave
these powerful weapons of cognition out of account.

References are made to the fact that the great minds of antiquity, for
example, Aristotle, working without any technology, either productive or
experimental, were able to think their way through to philosophical ques-
tions that are controversial even today, and provided some particular
answers that are true even now. The fact is also cited that even atomic theory
is thousands of years old. All these arguments, however, are extremely
unconvincing. They are unconvincing because there is nevertheless an enor-
mous difference here. The atoms of Democritus, Epicurus, and Lucretius
were naive hypotheses, arising out of hrilliant guesses. The atoms of our
own time are a firm acquisition of modern science, an acquisition won
experimentally and developed by theoretical scientific thought. The reason-
ing of Epicurus and the experiments of Rutherford, the theories of Nils
Bohr, and so on, represent two different dimensions, despite everything they
have in common. It is enough to read Hegel's Philosophy of Nature to see
there a huge quantity of mystical rubbish and of rubbish pure and simple,
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despite the real gems shining within these heaps. Nor has it been so long
since the death of this colossus.

We will be told, though, that what is involved here is science rather than
philosophy. Has philosophy strayed so far from science? [t has. But in the
first place, one should not erect a Great Wall of China between the one and
the other. Secondly, if we are to take, for example, the debate between materi-
alism and idealism in earlier times and today, we do not see this controversy
marking time, but the reproduction of the contradiction on a vastly expanded
basis. Hegel is far richer than Plato; Marx is on an incomparably, immeasur-
ably higher level than Epicurus. The fact that the question has not been
resolved for everyone is rooted in the social conditioning of the world view,
in the mode of presentation as a reflex of the mode of production. Therefore,
the interpretation of the subject must also be historical in the sense of the his-
torical equipping, practical and theoretical, of the subject of mastering.

Here we have once again, in a different connection, come up against the
question of the mode of presentation. We have seen what an enormous role the
mode of presentation plays in the world view, and have seen the law on the
basis of which it arose. For us to repeat ourselves here would be out of place.
We shall merely ask: if in all philosophical systems so prominent a place is
assigned to the question of the physiological subjectivism {or simply subjec-
tivism) of sensations and so forth, then where is the logical reason for going
past social subjectivism, that is, the sociomorphic “mode of presentation,”
which can be ascertained everywhere? There are no such reasons, and there
cannot be. If we had a thorough understanding of the fact that a human being is
not just a biological individual, but has a social and historical being, the social
and historical character of his or her consciousness also becomes quite obwi-
ous. The mode of presentation is immanent in the social and historical object.
We must therefore interpret the subject of mastering, the subject of philosophy,
as a historical, social subject, and interpret it from this point of view, tha is,
from the point of view of the mode of presentation that is peculiar to it, know-
ing the law of this mode of presentation, that is, its genesis, its function, its rela-
tion to the objective world, its distorting ideological role, and so forth.

But will not the subject of philosophy, when interpreted in this way, be
transformed into the history of philosophy, and even mto history n general?
Not at all. There is uo question of beginning the whole process ab ove, from
Adam to the present day. It would also be quite absurd to repeat the attempts
to solve the problems before us from the points of view of various social-
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historical subjects by turns, that is, to live at the expense of the past. But it is
essential to include this past, in a condensed form and in a historical-dialecti-
cal manner. This also means knowing the historical laws of correlations, being
able to compare, that i, to act as a subject possessing the whole might of med-
ern science and technology. The highest type of thought is dialectical maten-
alist thought. The highest, historically most developed type of subject of mas-
tering is socialist humanity, arising on a historical basis.

Hegel knew perfectly well that philosophy is an epoch captured in
thought. At times he provided brilliant evidence of this understanding,
when his objective idealism passed over directly into matenalism. Here, for
example, is how he characterized the late Roman Empire:

--- the Roman world was a world of abstraction, in which a single cold supremacy
extended over the whole educated world. The living individuality of the spirits of
peoples was crushed and destroyed; the alien power bore down, like an abstract uni-
verse, on the human individual. In the midst of such a state of destruction, people felt
the need to seck refuge in this abstraction ... that is, to seek refuge in thia inner free-
dom of the subject as such. (History of Philosophy, 11)*

And so forth. From this, Hegel deduced the main features of the philosoph-
ical thought of that epoch.

Hegel himself provides a telling demonstration of the social character of the
subject of philosophy. Here is an example, from The Philosophy of Nature:

On the whole, the new world represents an undeveloped duslity: it ia divided like a
magnet into a northern and southern part. The old world manifests a thoroughgoing
division into three parts, of which one, Africa, is a native metal, a lunar element,
grown torpid from the heat, where people come to a standstill in themselves; this is a
mute spirit that does not enter into consciousness. Another part, Asia, is a Bacchana-
Lian, comet-like frenzy, arising in stormy fashion out of its surroundings, a formless
product without any hope of mastering what lies about it. Finally, the third part,
Europe, represents consciousness, the reasoning part of the earth, the equilibrium of

rivers and valleys and mountains—and its center is Germany.3

This geological-poetic mysticism in the style of Jakob Bohme, in essence
expressing the mode of presentation of German Christian asses, as Heine called
them, cannot possibly be understood outside its historical-social context. Nor
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constructs. Things are still worse when only capitalism is involved; it is enough
to point to the evolution of Werner Sombart, who has progressed all the way
from sympathy with Marxism to mystical rubbish of the lowest order,

There is no point in citing endless examples, As a subject engaging in the
cognition of capitalist society, the bourgeoisie has proven powerless. Its social
science has degenerated into an apology for its practice, while this pracuce,
which expresses the anarchic functioning of capitalism, has never been able to
exert control over the elemental social spontaneity of the systern and over-
come the irrationality of the social process that is innate to capitatism. For that
matter, this practice has never even set itself such a task, and it is only now, on
the basis of the decline and general crisis of capitalism, of its decay and col-
lapse, that this practice is making desperate attempts to jump higher than its
ears, and on the way down, as the productive forces decline, to solve the prob-
lem of squaring the circle; hence the utopias of a feudalized “planned capitai-
ism,” in their numerous, tedious variants. In capitalist society the social-histor-
ical process stands counterposed to its agents as an external, blind, compelling

force, as “natural law,” not subject to being mastered.

In socialist society, which arises historically out of capitalist society
through socialist revolution and thanks to the dictatorship of the proletariat,
we see something quite different. Here society is both the subject and object
simultaneously. This is a telcological unity. Its necessity appears directly in
ita teleology, through the organized will of the masses, taking material form
in the plan and being realized in the fulfilment of this plan. Here it cognizes
itself. Here there is no “drift,” that is, a blind and elemental principle of
development. Here society takes control of itself in practical fashion, just as
it takes control of itself theoretically as well. Here there is no incoherence or
separate existence, in the sense of an oppozition of the practical and theoret-
ical sides of mastering, Here there is both real mastering, and the complete
unity of these opposites, which exist only in sublated form.

The theory of the proletariat which has grown up within the bounds of
capitalism is linked with its transforming practice, which is directed at the
“whole” (the revolutionary praxis of Marx, and the “overthrowing” praxis
of Engels). This theory has already proven its strength, since all its most
important forecasts have already come to pass, and the practice of revolu-
tionary transformation, that is, the practice of combative and victorous
Communism, has once again proven the reality of this theory, leading to the
mastering of society as a whole.
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We cannot pose here a whole series of fascinating historical questions,
for example, 2bout the ancient theocracies such as Egypt; about the Inca
state in Peru, which Marx (in the second volume of Capital) described as
having an economy organized on a non-commodity basis; about the Jesuit
state in Paraguay; about the problems of military-capitalist economies, and
so on. All of these lead beyond the bounds of the task we have set ourselves,
despite being closely rclated to it. Here it will be sufficient to show that in
commodity society (and in its most developed form, the capitalist econo-
my), society is not the subject, cannot be the subject, and cannot master
itself either theoretically or practically, Commodity society therefore
becomes a real object of cognition (where this cognition accords with reali-
ty) among its opponents, while in practice society becomes an object of
mastering only in its organized form, in this case, that is, as socialist society.

The situation is thus as follows. Insofar as we are concemed with society
as an object:

a) society arises on the whole before it becomes, in any form, the object of
cognition and of conscious mastering in general;

b) as an object, society arises historically;

c) in the course of the historical process of development, society changes its
concrete historical form, passing from one form to another and changing
its modes of production;

d) each of these concrete historical societies develops the wealth of its partic-
ular, specific properties, features, qualities, and “laws of motion,” which
are characteristic of it alone.

Where we are concemed with the subject, we have the following:

a) the subject is historical;

b) it is historically diverse, including in the respect that in some societies it
is merely partial, and the society as a whole cannot be a subject;

c) in socialist society, the whole society becomes a subject in relation to itself;

d) the capitalist subject {a bourgeois ideologue) cannot in the strict sense be
the subject of mastering;

€) socialist society is a historically arising subject-object in the full sense.

Finally, insofar as we are concerned with the interrelationship between
object and subject, we see that:
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a) these relations are historical;

b) that in commodity-capitalist society they are extremely ﬂl—developed, and
that here in essence there is not and cannot be a process of mastering;

c) that in socialist society, where complete agreement and identity exists
between the object, which is at the same time also a subject, and the sub-
Ject, which is at the same time also an object, we see complete mastering,
That is, we see practice which operates in accordance with goals on the
social scale, and which is organized in all its aspects; we see the con-
scious self-motion of society, along with its self-consciousness and seif-
cognition, as aspects of its integrated vital activity;

d) that the birth of society as a subject is the result of the theoretically
directed revolutionary practice of the proletariat, of the victory of the
proletarian socialist revolution; the proletariat, as a “particular” {class),
consisting of the “solitary” (individuals}), masters the “universal” (socie-
ty), and is transformed into the “general” (the socialist people). The con-
cept of the subject of revolution was developed by Lenin.

From the point of view of intellectual forms, the transition to socialism
signifies the abolition of fetishistic forms of social consciousness. This point
needs to be examined at greater length.

Marx was the first to reveal the specific peculiarities of capitalist society,
its laws of motion, the specific modes of thinking of its agents, and the
social-historical specificity ofits intellectual categories. We are referring here
to Marx’s concept of commodity fetishism.

In capitalist society every enterprise, the labor in every enterprise, and the
commodity producers are formally independent of one another; they operate
“frecly” in the market. They are linked to one another through acts of
exchange, through the metamorphoses of commodity and money, through the
movement of things. Labor in this case does not represent a system of social
labor, but separate complexes of it. The fact of social collaboration is con-
cealed by the formal mdependence of the enterprises. Social relations between
people appear to be social properties of things, of commodities. This com-
modity fetishism manifests itself in all the thinking of the bourgeoisie and its
ideclogues. In the field of political economy, where society is viewed as an
object, all the categories of bourgeois science are fetishistic through and
through, Capital, for example, in this case does not represent a social and his-
torical refationship between people, a relationship that is manifested and fixed
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in things, but a thing in its natural form, that is, money and so forth. Hence in
bourgeois political economy capital produces profit, land creates rent, and
money gives birth to money; all of them possess mystical, miraculous proper-
ties. Hence the theones of the “productivity of capital,” m their numerous vari-
ants. There is not even a drop here of the social or historical approach to the
topic; all the real relationships are presented in a fetishized, distorted form.

The same happens in other areas as well. Because of the division of labor
and the anarchy of society, the ideclogical spheres (for example, various
fields of science and art, and also the areas of law, morals, and so on) are
shrouded in exactly the same manner by 2 fetishistic fog.

Engels wrote to Franz Mehring (letter of July 14, 1893):

Ideology is a pracess which, it is true, is carried on by the so-called thinker con-
scicusly, but with false consciousness. The real forces which set it in motion remain
unknown to this thinker.... Consequently, he or she dreams up false or merely appar-
ent motive forces. Because this is a mental process, it derives its content and form
from pure thought, either the thinker’s own, or that of his or her predecessors. The
thinker functions exclusively with intellectual material which he or she accepts
uncritically as the product of thought, without making further investigations, to the

point where the process is a more remote one, independent of thought....2

Elsewhere, in Ludwig Feuerbach, Engels spoke of “work on thoughts as on
independently developing essences, subject only to their own laws.”

In other words, the links in the chain of divided social labor are viewed as
independent. Ideas, the products of these links, are in fact connected objec-
tively to the whole system of practice, and make up an aspect of the life of
society, of its reproduction, of its life cycle. Nevertheless, ideas leap out of
this association (in terms of consciousness}, and turn into independent
essences. Abstracted from direct contact with matter, but in one degree or
another connected with material practice, they act as separate essences by
virtue of the outwardly separate existence of various specialized offshoots.
Just as money gives birth to money, capital gives birth to profit, and land
gives rise to rent in isolation from labor (at least in the consciousness of
fetishists), so pure categories, pure forms, a priori forms appear outside of
practice and matter, and knowledge itself comes to represent pure knowl-
edge, that is, knowledge in itself, and not an aspect of the mastering of the
world. The rational basis of this fetishistic aberration consists in the peculiar,



268 PHILOSOPHICAL ARABESQUES

specifically historical structure of capitalist society. This fetishism manifests
itself even more clearly in the categories of morality, where the norms of
soctal behavior take on the character of super-sensory metaphysical cate-
gories which hang like swords of Damocles over people’s heads, even though
these categories are considered to be something “internal” But this theme
will be dealt with in depth m another context.

Consequently, in this particular area, that is, the sphere of soclety, we see
the necessity for a historical approach to the question of the subject and
object. Neither in nature nor in society is there, or should there be, a place
for empty abstractions; operating on the basis of these leads to degencration
into barren scholasticism and “drunken speculation.” Only full-blooded
materialist dialectics can ensure that the philosophical thought of our time
functions in a genuinely fruitful manner.

30

Truth: The Concept
of Truth and the Criterion
of the Truthful

The question of truth is, of course, one of the central issues of philesophy.
But as Pontius Pilate asked, according to gospel tradition, “What is truth?®

This question is particularly complex and many-sided, though the pre-
ceding section provided almost all the premises needed for resolving it.
Here we need to concentrate first of all on eliminating at the outset the
ambiguity of the term “truth,” an ambiguity encountered exceedingly often,
even 1n Marxist literature. This question needs to be addressed not from the
scholastic-verbalistic-terminological angle, but in essence by proceeding
from the spirit, rather than the letter, of Marx, Engels, and Lenin.

We often encounter the expression “the true world,” referring to truth as
objective fact, as the law, relztion, quality, state, and so forth of the real world.
But can any fact, if it really is a fact, be “untruc”? And how; in general, can the
category of truth be applied to a fact, to the rcal world, taken in itself? Strictly
speaking, this use of the word “trath™ i3 absurd, since something which extsts in
reality exists in reality, and that is the end of the matter. That this is so appears
immediately if, running ahead, we pose here the question of the criteria of truth,
or, Jet us say, the criterion of accordance with reality. If by tath we understand
reality itself, that is, the objective relations among things and processes, inde-
pendent of our cognition and practical influence, then what does the question
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become? An obvious absurdity, since it tuns out that we are asking about the
relationship between reality and this particular reality; that we are speaking of
one and the same thing as though it were two things? But such a situation can
exist only if the external world coincides with thought, if things or “the souls of
things” are concepts, that is, if we are dealing with an obvious “philosophy of
identity” or variations on it—in any case, with one or another type of idealism.
This applies, for example, to Hegel, for whom, as we know, objects are real
when they coincide with their idea. Analyzing the teaching of Aristotle, Ilegel
writes:“The speculative character of Aristotle’s philosophy consists precisely
in the fact that it views all things in terms of thought, and all thingg are turned
into thoughts, with the result that, acting in the form of thoughts, they also act
in their truthfulness” (Lectures on the History of Philosophy, vol. 11).}
Generally speaking, it is only possible to interpret truth as a property of
the real world when this world is not unique, when one presumes a duplica-
tion or multiplication of worlds, with different degrees of reality. This, of
course, also pollutes the atr for miles around with a mystical stench. So what
is the point? The point is not hard to understand if we keep in mind that we
are concerned with true, that is, accurate, cognition of the true, that is, accu-
raie, reflection of the object in the subject. In the cbapter on mediated
knowledge, we discussed in detail the theory of reflection, which was devel-
oped in particular detail by Lenin in his struggle against idealist agnosticism.
The reflection of the world is not the same thing as the world. Noris it a
duplicate of the world. The reflection of the world is a “picture” of it, but a
picture is something quite different from what is depicted in it. A reflection
may be more or less accurate, more or less full, and more or less rounded, or
it may be a scandalous distortion, and so forth. But it is never the object
itself, and it can never really multiply or duplicate the world. It is quite a dif-
ferent matter that thought can create (and does create) many reflections of
varying degrees of adequacy; these can be compared on the basis of their
truthfulness, that is, on the basis of the degree to which they accord with the
objective world. Truthfulness is therefore nothing other than the property of
a reflection in 2 human head such that this reflection corresponds to the real
world, that is, to what is being reflected. Truth or untruth is a predicate of
thought, as related to being, and not a predicate of being itself, which has
absolutely no need of being approved by thought. We have already had cause
to note that one must not confuse, for example, the fact of hallucination with
the reality that nothing in the objective world corresponds to it. A distorting
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mirror distorts, but it exists, as a distorting mirror. An erroneous view
reflects reality erroneously, but it exists, as an error in people’s heads. The
truth reflects reality accurately, but it is not this reflected reality. It is some-
thing else, a translation of reality in the heads of human beings.

What we are discussing here is reflection and correspondence. As a
result, the term “coincidence™ is also extremely ambiguous, since coinci-
dence is coincidence of the identical, while there is no identity whatever
between a reflection and that which is reflected. The fact that people think
about the universe does not mean that the physical being of the entire cos-
mos, crudely speaking, is accommodated in people’s heads. Nor does it
mean that the universe is the same thing as the concept of it.

According to Hegel, the umiverse does not coincide with the representa-
tion of the universe, but with the concept of it:

The usual definition of truth, according to which it is “the coincidence of the represen-
wation with the object.” is still not contained at all within the representation. When L
imagine a house, a log, and so on, | am not myself this content; 1 represent something
quite different, and consequently, do not at all coincide with the ohject of my imagining.
It is anly in thought that a true coincdence of the objective and subjective is evident.®

The concepts of a house and a log, however, are neither house nor log,
whatever subterfuges idealist philosophical speculation might resort to.
Now, however, the question presents itself of what the “correspondence™
of the reflection to that which is reflected actually signifies, We have already
seen that the most exact reflection of the world is the “scientific picture of the
world,” its “second concrete.” (Marx in the Introduction to his Coméribution
to the Critique of Political Economy, as we recall, insisted vigorously that this
“gpiritual reproduction” was real, thougb it did not at all represent the creat-
ing of reality itself!) So what sort of correspondence is this? It is clear that
what is involved is not a reflecton in the sense of a mirror-calm visual image.
To be blunt, it is on the whole a waste of time to try to understand this corre-
spondence in the manner of a simple and elementary idea, such as the
metaphorical mirror. The correspondence here is of a far more coinplex type.
Let us tzke our old example, the formula “bodies expand when they are
heated.” This formula is true; it corresponds to reality. Is it absolutely true?
No! It is one-sided and incomplete. In astrophysics, in the conditions of
stars, it is untrue. Even on carth there are exceptions to it (water, steel, and
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others). But in earthly conditions, except for a few substances, it is true; it
corresponds to reality. What does it mean, to say that within these limits it
“corresponds”? It means that if we see some body here on earth in relation
to another factor, as a result of which the temperature of the first body rises,
that 1s, if the energy of vibration of its molecules increases, then the volume
of this body expands. Or if we say that matter has an electromagnetic
nature, and if this “picture of the world” is correct, if it corresponds to reali-
ty, then this signifies as follows: whatever substance we take, and however
many experiments we perform, every time we penetrate experimentally into
the microstructure of a substance we will find there tiny particles with posi-
tive and negative charges. This also means that any directly practical contact
with matter, aimed at altering it in accordance with the data of this theory,
will confirm the theory in the concrete course of the technological process.
We discussed this in detail when we were dealing with the question of the
cognizability of things in themselves. A reflection is a compressed, con-
densed, “spiritual reproduction” of reality. An accurate, true reflection is
one that precisely condenses these associations, qualities, properties, rela-
tionships, and processes, and does not create illusory ones; that is, ones
which do not have a material correlate, or any real correlate existing outside
of the subject. As a system of concepts, a reflection is by no means a system
of arbitrarily chosen “symbols” or “signs,” or of Plekhanovian “hiero-
glyphs.” When we think about electrons, the electron is not z sign or a
numerical designation of reality, but a spiritual reproduction of this reality.
As we have seen, mediated significance removes subjectivity and penetrates
into the objective links among things and processes. Nevertheless, we can
express one and the same system of concepts in different languages, record-
ihg it in mathematical formulae, equations, letters of the alphabet, and so
forth. This is now the province of symbols, of conditional designation.
There is no way we can place the process of forming concepts, and of
thought, on the same blackboard with the process of devising symbols and
symbolic writing, and consider the two to be homogeneous.

The criterion of truth is therefore correspondence to reality. Theoretical
cognition, however, is one side of the process of mastering, that is, of the
theoretical mastering of the object. It follows that correspondence with real-
ity is the criterion of the power of theoretical mastering. Truth is correspon-
dence with reality. Truth is the power of theoretical cognition, the reality of
theoretical cognition in the sense of its effectveness.
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Let us now examine the question of the effectiveness of practice. Is there
some analogy here? Of course there is. Practice may be unsuccessful, feeble,
mistaken. This means that in the making of cast iron, let us say, the blast fur-
nace process does not work as anticipated. Consequently, some mistake was
made here. Or, let us take another example: all the practice of the alchemists
in trying to produce gold. This practice was simply in vain. Or, we might take
the example of the attempts to construct a perpetuum mobile, a perpetual
motion machine. On the other hand, productive practice is genuinely power-
ful in all its fields, and the increase in the power of modern-day humanity,
especially soctalist humanity, over nature has been immense. What is the cni-
terion here? The objective result of the productive process, its accordance
with some previously posited goal. Here we immediately find that the link
between theory and practice is also revealed from the point of view of the cri-
teria of their effectiveness, that is, the reality of their mastering of the object.
The material result of the technological process is the criterion of the reality
of this process, that is, of its practical might, that is, of the real objective mas-
tering of the object. At the same time, this result also provides a test of theory,
since the course of the technological process is worked out theoretically in
advance. Material results disprove false theories, as for example in the case of
the perpetuum mobile; meanwhile, theory itself confirms practice i this case,
disproving the theoretical possibility of perpetual motion. A positive practi-
cal effect, that is, the practical mastering of the object, its material transforma-
tion, confirms the truthfulness of theory; practical power confirms theoretical
power. But because all practice is reasoned, goal-directed activity (we are
speaking here of human practice), the theoretical principle coexists within it,
50 to speak, whatever the system for the division of social labor might be in a
given society. Precisely because practice gives rise to theory, and theory to
practice, precisely because they mterpenetrate one another and constitute a
unity in their circulation, the practical criterion of truth coincides with the
criterion of correspondence to reality. The genuine causes (indispensable
links) that are revealed by theory become rules in practice; truth of cognition
therefore signifies power in practice, and power in practice signifies truth of
cognition, that i, its correspondence with reality. All this is correct provided
we mean by practice objective changes to the world, not the illusory “prac-
tiee” of mystical revelations and the soul-redeeming “benefits™ of self-flagells-
tion of various kinds, as in the Varieties of Religious Experience of William
James. But we have already discussed this, and will not return to it again.
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Let us now examine the question of the criterion of economy, set forward
with such pomp by the empiriocritics {“consideration of the world from the
point of view of the minimum expenditure of effort,” in the works of Avenar-
ius above all). Taken in itself, that is, without regard for the question of corre-
spondence, this principle is at once crackpot and trivial; crackpot because it
throws overboard all the increasingly diverse associations and relationships
discovered in the process of cognition, and trivial because it chops away with
an axe, coming at the problem in a flat, rudimentary manner. This principle
can, however, be discussed—as Lenin did in Materialism and Empiriocriti-
ctsm, devoting literally two lines to it—if we address it in accordance with the
criterion of truth as the accurate reflection of reality. In this case, it acts not
merely in advance, but post factum, not as an independent criterion, but as an
expression of the productivity of mental labor, of the productivity of thought.
In this case, thought which is correct, that is, which faithfully reflects reality,
inevitably turns out also to be the most economical. In its production there
will be nothing superfluous, that is, untrue, not corresponding to reality, con-
fusing the question, preventing penetration into the actual relations of real
processes, creating diversions onto false tracks, creating illusory hnks instead
of forging real ones. This cannot, however, in any way mean posing in
advance the demand for thinking simply and economically. Posed in so bare a
form, this demand is absurd, and in cognitive terms, harmful; it leads
inevitably to flat, cachectic abstractions, however these might be garnished
with all manner of empiriocritical formulae about “pure deseription.”

The question of the criteria of truth can thus be formulated as follows:
the criterion of truth is correspondence with reality, which is confirmed by
practice, as the correspondence of the material results of practice with ita
goal. The criterion of correspondence with reality coincides wath the criteri-
on of practice, just as theoretical power coincides with practical power,
since these are merely two sides of the process of mastering the objective
world. Correct thinking proves post factum to be also the most economical,
that is, the most productive.

g1

Truth: Absolute and
Relative Truth

The universe is endless and endlessly diverse, while at the same time being a
single whole. It is an immeasurable and inexhaustible sea of qualities, proper-
ties, aggociations, and relationships, with transitions from one to another,
with uninterrupted transformations, with the demise of one entity and the
rise of another, new one. The universe represents eternal coming into being
and disappearance; it is an ocean of endless, mobile matter in all the
magnificence of its forms. Such is the objective universe. It is quite obviousa
that the universe, with all its endless wealth, cannot in some final historical
epoch become the object of thorough cognition and practice. The universe is
revealed historically, in the thinking of the subject. Cognition is a process,
and the results of this process are constantly being transformed in the histor-
ical motion of labor and thought; they are not some nigid quantty, but are
constantly renewing their composition. Cognition increases both extensively,
in breadth, and intensively, in depth. It assimilates ever new spheres of being,
and at the same time opens up ever more general, that is, more and more pro-
found, types of associations, relationships, and laws, The sphere of the par-
ticular, of concrete things and processes which are becoming objects of cog-
mition, expands without interruption, At the same time cognition, growing on
its practical basis, moves toward the universal, revealing more and more pro-
found types of associations, discovering more and more general and universal
laws, and proceeding from them toward the “spiritual reproduction” of a
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diverse intelligiblility that is now concrete. These stages of cognilion corre-
spond to the structure of being itself, to objective reality itself.

General, universal relations and an endless quantity of partial, specific
ones exist objectively, quite independent of human and any other conscious-
ness. General, universal forms of being and partial forms also exist. Necessi-
ty is a type of universal, all-natural objective bond. The laws of dialectics
encompass everything: nature, society, the instant. Engels in dnti-Dithring
described dialectics as “a law of the development of nature, history, and
thought that is exceedingly general and thus exceedingly broad in its action;
a law which, as we have seen, has validity in the animal and plant kingdoms,
in geology, m mathematics, m history and philosophy....™

As we know;, there are also specific laws that are peculiar to special forms
of being, for example, laws of biology that apply to the organic world and to
it alone. The typology of laws thus reflects the objective types of objective
relations, according to their growing or declining generality, and according
to their “depth.” Cognition as a process also consists in the discovery of an
ever broader field of concrete things and processes and of ever more pro-
found types of relations between them. Commenting on Hegel in his Phalo-
sophical Notebooks, Lenin therefore noted: “Nature 18 both concrete and
abstract, both appearance end essence, botk instant and relationship.
Human concepts are subjective in their abstractness and isolation, but
objective overall, in their process, sum, tendency, and source.

This also makes understandable the interpretation of truth itself as a
process; cognition is not able to assimilate immediately the whole endless
diversity of nature and its multifarious unity, the universal relationship of the
world with the infinity of its concrete mediations. Cognition, so to speak,
reveals the world piece by piece, and only as a tendency comes to know the
many-faceted whole, toward which it is eternally striving. In reality, there are
no different universes, universes with different degrees of “truthfulness”™; there
is one universe with various types of association, more profound or less s0. In
this lies the rational core and basis for all arguments about “essence” and so
forth. In particular, the universe (or more exactly, parts of it) provides a phe-
nomenological “picture” with relation to the sensory organs of the subject,
whilc cognition proceeds “deeper,” stripping away the subjective and in terms
of concepts reflecting the objective properties of the universe “in itself,”
“thinking away” [i.e., mentally removing] the fundamental coordination of
Avenarius. This, among other things, is also expressed very clearly by Hegel
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in his Science of Logic: “What [the object] ... is like in thought, it is like only in
itself and for itself; what it is like in visible form and in concept, it is like as a
phenomenon.”s In inverted form various Hegelian concepts, such as being,
essence, reality, the absolute idea, and so forth, more and more reflect the pro-
found process of cognition, of movement toward the universal, all-encompass-
ing “absolute idea,” which is absolute truth.

From the point of view of dialectical materialism, thought in this case
corresponds completely to being, in the form of integral and diverse being.
But cognition merely strives toward this in its historical development, con-
stantly enriching itself, penetrating more and more deeply, and moving
asymmetrically in this direction. Cognition is a reflection of human nature.
It cannot reflect human nature in its entirety, but only moves toward this in
the process of its historical development, proceeding out of sensible experi-
ence, stripping away its subjective side, and through human collaboration
forming concepts: abstractions, laws, systems of laws, the scientific picture
of the world, and so forth. This process includes the object, but conditional-
ly, not as a whole, not fully; it grasps the universal relationship between
things, but partially, incompletely, one-sidedly, and approximately. It is for-
ever moving, however, toward a more and more complete, many-sided, pro-
found, and universal cognition.

From the point of view of relativism, science and philosophy are able to
contain only the relative. This, however, is a crude and antidialectical way of
posing the question, since it absolutizes the relative itself. From the point of
view of dialectical materialism, and of objective dialectics, the relative still
contains the absolute, since as Lenin wrote, “... the particular does not exist
except in an association that leads to the general. The universal exists only
in the particular and through the particular.”

Here, however, it is as well to linger on an extremely important question,
that is, the very concept of the relative, This concept is supremely diverse.
Above all, a distinction should be drawn between what might be called the
categorical relative, and the relative considered simply as incomplete. Let us
take, for example, the philosophy of Kant. Its starting point is the funda-
mental difference between the noumenal world and the world of phenome-
na. Cognition proceeds, and can proceed, only within the framework of the
phenomenal world. The world of “things-in-themselves,” the world of
noumena, is transcendental, One cannot leap across into it; it is inaccessible
in principle. According to Kant it exists, but we know nothing of it, and will
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never know anything. In the world of noumena there are some basic causes
which find expression in the diversity of the phenomenal world, but what
these causes are, what their nature might be, is hidden from us as a matter of
principle. Not even a single particle of the noumenal world can enter into
our experience and the spbere of our cognition.

And what about practice? Kant does not resolve this question.

So here we have the relativity of our knowledge. But this is a fundamen-
tally categorical (not in the sense of Kantian “categories™) relativity, since the
very category of “things-in-themselves™ is inaccessible to us in principle,
that is, for all time. All that is accessible to us is the world of phenomena,
and here there may be a “process of knowledge,” that is, a process of
increasingly complete inclusion by thought, reason, and the world of
“things for us.” From the point of view of dialectical materialism, the relativ-
ity of truth is something quite different. Here, in complete contrast to Kant,
we are concerned with cognition of the real world, which is by no means
partitioned off from us by our sensory organs, but which is united with us
through their agency. In the process of thought, we remove the subjective
cocfficient. Practically and theoretically, we take possession of the real, exter-
nal, objective world, which exists independently of us. But only part of the
world is the object of our mastering, and then not in the full sensé. Through
our production, we transform in practice no more than the infinitely small
part of the cosmos that comprises our “economy,” and the part that we
transform, we use only partially. For example, we do not yet use the internal
energy of the atom. The same is true where the theoretical side of the
process of mastering is concerned. We know a great deal, but this is still an
infinitely tiny amount. Both practically and theoretically, however, our
strength is growing, and there are no limits to this growth. Consequently,
the relativity of our cognition lies in its diminishing incompleteness and
one-sidedness—something quite different from the relativism on principle
of Kantian cognition, of Kant’s “evil idealism,” “evil subjectivism,” and “evil
relativism,” to use Hegel’s terminology.

Let us take pragmatist relativism. To pragmatism, “truth™ is nothing
other than “use,” understood in any sensc including the most subjective. If
“God™ consoles people, then he acts in a useful way, which means he exists,
and is therefore true. Here “evil” practice and “evil” subjectivism combine
in orgjastic celebrations. Here “truth™ is so relative that it loses all connec-
tion with reality outside the subject. Clearly, this relativism too is something
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different from the relativism of incompleteness, from relativism as conceived
by dialectical materialism. Different too is the relativism of the empiriocritics
with their “principled coordination,” from which there is no escaping, and
with their phenomenology, which recognizes nothing apart from itself.

Also different is the relativism of the Sophists, for example, Gorgias.
Lenin quite correctly agreed with Hegel when the latter wrote of Gorgias:

... Gorgias (a) polemicizes correctly against absolute realism, which when it has
ideas of things, thinks it has the things themselves, when in fact it has something
relative; (b) falls into the ¢vil idealism of the new epoch: “The conceivable is
always subjective; therefore, it does not exist, since through thought we transform

the existing into the conceivable....”

In this case, cognition has been interpreted in a purely subjective manner,
and the object has evaporated. Cognition has not taken hold of it as reality,
lying outside of the subject. Both for the Sophists (Protagoras and others:
“man is the measure of all things™); and for Socrates (who made the addi-
tion: thinking humanity is the measure of all things) in a different fashion
(since Socrates strove for the “universal™), relativism was absolutized as the
subjective side of the content of the thought process. (Here, in parenthesis,
it must be stressed that in expressions such as “the objective truth,” and so
on, the word “objective” signifies correspondence with reality, accuracy of
reflection as opposed to subjective distortion, but does not at all signify
objective reality itself.)

Earlier, in our discussion of the tropes of Pyrtho, we analyzed the ques-
tion of the relativity of knowledge as deriving from individual, specific sub-
Jectivity, and also the question of the sociomorphism of cognition. We saw
that from the point of view of dialectical materialism, all these questions are
soluble. On one question, bowever, it is necessary to dwell once again,
because of its particular significance. This is the question of the link between
all the objects and processes of nature, that is, of their objective association,
association outside of the subject. We also encountered this question in our
critique of the Kantian “thing-in-tself.” The point here is that a “thing-in-
itself,” that is, with no relationship either to the subject or to other things, is
an empty abstraction. This needs to be specially noted and singled out, since
here we are concerned not with a relativity which in some way or other is
“imputed” to the subject, but with a correlation within the object itself.
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The Good

In his notes on Hegel’s History of Philosophy, Lenin makes a comment
about the Cyrenaic philosopher Hegesias. According to Lenin, Hegesias
“confuses sensation as a principle of the theory of cognition and as a princi-
ple of ethics. This N.B.™

Such confusion is not unique to Hegesias. It was widespread in most of the
philosophical schools of ancient Greece and Rome, in the East, and in Furope
during the Middle Ages, as well as persisting in supposedly modern schools.

What are the roots of this confusion? They are to be found in the teleology-
cal view of the world. In fact, if at the heart of the world is purposive reason,
then this reason is at the same time both truth (since this is the principle of the
universe, its supreme, general entelechy), and the purpose, that is, the general
good, the supreme good, to which all other “goods” must be subordinated as
partial, derivative, and secondary. For pre-Socratic philosophers the Greek nous
was the goal, “the good” in its most precise definition. For Socrates, and espe-
cially for Plato and Aristotle, this is elevated into the “general,” the “type,” the
“Idea,” and “God.” Socrates, we read in Hegel, “first advanced the view that
beauty, good, truth, and law are the goal and purpoese of the individual person.™

To the Sophists, the individual was the standard against which all things
were measured, Here, a clearly expressed individualism held sway. Plato and
Aristotle, in stting forth their barracks-like social ideals, had to appeal to
socictal and state restraints, and consequently to the “universal”—that is, in
the final analysis, to God—as the true good. The confusion of which Lenin
spoke is an immanent law of teleological and theological idealism,
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reaffirmed after many centuries by Kantianism with its “postulates of practi-
cal reason,” free will, immortality of the soul, God, and the categorical
imperative. “God,” we read in Hegel:

is a Platonic good, in the first place a product postulated by thought. In the second
instance, how ever, this good s to the same degree in itself and for itself. If T recognize
in the capacity of the real the unchanging and eternal, something which in terms of
its content is general, then this real is postulated by me, but at the same time, a3

something objective in itself, it is not postulated by me.3

Here we find “substantial rationality” counterposed to a “particular” goal.
The “unchanging,” the “absolute,” the eternal and supreme “good,” which
does not need substantiation from any other, since it is itself an ultimate
principle—this is how the question is posed here. The humanity of “the
good,” its empirical, everyday, worldly, social roots; the genesis of the social
norms of behavior as something embodying the main real interests of 2
given historical society, its “system,” “order,” and “reason,” to which prni-
vate, secondary interests, sometimes in conflict with it, must be subordinat-
ed—deliberately or otherwise, this genesis is hidden, drowning in a sea of
theological-teleological “arguments.” In this respect, an argument in Hegel’s
History of Philosophy, where Hegel analyzes the doctrine of Plato, is
extremely interesting. Hegel, together with Plato, objects to the discussion
of all sorts of empirico-rational arguments in favor of “the good,” while seek-
ing at the same time, through the pettiness of these arguments, to compro-
mise them completely in advance, This passage will be cited here:

Hence, for example, they say: “Do not deceive, since you will thereby lose credit and
suffer losses,” or: “Be sparing in what you eat, or you will suffer a stomach upset, and
will have to fast™; or in explaining a punishment, they refer to superficial reasons bor-
rowed from the possible results of the action, and 50 on. By contrast, if the matter is
based on firm foundations, as is the case with the Christian religion, then even if we
are no longer familiar with these foundations, we nevertheless say: “Divine grace,
having in view the salvation of our souls, and so forth, orders the life of humanity in
this fashion.” Here, the superficial reasons cited above fall away.4

Let no more fall away, for the sake of these wretches! This theological mysti-
cism is wonderful after a fashion; it casts an unusually clear light on the
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“genesis of ideas.” But enough of examples! Let us cross over to the essence
of the question.

Above all, primary importance should be assigned to the question of the
relationship between “truth” and “good.” The illicitly cohabiting “truth-
authenticity” and “truth-justice,” which in Russia flourished among the late
lamented “subjective sociologists,” need to be divorced. As we know, truth is
the accordaace of the reflection with the objective world, situated outside of
us. Its natural law—the most general—is necessity. The revealing of the associ-
ations and relationships, qualities and properties, and general and particular
laws of the objective world is the task of theoretical cognition, as an aspect of
mastering. This is on the one hand. On the other, there is in nature no “good,”
no general “purpose,” and no “entelechy” as the supreme and universal pHin-
ciple, just as there is not a grain of morality, “ethics,” and so on in the
Pythagorean theorem, in analytical geometry, in astrophysics, or in paleontol-
ogy. There is no need for us to repeat here all the arguments against both the
crude “external” and the refined “innate.” “immanent” teleology; we have
dwelt sufficiently on this question in a special chapter of this work.

But if the teleological point of view and the teleological conception of the
world cannot withstand criticism, then as a result “the good” also collapses as
a principle of the universe, When we speak of truth, we speak of the corre-
spondence of the reflection to that which is reflected, and which objectively
exists. The situation with “the good” is quite different. This is something
exclusively subjective and human; there is nothing that corresponds to it in
the external, extrahuman world. The “universal™ here has as its rational basis
not the natural-universal, similar to the universal laws of nature, but a certain
social and historical interest, formulated in opposition to particular interests
and projected onto the cosmic screen. Human goals are merely human goals;
they are embraced by people, by social-historical people. Norms of behavior,
and the dominant ideas present in these norms, may in the initial stages of
development be worked out unconsciously, spontaneously, and semi-instinc-
tively, hut they do not thercfore cease to be human and social-historical. To
seck for them an extra-hurman ideal sanction (such as Hegel's “divine grace”)

is possible only if we accept a theological-teleological conception of the world.
From the opposite point of view, the human has its justification in the human,
and has no need of any superhuman or supernatural sanctions.
Concepts of so general a character as that of “the good,” and also the
related concepts of “justice,” “kindness,” and “virtue,” always have a
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specific historical content which varies depending on the economic forma-

tion, on the class, and on the particular phase of development. Outside of
these concrete histonical definitions, all these categories are completely for-

mal, empty, abstract, and devoid of content. What, for example, does the

ascetic “good” of Brahmanism have in common with the utilitarianism of
Jeremy Bentham, that “genius of bourgeois stupidity,” to use Marx’s phrase?

What does the virtue of the Stoics have in common with the viré of Nicco-

lo Macchiavelli, with his unrestrained perfidy for the sake of the homeland

of the commercial-industrial oligarchy of Renaissance Italy? What is there

in common between “the good™ of early Christianity and “the good” of sen-

sual pleasures preached by the epigones of Epicureanism? The concepts of
“the good” held by Simeon Stylites or the archpriest Avvakum on the one

hand, and of Heinrich Heine on the other, will scarcely recall one another in
any way. And if we bring empirical historico-ethnographic material into

play, ranging through different countries, peoples, and epochs, the results
are truly striking; there is not even a trace of the unchanging and eternal!

But using the methods of sociology, we can in each case extract, that is,
explain in social-genetic fashion, this or that “good,” this or that totality of
coordinated moral views, ansing out of the “social being,” that is, from the
material conditions of existence of a historically specific social formation
and of its class bearer, which embodies its “system™ and “order.”

If we point to the historical relativity of “the good” (something that can
easily be demonstrated with a thousand examples), this can, however, be
parried with the following arguments. Empirically, it might be said that “the
good” is revealed in the historical process, just as truth is revealed in the his-
torical process of cognition. The fact that the concept of “the good™ changes
does not in the least contradict its “being in itsclf,” does not contradict the
“Absolute Good,” which is cognized in the process of improving the human
species; this is movement toward the universal, reposing calmly as an
immutable moral law. This argument is perfectly consistent, and it would be
correct but for one “minor” circumstance, that is, the incorrectness of the
teleological conception of the world. When the cognition of nature takes
place within sociomerphic frameworks which ideologically distort the
objective content of thought, the ohject of cognition does not disappear,
since it exists independently of cognition, and is still cognized, even though
by way of distorted “reflections.” But when “the good” is projected onto the
world outside of humanity, there is nothing whatever that corresponds to it.
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What “the good™ corresponds to is not something external to human socie-
ty, but something within it. This is where the roots of the “universal” are to
be found; this is the general interest of a given society as such, that is, as rep-
resented by its ruling class, The changing of these classes, and the struggles
among them, involve the changing of attitudes about “the good,” and the
struggle of these attitudes.

To this in turn, however, the following objection can be raised: Do you
really think the cognition of nature is not motivated by social interests? You
yourself insist that practice determines theory! Do you really not think that
cognition is the mastering of the world for humanity? Is there really no mter-
est at work here? Does not the same, in consequence, apply in this case?

No, gentlemen, you are wrong!

This question requires more sustained attention, although it is not really
5o difficult to resolve. In reality, interest in the case of cognition is directed
toward choosing the object of cognition, just as this interest chooses the object
of the physical transformation of matter. This is the teleological side of things,
behind which, as we have seen, stands social necessity. Here, however, the
object of cognition (the object of mastering) has been chosen, and its objective
laws are revealed. In these objective laws (this is what we are really talking
about!) there is “not a grain of ethics,” just as there is “not a grain of ethics” in
a technological process, let us say in the blast-furnace process, in the open
hearth steel-making process, in the electrolytic refining of aluminum, and so
forth, Orientation in the world, theoretical and practical, is society’s vital func-
tion. Society is the subject of the mastering of the world; in the socialist sys-
tem, it is a subject in the full sense of the world, that is, a purposeful, con-
scious subject. In soctalist society (we shall take it here as a particularly clear
example?), society as a whole, as a teleological unity, chooses the objects of
mastering (theoretical and practical, in their mutual interrelation) in a planned
manner. But these objects, and the processes in which they are involved,
whether the technological processes of production or in the “artificial®® condi-
tions of experimental laboratorics, have no “morality;” “good,” “interest,” and
so forth. Operating here are the cold and indifferent laws of physics, chem-
istry, and biology—and that is all. Laws of nature are used by humanity for its

purposes, but this does not by any means signify that these laws embody
human (or superhuman) purposes in themselves. On the whole, there is pre-
cisely nothing human in them, and these categories are completely inapplica-
ble to them. To apply these categories here is like injecting anti-diphtheria
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serum into a birch log, or seeking a confirmation of Kant’s categorical impera-
tive in the production of sulphuric acid.

Everything in the world is linked to everything else by dialectical intercon-
nections. Ultimately, therefore, it is possible to establish a connection between
the most diverse things, properties, and categories. But dialectics must not be
transformed into sophistry, into logical tricks, into a conceptual game.

In our example of socialist society, necessity appears directly through tele-
ology--the need to pass over into one’s own opposite. The processes of cog-
nition and mastering are directed teleologically; objects are chosen, and the
elements of nature are disposed in a particular fashion. Essential links and
relations are revealed within the natural world; natural necessity acts within
the technological process, where human beings themselves act as “forces of
nature” (Marx), that is, as particular quantities of energy, Cognition and pro-
duction, as active intellectual processes, are teleological processes, behind the
back of which stends necessity. However, there is no teleology that is charac-
tenistically the object, in and of itself, of cognition and production. Teleology
is not immanent to these objects, but is transcendent; it lies outside them, in
the subject, not the object. Such are the real dialectical relations.

Ethical “good™ arises historically on the soil of society, and affects the rela-
tionships between people. The relations between people and the objective,
sensible world enter into account only to the extent that this proceeds from
the relationships between the people themselves. The herd instinet and the
sense of tribal solidarity in the earliest stages of human development are not
yet either “ethics” or a comprehended ethical “good.” The elements of ethics,
the categories of “virtue,” “good,” “justice,” and so forth, arise in historical
fashion when historically formed social contradictions also emerge--contra-
dictions between society and the group, between groups, between society and
the individual, between the group and the individual, then between classes,
and so on. In societies with clearly expressed personal relations, moral law is
formulated directly as God-given commandments and 1s usually mingled with
pritnitive law-making, Behind all this stands the sanction of the deity.

In societies with anarchic relations, that is, in commeodity and commodi-
ty-capitalist society, “the good” consists of fetishized norms of behavior,
expressed as metaphysical, “innately compelling” imperatives, behind
which stands the sanction of an impersonal and indeterminate divine sub-
stance. These teleological concepts and the interest which is expressed in
them, an interest which is prolonged and “general” (in the sense of being
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general for a given class society and class), represent conditions for the self-
preservation of a particular social system. They constitute a principle which
acts within individuals almost automatically, in near-instinctive, “innate”
fashion. Suppressing the “particular” and “isolated,” this principle also con-
stitutes the “essence” of moral “good.” The real source of moral “good” is
hence the “general” (in the above sense) interest, behind which stands
necessity as an objective category of social development, as something
which determines human orientations. In most cases this earthly and social
source is concealed from the consciousness of human beings, who are con-
sumed by “duty” and with suriving for “the good.” The more effectively this
source is hidden on earth, in society, the more zealously it is sought in heay-
en, in divine “good,” its rays sanctifying human destinies. This is how the
original quid #ro guo came about, when the “earthly” gives birth to the
“earthly,” and the latter is projected onto “heaven”™ and from there “justifies™
itself. Displays of indifference to or denial of the carthly, displays formulated
as “the good,” are usually a means of self-preservation for groups waiting for
blows to fall on them, groups without prospects and exposed constantly to
the caprices of so-called “fate,” together with deliberate efforts to eradicate
the outwardly-acting will from among them.

This is depicted well by the same Hegel, willingly or otherwise revealing
the material underpinnings of the ethical philosophy of the Stoics, who, it
need scarcely be said, in many respects also managed a real understanding
of the social nature of ethical norms. To analyze these achievements, howev-
er, is not our tagk here,

Let us hear from the dialectical maestro:

The principle of the Stoics is an mdispensable element in the idea of abaolute con-
sciousness; at the same time (just listen!), it constitutes an eanential phenomenon of
their epoch. When, as occurred in the Roman world, the life of the real spirit has been
lost in the abstraet universal, then consciousness, the real universality of which has
been destroyed, has necessarily to return to its solitude and preserve itselfin thought....
Everything that is directed outward—the world, circumstances, and so on—conse-
quently takes on a character that allows it to be done away with or ignored.5

In other words, the conditions of life, social collapse, life constantly beneath
a sword of Damocles, without any hope of an active breakthrough, leads in
intellectual terms to the “ethical™ abolition of the world, to training in order

———
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to resist “fear and desire.” The highest good lies in the saying “A wise man
is free even in chains, since he acts from within huomaself, without being sub-
omned either by fear or by desire.”

However, times of social collapse have also known the philosophy of
carpe diem (as with Horatius Flaccus); the denial of any “universal,” and an
absolute individualist relativism (the Sophists in Greece, Gorgias, Protago-
ras, and others); a decadent, intellectually barren, hedonistically distorted
amoralism (the literature of the late nineteenth century), and so forth.
Explaining all these particular orientations is a job for concrete analysis, a
specialized task beyond the bounds of the present work.

When people realize the earthly origins of ethics and of the correspon-
ding norms, they accept these norms consciously as standards of appropri-
ate conduct which they themselves need. The norms are applied first and
foremost to the more important and fundamental types of conduct. In the
process, ethics loses its fetishistic character. For people in the new soctalist
epoch, this “de-deification” does not in the least diminish the strength of
ethical norms. On the contrary, the struggle for real happiness on earth, for
the general interests of humanity, together with victories in this struggle and
a real sense of the flourishing of life, give the norms of purposive behavior a
much greater force than various heavenly and metaphysical authorities gave
the corresponding norms of carlier hunes.

From the fact that ethics expresses one or another set of interests in inter-
personal relztions, and that these interests are contradictory (insofar as we are
concerned with fundamentally hostile classes, fundamentally contradictory), it
follows that ethical norms cannot be demonstrated for everyone, since here we
find a discrepancy in the very premises, in the initial positions. General for-
mulas are empty, and tell us nothing,. Barely concrete formulas are already
antagonistic. For example, Lenin in his well-known speech on the education
of youth defined the ethical norms of Communists as follows: everything that
serves Communism is good, while everything that is harmful to it is bad.

This is the way Lenin resolved the question of “good and evil.” But this
solution, which is quite correct from the point of view of the proletariat, as
the bearer of the new mode of production, is inevitably taken by the bour-
geoisie with an opposite mathematical sign. 1t cannot be demonstrated to
capitalists that communism is “good” or “benign,” since this contradicts the
fundamental interests of the capitalist class. Even consciousness of the
inevitability of socialism is not an argument to sway capitalists; they would
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rather assume Oswald Spengler’s position of so-called “courageous pes-
simism.” Optimism is cowardice, the “valiant” philosopher of the fascist
decadence proclaimed from the point of view of the decaying bourgeoisie.

For today’s ultra-imperialist bourgeoisie, “the good™ is concentrated in a
“beautifl” predatory animal. No talk of the brotherhood of peoples, of the
interests of the majority, of the masses, of humanity, and so on will move
these bourgeois, since they spit on all these premises. What do such things
mean to them? Their interests are directly opposite. Their “good” lies in
exploitation, in brigandage, in the moaning of victims, in super-brutality, in
the flourishing of an oligarchic ruling elite, in the purity of its “blood,” in its
bandit “exploits,” and so on. If you say, “But the interests of development?”
the answer will be: “Why should I be responsible for that?* If you ask,
“What about the realization of equality in conditions of development for
each, the flowering of life?” the reply comes back, *What use is all this
equality to me? | prefer the beauty of predators, devouring their neighbors!”
The antithesis of the fundamental orientations also evokes the antithesis of
their sublimated forms, and in critical epochs of history, such as our own,
this antagonism reaches its highest level of tension, the tension of open war-
fare, Here the question is not resolved by logic, but by practical force. It is in
this way, and only this way, that history poses the question.

Taking particular premises as one’s starting point, however, might it be
possible to construct a “scientific” ethic, an ethical technology of life, so to
speak? Here, of course, there cannot be any talk of science, as the totality of
the formulated (reflected) laws of being, even if only of social being. All we
can speak of is the systematization of norms, which would nevertheless have
their foundation in necessity. Is such a “scientific” ethics possible?

We shall answer this question first with an anecdote, which is in fact
quite true. Friedrich Engels once asked Georgy Plekhanov about Pyotr
Lavrov: “Tell me, please! Here is your Lavrov, he secms a decent fellow, but
how he loves to talk about ethics!”

In this anecdote, as in the general attimde of Marxists to questions of
ethics, there is a profoundly rational kernel. The general way in which the
question is posed 1s clear. People who in this area are afflicted with an inferior-

ity complex, to use Freud’s term, love to prattle on about this formulation. To "

draw up a list of virtues and deeds, a typology of cases, means to be trans-
formed into a pedant, and to impel people into numerous errors. Compiling a
catechism of behavior, a new True Mirror of Youth, Domostroi, and so forth,
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scarcely has any point; life nowadays is so complex that it cannot be [itted into
such texts without first being anesthetized. Writers solve this problem far bet-
ter using lively, many-sided, concrete examples (the educational significance of
literature is enormous), and it was not without cause that Stalin termed these
people “engineers of human souls.” Now that ethics is being defetishized, it is
simultaneously being politicized; this is best seen in the political coloration of
the cult of labor as *‘a thing of honor, a thing of glory, a thing of valor and hero-
ism,” and in the cult of Soviet heroics in general, Here there are vital forces at
work, not a dry textbook, not the prescriptions of a governess, not [Samuel]
Smules or Madame Genlis in new editions.

Therefore it is more vital, more truthful, better, more successful, more

purposeful!
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Hegel’s Dialectical Idealism
as a System

Earlier, while discussing the question-of the so-called “philosophy of iden~
tity,” we touched on Hegel’s system.* Hegel, in fact, is not absent from any
page of the present work. What is essential here, however, is not to analyze
the points of departure and details of Hegel's system, but to take stock of
the system in its entirety.

“Just as every man is the son of his time,” Hegel wrote, “so philosophy is
its contemporary epoch expressed in thought™

This materialist idea, in which there is even the hint of an understanding of
the particular conditionality of any éype of thought, obliges us to say a few
words about the social basis of Hegel’s own philosophy. Briefly gpeaking, this
philosophy is among the great ideological reflections of the transition of society
from feudalism to bourgeois rule. In it, all the preceding stages of human devel-
opment are presented as stages along the way to the ultimate realm of reason,
cognizant of itself and assuming fixed shape in bourgeois social institutions and
the corresponding ideology. In the first place, thercfore, the system is historical;
secondly, it has a revolutionary sting; thirdly, it arrives finally at a peaceful con-
clusion; that is, it is conservative, conservative in relation to the future.

There is no need here to repeat the already hackneyed truisms about the
specific historical position of Germany, about the weakness of its bour-
geoisie, about the fact that unlike the situation in France, where a real con-
flict took place, the struggle in Germany occurred mainly in the ideological
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field. Countless tomes have been written on these topics. Here we would
like to dwell on two facts from Hegel’s own social biography.

In his youth, as is well known, Hegel welcomed the French Revolution
as a sunrise and planted a “liberty tree”; his school album abounded with
such inscriptions as “Jn tyrannos!” “Vive la liberté!” and “Vive Jean-
Jacques™ At the height of his career, however, what he anticipated was a
peaceful, “reasoned” development following the inevitable tempests of the
revolution and the Napoleonic period. (He saw Napoleon as virtually the
incarnation of the World Spirit, mounted on horseback.) Because of this his

biographer and commentator Kuno Fischer writes:

The July revolution and the European disturbances [of 1830], the victorious Belgian
revolution, the ill-fated Polish uprising, and also disturbances of every kind in Ger-
many, all of which followed the events in Paris, did not accord in the least with Hegel’s
ideas and expectations. He was certain that the era of revolutions and coups d’état had
come to an end with the Gll of Napoleon, and that, as he proclaimed in his introducto-
ry lectures in Heidelberg and Berlin, a time of reasoned study and progress had begun,
This was to be an era of peaceful, deliberate, and considered development, an era that
was alzo recognized in his system as the culminating act of wisdor. The new e was to
ste justice evolve in the world, a development which according to Kant as well consti-
tuted the task of the future, The year 1815, however, proved not to be the end of an e,
but merely the end of the first act of the revolution; the fifleen-year reatoration was enly
an interlude, Quthursts of revolution were flaring up again on the world scene, and
were revealing unexpected and unpleasant [sic!—author] pictures of the future for the
philosopher Hegel as for the historian Niebuhr. Revolutionary dangers even threatened
the British constitution, placing reforms to the Parliament on the agenda 3

It is no wonder, then, that Hegel’s philosophical system in its entirety is a
great bourgeois theodicy, which, after an immense historical warm-up
phase, with world reason passing through its various stages of development,
has settled down to private property, the Prussian state, the Protestant
Christian religion, and Hegel’s philosophical system as the final and
absolute result. This latter is the goal, attained at last through painful and
contradictory historical development. All the preceding stages are way sta-
tions along this road, coexisting in “sublated” form in this ultimate histori-
cal stage; it is in this fact that the historical justification of this stage consists.
Here the colossal sweep, universality of scope, and world-historical, even
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cosmic scale serve merely to glorify this final result. It is no accident how
Hegel regards private property, outside of which he cannot conceive of true
freedom, while in his view the movement of history amounts to “progress in
the consciousness of freedom.” In Hegel’s philosophical system, we there-
fore have a truly classical philosophy of the bourgeoisie. The ideology of the
Jatter had not yet degenerated into the kind of vulgar apologetics in which
all, or almost all, of its scientific aspects disappear. While idealizing and dis-
torting the picture of real development, Hegel’s system nevertheless retaing
its valid aspects to a very large degree. This appears with particular clanty
in the dialectical method and the dialectics of past development. Hegel’s
system, however, has now entered into conflict with this method, since for
Hegel the flow of history comes to a halt in bourgeois society and its super-
structures, just as Shchedrin’s Ugryum-Burcheyev halts the flow of a river4

Moreover, since Hegel’s system views the dialectics of the past solely asa
mediating feature of the rule of the bourgeoisie, and places a barricade
across the road to the future, it thereby compromises the past as well. This
conservative side of the system, which constitutes its cssence as a system,
hides everything else in its shadow.

Friedrich Engels in his time explained this brilliantly in his work Ludwig
Feuerbach. Hegel, Engels wrote:

was compelled to make a eystem and in accordance with traditional requirements, a system
of philosophy must conclude with some sort of absolute truth. Therefore, however much
Hegel, especially in his Logic, emphasized that. .. eternal truth is nothing but the logical, or
the historical, process itaelf, he nevertheless finds himaelf compelled to supply this process
with an end, jost because he has to bring his system to a terminatjon at some point or
othez In his Zogic, he can make this end a beginning again, since here the point of conclu-
sion, the Absolute [dea—which s absolute only insofar as Heggl has absolutely nathing to
say about it—“glienates itself” that is, transforms itself, into nature, and comes to itself again
later in the mind, that is, in thought and in history. But at the end of the wheole philosophy a
similar return to the beginning is possible only in one way. Namely, by conceiving of the
end of history as follows: mankind arrives at the cognition of this Absolute Idea, and
dedares that this cognition of the Absolute Idea is reached in Hegelian philosophy. In this
way, however, the whole dogmatic content of the Hegelian system is declared to be absolute
truth, in contradiction to his dialectical method, which dissolves all dogmatism, Thus the
revolutionary side is smothered beneath the overgrowth of the conservative side. (Luduwig
Feuerbach und der Ausgang der Kassischen deutschen Philosophie)s
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According to Hegel, the movement of the World Spirit, the mind of God,
passes through three main stages: a) the absolute spirit in itself; b) the
absolute spirit as nature, which represents an other-being of this spint; and
c) the absolute spirit, cognizant of itself. This mystical labor and creative
sport of the world spint is fanned in Hegel’s account by a genuine, majestic
inspiration, since beneath it, in essence, is concealed the history of the
world, the history of society and of human thought, although a mighty, uni-
versal process is also played out, like a mystical masquerade. Each of the
three stages is in turn divided into distinct steps; this finds its expression in
the articulation of the philosophical system itseif, and even in the way its
exposition is divided up between Hegel’s major works.

In the Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel depicts the stages of the develop-
ment of this spirit, beneath which is concealed the evolution of human
thought from “objective consciousness” to “absolute knowledge.” Here, in
idealistically distorted form, a detailed view is provided of “objective con-
sciousness,” that 18, the growth of the cognitive relationship between subject
and object, consciousness and object, beginning with sensations (“sensory
truth™); next comes the transition to perceptual consciousness (the theory of
perception} and to rational definitions, with a transition from sensuous
objectivity to “the peaceful realm of laws,” with all the contradictions imma-
nent in the process. Then follows a transition to self-consciousness, in
which one’s own conscicusness becomes the object of consciousness, and
where “the truth and authenticity of one’s own self” is present, while the
unity of self-consciousness with the self is also seen as an aspiration. Here
Hegel provides an analysis, in particularly abstract form, of the historical
varieties of “self-consciousness” (see, for example, the sections on master
and slave, Stoicism and Skepticism, “unhappy conscousness,” and so forth)
and of the contradictory nature of the process. The solution lies in a shift to
rational thought and rational consciousness, and also to objectified forms of
consciousness (the rule of right, morality, and the state). Completing the
picture are religion and absolute knowledge.

Engels, in the same work on Feuerbach, very aptly describes Hegel’s
phenomenology of mind as parallel to “the embryvlogy and paleontology of
the mind, a development of individual consciousness through its different
stages, set in the form of an abbreviated reproduction of the stages through
which human consciousness has passed in the course of history,™® (Engels
here is hinting at the well-known biogenetic law, formulated by Ernst
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Haeckel, according to which the individual human embryo reproduces the
evolution of the species in abbreviated form.}

The Phenomenology thus describes the movement toward the “rule of
reagon.” From here, Hegel makes the shift to his Logic. In this work (Die
Wissenschaft der Logik, the so-called “Great Logic,” as opposed to the
“Small Logic,” that is, the Encyclopedia), the author is concerned with the
movement of concepts, that 1s, solely with the categories of rational thought,
with universal ontology and metaphysics, in which “logic” does not by any
means signify only subjective logic, but also objective logic, that is, ontology.
Here one should not lose sight of the philosophical conception according to
which everything is spirit, that is, God. It is therefore not surprising that
Hegel declares, for example: “Logic should be understood as a system of
pure reason, as the realm of pure thought. This realm is truth, as it exists
without any cover, in itself and for itself. It may therefore be said that this
content 15 the depiction of God as he exists in his eternal essence, prior to
the creation of nature and of his ultimate spirit™ {(W. d. L.).7

For Hegel, then, the subjcct matter consists of pure thoughl, outside of
any sensory concreteness, that is, the highest intellectual abstractions. Nev-
ertheless, we find a vast quantity of valuable ideas in this central part of
Hegel’s philosophical system, since this work is also where we find devel-
oped the dialectical Jogic, the “logic of contradictions,” which in its “ration-
al” form (as Marx called it), that is, when freed from its mystical cover,
entered the arsenal of dialectical materialism as its most important weapon.

Here too, the “idea™ undergoes development. But it develops “in the
abstract element of thought.” In a letter of March 2g, 1866, to F.A. Lange,
Engels said of Hegel’s Logic that “his (that is, Hegel’s—author) réal philoso-
phy of nature is to be found in the second part of the Logic—in his under-
standing of ‘essence,’ in which, properly speaking, the core of the whole
doctrine is located ™8

Here the movement of concepts proceeds from the doctrine of being to
that of essence, and to the docimine of the conception, or Nodon, which cul-
minates in the “ahsolute idea.” The process of the emergence of ever more
profound and general laws of being, which are represented in Hegel’s system
as relationships between ahstract ideas, is depicted here in highly abstract
form, with idealist distortions. Meanwhile, throughout the whole extent of
the development, and at all its stages, the differentiation of the whole, the
unity of opposites, and the penetration of one into another, into its opposite,
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appear as the motivating principles. From the initial analysis of “being” and
“nothingness” and of their interrelationships there flows their unity, appear-
ing as origin, rise, and destruction, transition into another, change, and devel-
opment. This side of the Logic is also its revolutionary side, in which dialec-
tics becomes the “algebra of revolution.” The Logic concludes with the
“absolute idea,” which is the unity, that is, the dismembered identity, of the
theoretical and practical idea. Condensed in the absolute idea are all the pre-
ceding aspects, present within it in “sublated form.” The content of the
absolute idea is thus the whole content of the system of Hegel's Logic and the
essence of the dialectical method, that is, the dialectical development of con-
cepts. Here, consequently, we find the unity of knowledge and will, of the
ideas of truth and good, of the ideas of theory and practice, together with
“the complete truth,” in which knowledge has become its own object, and
where we have “thinking about thinking™ or noesis noeseos.9

Following on this is the transformation of the absolute idea into absolute
spirit, by way of the intermediate stages of nature and of the so-called “ulti-
mate spirit.” For Hegel, meanwhile, the idea of good is also understood as
the will to nature.

“Nature i8 the idea in its other-being.” “The externality of space and
time” is “the form of its determinateness.”'0 This is how the Logic passes
over into The Philosophy of Nature.

In The Philosophy of Nature, Hegel depicts the stages of nature, from its
lowest forms to its highest. As Engels justly observes, however, nature for
Hegel is not something that undergoes development, that is, development in
the natural-historical sense of the word. “For him (that is, for Hegel—
author), all of nature is merely a repetition of logical abstractions in sensible
external form” (Marx)."

In a general way, Hegel expresses this as follows:

Nature should be regarded as a system of stages, of which one proceeds necessarily
out of another and constitutes the truth that is closest io the stage from which it fol-
lows, This, however, occurs within the internal idea that constitutes the ground of
nature, and not in such a way that one stage gives hirth naturally to another. Meta-
morphosis oceurs only in an idea as such, since only a change in an idea js develop-
ment, Intellectual investigation should reject such obscure (1), basically sensuous
ideas as, in particular, the doctrine of the so-called origin of, for example, plants and

enimals from wuter, or of more developed animal organisms from lower organisms, 2
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Meanwhile, teleological understanding is regarded as being of paramount
importance. “True” teleological understanding—this conception is regarded
as absolutely vital—therefore consists in viewing nature as free in its distinc-
tive vital activity (The Philosophy of Nature).s

The entire Philosophy of Nature, as we have repeatedly had cause to
note, is packed tightly with mystical ideas.

The three main stages of nature correspond to the movement of a concept
from the general through the particular to the individual. These three stages
are: general corporeality, particular corporeality, and individual corporeality.
The latter, as the unity of the general and the particular, forms the living indi-
viduality, the organism. Accordingly, we are concerned with matter in gener-
al, with all its indefiniteness and formlessness, then with physical individuali-
ty, and finally, with Life, that is, mechanics, physics, and organics (compare
with “mechanism,” “chemism,” and “teleology™ in the “Great Logic”).

The “goal of nature,” however, consists in doing away with itself, break-
ing through the crust of its directness and sensuousness, immolating itself
like the phoenix, and then, out of this externality, having regained its youth,
appearing in the form of the spirit.

Hence the transition to the philosophy of the spint.

In The Philosophy of the Spirit, Hegel is concerned with an idea, but with
an idea in its being for itself, that is, an idea cognizant of itself, a self-con-
scious idea, Hegel in this work deals with questions of psychology, and also
with objectified forms of consciousness and their social-material substrate.
All this is presented in the following forms:

1. The science of the subjective spirit (anthropology, the phenomenology

of spirit, psychology):
2. The science of the objective spirit (law, morality).

Morality culminates in the state. The particular works that stand in the clos-
est relationship to The Philosophy of the Spirit are his Philosephy of Right
and his Philosephy of History.

The doctrine of absolute spirit, the final element in the philosophy of
the spirit, as such, is the object of the philosophy of art (here the absolute
spirit contemplates itself); of the philosophy of religion (here the absolute
spirit presents itself); and of the philosophical history of philosophy (here
the absolute spirit knows itself). These themes, as is well known, were the
topic of Hegel’s “lectures.”
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It is particularly interesting to note that for Hegel, the development of an
idea corresponds to the development (historical development) of various
philosophical systems, while these latter are for him “aspects” of his own
philosophy, in which they are present in “sublated form.” No philosophical
system is discarded a limine, or is destroyed, but is instead transcended,
negated in the Hegelian sense, that is, “sublated.”

From this necessarily superficial review of Hegel’s system one can see
the grandiose and encyclopedic character of this mighty philosophical
edifice, this veritable pyramid of Cheops of philosophical idealism. Hegel
was a man of encyclopedic learning who had ingested the whole sum of the
knowledge of his epoch, and it is not surprising that we find in his works a
vast quantity of fruitful thoughts. But if we take his system as a system, it col-
lapses and crumbles into dust.

Hegel in many ways resembled Goethe, that other giant of his age. If, as
Engels remarked, The Phenomenology of Spirit is Hegel’s embryology and
paleontology, then Goethe’s Faust, that great artistic epic, in essence has to
do with the same thing. Hegel was exceedingly fond of underpinning his
thoughts with ideas and artistic images from Goethe. In his own fashion,
Goethe was undoubtedly a dialectician, and as we saw in the above account,
Hegel took with enthusiasm to the artistic contemplation of the whole,
protesting against intellectual vivisection. Goethe was impressed by the fact
that Hegel stood wholeheartedly on the side of his, Goethe’s, theory of
color, which in its essentials was incorrect.

It should be stressed emphatically, however, that Goethe decisively
objected to Hegel’s idealist abstractions and theological tendencies. Ecker-
mann reports, for example (conversation of March 23, 1827) Goethe’s view
of a book by Hinrichs (a Hegelian, writing on ancient tragedy):

To tell the truth, P'm sorry that ... Hinrichs has been so spoiled by Hegelian philoso-
phy that he has lost his capacity for unprejudiced natural contemplation and
thought, the place of which has gradually heen taken by an artificial and ponderous
manner of thought and expression.... In his book there are quite a few places where
the thought doesn’t move forward, and the obscure expression revolves continually

in the same citcle, as with the witch’s multiplication table in my Faust.\4

In aletter to Miiller of July 16 the same year, Goethe says: “I don’t want to know
anything about Hegel’s philosophy, although I like Hegel himself very much."5
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Goethe was a hylozoistic pantheist of the aesthetic type, with a marked
inclination toward sensualist materialism, and to paint him with the same
brush as Hegel where philosophy is concerned is quite inadmissible.

If we are to characterize Hegel's system, it is extremely important to keep
n mind the system’s basic aspects: 1) idealism; 2) theology; and 3) teleology.

Idealism is not a doctrine of the identity of matter and spirit, and as we
spelled out in detail in the chapter on the so-called philosophy of identity,
Hegel's philosophical system is not, despite common opinion, a doctrine of
the identity of the corporeal and spiritual. Hegel himself understood this
perfectly. In his Logze we find the following passage:

Although modern philosophy is often jokingly () termed the philosophy of identity, in
fact it is precisely this philosophy, and above all speculative logic, that has shown the
worthlessness of pure rational identity, as distinct from difference. At the same time, it
also demands insistently that we should not be content merely with difference, but

that we should also get to know the internal unity of everything that exists, "8

According to Hegel, this unity is such that nature is an other-being of the
spirit, rather than the spirit being an other-being of nature. Matter and spirit
are not modes of a single substance; nature is merely the sensual-objective
expression of the universal spiritual substance, the “spint,” which is also a
true causa sui. It is characteristic of Hegel that although his general practice
is to regard the movement of philosophical thought as associated with the
replacement of one system by another, with each succeeding phase “sublat-
ing” (that is, transcending, negating, but also preserving) the preceding one,
he dismisses materialism in a number of places as if by Way of a digression,
not regarding it as a philosophy at all. “For Hegel,” Marx wrote, “the
process of thought, which he even transforms into an independent subject
called the idea, is the demiurge of reality.™7

The Greek nous and logos (that is, “Reason”) and the Christian-Platonic
“Word,” as the real creative substance of the world, live on in Hegel’s sys-
tem. The task of philosophy is to “understand the phenomena of the spirit
in their necessary sequence.” Fromn this movement of the spirit, a universal
process is also constituted. Human corporeality is the embodiment of the
spirit, and in the integral organism the prime place belongs to Aristotehian
entelechy. History is the objectified form of movement of the same spirit.
Nature is its other-being, and so forth.

v i
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Here there is no need to repeat the cntique of idealism as such; this was
provided earlier, from both the sociological and logical angles. For Hegel,
however, objective idealism is directly expressed in theological form. In this
connection it is typical of Hegel that he moves back beyond the positions
occupied by Kant. As is well known, Kant in his Critique of Pure Reason
blew to smithereens all the so-called proofs of the existence of God. It is
true that in The Critique of Practical Reason he let God in again through the
back door, but he admitted this divine being as a necessary postulate,
impossible to predict by logical means. Among other “proofs” of the divine
existence, Kant destroyed the so-called ontological one, which proclaims
that since God is conceived of as existing in the present, and since present
existence necessarily has a predicate of being, God therefore exists. Kant
showed convincingly that extracting being from this idea is just as impossi-
ble as turming an imagined hundred thalers into real ones.1®

Hegel defended the ontological proof against Kant, despite the scholastic
foolishness of the argument. Here Hegel moved decisively backward, as in
his philosophy of nature, where unlike Kant and in defiance of the spirit of
the dialectic, he denied the historical development of nature. In Hegel’s the-
ology, anthropomorphism and sociomorphism are clearly evident. The
absolute spirit “contemplates,” “presents,” and “cognizes” itself; that is,
while constituting the universalized and hypostatized form of the human
intellect, it functions as a thinking human being. The division, or differenti-
ation, of the “idea” into the “theoretical” and “practical” idea, the “striving”
of the spirit toward the world (“on the eve” of the transformation of the spir-
it into its other-being, nature), and so forth, all proceed along the same lines.
God, the great “master” of the world, is a depiction of the creative and regu-
lating function of humanity in extra-historical and abstract form. Hegel per-
petuates Aristotle’s idealist-theological doctrine of a “beatific deity,” occu-
pying himself with self-knowledge. From the modemm point of view, that is,
from the point of view of socialist humanity, all these fundamental aspects of
the system seem childish, barbaric rubbish. To present the essence of the
universe as delving into itself in solitude, and finding satisfaction in this—
what naive, primitive “philosophy™ It appears strange and incomprehensi-
ble that an educated individual should be capable of such thinking. It is
interesting, in this respect, to note that Hegel, while criticizing the ideology
of the Enlightenment {(and at times raising valid objections to aspects of
rationalism), openly defends religious anthropomorphism.
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In The Phenomenology of Spirit, for example, Hegel asserts that the
anthropomorphizing of God in so-called popular religion flows from a pro-
found and “truthful” need to have a living god, without which the imma-
nentness of God in the world is impossible. The idea of the “supreme
being” as put forward in the Enlightenment, the Robespierrean supreme
étre supréme, is flat and empty; the god here recalls the exhalaton of a gas.

An antagonistic mode of production thus calls forth the corresponding
mode of presentation, in which thought moves in sociomorphic categories
of domination and submission. These forms prove so durable that no
amount of education of the ideologues will turn the so-called higher func-
tions {(supremacy, dominion, ideological hegemony, mental labor, and so on)
into the substance of the historical and cosmic process. In the history of
thought there are well-known examples of even specialized branches of
mentai labor finding expression in the charactenization of God either as
master, as “initial cause” or “prime mover,” as architect, as military com-
mander, as geometrician, or as mathematician in general. To Hegel this God
is above all a philosopher, since theoretical reasoning is the supreme pur-
suit. Divine philosophy, which is the self-consciousness and self-cognition
of God, therefore views God as a theoretician....

Closely entwined with theology is teleology, in which Reason, that is,
God, proposes and realizes its goals, in the process revealing the “guile of
Reason” (The Phenomenology of Spirit):

Reason is just as artful as it is powerful. Its guile consista in its mediating actvity,

which obliges objects to act on one another according to their nature and to anmihi-

late one another in this process, while renson does not intervene, and at the same
time realizes only its own purpose. In this sense it might be said that divine provi-
dence is related to the world and to its progress as an absolute guile. God obliges
people to live according to their own private passions and interests, but out of this

life there arises the realization of his intentions, quite different from the goals of the

self-interested individuals whom he uses for this purpose.’¥

On the universal scale, what is involved is the self-cognition of the spirit in
philosophy.

In nature, as we have seen, the purpose also reigns supreme.

When Hegel was traveling about the Alps, and found himself in a deso-
late mountain landscape, he commented:
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I doubt that the most devout theologian would venture to impute to nature here in
these mountains a purpose aimed at benefiting humanity.... Amid these uninhabited
wastelands, educated people would be more likely to think up quite different theories
and sciences, but scarcely those elements of physico-theology that display the arro-
gant assumption of humanity that nature organized everything for humanity’s satis-
faction and delight.... This arrogance, meanwhile, is typical of our century, finding
gratification in the thought that everything has been made for humanity by an out-
side being rather than in the conaciousness that it is humanity itself that has ascribed

all these purposes to nature (quotation from Kuno Fischer—authar).2

Hegel, however, did not live “among these uninhabited wastes,” and in The
Philosophy of Nature, despite his rejection of “superficial theology,” that is,
of its vulgar form, he regards all of organic nature as theologically predes-
tined for humanity. We have seen that even Hegel was not spared.from this
philosophy by all the jibes directed at it. Inmanent theology, however, is
also theology, and here too a purpose is linked with a particular subject (see
the “forms” of Aristotle, entelechy, the soul, the spirit, the world spirit).

In exactly the same fashion, divine goals are discovered in history.

The entire system is therefore theological and teleological through and
through. ldealism, theology, and teleology are in no way compatible with
modern science, as we have shown in detail in the preceding chapters.

The historical process appears near the end of The Phenomenology of
Sperit, in the context of the revealing of the purpose:

The goal, Absolute Knowing, or Spirit that Knows itself as Spirit, has for its path the
recollection of the Spirits as they are in themselves and as they accomplish the organ-
ization of their realm. Their preservation, regarded from the side of their free exis-
tence appearing in the form of contingency, is History; but regarded from the side of
their philosophically comprehended organization, it is the Science of Knowing in the
sphere of appearance or phenamena: the two together, comprehended History, form
alike the inwardizing and the Calvary of the absolute Spirit, the actuality, truth, and
certainty of his throne, without which he would be lifeless and alone- Only

From the chalice of this realm of spirits
Foams forth from Him his own infinitude, 2

As we have seen, however, it is within Hegel’s philosophical system that
Absolute Spirit cognizes itself, and consequently realizes its goal of absolute
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the building of the national state and of the anticipation of expansion,
under the pseudonym of the special world significance of Germany;
revolutionary in terms of method, since it embodies the struggle against
feudalism and the rise of the bourgeoisie, while the entire preceding his-
torical process is understood in its dialectical, contradictory dynamic,
where old forms of being are destroyed one after another and new ones
arise, in order to disappear in turn;

— conservative in its system as such, since it reflects the victory of bour-
geois society, which is presented as the final stage of historical develop-
ment, in which the absolute spirit comes to cognition of itself, revealing
its content in Hegelian philosophy as absolute truth.

Here, therefore, we find revealed the truth of one of Hegel’s remarkable
aphorisms, according to which philosophy is the contemporary epoch cap-
tured in thought.

Quite naturally, however, this epoch too proved to be just as “final™ as all
the others. The contradictions of capitalism, the antagonism of classcs and
interests, were the real material spring driving the historical development of
Germany, and this fact was expressed in the downfall of the Hegelian
school. But since continuity in the field of ideological development is also to
be observed in history, these contradictions found expression in the grow-
ing contradictions of Hegel’s system itself, While the “right” Hegelians were
beginning to develop the system’s conservative side, and on the basis of
Hegel's position on the rationality of everything that was real were creating a
comprehensive apologia for historical swinishness that was totally in the
spirit of the so-called “historicist school,” the “left” was rising in revolt,
making use of the revolutionary side of Hegelianism, and in the first
instance, of the shattering, subversive power of the dialectical method. Once
the stage of Feuerbachian sensualism, anthropologism, and humanism had
been transcended, there arose the dialectical materialism of Marx and Engels.
Meanwhile, the new ideology, expressing the strivings and hopes of an
oppressed class, the proletariat, incorporated many diverse clements from pre-
ceding developments, and not only from German philosophy. Marx had an
exceedingly thorough knowledge of materialist philosophy, from the Grecks
(as is well known, his first work was devoted to Epicurus and Democritus), up
to and including contemporary materialist doctrines. He also had an inti-
mate knowledge of the great British materialists Bacon, Hobbes, and Locke,
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as well as of the French Encyclopedists and Spinoza. Here,
histonicism took on a completely new form, and the genius of Marx created
new starting points for the development of philosophy, establishing the
doctrine of social-historical humanity actively transforming the external
world. The heavenly categories were brought down to earth. From standing
on its head, philosophy was placed on its feet. The dams set in place by
Hege! to hold back historical development were breached. Abstractions
were made concrete in fact, not merely in words, and were thoroughly
understood as abstractions from a reality lying outside them, as depictions
of reality, and not as powerless, self-moving essences.

Marx dispersed the whole great masquerade of the most exalted figures
of bourgeois ideology, forever sowing fear and agitation in all the salons of
the absolute spirit, where its numerous masks dance thejr numbing minuets.
In the subsequent epoch of degeneration of bourgeois philosophy, Marxism
has continued to develop on the basis of the whole totality of modern
knowledge. Engels with his Dialectics of Nature, and Lenin with his philo-
sophical works, introduced a great deal that was new, continuing Marx’s tra-
dition and enriching the philosophy of Marxism, which in a particular sense
is the great heir to Hegelian philosophy.
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The Dialectics of Hegel
and the Dialectics of Marx

Following a brief review of Hegel’s system as a whole, it is appropriate to
dwell in particular on dialectics. This is not only a method of reasoning, but
above all represents the totality of the general laws of being (of nature, histo-
ry, and thought). Dialectics is thus also ontology.

The specific feature of dialectics consists in the contradictory nature of
movement, in the clash of opposed aspects and their unification. The split-
ting of the whole and the unity of opposites—coincidentia oppositorum—is
the essence of dialectics.

Dialectics, insofar as we speak of it as a science, takes its origin from
ancient Greek philosophy (especially that of Heraclitus, Aristotle, and so
on); on the threshold of the modern era from Giordano Bruno; and in the
modem era from Kant and Schelling. It is in Hegel, however, that dialectics
is presented in its most developed form, and it js systematically expounded
above all in his “Greater Logic” (Die Wissenschaft der Logik). The terminol-
ogy used by Hegel, at which there is no need to be embarrassed or per-
plexed, is of course associated with the idealist nature of his philosophy.

The general contours of Hegel’s Logic are as follows: a contradiction is
manifested when the determinateness of an idea, which has just been
affirmed, or as Hegel says, posited, is negated. The resolution of the contra-
diction is the unity of opposites, that is, a dual negation, which is an affirma-
tion (thesis, antithesis, synthesis, the so-called triad).
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The road to affirmation leads through two negations. The eventual result
becomes the starting point for new movement. In this way, thought passes
from elementary concepts to complex ones, from the immediate to the
mediated, from the abstract to the concrete. This series constitutes develop-
ment. The stages of concepts have the same relation to one another as the
stages of consciousness in the Phenomenology: each contains the next in
embryo. In each successive stage the preceding one is contained “in sublat-
ed form™; therefore, to use Hegel’s terminology, the highest stage is the
“truth” of the lowest, and constitutes the object of its urge, its striving (the
mysticism of ideas!). All so-called “pure ideas™ are ideas and thoughts, but
they are also being; that 1s, logic and ontology coincide.

The changing of stages is development. All development is self-development.
Hegel's Logic also sets out a picture of the development of the idea of develop-
ment. 1t too is divided in a tripartite manner; it answers the questions: 1) what; 2)
because of what; and 3) to what end, in the most general and abstractedly “pure”
form. “What” in its most abstract form is pure being—that is, completely inde-
terminate being (and to this corresponds the doctrine of being); “because of
what” is the ground, the substance, the essence (and to this corresponds the
doctrine of essence); “to what end”™ is the purpaose, the self-existent idea, the sub-
Ject or selfhood (and to this corresponds the doctrine of the Notion).

Such are the most general contours of Hegel’s dialectics, whose principal
defects are readily seen even here:

1. Idealism, The basis consists of the movement of ideas. The development
from the abstract to the concrete is presented, not as “the spiritual repro-
duction of the concrete” (Marx’s geistige Reproduktion), but as the mirac-
ulous rise of the concrete itself.

2. Mysticism. One stage passes into another, with the lower phase having
an “urge,” a “desire” to transform itself into the higher. These and other
analogous categories also operate in the Logic even when the question
involved is development in general, the process of change in the world in
all its forms, starting with inorganic nature,

3. Teleology. The purpose of all development, its immanent mainspring, is the
idea itself, selfhood, the subject. Here both idealism and mysticism are
involved simultanecusly.

4. Trath is not the accuracy of the reflection of being in human conscious-
ness, but a higher phase in relation to a lower one.
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5. One-sidedness of movement, linked to idealist teleology. All that is present
is progressive movement; the possibility of the process of change being
regressive 13 excluded by the concept of divine purpose. The dialectical
opposition of movement from lower forms to higher and from higher
forms to lower is not grasped, and consequently, neither is their unity. Ide-
alism in this case comes into direct conflict with dialectics.

Goethe in his time wrote: “Soon it will be twenty years that all the Germans have
been subsisting on transcendental speculations. Once they realize this, they will
seem to themselves to be great cranks” (Goethe, Collected Works, vol. 10).!

As we know, however, it is not at all a matter of crankery, but of powerful
social determinants conditioning the relevant philosophical constructs, It
needed the formation of the ideology of a new class o tear off the mask of
“crankery” and extract the “rational kemel” from the “myatical shell” (Marx).

Marx did away with the above-noted flaws of Hegelian dialectics, and
developed this dialectics in his own materialist fashion. From this point of
view the basis of this dialectics, the sphtting of the whole and the unity of
opposites, is one of the most general laws of all being and thought. This 1
reality, the objective law of universal motion in its qualitatively different
forms. Meanwhile, what is involved is not only—by no means only—
mechanical movement; also involved here are counterposed mechanical
forces, positive and negative electrical charges, magnetic polarity, mathemat-
ically reflected positive and negative quantities in general, the biological dif-
ferentiation into the male and female sexes, the social division of society into
classes, the duality of matter and spirit, and so on.

The differentiation of material reality and the motion that corresponds to
it are reflected in theory. Real laws of the dialectical motion of nature, socie-

ty, and thought are reflected in thought about nature, about soctety, and
about thought itself, Dialectics is therefore cleansed of all theology, teleolo-
gy, and mysticism, and of the absurd one-sidedness and one-sided adsurdi-
ties associated with this.

Hegel begins his Logic with an examination of being and nothingness.
Being is “pure indeterminateness and emptiness.” It is also nothingness, In

this relationship, 2l subsequent categories are present in embryo. Abstract

being is empty, and therefore nothingness; however, it is also distinguished
from nothingness, since it indicates that thought exists, while nothingness is
bare negation. Being is a thesis. Its negation is nothingness. Their unity is
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becoming—in which being and nothingness are found “in sublated form.”
The transition of nothingness into its opposite, being, is origin or emer-
gence. The transition of being into nothingness, as its opposite, is disap-
pearance. But origin in itself is also disappearance; the disappearance of one
15 the appearance of another. The result of becoming is detcrminate being;
that is, being that is not empty and without content, but which has certain
properties; this is present being, Dasein. (Lenin translates it as sushchestvo-
vanie, “existence.”) The determinateness of present being is quality.

Here the whole picture grows more complex, and the movement again
shifis to a higher level. The presence of a determinateness presupposes some
other, from which the given determinateness differs; in the process each is
delimited from the other. Consequently, determinateness includes in itself an
element of non-being, that is, the negation of this other; that s, it has two
aspects, being and non-being. (Omnis determinatio est negation, said
Spinoza.?) This contradictoriness is a precondition of any development. On
the other hand, something and something different, something other, are
interconnected. Present being presupposes its other. A thing cannot be only
“in and for” itself, and the same applies to any thing. Each of them is the other
of another, different from something different; each thing is delimited by
another, and vice versa. To be delimited means to be finite. Hence qualitative-
ly determinate being, present being, something, is both different from another,
is related to it (being in itself, and being for another), and passes over mto it, It
is another, and at the same time not another. The unity of other-being and of
non-distinct being-—that is, unity at a higher level, when being includes deter-
minateness and quality—is other-becoming, or change. A thing is always
involved in a process of change, while it does not pass over into change.

Something becomes different, but this different thing is itself something; consequent-

ly, it i aguin in its turn becoming different, and so on untoe infinity,

T{#s infinity is an evil, or negative, infinity, since it ia something different, tie nega-
tion of the finite, which, however, thus arises again, and consequently, is by no means
removed.... (The Science of Logic)3

Progressus tn infinitum, endless progress, is here an unresolved contradic-
tion, Here we find a dualism of the finite and the infinite, in which the two
sides fall apart, forming irreconcilable opposites; the infinite is opposed to
the finite, and in the finite has its boundary, that is, it itself becomes delimit-
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ed. The truly infinite has the finite not outside of itself, but within itself.
Here we have finished, complete, present being, or being for itself. The con-
cept of the finite with no end, that is, of an irreconcilable contradiction, is
illustrated by a straight line where the finite sector A to X may continue in
both directions. The concept of “true infinity,” meanwhile, is illustrated by
the circumference of a circle, where completeness [zavershennosé] and
finishedness [zakonchennost] are present. True infinity is the sublation of
finiteness, in the same way as true eternity is the sublation of temporality.
The finite or real is sublated in infinity and is posed in ideal fashion.

The truth of the finite is rather its idealness. This idealness of the finite is the basic
proposition of philosophy, and therefore any true philosophy is idealism. The vital thing
ia not to accept as infinite that which in its determination immediately becomes particular
and fimite, Therefore, it is necessary to pay more serions attention here to this difference.

The fundamental concept of philosophy, the concept of true infinity, is dependent on it4

The concept of present bemg is thus a completed one. The other is included
init and closed off. There is no longer a transition here to the other. Change is
removed. Quality is removed. Completed present being is being for itself,
immutable, abiding, etemally remaining one and the same being, united and at
the same time many unities. In this way, quality passes over into quantity.

Let us dwell for a time on what has been set out above.

What have we mainly been concerned with, right from the beginning? With
the so-called determinants of thought, with “pure ideas.” To Aristotle they
were the predicates of everything thinkable. Kant considered them to be the
forms of all judgments. According to Hegel, these categories act in their inde-
pendent self-motion. For him, they are not the predicates of being, that is, of
real and above all material being, that is, of the real world, viewed from various
angles. For him, on the contrary, they act from the very beginning as independ-
ent ideas, out of which everything else develops. The most abstract concept of
being is taken as the starting point. Being is taken not as the basic predicate of
the world {the world exists), but on the contrary, the richness of the world,
along with the whole world itself, is inferred from empty being, from nothing-
ness. However, in being there is always something that is. Being [#y1ye] cannot
be stripped away from that which “does the being” [bytéystvuyet].

The “mysticism of the idea” (Lenin’s phrase) leads in this case to the
transformation of the predicate into the subject and to its being hypostatized.
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The same must also be said of nothingness. Contrary to Hegel, however, it is
never possible to obtain something out of nothing, and the old dictum that
nothing arises out of nothing remains absolutely correct. From the point of
view of the “mysticism of ideas,” the movement of the world results from the
naked negation “nothingness,” and from empty being. However, this logical
trick cannot be aceepted as a component element of matenialist dialectics.

Does this mean that in Hegel’s analysis of being, the concepts nothing-
ness and becoming are all rubbish, solely the “mysticism of ideas™? By no
means. If we are to take the process of change in such a way as to regard it
exclusively from the point of view of the “new,” without relation to the old,
then the new, as the new, has arisen for the first time. Earlier, it did not, as
such, exist at all; that is, it was nothing, However, this is a completely empty
abstraction, although it does illuminate one side of the matter, and that
abstraction is then elevated incorrectly into a starting point. The root of the
error lies in the transforming of the predicate of being into the subject, and
in the distorted relationship between them. We can thus perceive the truth,
if we take the problem as the abstract side of the changing of the status of the
object, and not as the objectless movement of an idea. In reality, for some-
thing to arise is a change. There are not two stages here, but one and the
same. They can be separated only in mental abstraction, but if the products
of this artificial separation are elevated into independent essences, mean-
while being divorced from the objective world, then the “mysticism of
ideas” is the inevitable result.

In dealing with the category of present being, Hegel provides a marvelous
elucidation of the umversal connection between things, of transitions from
one into another, of the differentiation of the whole and the unity of oppo-
sites, of development and change. But the movement from present being to
being for itself contains a static teleological element, concealed under the
pseudonym “true infinity.” The rise of things that are uniform qualitatively
means that they have quantitative relationships. However, does the process
of change come to a complete stop with this? Here, under the guisc of a cri-
tique of “spurious infinity,” a negation is put forward against the infinity of
the process of change. The symbolism of the straight line and the circle is
extremely unconvincing. The length of a circumference is a finite quantity.
Completed infinity is a trivial, contradictory concept, while the true concept
of infinity, by contrast, is also irrevocability, that is, the constant reproduc-
tion of a contradiction. What is there m this that is “spurious™?
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Hegel, as he declares openly, is scarching here for the absolute, for stasis, for
the being of the ancient Greeks, “quiescent, round as a globe, equal to itself;”
that was so much to the taste of Parmenides. This in turn is linked to the idea of
purpose. The “purpose” has to be attained. There needs to be an end to anxi-
cty, in the “truly infinite” that is completion. Therelore, “true infinity” leaps out
of the “spurious infinity™ of change, space, and tme, and is embodied in an
extratemporal and extraspatial “ideal” being. Here the “idea” performs the
same hocus-pocus as the absolute spirit when it cognizes itself, or as the
absolute spirit performs in history, which comes to an end with the Prussian
state system. This is where the narrowness of Hegel's dialectics lies, the nar-
rowness that is closely associated with idealism and teleology. The “conclusive-
ness” of the struggle of the bourgeoisie against feudalism and the construction
of bourgeois society as the end point of world history is reproduced in spiritual
terms, as a being for itself of universal significance.

But let us continue.

Quality, as we have seen, has passed over into quantity. Quantity is the
indeterminateness of magnitude, while the determinateness of quantity ia
magnitude. Since there is no third being between one entity and another
entity, here we aiso find continuity, but since any magnitude can be divided,
here we also find interruption, disjunction. Magnitude is thus the unity of
the interrupted and the continuous, as opposing aspects; the interrupted
and the continuous, consequently, are not different types of magnitude, but
“agpects,” coexisting in magnitude as in their unity. Continuity is not the
sum of interrupted magpitudes. From a failure to understand this latter, that
is, from a failure to understand the dual nature of magnitude, as the unity of
opposites, there follow proofs of the impossibility of motion and so0 on
(Zeno’s aphorisms, Kant’s antinomies). A determinate quantity, a magni-
tude, differs from other magnitudes in its boundaries, as a determinate umity
of single entities, that is, as a greater or lesser quantity of units. Consequent-
ly, it has to be understandable as 2 number.

Increase and diminution can be continued endlessly, and here we find
spurious quantitative infinity. In this connection, Hegel quotes a poem of
Haller on eternity, a poem which delighted Kant, but which in Hegel

aroused only “boredom™:

I heap up monstrous numbers,
Pile mounteins of millions upon millions,
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I put aeon upon aeon and huge world upon world,
And when from that awful height

Reeling, I look back on you,

All the might of number multiplied a thousandfold,
Is still not a fragment of you.

I deduct them, and you lie whole hefore me.5

The quantitative “spurious infinity” outrages Hegel, just as the qualitative
variety did, and we can endorse his sentiments. Without entering into a
detailed discussion of the question, we shall merely note that in higher mathe-
matics infinites themselves are of a diverse order, while in the modern theory
of diversity, the concept of magnitude is being expanded as well. Here, conse-
quently, a transition of quantity back into quality is being observed.

The dual transition from quality to quantity and from quantity to quality
leads to the unity of these concepts. Every present being is such a unity of oppo-
sites. This umty of quantity and quality is measure. (God, however, is also meas-
ure, and assigns to all things their measure and purpose.) Measure, consequently,
is qualitative quantity and quantitative quality. With quantity, quality too changes
at a certain stage of development, a change of magnimde bringing altered proper-
ties, This is a transition of quantity into quality. Any present being, as the unity of
quantity and quality, that is, as measure, stands in the same relation to another
present being as to measure. The relationship between them is thus a relation-
ship of measures. The transition of quantity into quality occurs in such a way
that the quantitative changes are not at first accompanied by a change of quality,
but at a certain point in the quantitative changes there is a break in the gradual-
ness, a leap. The points that witness such leaps and turns, where quantity is sud-
denly transformed into quality, are called by Hegel “nodes.”

The line that unites nodes Hegel terms the nodal line of relations of
measure. Quantity, quality, and mezsure are essentially states, behind which
is concealed a particular substrate:

... such relations are determined only as nodes of one and the same substrate. There-
fore, the measures and the independent phenomena that arise with them are reduced
to the level of conditions. Change is merely a variation of condition, and something

which is undergoing change is considered during this to remain the same. 5

Here, therefore, the “sublation” of all these categories is also the “sublation®
of the category of being, and the transition from being to essence.
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It can readily be seen that Hegel's doctrine of the transition of quantity
into quality, of interruptions in gradualness, and of the uneven nature of
development, along with his doctrine of measure, the nodal line of relatons
of measure, and so on, contains elements that have vast revolutionary
significance. Confirmed by the whole development of the theory of natural
science (simply consider the “critical points™ in physics and chemistry, the
theory of mutations, and doctrines concerning social revolution), these ele-
ments deal crushing blows to the philistine interpretation of “evolution” as
it is understood by the great majority of bourgeois scientists. Despite this,
interruption and continuity, gradualness and unevenness, evolution and
revolution are here (that is, at the basic level of Hegel’s analysis of the ques-
tion) taken in their unity, as aspects (or “moments”) of real movement. Of
course, in this case as well it is necessary to place Hegel’s dialectics “on its
feet,” since with Hegel the idealist point of view is adduced everywhere.
This, however, is already the general, fundamental threshold, a fact which
should never be forgotten.

Lel us cross over now to the question of essence, which makes up the
central part of Hegel’s Logic.

“The truth of being is essence” Thought makes the transition to essence
by way of mediation, or reflection:

Striving to cognize the truth, what precisely being is in itself and for itself, knowledge
does not remain within the sphere of the direct and of its definitions, but penetrates
through them, presumning that behind this being there is something else, such as gen-
uine being.... This knowledge is indirect, since it is not located directly in the sphere
of essence, but begins from another being and has to traverse a preparatory pathway,

a pathway of going beyond being, or rather, of entering into it.7

According to Hegel, the relationship between essence and being is such that
the former is true, authentic being, while the latter is the untrue, inauthentic
appearance. Present being is grounded in essence. Therefore, it is not simple
appearance, but grounded appearance, that is, phenomenon. In their turn,
phenomenon and essence are not magmitudes that have been torn apart in
dualist manner, since essence expresses itself in phenomenon. Hence
“cssence from the beginning is located in its very self, or it is a reflection; in
the second place, it exists as a phenomenon; thirdly, it reveals itgelf. In its
movement it posits itself in the following definitions: 1) as simple essence,
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existing in itself in its determinants within itself; 2) as essence moving out into
the sphere of present being, or in the form of existence and phenomenon; 3)
as essence, united with its phenomenon, that is, as reality” (W. 4 L.).8

Since in the category of essence all categories of being have been sublat-
ed, other-being has been sublated as well, and essence, as sublated other-
being, is identical to itself. In this case, however, the identity is not the iden-
tity of formal logic (that is, abstract, rational identity), but concrete identity,
including the aspect of difference. Formal logic puts forward the law of iden-
tity (A=A) and the law of contradiction (A cannot at the same time be non-
A). These are empty, formal laws. However, they are nonetheless contradic-
tory, since they embody a distinction between the subject and predicate;
that is, they contain more than they wish.

Difference develops in three forms: 1) outward difference; 2) inner differ-
ence, when something differs from something else by being its other, that is,
as opposition; §) difference from itself, that is, contradiction, the essence of
which consists in opposition to itself.

Contrary to formal logic, opposition contains both identity and difference.
Opposites are identical, since things thal are opposed can only be of similar
type (positive and negative electrical charges, a distance of X miles to the west
and X miles to the east, and so forth). At the same time, they are different; they
are opposed (that is, they are related to one another as positive and negative).
Positive and negative, however, are mutually interrelated, and presuppose one
another’s existence; it is possible to consider the positive to be negative, and
vice versa, In this respect they are identical, but at the same time they are also
different. From this it is clear that each of the two sides of the relationship we
are examining is linked to the other, presupposes its being, that is, affirms it,
“posits” it, and at the same time negates it, requires its non-being. Conse-
quently, it is itself both positive and negative; it is opposite to itself, that is, con-
tradictory. Formal logic is static logic, the logic of the immobile and isolated.
Here everything has grown rigid, everything is identical with itself, and noth-
ing contradicts itself. In dialectical logic, by contrast, everything is in motion,
“all is flux,” everything is contradictory, everything moves as a unity that is
being revealed in opposites. “Contradiction is the moving principle.”s

We are not concerned here with impossible contradiction (dry water,
wooden iron), but with inevitable, dialectical contradiction, as the unity of
being and non-being, as the principle of motion, becoming, change, rise and
decline, development, and so on.
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Contradiction (that is, opposition to itself) has to be resolved. Unity
breaks down here into two opposing determinants, of which one posits the
other (this positing element is ground); and the other is posited by the first
(this is the conditioned, or the “consequent™).’® The ground and the conse-
quent are identical (since they have one and the same content), and they are
also different, developing into opposition. Hegel differentiates between 1)
absolute ground (ground in general); 2) determinate ground; and 3) condi-
tion. The consequent is something grounded, not mediated. This mediated,
determinate, and differentiated being is substantial determinateness, or
form. “Form applies to everything that is determinate.” Within ground lies
a substrate, essence. Essence is something indeterminate, but capable of
determinateness. Form, however, is not a cap placed on matter. “Matter
must ... be formed, and form must materialize itself.™2 In other words, the
activity of form is at the same time the movement of matter itself. This unity
of matter and form, as a unity of opposites, is content,

The unity of all conditions and of the ground, that is, the totality of all con-
ditions, calls forth a phenomenon. This mediated, substantated present bemg
is existence. Present being is direct present being. Grounded present being is
exastence, Acting and manifesting itself in existence, that is, in a phenomenon,
is that which was included in the depths of condition and ground.

We thus make the transition to phenomenon. But first of all, a few critical
remarks on what has been set out above.

In the section of Hegel’s Logic that has just been examined, the “myst-
cism of ideas” of course remains in full force. The formula “the truth of
being is essence” thus signifies a distortion, The category of “truth” cannot
pertain to objective being (being that is independent of human conscious-
ness). As we have scen, it can express only a particular relationship between
a “copy” and the “original.” It is quite absurd to think that one side, part, or
phase of the development and so on of objective reality is more “true® than
another. On the contrary, from the point of view of the process of cognition,
one can speak of the greater or lesser truthfulness of this cognition.

But since for Iege! the categories of thought take precedence, and at the
same time coincide with the categories of being, they are also taken as deter-
minants of this latter. The vartous “universes,” the “true” and “untrue,” are
only different stages of cognition, corresponding to cognition of less pro-
found and more profound associations of the one and only universe, in its

various aspects and multifarious relationships (relationships between its

S
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parts, facets, and aspects, independent of the cognizing subject, and
dependent on the subject, that is, in an interrelationship with it).

On the other hand, insofar as Hegel, unlike Kant, overcomes dualism, for
example, to the degree that “appearance” or “phenomenon™ is something
grounded, in which essence manifests itsell and unity is affirmed, this unity
is presented here on the purely idealist basis of the spiritual world, which is
also the true world, the realm of thought existing in the sensory-objective.
But if we constantly keep in mind this fundamental flaw, which expresses
itself in all of Hegel’s terminology, a rational kernel can still be discerned:
the logically reflected dialectic of real things and processes in their universal
relationship and in their contradictory movement. The criticism of the rigid
laws of formal logic is brilliant, and the general laws of dialectics—the unity
of opposed aspects, the differentiation of the whole, and the interpenetra-
tion of opposites—are developed in exceedingly convincing and weighty
form, with unusual subtlety and wit.

Let us therefore cross over now to the phenomenon, that is, to the mani-
festanon of essence.

Existence is a thing:

Existence is the direct unity of reflection in itself and reflection in another. Therefore,
it is an undefined multitude of existences, reflected in themselves and at the same
time also reflected in another, relative and constituting the world of mutual depend-
ency and the endless association of grounds and the grounded, Grounds themaelves
are existences, and existences with various facets play a role as grounds, including

grounds of the grounded.3

Outside of this association [of ground(s and the grounded] the thing, that is,
the “thing-in-itself,” is an empty abstraction. In reality, “the thing” in gener-
al extends beyond its simple “being-in-itself,” as an abstract relationship in
itself, and appears in the same way, as a reflection in something else, thus
acquiring properties.

As a substantial unity, a thing is a ground; as a substantial plurahty and
diversity, a totality of properties and changes, it is a phenomenon. A ground is a
law, as something constant, and the substantial content of a phenomenon. “The
realm of laws is the stable image of the world of Existence or Appearance.”4

The realm of laws is a world that exists in itself and for itself, a world above
the senses, in opposition to the realm of phenomena. The one, however, is the
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reverse side of the other; they are not divorced, as with Kant, into the world of
phenomena and the world of noumena, the latter of which, moreover, is tran-
scendental. Law is unity or identity in the diversity of phenomena; it is unity in
plurality, not numerical but material. This relationship is a material one, the
form taken by the unity of essence and phenomenon, a unity which is an even
higher category than the preceding one, since it constitutes reality.

Material relationships appear above all in the form of a relationship
between the whole and its parts, where the whole is inconceivable without
the parts, and the parts unthinkable without the whole. The coniradiction
between the whole and the part is resolved in the conception of unity as
negating the independence of the parts, “their negative unity,” creating not
a mechanical aggregate but an energetic unity. Hence the concept of force
as a real principle, and of the exertion of force. The true relationship
between these internal and external quantities is, however, one of identity.
They are aspects of the same essence: “The surface appearance of an
essence ig the revelation of what it is in itself.... Essence 1s the manifestation
of iself, so that thia essence consists only in 1ts revelation. In this identity
of a phenomenon with its interior, or essence, the material relationship
becomes actuality.™5

We are thus given the following development of categories: being, pres-
ent being {determinate being), existence {grounded present being), phe-
nomenon {essence manifesting itself), and reality (the unity of essence and
phenomenon). Reality is at the same time activity, the action of reason, the
absolute. Hence, “All that is real is rational, and all that is rational is real 16

Reality breaks down into internal, potential reality, or possibility, and
external, {actual reality. Formal possibility {(abstract possibility) is possibility
outside of all conditions, empty potential. Differentiated from it is real possi-
bility, with various instances. Possibility consists in the potential to be or not
to be, to be thus or otherwise. When all opposing possibilities are excluded,
and the totality of conditions is manifested, there appears something which,
once it has happened, cannot be different. In this lics the concept of necessi-
ty, as the unity of real possibility and of something conditioned by itself;
here is the character of necessity. At the same time, everything is mediated.
That which is substantiated only by something else occurs by chance.

Necessary essence is absolute. “It is one and independent, and lies at the
basis of all other things; it is not simply a substrate, but substance. All other
things are not necessary but casual, or have the character of accidents™?
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Substance is everything; individual things (but not their parts!} are its
manifestation, and substance is power. Understood as truly unconditional, it
is a primary cause, while things are no longer accidents, but actions. The
relationship of causality is therefore the second substantial relationship. Inso-
far as the bearers of this relationship are finite substances, the chain of causes
and effects, or actions and reactions, falls into a stormy eternity. The contra-
diction is resolved in the category of reciprocity, where cause and effect
change places: “In Reciprocity ... the rectilinear movement out from causes
to effects and from effects to causes is bent round and back in on itself™3

The cause here realizes itself; what is involved, therefore, is self-substan-
tiation; the concept of necessity passes over into that of freedom, and the
concept of substance into that of the subject (selfhood, idea}. “The truth of
necessity, therefore, is freedom, and the truth of substance is the Notion.™s

By the Notion, Hegel has in mind self-consciousness, or subjectivity,
bringing into being true, objective thought.

With regard to the above, apart from the general consideration of the ide-
alism of the whole construct—and this consideration remains constantly in
force—it should be noted:

First, that the interpretation of “law” and “the realm of laws” as something
static is wrong. In the spirit of Parmenides, this conception presupposes an
unchanging substantial world in which nothing moves, nothing changes, and
everythnng 1s immobile. As we know, nothing is immobile, and law encom-
passes the mobile and changeable. Law, as a reflection in people’s heads, is a
formula of the mobile, So-called “eternaf laws™ are not eternal at all. The
essence of the world 15 not a graveyard of the world. This esserice is not a spe-
cial world, but the very same world in its most general and profound relations
and associations. These relations and associations are also mobile and rela-
tive. Searches for an absolute which is immobile in itself, and which is mobile
only in appearance, represent either dualism or complete inconsistency, anti-
Kantian incantations notwithstanding. In both cases idealism comes into con-
flict with dialectics, which is dynamie through and through.

If we take the “world in itself” (and not the Kantian “thing-in-itself”),
that is, if we take the unity of things and processes not as depending on the
subject, but in the associations and mediations of the objective order (of the
objective in the materialist sensc), this world is complex, diverse, mobile,
and changeable. If, moreover, we take the most general and profound rela-
tions, for example, the laws of dialectics, these are “immobile™ only in the
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sense that they express a universal mobility. But to draw from this any con-
clusions about immobility and stasis would be sophistry, not dialectics.

Second, in the doctrine of force there is a clear continuation of the tradi-
tion of ancient Greek idealism, according to which a principle that is in itself
immobile sets everything in motion (“energetic unity™). This 1s related to
the fact that in this case force itself is mystical; it is a spintual principle, Aris-
totelian entelechy, the motivating energetic principle of the spiritual order.

Third, for precisely this reason, “in reality” (that is, in the Hegelian cate-
gory of reality, or actuality) this principle passes over into reason, the
Absolute; it is discovered and displayed here in its rational nature.

Fourth, in Hegel’s analysis the transition from necessity to freedom is
idealism, theology, teleology, and mysticism. All development is viewed as
the realization of a purpuose, as self-realization, and on the scene there
appears the subject, selfhood, self-consciousness. Substance itself 1s trans-
formed into a rational subject, attaining here a much higher form of its self-
development. In place of universal and rounded necessity, which expresses
the universal cosmic relationship of things and processes, what floats to the
surface is the creative spirit, free in its goal-positing creativity. However
comforting some pcople might find this mystical fantasizing, it too has
grown obsolete in every respect, and has to be thrown out.

By the Notion, Hegel thus means subjectivity, which “sublates™ necessi-
ty, revealing it, cognizing it, and by virtue of this transforming it into free-
dom. Therefore, the culmination of substance is no longer substance, but is
the Notion, the subject. Subjectivity, however, is the basis of objectivity.
Development proceeds from subjectivity to objectivity and to the unity of
these opposites. This unity is the Notion (subjectivity realizing itself, self-
hood, the subject-object}.

The Notion, as an all-encompassing unity, is universality, the universal idea,
productive and concrete (in opposition to the abstract universality of formal
togic). As determinateness, it is a particular type or sort. But since the particular
is in its turn the general or “universal,” the rise of specific differences leads to
the point where further moveraent is impossible. The completeness of specific
differences (with relation to generic ones), or individualization, leads to the indi-
vidualized idea, or the particular (das Allgemeine, das Besondere, das Etnzelne).=

That which in essence was identity, difference, and ground, in the idea
appears as the general, the particular, and the individual, The forms of
development of the idea are judgment, passing over in its development into

=
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the syllogism. Judgment is divided into its aspects, subject and predicate; the
verbal copula posits their identity, Judgment is a category, that is, a necessary
form not only of thought, but also of being, and of the essence of things. When
a thing reveals its properties, it manifests them as the subject of judgment, pro-
viding its predicates; in other words, a thing is revealed in the form of a judg-
ment. Every thing is an idea, and as such, a subject developing itself. Hegel
further poses the question of the degrees of judgments, and distinguishes
between the judgment of existence, the judgment of reflection, the judgment
of necessity, and the judgment of the Notion.

Judgment passes over into conclusion or the syllogism, which is the
unity of idea and judgment. The syllogism is rational, and since everything
is rational, “everything is a syllogism.”2:

Since the syllogism is mediated judgment, a distinction exists also
between the syllogism of existence, the syllogism of reflection, the syllogism
of necessity, and the syllogism of the Notion. (The syllogism of the Notion is
already found in the most developed type of judgment, the so-called apode-
ictic judgment.)

Examining judgment and the syllogism, Hegel develops the dialectics of
the general, the particular, and the individual, dialectics which we have
encountered repeatedly in this work. Here too we find the unity of oppo-
sites, passing over from one into another, since the individual is also the gen-
eral, and the general is the individual.

An internally developed, determinate, mediated idea ceases to be shut
up within itself; it emerges into the outside world and becomes objective.
In their generality, objects as revealed ideas are the general unity of the uni-
verse. The first form of the relationship of the totalities of things is the
external relationship of the aggregate, the mechanism, and the correspon-
ding activity, the mechanical process, or determinism. When unity ceases
to be merely external, and the differences between things are really
annulled and “neutralize” one another, what is evident is chemism, Univer-
sal unity cannot be either mechanical or chemical (cannot unite all objects).
It is something that stands above mechanism and chemism, an all-penetrat-
ing principle, the purpose. The teleological relationship is also external,
subjective, finite purposefulness from which it is essential to distinguish
internal, immanent purposefulness.

The subordination of the object to a subjective purpose is judgment, and
the realization of the purpose is the syllogism. The purpose here is at the same
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time both cause and objective, that is, an ultimate cause. Objects are the
means; and the middle term serves also as the means, The relationship of the
purpose to the object, as to the means, is the first premise, while the relation-
ship of the means to the object, as to the matenial, is the second. The achieved
purpose becomes in turn the means, and so forth; that is, we are faced here
again with the “spurtous infinity” This infinity is sublated by the “truly
infinite” purpose, which holds the means within itself, and not externally.
Subjectivity objectifies itself; the unity of subjectivity and objectivity is the
Idea. In mechanism and chemism the Notion is in itself, and in the subjective
purpose it is for itself; but in the Idea, the Notion is in itself and for itself
simultancously. Absolute purposes are both achieved, and demand achieve-
ment, The Idea is the absolute unity of opposites {of subjectivity and objectiv-
ity), and it is a process. In essence, unity was the stimulus for condition and
for the conditioned, for cause and effect, for beginning and end, and so forth.
Here the end is the beginning, the consequence is the cause, and 5o on.
Therefore, unity in the Idea is absolute unity, extending beyond the bounds of
unity, The end in itself is the soul, goal-directed entelechy; it objectifies itself
in the means, which is the body. The unity of soul and body is the living inds-
vidual. The objectivity of the living is the organism, which consists not of
parts, but of members. “The living dies, because it indudes in itself a contra-
diction. It is the living [which] is universal in itself, the genus, and whach at the
same time exists directly only as an individual” However, “the death of the
individua), merely immediate life is the rise of the spirit.”

“The death of the individual, merely immediate life is the rise of the spir-
it.” Subjectivity is thus spirit, reason, end-in-itself, and the idea conscious of
itself. Objectivity is the world, also end-in-itself, also the ultimate goal, and
also the idea. Consequently, what is involved is the subjective and objective
idea. The unity of these opposites is realized in cognition, which has to do
away with the one-sidedness of opposites. The one-sidedness of the subjec-
tive idea is removed through the theoretical activity of the idea, or through
the idea of truth. The one-sidedness of the objective idea is removed by its
entering into the world and through the realization of the rational goals of
the spirit, or through practical activity (through the idea of good).

The process of ultimate cognition {the theoretical process) proceeds
analytically and synthetically. OQut of the process of ultimate knowledge is
born the idea of necessity. “In necessity as such, ultimate knowledge itself
casts off its presuppositions and starting point, the elements in its content
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that are given and found. Necessity in itself is the Notion relating itself to
itself. In this way the subjective idea comes to itself| to determinateness in
itself and for itself, to the ungiven and consequently, to the immanent in the
subject, so that it crosses over into the idea of the will 2

Freedom appears here as an absolute goal that requires realizing in the
world. The idea of good stands in opposition to “the insignificance of
objectivity.” The tasks of the world, however, enter into the reality of the
world, and necessity into being. Therefore, contrary to Kant, the idea of
good is identical to the idea of truth.

This identity of the theoretical and practical idea is also the absolute
idea. Serving as the content of the absolute idea is the system of logic, the
idea of development, while tts form is the dialectical method, as a method of
development, of contradictory tripartite development. Serving as the con-
tent is the entire system, and not “the final station.” “The interest lies in the
whole process of movement.”

The logical idea has thus culminated in the absolute idea, which subse-
quently, through nature as its other-being, makes its way to the absolute
spirit....

After everything that has been said above, it is not hard to find “the mys-
ticism of ideas” at every step in the part of Hegel’s Logic dealt with here.
The mterpretation of real processes as judgments, syllogisms, and figures of
logic clearly inverts the real relations and distorts them in idealist fashion.
Lenin, however, quite rightly warned that Hegel’s thonghts on these mat-
ters, thoughts which Hegel assigned such an honored place, should not be
regarded as rubbish.

If we work through Hegel’s thinking here at a decper level, in all its
significance, we see that it establishes an objective link between relations of
reality and relations of thought, between objective laws and the laws of logic,
between forms of being and forms of thought, between expenence and prac-
tice on the one hand and theoretical cognition on the other. This thinking is
already, in and of itself, a refutation of any and all apriorism in which the sub-
Ject binds to the world of phenomena a priori forms and categories that have
appeared from some unknown source. In the materialist interpretation, the
rcal bonds hetween things and processes manifest themselves through the
experience and practice of social humanity, and are reflected in humanity’s
theoretical formulas. Meanwhile, mterrelationships which are confinmed by
experience and practice a countless number of times, and to which there are
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no exceptions, are set aside in the consciousness of social humanity as
axiomatic categories, which idealist philosophers later declare to be a prioni.

Hegel had a good understanding of the differing worth of various types of
syllogisms, In our time, for example, the classic type of syllogism, figuring in
all the old and new textbooks of logic, appears in a special light. We are speak-
ing of the syllogism: “All people are mortal. Kay is a person. Therefore, Kay is
mortal.” Imagine that the following new situation has arisen: Kay has managed
to achieve the regeneration of cells, contrary to the ideas of Hegel on origin,
life, the individual, and so forth. The first proposition, on mortality, is main-
tained; Kay has not yet said anything to anyone. The proposition that Kay is
human still holds good. The conclusion, however, is untrue, and at the same
time the firat proposition also becomes untrue; it is eroded internally. An
experiential origin is clearly indicated here for the word “all.”

There is nothing mystical or mysterious in the fact that there are no excep-
tions to a whole series of relationships; these are set aside in the categories of
“logical necessity.” On the other hand, we have had the chance to convince
ourselves that the methods of practical and experiential, or empirical, influence
on nature, in accordance with its real nature, find their expression in the meth-
ods used to ascertain the character of nature (analysis, synthesis-atomization,
decomposition, transformation of substance, and so on). In Hegel, of course,
we nevertheless find a mystical vulgarization of these relationships (the rela-
tionship of species in The Philosophy of Nature, the syllogism, the solar system,
and so forth) which proceeds directly from a sort of logification of the world.

This logification is clearly expressed in the relationship between subjec-
tivity and objectivity. According to Hegel, the concept of the subject 1s the
basis of objectivity. Here we find the priority of the spirit expressed vividly.
Corresponding to this is the priority of the purpose and of freedom over
necessity. In fact the idea, or subjectivity, which is the development of sub-
stance, its culmination and at the same time its basis, “sublates” necessity
and turns it into creative “freedom.” Subsequent movement toward objectiv-
ity and unity in the idea is nothing but subjectivity realizing itself. The idea
is subject-object, but the defining principle is subjectivity; this is why this
subject-object also bears the name of the idea. According to this view, the
universal unity of the world has its roots not in the mechanical unity of the
aggregate, not in chemical unity, and not in any material unity at all, with its
necessity, but in teleological unity, the unity of the purpose, which is an all-
permeating and all-encompassing principle.
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The process of cognition is so decisive that it lies at the basis of the
unification of the subjective and objective idea. The rational kernel of the
one-sidedness of theory and practice taken “in themaelves” is present here
in an especially distorted form, and is deeply concealed. At times, genuinely
brilliant thoughts, the germs of dialectical materialism and historical materi-
alism, are developed here. At the same time, however, “practice” that is
totally in the spirit of Kant and of the subsequent ethical babbling, and that
drags behind it the ingrained traditions of Greek idealism, culminates in the
idea of “the good”; this coincides in mystical fashion with the idea of truth,
while practice, in the sense of the real transformation of substance, objective
practice, evaporates and disappears like a mirage in the desert.

The dialectical movement of ideas that is found in Hegel, and that reflects
real movement in idealist form, contains elements that are highly valuable.
These are the ideas of universal relationship, of movement, of change, and
the forms of this movement; here the division, or self-differentiation, of the
whole, the revealing of opposites and their interpenetration, serve as the
motivating principle. This is the great revolutionary side of Hegel that is
restricted and smothered by the elements of idealism and by the idealist con-
ception of the world. All form is understood here in its movement, that is, in
its rise, development, downfall, and extinction, in its contradictions and the
resolution of contradictions, in the rise of new forms and the revealing of new
contradictions, in the peculiaritics and qualities of new forms, which again
and again become subject to the process of change. The great contribution
made by Hegel lies in this fearlessness of thought that encompasses the
objective dialectic of being, pature, and history. The basic dialectical contra-
diction of Hegel’s own system, a contradiction noted by Engels, led to the
system’s collapse, and gave rse to a new historical unity, at a new stage of his-
torical development, in the dialectical materialism of Marx.

In opposition to the materiahst dialectic, modern critics of Marxism put
forward a whole heap of “reasons” and “arguments,” which we have touched
on to some degree in other chapters of this work. The most commen argu-
ment is that transferring dialectics, which Hegel developed in the logical
atmosphere of idealism, into a materialist atmosphere is (as Werner Sombart
puts it) an absurdity. In this connection, Troeltsch declares Marx’s material-
ism to be non-materialist, and so on. For bourgeois critics of Marxism even to
pose the question of the relationship between Hegelianism and Marxism leads
to hilarious contradictions. Hence, for example, Plenge (Marx und Hegel)
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asserts that Marx and Hegel were so close that “Marx, with all of his basic the-
oretical positions, could have remained within the Hegelian school.”#5 Mean-
while, another Herr Professor, Karl Diehl (Uber Sozialismus, Kommunismus
und Anarchismus), states that Marx retained “only a certain dialectical manner
of expression.”*6 Sombart (Der Proletarische Sorialismus) puts the view that
here there are “two essentially different theoretical conceptions, which have
nothing in common with one another apart from a name.” Plenge contends
that Marx “posed his materialism so as to include a series of earlier materialist
theories.” Troeltsch, by contrast, argues that Marxism is merely “extreme real-
ism and empiricism on a dialectical basis.” To Hegel’s emanatist concept of
natural law, Sombart counterposes the Marxist concept as causal and genetic.
Troeltsch, on the other hand, counterposes Marx’s dialectics, as the logic of
movement, to the causal-genetic logic of positivism. Jostock (Der dusgang des
Kapitalismus) keeps his silence where the resolving of these contradictions is
concerned; dodging the question, he cites the inadequacy of Marx's theoret-
cal-cognitive utterances, and descends to the field of history and sociology. 7

Meanwhile, it would seem that all these venerable gentlemen, who claim a
familiarity with the topic, ought to refrain at least from flady antidialectcal
posing of the issue, as in cascs where the oppositions are absolute, and do not
interpenetrate one another. A genuinely dialectical understanding of the suc-
cession of ideas indicates, on the basis of a real study of the topic, that mecha-
nistic materialism was antidialectical, that Hegelian dialectics was idealist, and
that Marx’s synthesis reconciled these opposites in the higher unity of dialec-
tical materialism. This involved a critical reworking both of mecharistic mate-
rialism and of idealist dialectics; Marx thus showed himself to be the critical
heir to both philosophical conceptions. To pose the question as it is posed by
the contending bourgeois sides is the height of naive impotence and impotent
naivety. This is an infantile way of posing the question {infantile in logical
terms—its “practical” value for the bourgeoisie is another matter; but thatis a
question in its own right, and examining it here would be a distraction).

The argument on the basis of “atmosphere” is easily refuted both factu-
ally and logically. In reality, the center of dialectics Lies in the concept of
development. This is why even such commentators on Hegel as Kuno Fis-
cher in his History of Modern Philosophy situate Hegel with his idea of
development in the “spiritual atmosphere™ of Darwin, Lyell, and the early
Kant, that is, Kant in his pre-critical period with his works on natural histo-
ry and above all, with his History and Theory of the Heavens.
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And tell us, please, in these theoretical views, which constituted an entire
epoch, what idealist element was there? Finally, we cannot ignore Goethe,
who was undoubtedly a dialectician, and who at the same time felt a direct
aversion for Hegel’s theological-teleological, speculative, and abstract phi-
losophy, about which he simply did not want to know. And what about
Spencer’s “status” and “contractus”? And the elements of dialectics in
Saint-Simon {the “organic” and “critical” of the epoch)? That is not even to
mention such things as the materialist clements in the philosophy of Aristo-
tle, from whom Hegel scooped up wisdom in whole handfuls.

As we have already noted clsewhere, Sombart’s specific argument, resting on
the general concept of “atmosphere,” holds that Marxists in school-pupil fash-
ion confuse contradiction with opposition, and Hegel’s emanatist logic of con-
tradictions with Marx’s empirical juxtaposition of real oppositions; the transfer-
ence of one to the other, meanwhile, is absurd and stupid. For Hegel, operating
on the basis of his metaphysics, dialectics is a law of thought and being, a sub-
stantial element of the world and of the historical process.... And so forth.

All that is “substantial” in this objection is its unrestrained looseness.
The reality is as follows. -

First: Hegel in his Phslosophy of Nature himself decisively counterposes
the emanative to the evolutionary point of view, and decisively gives his pref-
erence to the second, rejecting the first. Our not-so-venerable critic should
at least have been aware of this.

Second: Sombart’s counterposing of “opposition™ to “contradiction”
also reveals his school-pupil ignorance of the bases of Hegel’s dialectical
logic. As we have already secn from the account in Die Wissenschaft der
Logik, Hegel derives contradiction itself from oppositions, interpreting con-
tradiction as opposition to itself.

Third: The idea that for Hegel dialectics is at the same time ontology
works completely against Sombart. This means that dialectics is also a law
of being. But it is a law of being for Marxism as well. Materialist dialectics,
however, i more consistent, since it puts an end to the limited nature of
Hegel’s dialectics.

Fourth: The development of the natural and social sciences shows con-
vincingly, on the basis of concrete material, that dialectics is highly “applica-

ble” to history and nature, including those of society. In the chapters devoted
to modern physics and biology, we have seen that all the main philosophical-
theoretical problems of the modem natural sctences rest on dialectics, and
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that Engels with his “dialectics of nature” and Lenin provided an enormous
impulse to understanding the real links and relationships of nature and socie-
ty. Wherever Hegel bound dialectics hand and foot with his idealism, he
proved completely wrong (atomic theory; theory of light; theory of color; the-
ory of the evoluton of species; his theory of social-historical development,
marked by its contentment with the bourgeois regime; and so on).

Fifth: The works of Marx, the theory of historical materialism as the appli-
cation of materialist dialectics to history, and the theory of capitalism as its
applicadon to political economy, have been totally vindicated. All of Capital is
constructed on the bases of materialist dialectics, just like Marx’s brilliant his-
torical works. In the writings of Marx, dialectical abstractions do not exist
simply in words, but are genuinely concrete. This is why Marx’s forecasts
have been so fully borne out. History has resolved in its own fashion the con-
troversy between Hegel’s idealist dialectics and the materialist dialectics of
Marx. Hegel’s dialectics, with its limited idealist character, using reason and
logic to try to justify everything irrational, rested content with bourgeois socie-
ty and the bourgeois state. In these last of its conclusions, it was overtumed by
reality. Marx’s dialectics, rationally cognizing the irrational anarchy of capital-
ist development, has been confirmed by the actual historical process. None
other than Herr Werner Sombart has repeatedly been forced to admit sorrow-
fully that Marx’s basic predictions have been fulfilled. Could one demand a
greater triumph for materialist dialectics?

If an individual experiment or an individual practical act is an element in
the testing of one or another proposition, then here, in the vast world-his-
torical process, we have a great, world-historic confirmation of Marx’s mate-
rialist dialectics.

In conclusion, it should be said that under developed communism, with
its harmonious social structure, people’s feeling of commuaity will be a
mighty force outside of any fetishistic norms. Ethics will expand to make up
a sort of aesthetic, while “duty” will be transformed into a simple instinct,
into a wonderful reflex of ordinary people. Everyone will save a drowning
comrade, without hesitating between “self-interest” (that is, self-preserva-
tion) and “duty.” No one will “make sacrifices” for the sake of their neigh-
bor, but will simply and splendidly do what is dictated by the feeling, noble
and iomanent to the splendid new man and woman, of the great common
character of communist people.

35

Dialectics as Science and
Dialectics as Art

“A highly experienced, educated state figure ... is the one who. .. has a prac-
tical mind, that is, who acts on the basis of the whole extent of the case that
is before him, and not according to one of its aspects that finds expression
in gome maxim. On the other hand, the ope who in all cases acts on the
basis of a single maxim is known as a pedant, and spoils things for himself
and others.” This is how Hegel in The History of Philosophy defines “the
highly experienced, educated state figure.”

Of course, “surrendering one’s positions” is not what is involved here
(although in the text as a whole Hegel also refers to the “middle™). Nor is
the forgetting of the fundamental “maxim® involved. (Although Hegel does
rail against basing oneself solely on a “single maxim,”) The main point is
that “the whole extent of the case” should be taken into account—that is, the
whole concrete, multifaceted situation in which the “highly experienced
and educated state figure” acts.

In this remark by Hegel it is easy to see how he poses the question of
dialectics as art, practice, and action. This question has enormous impor-
tance. It is no accident that Engels says of Marxism that it is not a dogma but a
guide to action. This observation by Engels should not be understood in
crude fashion, that is, as though Engels were rejecting Marxism as theory.
What it means is that Marxism is not a dead, abstract, scholastic, rigid system,
remote from life, but a vital science, a living theory-process, developing and
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functioning as a weapon of struggle and practice, of that great practice that
transforms the world, No orie can dispute the enormous richness of Marxist
theory; its content is vast. But preasely because this is a great theory, it 1s also
capable of engendering a great practice. Here we shall pose the question of
materialist dialectics both as a question of theory and a question of art.

We have already discussed dialectics in a special chapter, providing a
general formulation. We shall deal with it now in a particular connection,
since there is undoubtedly a certain problem here,

However often a well-known definition by Lenin has been cited, we shall
adduce it here once again, The definition concerned is that of the “elements
of dialectics™ listed by Lenin. These are:

1. the ohjectivity of consideration (not examples, not digressions, hut the thing itself in
itself);
the whole totality of the diverse relations of this thing te others;

1

the development of this thing (or phenomenon}, its own movement, and its own Life;
the internally contradictory tendencies (and aspects) of this thing;

the thing {(phenomenon, etc.) as the sum and unity of opposites;

oo o

the struggle and respective unfolding of these oppositions, contradictory tenden-

cies, etc.;

7. the unification of analysis and synthesis—the sorting out of distinct parts and the
totaliry, the sum of theze parts taken together;

8. the relations of each thing (phenomenon, etc.), nat only diverse and distinct, but also
general and universal. Each thing (phenomenan, process, ete } is linked to every other;

9. not only the unity of opposites, but interpenetrations of every definition, quality, fea-
ture, aspect, and property into every other {into its opposite®);

10. the endless process of the revealing of new aspects, relationships, etc.;

11. the endless process of the deepening of human cognition of things, phenomena,
processcs, and 5o on, going from appearance to essence, and from less profound
essence to more profound;

12. from [mutual] existence to causality and from one form of relation and interdepend-
ency to another, more profound and more general;

13. the repetition at a higher stage of certain features, properties etc., of a lower stage;

14. [the apparent] retrmn as though to the old (negation of the negation);

15. the struggle of content with forin, and vice versa. The casting off of form, and the
refashioning of content;

16. the change of quantity into quality, and vice versa.®
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Vladimir [lyich understood dialectics itself in dialectical terms, After he had
analytically separated out the various aspects from a given whole, and condi-
tionally dismantled this whole, taking its aspects as isolated quantities, he
would then synthesize this analytical work and comprehend these
definitions as a single unity: “In short, dialectics can be defined as the doc-
trine of the unity of opposites. This is where the core of dialectics lies....”
(Philosephical Notebooks).3

Dialectical flexibility of thought, or more precisely, the flexibility of
dialectical thought, makes possible an adequate reflection of objective reali-
ty. As Lenin explained brilliantly in his polemic wath Struve, however, Marx-
ist objectivism is broader and deeper than bourgeois objectivism (to the
extent that the latter existed at all, it had the ephemeral existence of an ideo-
logical mayfly). Marxist objectivism is dialectical; it understands everything
historical in terms of movement and becoming; it captures “fleeting
moments,” transitions into oppaosites, contradictory tendencies, and so on.
Consequently, it sees not only the past, but because it reveals laws of
motion, looks also into the future. To use Marx’s caustic words, history
shows only its ¢ posteriori o the so-called “historicist school,” with its
apologetic for routinism, tradition, and antiquity; in contrast, Marxdst objec-
tivism grabs hold of the “sting™ of movement s well, and is therefore more
“real” and “objective” than the usual rational objectivism,

Dialectics is a science that objectively reflects the objective dialectics of
being, ontological dialectics. Ontological dialectics encompasses every-
thing, including the processes of thought. When we pose the question of
dialectics as art, are we not posing an absurd question? Are we not charging
pliysiology with the task of “demonstrating” how we need to digest food?

Thought can be viewed both as a process (a nervous-physiological one,
and in its other-being, as thought itseif, a psychological process), and from
the point of view of its logical makeup—that is, of the adequacy of its con-
cepts, as reflections, to that which they reflect, that is, to the object. The for-
mer always occurs dialectically, like any process of the universe. This does
not mean, however, that the logical structure of this process captures the
dialectics of reality, and accurately depicts it. If this were not so, there would
be no such thing as incorrect cognition, there would not be errors or distor-
tions, restricted forms of reasoning, or one-sided thought.

All these, however, are facts. 1 might engage in metaphysics with a seri-
ous belief in God and the Devil, but the flow of the corresponding associa-
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tions and the correlative nervous-physiological process involved will devel-
op in dialectical fashion. The link between the objective processes of being
and their “other-being,” the psychological side, is different from the link
between logical concepts in their relationship with what is being reflected.
Dialectics may therefore indicate how it is necessary to think (since thought
in its logical makeup can also be undialectical). Physiology does not teach
us that food should be digested physiologically, since the process of diges-
tion is always physiological, and there is no problem with this. Dialectics,
consequently, is both a method of thought and method of investigation.
Here there ig an element of 2 norm, and an element of art.

How, though, is the transition to practice to be carned out?

When we are concerned with technological processes, with the practice
of production or of scientific experiment, everything is simplified, since the
processes involved are isofated in one way or another. Theory provides
objective associations. Technology transfers them from the language of
necessity to the teleological language of laws and norms (the transition to
action). Laws directly guide the disposition of substances and forces in
accordance with a goal, coordinating everything with this goal, which is
anticipated as the result of the process. If all the actions have been per-
formed, and the result has not appeared, if the prediction has not been
borne out, and the goa! has not been achieved, this means that the practice
was “erroneous,” because the theoretical calculation was wrong; practice
tested out the theory, and rejected it. If, on the other hand, the results are as
predicted, “everything is in order.”

In social and political practice, things are much more difficult. Here we
are concerned not with an artificially isolated process (either in production
or in scientific experiment), but with a diverse and extremely complex
whole, with exceedingly intricate relationships that are by no means able to
be expressed in mathematical-numerical fashion, since here at every step
new qualitics are encountered. Society is characterized by extremely com-
plex relations between socialized individuals who themselves are very com-
plex products of nature, and all this flows and changes with extraordinary
speed. Apart from this, the subject here is a collective entity (a class) which
is itself a highly complex body, and itself has a specific structure (layers
within each class, parties, leaders, and so on). And all the while this subject
is itself contributing to every event. Its actions are constandy objectified;
thought is transformed into action, and action hardens into fact, becoming 2
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component element in a new constellation, and immediately turning into
something else. There is an endless multitude of contradictions, groups,
and shadings, the realm of the concrete in its gigantic diversity and tran-
sience. Hegel at one point notes that history is so concrete that governments
and peoples have never learned anything from it, since the conditions of
their actions have always been unique.

llyich as well agreed with this remark. (His interpretation of the “sub-
ject” is the complete opposite of the phrase about the “lessons of history™; it
is necessary, however, to take this position too as being relative, with a grain
of salt, and not to exaggerate it')} To act correctly, that is, successfully, is pos-
sible only “in accordance with the whole extent of the case involved,” that
is, according to the specific, concrete conjuncture. But how is the transition
to action mediated “according to the whole extent,” and so forth?

Abave all, it is necessary to know and understand this “whole extent.” In
order to do this, it is necessary to know how to think dialectically, that is, not
only to understand the doctrine of dialectics but also to know how to apply itin
the process of cognition. Here thought itself is viewed not only as an objective
process, inevitably conditional in nature, but also as a teleological one from the
point of view of its effectiveness, as the art of thinking dialectically. Theoretical-
ly understood reality can be understood correctly here only on a dialectical
basis. Under the conditions of production and experiment these very condi-
tions provide broad scope for the rational, and lend an ordinariness to thought,
since in these conditions a degree of simplification is already present. In the
process of theoretical cognition, however, nothing of the kind is present, and
only dialectical understanding can lead to thought having a correct result.
Through dialectical understanding, a correct representation of the conjunc-
ture, “of the whole extent of the case involved,” is obtained. To obtain such a
representation is an achievement of the great art of dialectics, of the art of
thought. The masterful, truly brilliant analyses of Lenin (including both analy-
ses of the whole epoch, for example, in The Development of Capitalism in Rus-
sia, Imperialism, and so forth, and of distinct, often profoundly dramatic con~
junctures, as for example in “The Crisis Has Matured™) are masterpieces of
scientific creativity, unsurpassed for their dialectical depth and acutely dynamic
structure, which impels the given constellation into the future.

Here too we find the dialectical transition to practice, that is, to a system
of norms in accordance with the “analysis” which is obtained, that is, ulti-
mately, in accordance with the real conjuncture. Consequently, we find the
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transition to the system of actions (of diverse character, including agitation-
al, propagandist, organizational, and directly military), and on the basis of
these, and choosing the moment (“in accordance with,” and so on), the tran-
sition to the actions themselves in their purposeful succession. It should not
be thought, however, that everything simply follows one after the other.
Action develops, but thought does not cease to function; new factors are
ceasclessly coming into play, and the conjuncture is constantly changing.
Complications, ruptures, unexpected elements, and so-called chance events
are constantly intruding. All the actions of the revolutionary subject itself
are objectivized. Even while “under way,” there 1s an imperative need for a
mental accounting, a cold analysis of new and changing objective relation-
ships, the translation of conclusions into the language of tactics, and the
transformation of all this into the impassioned activity of struggle,

Consequently, tactics and tactical action are also consonant with the
whole extent of the case set out above. Here we find the art of action. (Let us
recall Lenin “on insurrection a3 an art,” where he develops Manc’s brilliant
conceptions on this score.)}4

Here we have rational action, and its rationality lies in the fact that it is
connected with, even fused with, the rational (that is, dialectical) under-
standing of the whole situation. Dialectical being, dialectical thought, and
dialectical action are bound up with one another, and in this connection
they represent the unity of the process of social change, that 13, the socio-
political, in this case revolutionary, transformation of society,

Here it is appropriate to dwell once again on a problem analogous to the
one which we resolved while examining thought. Every historical process and
goal of action is dialectical as such, as part of the being and becoming of socie-
ty, in its twn making up part of nature, though also its dialectical opposite. This
does not mean, however, that every action corresponds to dialectical thinking
or is dialectical in its logical makeup. As we have seen, it is possible to think ina
restricted, formal manner, and on the basis of these limited (that is, one-sided
and hence wrong) reflections of reality, to formulate tactics and act accordingly.
In these circumstances errors, political errors, will be quite mevitable; they will
proceed from the mistzken positions with all the force of inevitability even in a
favorable political conjuncture, and in an unfavorable one may serve to doom
everything. Hence when we speak here of dialectical action, of dielectics as a
practical art and as material practice, we are speaking of the kind of politics
(“scientific politics™) that is inseparably fused with dialectical thought.
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In reality, there is no such thing as an abstraction of action; action “in
itself” does not exist. There are active people, but these at the same time are
thinking people; there iz a certain totality here. In reality, therefore, action is
inseparable from its goals; it is purposeful, rational action. The unity of this
rational principle, combining all its disparate aspects, is unity of leadership,
since we are concerned with the collective action of large masses. Dialectical
materialism applied to society is the historical materialism of Marx. It is not
a dogma, but a guide to action, since it provides a basis for the scientific pol-
itics of proletarian parties, parties of Communist revolution, Bolsheviks.

The above provides a relatively straightforward but nevertheless sub-
stantial solution to such questions as “dialectics in metallurgy,” “dialectics
in metal-forging,” and in the sewing on of buttons. Here, adepts of dialectics
have an undialectical understanding of dialectics itself. Dialectics does not
do away with or canccl out so-called formal logic and rational thought. For-
mal logic is present “in sublated form” within dialectical logic. Higher
mathematics does not by any means do away with algebra, just as algebra
does not do away with arithmetic, In everyday life, forma! logic has extreme-
ly wide applications. It is perfectly possible to see a knife and fork on a table
as “frozen” things rather than as processes, and it is quite sufficient to per-
ceive them in connection with your body and with food, without dragging
in any “universal associations” or transitions from on¥ to the other.

In the technological processes of production, as we noted above, a cer-
tain isolation is already present, a certain simplification of conditions, 2 con-
centration on the solitary, a tearing of one or several ultimate processes out
of the whole relationship of being, It is therefore comical to strike out formal
logic here, and to philosophize dialectically on a button or a steel ingot. But
1t is quite a different matter when we cross over to the “general,” to the
abstractly concrete; here, invoking dialectics is thoroughly apposite, and it is
formal, rational logic which is out of place. Our Jjudgments in such matters
must themselves be dialectically concrete and must correspond to the object
under scrutiny. This requires a true understanding of dialectics, not the
indiscriminate “application” of it, as a “universal master key,” which Engels
quite rightly protested against.

It does not, of course, follow from this that we exclude production from
the objects of dialectical investigation. Indeed, in all our work we are system-
atic in including production, technical equipment, and technological
processcs in the sphere of philosophy, dialectics, and the theory of cognition.
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It is not hard, however, to understand the difference; when we have to sew on
a button, the problem is reduced to the relationship between the jacket, the
needle, and the button, and not the universal relationship of the cosmos.
When the “metaphysician” in the well-known story falls into a hole, he is
thrown a rope, and proceeds to reason: “Rope—a humble form of cable.” He
prevents his escape from the hole, since the question as he poses it has noth-
ing to do with grabbing the rope and crawling out. But Home sapiens is, to
paraphrase Hegel in The Philosophy of Nature, “a universal, reasoning ani-
mal, that inhabits a far wider circle and reduces all objects to his own organic
nature (that is, turns them into objects of practical mastery—author), and
equally, into objects of his knowledge.™s

Potentially, a person “takes in™ the entire world. At a particular stage of
development and in the case of certain more general or supposedly “higher”
questions, this process of the broadening and deepening of practice and
cognition enters into conflict with formal logic and rational thought, and
here dialectics is indispensable. When we make judgments about practice
and theory and their interretationships, about practice in general, about pro-
duction and the changing of its form, about the history of technology and so
on, we cannot get by without dialectics. The broader and more profound
the question, the more insistent is the need for it to be dealt with in dialecti-
cal fashion. The more complex the action, the more urgent the need for the
art of dialectics, that is, for action directed by dialectical thought. In the field
of political action, this is brilliantly confirmed by the highly fruitful theory
and practice of the great founders of Communism and by those who are
continuing their work. In this way, the question of theoretical dialectics and
normative dialectics is resolved.

36

Science and Philosophy

The ancient thinker Aristotle said of science and philosophy: “All other sci-
ences ... are more requisite than philosophy, but none is more excellent.™ It
is time for us now to pose the question of the relationship between science
and philosophy.

As everyone knows, Marx and Engels waged 2 furious struggle against
“drunken speculation,” against the games of the self-developing Hegelian
idea, against the transformation of the real world into a world of abstrac-
tions, and against the cult of thought, when this tj'l—ought (within a system,
naturally) devoured the world. It is also well known that Marx and Engels
not only “preserved” the Hegelian dialectic, transforming it into a material-
ist dialectic, but also fought a bitter struggle against “vulgar empiricism” of
the British type, and against the unconcern shown by the great majority of
scientists for the topic of thought. Marx and Engels mocked at “creeping
empiricists,” “inductive asses,” and s0 on. At the same time, they vigorously
defended experimental science, showing not even a hint of the condescen-
cion that we often find in Hegel, sometimes in very sharp form, toward
“bugs, midges, and cockroaches,” toward the gathering of material and its
classification, and toward the broadening of even the minor sciences.

This position taken by our teachers [Marx and Engels} was thoroughly
justfied. The divorce from experiment and experimental data, from prac-
tice, from real contact with reality, and from all conceivable forms of histori-
cally accumulated and conserved experience—a divorce, that is, which
opens the way to so-called “pure speculation,” leading inevitably to idealism
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(according to Hegel, “substantial speculation” = “idealism” = [space left
blank in manuscript], in contrast to “miserable Lockeanism™)—represents
the pale ideclogical infirmity of humanity. On the other hand, the rejection
of broad and profound summarizing, of generalization, of the intellectual
processing of the data of experience, of the “universal,” is the narrow-mind-
edness of a specialized, hair-splitting scientific hack worker. Both the one
and the other represent antidialectical one-sidedness, which must be over-
come and which is overcome by Marx’s dialectical materialism.

This approach allows us to correctly pose and resolve the question of the
interrelationship of science and philosophy.

Even Hegel, for whom “nature is the idea in the form of its other-being,”
and for whom “nature estranged from the idea ... is merely a corpse™ (The
Philosophy of Nature), cannot deny that “we start from our sense-knowledge
of nature” and gather information on the diverse forms and laws of nature
(The Philosophy of Nature).?

Here, however, we also find implanted all the so-called a priori forms,
categories, and other bugaboos of idealist philosophy, as has already been
explained. Mediated knowledge is not the neutral gear of thought, the pro-
cessing of empirical data, but a historical and social process of cognition,
that is, cognition whose subjects are socialized and historically defined indi-
viduals, cognition in which both the object and the forms of the relationship
with the subject are historical.

This process, as we know, is divorced from practice. In the first place, it is
split up into separate sciences, and secondly, these sciences are becoming
increasingly divided. Because of the social structure, different branches of the
sciences are becoming specialized to the degree that all contact between
them is often lost. The rational principle (as opposed to the reasoning one) is
thus embodied here in the relationships themselves. Philosophy has always
tried to overcome this increasing narrowness, to bring together the whole
sum of knowledge, orienting itself toward the “universal.” Here, however, the
problem was that the thinkers themselves, as members of the ideological
estates, or professions, also imagined themselves to represent an isolated
branch of activity which had acquired the character of a “pure” intellectual
function; therefore, the task of making such a synthesis was not for their
shoulders. The Greeks, with a few exceptions, were remote from contempo-
rary experimental science (which was weakly developed) and from the rudi-
ments of engineering. Meanwhile, they despised the productive work of
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tradesmen, peasants, and slaves. Of the Greeks, the one who was best
acquainted with the natural sciences, and with the sciences of his time in
general, was the encyclopedic genius Aristotle; it was because of the breadth
of his learning that he contributed more to philosophy than anyone else. His
only equal in the modern era has been Hegel, who possessed one of the
great encyclopedic minds of the nineteenth century.

In the natural sciences, however, Hegel lagged behind Kant, and was of
course thousands of kilometers removed from material production and tech-
nology. Idealist philoscphy, as represented by its various Kantian branches, has
in recent times been oriented along the lines of high-flown ethical mumbo-
Jjurnbo, while on the other hand, philosophizing physicists have been closer to
mathematicg and its symbolism than to material labor with its goal of overcom-
ing the real resistance of matter. Meanwhile, the need for synthesis has by no
means disappeared, and under the planned economy of socialism, where the
plan itself is the synthesis, and all of society is an organized unity, the unity of
the sciences is something that flows directly from the “spirit of the times.”

Let us, however, eamine the problem more attentively and in a little more
detail. When we are considering dialectical thought, we see how this thought
moves from the first concrete through the analysis of-distinct aspects and the
separating-out of the general, and then rises by way of synthesis to the second
concrete. In the development of human cognition, the same process occurs ona
gigantic historical scale. The world, in its various disciplines and their subdivi-
sions—large, small, and minuscule—is cognized from various angles, in its dis-
tinct and to a certain degree mutually opposing forms. These forms have their
specific qualities, properties, and laws. But who or what will consider them in
relation to others? Who will analyze their transitions from one into another?
These “borderline” questions will knock directly on the door (physics and
chemistry, chemistry and biology, physical chemistry and chemical physics, the
“chemistry of the living organism,” and so on). It is true that there are disci-
plines of a relatively general character (for eéample, theoretical physics in gener-
al), and scientists who work in them, hut they rarely know much about biology,
not to spezk of social sciences such as sociology, linguistics, or history.

And yet questionss of the general laws of being, of types of relationships, of
the unity of the world, of transitions from one form into another, of the rela-
tions of subject and object, and s0 on, are now becoming especially crucial,
and thrust themselves forward from every field of specialization. Scientists can
now no longer maintain that all this is “metaphysics”; these matters are staring
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them in the face. In the past, specialists in “pure philosophy™ (most of them
real metaphysicians), divorced both from material labor and empirical science,
would often condescend to involve themselves in science, sometimes creating
monstrosities such as the “philosophy of nature.” (This does not, of course,
exclude the possibility of brilliant instances of guesswork, even in Schelling.)
Science itself can now no longer get by without resolving a series of general
questions and problems—-the “higher” problems of modern physics, chem-
istry, biology, mathematics, and so on. How can one resolve the controversies
between vitalists and Darwinists, and between mechano-Lamarckians and psy-
cho-Lamarckians in biology® Or the problems of the laws of macro- and
microstructure, of the discrete and continuous, and so forth, in physics? Or the
question of history and theory, of ideography and nomography'in the social
sciences? Or the problem of the “physical” and “psychical” in physiology and
psychology, and a whole series of other questions which are very important
from the point of view of the development of science, without the resolving of
broader and more general questions, that is, questions of philosophy?

It is not that anotber science, also taken in isolation {one that is “in
itself”) has to be set in place in the serles of existing specialized sciences,
distinguished from one another according to their object of study. To a
significant degree this used to be the case with philosophy, though not in
the absolute sense of the word “isolation,” since the isolation of different
functions was never—and could not be—absolute; here, the relative nature
of the corresponding statements should not be forgotten, Now, however,
when the whole historical epoch is moving toward a mighty synthesis (this
is occurring through struggle, the collapse of former socicties, catastrophes,
and ideological crises, but it is nevertheless occurring), it is necessary to
advance, with particular insistence, the idea of the synthesis of all theoretical
knowledge, and of a still more mighty synthesis of theory and practice.

What does this mean for philosophy?

Hegel at one point provides a wonderful formulation: “The empirical,
taken in its synthesis, is the speculative idea” (History of Philosophy, I1).3 We
shall not forget that “speculative” in this case means “dialectical™; we shall not
fear the word, knowing its meaning in this case, There you are! What we are
concerned with here is that in synthesizing cognition, the empirical cognition
of particular aspects and forms of being, we should synthesize them into a sin-
gle harmonious whole, moving toward the general, the Unsversum, with its
universal relationships and laws. This, however, also means moving toward
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philosophy, toward its highest and most modern form, the philosophy of
dialectical materialism. This is not 2 separate science “in itself” It reveals and
formulates the most general, universal, and profound laws and relationships,
and moreover, in their relationship with the particular and isolated. It includes
all sciences “in sublated form™ as “aspects” of it, and is not situated above
them, covering them like an external cap, an outward form.

Moreover, if the matenialist dialectic becomes the method of all sciences,
that is, if their methodological unity is established, then within each science,
1n any of its subdivisions, analogous relations appear, proceeding down-
wards, so to speak. Between the sciences, this philosophy establishes its
links and transitions, corresponding to the links and transitions which exist
in the real world. Figuratively speaking, dialectics then penetrates the whole
otganism of science, and this without doubt raises its vital tone sharply. The
union of this philosophy with practice does away once and for all with the
idealist fantasizing that grows on the soil of the divorce of intellectuat func-
tions and of their closing off “in themselves,” stripping off from the process
of thought its concrete, vital content.

Hegel at one point acknowledges (or lets the cat out of the bag):

We strive to know nature that really exists, and not something nonexistent. But
inatead of leaving nature =s it is, and taking it as it truly is, instead of perceiving it, we
transform it into uomethiﬁ,g quite different. Conceiving of objects, we thereby turn
them into something general, Things in reality are individual, and lions in general do
nat exist. (The Philasophy of Noture, i+

Bravo! The only thing is that in place of “we” throughout this passage, it is nec-
essary to substitute “we, idealist philosophers.” Materialist dialectics does not
dream of replacing the king of beasts with a generic concept, an “idea.” or of
treating nature as a corpse and taking an “idea” as the “truth” of nature, For the
materialist dialectic, therefore, such a lamentation is categorically unwarranted.
Experimenters in the natural sciences are often afraid of philosophy as
something “metaphysical.” In The Dialectics of Nature, however, Engels brl-
liantly formulated the observation that these brave souls are usually in thrall to
the waste matter of philosophical thought, since the issues and problems that
philosophy resolves cannot simply be dismissed with a wave of the hand. It is
an ostrich-like, head-in-the-sand attitude to consider that these questions do
not exist, a feshimonium paupertatis, a testimony to intellectual poverty, which
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does no credit to those who embrace it. In particular, many natural scientists
are fearful of the mysticism of Hegel, forgetting that it is not this side of his
work that is important. When some materialist-minded botanist or agronomist,
reading The Philosophy of Nature, comes upon such a piece of sententiousness
as the following, his or her hair will of course stand on end: “This preserving of
the sced in the earth is ... a mystical, magjcal action. It shows that the seed con-
tains secret powers which are still dormant. Truly, the grain is something even
higher than it appears in its immediate being....”!!s

All this mystical rubbish, of course, has to be discarded. But in the laws of
dialectics, interpreted in materialist fashion, there is not 50 much as an atom of
this mysticism. Here, in inverted and distorted form, Hegel sets out the real
content of being, its universal laws. It was no accident that Goethe wrote:
“observers of nature, however different their general thinking, agree uncondi-
tionally that everything that appears to us, presenting itself to us in the form of
phenomena, must display either a primary diremption or capacity for diremp-
tion, or else a primary unity that may become dirempton..,..

This is the same unity of opposites which Lenin rightly defined as the
essence of dialectics!

What is it that constitutes the proper object of dialectics? Everything, and at
the same time: 1) the general laws of being; 2) the general laws of thought; and 3)
the general laws of the interrelationship of subject and object. This means that
dialectics, logic, and the theory of cognition coincide. We repeat, however, that
the dialectic of materialism embraces everything. This is because its universal is
not the universal of formal logic, not an empty abstraction, but a ball from
which concrete content can be unravelled. Here, “in sublated form,” are all the
sciences. General laws of nature pass over into particular, specific ones, and
multiply; particular laws of nature encompass the individual. Everything is con-
nected into a single whole, but a whole that is diverse and multifaceted. At the
same time, this is not a hierarchy of fixed “values,” not a stairway of rigid higher
and lower quantities, but the kind of diversity in which the one passes into
another, eternally mohile and changing diversity, eternal transformation, disap-
pearance and birth, the appearance of the new and the perishing of the old, a
historical process. The supreme service rendered by Hegel was and remains the
fact that he made 2 magficent attexnpt to present the whole natural, historical,
and spiritual world as a process. This service, of which Engels speaks with grat-
itude, will remain forever to the credit of the great idealist philosopher.
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Evolution

The positive center of Hegel’s whole conception is thus his interpretation of
cverything as a process, This view blazed trails for itselfin extremely diverse
fields as a tendency toward universal historicism. Historically sclf-develop-
ing matter was already present in Kant (Universal Natural History and the
Theory of the Heavens); in Lamarck and Darwin in the field of biology (the
term “biology™ was coined almost simultancously by Lamarck and the Ger-
man Treviranius); also (before Darwin), in Goethe; in Lyell in geology; in
the “historicist school™ in the social sciences, and 50 on—all expressed the
new “spirit of the times” and in logical terms were opposed to the dry
rationalism of the Enlightenment. The social genesis here was relatively
diverse and complex, and the very meaning of “historicization” appeared in
different, often counterposed variants: from the rotten, conscrvative apolo-
getics of the “historicist school” to the liberating significance of Darwinism.

Here, however, we would wish, without relating the history of how the
relevant ideas developed, to dwell on a few central issues that are important
for understanding Marx’s historicism and the Marxist idea of “develop-
ment,” of “the Jaws of motion.”

In The Philosophy of Nature we read:

There are two conceptions of how certain forma are transformed into others: evolu-
tion and emanation. The evolutionary conception, according to which the initial
link ia imperfect and unformed, holds that at first there were moist and watery crea-

tures, and that from the watery anes there later arose plants, polyps, molluscs, and
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then fish. After this, land animals arose, and then, out of these animals, came
humanity.... The idea of the emanative course of change is characteristic of Eastern
viewpoints. This idea involves stages in a consistent deterioration. The initial stage
is perfection, absolute wholeness, God. Then come all the less perfect creations,

and finally, matter, a3 the “summit of evil™

Hegel considers both conceptions to be one-sided, but prefers the evolu-
tionary process of transformation of some forms into others, although he
does not share this conception, since for him, species do not pass over from
one into another, despite the “spirit” of dialectics.

For us, however, both of these dialectical opposites, and their unity as well,
are unacceptable. They are unacceptable because their motion is played out
on a distorted ideological plane, the plane of teleology. In fact, evolution is
taken here as the antithesis of emanation. In emanation, God, the beneficent
principle, reason, passes over dialectically into evil, sin, and matter. In evolu-
tion (as interpreted by Hegel!), by contrast, motion and the “transformation of
forms” begins from a figurative end, such as the ascent from the evil, imper-
fect, and unformed, to the good, to the increasingly perfect, to Aristotelian
“forms,” to the spirit, reason, and God. Any synthesis of these (illusory, meta-
physical, and false) oppositions will remain on the same plane of teleological
idealism, which is a potentialized distortion, since in this case idealism is
“multiplied” by teleology. Mysticism of the sort that was embraced, for exam-
ple, by Paracelsus, who recognized just as many material elements as there
were calculated to be principal virtues (!), appeared repeatedly, and later.2 For
example, the Swiss naturalist Charles Bonnet (1720-1793: Traité d'Insectologie
and Contemplation de la Nature) worked out a whole “scale of beings,” in
which everything was set out in ascending order, and where human beings
were followed by the ranks of angel, archangel, and God.3 It was no accident
that the caustic Voltaire, mocking this scheme and arguing that it embodied
“an idea more sublime than correct,” observed malevolently that it repro-
duced the hierarchy of the Catholic Church, that is, a feudal hierarchy (the
cunning savant saw something here!).

When applied to society, evolution and emanation (here we are speaking
continually of Hegel’s mterpretation of these concepts) corresponded to the
notion of the paradisiacal state, blessed and without sin, the condition of pri-
mal man, who fell into “sin” (here we find a progression from “paradise,” the
“golden age,” virtue, holiness, and bliss to sin, to an accursed existence, to evil
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and suffering, all of which corresponds to the concept of emanation). This is
on the one hand; on the other is the concept of movement toward “the king-
dom of god on earth,” to “the city of god,” to the golden age in the future. This
latter idea was expressed in various eschatalogical and chiliastic conceptions,
and then in the idea of “eternal improvement,” rational improvement accord-
ing to God’s plan; this corresponded to the concept of evolution,

Of course, we have to reject a limene such an interpretation of “evolu-
tion,” not to speak of “emanation.” We have already had done both with the-
ology and teleology, and to discuss this in detail makes absolutely no sense.

Let us now dwell on the antithesis put forward in Lenin’s well-known
fragment, The Question of Dialectics. Here Lenin speaks of two concep-
tions of development. The first assigns primary significance to the process
of increase or decline, that is, the principle of bare quantitative change. The
second gives primacy to the process of divarication of the whole. In the
first cage, self motivation remains in the shade, and the whole conception is
pale, dry, and lifeless. In the second, self-motivation is clearly present, and
we find leaps, interruptions to graduainess, the transformation of things
into their opposites, the destruction of the old and the rise of the new.
Here, therefore, the question of teleology is waved aside in advance (and
quite rightly), and an antithesis is put forward in which the rational-quant-
tative view is contrasted with the dialectical one.

The basic elements of dialectical change are to be found as far back as
Aristotle; it was no accident that Engels linked dialectics to the name of this
mighty Greek thinker. (The idea of transformation has played a particularly
great role in the philosophy of India, but examining this would take us too far
off the track; as a general thing, it should be noted that Hegel’s entire inter-
pretation of the philosopby of India, China, and so on is as far from the truth
as heaven is from earth. Al it embodies is arrogant, white-racist European
provincialism and ignorance of the topic, which, moreover, should not sur-
prise us.} For Aristotle, change presupposes a transition of opposites, one
into the other, and their *sublation” in unity. Aristotle further posits four
main categories of change: 1) from the angle of “what” (the nise and fall of a
particular essence); 2) from the angle of quality (the change of properties}; 3)
from the angle of quantity (increase and decline); 4) from the angle of
“where,” that i8, from the angle of place (movement in space). “Change itself
is the transition from that which exists in potential to that which exists in
reality” (Aristotle, Mefaphysics), that is, in other words, becoming. Aristotle’s
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conception is therefore much richer than the purely quantitative ones that
were later destined to play so great a role in both science and philosophy: all
the superionty of dialectics, even in undeveloped form, makes itself felt here.
The question of a dialectical or of a merely quantitative-rational under-

standing of the process of change also includes the question of the antithesis
between gradualness and change by leaps, between continuity and disconti-
nuity. This question has played and continues to play a very important role,
especially in the social sciences. The usual concept of evolution excludes
leaps, and the conservative enthusiasm of “the historicist school” was also
expressed in a belief in gradualness as a law of nature and of the entire world
(compare this with Leibniz, much earlier). It should be pointed out that the
geology of Lyell also developed as the antithesis to Cuvier (the “theory of
catastrophes™}, and in biology, gradualism and “slow changes” formed the
basis of all bases. In the social sciences, evolution was therefore interpreted as
the opposite of revolution, excluding this latter or declaring it to be “unnatu-
ral.” (Tt is precisely the category of the “unnatural” that might be of help here!)
Hegel's dialectics in its rational form was able to become the algebra of revolu-
tion, however, because it demonstrated the dialectical transition of quantity
into quality, of the continuous into the discontinuous, of gradual change into
leaps, and gave them dialectical umty, In The Science of Logic, Hegel wrote:

It is said that there are no leaps in nature ... the usual idea supposes ... that when
something experiences a rise or downfall, it is sufficient to imagine this as a gradual
emergence or disappearance. It has become clear, however, that in general the change
of being consists not only in the transition from one magnitude into another, but also
in the transition from the qualitative into the quantitative and vice versa, the rise of
something other, something different; in the interruption of gradualness, in a being
qualitatively different from that which has gone before.+

The dialectical interpretation of development thus includes both gradualness
and leaps, in their transition from one into another and in their unity. The real
lustorical process, whether m nature or in society, presupposes both pradual-
ness and leaps, and Saint-Simon already divided epochs into “organic” and
“critical.” Is it really the case that the history of the earth, its geological history,
has been without catastrophes, ice ages, earthquakes, “inundations,” the dis-
appearance of dry land beneath the sea, the vanishing of water, and so forth?
Is it true that the universe does not know the collision of planets and stars with
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one another? Has human society not witnessed the downfall of whole civiliza-
tions? Has it not known wars and revolutions? Of course, we look closely at
Darwin’s theory of natural selection. Does it, despite the gradualness of evolu-
tion, really exclude leaps? Let us take the appearance of the adaptive feature,
the concrete peculiarity, which selection “seizes upon.” This peculiarity
appears “by chance”; Darwin’s law is a law of selection, necessity that
includes fortuity. But how does it occur, the appearance of such a feature? As a
mutation, that is, a leap. Furthermore, the process of selection includes strug-
gle. When, for example, a war between ants takes place, and one ant colony
destrays another, is this not a leap? And so on to infinity.

The recognition and theoretical generalization of these factors obliges us
to interpret the process of change as a dialectical process, that is, as a process
that unites in a higher unity the continuous and discontinuous, quantity and
quality, gradualness and leaps. Development, as Marxists understand it, is not
the bourgeois “pure evolution™; the Marxian concept is broader, richer, more
full-blooded, and more truthful, since it better corresponds to objective reality,
reflecting this reality in incomparably more truthful fashion.

As we saw much earlier, the process of evolution is not at all straightfor-
ward; it includes advances and retreats, circular and spiral movements, peri-
ods of stagnation, and destruction. The movement of the world as a whole is
indifferent to “good,” however lamentable this might be to idealists and to
religious believers thirsting for supernatural consolation and reassurance.
The unity of the world does not consist in the unity of its “purpose,” nor in
the single “world law” of an all-wise creator (Hegel), but in the mutual inte-
relatedness of all the world’s aspects, in its materiality developing the end-
less diversity of its properties, including thought, which poses goals. Vital
sensation, interest, and so forth are present in life itself and in its necessities,
not beyond the bounds of nature and life. Punctum.

From this, there also follows the narrowness of the positivist doctrine of
uninterrupted progress. When, for example, Auguste Comte in his Sociology
goes to great lengths to show that 2 general progress continues without
interruption throughout the whole realm of the living, starting with simple
plants and the most primitive animals, and extending to humanity, whose
“social evolution™ in reality forms only its “concluding link,” the truth is
mixed with the most vulgar oversimplification. Humanity is in fact a link in
the chain of natural evolution. Social development is indeed an element of
development in geaeral, just as all organic development is an aspect of the
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historical process of nature. The idea that progress is uninterrupted, howev-
er, is false. So too is the idea of universal progress. Comte sees neither inter-
ruptions, nor destruction, nor a descending line of development. This is a
one-sided point of view. On the other hand, Manx’s position that real move-
ment includes spirals, circles, regressions, and halts should not be taken as
cause for skepticism concerning the present. Here the question relates to the
concretely historical conditions of social development (we are speaking in
this case of society). Everything hangs on the fact that socialism is now win-
ning its fight, and will frec progress from the hobbles which decaying capi-
talism has placed upon it. The whole character of the situation rules out a
return to the initial positions, and arguments by analogy with Rome,
Greece, and so forth (see Spengler) are fruitless, superficial, primitive, and
untrue. The dialectics through which immoderate worshippers of the god of
progress and gloomy pessimists are transformed is itself rooted in the hope-
less position not of humanity, but of capitalism. “That is the question.”

Hypotheses concerning a tendency toward a general world stasis (see,
for example, Joseph Petzoldw: The Picture of the World from the Point of
View of Positivism) are merely hypotheses, against which a thousand and
one arguments can be marshaled; they should not in any way be taken seri-
ously.8 This is not a general, correct “picture of the world,” since it reveals
no opposing tendencies; it is one-sided, and therefore unacceptable.

The whole world is thus understood as a historical process of change, of
the transformation of its diverse forms. Inorganic nature is already in itself
diverse, and develops numerous gualitics and properties that pass over from
one into another. It “gives birth™ historically to organic nature, concerning
which Ernst Haeckel wrote in Natiirliche Schopfungsgeschichte, summariz-
ing his basic views as follows:

The unity of active causes in organic and inorganic nature; the ultimate basis of these
causes in the chemical and physical properties of matter; the absence of a special life
force or of any organic final cause {that is, entelechy—Author}; the origin of all organ-
isms in a few extremely simple initial forms or primary creatures, which arose out of
inorganic substances through primary self-generation; the connected flow of the
entire history of the earth, the lack of any new or forced overturnings, and in general,
the impossibility of conceiving of any miracle, of any supernatura] interference in the

natural course of development of matter.?
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We know how to dialectically understand “bases™ and the unity of natural
laws, and Haeckel in this case does not show a real fullness and precision of
dialectical thought. The basis he provides, however, is correct. Let us con-
tinue: the organic world, in its “final” earthly link, is transformed into think-
ing humanity, a herd of which becomes society. Society is both an antagonist
of nature and a part of nature, by no means torn out of its general natural
relationships. Along with everything else, it is subject to a single natural
necessity; like everything in the world, it develops dialectically. Within it,
the laws of physics, chemistry, biology, and physiology are laws of relation-
ship, but in a transformed, sublated manner it also has its own specific laws,
which make up an “aspect” in the universal relationship of nature, and
which are a specific manifestation of necessity. Such are the laws of social
development. (We explored the dialectica of necessity and teleology earlier.)
The whole world is changing historically, and the ancient Heraclitus was
correct with his well-known saying: “Everything flows.”

Finally, it is impossible not to recall once again Werner Sombart (Prole-
tarische Sozialismus), who argues that the concept of dialectics in Marx’s theo-
ry of development i3 nonsensical. Hegel, according to Sombart, is concerned
with contradiction and emanation, and Marx with real opposition. Hegel is
said to deal with the contradictory, and Marx with the concrete; Marxists, Som-
bart maintains, confuse these in “school-pupil” fashion. As we said earlier, the
only thing that is correct here is the assertion that Hegel is concerned with the
movement of ideas, and Marx with real movement. All the rest is indeed child-
ish rubbish. In the first place, Hegel is opposed to the emanative interpretation;
second, Hegel’s works also contain contradiction and opposition; third, in
Hegel’s dialectics contradiction is nothing other than the opposition of an
object to itself, that is, the negation of the absolute law of identity as posited by
formal logic; fourth, dialectical unity is precisely the unity of opposites. And so
on. This gentleman too, this weathercock, is still uttering imprecations! But
such are the representatives of modern bourgeois scholarship.
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Theory and History

Failure to understand dialectics has played, and continues to play, a major
role in the theory of science where discussion of the guestion of theory and
history is concerned. There is a doctrine which in a number of variar.lts
counterposes theory and history as absolute opposites, refusing to recognize
the transition from one to the other or their dialectical unity. It is particular-
ly interesting to pose this issue now, after we have unraveled the questions of
historicism, evolution, and so forth.

The special “honor” of having erected the barricade between theory and
history belongs to Heinrich Rickert.! Particularly in his work Limifs of the
Natural-Scientific Formation of Ideas, this author advanced roughly the fol-
lowing basic concepts: in tbe natural sciences, where everything repeats
itself, what is involved is seizing upon the general, the typical, that which is
characteristic of the many; here the method of science is “typifying” and
“generalizing.” In the “sciences of the spirit,” by contrast, nothing repeats
itself, and everything is individual, distinctive, and concrete; here it is only
possible to speak of an individualizing method. There is a fundamental dif-
ference between the sciences of nature and the sciences of the spirit, and
their structures and methods are quite heterogeneous. O, to use the termi-
nology of Windelband, there are sciences {of nature) that are “nomothetc”
{they dcduce laws), and sciences that are “ideographic,” that is, descriptive
(they describe the concrete course of cvents).

Aleksandr Chuprov the younger, in his once-celebrated Notes on the The-
ory of Statistics, delved still more deeply into this opposition, but took it not
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in terms of a fandamental division into sciences of “nature” and of “the spir-
it,” but in another respect. Together with a number of mathematical statisti-
cians, including a prominent German scholar, Bortkiewicz, he put forward
the argument that the “individual” is differentiated not by some special
property as its necessary feature, but by its presence in a particular place
and a particular time.3 If, for example, there are before us two (imaginary)
completely identical eggs, and if we consciously keep watch on them, we
will always distinguish between them, that is, individualize them, since at a
given time they always occupy different places, and cannot be in one and the
same place at the same time. From this, the conclusion is drawn that indi-
vidualization is linked with a particular time and a particular method, with
position in a system of temporal and spatial coordinates. From this in turn
comes the division of knowledge into two great branches: nomographic
knowledge, which derives conclusions, that is, something independent of
time and place (“eternal laws”); and ideographic knowledge, which i linked
with time and with place simultaneously (the history of such-and-such a
country in such-and-such a period, the population statistics of such-and-
such a country in a particular time, and so on). Ideography is just as neces-
sary and useful as nomography; it is merely a different form of knowledge.

Finally, it should be mentioned that in political economy the light hand of
Raodbertns {(by way of Tugan-Baranovsky and others) implanted a terminology
that describes as “logical” categories of such an order as the means of produc-
tion (capital in the “logical” sense), and as “historical” the sort of categories
that are typical only of one type of economy, or at any rate, not of all types. 4

Standing in opposition to all this is Marx’s argument {in The German
Ideology) to the effect that in essence there is only one science, that of histo-
ry, which is divided into the history of nature and the history of society.
Indeed, if everything is located in the historical process of change, and if
general, universal movement is therefore a historical process, it is not sur-
prising that the reflection of this movement should depict this process.

Here, undoubtedly, there is a major problem of knowledge, How is it to
be resolved?

We shall begin by examining a few preliminary questions.

First, about “laws” and “facts.” Are there “facts,” that is, things and
processes, that are outside law, that is, interconnection and relationship? No.
We know very well that everything concrete is linked to the abstract, the indi-
vidual with the universal, the one with another, with something different. We
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know that “things-in-themselves,” without any relationship to anything else,
are an empty abstraction, pure nothingness; that relationship and intercon-
nection, that is, law, are immanent to things and processes. Meanwhile, do
laws, interconnections, and the universal lie outside “fact,” that is, outside the
individual, outside things and processes? Of course not; “relationship™ and
“interconnection,” outside of that which is related to and connected with, are
also completely empty, contentless abstractions, “nothingness.” Law, connec-
tion, and relationship are not something that stands alongside thangs and
processes or hangs above them; they are not a special “force” or “factor” that
directs things and processes, but a form of being of those things and process-
es. Connections and relationships may be more profound and broad or less
80, but they never exist “in themselves”; they cannot be transformed into a
sort of special reality, existing in itself and located on a higher level than
things. Such an idea, which is frequently encountered, is merely a refined
variant of the animist interpretation of the world.
Second, about motion and rest. The latter has to be regarded simply as a
particular instance of motion, as an “aspect” of it. In fact, everything is in
constant, eternal motion. From this it follows that not only society but also
nature and the world as a whole are in a state of historical transformation, of
historical motion. There is therefore no truth in the initial premise of Rick-
ert’s philosophy, that in nature everything repeats itzelf, while in society
nothing does. Here there are merely different scales invelved. Is it truc,.for
example, that the earth does not have its own history? Do not its geologlt.:al
ages constitute distinct historical periods? Do we not find here, at every his-
torical step, the new, the concrete, the peculiar, the specific? Of course we
do. The state of the earth as a molten mass, and its present state, which has
been formed historically, are not one and the same. (See Kant: Universal
History and Theory of the Heavens.) Geology is historical through alnd
through. And hiology? What does the entire theory of biological evolution
represent® Do we not see here the formalion of ever new species and forms?
Are we not concerned here with those “unique,” “concrete,” “distinctive”
aspects of which Rickert talks? If it is objected that what appears here is .t}fe
“particular,” and not the “individual,” it should he pointed out that here it 1s
also possible to proceed to the individual, and that things are precisely the
same here as in gociety. The “particular™—“means of production,” “fornza-
tions,” and the “individual”—consists of even more fractional links and rela-
tions between people in the course of the historical process.
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Third, both in nature and in society there exist the individual, the partic-
ular, and the universal. Both in nature and in society we find that which can-
not be repeated, and that which can. If, for example, we have a historic
change of periods on the earth, this is a change of epochs of which each has
its own individuality. However, the process of cooling of the earth “repeats”
the process of cooling of the moon; the process of cooling of Mars “repeats”
the process of cooling of the earth, and so on. Here, the “universal, or gener-
al” manifests itself. The same appears in history; social structures such as
feudalism or capitalism are encountered in different countries, and the
“phases of development,” with all their individual peculiarities, have a gen-
eral essence. Individual peculiarities? Yes! But these exist in nature as well.
The moon is not identcal to the earth, the earth is not identical to Mars,
and so on. It follows that from this point of view as well, Rickert’s theory
collapses. But let us continve. Rickert's conception clearly holds that “laws
of nature are eternal,” while history, of its own nature, is something perish-
able and transient. Associated with this is the idea that the sciences of nature
are also the embodiment of theory, of nomographic knowledge. The eternal
creative work of history is a different matter; here everything is correlated
with “values” and “cultural values.” In this manner, teleology creeps in.

Let us examine the question of laws from this angle as well. Law is a nec-
essary relationship; if there are A, B, C, a, and b, then there is X (or, X is
coming into existence). Here, we shall not dwell on the various types of
necessity (functional dependency, causality, and so forth}, since in the pres-
ent case this makes no difference; what is important is the necessary rela-
tionship. If, therefore, the first half of a formula exists, the second half neces-
sarily exists as well, This is true in every instance. Here, however, it emerges
that such “eternity” apphies also to arty soctal law, for example, to the law of
centralization of capital. We shall formulate this law as follows: if there is
competition between capitalists, that is, aspects A, B, C,a,and b, then large
capitalists will outstrip small ones, and we shall see the onset of X {the fact
of centralization). Wherever and whenever the groups of conditions and
causes corresponding to the first half of the formula manifest themselves, X
will invariably follow. In other words, a historical, socio-historical law is in
this sense “eternal,” and “independent” of time and place. This, however, is
an abstract way of posing the question. In reality, the conditions and causes
(the first half of the formula) are associated with place and time; they are his-
torical, even though the time scales may be vast and the historicity may
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escape our notice. As we have seen, the law which states that bodies expand
when heated is transformed into its opposite in astrophysics, under the con-
ditions of enormous temperatures and pressures. This means that an “eter-
nal” law of physics is in fact historical, and is associated with place and time,
since it is linked with the presence of thoroughly specific conditions. His-
torically speaking, the law of compression of bodies (a historical law} is
replaced by the law of the expansion of bodies at increased temperatures
(that is, by another historical law). But since under the conditions to which
we are accustomed, that is, the usual human scale, such “history” may seem
practically nonexistent (that is, does not enter into consciousness, and is not
reflected, although an objective process is present), the illusion is created
that laws of nature are eternal, in the sense of being ahistorical, while only
the fleeting laws of history, of human history, have a historical character.

In essence, the absolute opposition of theory and history also rests on this
illusion. Since we cannot yet write the history of the universe, and its histon-
cal laws appear “cternal,” this is the field of theory par excellence. Meanwhile,
from everything we have said above there also flows the relatvity of this
opposition. The universal dizlectical process is itself universal and absolute.
Hence the eternal nature of the law of motion as such, and of the general laws
of this motion which are apprehended to the extent our cognition allows,
such as the law of necessity and the law of dialectics. As we have seen, how-
ever, historicity is already entering into play in physics. The laws of the
organic world are historical. But since the organic world exists over a pro-
longed period, it is possible to draw out its general laws. This is theory. This
theory, however, is historical. Where do organic processes take place? On
earth. When? In those epochs when life on earth has been possible. Conse-
quently, nomography is linked here with both place and time, but with place
and time on such scales that they are not felt as aspects of history, though
they are accorded more recognition than the law of the expansion of bodies,
since the earth is “closer” than the stars, and the history of the earth is, 50 to
speak, more perceptible to human consciousness as presently developed.

Since biology as a whole proceeds from the general through the particu-
lar to the individual, it develops into history (let us say, the history of
species). Theory, however, is historical, and history is theoretical. Theory is
historical, since it embraces the historical span of being (that historical
“moment” when organic life exists on earth at all); theory therefore is itself

an “aspect” of a more universal history.

THEORY AND HISTORY
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To take another approach, history is theoretical because it is not simply a
pile, an aggregate of “facts in themselves,” but includes associations, connec-
tions, and laws. As a field of knowledge, let us take political economy. Marx’s
Capital is a model of theoretical investigation; it opened up an epoch in the
social sciences, and even sworn enemies do not deny, cannot deny, its theo-
retical power and substance. Capital is not the same thing as the history of
capitalist relations in all its concreteness. However, it is historical to the very
marrow of its bones. All its categories are historical through and through, and
consciously so; such are the categories of the commodity, money, value, sur-
plus value, capital, profit, rent, interest, and so on, Marx set out to reveal the
“laws of motion” of capitalism as a particular, specifically historical phase in
the development of human society. Ultimately, all the motion of categories in
his works is historical, for example, the motion of the commodity, of money,
of capital, and so forth. As a result, theory in this case is historical.

If, however, we apply Marx’s theory to elaborating the history of capital-
ism in, let us say, Britain or the United States, this history will be theoretical.
The laws of capitalism are linked both with place and with time (they are
laws of capitalism, that is, of a temporary phenomenon). In the history of
capitalism, however, both place and time are perceived in termns of different
scales, in different fashion, since here there is a transition from the general
via the particular to the individual, the unfolding of the whole (coherent}
picture of the process of becoming in its concrete fullness, a picture which,
where theory is concerned, is present only in nuce, in undeveloped form, i

potentia, or in Greek, dynamis.

Max Weber, one of the most outstanding of the scholars whom the bour-
geoisie managed to produce in—we shall not say its final period, but merely its
penultimate period—attempted to create “ideal types” for the social sciences.
These, however, were no more than idealistically embellished and distorted
copies of Marx’s “social formations.” Marx came up with a brilliant solution to
the problem, since he approached it dialectically, while the living spirit of
dialectics has long since flown from the ideologists of the bourgeoisie.

The question of the relationship between theory and history is thus
resolved.

The conception developed by Rickert, of which we spoke earlier, and
which posits an absolute opposition between “the sciences of nature” and
“the sciences of the spirit,” sets out to prove that the laws of history are fun-
damentally different from those of nature. Here we find the creative activity
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of the unreproduced, the new, the individual, which does not exist in
nature; here is the creative spirit of humanity, and therefore, what is involved
18 quite different. The selection of facts of which history speaks-is now selec-
tion according to particular criteria; importance is assigned to that which
has “cultural value,” in other words, that to which value is related as a teleo-
logical aspect. In this new teleological conception (now, in fact, it is quite
old—how time flies!), which has given birth to a whole mountain of argu-
ments about the social sciences as “goal-directed sciences,” we see only a
variation on the same leitmotif: society is torn out of the universal relation-
ship of nature. For all the clamor about history, society is not understood as
a historical aspect of historically changing nature, but is perceived outside of
this relationship. There is no mention of the dialectical relationship between
society and nature. Nor is there even a hint of the dialectical relationship
between necessity and teleology. There is no talk of the fact that “cultural
values,” as a teleological element, are themselves manifestations of social
necessity, which in turn is a specifically social expression of a more general,
natural necessity. Everything moves in restricted, small-scale dimensions
and relationships. This narrow-mindedness and obtuseness, this one-sided
reasoning, cannot act as the basis for genuine philosophical constructs.
Here, the question can only be resolved by materalist dialectics, which pro-
vides an accurate reflection of the objective dialectics of historical being,

39

The Social Ideal

Marx once noted that the proletariat was incapable of realizing ideals. In
observing this, he was not of course renouncing socialism or the positive
assessment he made of it from all points of view, economic, cultural, “spiri-
tual,” and so on; this is shown by the whole range of his works. His formula-
tion was intended to demarcate him in the sharpest and most decisive fash-
ion from “moral,” “ethical,” and all other types of extra-historical windbag-
gery, which, for example, in the form of so-called “true socialism,” preaching
a universal sentimental love (“the socialism of old women™) in a context of
intensified class strggle, could lead only to the corruption, weakening, and
disorganization of genuine stmggles for the real cause,

Marx approaches the question objectively and historically. His method
is objective not in the fashion of bourgeois objectivism, which is oblivious
to trends leading to the future, but in a broader manner, that i8, more objec-
tively than commonplace objectivism, Furthermore, Marx’s method is
objective not in the sense that the subject slides out of view, but in the
sense of revealing, including in subjective-teleological fashion, the neces-
sary as historically formulated. This dialectics, as the highest vantage point,
is beyond the comprehension both of bourgeois scholars and of the ideo-
logues of petty-bourgeois socialism. Whole seas of ink have been expended
in efforts to transform Marx either into a fatalist, or into an individual with
two personas, or into a doctrinaire utopian and prophet who, in the man-
ner of the Hebrew prophets, preaches a new “soteriology,” a new doctrine
of “salvation” (Sombart and company).
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thought, and sometimes atheism of the Sophists, Plato in his Republic affixed
the iron fetter of “the universal” “the idea,” “God.” On individualism, on dis-
integrating social relationships, he imposed the structures of a well-thought-
out slave-owning political conception. “The main idea that lies at the basis of
Plato’s Republic.” writes Hegel, “... is the idea that the moral, on the whole,
has the character of substantiality, and consequently, is fixed as divine.” Here,
individuals have to act “spontaneously out of respect and goodwill for the
state institutions.” that is, the state of the slaveholders.

The aims of this state are served by Plato’s constitution, with its three
estates, its oligarchy of rulers and warriors, its enthralment of artisans and
others, its savage exploitation of slaves, its conscious perpetuation of class-
es (in the guise of “estates™), its collective property ownership by the slave-
holders (not social property—that is something quitc different!), its distri-
bution of “virtues” among the estates (to the third estate, the toilers, there
falls the virtue of ... moderation, of control over desires and passions!), its
raising of children within class frameworks, its suppression of any individ-
uality or group freedom, from political freedom to freedom of copulation
(in the language of Hegel, this is termed “exclusion of the principle of sub-
jectivity”). The forces of development (and decay} of ancient society never
followed these lines, and the “ideal” was never realized. Such is the irony of
history, however, that Plato's criticism of private propezty has made his
Republic the source of ideas, or more accurately, a source of corroboration
for ideas from quite different times and of quite different historical “mean-
ings” (for example, Thomas More’s Utopia).

The medieval peasant utopias, the ideals of artisans and apprentices, are
without philosophical sigpificance, since for the most part they rest direcdy
and immediately on “holy writ.” Their practical and political significance,
however, was enormous. They embodied the hopes and interests of huge
masses, and served as the ideological banner for a vast peasant war that
raged over marry years in a series of countries. The various “sects” and ten-
dencies (Taborites, Moravian Brethren, Hutterites, Bogomils, Cathari, and

30 on) were in essence different political factions of the toiling masses, and
their leaders, such as the executed Thomas Muntzer, Jan van Leiden, and
others, deserve to be recalled with gratitude by the humanity of our day as
it struggles for its liberation. This is despite Lassalle’s assessment of the
peasant wars, an assessment that derives from the same source as Lassalle’s
flirtation with Bismarck,
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The utopia of the great martyr Campanella bore the features of antichro-
matist and anticapitalist idealization of the monastery, along with features of
the theocratic ideal and of exaltation of the Catholic hierarchy (although this
aspect was present even in the utopia written by the author of Gargantua,
Rabelais, whose carnal appetites are well known). But another chord was
already sounding in Campanella’s work. We should not forget that Cam-
panella knew Thomas More, and that the author of Ufopiz had an extremely
powerful influcnce on him. Nor should we forget that Campanella way an
Italian of the early seventeenth century, that Italy was the first home of capi-
talism, and that the author of The Gity of the Sun himself directly scourges
the rulers and voices indignation at the exploitation suffered by the Neapoli-
tan workers. (The latter “exhaust themselves with backbreaking toil, while
the idle die of sloth, of miserliness, of disease and dissipation,” and so forth.)
Here, as with More, labor is placed at the head of the table of values. At the
same time, everything is directed by the “Father-Metaphysician,” the incar-
nation of all knowledge (later, Kant would imagine himself to be just such a
“Father-Metaphysician,” though naturally he did not express it in this way!),
with three assistants: Wisdom, Love, and Might. Meanwhile, everything such
as food, clothing, love, and so on is decisively regulated: “The procreation of
children is a matter for the republic,” and “Love,” as one of the triumvirate,
“is specially concerned with everything that affects the procreation of chil-
dren, that is, its purpose is that the sexual union should always yield the very
best issue.” Despite this, Campanella’s work has many very interesting
aspects (in the area of rewards for success in competition, in the field of ped-
agogics, and so forth). This is one of the first swallows of utopian socialism;
in it, quite heterogeneous aspects are oddly intertwined.

Before Campanella, however, there lived in Italy the author of the Dis-
courses and The Prince, Niccolo Machiavelli. He too had an ideal, but it was
by no means utopian; on the contrary, here everything was constructed on
the basis of a cold, sober calculation of strengths and means, on the pitiless
unmasking and cynical exploitation of cynical relationships, on the com-
plete rejection of any and all morality, We are talking about the ideal of the
trading-commerctal bourgeoisie of the Italian states in the sixteenth century,
during the epoch of so-called “feudal reaction,” when Italy was splintered
into a multitude of principalities. Machiavelli sets forth a sober class analy-
sis, understanding that people are motivated by interests (especially proper-
ty, robba, and honor, since honors, onert, are linked with state power); that
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society is divided into classes (dissunione); and that within it there are “two
different aspirations™ (wmert diversi), one of them popular, and the other
that of the upper classes.

Machiavelli provides a quite extracrdinary analysis of the uprising of the
ciompt (the first workers’ revolt) in his History of Florence, and a summary of
norms of hehavior in The Prince and the Discourses, works which are unn-
valled among their kind. The moral-political side is expressed with com-
plete frankness in the following passage from the Discourses: “When it is a
question of saving the homeland, all considerations of wbat is just or unjust,
merciful or cruel, praiseworthy or shameful, must be discarded. It 18 neces-
sary to forget everything, and to act only in such a way that the existence of
the homeland should be saved, and that its freedom should remain intact.”
In The Prince, advice is given on this score that justifics any treachery and
any crime for the sake of this goal. The prince is advised to be a “fox” and a
“lion” (chapter XVIII}, to deceive, to lie, to dissemble, to resort to the dag-
ger, and so forth. This “normative” section is wonderfully reminiscent of the
ancient esoteric Indian collections prepared for the instruction of future
rulers (compare, for example, the collection Armachastra). It is echoed, in
more refined form, in recently published literature on reasons of state.

In Machiavelli, however, what is valuahle 15 the analytical part, and it was
no accident that Marx regarded this political thinker highly, As for the norm
“the end justifies the means,” it is inexpedient for broad movements and
durable conquests, since those it destabilizes are first and foremost those
who apply it. This is a generalization of the practice of cliques and cotenies,
in a musty, confined atmosphere. It is expediency for political mayflies, in
conditions of political leap-frog. If Hegel in his Philosophy of History

“approved” of The Prince, he spoke of the specific conditions of the age, and
of the position of the forces which Machiavelli represented. Machiavelli
called for reprisals against the “plebeians,” that is, the common people, in the
name of the interests of the so-called “people,” that is, the bourgeoisie. His
ideal was that of the dictatorship precisely of this class; his homeland was the
homeland of the commercial-industrial bourgeoisie, uniting Italy in struggle
against the feudalists, and holding the plebeians in a grip of iron.

The sodal ideal of the time of the French Revolution was the incamnation of
the ratiopalist utopia: the “natural order” and “social contract” of Rousseau;
“freedom, equality, and fraternity™; the thesis according to which the “free play
of forces™ yields the best result. If we take the words, concepts, and slogans seri-
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ously, that is, if we interpret them according to their literal meaning, then all this
turned out to be an ideological myth. Behind this, however, was concealed a
real, serious content: freedom for exploitation, freedom of competition, formal
democratic equality before the law, freedom from all sorts of feudal encum-
brances and fetters, formal independence for the commodity producer, for the
new, bourgeois “economic actor,” and so forth. This was the real content of the
“social ideal” of the bourgeoisie, which cleaned out the Augean stables of feu-
dalism using the hands of the petty bourgeois-plebeian Jacohin dictatorship.

The bourgeoisie conquered power, capitalism cleared paths for itself,
and its own internal contradictions began to unfold. Its abysses gaped, the
growth of wealth and poverty, crises, the polarization of classes. The first
ideological breath of the young, still unformed proletariat was utopian
socialigm. Saint-Simon and Fourier, especially the latter, developed brilliant
critiques of capitalism and had truly prophetic insights. Utopian socialism,
however, did not see the paths of development, the real motive forces. Its
constructs hing in the air; its tactics (if one can speak of them at all) were
powerless, and Fourier’s appeal to the strong of the world was fantastic and
pitiable. Nevertheless, the services the utopian socialists performed are
immortal. The members of this current voiced a criticism of capitalism, and
put forward socialism, even if in immature form, as a goal.

Marx and Engels approached the question quite differently. Afier describ-
ing materialist dialectics and formulating the basic features of historical mate-
rialism, Marx went on in Capital to lay bare, with exceptional scientific
scrupulousness, the characteristic “laws of motion” of spontaneously devel-
oping capitalist society. This work reaffirmed what had already been revealed
in The Communisi Mantfesto, corroborating it with all the fullness of scien-
tific argument. The historical tendencies of capitalism werc explained, and
its necessity was recognized; the conditions that determine the will of classes
were revealed. The inevitable crash of capitalism was predicted, along with
the transition through revolution to the dictatorship of the proletariat and the
subsequent movement toward communism. It is a fact that some decades ago
the words “capitalism” and “proletariat™ were still laughed at. It is a fact that
thousands and thousands of times people “disproved” the theory of the con-
centration and centralization of capital, the theory of criscs, of the impover-
ishment of the masses, and of the growth in the contradictions of capitalism
in general. It is a fact that people mocked the “prophecy™ of the dictatorship
of the proletariat, and so on. Nevertheless, all this was vindicated. Life and
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practice totally confirmed theory. Marx foresaw the events a hundred years in
advance: just read The Communist Manifesto today. This was scientific clair-
voyance! For Marx, the “ideal” was a conclusion derived from scientific
analysis, and all of Marx’s strategy, tactics, and organization of forces, like
those of Lenin and Stalin in later times, always and everywhere rested, and
continue to rest, on a scientific study of the epoch, the period, the moment.
The approach to the “ideal” is historical, concrete, and dialectical. It is of
course rubbish to argue that for Marx, socialism was a static absolute; social-
ism develops in the direction of communism, while communism develops,
and does not stand still {(we have already noted this in the analysis of the
question of freedom and necessity). The movement always has a far-reaching
purpose; it is profoundly principled. The concrete attributes of this gual,
however, are revealed historically, and in exactly the same way, “every step of
real movement” appears as a historical criterion.

All this is remote from the non-Marxist ways of posing the question. In this
respect, there is a vast guif between utopian socialism and the scientific com-
munism of Marx. Here, for example, we find the positivist socialism of the
author of “subjective sociology,” Pyotr Laviov (From the History of Social
Doctrines).5 Consider what scientific “laws of sociology” Lavrov advances:

L. “... A healthy society is one in which cooperation and not exploitation pre-
vails.” A thoroughly respectable truth! But is this really a law of develop-
ment? [5 there even a grain of science here? Even a trace of historicity? This
is an empty, abstract phrase, that could simply be put as follows: exploita-
tion is bad. Period. If there is anything else here, it is something childish, to
wit: all forms of society apart from primitive communism are declared to be
sick, abnormal, and unhealthy. So, was the movement out of primitive com-
munism progressive or not? Evidently it was not. So, does that mean
humanity should have remained in its savage state? And this is a “law™!

2. “At people’s present-day level of development, a healthy society is one
that is making progress with constructing its forms, and is not resting
content with a particular set of habits.” (This is Lavrov’s “third real law
of sociology.”) Well, what are we to say about this? In the first place,
what present-day “people” is Lavrov talking about? The abstraction
“people” bere is empty and meaningless, If we take the law as a whole,
then if we think about it, it runs as follows: a healthy, that is, a good soci-

ety, is one that progresses, that is, in which everything goes forward, that
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is, well. A wonderfully rich law! Or, it is better to go forward than to
mark time. Another “law™

3. “Only through approximating to the methods of scientific criticism is it

possible to provide real guidance for the reconstructing of social forms
by way of reform or (!) revolution manifesting itself as healthy social
development.” (This 18 the “new law of socialism.”) In order to act well,
it is necessary to base oneself on scientific criticism. An eminently wise
position. ls it perhaps necessary to base oneself on the scientific criticism
that gave rise to the first two “laws™?

4. “The guiding princple for the reconstruction of social forms and for the
social activity of the individual can only be the real elementary needs of the
person in the harmonious development, subordination, 2nd coordination
of these needs."4 This is the very height of wisdom! It is necessary to satis-
fy real needs—a truly brilliant discovery! But why only elementary needs?
And what sort of person is this who serves as a scientific measuring stick?
What is the “subordination” of these needs all about, if the needs are
already elementary? And what sort of “law of scientific sociology™ is this,
when it expresses only the empty, formal, general rule that it 15 good to eat,
sleep, and so forth, to read newspapers (or is this no longer elementary)?

Lavrov, nevertheless, is the head of a whole scbool, a current—he is a
renowned scholar, a man of great erudition! We have dwelt on him, the more
clearly to set off the whole difference between Marx’s approach to the prob-
lem and that of others.

But enough of bothering with these others, especially since this is all in
times past. Where the question of social ideals is concerned, the modern
world provides us with a comical picture. At the dawn of capitalist develop-
ment, the bourgeoisie had a social system, while the proletariat had only
constructed utopias. Now, the proletariat already has a system, while the
bourgeoisie, in the process of losing its decaying system, “without faith in
itself,” “an accursed old man,” as Marx once called it, occupies itself with
producing utopias of “planned capitalism.” But alas, here there are no
longer any leaps of the inte]lect, no originality, no prospects. Fascism strenu-
ously projects its state-capitalist barracks as a “socialism™ headed hy capital-
ists, and secks its social ideal behind and not before, in the past and not the
future, as if life in the past had not already blown these “ideals” into
smithereens. Organizing all the bestial ideas and forces of the past, fascism
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dreams of conquering the world, of releasing the energy of hundreds of mil-
lions! Such is the development of the historic epoch of the real growth of
socialism, and of the downfall of doomed capitalism, as it sinks into utopia.

Socialism, however, is moving forward. Its productive forces, planned
organization, and material culture are growing. The gulf between the city
and the countryside is being filled in, as is another gulf, the one between
mental and physical labor. Millions of people are improving their living
standards at great speed, raising their level of technical culture, broadening
their spiritual horizons, developing their human capacities, becoming famil-
iar with science and art, and engaging in scientific and artistic creation. Peo-
ple are educating their wills, their characters, and their creative passions;
they are strengthening their bodies and ridding them of disease, creating
new families, working and thinking. At the same time, the organized charac-
ter of the whole, that is, of socialist society, is growing, and with each day
ever new conditions are established for still richer development in the
future. Freedom of development—the most valuable freedom—has for the
first time in history become a fact for many millions of people.

40

Lenin as a Philosopher

Lenin was a genius of the class struggle. But the class struggle, as defined by
Engels, is an economic, political, and theoretical struggle. The class strug-
gle, as revolutionary practice, as scientific revolutionary practice, also pre-
supposes theoretical cognition. Thoroughly attuned to Marx, and uniting
theory and practice, Lenin was a great master of the dialectic as science, and
of the dialectic as art; his thought and action were equally consummate.
Because of thus, Lenin defined his epoch, just as this epoch defined him,
was embodied in him, and found in him its eloguent mouthpiece.

What did Lenin bring that was new to the development of philosophical
thought in general, and of Marxist philosophical thought in particular? Lenin
stepped onto the philosophical field for the first time with his book Material-
istm and Emptriocriticism. The circumstances of the time are well known: the
period of reaction that followed the defeat of the December uprising [of 1905].
There was a massive exodus of the intelligentsia from the revolutionary move-
ment, It was an age of ideological confusion, “spiritual reaction,” religious
quests, and eroticism. Sections of the Marxists were showing enthusiasm for
“modem philosophy,” for positivist agnosticism and “realism”™—thal is, the
idealism of Mach—for Avenarius, for pragmatisin, and even for “god-build-
ing.” In those conditions, Lenin’s book was like a peal of the tocsin, gathering
an army around a banner, the banner of dialectical materialism,

"T'he logical center of the problem was the issuc of the reality of the exter-
nal world. What Lenin brought to this debate that was new was the fact that
he solved the problem on the basis of modern natural science, principally

969
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physics, which was experiencing a crisis while at the same time being preg-
nant with great discoveries. After the time of Kant, who worked long and
hard in the field of the natural sciences, and after the collapse of the so-
called “philosophy of nature.” theoretical natural science parted ways with
philosophy. The empiriocritical current, however, and above all Ernst
Mach, again stimulated interest in the natural sciences among philosophers.
So-called “physical idealism” grew under the guise of overcoming “meta-
physics,” to which sphere materialism was also banished. Lenin did not
attack the Kantans so much as the empiriocritics and, for the first time in
Marxist literature, seriously addressed the philosophical questions of theo-
retical natural science; this was the first ime, because there had not been
any major Marxist works on these topics since Anfi-Diihring. That marvel-
lous work by Engels, The Dialectics of Nature, was not published by the
philistines of German Social Democracy, and lay in the archives.!

The mighty materialist Plekhanov, who fought victoriously against the
influence of Kant in Social Democratic circles, did not occupy himself at all
with questions of natural science. Meanwhile, those who did address these
questions crossed over to the positions of empiriocriticism. Lenin was thus
the only Marxist to speak out against empiriocriticism (and in the process,
against all forms of idealism and agnosticism) on the basis of the general
conclusions of theoretical natural science. We have already seen, in 2 special
chapter, who it was in this debate that was correct.

All the subsequent development of physics and chemistry has brilliantly
vindicated Lenin, showing the correctness of dialectical materialism on the
fundamental questions at issue. Experimental practice and the development
of theoretical physics have proven the real existence of the atom, of elec-
trons, and so forth. The greatest service rendered by Lenin, a genuine scien-
tific-philosophical exploit, was the defeat he dealt to the basic positions of
physical idealism, the victorious battle he waged to affirm the existence of
the material world. At first distributed mainly by underground workers of
the then Social Democratic movement, Materialism and Empiriocriticism
bas now, many years later, become known worldwide. Leading lights of the-
oretical physics, such as Max Planck, and such outstanding empirical physi-
cists as Philippe Frank, have been obliged to define their positions in rela-
tion to Lenin; we are not speaking bere of Russian physicists, who have all
gone through the cleansing fire of Leninist criticism. Lenin’s books have
now become the center of gravity for all materialist physicists. This is a fact,
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and one of enormous significance. The worldwide impact of Materialism
and Emprriocriticism is indisputable. Here Lenin appears as a thinker, turn-
ing over a new page in the history of philosophical thought, while Marxism
has been enriched internaily, developing its cognitive power,

Dialectical materialism appears in Lenin’s book with the stress on material-
ism. It would, however, be wrong to suppose that the dialectical aspect is weak-
ly represeated here, although Lenin in his Philosophical Notebooks does not
distinguish himself from those Marxists who took issue with the empiriocritics
“rather in the fashion of Buchner.” Is not the question of relative and absolute
truth resolved in this book in brilliantly dialectical fashion? Is not the relativity
of relativism itself demonstrated dialectically? Does Lenin not make a dialecti-
cal transition from one opposition to another? Cognition, as an infinite
process, is superbly depicted here in its dialectical movement. In sum, within
the bounds of the question of the reality of the external world and of its cogniz-
ability, Lenin in particular develops, poses, and argues the following issues:

1. The reality of the external world. What is new here is above all the link
with theoretical physics, and the posing and resolving of the correspon-
ding questions,

2. The question of matter. Matter in the philosophical and scientific senses,
examined in their unity and interrelationship.

3. The theory of reflection, Here, Lenin made a huge leap forward. It could
be said that, on the basis of all the conquests of science, he advanced the
theory of reflection as formulated by Engels. An important point was his
analysis and refutation of Plekhanov’s Kantianism-embellished “theory
of hieroglyphs.”

4. The doctrine of truth. A brilliant analysis of the question of relative and
absolute truth. A new question, and a new resolution of it: on the rela-
tion between the criteria of truth; the criterion of correspondence with
reality, the criterion of the practical, and the criterion of the “economic.”

This was the first time that the question of the reality of the external world,
of the very existence of the objective, had been posed with suchb force in
Marxist literature. This was understandable, since the founders of Marxism,
Marx himself and Engels, were obliged to do battle with objective idealism,
with the idealism of Hegel, which was an adversary even of the subjectivism
of Kant (“cvil idealism™), although Kant had recognized the existence of the
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external world as consisting of “things-in-themselves.” Marx and Engels had
to overthrow the “ideal” structure of objective being, translating it into the
material, rather than showing the absurdity of denying existence itself.
Lenin, on the other hand, was obliged to wage a victorious struggle against
subjective idealism, gravitating toward solipsism, If Kantian idealism was
“evil,” this idealism was positively vile.

Consequently, Lenin’s achievement in working through the question of the
reality of the external world and the materiality of its substance, a feat achieved
on the basis of and in relation to the complex problems of theoretical natural
science, was a massive step forward for theoretical physics, for philosophy in
general, and for the philosophy of Marxism, that is, for dialectical materalism,
in particular. Lenin had to rebury all the corpses, beginning with Berkeley and
Hume, and after thoroughly routing subjective idealism and solipsism, to shift
practice onto the scene as a direct breakthrough into the sphere of objective
being, of the objective world. There is no need to mention the convincing
force of the arguments, the erudition, the revolutionary ardor, and the
supreme cognitive optimism of the works of Viadimir Ilyich; in these respects
Materialism and Empiriocriticism is an enormously gratifying “human docu-
ment,” an expression of the clags which the late teacher led so brlliantly.

The second pole of Lenin’s philosophical thought is his famous Phile-
sophical Notebooks, published after his death. These notebooks are not an
integral work; they consist of marginal notes, remarks, commentaries, sepa-
rate fragments, and running notes of thoughts en lisant Hege! {as Lenin him-
self puts it; that js, “while reading Hegel”—and principally Hegel). Here one
should not look for a connected, finished exposition, for systematized ideas.
Nevertheless, this is the laboratory of Lenin’s thought, its intimate side, its
holy of holies, its esoteric essence, right through to self-criticism, Because of
this, the notebooks are exceptionally valuable, fresh, and interesting; Lenin’s
“spirit” is revealed in its full force.

Above all, it should be noted that if in Materialism and Empiriocriticism
Marxism appears as dialectical materialism, in the Philosophical Notebooks
it appears as diglectical materialism. There, the stress is on materialism;
here, on dialectics. Hence a pair of well-known aphorisms:

1. Plekhanov eriticizes Kantianism {and agnosticism in general} more from the vulgar-
materialist than from the dialectical materialist point of view, since he rejects Kantian
reasoning only a limine; he does not correct this thinking {(as Hegel corrected Kant),
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deepening, broadening, and generalizing it, showing the connection and transitions
between any and all concepts.

2. Manxiets (in the early twentieth century) have criticized Kantians and Humists more
in the spirit of Feuerbach {and Buchner) than in that of Hegel.2

Elsewhere in the Notebooks, Lenin reproaches Plekhanov for the fact that,
while writing a great deal on philosophy, Plekhanov failed to develop the ideas
of Hegel’s “Great Logic™ {that is, The Science of Logic). And 30 on. These cur-
sory remarks {including the “aphorisin™ that no one understood Capital com-
pletely, since no one understood dialectics) throw light on the gigantic impor-
tance that Lenin assigned to dialectics. Marx, as is well known, intended to
prepare a short summary of the rational elements of Hegelian dialectics, but
did not succeed in doing this. Engels in An#i-Diikring affirmed dialectics in its
most general features, and developed it through examples. In The Dialectics of
Nature, we sec a brilliant application of dialectics to natural science. Lenin
was the first to pravide a full iaterialist interpretation of dialectics.

As we have already indicated, Lenin understood dialectics itself in
dialectical fashion, through analysis revealing its various sides and combin-
ing them synthetically into a single, diverse concept. Lenin took from Hegel
everything that could and should have been taken concerning dialectics as
such. It would, of course, be school-pupil pedantry to argue that the sixteen
paragraphs of Lenin’s definitions should be maintained in the same quantity
and the same order for all time—that would be to understand neither the
meaning nor the character of Lenin’s notes. It cannot be denied, however,
that all the important aspects, facets, and features of dizlectics as a science
are brilliantly captured here, captured in their interrelationships and in such
a way that their cognitive significance is brought out. Also brilliantly under-
stood and expounded are the ontological and methodclogical sides of
dialectics. You feel directly its profoundly vital significance; that which
Hegel in his idealistic interpretation formulates as an obscure game of
abstract concepts, here in Lenin’s work pulsates with the thythm of diverse
and contradictory reality, moving in oppositions, with all its “transitions and
modulations.” The corresponding universal “flexibility of concepts” acts as
a natural methodological demand, without the fulfillment of which cogni-
tion 18 impoverished, restricted, and pale.

The theory of reflection develaped by Lenin in Materialism and Empéreo-
eriticism is subjected to further refinement, in particular from the point of view



374 PHILOSOPHICAL ARABESQUES

of dialectics. This is not the place to set out Lenin’s position again; we have
done that throughout the present work. It 1s necessary, however, 1o stress how
Lenin interpreted mediated knowledge, appeararnce, as a process, as a transi-
tion to ever more profound “essences,” and to more and more broad and gen-
eral associations. It is also necessary to stress his treatment of the general, the
individual, and the particular; to stress that for Lenin reflection is the sum total
of laws, a scientific picture of the world, and not simple phenomenology in the
spirit of naive realism; to stress the dialectical transition which Lenin makes
from sensations to thought, and so forth. Lenin’s theory of reflection is far from
being elementary and naive, a simple mirror. Here, the Philosophical Notebooks
provide enormously rich material for anyone able to read and think.

Lenin’s position on the diversity of types of real relationships as aspects of
the universal relationship of things and processes, rather than as mere causali-
ty, we consider exceptionally novel and important. None of the other Marxists
has managed this. Lenin states this position for the first time, and its whole
significance does not immediately become evident. It is fraught with extraor-
dinary consequences; it provides a new means of overcoming the narrowness,
one-sidedness, and restricted character of mechanistic materialism, with its
one and only type of causative relationship, mechanistic cause and effect.
Lenin does not sacrifice a single drop of monism, and does not fall mto any
kind of pluralism. The category of necessity, and the universality of dialectical
laws, are manifestations of the unity of natural laws, and the difference
between types of relationship is a manifestation of the diversity in this unity.
This represents a truly dialectical understanding of the universal relationship.

In and of itself, this position of Lenin constitutes a gigantic step forward. It
immediately connects dialectics with such fields as, for example, mathematics,
that stambling block for causality; it opens the way for a more subtle and cor-
rect posing of the question of the physical and the psychological (a most
important question for all of philosophy!); it provides the possibility of finding
rational solutions to a numbser of questions of modern theoretical physics, and
so on. Here Lenin achieves a complete overturn and enormously enriches the
philesophy of Marxisrn; it is necessary only to understand this Leninist posi-
tion in all ita depth, in all its theoretical significance. For any theoretical natn-
ral science and mathematics, this is a real contribution, and together with it, an
extremely valuable contribution to the philosaphy of dialectical materialism.

In the Philosophical Notebaoks, Lenin also develops the Marxist position
on the theoretical-cognitive significance of practice, technology, and so

LENIN A5 A PHILOSOPHEER 375

forth. This position, formulated in outline by Marx in The German Ideology
(which Lenin could not have known, since it was published only afier his
death) and in the Theses on Feuerbach, was developed by Engels in dnti-
Diihring. In an idealist and antidialectical manner, it was developed by
Alexander Bogdanov and the supporters of pragmatism.3 Strange as it might
seem, orthodox Marxists dealt with this topic in rather superficial fashion.
Lenin was the first to pose the question in both materialist and dialectical
fashion simultaneously, that is, in all its philosophical depth. Technology in
the theory of cognition—heavens above, what vulgarity! In Lenin’s work,
however, this is an eminently thought-out theoretical idea, not something
casual, or a pretentious flourish., The more we follow the path of the
unification of theory and practice, the more clearly the reality and efficacy of
this way of posing the question will appear before us.

The connection with practice also extended throughout the whole range
of Lenin’s activity and thought, since for him the dialectics of thought
passed over into the dialectics of action, into the practice of the revolution-
ary overturn and of the socialist transformation of the world. Lenin was the
living embodiment of the unity of intellect and will, of theory and practice,
cognition and action. In his work, the doctrine of the subject of cognition
was augmented by the study of the subject of action, and no one else worked
out in such remarkable, concrete fashion the theory of the proletanat as the
subject of the revolutionary process. His dialectics passed over, through
dialectically worked-out strategy and practice, to the dialectics of action,
always intelligently conceived and successfully realized, bniliant in its scope,
its principled charactey, its concreteness, and its complete adequacy to the
given circumstances. That is, of course, a special topic, and this is not the
place to elaborate on it. However, it is important to stress the unity of theory
and practice, the unity in the leadership that ensured the proletariat such
brilliant victories in complex and difficult circumstances.

To the lot of Lenin’s genius there fell the epoch of the transition to
socialism, and he embodied this turbulent epoch with its powerful dynam-
ics. Standing in the way of the proletariat were conditions that had to he
burst through, elements that had to be understood and overcome, and spon-
taneous forces that had to be organized. Under the leadership of Lenin, a
mighty dialectical materialist and the supreme master of dialectical action,
the victorious revolution of the proletariat brilliantly fulfilled its numerous
and daunting tasks. Bolshevism grew into a world force, and Marxism-
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Leninism into the worldwide ideology of hundreds of millions of toiling
people; it became the official doctrine, the ideological side and world view
of the new world, the world ol socialism. Lenin did not live long enough to
see the final solving of the most important question of the revolution: “Who
will defeat whom?” While he was alive, socialism was only a “sector” of the
economy. Elemental, anarchic forces remained strong in the economy and
society. There was still a great deal that had not been subordinated to the
socialist rationality of the plan,

Society had not yet been transformed into a teleclogical unity, in which
necessity passed over directly into teleology. The preconditions for this,
however, had already been established. The empty babbling about the
“rrelevance™ of philosophy for practice, the jabbering of the philisiines and
hack workers of thought and of mental vacuity, had been overcome. The
genius of Lenin shone brightly. The epoch, however, creates the people it
requires, and in Lenin's place, the new stage of history brought forth Stalin,
at the center of whose thought and action has been the next great histortcal
transition, when under his leadership, socialism has been victorious forever.

All of the major vital functions have been synthesized in the victorious
completion of the great Stalinist five-year plans; theory has been combined
with practice on an entire, gigantic social scale, and in every cell of the social
organism. New questions of world significance are ripening, questions of the
worldwide victory of socialism and of its youthful culture, full of the joy of life.

November 7-8, 1937, the twentieth anniversary of the great victory
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1969), p. 824.

10 Karl Marx, Contribution to the Crifique of Political Economy (Chicago: Charles H.
Kerr, 1904), pp- 293-204.

CHAPTER 23

1 Max Scheler (18741928}, German philosopher, played an important role in the early
development of phenomenology. The work to which Bukharin refers was published in
English translation as Problems of a Soctology of Knowledge (Boston: Roudedge &
Kegan Paul, 1980).

2 Sallust’s “On the Catiline Conspiracy™ was written in 67 B.C.

9 “There is no land without a lord" and “Money has no master.”

CHAPTER 24

1 Bukharin drew this information from N.L. Konrad, “Ocherk yaponskoy istorii 8
drevneiyshikh vremen do ‘revolyutsii Meydzi’ * (Sketch of Japanese history
from ancient times to the “Meifi revolution™), in Yapeniya ( Japan), ed. Y. Zhukov and
A. Rozen (Moscow, 1934)-

2  “Japhetic” is a term once used for the Indo-European language family; the
term is derived from the Old Testament, which gives Japheth as the name
of one of Noah’s sons.

3 The Slavophiles were a group of nineteenth-century Russian writers who
glorified the unique Russian and Orthodox heritage, arguing that it was superior to
Western rationalism.

4 Alfred Rosenberg (1893-1946), Nazi ideologue and leading theorist of racial
difference for the Nazis.

5 TLudwig Woltmann (1871- 1907}, German fociclogist.

6 Semyon Lyudvigochich Frank (1877-1950), Russian religious thinker, exiled from

the Soviet Union in 1g32.

o nw

NOTES 38g
CHAPTER 25

1 Georg Simmel {1858-1918), German philosopher and sociologist.

2 Bukharin is apparently quoting here from a work by Theodor Lessing, possibly the
same Exropa urd Asren that he quoted from in Chapter 14 above.

3 Pavel Ivanovich Melnikov-Perchersky (1816-83), Russian historian and ethnographer,
G. W. F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1977), Pp- 4-6-

5 The source of this quotation has not been located.

CHAPTER 26

1 Spinoza called substance a cause sui—a “cause of itself”
2 G.W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of Natwre, trans. M. ]. Petry, vol. 3 (London:
George Allen and Unwin, 1970}, p. 180.

CHAPTER 27

1 Bukharin may be mistaken in attributing the phrase “man is a tool-making animal™ to
Benjamin Franklin. The phrase was used by Thomas Carlyle.

2 G.W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, trans. E. S. Haldane and F. H.
Simson, vol. 2 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995), p. 235.

3 G.W.F. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, trans. M. J. Petry, vol. 3 (London: George Allen
and Unwin, 1970}, p- 24.

4 Hegel, Lectures on History of Philosophy, vol. 2, p. 10

CHAPTER 29

1 William Petty (1628-87), Eoglish government official, ofien regarded as the
founder of economics in Britain,

2  Engels’s letter to Mehring is in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Basic Writings
om Politics and Philosophy, ed. Lewis Feuer (New York, 1957), p. 408.

CHAPTER 30

1 G.W.F Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, trans. E. 5. Haldane and F. H.
Simson, vol. 2 {Lincoln: University of Nehraska Press, 1905), p. 149.
2 Ibid., p.150.
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CHAPTER §1

G Ut e W

Friedrich Engels, Anti-Dithring: Her Eugen Diikring’s Revolution in Scence, trans.
E. Burns (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1962), p. 159.

V. 1. Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 38 {Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1961}, p. 208.
This passage has not been found in the work cited.

Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 38, p. 361.

Ibid., p. 273.

This is the only instance in this book where Bukharin himself states that he

is quoting from memory. There are numerous cases when his quotation

does not actually match the original text or the existing Russian translation.

But this instance suggests that he was generally concerned to reproduce
faithfully the statements and ideas of athers.

CHAPTER 32

S W s ta

V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 38 (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1961), p. 279

G. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, trans. E. S. Haldane and F. H.
Simson, vol. 1 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995), pp. 407, 425.

Hegel, Lectures on the History of Fhilosophy, vol. t, p. 375.

This passage has not been found in the work cited.

Cf. Hegel, Lecturass on History of Philosophy, vol. 2, p. 274,

True Mirror of Youtk, a book of instructions for youth of the Russain court nobility,
was first published in 1715, at the initiative of Tsar Peter the Great.

CHAPTER 33

See Chapter 15 above.

G. W_F. Hegel, Philosophy of Right, trans, T. M. Knox. (New York:

Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 28.

Bukharin quotes from the Russian translation of Kuno Fischer's history of modern
philosophy, Isterita Novet filosofit (St. Petersburg: 1gog), vol. 8, pp. 196-197.
No English translation is available,

Ugryum-Burcheyev was a character in Saltykov-Shchedrin’s satire, “A Story
of a Certain City.”

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Basic Wivtings on Politics and Phifosophy,
ed, Lewis Feuer (New York: Anchor Books, 1959), p. 200-201.

Ibid., pp. 201-202.

NOTES 391

7

G. W. F. Hegel, Sctence of Logic, trans. A. V, Miller {New York: Humanities Press,
1969}, p. 50.

8§ Engels to Friedrich Albert Lange, March 29,1865, in Marx and Engels, Compleie
Works (New York: International Publishers, 1987), vol. 42, p. 138.

g Inancient Greek, noein is “to think,” roesis is “thinking,” and reur is “mind”™—i.e.,
that which thinks.

10 Hegel, Sasmce of Logic, p. 843.

1i  The source of this quotation has not been located.

12 G.W.F. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, trans. M. J. Petry, vol. 1 (London:

George Allen and Unwin, 1970), p. 212.

13 Ibid,,vol. 1, p. 196.

14 J. P. Eckermann, Conversations with Gocthe (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1g30), p. 141.

15 The source of this quotation has not been located.

16 G.W. F. Hegel, The Logic: Being Fart One of the Encyclopacdin
of the Philosophical Sciences (1830), trans. W. Wallace (New York:

Oxford University Press, 1975), p- 171

17 The source of this quotation has not been located.

18 There may be an error in the Russian text in Bukharin’s summary of the so-called
“antological proof of the existence of God,” cither in the transcription of
Bukharin’s handwriting or a typographical error in the printing of the Russian book.,
Where ssvremennoe (“contemporary; present”) appears, the word apparently should
have been sovershennoe (“perfect™), A more correct rendering of this passage
into English would then he: “...gince God is thought of as perfection, 2nd since
perfection necessarily has the predicate of being, therefore, God exists.”

19 This quotation is not from Hegel’s Phenemenclogy of Spirit, as Bukharin believed.
It is to be found in his Encyclopaedia Logic, pp. 272-273.

20 Bukharin quotes from the Russian transtation of Fisher’s work, vol, 8, p. 24.

No English translation is available.

21 G. W. F. Hegel, Pkenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1977), p- 493-

22 No English translation is available.

CHAPTER 34

1 Bukharin quotes from volume 10 of a Russian translation of Goethe's Worts,
published in 1937. No English translation has been located.

2 Latin, “all determination is negation.”
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17

18

19

20

21

a2

23

25
26

There is no single passage in the text cited that corresponds to Bukharin's quotation.
There are similar formulations to be found in G. W. F. Hege!, Science of Logic, trans.
A. V. Miller (New York: Humanities Press, 1969), pp- 136, 142, 149. Bukharin

may have been paraphrasing these.

Cf. Hegel, Science of Logic, p. 149. Bukharin may have added his own paraphrase to
the quotation.

Haller's poem is quoted by Hegel in Scignce of Logi-, p. 230. Bukharin quotes it

in the German.

Hegel, Seience of Logic, p. 373

Ihid., p. 389.

Ibid., p. 391.

Ibid., p. 439.

ibid., p. 466.

Ibid., p. 448.

Ibid., p. 452.

Ibid., p. 486.

Ibid., p. 503.

Ibid., p. 528.

Hegel, G. W, F. Hegel, Philosophy of Right, trans. T, M. Knox (New York:

Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 28.

This appears 1o be Bukharin’s paraphrase of several formulations in Hegel,

Science of Lagic, pp. 554-557-

G. W. F. Hegel, The Logic: Being Part One of the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical
Sciences (1830), trans, W. Wallace (New York: Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 217;
cf. Hegel, Science of Logic, tr. Miller, p. 56g.

Hegel, Encyclopaedia Logic, p. 220; cf. Hegel, Science of Logic, pp. 577-578.

These are the German terms for the general, the particular, and the individual.
Hegel, Science of Logic, p. 664,

Cf. Hegel, Eneyclopaedia Logic, tr. Wallace, p, 282. Bukharin’s quotation may
include some paraphrase.

Ibid., p. 28g.

Ihid., p. 29s.

Johann Plenge’s Marx und Hegel was published in Tiibingen, Germany, in 1911.
Karl Diehl {1864-1943), German econontist.

No information is available on the author Jostock. It is possible that this name

has been mistranscribed.
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CHAPTER 35

—

b R

This quotation could not be located in the work cited.

V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 38 {Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1961}, pp. 221-223.
Ibid.

Bukharin refers to Lenin’s “Marxism and Insurrection: Letter to the Central Commit-
tee of the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party (Bolshevik),” September 1g17.

The quotation could not be located in the wark cited. There are similar formulations
in G. W_F. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, trans. M. J. Petry, vol. 1 (Londoen: George
Allen and Unwin, 1570), p. 219, and in G, W. F. Hegel, The Logic: Being Part One of
the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences (1830}, trans. W. Wallace (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 281.

CHAPTER 36

= T L I N T

Bukharin takes this quotation from Aristotle from G. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the
History of Philosophy, trans. E. 5. Haldane and F. H. Simson, vol. 2 (Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 1995), p. 196.

G. W.F. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, trans. M. ]. Petry, vol. 1 (London:

George Allen and Unrwin, 1970}, pp. 197, 205, 207.

Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, vol. 2, p. 133,

Hegel, Philvsaphy of Nature, vol. 1, p. 198.

Ibid., vol. 3, p. 68.

The source of this quotation has not been located.

CHAPTER 37

1

-~ W\ o W

G. W. F. Hegel, Philasophy of Nature, trans. M, J. Petry, vol. 1 (London:

George Allen and Unwin, 1970}, pp. 213-814.

Paracelsus (Thephrastus Bombastus von Hohenheim, 1493-1541),

Swiss-German physician and natural scientist, responsible for innavations

in the preparation of med:cines.

Charles Bonnet (1720-93), Swiss naturalist and philosopher.

Hegel, Philosophy of Nature, vol. 1, p. 214.

The phrase from Hamlet is written in English in Bukharin’s manuscript.

Joseph Petzold (1862-1929), German philusupher and supporter of enspiriocriticism.
Emst Haeckel (1834-1919), German biologist, philosopher, and supporter of Darwin’s

theory of evolution. The quotation could not be located in the work cited,
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CHAPTER §8

1 Heinrich Rickert (1863-1936}, German philosopher, founder of the Heidelberg school
of neo-Kantianism. His book Diz Grenzen der naturwissenschafilichen Begriffsbildung
was published in 18g6-1go=.

2 Aleksandr Chuprov (1874-1926), Russian statistician. The work cited by Bukharin was
published in 190g.

3 Wiladislaw Bortkiewicz (1868-1g93t), economist and statistician, professor at Berlin
University, 1g01-31.

4 Johann Karl Rodbertus (1805-75), German economist and historian; Mikhail
Ivanovich Tugan-Baranovsky {(1865-1919), Russian economist and historian,

proponent of “legal Marxism™ who later supported capitalism.

CHAPTER 3§

1 Cf V.1 Lenin, “Philosophical Notchaoks,” in Collected Works, vol. 58 {Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1961), pp. 281-282.

2 G. W.F. Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosobhy, trans. E. 8. Haldane and F. H.
Simson (Lincoln: University of Nehraska Press, igg5), vol. 1, p. g8,

3 Pyotr Lavrovich Lavrov (1823-1900), Russian philosopher and essayist; one of the
leading ideclogists of the Narodnik movement of the 1860s.

4 The quotations are from Lavrov's work [z {storid solsial'nykh uchenti (From the

history of secial doctrines), Moscow, 1919, pp. 57-60.

CHAPTER 40

1 Engels’s Dialectics of Nature, edited by the Soviet Marxiat scholar David Ryazanov,
was first published in full, in both German and Russian, in the USSR in 1925.

2 V. L Lenin, Gollected Works, vol. §8 (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1961), p. 179.

3  Aleksandr Bogdanov (1879-1928), Russian revolutionary, physician, and writer,

was a leading Russian Marxiat supporter of empiriocriticism.
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Absolute idea/spirit, 155-56, 158, 211,
280-81, 325; Hegelian dialectic and,
294-97, 298, 300, 3034, 314

ahstractions, 47, 59, 78, 128-29; concrete
and, 83-91, 129, 246; dialectical,
85-86, 196; Hegelian, 305, 309, 313;
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universality and, 88, 89, 90-g1

action, dialectics of, §75. Sz alse practice

aesthetice of nature, g8-103, 126-a8, 129

agnosticiam, 56, 57, 16, 117, 260, zm

anarchy, 190

animism, 234, 236, 237

anthropomorphism, religion and, go1-2

Anti-Dithring (Engels), 134, 174, 276, 373, 375

antinomies, 107-8, Se¢ also contradiction

anti-Semitism, 227-28

Arabs, 228

Aristophanes, 105, 361
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theory of, 251; beatific deity of, 301
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74,78, 369; on positive emotion, 238;
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Baratynsky, Yevgeny, 106, 382n3
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Bazarov, Vladimir, 68, 380ne

Bebel, August, 228

being, 170-76; causality and, 170-72;
Hegelian dialectics and, 309, 312, 316-17,
318, 319; monism and, 174-75; nothing-
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315-20; thought and, 172-73, 245

Belinsky, Vissarion G., 106, 38an4

Benthar, Jeremy, 285

Bergson, Henri, 106

Berkeley, George, 48, 51, 159, 201, 239, 372

biological adaptation, 102, 124-25

Boehme, Jakob, g9, 159, 164, 384n7
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Bolsheviks, 8, 30, 337

Bolshevism, 230, 376

Bonnet, Charles, 346, 393n3

Bortkiewicz, Wladislaw, 953, 39403

bourgeois ideology, 304, 306

bourgeoisie, 36, 111, 266, 204, 314;
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bourgeois philosophy, g6-g7, 110, 213, 217, 328
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capitalism, 21, 111, 218, 237, 262~67, 355;
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360, 365, 367; commodity fetishism in,
266, 267-68; crises of, 18g~g0, 220;
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view of, 57, 68-g, 119
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China, 227

Chuproy, Aleksandr, 352, 394n2
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class hierarchy, 212, 232-96; Indian
theocracy and, £34-35, 236

class society, 19, 37, 129

class struggle, 218, 230, 291, 286, 360;
socialism and, 24, 258-59, 359

coguition, 76, 78, 203, 265, 326; abstraction
and, 87, go; concept-formation and, g3,
219, 246-47; consciousness and, 64-65;
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reflection and, 77, 79; sensation and, 75,
94; socio-historical process and, 340;
sociomorphism and, 219-21, 222;
theoretical, 245-46; truth in, 272-73;
ultimate, 324; universality and, 275-76.
See also rational thought

Cohen, Stephen, 22, 28, 377m13

commodity society, 265, 266. Ser also
capitalism

commaon property, 220

communism, 26, 191, 291, 264; ethics of, 28g,
$30; utopian socialisra and, 365-66

Communist Manifesto (Marx and Engels),
365-66

Comte, Auguste, 258, 263; Sociology, 349-50

concepts, z07-8, 209, 236, 271-72; cognition
and, gg, 219, 246-47; perception and, g7;
relativity of, 62. See also sperific concepts

Condorcet, Marquis de, 360

Confucius, 151, 237, 238

consciousness, 131-32, 173, 305; acceptance
of the wotld, 48, 51-55, 63, 64-65;
hallucination and, 242-49; objective, 63,
6465, 244, 246; organic life and, 142-43;
Plato’s cave and, 54-55; aelf~, 64, 139,
136, 154, 295, 321, 93%; sodal, 215, 291,
243, 395; Stoic vs. Skeptic, 52-54

Constant, Benjamin, 360

contemplation, 50,108, 157; of nature,
151-52, 159. Se¢ alse mysticism

contradiction, 202, 317, 327

corporeal being, 50-51. See also being

correspondence, 271-72

cosmos, 100. See also universality

Cratylus, 235

creative spirit, 322. See also Absolute
idea/spirit
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Crisis of Captialist Culture and Socialism,
The (Bukharin), 16
Critigue of Pure Experience (Avenarius), 140
Critique of Pure Reason (Kant), 55, 57, 170,
186, 301
Cuvier, Georges, 195, 348

Czechoslovakia, invasion of, 26

Danilevsky, Nikolay V., 183

Darwin, Charles, 111, 188, 195, 328, 345, 349

Darwinism, 206. See also evolution

De Anima (Anstotle), 58, g3

Deborin, Abram M., 11

Decline of the West {Spengler), 190, 263

Degradation of Culture and Fascism, The
(Bukharin), 16

Descartes, Rene, 132-33

dialectical materalism, 38, 142, 175-76, 219,
268, 340; cognition and, 209, %21, 277;
Hegelian roots of, 10, 11, 162, 2g6, 306-7,
327-50; human subject of, 248, 251;
Lenin and, 369, 372-75; mechanistic
materialism and, 98, 164, 168-69;
objective world and, 8o; rationalism and,
111-32; relativism and, 278, 279; science
and, 174, 200-206, 349; teleology and,
176, 185; and unity of oppoaites, 344
will and, 199. See also Marx, Karl

dialectics: abstractions and, 85-86, 136:
Aristotle and, 347; as art and science,
351-38; collective action and, 336-97;
evolution and, 141; idealism and, 134-35,
187, 18485, 321; interconnections of,
287; law of motion and, 356; Lenin’s
elements of, 332-33; of nature, 14344,
243. See also Hegelian dialectics

Dialectics of Nature, The (Engels), 195, 204,
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307, 370, 379; on atomic theory,
202-3; on laws of nature, 6o, 190; on
philosophy, 343; on universality, 8g

Dichtung und Wahrkeit (Goethe), 83-84

Diehl, Karl, 328

Diogenes, 55, 116

Dionysian principle, 239

diremption, £02, 444

Discourses {(Macchiavelli}, 364

division of labor, 19, 12g, 212, 219, 267

Domostroy, 37,290

Driesch, Hans, 183, 194

dualism, 24, 19; in social life, 21416, 217,
220-21. See also dialectics

Diihring, Eugen, 226, 227

Eckermann, Johann B, 299

L’Ecole des Femmes (Molitre), 136

Eddington, Arthur 8., 6o

Einstein's theory of relativity, 205, 924, 228

Eleusis (Schelling), 157

emobions, 237, 239

Empedocles, 180-81, 182, 204

empiricism, 43, 74, 75, 386, 342, 970,
380nn1-2. See also science

empinomonism, 78, 132, 221

Encyclopedia (Hegel), 8y

Engels, Friedrick, 100, 106, 259, 368, 371;
Anti-Dithring, 134, 174, 276, 573 375
Communist Manifesto, 365-66; on
creeping empiricism, 43, 75; dialectics
of, 304, 330, 397, 347 (See also dialectical
materialism); Dialectics of Nature, 6o,
89,190, 195, 202-3, 204, 307, 343, 370,
979; essays on Feuerbach, 189, 267, 2p4,
295; on ethics, 2g0; The German
Ideology, 113,124, 138, 210, 353, 375; on
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Hegelian dialectic, 114, 339, 344; on
Marxism, 123, 331-92

Enlightenment, 3012

entelechy, 166, 178-79, 183, 185, 215;
Aristotelian, 193-94, 900, 322; organism
and, 193-09, 324

Epicurus, 163, 251, 252

equilibrium theory, 167

Ernst, Paul, 147, 385n3

easence, $20. Ses alie being

ethics, 282, 284, 286, 287-91; of communism,
289, 330. Sz also good, the

Ethics (Spinoza), 187

Eurocommunism, 26. See afso communism

Eurvpa und Asien (Lessing), 148~51

evolution, 74, 111, 141, 234, 516, 345-51;
Hegel on, 345-46; progresa and, 349-50

experience, 45, 925. Sez alio empiricism

fascism, 13, 120, 190, 290, 367 biology and,
20%; class society and, 37; German, 10g-10,
146, 225, 22627, 230; milifarism and, 227;
mysticism and, 104, 109-11, 149, 217, 231;
Ppractice and, 191; racism and, 224-27, 229

fatalism, 190, 192

Faust {Goethe}, 399

feudalism, 216-17, 232, 257, 258, 946, 360

Feuerbach, Ludwig, 76, 87, 134, 168; Engels
on, 189, 267, 294, 2g5; humaniem of,
248, 249, 906; Lectures on the Essence
of Religion, 81-Bg; Lenin on, 208;
on sensation, 94, 96

Fichte, Johann Gottlieb, 48, 114, 117, 159,
200; on identity, 154-55, 156

Filaret, 41

Fischer, Kuno, 253, 309; Histery of Modern
Philosopky, 161, 328
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five-year plan, g, 12,13, 120, 976

Les Fonctions Mentales dans les Sociétés
{Levy-Bruhl), 240

Fonvizin, Denis, 36

Fourier, Jean Baptiste, 259, 365

Frank, Semyon, 290, 389n6

Franse, R., 140, 194.

freedom, 254, 325, 362, 36K, 968; and
necessity, 186-92, 255, 321

French ratonalists, 167, 169

French Revolution, 293, 364-65

Geir, Laz., 207

General Deduction of the Dynamic Process
(Schelling), 196-37, 156

geocentrism, 261

geopolitics, 256

German fascists, 109-10, 230; racism of, 146,
295, 226-27. See also fasasm; Hider, Adolf

The German Ideology {(Marx and Engels),
13, 124, 138, 210, 353, 375

Germany, 20, 292; Hegel and, 305, 306

God, existence of, 301-2

Gocthe, Johann Wolfgang von, 86, 113, 180,
310, 345; on cognition, 106; dialectics of,
205-6; Dichéwrg und Wahrheit, 85-84;
on diremption, $44; Faust, 209; German
fascists and, 230; Hegel and, 299-300,
320; an materialism, 87, 168; on nature,
76, 98, 09, 187; Xemia, 195

good, the, 128, 282-91, 297, 985, 327;
bourgeoisie and, 285903 socio-
histerical process and, 284-86

Gorbachev, Mikhail, 28

Gorgias, 279

Gramacdi, Antonio, 11

Greek philosophers, 105, 340-41, 361.
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See also specific philosophers

Haber, Fritz, 229

Haekel, Emst, 66, 74, 265-96, 39307,
Natiirliche Schopfungsgeschichle, 350-51

Haller, Josef, 140, 314-15

Hegel, G. W_ F., 127, 146, 175, 208, 252;
Aristotle and, 270, 341; on atomic theory,
165-66; on being, 912; dialectics of
(See Hegelian dialeetic); on empirical
cognition, $42; Feuerbach and, 81-8z;
geocentrism of, 261; on the good, 283;
on history, 935; idealism of, 87, 114,
134, 136, 154, 162, 203, 204, 301, 50910,
330, 371; on Kant’s relativism, 278;
on law of relationship, 61; Lenin on, 276,
361, 3727; on Macchiavelli, 364
materialism and, 57, 163-64; myaticiam
of, 135, 157-59, 251, 298, 309, 312-13,
322, 344; on nature, 84, 182; on organ-
ism, 196-g7; on Plato’s Republic,
$61-62; on practice and theory, 122,
213, 220; on space and time, 70, 72-74;
Stalin on, 25; on Stoicism, 288;

on truth, 271; world spirit of, 133

Hegel, G. W. F., works of: Encyclopedia, 8y;

Lectures on the History of Philosophy, 47,
53, 67, 179, 210, 254, 270, 282-83, 331;
Phenomenology of Mind, 64,296, 304.
Sez also The Phenomenology of Spinit
(Hegel); The Philesophy of Nature
(Hegel); The Science of Logic (Hegel)

Heggelian dialectics, 20, 77, 85, 160, 170,

202~330; absolute spint and, 204-47,
298, 300, 3034, 314; being and, 309,
sz, n6-17, 118; dialectical materialisn:
and, 10-11, 162, 169, 296, 906-7, 927-30;
Marxism and, 331, 859, 351; syllogism
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Hegelian dialectic and, 8y, 169, 300, 304,
310, 32730, 339; The Holy Famiby, 37,
136, 138; Lenin and, 365; on Machiavelli,
364; materialism of, B3, 231, 252; on mode
of presentation vs. mode of production,
214-15, 232, 252; on mysticism, 111;
objectivism ol 339; on practice, 113-14;
on rational cognition, 106; on reflection
of truth, 271; on representation, 78;
on social ideal, 248, 250, 950, 959-60;
Theses on Fenerbach, 117, 125, 168;
on totality, 194. See also Capital (Marx)
Marxism, 22, 30, 135, 171, 327; Engels’ view
of, 331~32; Hegelian roots of, 10, 11,
B1-8s; intelligentsia and, g; Lenin and,
307, 374; official history of, 25;
philosaphy and, v7-18, 35; unity
of theory and practice in, 20, 123.
See alse communism; socialism
Marxism and Modern Thought (Bukharin,
ed.), 11,12
Marxism and the Philosophy of Science
(Sheehan), 27, 28
matenalism, 83, 206, 231, 256; idealism
and, 57, 151-98, 164-65, 206, 250, 252
mechanistic, g8, 163-69. See also
dialectical materialism
Matsrialism and Empiriocriticism (Lenin),
58, 200201, 274, 369-72
mathematical-statistical law, v73-74
matter, concept of, 87, §0. Sea also materialism
measurement, perception and, 95-96
mechanistic matenalism, 98, 163-6g
Mendeleyey, Dmitry, 204
Metaphysics (Arnistotle), 177, 347
Michelet, Karl Ludwig, 204, 381n2
Minkowski, Hermann, 73
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mode of production, 236; Marx and, 21415,
232, 252; and mode of presentation,
177-78, 214-15, 218, 290-33, 252, 254.
See also productive process

Moleschott, Jacob, 164, 168, 98502

Moliére (Jean Baptiste Poquelin), 197;
L’Ecole des Fernmes, 136

monad/monism, 132, 133, 174-75. Se¢ also
subject

Montesquieu, Baron de, 3o

More, Thomas: Utopia, 363

Morozov, Nikolai, 6370, 380ns

motion, 354, 356: laws of, 357, 365

Miiller, Max, 207, 388n1

Mussolini, Benito, 229

mysticism, 37, 112, 195, 233-39, 283, 325;
fascism and, 104, 10g-14, 149, 217, 291;
Hegelian, 135, 157-59, 251, 298, 309,
$12-13, $22, 944; Indian/Hindu, 49, 50,
151-532, 153, 294-36; Western philosophy
and, 146-53

nationalism, 230

natural law, 6o, 174, 219, 222, 286, 360;
diversity and, 3443 neosasicy and, 984, 356

natural science, 12, 929, 369-70. See also
biology; science

natural selection, 949. Se# also evolution

nature, 137, 181, 184; absolute spirit and,
155-56, 300; artistic attitude toward,
98-103, 126-28, 129; cognition of,
285-86; contemplation of, 151-51, 153;
dialectics of, 143-44, 242; Hegel’s
concept of, 192, 300-901; human society
and, 84, 100102, 115, 184, 237, 255-57,
351, 357-58; mastery of, 260; poetry
and, 101-2; scientific law and, 188;
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technology and, 116-17

Naziirliche Schipfunggeschichte (Hackel),
350-51

Nazi-Soviet pact, 16. See also German fascists

necessity, 176, 222, 320, 324; Aristotle on,
180-81, 183, 184, 186, 187, 189-90;
freedom and, 186-g2, 255, 321; law and,
284, 355, 356; purpose and, 178-7g,
180, 183-84, 185; teleology and, 189, 191,
223, 255, 259, 358, 370

Newton, [saac, 75

Nietzsche, Friedenich, 57, 114, 285

Nholay Negorev (Kushchevsky), 144-45

nirvana, 50, 52, 147, 151. Sez also
Indian/Hindu mysticiam

NKVD (secret police), 13,14

Noire, Ludwig, 207, 208, §88n1

nomographic knowledge, 353

Notes of & Young Man (Herzen), 305

Notes on the Theory of Statistics
(Chuprov), 352

nothingness and being, §10-11

Notion, g91-24. Sez also Absolute ideafspirit

noumena, 55, 56, 277-78. See also things-
in-themnselves

ohjective world, 79; cognition and, 55-56, 60,
61, 64; Marxst, 333; subject and, 25561,
924, 326. See also world, acceptance of

object of philosophy, 241-47

“On the Question of Dialectics” {Lenin),
87-88,347

organism, entelechy and, 19399, 3245
necessity and, 197, 198; vitalism and,
194, 195, 197, 199

Ostwald, Wilhelm, 301, 587n2
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panpsychism, 134, 139-45

pantheism, g8

Paracelsus, 159, 346, 393n2

Parmenides, 314, 321

patriotism, 25

Pavlov, Ivan, 164, 188, 206

Pearson, Karl, 56, 117, 37906

peasant utopias, 362

perception, sensation and, g2~g7

perpetunm mobile, 273

Petzoldt, Joseph, g50

phenomena, 58, 516-17; essence and, 318,
419-20

The Phenomenology of Mind (Hegel), 64,
266, 304

The Phenomenolagy of Spirit (Hegel),
52-54, 63, 158, 160-61, 259; on con-
sciousness, 295, 309; on mysticism,
238; on reason, 302

philosophical debates, 10

Philosophical Notebooks (Lenin), 11, 59, 191,
140, 208; on causality, 170} on cognition,
77; on dialectics, $33. 371, 372-75; on
Hegel, 276; on human practice, 210-11;
on idealism, 137; on sensation, 59, 92

philosophy: bourgeois, 96-g7, 110, 213, 217,
$28; dual nature of, 36; Manxism and,
17-18; object of, 241-47; religion and,
158, 160-61; science and, §39-44; subject
of {Se subject of philosophy)

The Philosophy of Nature (Hegel), 55, 210,
246, 207-98; on chemistry, 195; on
dialectics, 329, $38; on evolution,
345-46; on Goethe, 995 on hunan place
in nature, 101, 115; on laws of nature,
340; logification in, $26; mysticism in,

251, 208, 344; on organism, 100, 108-g;



404

on philosophical mede, 105, 343;
on relationships, 59; on space and time,
63-64, 70, 74; subjectivism n, 159;
on teleology, 179-80, 183; on theology,
503; on theory and practice, 211;
on universality, 89

The Phalosephy of the Spirit (Hegel), 298-99

Philosophy of Zoology (Lamarck), 140

Phoenicians, 228

phylogenetic law, 74

physics, 71, 200, 201, 203

Physics (Aristotle), 180-81

Pisarev, Dmutry, 146-47, 164, 384n1

Plato, 79, Bg, 95, 252; sesthetics and, 12g;
cave allegory of, 54-55, 67, 117; on the
geod, 282, 283; Hegel on, 254, 2704
idealism of, 78; Republic, 360-62

Pickhanov, Georgy, 41, 68-6g, 117, 168, 2g0,
570; hievoglyphs of, 68, 272, 371; Lenin’s
critique of, 372, 379; monism of, 175

Plenge, Johann, 327-28

pluralism, 17475

positivism, 258, 328

power, 320; cognition and, 150, 218

practice, 113-23, 128, 168, 186, 264, 335;
cognition and, 209-105 Marx on, 113-14;
science and, 118; social relations and,
114-15; technology and, 116-18; ime and,
119, 120, See also theory 2nd practice

pragruatism, 120, 278, 369, 375

Prague spring {1968), 26

The Prince (Machiavelli), 363-64

productive process, 116, 118, 128, 287, 337.
Ser also mode of production: technology

progress, 34g-50

Prolegomena {(Kant), 119

proletariat, 264, 360, 365, 367, 375-76
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prapetty, 220, 361, 362

Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph, 1

purpose and necessity, 178-79,180, 18584, 185

Pyrrho, tropes of, 49, 55, 59, 214, 279
subjectivism in, 56-57, 76

Pythagoras, 172, 219

quantity, §14; vs. quality, 165-66, 315
(sestions on the Prychology of Peoples
(Wundt), 208

racial biology, 224-91; anti-Semitisra and,
227-28; fascism and, 224-27, 229

rational thought, 104~12, 167; action and, 336;
contradiction and, 107-8; dialectical mate-
ralism and, 111-12; msufficiency of, 106-7;
intuition and, 108, 109, 111-12; mysticism
and, 148. Sez aly cognition; reason

reality, 44, 79, 320; truth as reflection of,
271-72, 274. See alsc objective world

reason, 189, 302. Sez alse rational thought

reciprocity, 321

reflection, 77, 79, 223; of truth, 270-71, 272

Reflexes of the Brain (Sechenov), 164

relationships, laws of, 59-66, 321, 396,
353-54, 355

relativism, 277-80, 288, 371

relativity, theory of, 205, 224, 228

religion, 217; philesophy &nd, 158, 150-61

religious anthropomorphism, 301-2

representation, 78, 92, 94

Republic (Plato}), 54-55, 360-62

Ricardo, David, 111, 263

Rickert, Heinrich, 86, 352, 354-55, 857,
381n3, 394n1

Rodbertus, Johann Karl, 353, 394n4

Rosenberg, Alfred, 224, 389n4
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Rosenkranz, Karl (Hegel’s biographer), 157

Roussean, Jean Jacques, 124, 360, 364

Rousseawsm, 293-94

Russians, race and, 227, 229. Sez also Soviet
Union (USSR)

Rykov, Alexei, 8, 16, 26

Saint-Hillaire, Geoffroy, 195

Saint-Simon (Claude Henti de Rouvroy),
258, 329, 348, 305

Sallust, 215

salto vitale vs. salto mortale, 41, 42, 45

Scheler, Max, 214, 388n1

Schelling, F. W. }., 108, 121, 127, 133, 34%;
apimism of, 194; Eleusts, 157; General
Deduction of the Dynamis Process,
186-57, 156; on identity, 154, 155;
mysticism of, 157, 175

Schmalenbach, Eugen, 111, 38209

Schopenhauer, Arthur, 188

science, 21, 118, 178, 916, 333 dialectical
matenialism and, 174, 200-206, 943;
ethics and, 29o; nature and, 188, 256,
258; nature vs. spirit in, 352, $57;
philosophy and, 339-44; senzation and,
75, 76, 93-94; theory and practice in,
118, 122-28, 334. See also technology

Science af the Cressroads (Bukharin, 11, 12, 28

Science of Logic, The (Hegel), 58, B7, u5-1,
160-61, 300; absolute idea in, 204, 296-97;
on causation, 171; on cognition, 277;
Hegelian dialectics in, 308, 30g-12, 316,
918, 325, 829, 348; on practice, 186, 211

Sechenov, Ivan, 164

s¢lf-consciousness, 64, 133, 136, 154, 295, 321,
822. See alio consciousness; identity

Semites, 227-28
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sensation, 57-59, 61-62, 216; Feuerbach on,
B1-B2; perception and, g2-g7; science and,
75, 76, 93-94: solipsism and, 40, 41, 42-44,
45; thinga-in-themselves and, 57, 69

Sex and Character (Weininger), 49

Sextns Empincus, 55, 56

sexual pleasure, 153

Shakespeare, William, 112

Simmel, Georg, 253, 389n1

skepticism, 52-53, 55, 60; Hegel on, 53

slavery, 861

Srmith, Adam, 263

soclal adaptation, 125

social collaboration, 266

social consclousness, 213, 231, 243

socral evolution, $49-50

social humanity, 44, 325

social ideal, 359-68; utopia, 350-65

socialism, 19-20, 249, 254, 367-68; battle of
ideas and, 37; class struggle and, 258-59,
959; failure of, 29; myaticism and, 238,
240; nature and, 152-53; subject and
object of, 264, 265-66; synthesis of,
341; theory and practice of, 35, 130, 220;
transition to, 12930, 190-91, 375-76;
utopian, 365-66

Soctalism and Its Culture (Bukharin}, 16

socialist humanism, g, 29

soctal necessity, 189. See also necessity

social position, 232-34, 295. Se¢ alse
under class

social practice, 1L4-15, 213. See also practice

social sciences, 329, 358

society: cupitalism and, 262-64; mastery of,
262-68; nature and, 255-57, 358

sacio-historical process, 209, 340, 3503
the good and, 284-86; law and, 355
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sociology: of knowledge, 19; Lavrov’s laws
of, 366-67; of thought, 20713

Sociology (Comte), 349-50

sociomorphism, 214-23, 259; cognition and,
21921, 222; dualism in society and,
21416, 217

Socrates, 36, 279, 282, 361

solipsism, 18-19, 3546, 159, 201, 372; accept-
ance of the world and, 47-43, 50, 51-52,
543 sensation and, 40, 43, 42-44, 45

Sombart, Werner, 169, 244, 264, 351, 385n6;
on Hegelian dialectics, 328, 329, 330

Sophists, 279, 282, 961, 362

Soviet Union (USSR}, 21, 25-28, 217, 219, 258;
demise of, 29. Sze alse Russia; Stalm, Joseph

space and time, 63-64, 68-80; Aristotle on,
70,71; Hegel on, 70, 72-74; Morozov's
formula and, 69—70; objective character
of, 73-74; in physics, 71

Spann, Othmar, 125, 194, 263, 38301

speculation, 339-40

Spencer, Herbert, 263, 326

Spengler, Oswald, 110, 290; Decline of the
West, 190, 263

Spinoza, Benedictus de, g1, 133, 139, 175,
228, s11; Ethics, 187; Treatise of Raligions
and Political Philasophy, 111

Stalin, Joseph, =0, 23, 123, 291, 966, 376;
Bukharin and, 8, 14, 24; on Hegel, 25;
pact with Nazis, 16; on the plan, 191,
254; purges of, 13

Standfuss, Max, 94, 38103

Stoicism, 52-53, 288

Struve, Otto, 395

gubject of philosophy, 241-42, 248-54; iden-
tity and, 155; ubjective world and, 51-52,
56-63, 65, 255-61, 322, 526; sensation
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and, §7; socichistorical, 244, 250-53
Summa Theologica (Aquinas), 216
syllogism, 60, 18, 210, 39223, 926
symbols, 244, 272

Taylor, Frederick, 120

technology, 116-18, 251, 286-87; dialectics
and, 334, 357; mastery of nature and,
256, 257. See also science

teleclogy, 177-85, 218, 269, 947, 358;
Aristotle and, 177-82; Goethe on, 135;
the good and, 284, 287; Hegel on,
163, 179-80, 183, 184, 309, 326; idealism
and, 176, 184-85, 346; necessity and,
189, 191, 232, 255, 259, 358, 376;
theology and, 302; universality and,
g29; vitalism and, 183, 199

Tertullian, 189

theocracy, in India, 23485, 236

theory and history, 352-58

theory and practice, 121-23, 126, 256, 261,
327, 338, 342; cycle of, 212; historical
process and, #10; Lenin on, 123, #13, 575;
perpetuum mobile and, 279; of science,
118, 13223, 334; unity of, in Manxism,
20, 130, 220, 221

Theses o Fenerbach {Marx), 117, 125,
168,375

things-in-themaelves, 61,78, 88, 115, 149;
18 abstractions, 319, 354; causality and,
57, 68-69, 119; 25 contradiction, 64;
intellectual labor of, 219; ohjective
world and, 56-57, 59, 6o, 66, 116, §71;
Plato’s cave allegory and, 55, 67;
relativism and, 277-78, ¥79,280.
Jee also noumena; subject

Thomas Aquinas, 111, 133, 179, 199; Summa
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Theologica, 216

time, 71-72; practice and, 119, 120. See also
spece and time

Tomsky, Mikhail, 8, 15

Transformation of the World (Bukharin), v7

Treatise of Religions and Political Philosophy
{Spinoza), nt

Troeltsch, Emst, 169, 327, 328, 38507

truth, 26974, 309, 327, 371; absolute vs.
refative, 275-81; and beauty, 129;
cognition and, 272-73, 275-76; and the
good, 284, 325; practical criterion of,
120 reality and, 271-72; reflection of,
270-71, 272; universality and, 275-76

Turgeney, Ivan, 164, 38503

United States, capitalism in, 232

universality, 57, 70, 275-74, 305; abstraction
and, 88, 89, go-g1; Hegelian dialectics
and, 322, 393, 326, 342

universe, order of, 177-79

Uranovsky, Y. M., 21

Ursprung der Spracke (Notre), 208

USSR. See Soviet Union (USSR}

utilitarianism, 285

utopia, 959-66; Machiavelli and, 363-64;
Plato’s Republic as, 360-62; socialist,
965-66

Utopia (More), 363
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Vaihinger, Hans, 200, 587m1
Varicties of Religious Experience (James),
120, 274
Vavilov, N. L, g, 21
Vernadsky, Vladimir, 9g-100, §81n1
vitalism, 141, 189, 194, 195, 197, 199
Voltaire, 346
Fremena: How It All Began (Bukharin), 2g-23

Weber, Max, 244, 246, 357

Weininger, Otto, 49

will, 325: mysticism and, 235

Wahler, 197

Wolfe, Bertram, 27

Woltman, Ludwig, 22930, 38gn5

world, acceptance of, 47-66, 116, 321; cogni-
tion and, 55-56, 60, 61, 64, 65; conscious-
ness and, 48, 51-55, 63, 64-65; corporeal
being and, 56~51; laws of relationships
and, 59-63, 65, 66; solipsists and, 47-49,
50, 51-52, 54; subjectivism and, 56-57

world spirit, 133. See else Absclute idea/spirit

Wundt, Wilhelmn, 189, 150, 208, 386n4

Xenig (Gocethe), 155

Zeno, 55, 107, 116

Zmoaviey, Grigor, 10, 26



