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THE SHOCK OF RECOGNITION 

AND THE PHILOSOPHIC AMBIVALENCE 

OF LENIN 

by 
Rolya Dunaycvskaya 

Thc.simultancous outbreak of World W:u I and. the voting of war credits to :. 
the K:c~iscr's government by the German Social Democracy, took from under · 
L:nin the philosophic:1l grounding which up until then he had. considered 
imprcSnablc. By AUgust 4,.1914, :Ill of the concepts previously held in common 
by the vuious tendencies within the marxist movement were :~!together 
destroyed.- Before that lime_, all marxists were -.greed fl,<Jt the material conditioi1s 
Provided the basis for the· creation of a new soCial Order, th~:~t the more: ad\':mccd 
these conditions were, the better prepared tho! prolet<Jriat would be for stripping 
the bourgeoisie of their power, and, finally, that the larger the mass party and l.hc 
more mature its marxist leadership, the inore certain the road to revolution. The 
material foundiltion provided the real basis fo'r the explanation of the ideal, or 
consciousness. To. believe otherwise was consider!!d philosophical idealism, 
bourgeOis apologetics, and clerical obscurantism. 

Now marxist revolutionaries were faced with a shocking new dtvelopment: 
the marxist leaders were the ones responsible for the Workers beiug set against 
caclt other rather than against their real enemy, world capitalism. Making the· 
situ~llimt even worse'was the f3ctthat these leaders were recognized as such by the 
entire International, Bolsheviks· included, and were the head of wlmt was then the 
largest- mass J=:lrty. Moreovcr,this to.nk place in the most technologically .:tdvanccd 
country at that time, the German Social Democr3cy. Confronted with the 
inadequacy of <~II previous conceptions regarding the relationship betwel!n the 
material base and the lew! of consciousness, the subjective and the objeclive, the 
ufliVersal and the particular, Lenin was forced to seoirCh for a new phiJusophy. Had 
Hegel never existed,· Lenin would have had to invent him, since lhe hcgeli:m 
tlialccti-.: was to provide Lenin with the basis for the reconstruction of his 
philosophical perspective. It was nnt that Lenin had any tlouhls concerilinf, his 
oppt\Siliun In the imperialist war. Ralher, he was atlamanl in his opposition to ~my 
''indiscrimil13le unity"l and would not ab:mdon the most extreme and 

I. Tit!! phr:J!IC :~ppcars in l.culn's letter to Kollontai: '·you cmphusil.l! that 'we 
must put furward a slo1!3n that wml1111111ite a/1!'1 will tell you fmnkly that the 
lhiH!! I fc:1r must at the ptcscnl lime is int.liscriminalc unily which, i um 
cunviiiCl'tl, is must tlan~cruus untl hurmful to the prol!!tariut." Quot..:d in 
Mt•nmrit•s uf/,t•nin, Vol. II, p. l(iQ, hy N.K. Krupsk.:JyOJ, 
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unequivocal of slogilns: the defeat of one's own ~ountry is the lesser evil; !Urn the 
imperialist war into a civil one. {ntis position was in conl1ict with that of other 
revolutionaries of the time, however, who, being <iC" overwhelmed by the collapse 
of the Second Jntern:1tional, they considered it noccmry to ljmit the "slruggle for 
pc:Jcc" tu one which wuuld unite :~II the tcmlcndcs th:11 h:~d nnt hetr:~yed 
revolutionary internationalism.) In a word, far Lenin, what was needell v:as n~~ lo. 
pi.::k up the pieces of what once WilS, but r:llher, to sep3rate entirely from the 
Stcond !nternationill, wilh the creation of;~ Third. The cv~nts of 1914 did not. 
ca~t doubt on his Bolshevik politics ilnd organization; what was put into question 
was the old materialism, lacking the principle ·of the "transformation into its 
opposite": ihe dialectic itself. This was what Lenin WilS to emphasize in the 
!lr-gclian dialectic. · 

While other revolutionaries ran around 'without re01~3nizing their thinking, 
Lenin was eagerly lookinS for a new philosophical perspective. Thus, as soon as 
he reached Bern-in September 1914, even with the war in full force, Lenin headed 
for the library to grapple with the works of Hegel, especially his Science Of Logic. 
For an uncompromising revolutionary such" as_ Lenin to spend his days In the B_cm 
·l..ibr.uy while the whole world was going .to pieces - including the marxisl 
movcm..:nl - must have indeed presented :1 strange and incomprehensible sight. 
NeverlhC:Icss, for an entire year lenin studied Hegel's Jogic.2 And just as his slogan 
"turn the impl(rialist war into a civil war,. became the political Great Divide in 
marxism, so his Abstract of Hegel's LOgic becu!Jle the philosophic foundatiof1 for 
all serious writing that Lenin was to do during the rest of his life: from 

.lmpr:rialism and Stale atJd, Revolution on the eve of November 1917, through the 
works written during the Revolution, to his Will. · 

Cautiously Lmin. turned to Hegel, forever reminding himself that he w:as 
reading him "materialistically", apd, as such, ~as "con~~gning G.ot! a11d _.the 
philosophic rabble th:ll defends God to the rubb1sh heap. At the same tunc, 
however, he was hit with the shock of recognition .that the lu•.!teli~n dial~:ctic ~Js 
revolutionary, lind that Hegel's dialectic, in fact, prr.ccded Marx's own 
"application" of it in the Communist Manifesto. "'Y'10 would believe( ';cnin 
exclaimed, .. that this [movement and sclf·mo~cment] 1~ tl~e core of Heg~h?m~m , 
of abstract and abstruse (difficult, nbsurd?) Hcgchamsm7? .•. The 1dea of 
universal movement and change (1813 Logic) was disclosed before its applicatio.n 
to life and sodcty. It was proclaimed in referencc·to society (1847)* earllcr than 
in rel;llion to man (1859)**."3 

2. Acllmlly, l.cnin SJicnt two Y~~urs .. I~JI4·1'Jib'- in the ~ihrJry,ll~ ..:omph.•tctl 
the llcr,cl Studies in 1915, <~nd began giltherlng mutenal for h1s.book on 
lmp~rlalism, 
• The reference is to the Commu11ist Ma11i{cstt1 • 
.. The ref~rence is to the Orl(_fll.o/ Sfll!dc•.f •• 
J. The first transiation of lenin's AhstruL'I uppcurcd us "Appen~ix ly." to the 
first edition of my work Marxism ancl t;;c•rc/am, (New York, 1'~!'1(), hcn::aft~r 
ll!fcrrctl tn usM ,~F. This tr:1nsl:Jtinn will hc·uSI.'\Ithruu~hnut hut,lur the tl'm.lc.r s 
convenience, 1 will also cite the P<~cination in I he Moscow trunslation {V. I. lcmn, 
Co:t~·ctt!d IVork.r, Vol, 38). Sec M & F, p. 331, und Vol. Jtl, p, 141. 
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46 TELOS 

To grasp the full impact that this reading of Hegel had upon Lenin, we 
should keep in mind the fact that Lenin. did_ not know Marx's Economic. and 
Pllilosopliic Manuscripts of 1844. AS he read the Science of Logic, L~nin was 
thinking about M:ux's Clpital as well as his struggle wilh "vulgar materialism." 
Thus, even as he argued V{ith Hegel, designating the section of "Being-for Sc-Jr' in 
the Doctriue of Being as "dark w.:~.tcrs", he continued to say: "The idea of the 
tr:msformatton of the ideal into the re:!l isprofow:d. Very import:mt for history. 
But also in the pcrsonallifl! of man it is evident tho. I there is much truth in this. 
Ag;~inst vulgar materialism. NB. The difference of the ideal from th~ material is 
also not unconditional, nor iibersclnvengliclr." 4 

It is this discovery of the rel<tti.onship between the ideal and the material in 
Hegel, that led Lenin to see that the revolutionary spirit of the dialectic was not 
superimposed by Marx on Hegel, but was already present in Hegel's own work. 
~Vhilc. dea~ing wit!, the Doctrine (;f /Icing, he had already stressed both the 
tt.lcnttty ot, and transformation into, opposites: "Dialectic is the doctrine of the 
idemity of opposites - how they can be and how they become - under which 
'onditions they become identical, tr:m-sforming one into the other .. .''5 While 
dealing with the Doctrille of Hsseucc, the stress wn~ first and furemost on 
self·mnvemcnt. As he _indicated with his comments conL"'I!rning The Law of 
Conlr:ulictinn, his stress was not so much· on the identity of opposites as it was on . 
"the tramition from one to the other :md the sh:upcning.of the contradiction . Yet, 
he had su~h a comprehensive knowledge of the totalit)' that even causality became 
b~t a ""_lament" of the whole: "Cause and ~!!Teet, ergo, only moments of every 
kmd of llltt!rd.:pcm.!encc, connection (of the univcrs:JI), concatenation of events 
arc only link~ in the chain of the development of matter." •·'NO. All·sidedness and 
~11-cmbracin:; character of world connection arc only one-sidedly, desultorily and 
mcompletcly expressed by causality:•& 

In the final section on Essence, Lenin broke with the materialism :md 
cmpi~k!sm II~ at had. overemphasii'.cd scicnc·e and. the ~•tegory ~f Ci\Usalily in 
cxpl:unm~ the relatmnship ·uf mind and nmttcr. "Iron ccunnmic I:•ws" omd 
.. csse.ucc". lmd t:nnst:mtly hl!en cuntmslcd tu .. appearance", as if, thereby, the . 
rmullty uta prublcm had been exlmusted. What now became crucial for Leu in was 

. the hegelian concept of "moments": "T"i1e essence is that boill.UlC~world of 
ap·pearance and the world which is in· itself arc essentially momcltls of the 
knowleds: of nature by man, steps, changes in (or deepening of) kuowlcdgl!."7 

Lcnm also kept arguins with himself. At the same time that he mercilessly 
criticized Hegel's "mysticism and empty pedantry". he also stressed the 
profundity or the di_alectic, the "idea of genius". By the time Lenin rcachct.l17u: 
/)uc:rriuc uf thL' Nntitm - and it is here that he broke with his own philosophic 
p~st - he underscored the materialist clements present in Hegel: "When Hegel 
tncs -: sometimes even !'trains himself and wurries to death - to subsume the 

4. M .c- F. p .• nx l'ol . .l,\', tl. 11r •. 
!'. M .~ 1:. p . .I.Q l'ul . . rs. p. 1·1.1. 
f•. AI.~ J.', p •• U!\ l'u/, .IS, (1. l!\ 11, 
7. M ,~ /.',tt. J.U l'nl •• lo\', p. l!i.'. 
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purposeful activity of men under the categories of. logic, saying that this activity is 
the •syllogi~m·, that the subject plays the role of some s01t of 'member' in the 
lo~ical 'flgUJ·e' of the syllogism, etc., then this is not only a strain, 110t only a 
g:1111c. There is here a very deep content, purely materialistic. It is necessary to 
turn tid~ around: The practical activity of man, repeated billions of times, must 
lead the consciousness of man to the repetition of the various logical fifiures in 
order that these can achieve the significance of an axiom This nota bene.'' 

Lenin's Abstract of Hegel's Science of Logic reveals a mind in action, 
ar~uing with himself as well as with Hegel, advising himself "to rdum to" Hegel, 
"to work out" ideas, history, science, Marx's .Capital, and current theories, 
jamming up opposites, and leaping into the Notion which he translated as "NB. 
Frccdom=subjectivity ('or') goal, consciousness, striving NB."9 Precisely because 
of this, the Abstract is an exciting experiencr. for his readers as well. ~o sooner 
had Lenin designated the first section of the Notion by saying that "these parts of 
the work should be called: a best means of getting a headache", than he also 
emphasized the following: "NB. Hegel's analysis of the Syllogism (I·P·U, 
'indi\'idual,.particular. universal', P·I·U, etc.) is reminiscent of Marx's imitation of 
Hegel in Chapter r:•tO I...atcr Lenin pointed out the close relationship between 
Marx's Cnpitul and Hegel's /.ogle: "If Marx did not leave a Logic (with a capital 
letter), he left the logic of copilal, and-this shoUld be especially utilized on the 
given question. In Capital, the logic, dialectic and theory of knowledge of 
materialhm (3 words are not necessary: they arc one and the sam~) are app:Jied to· 
onli! science, taking all that is valuable in Hegel and moving it forwa.rd."11 B~t 
while dealing with section one nf 77Jc Doc:lrilrc of tire Notlm1, Lcnm found 11 
ncc'"ssary to break not only with Plekhanov, but'also wilh his own \'icws. Three 
:~phorisms quick!)· follow onC after the ·.other: "(I) Plckhanov criticizes 
Kantianism (and agnosticism in general)" more from. the wlgar rriaterialistic than 
the dialectic materialist point of view .••. (2) At the beginning of the 20th 
l!entury) Marxists criticized the Kantians. and Humeans mor~ in a Fcucrbacl~ion 
(and Buchneri:m), than in a Hegelian manner. (3) It is impossible to fully grasp 
Marx's Capital, and especially its first chapter, if you have not stutli_cd through 
:unl umlerstond the whale of Uegel's l.ogic. Con~~ucntly, none of th~ M<trxists 
fur tho past half century have understood Marx!!!"1 . 

H. M & F, p. 343; Vol . .18, p, 190. 
1), M & F, p. 336; Vol, 18, p. 164. 
• This sentence is in English in Lenin's text. . 
10. M & F, p. 339; Vol. J,V, p. 178. "Chapter I" refers, of course, to C.Qpilal. It is 
the: saine chapter that Stalin, in 1943, ordered Soviet lhcorcth:ians not to follow 
whcu he decied tn break with Marx's Analysis or the Law of Value as typical or 
Capitalism and only capltalisnl. Sec the translation from Pod Znamcnem 
Mur.\'isma and my commentnry on it with dcb11tc in the Amrrlnm t:cmwmlc 
Ut•l•icw. Sept. 1944 to Sept. 1945. Ever sin1.-.:, it hus remained 11. subject of 
,·nntroversy whenever the question or alienation and the fetishism or commodltic11 
L'i lli"''tll<oS..'II. 
II. M tli 1:. 1'· 3!\.\: l'ol • • m, 11. J4•J. 
12. M ,c- F. p. J4U. Vu/, .1.'~. p. IXO, 

lM...._ 
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. . Tile cpigone~ who deny th:H Lenin was :~:lso thinking of himself, must 
expla1.n wh~t r:mn me~nt by the: additional remark .:~lonsside the first two 
:.pho~1sms, U!., Concernmg the question of the criticism of modern Kanran' 
Milclusm,.ctc.?" ~Vas it not his own Materialism and Empirio·Criticism whic~1 d

1:~; 
s~ cxtcnsJ\11!1~·. With "~bchism"'! The point is not, of COIHse, to simply mention 
n:~:me~ for t~ .. n u~u ~he, much Jess, to investigate whether or not the aphorisms 
co~~:un cx.asse.rauons. No one h:~d wrillen more profoundly than Lenin on Marx'.; 
Capua/, cspcc1ally on Volume ll, and lenin certainly did not mean that all 
stud_cnts of Capital must first labor through the two volumes of the Science of 
Logtc. \\1Jat was crucial omd wh:~t he saw looming before him was 3 gr . 1 
philosophic· debate directed not so much against Hegel, as agriir;st Plekhan~:t 
Her~, he s:nsed. a conflict With his philosophic past, In fact, he even began to fc·:j 

E
u.ncasy W1tl~ l11s essay, "Karl Marx", which he had just con.tpletcd for the 

IIC,I'Ciop''c/:a Gra11at. · · 
_ Calling :lflcntion to the ·ract that lenin's essay bC11an with .. d' • · f 

PJuJos lph' • m· I' · I' .1 .1• I . co ' ., ISCUSSIOn 0 .\ IC a CCI:! ISIU :mu u1a eCtii.:S, Krup:-;kaya commented lll''l "II'· . the uwl r .. -1 .. llswasnot 
• ~ .. a _wa~ u prcscntt.ng •~1arx's tcchniqucs.''l3 Th<tt was certainly true. What 

1\rupskaya du.l IIIli mentum was thnt this departure frnm previous ;malyscs h- d 
n~H h~cn sufn:icntly concrete h) satisfy Lenin's new underst:m~ing 0j· t~c 
di:Jiccllc, especially since he had J'ust finished the c11 t·1rc Lo•'• Tl w ·u d · J 1 N t.l•. 1c csSly was 

n en urmg u y- ovcrnhcr, 1914. Lenin hod begun studying the logic in 
Sept.cmher and completed it on December 17, 1914.111is,along with the dnte 011 
a ~~~w let~e~ to Gmnat, January 14, 1'>1~/ielps us to determine tile point :It 
wluc.h. Lcnm s .tlmught wen( thr?ugh a significant change. Jn any case, with typical 
precJst~n, ~nm wro~e .Granat: "By the way, will there not still be time for certain· 
c?rrect.lons 111 the sec11on on dialectics? •.. 1 have been studying this question ·or 
dmlectu:s.f~r the last month and a half and I think 1 could add som~thhll' to it.,. 
thcrc w01s t1me ... " . co ' 

. . L~nin's hrc.tk. wit•h· old ~oncepts i:; nowhere cicarer 1ha~ in his remarks 
con:ern1ng tile _relotiiOIISill_p between theory and practice. Thus, even wJ1en Lenin 
spok~ .of ,practice, he stresscLI that Hegel dealt with practice "in the theory of 
cog111t10n . And even Lenin himself tended to soar· 11Aia.s· Man' .,. 
0 I n I b' . . . s cogm IOU not n Y re ects t1e o ~ect1Ve world, but also creates it,1114 

F . ~ow !a.r .we have travelled frumll;c "photocopy" theory ofMutc.•riulism and 
r~llfl:Tw·Cr_IIU'l,WIIf ~lid yet .it iS not because lenin had Corsntten his lll:lterinJisl 

ots, t1r Ius revolutionary VIews on c.·luss consc1'ou•11css l'"lllc •- • 1 ·' · ·' f H · · ~ · '-" r,u.::mn laug;uneu 
rom eg~1 u totally new understanding of the unity or materialism and idealism 

It ~~a.f t~us n~w tmdc.•rMunding that subscqucmly permc:ated J.c.'tlin :r post-JinS 
wrumgs"' plll~osc~plly, polilics, cc.·mwmics mu/orguuizutio11. Always stres.o:;ins the 
concr~.te. Lemn ~~~t.crpreted llegcl's rema1k about the ••non·ncltlality of the 
'1vnr1 1~ ll~ 1~1ean: file wnrkl dl)e:; unt :oali~ry man, ;md man decides to chaugc it 
lY liS a.:tiVIty ," 

13. MCIIwrh•s of J.cnifl, up. cit., p, 155. 
14. M & F, p. 347: Vol. J8, p, 212, 
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Lenin had not soared into abstraction in gaining a new appreciation of 
ideaiism. It is simply that in this new understanding of Hegel, the notion of the 
Ahsolute Idea lost its sinister connotations. This is not due either to Lenir,'s 
conversion from a revolutionary materialist to a "bourgeois idealist", nor to any 
acceptance of an hegelian concept of God or some self-unfolding "World Spirit''~ 
R.'lthcr, Lenin saW that, although Hegel dealt only 'Nit!t thousht-entities, IDe 
movem~nt of "pure thought" docs not just ''reflect" reality. The dialectic of both 
iS:-1-piOce';S,"and · t_h·e' ... Absolute is "absolute negativity.".l5 Lc'iih1'S"&rasp of the 
scc·Ond ilegation, which Hegel called "the turning point" ,16Jcd Lenin to question 
He;gel's diversion to the numbers' came, i.e ... , whether the dialectic is a "triplicitY" 
m "quadrupiicity", with·the resulting contrasting of "simple" and "absolute". 
L:::nin commented: "TI1c diCfcrence is not clear to me; is nOt the absolute 
equivalent to the more conerete?"17 thus interpreting both absolute and rclativu 
01s dc\•clopmental "'moments". 

When ·Lenin Onished reading the Scieuce of Logic, he ~as no longer 
tlisturbetl by the notion of the Absuhllc Idea "going to nature". Instead, he 
clainied that, in so doing, HeSCI "stretches a hantllo materialism". lie writes: "It 
1s null!wurlhy that the whole chapter on the 'Ahsolu!C Idea' ~;carcely says a word 
:~huut Gud (hardly ever had o 'divine' 'Notion' slipped out accidentally) and apart 
from·tha.t - tllis NO.- it contains itlmost nnthing that is spccincaiiY. idc.'O/i:mr, but 
has Cor its main subject the dfu/cclical method .. ·. An~ one t!1ing more: in this 
most itlt•a/i.vlic of Jle~cl's works there is the lea,\'t idealism and the most 
11/lll<'ri;~li.wll. 'Contradictory', but a factJ"18 , 

lenin did nut feel the kind of excitement that h~ had c:xpcrienced in 
readi~l~ the l.ogic v.:hcn he turned to, Hegel's History af Philosoplly. But !' is in 
this stag.: 1h:1t he completed the Onal breol~ with Plek.hanov: "NB. Wor~ out: 
Plckha1h.W probably wrote nearly 1,000 pages (Bcltov + against Bogdanov + 
against Kantains +basic questions, etc., etc. on philo5ophy ldialeCtici)._There is 
in, them nil about the Larger Logic, its thoushts (i.e., dialectic proper, as a 
phik,sophic science) nii!J"19 · · 

Furthermore, when he proceede4 to summarize in a somewhat orderly 
fashion the meaning of the dialectic after he had gone through Hegel's major 
works,• he even criticized Engels: "The splitting of a single whole and the 
cugnition of il5 contradictory parts ... is the e.fscuce • •. of dialectics ..• This 
aspect of diillectics (e.g., in l'lcklmnov) us11ally rc,ceives inadequate attention: the 
identity of opposite'- is lnkcn as the sum-tt~tal nf e.tamplcs •for exampt..~. a seed', 

I 5.- t111d., p. 200. 
16. llcw.!l, SciciU'c.' of /,ogle, Vol. II, p. 471. 
17. Vol, .'l.''l, p, 231. 
I H. VIII, .1.~. fl. 2:\4. 
IIJ. M & /•', p. 354; Vol. J8, p. 217. · 
• We cJo not have Lenin's notes on Jler.el's 1'1"'1/0IIIc.'ltology of Mind, llut the 
Notdwokf m1 /mpcriali:rm show that he hud rcud it whih: he was rrepurlng the 
pamphlet on lmtJcriulism. (The Nutcbuuk:r arc a massive 739 pages as ugainst thu 
short po:~mphlct that was actuully published,) 
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50 TEWS 

:rllr c>.amplc, primitive communism'. The s.<~me is true of Engels. But it is 'in the 
mtercsts of populariz::~tion ... • " 20So great is Lenin's appreciation of dialectics 
th;U .even in his rtfcrenccs to "clerical obscurJntism", a "sterile flower" is 
expa~dcd to mel!n ••a s:crilc flower that grows on the living tree of living, fertile, 
genu me, powerful, ommpotcnt, objective, absolute human knowledge." 

The last quotation 'was from Lenin's only article specifically dealing with 
the dialectic, as against Lc:nin's comments on the rr.argin of other work- mainly 
Hegel's. Thou&f1 not prepared for publication, this, at least, has never been treated 
as mere "jottings". It is the last word we have from Lenin's strictly philosophic 
commentary of the crucial 1914·1915 period. lenin had not prepared his 
Philosophic Notebooks for publicati!>n. Thus, .they remained "private". Since it 
seemed that Lenin simply continued with his economic studies, political theses, 
and. ~rgan~zational work, and since factional polemics continued unab;~tedly, 
l.cnm s hens ~ere not prepared to face a most confusing, totally contradictory 
double vision: On the one hand, there was the well-known wlgar materialist 
Materialism and Empirio·Criticism, and on the other; endless referCnces tO 
dialectics - the dia!cptic of hi!itory, the' dialectic of revolution, the dialectic of 
self-determination covering both the na.tioual question and world revolution the 
dialectic relationship of theorY, to the self-activity of the masses as well ~s to 
itself.' 

Both Lenin's followers and opponents knew nothing and cared less· about 
any great philosophic divide set up by Hegel's Absolute Method. The dialectic of 
the development of the "pure nlovement of thought" and of reality battling its 
W:IY_'Ihruugh contradicitons prnvidcd so total a unity uf subject and object that 
Lcnm, the revolutionary materialist, could copy the ·philosophical concept of 
"subjective" from Hegel, the idealist, and lay special stress on the lust sentence: 
"~ch new stage of exteriorization (that is, of further determination) is also an 
interiorization, and greater extension -is also higher inh:nsity. The richelit 
consc:quen!IY is also the must concrete and subjective ... "21 · 

. . How could anyone imagine I hilt th~ "philosophic ncutnilist~'who, for a )a;~g 
penod, had even accepted "Machists" into the Bolshevik ranks just so long ns they 
accepted ''Bolshevik discipline", could come under th~! spell of what he called 
"the dialectic proper", and that this dialectic prop~r was to become Lenin's 
underlying philosophy? For his part, Lenin was faced with the fact that he had to. 
fight not only against betrayers and Mensheviks as well as non-Bolshevik 

-internationalists, such as Rosa Luxemburg and "the Dutch"•; but :tlso his own 
small Bolshevik group abroJd. And he had to do so over a subject upon which the 
Bolshe\'iks had previously agreed in principle -the self-determination of nations. 

Suddenly, Lenin found him£clf completely alone, and the word ,;dialectics" 
kept springing up everywhere. It W:tli no longer limiled to "the transformation 
into. opposites", such a:. the tram.fmm:&tionnf cun1petition htlo monopoly, Or or a 
~ct11111 of l:lhur In hi :1 "lahur ;u ish1~mcy". It cuuld also explaiil "opportunism'' 

'.!II. l'ol .. IS,!'· H'J. ,IC,J. 
.!I. St"it'l/t"t' of /.o~ic, Vol. II, p, 4M3; l'ul. J8, p, 231. 
' Pannckoc:k, Gorter, Rol;md·llost. 
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and the collapse of the Second International. Dialectics was extended to 
revolution itself and the theoretical "enemy" was none other than the Bolshevik 
theoretician, Rukharin. The ·stark new truth was th:1.t Lenin called the Bolshevik 
opposition to the self-determination of nations nothing short of "imperiali:;t 
cconornism", For our purposes, the importance of this debate is not so much in 
Bukharin's thesis as in his methodology, to which Lenin referred again and again, 
all the way to hi!> de;~thhed. Lenin'' ire was aroused by Bukharin's staiementlhal 
"The imperialist. epoch is an epoch of the :~.bsorptiori of snull states,· [tlut] 

. therefore [it was] impossible to struggle again~t the enslavement of nations, 
(except] of course. [in a struggle for socialism, and that] therefore, any deviation 
from that road, any a;dvancement of 'partial' tasks of the 'liberation of nations' 
wirhitl the realm of capitalist civilization was utopian and reactionary.n22 

It was the "'therefore's" that Lenin most intensely opposed. He i~sisted 
that the horrors of the imperialist war had led to "the suppreuion of human 
reasoning". How could we otherwise explain the Bolsheviks' ''curious eriors in 
logic"? According to· Lenin,. the very .,tiansfonnaiion into its !JppositC ol' free 
competitive capitalist economy into monopoly imperialism and the suppression of 
national democracy .would produce resistance. It bec:mle clear to him that the 
impulse to self-movement came Precisely out or these contradictions, and became 
the dialectics of revolution. To think otherwise, l.cnin insisted, was to treat the 
masses as the object instead of the subject or history.Ifthe "therefore•s" do not 
emerge out of living contradictions instead ·or dead substance, then socialism is 
nothing but an "ought". The-truth is that both ihe p1olctariat and the new 
rcvulutimmry forces - the national minorities - were arising t~nd struggling fur 
the sclf·Uct~rmlnation of nations. As .the Irish Easter RebelliOn proved, the 
sclf·dctermination of nations was not just a "principle" but a reality. There had 

. never been a "pure" revolution, and national revolts were valid both iTt themselves 
and as .. baccilli" for proletarian revolutions. 

Dialectics, the -"algebra of revolution" ,23 has been on many great 
ildvcntures since Hegel formulated ·it on· the basis of the acti\'ity of.. the French 
:nasscs,24. and it has revolutionized metaphySics. What iri Hegel haJ been a. 

22. I will be quoting, Gankin and Fisher, eds., The Bolsl/evikl and tilt World lllar 
hccomsc it quOte£ Oukharin's theses (sec esp. pp. 219·223). But the latest nnd one 
uf the finc£1 books on the battle against national chauvinbim during the period 
after the Bolsheviks gnhlcd power is to be round in Moshc Lewin's Lenin's Last 
Strllggl~.· the most comprchcn£ive on the Nation:~! Question both be£ore and arter 
UOishc11i:om triumphed is 11tc Fnrmatlo11 of tile Soviet U11ion: Communlim and 
Nalltmull:sm, by ltichnrd Pipes, See also my chapter on Stalin in Marxism and 
l·ic·cJum, · · 
:!.1. Alexander llcr1.en, SC'Icctcd Pltilosopllicoll\lork.r, p. 521 • 
.!4, brring nN this may sound to the profc~o.•donul philusnphcr accustomed to 
lroccing lhc dialectic from the Greeks through Kan·t lo llcgcl in Lhe realm of 
lhtmght ulonc, the truth l)f the nhovc. :dah:mcnt has, In recent times, lwcn 
l".lil'lully trac~·cl in the wurks ur Jcun IIYI'Illllitc (fic•uc•.n• t'l Strllt'ltlri' lit• lu 
/'ltc'lltJ/1/CIW(tJgics de 1/cgclund Studies un Muo.: uud 1/t•g,·/), us well as the al'lual 
cln~·umcnts of Ucgel's early development, Dokumrt/le zul/cgels Entwick/u11g, 
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revolution ifl philosophy, became, with Marx, a philosophy of revolution, a totnlly 
new theory of liberation - the proletarian rl!volutions of 1848 culminating in the 
Paris Commune of 1871. Lenin's rediscovery of dialectics, of self-activity of 
Subject \'crsus Substance .at the very moment of the collapse of the Scc~nd 
lntcrn:~l.ional, disclowd, at one ;md the same time, the appe:mmcc of 
countcr·rcvolution from within the marxist movements, and the new forces of 
revolution in the national movements. Morc:ovcr, Jhcse new forces were pz.::scnt 
not only in Europe, but throughout the world as well. What Lenin's economic 
study of imperialism rcvc-.Jed was that capitalism had gorged itself on more than 
one half billiu;~ people in Africa ao.d Asia. This w-ws to become n totnlly new 
theoretic departur~ after the Bolshevik conquest of power, expressed as the The::is 
on the National and Colonial Question presented to the Third International in 
1920.

2
5 Even while the holocaust was most intenr.e and Lenin stood alone, he 

refused ·to retreat 1111 inch to abstract internationalism;. 111e outbreak of the Easter 
Rcbelliou in 1916, while prolctari11ns were still slaughtering each other,· showed 
the correctness of his position on the self-determination or nations. 

In Hii4-19JS, Lenin turned'to the study of Hegel, the 'bourgeois idealist 
philosopher~. Whatever the reason, it certainly Wa5 not in order to discover the 
,driving fo-rces of revolution. Yet, Hegcli:m dialectics was more useful in rilaking 
sense uut ul' the actiun .of the nmsscs taking f:llc into their own hands in lrel:md in 
1916 than the deba:cs on the National Quesliun with Iris Bolshevik colleaguc.26 

In 1917, the oppl}sition to national self-determination should have ended. 
In ·fact, .it only took on u new form. This lime Bukhari11 c-.1ntended that it W'JS no' 
longer possible to admit the right of self-determination since Russia was now a 
wurkers' si<Jte, Y..hereas nationalisin meant bourgeois and proleti!riat together, and 
'therefore', a step backward. In his admission that in !lOme cases he would be fo~ 
it, he listed, the "Hothmtots, the Bushmen, and the Indians''. To which· Lenin 
replied: .. He<~ ring this· cnumcrution I thought, how is it that Comrade Dukharin 
liad forgotten a smull trifle, the Bashkirs? Th"crc arc no Bushmen in Russia, nor 
huve I heard tha~ the Hottentots have luid cl.aim to an autonomous republic, bLlt 
we h:.ve Bashkirs, Kirghi;~ .•. We cannot deny it tu :1 sin~le one of the peoples 
living within the huunll:~ric!l uf the fmmcr Hus .. ;iml Empilc."27 . 

Uukharin, for whom ull the questi_ons, from the "self~etermination of 
nations" to statc-capit.alism, were "theoretical questions", may not have suffertd 

25. Sec part Ill, "Economic Reuliiy and the Dialectics of Liberation", where 1 
develop tltis thesis for the Africun revolutions in our uce, in Mo41.ti":sm und 
/i'~t?r.t.(~ uft'4~ yrt..-L-·c:.-4~=>1..• 
26. "I do not u""ttributc signiricance to the de:-oire to holt! on to the word, 
'Bolshevism'," Lenin wrote in his reply to Uukharin, "for I know some '<'Jd 
Bolsheviks' from whom may God Jlrcscrvu mu." 111c /Jo/slwlliks unci the World 

_ fllur, Gankin und Fisher, ed.,., p. 23$. 
27. Lenin, Sdt·cted Work.r, Vol. VIII, p, 342. The whole of Part IV, ''TJ.e Party 
l'rngr:un ( l'JI 1'1·19 JIJ)", is very valuahle fur I he thcur~tk11l pninls in dispute, ;mtl 
haW the ;ni\;IIIJag~· ur hdlll! C;l!ll IIIUfC ill :J lhcorcticaJ frUIIIC thall lhc factiOitll) 
hitc of the 'J'rutlc Union Dispute which c.an be found in Vol. IX. 

' 
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from Russian chauvinism. But he creat~d the theoretical premises for Stalin, who 
did turn the wheels of history straight back to capila_lism. A.t the la.st "!oment :­
too l:!te as it turned out -Lenin broke completely with Stahn, and m Ius debah:s 
wilh Bukharin he refused to do away with thnt single word, "d~!ilect~cs": 
dialectics of the relationship of theory to practice, dialectics as the rclallonslup of 
subject 3nd object, dialectic as the movement fro~ :!bs~r!l~t t? concrete. I~ P!!lce 
of the mechanistic bifurcation of subject and ob~ect, Lemn JOined the two an a 
new concrete universal: mtHh ..-,.rb~~'-· ~ · · 

· Abstract revolutionism was the methodological enemy. Bukharin's theory of 
state-capitalism, the obverse side of his theory of econonU~ devc:lopmen~ under a 

· workc1s' state is One of continuous development, a !.trarght hne leadrng from 
"unorganized"' competitive capitalism to "organized" state-capitalism. On a world 
.scale, it remains ·~anarchic" and subject to the "blind laws of the world n~rket". 
Anarchy is "supplemented· by anlap.onistic classes". Only the proletanat, by 
seizing political power, can extend "or~nized pr~duct!on:• to the whole wor!d· 
The fact that Dukharin believed in sacral revoluhon dnl not 5el!m to stop hrm. 
from dealing with labor', no/ as Slth/fct, but as object. . . 

Despite the fact that Buklmrin played no small role •.n.the.191? ~e~o!UliOn, 
his t·onct:pl uf revolution is :m uhs~r:1ct that a~l human uctiVIIY as subsurm:.~ und~r. 
it. Thus, he w:~s incsco1pably duvt!n to preclude sclf-movem~nt, wlucl~ .was 
precisely the reason why lab?r romaine~ ~n object. As an O~Ject, the 1_11gh:st 
attribute Dukharin could tlunk of assrgmng to labor was 1ts bccommg an 
"aggregate". People were referred to as "human machines."28 . . . 

That u revolutionary intellectual had becun~e s~ ent.r.:.~pcd m t.hc 
fundamental alienation of philosophers in D clu~, soc:ety_, 1denllfymg .men wrth 
things, was a phenomenon that laid heavy o~ Lenm s mmd us he wrot.e Ius Wit{. So 
completely did lenin disagree with Bukhurm's nretlrod of prescntat1?n .that even 
when he agreed with the specific points, he felt it necc~ry to cnUC!ZC them. 
Thus, there was certainly no disagreement abo~t the maj_or achievement of.llre 
R1:ssian Revolution- the destruction of_bourgeo1s prodnchve relations. But wn.cn 
Bnklmrin tried tu make an :1hstraclinn ul' it by lryint: tu !illh~um~· pruduct1~c 
relation~ under "technical .relations''. it becounc ,ohviuus tu U!mn t_hat Bukh~n!' 
simply failetl to understand the dialectic. TI1~s, when he quoted Bukl~arm s 
/J'cvnomics of /Ire Trumitio11 Period, to the effect that ''once the destruction. of 
c:1pitulist pJoductjun relatinns. is really ~ivcn~. and. one: ~h.~, theore~~~~~ 
impossibility of their rcstornliun lli proven • . • Lcmn rephcd. wtth.. ht~poss,rbrh 
ty'ili tlemonstrublc only practically. The uuthor docs not pose dlalcctu:alb the 
relatioushi11 of theory ti1 practice." 

"8 Dru[l Cl J'mgmm included In Alaka, p. 121, Collection of Theoretical 
Ariicles by N. Dukhari~ (May, 1924, Moscow). Unfortunately, neither Bu~harin's 
J:'cotwmics of tire Tratuillon l'criod, nor Lenin's Commcmar)' on lt is uva1la.hle in 
En~lish. 1 h:IVC u~cd the Ru5Sian text. However, other works hy. N: 1Jukh~1nn _an: 
;~vailahlc in Hlli!IL~h. Thl."s~· an•: '1111' ll'orh/ l:'muumy 11111/ lmtlc'rUIIum, 111~1•''!~"~~1 
Mall!rlulism, and individual essays which arc i'!cludcll in ulhcr wml..s. l f. l1t•' 
Jlo/:llrvlks atullllr! ll'orld War. 
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The most diffkult rclatiouship to work out once state power has been 
gained is precisely this rdationship of theory to practice, for it w:1s not .only on 
the N:.~tional Question but especially in relation to the workinJ; masses th::t a gulf 
opened between the Bolsheviks in power and the working people. And the pany 
was surely to degenerate: "to think tlull we shall not be thrown back is utopian.'' 
What Lenin feared most W:lS the sudden ''passio1l for bossing" to take command. 
Unless they pr::ctice the new concrete univerJ;al, ••to a man". they would be 
doJmed: "Evc.y citizxn to a man must act as a judge and participate in the 
government of the country. And what is important to us is to enlist all the toilers 
to a man in the government of the state. TI1at is a tremendously difficult task. But 
socialism cannot be introduced by a minority, a party.n29 

This is not the: place to analyze the actual objective transfornution of the 
workers' state irto its opposite, a state-capitalist soci~ty,30 or to Stalin's 

· usurpatiori of power. Of all of Stalin's "theoretical" revisions, what is relevant to 
our subject is his perverse concept of partiinost (partyness) in phiiosophy, which 
he and hi~ heirs attributed to Lenin. Fortunately, there" exists a most 
c~mprehen~IVC and schal:uly work on the relationship of Sovi_el philosophy to 
~c1ence wluc!l explodes the Communist and the ,Western ideologist myth of 
"partyness· in philosophy" in Lenin: "In order to achieve this interpretation one 
must also disregard the fact that the original sources, including Mat••rlaiism and 
J::mplrlo-criticism itself, never suggest what (Bertram) Wolfe and the Soviet 
scholars attribute to Lenin. The sources show that he had a political aim in writing 
the book, but it was not to join the philosophical and P,Oiitical issues that Russi:m 
Marxists we.re arguing about: it was lo separale thcm .. :•al · 

There is not a trace of parlyncss in the Philosopllic Notcbooks,not Cver. 
the old concept of ''the party of idealism" or the "party of materialism:•· What wr: 
arc concerned·with is not the monstrous myth of partyness in philosophy, but 
rather, the duality of the phHosophh:al heritage. Far from publicly proclaiming his 
phil~l~ophic. repudiation or Plekhanov, or his break with his own philosophic past, 
Lcnm adv1sed Soviet youth to study "everything Plekhanov wrote on 
Philo5ophy •.. "and he reprinted his own MaterialiSm and Empirlo-critlcism. We 
need not bother here with simplistic explanation of these actions such as I he one 
offered by an ex-Old Bol~hevik when he wrote: "And yet Lenin did not have the 
courage to say openly that he had thrown out, .:1.s useless, some very substantial 
parts of his philosophy of 1908."32 Tite reason for the "privacy" of his 
Philosophical Notebooks is at once more simple and more complex, and h:ts 

29. Lenin,_Cul/cctt•d Works, Vol. VIII, p, 324. 
30. I devoted a I!OOtl part of M1"·'·/sm rmd Freedom to the study or Russian 
state-c;~.pitalism. 
31. Soviet MllrX/sm a/Ill Nlllllral St·iem:t•, l!J/7·1932, by David Jorav.sky, p. 34. 
The two M!Ciion!i mo:;t relcvunt to our :;tudy arc "Lenin and the l'artyness or 
l'hilosuphy", pp, ~4-44,uud "The (~ulturotl Revolution and Marxist l'hilosophens'', 
pp. 7b·HIJ. 
32. l:"ttcowut•rs with J.cllill, hy Nikolay Valenlinov, p. 256. 
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nothins to do with an :;lics~d lack of courage. The tragedy liCs elsewhere, Ucep in 
the recesse!lo of time, revolution, and counter·rl)volution. Too short were the years 
h~twecn 1914 and 1917, ;o.nd between 1917 and 1923. Too great was the 
Novcmhcr Revolution in Russia, and too many the beheaded and rni!ISI!d 
rcvolutiom elsewhere; too overwhelming the concrete problems of this gre;J.t 
historic e·/cnt, objective and subjective, including v.:hat Lenin called cultural 
backwardne.ss. The pull, therefore, was for "stage·ifying". When to study what? 
First one read Plckhanov, then Materialism and Empitlo-criti'cism, then ... Lenin 
himself continued his hegelian reading even at the hejght of the f:mline.33 Lenin 
was so moved by Ilyin's book on Hegclthat,though the author was both religious 
and :m enemy of the Soviet state, Lenin intervened to get him out of jail. 

The duality in Lenin's philosophical heritage is unmistakable. But how can 
th01t excuse the failure to grapple with the Philosophic Notebooks On the ground 
that they ar'e mere 'jottings', •had never been intended for_publication', and, 
therefore, it would be no more than 'idle specui:Uion' to conclude that Lenin 
wished to follow one road rather. than another? In any case, no one can explain 
away the cl~ar public tasks he ~et for the editors or" the newly-est.:lblished 
philosophic orgon, Pod Zt1at1/ct1em MarxiZma (Under the Banner of Marxism},to 
wurk uut a .. solid philo.sophical ground" which he spelled out as: (I) ••rhc 
!iystcmatic study of- H!:gelian dialectic from a materialist standpoint, i.e., the 
dialectic which M01rx applir.d practically in his Capital and in his his~orica1 and 
politicul works.~•34 (2) .. Tnk.ing as our basis Marx's method of applying the 

H. The Lenin Institute has reeords for the year 1920, when Lenin asked for the 
Russian tran5tations of Hegel':: Science of Logic ·a:~d l'IJciJO/lfCIJOloKy· of Mitid, ns 
well as works by Labriola, and llyln's T11c Jlllllosoplly of 1/egcl as a· Doctrine of 
till~ Concreteness of Gud and of Man. Qeborin, in his "lntrOt.luction". to the 
Notebooks when they were finally published in 1929 (Lcninski Sbornik, IX) and 
Adoratsky hi his preface to the 1933 edition (Lrninski Sbornlk, XII) both refer to 
the Lenin Institute records, and then, without telling anything about the intrii!ues 
in the delay in publh:ation, proceed with platitudinous praise leading to nothing 
eoneretc; they arc of .. great significance", "interesting", contain "leading 
indicatil'lns regan.ling the direction in which further materialist dialectic should be 
worked out", · 

In this respect, llyin's works arc more reyc;~.Jing bec;~.use one sees why 
llcgel's analysis of the concrete influenced Lenin so much: .. The rirst and 
fundamental t11ing that one who wishes to .adequately under.stand and master 
phi_tosophic te•tching or liege! must do is to explain to oneself his relation to th~ 
cnncrcle empirical world . , .the term, 'concrete' comes rrom the Latin 
'concre:.cer;.!', 'Crer.cere' mcun.s 'to grow':. 'concrcs-.-:ere', to co:llesc~, to .arise 
lhrough growth. Accordingly, llcgel's concrete mcOns rirst of all the growing 
toJ~ether.,. The concrete empiric is something in the order of being (Seln), 
wmething real (Realitiit), actuality (Wirklicllkcit), .something existing (ExistCIIZ), 
!>Omcthing Dasei11. In its totality, this reality forms a world, .a who(c world of 
thin~;s (Dingc, Sacltell), existences (Exlstcr~zrn), realities- the-'ohjcclive' world o 
realm or 'objl)ctivity'. This rettl, ubjcclit•e world i!i al:;o the l~onen:te world, but 
only the empirlc-concrele." ' 
34. Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. XI, p,77. 
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Hegcli:m dialectic materialistically conceived, we can and should (reat his dialectic 
fro:n all sid~s. print excerpts from Hegel's principll works ... "35 (J) "The group 
of editors and contributors of the magazine U~rdcr tile Bant:cr of Marxism should, 
in my opinion, be :1 kind of 'Society of Malerialist Friends of Hegelian 
Dialcctics'."36 

This was the year 1922, the year of his most intense intellectual activily, 
which stretched into the first months of 1923 and the 13st of his great b.lttles 
ugainst the top leadership. Most of all, it was against Stalin's brut11;l, rude, and 
disloyal acts, m:~inly ag:Jinst the Georgians, that is to say, once again out the 
N:~tional Question - ••scratch a Communist and you will find a G:-eat Russian 
chauvinist." Not accidentally, Bukharin held the same position on the National 
Qucslion. 

As lcniu loty writhing in agony -not just physical agony, but agony over 
the early 'bureaucratization of the workers' state and its tendency to "move 
backwards to c:Jpitalism"- he. took the measure of his co·leaders in his Will. What 
is relevant here is what- he s:~.ys of Bukharin: "Bukharin- is not o_nly the most 
valuable and biggest theoretician of the party, but also nuy legitimately be 
considered the favorite of the whole party; but his theoretical views can only with 
the very greatest doubt be rega~ded <~s fully Marxi<~n, for there is something 
scholastic in him. (He ha~ never learned, and I think never fully U11tlerstood, the 
dialcctic.)"3~ 

Clearly. ''understanding the dialectic .. hnd become the pons sii1i fur l.J:nin. 
It w;is nnt :111 uhstmctinn when it w:1s uscl.1tn describe the chief thcorclici<m uf 
th~· party. Ch:arly". "IIlli ·mu.lcrstanding the" dialectic" hal.1 become crucial. As th.: 
head of the first workers' state in history, witnessing the crriergence 'of 
bureaucra-tization .and national chauvinism, of both Bolshevism and 
non-Bolshevism being so permeated with :m administrative mentality liS to call for 
thf. st11tification of the trade unions, and the chief theor~tician's views being 
non-dialectic and therefore not "fully Marxian", Lenin saw all there traits 
developing :md creating problems because, in their totality, they tended to stine 
rath~:r than release the crCative powers of the masses. Nothing short of sensing this 
danger would have prompted Lenin to take such sharp measure of those who led 
the greatest proletarian revolution in history. · 

35. Consider the gn•atly.overratcd young French Communist philosopher, louis 
Al!hus.o;cr, in our epoch procl:liming that "one phuntom is more C!ipcdally crucial 
thun uny other today: the shm.lc of llcgcl. To drive this phantom back into the 
night ... " And read especially how studiously he writes_of lenin as if he never 
har.l written unything beyond Mult'riali.wt uml h"mpiriiJ·crilid.ml, (l.cllill and 
1'/lilnwrlil,\',) In t•art II of Mar.\'ism cmtll•h•t•Jom, (in "AIIern:•tiv~s") I develop the:: 
cnnscqu~·nc~·s of not huihlinl!, nn the fnumlutinns left hy .l.enin's l'hilomtJ/Iir 
Nt~ll'h•mk.~ . 
.lh. St'/tTit'd Wor•h. Vul. XI. p. 7X. 
.17. Silh'l' K.hru~dJCv"-. lk-St:•llnit.atinn .~JlCl"Ch in I9Sf,, l.\•nin's Will lw~ finally 
ht'L'II puhlhh~\l in lh•~"••• ;uut ;lpth'f:IS ahu in thl' lal~':<ol t'\litiun fll•~· fifth) uf his 
C..i•lkt•f,•tl ll'orb. llow.:vcr, I have the t.:xt which was first published by Trotsky, 
.o.nr.ll nm therl!forc quoting from '111c Sllpf1rcssctl Trstamcnl of J.c11i11. 
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It is the nature of trulh, uid Hegel, to force its way up when its .. time has 
come". He ~hould have add:d, "even if only ina murky form". But then he could 
not have known how much a state-capitalist age can excrete to make itJmpossible 
lo sec the truth even when it surfaces. No conspiracy was needed between "'East" 
and ··wc.st .. to keep· Lenin's Pllilosorh;cal Notebooks out of the reaclt of the 
m:lsses - aml then work Lo nktke it •t.eyl)ud' their underitanding. It. is in the 
nature of the administrative mentality of our state-capitalist au~omated ase to 
consider hegelian philosophy, at one and the same time, the private P.reserve of · 
those "in the know" and to let it remain "gibberish" to the uninitiated. And 
;~!!hough in the "East" they bow before the founder of their state, and in the 
'"West" sneer at Lenin's non·professional stilt us as a philosopher. both poles find it 
convenient to keep apart what histOry has joined togeth~r - Hegel and Marx,· 
Hegel and Lenin. In this 200th anniversary year of Hegel and the IOOih 
:mniversary year of Lenin, it is time to begin listcn!Qg to the voices from below 
who are findirig out the truth for themselves by attempting to practice the 
dialectic both of thought a~d or revolution. 

Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 

A~ INTEilNA'I'tONAL QUARTJm.LY 
, Edlttd by M2rvin Farber 

March, 1970, Volume XXX, No.3 
, CONTENTS 

I. ARTICLES 
Phllosophy as a Drama: An approach to Plato's Symposium. by HCnry G. 

Wolz · 
Tow:uds a Theory of lnlenllon:ility, by Aron Gurwllsch 
Originallv~ lllli1klng in the lAter Philosophy of Heldif',Ger by S.L.Uartky 
The C~Jmmunity In Marx's Philosophy, by KenncU1 A. Mciin 
The Prm·isiunat Ethic of the Fint lntcmationnl, by Donald Clark Hodges 
Positivism. Rea!.:,11, and Exlstentla.lism In Mach's tnnuenee on 

Contemporary Physic~, by Mo::ndcl Sachs ' 
The S\\itchcs raradox, by ll'-'bcrt L. Armstrong 

II. REVmWS, NOTES AND N~WS, AND RECENT PUBLIC.\ TIONS 
SuhM:ri)IIions: sc •. oo pcr yc;n for indivitluals; $7.50 per year tor 
in~tilutions. Separotc issucs, $1.65 and $2.00 n:spcc:livcly. Postage ;md 
handlln~ for back hsu~_only. . 
.'\ drcular li5ting the main contents or the Journalllncc 1940 will toe sent 
upon request. · 

A•ltlrc~\ :dl \."t!nlmunt~·atinn!o '" 
Philosophy .-md Phmomonolcgic•l Rnsoarch 

St:ah: Umvcnity uf New Yurk 011 hut fain 
Buffalo, New York 14214 

4523 

• 





PRAXIS 

KORCULANSKA LJETNA SKOL.A 
HEGEL I NASE VRIJEME- pi~u R. Su· 
pck, E. Bloch, M. Kangrgn, E. Fink, D. 
GrliC, D. Jahnig, V. Slmcunovil!, K. H. 
Volkman·Schluck, E. Paci, M. iluri~, E. 
Grassi, K. H. Wolff, B. Despot, M· Darr.­
njano\'iC, J.P. Arnuson, F:~luhiC, J. Schu­
macher, N. MBtcviC. E. Barroni, T. Hri­
bar; P. Apostol, Z. VidojcviC, G. Z01jCara~ 
novic, .i LENJ!NIZAM - NOVA LJEVI • 

· CA - pilu E. Mandel, M. Markovic, M. 
Rubel, R. Dunaycvsknya, V. Cvjctil!anin, 
J. R. Nunez 1\morio, B. Jak~iC, D. Sto~iC, 
H. Hosu, 2.. D. Dcnlc, J. Gojko\·iC, Z. Falo· 
ut A DODATAK - Sadr!aj VII godi!ta 

HEGEL I NASE VRIJEME 
LENJINIZAM- NOVA LJEVICA 



I\'Ax Kn·Atu:, 
~ICKI 

.!L':-:T llAU:.JA:O.:X 
r11 (TUbingcn), 
im), Ront:RT S. 
::-; CALDARO\'JC 
·•:1C (Beograd), 
:\'o), VLAUJ~;m 
!IT (Sarajc\·o), 
!'ariz), A!-:ORJ; 
. Ji::JXTI:L {fie(:), 

. aje\'o), Mrn:~ · 
"t-:LJKu Km:,\C 
ugrad), HC:.O'RI 
: MAI.I.CT (Pa· 
\'IC (Beograd), 
·rt), ZAC.OIU\,\ 
ridge, 1\bss.), 
~l'<td), jVLil':i 
LJlHIO TAI>h: 
l'\\'ton), ALuu 
".td). 

~1(, le!efon 22·575, 
'· Zlgrtb, lllc• 21!, 
Meltrovl~. 

PRAXIS F l l. 0 Z 0 F SKI CAS 0 P l S 
JUG 0 SLAV E·N S K 0 I Z DAN J J: 

UGR£8, SE,.Tii:M!Uoll - ClCCEMUR 197:1. GODINA VII - BJIOJ 5- t. 

HEGEL I NA~E VRIJE!\U:. 
REFERATl 

Rm!i SupL·k / Aktualnost Hcgclon: i Lcnjino\'c misli . . 699 
Ernst Bloch I Po\·ijcsno posr~:do\'anjc i No\'um u HcgcJa . 709 
l\'lilan Kahgq,!J. I Hegel - rncthfi?.ika iii rc\'o)uCija? . : . 721 
Eugcn Fink I Hegci•J\'a problcmS"ka fonnula »lskuSa\'imjc 

rcalnostispoznawulja« {tt »Fenomcnologiji 
duhoo) . . . . . . . . , . · . . , • . .. 733 

DJ.nkq CrliC I Rc\·ohu:ij:.t i tt.•rur . . . ,. . . , ..•. ~ 741 
Dieter Jiihnig·: Odstranjcn,ic po\·ijcsti pomo~u >lubr~zova-

nja• i •prisj•:canja• , . . . . . . . . . 753 
Vojin Simeuno\•iC I Aklualno.st Ht..'gclovc · »Fcnomcnologijc 

duha• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 763 
Karl flcinz Volkmrmn-Schluck I .Hegclov pojnm npsolutnc 

ncgacij(! i -njcno z.r.aCenje 1.n nns . . . . . . 773 
Enzo Paci I Fenomcnok1gija ~ povijcst u Hcgdovu miSJjC.nju 779 
Mihciilo DuriC I Prak$a, ·rnd i dclnnjr.: . . . . . . 789 
Ernesto Grassi'/ Hcgclo\'O ncrazumijc\'m:jc latinskc i hu-

rnnnistiCkc trmlicije . . • . . . . 795 

Kurt H- Wollf I 0 Iukavstvu uri1n u mt~c \'rijcmc 
Brnnko DesPot I Hegel u ozbiljcnju filozofijc . . 

SAOP_CENJA 

813 
823 

Milan DamnjancwiC I Rad i jczik u Hcgclorom sistcmu 
kod Marx[l . , . . . • . . . . 

Johan P. Arnason I Op:.!a po\•ijcst i cmnncipacij;t , 
Fund MuhiC I Hegel i staljinizam . . . . . . 
Joachim Schumacher I Primjcdbe uz prctpo\'ijcst pojnia 

Ni~tn u Hcgcla j njcgo\'o ukidanjt.: u M;~rxa 
Ernsta Blocha . . . • 

Ncnad Mi~CcriC I Po\'ijcst i s\'rha 

8.i3 
839 
847 

853 
863 

452l) 



Erncsto Bnrrr.mi I Vrijt.~mt>, nc-nij~mc i .Ni~tn . . . . . 867 
Tine Hribar I Po\'ijcst ·i prisjcCanjc . . . . . . . . . ~71 
P<Jvcl Apostol I 96 stavova o smrti i slobor.li u H~gclo\•oj 

filozofiji i u nu~cm vrcmc:ilu . . . . . . ·. 875 
ZGran Vidojc\'iC I Sa\·rcmcni odnos r<:~dniCkc kht.r,c i komu· 

nistitkc organiz~cijc u svctlu Hcgclo\'C idcjc !den· 
titcta . . o • o 0 • • • • • o • • . • 885 

Gligorijc ZajcCaranm•iC I Dija!cktika ratlo.1 i otm1cnjn u He-
. g~la . . . · . . . . . . . . . . . . . 897 

LENJINJZA.\1 - NOVA UEVICA 
REFERATI 

Ernst Mandel/ AktualD.ost lcnjinistitkc tcOrijc organizacijc 
u svjctlu historijskog -iskustva o • o • • 0 909 

Mihailo MarkoviC I Nov:~. Je\oicn i kulturna r~volucija . o . 927 
Maximilien Rubd I H.is~orijska funkcija n.ovc bur!o~zije . 945 

• SAOPCENjA 

Raya Dunaycvskaya I Lenjin i Hegel . . . • o o o o 957 
: Veljko CvjctiCanin I Nckoliko tcza.o Lcnjinu u suvrcmcilim 

uvjclima socijalizma . . · . . . • . . 973 
.ToR. ~uncz l'enorio I Po·st9ji li lcnjinistiCka filozofija? 983 
Bolidar JakSiC I Gradansko dru~t\oo i graUanska nauka 991 
Dusan Stosic I Hegel i otudcno ljudska zojcdnico · . 999 
Hairedin Hoxha /l.cnjh'l o nac:ionaln01l1 pitanju . -· . . 1005 
Zivojin D. DcniC I Lcnjinovo dcfinis~mJc ·pojma druStvcnc 

klasc 0 o 0 o o o o • o . o • . o . • • lOIS 
1023 

. 1037 
. J::.sminka GojkoviC I Raskr~ca· amcri~kog SDS·a·. 
2cljko Falnut I U!njin i pitanjc ·knjiicvnosti 

DODATAK 

Sodrfaj VII godista (1970) . . . . . .· . • . .... 1043 

4527 

AKT 

.Scdmo 
sl~vi 200-g• 
njina, naj; 
~ajnijem r. 
u toku O\' 

· 1 jetnici Le; 
sjcdanju 1 
TakvO po\ 
njlhovim 
povljcsti, 
misli u vc: 
rijcnim po 
pitanjcm ! 
11.medu DJ 

.Pribliz 
hodnim i; 
sumc soci 
rna kriti~l 
na rcvolu 
s\oijcst o t 
stuvila gr 
\'Oljoavaju• 
ma i;broj 
prividno 
marksisti 
sti ·koju .0 

tc-Zc. 
lei m 

putom CJ 
Lenjina l 
one zabl. 

' 

I 
I 

l 

.i 



•. 

::-~tcma 

dizam, 
nokre· 
i.l ova 

. Ol\'0· 

odigne 
den om 
~t<wlja 
.alizi o 
la Tl\7• 
1dajuCi 
1 jezik 
c. Jer. 
mood 

ti zem· 
1c m•J· 
.: klasc 
zdovoj 
i Welt· 

nji.mr• 
1U: Ztl: 
ai:anja 
!rira u 
i polo-. 
, klosu 
·okora· 

·~jc na 
I"CVOlu· 
:rit!dri· 
poslu· 
pr.1xis 

: 11FUr 
Zl! vcr· 
Entwi· 
Aktion 

nin 

·:-scho. o 
;,•nccptr.; 
! Unma· 

SAOPCENJA 

LENJIN I HEGEL 

Raya Dmm.~·cvskaya · 

D!!lroil 

lstovremcnosi izbijanjn pr\'og svjetsk~g rata i izglas2.vanja 
rntnih kredita kajzerO\'oj vlndi od stranc njemaCkih socijaldc.." 
mokrata liSila jc Lenjina filozofskog tcmcljn na kome je stajao i 
zu koji je mislio da je nt~pokolcbljiv. C:etvrti a"vgust 1914. ruzbio 
jl.! na paramparCad konccpte· koji su hili zajednifki svim ten· 
dl!ncijama u marksistifkom pokretu. Do 4. avgusta svi su se sla- · 
gali dn mat~rij~lni uslovi predstavljaju temelj za stvaranjc no· 
\•og druStvenog porctka, d•1 Ce ~to su napredniji materijalni 
uslovi, proletnrijat biti to boljc priprcmljcn za preuzimanje via· 
sti od burioazijc, i da Ce ~to jc vcCa maso\'na pnrtija i ~to jc zre­
lije njcno'rnarksistieko vodsi\'O, to sigurniji biti p"ut do revolu· 
cije. Muterijalno je bilu ono realno i obja~njenje za ono idealno. 
Vjerovati u bil,o tta. drugo bio jc fpozofski idealizam, burioaska 
apologetika, klerikalni opskurantizo.m. . 

Poslijc 4. avgusta, medutim, marksistiCki revolucionari mo­
rali su.se SU!JCiti s jednom z:tprep'l~CujuCom novom realnoSCu -
marksistifki \•Ode (priznati kao takvi Od titave internacionnle, 
ukljuCujuCi i boljSc\'ike) n'a ~clu najveCc· ma.sovne partije, •Vt!-­
like njemnCke socijalnc rlcmokraciject, u tchniCki na.jnaprednijoj 
zemlji, naredili su radnicima nc da razorc S\'jetski kapitalizartl, 
vcC dn ubijaju jt:dan drugog prckcJ nacion~lnih granica radi •ob· 
ranc domovine«. SuoCcn s tim slomom -svih svojih ranijih kon· 
ccpcija o odnosu izmedu materijnlnog i idcalnog, subjcktivnog i 
objektivnog, opCcg i poscbnog, Lcnjin jc bio prisiJjcn da P,Dtra!i 
jcdnu novu filozofiju. Da Hegel nije nikad postojao, Lenjin hi 
morao da izmisli hegelovsku dijalcktiku da hi ponovno uspos~ 
tavio svuj vlastiti urn. 

Lenjin sc nijc ni jcdnog trenutka pokolcbao u s\'om revolu'­
cionarnom suproLc;tavlj~nju impcrija1istifkom rotu. Naprotiv. 
Dok su drugi rcvolucionnrni protivnic:i ral~ hili tako z~prepa~· 
L'cni slomom Drugc Inte~nncionalc da su smatrnli za potrcbno da 
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Ugl:~ni~c ".bCJrbu zn n_~iru_ 11~1 yno ~!o bi u.!~dinilo S\'C tcndl'ncijl! 
koJC msu J7.dalc, Lerum JC bw n::prJkok·biJn' u svom suprotstav­
lj;mju ,,ncdif<.:rcndrmwm jcdlnslvu« 1 j nijc htio oduslrl.li od naj­
ckstrcmnijc j najncJ\•osmislL•nijc pnrole - poraz \'lastitc zcmljc 
jc m:mjc zlo. Pn.:l\'orimo impcrijali.-;til:ki rat u grndanski r.ll. 
Jcdnom rijcCi, po LL•njinovom mi.Sijcnju hila jc putn.:bno ncSto 
drugo, a nc krpc:m.k komadiCa onog ?.to jc nckad bilo. N~izbjcZ­
nc, _k bilo potpuno _odvoj;mj<· .':·HI JJruzc i c;t;·ara_njt.! !rcCc intcr­
rwr-JOn~le. Razorno 1skus!ro lliJC dm·do u pllanJc llJCgO\'U bolj­
~c\'iCku politiku i organizaciju. U pit;~njc jc doSao stari ma-tcri­
j;JiiZ;un kojcf!l jc ncdostajao princip ••prctvar.:mja u suprotnost«, 
»dijalcktika sama«, To jc ono ~to Cc Lcnjin naglasiti u Hcgclo\'Oj 
dijalcklici. 

· Dok sc klanjc .SiriJo S\'ij'ctom i dok su drugi proth·nici rat!l 
Jutali nc srcdujuCi svojc v a!>tito miSijcnjc, Lcnjin, oclmah Cim 
jc stig:10 u Bc.:t~n .sL'ptcmQra 1914, uputio sc u knjiZnicu da fie 
uh\'ati u ko;taC s H.:~clo\'im djclima, napose s njl.!gO\'a·m Nau­
l.om !o~;ike. D:t jcdan bcsJwinpromisni rcvolucioJwr kao Lcnjin 
pt·o,·odi S\'ojc dane .u bcmskoj knjii.nici, dok jc Citav svijct,. 
t.:kljuCujuCi marksisti~ki pokret, bio n raspadanju mora da je 
prcdstavljalo doista Cudnu i ncr~zumlji\·u sliku. Ali, i.z dana 
u dan, Citave godinc: LcnJin se nijc micao ad Hcgela. Upravo 

· kno ~to jc njcgov!l politiCJ-:a parola, "Prch·aranjc hnpcrijalistiC· 
kog rula u gmthmski rata: postal<:~ politiCki \'cJika razdjelnica 11 

. mo.rksizmu, tako jc njcgo\' lzvod iz Hcgclll\'C Logike postilo filo-
zofski tcmclj za svc ozbiljne spisc koje jc Lcnjin napisao od tad:1' 
p~l do kraja Zh·otn, od Imperija/izma i Drf.al'e i revolucije uoCi 
novcmbra 1917, kroz djclo stV:lJ'Ilc rc\·olucijc, do njcgovog Tcs· 
tameuw. 

Lcnjin je pri.Sno HCgclu dosta oprczno, uvijck sc podsjcCajuei 
d~ ga Citn l'matcrijaHstiCkicc, i kuo mntcrijalist je »UpuCivao boga 
i filozofski olo~ koji brani bogii na duhriStc«. U isto vrijcmc, 
mcdutim, on jc uzbudcn spoznajom dn jc IJcp.clot•ska dijalektika 
rc\·olucionrirna, da jc Hcgdova. dijalcktik.:a, u sh·ari, prcthodila 
Murxo\'Oj »primjcni« u KomunistiCkom- mnnifcstu, »Tko Ce po­
\·jerovati«, rckao jc Lcnjin sam scbi, »da jc to kretanjc i 'samo· 
krctanjc' ... su~tina 'hcgclovStinc', apslraktnog i apstruznog 
( tcSkog, bcsmislcnog?) hegclijanstva?? .•• I deja univcrzalnog 
krctanju i univcrzalnc promjcnc (1813, Logika) bila jc dokuCena 
prijc njcnc primjcnc na Zh•ot i druSl\•o. Za druStvojc progla.Scna 

1) Fn .. •:u sc pojo\"ljujr u Lcnj!no\·om plsmu Alc)(snndrl Kolontaj: 11\'l 
nc.~lr.~n\"utc 'dn ml mor:uno lstaCl jcdnu p:~rolu ko}n bl ujrdinlla n·r', 
Jn Cu vnm n.•~l '>h'l'I'C'Olo dn jc st\'nr ](ojc sc u snda~njc vrljcmc boj1m 

·nt•h'Hr ncdlfcrcnc!rnno jclflnsl\'o kojr- jc, uvjcrcn snm, nojoposnljc I naj· 
· ~lcln~Jc zo prolet:mJnt. (C!tlruno u N. K. KJ•upsk91n Un>amcnc na Le­

njhra, S\'. II. p. lf\0.) 

2l Stvorno jc Lcnjln proven dv:jc godlnc - 1914-1916, - u lcnjl!nic!, 
All on Jc Hcgelo\'C );!Udijc :t:n\·r~lo 1915. tc jc pol:eo s prlkupiJanjcm mat~· 
l"!jalu zu p!!oanje lmpcrijall:ma. 
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Oa bismo sh,·atili pu.,c znal:cnj·.! kojc jc to Cihmjc Hcgc\a 
im~lu za Lcnjina moramv dri.ati na umu da Lcnjin nijc pozna· 
\'ao Marxo\'C sada sla,·nc Elwnomsko·filo:.ofsh rukopisc iz 1844. 
0 Ccmu Lcnjin konkrctno r:tzmi?.lja dok Cita Hcgdovu ·Nauku 
la~U;c jest Mo.n:o:t\' Kapiwl, n<"'. jcdnOJ strani. i njcgova borba s 
r.vulgarnim matcnjalizmom" na drugoj strani. Tak~,, Cak karl 
polcmizira s Hcgdom i ozn:tl:a\'il odjl'ijnk UiCc-za-scbc u uCcnju 
o biCu kao »mutnc vade«, on no:~stowljo: »Misao o prcobro.Canju 
idcalnog u rcolno jc du!Joka. Vo.!om:1 jc va7.na za 'historiju. Ali i 
u lai.nom Ziv6tu l:o\'jcka sc ''idi da tu ima mnogo istine. Protiv 
n.!lgarnOg matcrijalizma. NB. Razlika izmc(1u idcillnog i matcri· 
jnlnog takm1l!r nijc apsolutna, .nije ncizmjcrna«.t 

To otkriCc pm·czanoSti idcalnog i matcrijalnog ked Hcgcla 
dovclo j!! Lcnjina d~ ·uvidi da rcvolucionarni duh u dijalcktici. 
nijc Marx dodao Hcgdu, vcC da jc on bio vet u Hcgelu. ProuCa· 
vajuCi uCcnj'! o biCu, Lenjin \:cC nagla~a\'a i idcntiCnost suprot· 
nosti j prct\·aranje u suprotnost: »Dij~lektika jc u~enjc o tome 
kako mogu biti j .kako bivaju, kako postaju, ideutiCIJim suprot· 
nosti- pod kojim uslovima one bh•:1ju idcnti~nc pr<!obraCajuCi 
s~ jcdna ·u drugu.u! Kad jc stigao do ur.cnja o su~tini, nagl¥ak 
j.:: preSoo na samokrctnnjc,: prijc i viAe S\'cga. Raspravljaju¢i p 
zakonu protivrjcCnusti, on ne insislira toliko na idcntiCnosti su· 
protnosti koliko na pri;clClZU od jcdnog u drugo i na zaoStravanju 
protivrjcCnosti. S drugc str~n~ on pok<tzu.ic takvo dubo~o poz­
navanjc Cjelokrqniosti da Cak i liauzalitct postajc samo jcdan 
»!DOmcnt,. cjelinc: •Uzrok i poSljcdica, ergo, samo su momenti 
mcdusobnc S\'jctskc ?.avisnosti, vczc (univcrz..··alnc), uzajamnc 
udanienvsti dogadaja, samo su kal'ikc u lancu razvoja materi­
jc.« t>NB. Svestranost i svcobuhvatni karaktcr svjctskc vczc, 
koju uzro~nost izraio:~va samo jcdnostrano, fiagmentarno i ne­
potpunCJ,It' 

U zavr~nom ot.ljcljku o suStini Lenjin jc prckinuo s onim rna· 
tcrijali7.mom i cmpirizmom koji jc suvgc naghi~a\'ao nauku i 
katcgoriju uzroc3-nosti obja~nja\'ajuCi odnos duha i materije, pri 

"*Mil'ill sc nn Komw.lstifkl manUrst 
.. Mls!l sc na Porijeklo vrsla. 
3) Ja sam pr\'a prevP.la na engle3kl LenjinO\' l:vod (Konspckt), OvdJe 

Cu se slutltl, Ut::lavnom t!m prljevodom. Dodat:tk D. knjb:!: Re~yn Duno)C\'· 
skaya, .Marrbm and Frcc.>dom, New York, 1958. 0\'dje l:e se cltlrnt.l kao 
M&F.) Ipak, na\•odit l:u I stranice u mosko\•skom prljevodu (V. I, Lenin: 
Collected WorJ:s, Vol. 38}. LPrN•cdlloc ovog tlunl.ta nrwodl cltate lz te knjl­
ge prcmn lzdanju V. I. Lr.n..!ln, l:abrano djcla, Kullura. Bcogrc~d, tom 15 
I S\'Udu navodl strunlr::e tng tomn.] M&}', p. 331; Vol. 38, p, 141; Kult. 
pp. 120-130. 

4) .M & F, p, 3311; Vol. 33, p. 17G; Kult. p. 102. 
5) M & F, p, 332; Vol, 38, p. H3; Kult. p, 97. 
6) Af & F, p. 335; \'ol. 38, p. 150; Kult. pp. 148-140. 
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t~.:mu su llldiCn.i ckonomski 7.a1wni•( i llSLIMin~« bih st~tlno su· 
prut~:;l\'lj:mi .. pnj<.~\'in kao da s;.: u tome iscrpljujc: t"jclok!lfJ/lOSI 
pr<.1bh.:ma. Sad jc.! Lcnjinu up:m u ol:i lu.·gdo\'Ski poj;ml »lllOillCO· 
t.t": nOnljr jc bitno to da su i s\ ijct poj:t\'[a i s\'ijct po sL!bi mo· 
mc11ti C~J\'jl·~·o\'C spoznajc prirock, stupujl!\'i, promjcnc ili pro· 
Uublji\'anj;t (spoznajc).«: 

lcnjin jr.: is to tako st01lno \'odiu dcbatu sam sa sobom. S\'aki 
put kad jc bio ncmilosrdan pn·n'ta Hcgclo\'Om llmistidzmu i 
pr.1zno.i pc{bntcriji", Lcnjin jc u bti Cas m1gla~a\'ao dubinu di· 
jalcktikc, •gc:1ijalnu idc:juu. K~d j<.' Lcnjin stigno do UCenj;1 n 
pojmu - a tu jc on prckinuu sa s\·ojum vlastitom filozofskom 
proSloSC.u- on jc nagl:l~:av:m da Ml clcmcnti matcrijalizma pri· 
sutni kod Hegcla: llKad sc Hegel trudi - ponckad Cak naprci.c 
i upinjc du svrhovltu djcbtnost Co\•jcka podvcdc pod k.ncgorijc 
logik~ go\'orcCi da jc ta djcl~tnost 'zaldjuCak', da subjckt (Co· 
vjck) igra ulogu tog ,i tog 'Clana' u Jogitkoj 'figul'i' 'zakljuCka' 

. itrl., 01ula to Hij.c santo uatc:anjr., uijc samo igra. Tu_ jc veoma 
duboka sadr:.i_na, Cislo materijalisliCka. 

. Trcba obrnuti: pr1.1ktitna djclatno;:;t Co\·jcka morala jc mili­
.i~rdu pula dovoditi ljudsku !Wijcst do ponavljanja raznih logiC· 
kih figura taka da · bi tc figure magic Uobiti znaCcnjc aksioma. 
0\'0 noia bene.« .. 

Lcnjinov Iz\'od i1. Hcgclo\'e Naukc -logike otkriva jcdan duh 
u akciji, koji polcmizira sam sa sobom kao i s Hcgclom, sa\'jc­
l\ljuCi scbi da »SC \'rilti« Hcgclu, J\da razradiu idcjc, historiju, 
n:1uku, Marxo\• Kapital, aktualnc tcorijc, istraZujuCi suprotnosti 
i prcl;_1zcCi na Pojam koji on prcvodi kno »NB. Sloboda = sub· 
jcktlvnost ('Hi') cilj, s\'ij~:st, td.njn«.• Upravo znto LcnjinO\' 
Jz\·od post:tjc uzbudljiv doi.ivljnj i za njcgovc ~ita"occ. Taka, 
L·:njin tck ;to je ozhaC:io pn·i odjcljnk Pojmakao »Ovc dijelovc 
kn/'igc trcbalO bi mtZ\'ati: najbolje sredstvo za. dobivanjc glavo· 
bo jc"'u a vcC nagla~;.wa slijcdt!Cc: .NB. anaiiza zilkljuCka kod He· 
gda (E~B-A, Eins; B;;sondorcs; Allgomcincs B-.E~A itd.) 
podsjcCa na .Marxovo uglcdanj..: na Hcgda u I glavi.c

18 
Iza toga, 

on istiCc usku povczanost izmcdu MnrxO\'a Kapitala i Hcgclovc 
l.ogike: 10Ako Marx nijc ostavio Logiku (s ''eli kim poCctnim slo· 
\'om), on jc ostn\'io logiku 'Kapitalil', a to bi trcbalo naroi!Sito is· 

7) M k F, p, 333; Vol. 38, p. 153; Kult., p. 14~. 
8) M &: f', p. 313; Vol, 38. p lDtJ; Kult., p. 180. 
9l M & F, p. 33ti; VoL 3S. p. 10-t; Kurt., p .. 153, 
• 0\'U rc~cnicn jc- u Len.llnovom tekslu nn cngleskom. 
Hi) M & F, p. 339; Vol, 38. p. 17ll; Kuft. p, IG7. Glava I cdnost se na· 

rt.\'nc na Kap!tnl. To je ta lstn clnvn zn lwjil je Staljln, 1943, kad je od· 
!o;~io da preklnc !I Mnrxovom anal!zom 7.nkonn vrljt'dnosti kao karckterlstl~ 
n':lm za knpltu1!7nm 1 sumo kapltatlznm, norcdlo f;O\•jetsk!m teoremnrlma 
d:. je n01pu•tc .(V!dl prljC\'Od it. Pod :ar.tot•om ntarksl.:ma I moj k~entor 
U7. to, te dcbnte olw tcJ,:a u Tl1e Amcrlca11 £co11omle Rculew, sept. 1044 
d:> sept. 1045.) Oil tadn j~ to cstalo trujnhn prcdmetom spora kad god sc 
r11:pravljnlo o Cltuc1cnju I a 1t>tl~lzmu roba. 
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J,uristili u datom pi:<mju. V ·r.::~;pitalu' jc primij<:njcn~ na jcdn~ 
nauk~ logika, dijak·ktika i tcurij~ :-.pUI-najc m;tt,:rijalizm;:t (nc 
tr~ba tri t'ij(,.'ti, to jc jcdno tc isto), ~a'li _ic uzcu S\'C vrijcdno kod 
Hcgcla i o\·u. \'l:ijcdnu.p~mljcri<~ naprijc'~·."'' Al.i ~ok jc jo::. u\'ijck 
Lt pn·om odjt.'ljku uCcnJa o pvjmu, LcnJin OSJCCa putrcbu da S>! 

od\·oji, najprijc od Pll"il<lnO\'<\ ~ zntirn ltilk i od ,:.;;:tma scbt:. Td 
<~fonzma slijcdl· brzo jcd.-.n iza drugof: ( 1) nPh.:ham.>\' kritizir<~ 
kantuvst\'o (i r~gnosiicizam uup~c) \'t~l' s \'ulgarno·matcrijalis· 
til:kog g}.:di:;ta ncgo s dijall.'ktiCko-matcrijalistiCkog .. ·"· (2) 
l•(PoCctkom 20. \'ijcka) marksis!i ~u kritizirali kanto,·cc i 
hjumo\'Cc viSe fojcrbaho\'Ski (i bihncro\·ski) ncgo hcgclo\'ski.« 
(3) ,.Nc mole sc potpuno ~hvatiti M~rxt:•\' 'Kapital'" i poscbno 
pn•a glava u nJcmu aka .sc nc .prostudir<.l i nc shvuti cijcb. Hcge· 
lo\'a Logika. Daklc, nitku od mark,sist:.t nijc shnnio Mnrxa polil 
stoljcCa kasnijc!uu · 

Epigoni koji nijeCu da jc tu Lenjin mislio na scbc moraju 
odgovoriti Sto jc Le;:njin mislio s dod;:1tnom napomcnom uz prv:1 
dva aforizma, ,.o pitanju kritikc modl!rnog k~:tntovstva, mahiz­
ma itd?u Cijc jc djclo vgc n~go njcgov vh\stiti Materijaliz.am i 
empiriohriticizam, upcnmo toko na »mahizama:? Bitno pitanjc, 
n-.ravno, nijc mwoa..:njc imcna, a pogotO\'O nc sadrJ.a\'aju ii 
aforizmi pr~tjcrivanja. Taka, nitko nijc pisao dubljc ncgo Le­
njin o Marxo\'om Kapitalu, naposc o svcsku 11. i Lenjin s1gurno 
nije mislio da s\'i koji Zclc izuCavati Kupital moraju n3jprijc pro­
raditi oba svcska Nallkc logikiJ. Ono. Sto jc sad bilo za njcga pi·c­
St1dno, ono Sto jc on ·na?.irao r.n.:d sobom; bil;:;. jc vclikn lilozof­
ska dcb;.1ltt, izncnada upr:.wljmm nc toliko proti\· Hcgclu koliko 
pro.tiv Plchano\'a i Cak .osjcC:anjC" proti\·urjcC:nosti u ·scbi, u 5\'ojoj · 
filozofskoj proSlosti. Do!mz jc u t':injcliici da on sad· nijc bio po­
svc zadovoljan Cak ni Si:t s\·ojim csc!jom Karl Marx, koji jc upravo 
dovr.Sio za Enciklopcdiju Grt:.•tat. · · 

Upozora.\·ajuCi na Cinjcnicu da jc Lcnjinov cscj poCco s raz­
matranjcm filozofskog matcrij~lizma i dijalcktikc, Krupska jc 
tc .komcOtirala ovako: ,.to niic bio obiCan ni.ICin da sc prika7.u 
f\'larxo\'a uCcnjau.•a To jc ·sigurno istina. Ali Krupska nc spomi· 
njc da to odstupanje ad ranije a"!'lalizc, .u vrijcmc kud jc lcnji:l 
dovrSio cijclu Logi~u •. nij:. bilo. dosta kp~kn!!no ~a zado\:olji 
njcgo\'a nova shvucan.Jil dJplcklikc. EscJ JC bJO ptsan od ·Jula 
dll novcmbra 1914. lcnjin jc poCco da izuCava ·Logiku u scp­
tcmbru i do,•rSio jc 17. deccmbra 1914. 0\'0 i datum kad jc on 
plsao jcdno novo pismo Grmmfu- 14. januara 1915.- pomat.c 
uum da odredimo taCna kada jc Lcnjin po\"jcro,·ow da sc dogo· 
dila vclika rc\•olucija u njcgo\•irn filozofskim konccpcij:tma. U 
.s\•akom sluCaju, s karaktcristiCnom prcciznoSCu Lcnjin jc pisao 
Granatu: »Usput, nc bi li jo~ bllo \'I'Cmcna za nckc ispra\'kc u 

11) M& F, p, 3&3; Vol. JS, p. 3-tO: Kulr., p. 311. 
12) M & F, p. 340; Vol. 38, p. 11:10; Ktllt. p. 10!1·-170. 
13) Mcm_orlcs oj Lenin, p. 155. 
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odjcljku o dijnlcktici? ... Upiavo s tim pitanjcm dijalcktikc 
bavio sam Sl! pm:ljcdnjih mjcscc i po dam1 pn mislim da bih mfJ­
gno poncStu dodati ako hi bilo vrcrncnOt ... « 

Proccs raskida s:t starim konccpcijama niJC nigdjc jasniji 
ncgo u njcgovu komcntaru o odno::;u i7.mcdu tcorijc i prakse. 
Ti.lko, tak kada lcnjin govori o praksi, on n<:aglaSava da Hegel 
o\·djc raspravlja o praksi A\1 teoriji spuznajc«. Na Stu i snm 
Lcnjin poCinjc da tndi: »Alias: Co\'jckont s\·ijcst ne same odra· 
7.;wa ohjcktivni s\·ijct V:.!C ga i 5lYnra.:.~u 

Koliko smo. sc ud~!jili od ,fotokopijskc<1 tcorijc koja proiima 
Materijali:.am i empiriokritici::.m:r! A ipat; to nijc zbog toga Sto 
bi Lcnjin zaboravio S\'oje inatcrijalh;titkc korijcnc Hi svojc rcvo­
lucionarnc poglcdc na klas1m svij.:st. ?rijt: jc_ ~n·ar u tome da j~ 
Lcnjin dobio od Hcgcla jedno posvc JlO\'O shvaCanjc jedinstva 
matcrijalizma i idcalizma. To Cc sln,aCar'l·c prof.imati Lcnjiuovc 
mduvc poslijc /915. o filo:.o{iji, politici, e wuomiji i organizaciji._ 
I kako jc bio u\'ijck usmjcrcn no konkretno, .Lcnjin ovako in­
tcrprctira Hcgclo\'U primjcdhu o »nestvarnosti svijcta«: »Svijct. 
nc zado\'oljava tovjeka i l:m•jck odluCujc da· ga S\'ojom djelat­
no~Cu promijcni.« 

LC'njin nijc odlcbdio u apstrakcijc k<.~da je na nov.i naCin oci· 
jcnio idca1izam. Sarno jc apsolutna idcja. izgubila zlokobni pri· 
zvuk. Naravno to se nc objaSn.ltwa nckim prcobraiaj'=m Lcnjiria 
od revoluciomm10g matCrijalista u J;lburioaskog idcalista«, niti 
njegovim prihvnCanjcm Hegclo\'og pojma boga iii nckog »S\'jct­
skog duha«. Naprotiv, L~njin sad vidi da, iako sc Hegel bavi 
st-tmo s misaonim entitctima, krctanje »Cistc misli« ne S3f110 
»odraZm•nl( rcalnost, vcC jl~ i dijalck'lik3 jednog i drug'og· proccsa 
a postulat je »apwlutna ncgativnost.«u Lenjinovo duboko shva­
Cnrijc drugc- negncije koju Hegel zovc »prckrctnicOmu 11 vodi Le· 
njina da stavi u pitanjc Hcgelovo skretanje u brojtanuJgru -_ 
du li je dijalcktika »triplicitct«· ili »kvHdruplicitet« s rezultatom 
da Hegd razlikujc »jcdnosta\'JlOe~ i »npsolutnocc. Lcnjin komcn­
tira: •Razlika mi nijc jasnn, nijc li apsolutna (ncgacija) jcdnaka 
konkrctnijoj?a 11 lcnjin :sad prc\•odi j apsolutno i rclativno kao 
'momente raz\·itkn. · · 

. Kad jc Lcnjin za\'dio s Citanjcm Nauke logikc njega vBe nijc 
smetno hi prijelaz apsolutne idejc »1.1" prirodu«. Naprotiv, on 
tvrdi da Hegel time llpruZn ruku matcrijalizmu«. On pge odu~cv­
ljcno: »ZnaCajno jc da cij'=la glnva o »apsolutnoj ideji'1 nC govori 
gotovo ni rijcli o bogu (jcdva jcdnnput sluCajno sc promnkao 
,.boianski pojam«) i osim toga - avo NB - gotovo nc sadrZi 

' 14) JU & F, p. 347; Vot. 3S, p. 212; KuU., p. 202. 
15) Ibid., p. 200, 

16) Hegel, Science of Louie, sv. II, p 477. 
17) Kuft. p. 219. • 
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spl·c:ifi0ni it!t'ali:am, n:c 111:;.1 z:1 ghl\'ni ~\·uj pn.•thm·t clijalcktiCI.:i 
lllt.'tad ... 1 joJ:: jl·dno: u tom 1Wjii./c(l{;.~tiO:ijcm H~gdu\'Om djc· 
Ill inw n~:,im:mjt..• idcalizm:1, 1wjl·i.~l' m;.;t•:rijalizm:l, 'Proti\'rj..:L·· 
no', <11i tinjt.'nic:l!a 1" · 

Lt.'njin nijc o~jctio odu.:.~..·\'lj(•Jljl..' ~lilno onom kojc jc doZi\'iO 
L·it~juCi Lugiku kad jL' prL·~~IU n<l llq;t·lo\'U /Jistoriju /ilo:.ofije. 
Ali tu jc do;;Ju do konal.nog prckilb :.; Pkh<tllo\·orn ... NB. Razr.1-
diti. Pk·!1ano\' jc napisao o filuzofiji ( dij=.J..:ktici) \'jcrojntno oko · 
1.000 strana (BdjtO\· ·i ptuli\' Bug,hui.o\·a + proti\' k:mtm·ca 
+ osno,·na pitanja itd., itd.) OJ n.iih o \'cl:koj Lugici, po\·odom 
nj~. njcnc mbli (tj. 'upran' dijal::ktib kao filuzofskn nauk<l) 
nil ! !«I' 

Nc samo to. Poduzim~tjuCi da sumirn u org:ani1.iranijcm ob­
liku Sta znaCi c.!ijrdcktib, s~ula kr.d jc !lrd~w gl:l\'nrt Hcgclo\'~ 
djela'\ on C~k kritizira Engc·lc;a': »Razcl\•ajar.j.: jc(lnog i spoznaja 
njcgo\·ih protivurjcCnih dijclo\'a .... .i~·,;t bit,. dijalcktikc .•• No 
ovu stranu dijalcktikc obil:no' sc ( npr. kud Plchano\'a) 'nc obraCa 
dovoljno pai.njc: idcntit.:t supro_tnosti u1.ima sc kno zbroj_ pri­
mjCra, 'n~1 primjcr- zrno', 'na primjcr, prvobitni komunizam'! 
Isto kod Engclsa. Ali to jc 'radi poplllnrnosti' .. ,ctt• 

.· J.cnjin toliko cijcni dij:o.lcktiku d~\ jc njl1gO\'a ocjcna filozof· 
slwg idcalizma kao »slcrilnog C\•ijt'tn«, pro;ircna u »Stcl"ilan cvi­
jct koji rastc na Zivom drvctu Zivc, plodn!!, istinitc, moCnc, S\'C­

moCnc, ·objcktiYnc, apsolutnc J_judskc spoznnjc«, 
Za razliku Ocl komcnt:-~1'~1 kujc" jc Lcnjin pisao o tut1im djcli­

ma, ugla\'nom llcg:clovim posljcdnji cit~ll jc iz jcdinog ·Len ji­
no_\'og Clanhil spcci[iCno ~>0 dijnlcktick Pn.:mda ni m·aj r:lanak 
nijc bio priprcmljcn za ohjavljh·o&njc:, on hnr nijc nikad bio 
smatran za puke nbilje;kc«. To jc po.:d.ic.•dnja fllozofska rij~C 
koju nam jc·ostn\'io iz oclliCnog period:-~ 1914-\915. Kako Lcnjin 
nijc priprcmao svojc Fifo:.ofskc Sl'cskc• za objavljh•anje one su 

. ostoll· 11privatncu; kako sc Ciniln da jc Lcnjin jt•dnostavno' na~ 
stavio su S\'oj.im ckonomskim studijamn, politiCkim tcz~r: 
organi7acionim ,radoni; a kr.ko su SC' frakcijskc polcmike nas~ 
tadjalc ncsmanjcnom Zestinom, Lcnjinovi nnsljcdnici nisu hili 
pripravni za zaht/'t•v da sc suotc ~- kr:~jnjc zbrkanom, potpuno 
proth•urjcCnurn c \'os1rukom vizijOm: na jcdnoj stnmi pozmlli 
vulgnmo-m<~tc:rijalistil'ki Ma_tcrijflli:mn i cmpiriokri;ici:.am a na 
drugoj strani, bcs.krajna pozh·anja n::1 di_ja1cktiku - dijalcktiku 
n.·\·olucijc, dijalcktiku samooprcdjcljcnjn u odnosu na nacional~ 

18J Val. 3S, p. 2.3-4; Kull., p. 22-4. 
19) M & F. p. 35-4; Vol. 3s, p:::'i7; 1\1111., p. 2G6, 
M! ncmumo I.cnjlnCJ'.'C S\'cskc o J-Ic~:clo\'OJ Fcnomcnologljl duha. ul! 

St·c.d.:c o illlJJ('rljah=mu pol-:awju da jl: jc CJn ~itnu dr•k jc p!"lprcmno bro· 
t.uru o Jm,,crij-l!i:mu. (St•c:;l:l' su ops('lno cij('!O nu .73P struna, nnsupro: 
krntltnj broSun koja jc b!ln Sl\'arno nbjU\'Ijcna). 

:!0) \'of. Jd, p. :ij9, p. 363; Kult., p. 351. 

963 

4534 



no piwnjr.· i na svjctsku rc\·oluciju, dijalcktiCki odnos tcorijc 
prcma sarnod,icliHnosti masa kao i prcmJ. samoj Sl~bi. 

Ni Lcnjino\'i prist,11icc ni njegoo.·i polititki prolivnici nisu 
znali niSta, o \'clikom filuwfsknm sporu iza:r.vanom Hcgclovom 
ilpsolutnom mcrodom. Dij<tlc:ktika razvitka ,.c:;.istog krctanja mi· 
sli" i rcalnosti koja scbi krt.i put knn protivurjcCnosti, pruial:~ 
jc takvo potpuno jcdinstvo objt:kta i subjckta, da jc revoJucio· 
m1rni matcrijalist Lcnjin mogao da ispi.Sc filozofski pojam ,sub· 
j~·ktivnoga od idcalistc Bcgda poscbno n:tgla!iav~juCi posljcdnju 
rcCc.micu: IIJAii pro.~irenir.• zahtijcvn. i produbljcnjc ('ulaZcnje u 
!Cbc'), a vcCI! pruSircnjc jc isto taka vi.Si intcnzitct. Najbogatijc 
jC stog:1 najkonkrctnije i najsubjt!ktivnijc, a ono .. ,o: 0\'0 NB. 
Najbogatijc jc najkonkretnijc i najsubjckth•nije .. ,::s 

Tko hi mo.;ao i pomisliti da Cc 1$[iJozofski ncutralaco: koji jc, 
dugo vremcn:t, prihvaCao u bolJScvik'~ C<ik i •mahistco:, sve dok 
:>u prihvaCnli »bolj~cviCku disc1plinu", sad daspjcti pod ~arab· 
nu maC ovog ~to jc on ·nazvao 11pntvum dijalcktikomu, da Ce to, 
upravo to, posta-t;i Lcnjinova osnovna filo.zofija? Sa svoje stranc 
Lcnjin jc bio suol!cn s 6injenicom da Sl' on morao boriti nc samo 
protiv· izdajnika i menj~eviko. kao i neboljScvit:kih intcrnaciona· 
Ji~ta kao ~to su Rosa Luxemburg i »Nizozcmci*, vcC i protiv svo­
jc vlnstitc malene bnlj.Sc\·itke grupc iZ\'an zcmljc. Tako -sc mo· 
rao boriti i za jcdnu stvur s kojom su sc bolj~cvici ranijc slagali 
nu principue- samoopredjcljcnje nncija. · 

bn;!nada se Lenjin m1~ao posve sam i rljcC »dija)cktikau 
nicab jc posvuda. Onn. vBc nije biJn ogranitcnn na »promjcne 
u suprotno• kao npr. prctvaranjc konkurcncijc u monopol iii 
jcdne sckcije rada u ,aristokraciju radnn. Ova jc·magla objas· 
niti i »Oportunizum« l slam drugc intcrnacionalc. Sada· jc dija· 
lt!ktika primljcnjcna i na st~mu l"C\'Oiuciju. A ,.neprijatclju - ft•o· 
I'Ctski 11eprijalelj nije bio nitko. drugi ncgo bolj.ScPiCki tcorcti­
~ar, Buharin. Bolj~ct'iCku opoziciju prcma samooprCdjc1jenju na­
roda Lenjin je naz\·ao ni~ta manje ncgo »impcrijaHsti~klm eko­
nomizm.omo, Z:~ naSc svrhe vaZnust tC dcbiltc poCiva ne tOliko na 
Buharinovoj 'tezi koliko na njcgovoj mctodologiji, koju jc Le· 
"njin sPominjao svc do S\'Ojl! smrti. LcnjinO\' gnjev bio je izaz.van 
Buhar·inovom t\•rdnjom da ,ie »imperijali.sti~ka epoha - epo~n 
asimilacije malih drfavaf{, pa je »zntu ncmoguCa borba prottv 
porob]ja,·anja narodaa, izuzcv »naravnoo: u borbi za socijalizam 
taka da je »Zato s\·ako skrc:tanje s tog puta, s\·ako postavljanje 
'parc.ijalnih' zadataka za 'oslobodcnjc naroda' mmtar vladavint! 
kapitalistiCkc ch·ilizaoije utopijsko i r,eakcionarno.u=r 

21) Selenc:e of·Loglc, sv. II. p. 483; \'of. 38, p. 231; Kult., p, 221. 
• Pnneltock, Gorter, Roland.Host. · 
22) Ju clt!ram knjl~;u Gankln and Fisher, The Dobhet•lks and the WbrJd 

War, j~Jr ona sadr!l Buh:~rlno\'e leze (vldl nnpos~ pp, !HD-223). All pos· 
ljcdnjn I jednn od najboljlh knjlgn o borbl proli\' naclonalnc.oc !ovlnlzma 
u perlo..du posllje preuzlmonja vlastl od strone boljle\'lka nnlazJ se u djclu 
Moshc Lewin: L'mln'.:s Last Str~pgle; a n~jopse!nlja rasprava o naclonal .. 
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Lcnjin sc najd;~ proti\'io o:1um 1>7.>1IO", On jl' uporno t\Tdh1 
do. su strahotc hnpl·riji!listil·kog r:1ta dun!lc do ,,~u.\enja ljud· 
skog mif.ljcnj:.t .. ; kako drug;.1~ijt..• obja;;niti htJlj~c\'iCkc 11l:udn.:! 
zabludl· u logici(,? Lcnjin jc..· tudio d::1 Cc uprm•o prct\'aranjc u 
suprotnost sloboc.luog k:~pitali1ma konkun:ncij.: u munopolski 
impcrijali7.<:~JTI i njego\'O gu;cnjc narudnc dcmokradjc iza7.\'ati 
otpor; da impuls za samopotn:t pr(Jizb?.i upr:\\'o i7. tih prulH· 
slo\'lja, posl::ljc dijalcktika rc\·olucijc. Mbliti drufWCi.ic~ insisli· 
r:~o jc Lcnjin, znaCi postup:\ti s masm11a kao s objcktom a n~· 
subjckluill hi5torijc. Ako »ZZ!Hl" •w proizlazi iz Zi\'ih proth·urjl'C:· 
nosti ncgo iz mrt\'c wari, tad:~ jc socijaliwm samo jcdno ntrch:s 
da«. Istina jc da nc san'lr> prolcwrijat vcC i nove rcvolucionarnc 
snagc .,;_ nacionalne manjinc - ustaju i bore se za f:amooprcdj~­
l.jcnje narodo. kojc jc nc samo nprindp'r vet i st\'arnost, kilo Sto­
jc to pokazala uskrSnja pobuna Iraca. Nik:1d nijc postoiaia »6-
sta(l' rc\•oJucija i nacionnlni rc,·olti vrijcdc i sam,i po scbi i kao 
,bacili~ za prolctcrske:: rc\'olucijc. 

Oijalcktika, ta »algcbr<t reVlllucijc.,~' proi.i\jcla jc mnoJ!C ''C· 
like avanturc otkako iu je lh~pcl l'omHtlirao in~pii'i_ran mc'du oS­
talim i djclatnoSCu. francmkih m<~~a." Ono lito JC kod Hcgr­
lo. bilo · rcvol:1cija u filor.ofiji Jl(•SW1o ,ie. kocl Man.;a, filozofi.ia 
rcvolucijc, p•Jtpuno no\'a tcol'ija O.';lnbodcnja - prolctcrs'kc 
r~\·Glucijc iz 1848. kulminiralc su u Pariskoj komuni iz 1871. 
Lcnjinovo pono\'no otkriCc dijalcktikc, s:m10djclatnosti, suh· 
'jckta nasuprot supstanciji baS u trcnu:l-.u stoma Drugc intcina­
cionalc otkrilo jc, u isto \'i:ijemc, pojavu kontrnrc\'olucijc u s:\· 
mom murksistiCkom pokrc1u i no\'C snagc rcvoludjc u nacio­
nnlnim pokretinm. StaviSc, tc no\'c sm,gl.' birc su prisutnc n~ 
samo u Evropi' vcC ~ironl s\•ijcta. Lcnjinm·a ckonomska .studiji\ 
o imp~rijalizmu otkrila jc d;1 kapilalikam Zh·i _na inoju 1

1
2 rni· 

lijardc ljudi u AFrici i Aziji. 0\'aj OCI\'i tc'lrijski pristup· podijc 
bolj~c,·itkog os\'ajnnja \'lasti izr;:t:l.~n jc u TczamO. o nacional· 
nom i kolonijc.1lnom pit:mju prcdlohnim 1920. TrcCCJj intt!rnacio· 
nali.u Cak i kad je opasnost hila naj~cCa,_i Lerijin stajao silm, 

. on je ip~k odbijao da i najmanjc odstupi pred apstroktnirn in· 
tcrnacionalizmom. Izbijnnjl· uskrSnjc pobunc 1916, dok su sc 

ncm p\tanju I prljc I posHic probjcclc bolj~cvlzmn jest knl\~n Rlchnrdn 
Pipcsa The Formation oJ the Sot•iet Un!on: Communism and Nntlonallsnt. 
Vldl I moju sla\'U o Stnljlnu u /tlnr.:rf:nn and Freedom. 

23) Alc:<!lndcr Hc!'zc~. Sclccled ph!loaophica! Works, p. 5:!1. 
24) Mn kollko to vl'ljc,jn\o uho prolcslonalnom f!lozaru ko}l jl" nn\'lkno 

rl:t bsodl dl)alcktlktl od Grkn prcko Kania do Hcr.ctn aslu.luN sumo liP 
pl)(lruCju mlsli. istlnltost gornjt" tvrdnJc jc, u no\'l·c vrijcmc. brl!!jh·c 
obrnzlol:cna u djcllrnn Jcann Hyppalltea (Grm\se e( Slruclure de In Plteno­
niCnologie de UcQcl I SIUdies aur Mm·.1· et llepct) i<ao I u nn)no\·ljlm doku· 
mcnt!ma o Hcgclo\'U ronom ran·aku lJokumcnlr ::u Ucacb E!lfl.,lckluua. 

251 Vldl d!o Jtt, •Econom!c Reality and the Dlntect!cs of Liberation• 
u mcm dj!!lU PhHcsophy and Rc!:olution (gdjc ju raz\·!jum t~ tete zu ttf· 
rll:kc rc\'oluc~jc u nn~c dobn). 

965 

4536 



proktL:t'i ju; mcdusobno ubijali, pul\azalu jl' ispra\'llml njcguva 
sta\'a o samoopr"djcJ.icnju naruda. 

Ma s kog ~c raz!og:<t L1.•niin, 191-t-1915, ubratio lkg:clu, 
,,burl.oaskom idc:.liisti\:·kum filozofun, to sigurno nijc hilo zatu 
da na1.1c pul;:u.•taCkc snagc n:vuluci.ic. :\ ip;:tk hcg:elo\'ska dijn· 
lcktika os\'ijctlila jc viSe ah!jc mr;sa kojc utimn.hi sudbinu u 
S\'ojc ruh u lrskoi 1916. nc:l.!o <to su to ur;tdilc dcb;ttc o nacio· 
nnlflom pitnnju s Ojcgovilll l)rlljSc\'i~kim ko!L·g:-.m:t.:• 1917. god. 
jc trcbnln da danese kraj opoziciji prcma n:.u;ionillnom s;.mo­
oprcd.icl.icnju, ;:;li, u st\'ari. m•a jc snmo primila no\' oblik. Ovoj 
put jc Buharin tnc.lio da :-;c vi;c n..: moZe prizna\'ati pra\'O na 
samooprcdjcljcnjc jcr .i~ 1':\d Rusij:t rac.lnil:krt dri.:l\'a, Uok nacio· 
mllizam znaCi burZonz.iju i proiclarij~t z<Jjcdno i ,.zatou korak 
mtlrag. OopuStajuCi d:1 hi g~1 u ~>nckim sluC:tjc\·ima« poddao, on 
jc na\co »Hotcnt~tc, Bu?imanc i Indijce«. Na to jc Lcn.Hn odgo­
\·nrio: ,.Kad sam Cuo to n<.tbrajanjc pomio;;liCJ sam kako jc to 
drug Bi.1harin zabora\'io jrdnu ,sitnicu, Ba~kirc? U Rusiji ncm~ 
BuSmana, niti sam Cno dn su Hotcz,toli posa'l\'ili zahtjc\' za auto· 
nc,mnu rcpuhliku, uli mi i.mamo B~tSkirc, Kirgizc ... Mi ne mo· 
feme uskratiti tCJ nijcdnom od norod~•- koji 7.ivc u granicama 
raniicg Ruskog carstvn.«:, · 

Buhadn, za kOg.n su s\~rt pitanj:t od nsamooprcdjcljcnja na· 
cija« do dri:l\'no'g' knpitalizmn, bil01 · ,.tcoretska pitanja«, nijc 
patio od.ruskog So\·inhm1~l. Ali on jr <;tvorio tcor!:tskc_prcmisc 

. 1a Stnljina, koji jc okrcnuo kotntc historijc ruvno natrag u 
ku.pitalizam. U svjctskim razmjcrima on ostajc 11tlnarhiCan«, pod­
postavilo - LenjilJ· jc pos\'C prckinuo S:;~ Staliinom, a u svojlm 
d{~batama s Buharinom insistirao jc no. diialcktici - dijalektici 
odno:;a tcorije prcma pm};_si, dijalckt~ci odnosa subjckta premn. 
c.•bjcktu, dijalektici k;.to krctanju od apstraktnog· prcma konkret· 
nom. UmiCsto mchrmiC:kc bifurlwcijc m1 subjckt i objckt, Lc­
njin ih jc· spojio u no\'o kon~rctno opCc - u COVJEKA: 
. Apstr:~.ktmt rcvolucionnrnost biln. · .ic.- mctodoloSki ncpri.iatelj. 
Bulmrinovn tcoriin o .drZo.•:nom kapitalizmu, obrnuta strana 
njc.:go\'C'- tcori.ic ckonomsko~ r:tZ\'O.irl u radniCkoi dri.nvio· goyori 
o ·kontinuiranom ntz.voju, rn\·noj lini.ii koja \'odi od •ncorgani· 
ziranoo;a. k<~.pitalizm.:~ konkurcncik do »org;miziranogq driavno~ 
kapitalizma. U sv.ictskim razmjcrinm on ostajc »nnarl1ilan((, pod· 
lolan ~~slijepim znkonimn ~wjctskog tri!gta~. Anarhiju ,.dopunju· 
ju antagonistiCke kl::u;cq, Sarno prolctarijat, prcuzimanjc poli­
til:kc \'Jasti, moi.l' proSiriti ,ortanizlr~mu proizvodnju« mt cijcli 

:.!.6) •Jn ne p1·ldu)cm l.nllCcnlc icljl dn !:c saCU\'n rljcl: 'bolj~cvli':am'•, 
p:!ino jc I.cnjln u :worn od,:o\'oru Bnhilrlnu, •jer pozn:1jcm nckc 'slarc 
bolj;r\''l<e' orl i1Plih ncko rnc !:n~.U\'a bo~:.« 0. G:mkln I H. Flshe:- cds. 
The nolsl1cvlks and II1C World War, 1'· 235. 

:.!.7) Lrn!n, Srlrt-14'd Worl:11, !1\', VIII. p. 34:!. Cl.\ell IV dlo. :.ProJ!ram 
pnrt!jc UlliH-HJ)• vrlo jc wl:cdna Zit tNm:t~ka sporna p!t•m!o I lmo prod· 
nost do jc formullron \'~~c u t~orct::kcm :;t;lu ncr.o Jrnkclona&kc zo;cd· 
l~h·ostl u d!s!:m;!jl o s'nrJlhatimu k1.jc sc mo~u r.uC:I uS\', lX. 
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s\·ijct. Linjcnica !;to Buharin \'jcrujc u druStvcnu rc\·ol~tciju·CIIli 
Sl! da ga nc srrcC<.wa dr1 ruc.lni~l\'U prii;;Lt.i. nc kcw .<~Hbjckfll '''-" 
lwv olJjd·w. 

Upru.vo obratrto, bet. obt.ir;t na 1917- i usprkos Cinjcnici da 
jc Buh4!riu it=rao nc m<:~lu u)ogu u ~uj rc\•olut:iji - njcgo\' kort· 
ccpl rc,·o!ucijc jc tako apstr~1klan do.1 sva ljudska abi\'nost pol· 
p~.:.la pod njcga. Taka jc.- on n~izbjdno dovcdcn do ll'~Ft d;1 b· 
kljul:i s<~rnodjclatnost. Opnn-u "l.atu radnBh'O csttljl· njcmu oh· 
jckt. Kao objehw, naj\'i~i atribut koji Buho:11·in mol'-' zami~hti 
da pripiSt: radngt,·u jest drr ono posta_jc na!J:rcgat,t, LjuJ.i s<: spu· 
minju kvu "ljudskc mnSinca.~ 

. Da jcdan rcvoluoionarni intclcktualac mole u toj mjcri po.;· 
ta!.i Zrh'a osnovnog otudl'nja film.ofa u klasnom dru!.t\·u, identi· 
ficiraju~~.i ·ljmh~ sa st,·arimn. jest fcnomcn koji jc jako ?olhrinjr1· 
\'ao Lcnjina k<~•.t j1• pisau svoj Tcstaml.!nt. Lcnjinm·o ncslaganjl! 
s Buharinovom mc.wdom prikazivanja bilo jc tolilw da j\! Ca.k i 
tada~ kad~, sc sh1gno .s n.hi'll u pojcdinim taC:kmna smatrno da ga 
trcba kritizirz:.ti. Tako, sigunm nijc bilo ncslaganja o najvcCcm 
dn~tignuCu ru!'kc n~volucije _- ru;cnju _burioaskih proi:t..\'odnih 
<.'dnosa. Ali kad jc Buharin pokuSan da od toga napi'avi apstrak· 
ciju, da proizvodnc odnosc pod\·cdc pod »lchniCkc odnosc«, Ll!· 
njinu jc postalo oCe\'i:lno d~ Buharin jcdnosl::s\'no nijc ra1.0mio 
dij'alcktiku. Tako, knd citira Buharh~O\'U Ekonomiju priiel,tz.uog 

· perioda: J)Kad je jcdnOm ruScnjc kapitalistiCkih prOizvodnih od· 
nosaostvo.rcno, i k01d jl~ teorctska ncmoguCnost njiho\'og uspo.i· 
t;.l\'ljanja dok.azanau _Lcnjin .odvraCa sa: »'NcmoguCnost' sc da 
clt.1kt1zati samo pralctiCki. Autor nc postavlja dijalcktiCki odm's 
tcorijL' prcm<t prals;iu. · · 

Odnos koji je najtc7.c razraditi kada Covjck posjcdujc dr!~\'· 
. nu vi;tst jest upravo taj odnos tcorijc prcma praksi, jcr sc nc-sa: 
mo u nacionalnom p:w.nju \'cC naposc u odnosu prcma radniC· 
kim masrima oh·oi'ila prO\·alija izmct1u bolj~c\'ikrr na vlasti i 
radnih ljudi. I pill'tiji_ prijcti sigurno dcgcnctiranjc: ~>Misao da 
n~Ccmo biti bal:cni natrag utopijska jc«. Ccga sc Lcnjin n~jviSc 
plaSio hila ,ic nagla »strast za komandiranjcm«. Ako oni nc 03· 
l\'arc novo konkrctno opCc ,-do posljcdnjcg Covjcka«, ani Cc hili 
osudcni na propast: »S\'aki grat1anin do pusljcdnjcg. mora djc· 
lovati kao sudac i sudjelo\'ati u \•ladanju zcmljOm. ·Nama je ''ai.· 
no da ukljuCimo S\'C trudbcnikc do posljCdnjcg Covjcka u vladu· 

:!8) Drafl Cl Program, dd)n~cn u Arnku, p. 121. zbll'kn tc.~rctsklh tla· 
n<>k•l N. Buharir.n (mn! 19~-t. Iw~-Jskva, nt1 ruskom). Na 1.alost nl DuhUrlno\·n 

· EO.onom~kn prljcla :ltou pcr1oda n! Lcnjlnov KomciiiO," tc lm.ilt:c ntsu. dol· 
s~upn! nn eng\e!kom. {Jn cpotrrb!j:wnm ruskc tckslo\'cl. Mcdutim. dru.:n 
djcl:l N. Buhnl'lnn su prbhl!)al:nc nn cn[Z.Ic~kom. To ,;u: The World Economy 
etnd Illlpl!rinlbm. Hi,torlrnl malrrlnllsm, kao I poj['d\nl cscjl kojl su u.'d):l· 
fcn! u dru~:n djc\a. Up. The Dolriaet:lks an~ the World War {lzdnh Onnkln I 
I'llohcr, Sttmrord u. Press,, 10-10). 
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njc dri.avom. To jc ulbsno tciak zadatak. Ali sociializam nc mo· 
Zc U\'l!:;li m~njina, jcdna partij.aa.~• · 

Ov::1 studija o Lcnjinc\•om filozofskom nasljcdu nijc mjcsto 
1a analizu dannSnjcg objcktivnog prrtvaranja rndnil:kc' drl.a\'C 
u njcnu suprotno:.;t, drZt•\'no·k:.piwlistiCko dru,.tvo/" a joS rna· 
njc za omalizu Staljinovc uzurp~1cijc vlasli. Od S\'ih Staljino\•ih 
,.tcorct..;;kih" n.~vizija, za nJ.~ prcdmct jc rclc\·nntna Staljinova 
p:;n·crzna konccpcija o partijnosti u filozofiji, koju on i njcgod 
nasljcdnid pripi:;uju Lcnjinu. Nn srcCu, postoji jcdno opsc7.no i 
u('cno djdo o odnosu so\'jcts:l-c filozofijc prcma nauci kojc od· 
bacUjc mit komunistiCkih i zapndnih idcologa o »partijnosti \1 

f\lozofijiu kod l..cnj<ina: ... oa bi sc do~lo do tog tumaCcnja mora· 
Ia bi sc zancm:niti i ~injcnica da originalni iz\'ori, ukljui;ujuCi 
sam Matcrijalh:am i cmpiriokritici::.am nc potvrduju ono ~to Ber­
tram Wolfe i sovjctski uCcni:tci pripisuju Lenjinu. Izvori poka­
ztiju ~.·, j~ ~n imao jc~an politil'ld·cilj kod pisanja knjigc, ali taj 
nijc bio da sc pn\·czu filo1.0fska i pnlitiCka pitanja o kojim<l su 
diskulirali ruski" mark5isti: cilj jc bio da sc ona odvojc."n 

Ncma ni traga ))partijno~ti" u }'ilo:ofskim svcskama - ~a.k 
se nigdje nc javl,ia ni stara misao o 11pa.rtiji idcalizmaft ili )'Jrar· 
tiii matrrijalizm;l« 0 Qno Sto na~ zanima nijc monstruozni mit 
o 11partUnosti«. u fi!ozofijio Nas zanima. _dualnost filozofskog na­
sljcilu. Dalcko od toga da. bi ja\•no proklamirao Svojc filozof· 
sko odbncivanjc Plehanova, ili svoj prckid s vlastitom filozof· 
skom proSioSCu. Lcnjin je s~vjctovao sovjctslmj omladini da 
izu~ava ~os\'C Sto je Plchanov napisao o filozofiji. o .«, i on je iz­
nova ~t;.impao svoj Mate~ijaliz.am i cmpiriokriticizamo Mi ne tre­
ba da ul~lzimo U simpliciMiCko tLlmaCenic tog poslupka kojc jc 
dao jcdan hivSi stari boliSc\•ik pi~uCi: -,AA.pak Lenjin niJe imao· 
hrabrosti dil kai.c ot,·orcno da jc izb3ciO, kao ncupotrcbljivl!, ne· 
kt.· ,•rlo bitne dijclO\'C svoje filozofijc iz 1908.«:u Razlog za ncob· 
javljivan.le njcgovih l:ilozof ... kilz Sl'Cski jc i jcdnosta\'niji t· kom· 
plicir::miji i nema niknkve vcze s m\\'odnim nedostatkom hrab­
rosti. Tr.agcdija lcZi 'drugdje, dubol;o u tcSkim oko1nostima vrc.· 
menu, revoluciji i kontrarcvoluciii. Su\'iSc kratkc su bile ~odinc 
i1.mcau 1914. i 1917. te izmcuu 1917- i 1923. Prcvclika .ie hila Ok· 
tobarska revt>lucija u Rusiji, a prc\•ik jc bilo i propalih rcvolu· 
cija drugdici pretcSki su bili konkrctni problcmi tog ycJikog his­
torijskog d9gadaja, objcktlvni i sub.icktivni, uklju~ujuCi i ono 
~to je Leniin zvao kulturnom 1aostaloliCu. Korisno jc zato bilo 
da se uvcdc red kojim Ce se ~tn studirati. Citajmo najprijc PI!!· 

29) Lenin. Collected Works, Vol. VIII, p. 329. 
301 Jn sam posvctlln dobar dlo djcla !Hnrrlsm and Freedom lzu~l· 

'l:unju ruskrg dr~:a\·nog knpltallzmn, 
31) David Jorn\•sltYo S01Jjctskl mark'sf:cun I prirodnc :nanostl, 1U1'7-

-t9J2 p. 3-t. D\"n odjcljka koju su nt~jrclc\oontnlja zn nn~u studlju ji!SU 
~Lc:njlq I parlljnost !ilo7ofljco. (pp. 2-J.-l-t) I oKullurnu rcvolucl)o. I mnr:t 
sistll:kl mozr:oll• (pp. '76-H9J. 

3~) Nlkqlo.i Valcnt~no\·, Susrcli s Lcnjlnom, p. 256. 
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h;tllu\"a, 7.~ttim Malt~' ijnl1:,rm1 i cmpiriokritici:.am, zatim .... sam 
Ll'lljin nastowio jc da dt;-~ J/egda Cak na· vrhuncu gladi.u Lcnjin 
jc biu toliko ut.bm1L'n lljinovum kn.iigom o Hcgclu da jc, iako jc 
;:1utur bit1 i rl'iigioz:.m i ncprij~tdj So\'jl!tskc dri:avc, intcrvcni· 
1 ao <.b gi\ pu~tc iz ?a!·, orn. . 

D\ojstvo tl L;~njinorom f:lczofskom nasljcdu jc ncsumnjh•o 
1\!: to nc n~oh"' ''pra\"dali n•:w:ntcrc.c;iranost za Filozofskc svcskl! 
pod izgm'(,n:m da su ouc puke "pribiljcskc«, kojc •ni:.u uikr.d 
bile mm:ijcnjt:;u.: ohjavljivanjua pa bi »zato« hila samo »puka spe· 
kulacijau _z;,ldjutiti dn j:: Lenjin 7.clio da· slijedi put a nc ncki 
drugi. l1 ~,·.-,J:om slutajtt uitko nc mo7.c ignorirati jasnc jav· 
1i:: zackakc kojc jc on postuvio prcd urcdnikc novoosnovnnog fi· 
lozofskog Casopis:,, Pod ::asta\'Cm: marksizma da razrndc ~solidan 
filozof~ki h.·mcl.i(•, koji· jc nn .stilizir;to.ovako: (1) nsistcmatsko 
pt•uCavanjc hcgclovskt! dijalcktil'c s mntcrijalistiCkog stanO\•iSta, 
tj. one dijalcktikc koju jt:: Marx pr~ktiCki primijcnio u sv9m Kd­
p:wlu i u s\·ojim historij~kim i politiCkim djclima.«~' (2) .osl;.t­
njajuCi se nato, kako je Marx.primjcnjivao materijalistiCI5-i skra· 
Cenu Hcgclovu dijalektiku, rni mo7.emo i mOi"amo razradivati tu di­
jalcktiku _sa svih str~na, objav1jivati u Casopisu odlomkc iz glav­
nih Hcg~lo,·ih dijcla ... «u (3). JIGrupa urcdnil;a i suradnika !!a· 

33) In!imut Lenjlna lmn 7abl!je~k<! iz 1~20. god. kad jc Leiljln tralio 
ru.!.kt' pri'l'\'Od~ Hcg<!lovc Naul:c loplk.;o i fcnonumologijl:! duha kao· i La. 
br.lollna cijc:n I lljlnn•u knjlr,u Hcpr.!Ot'tl jilo:zofija k•10 u~cnjc o konkfct­
n(ll>ti' bOO" f tnvjd:a. D~:!Jor:r, ·11 svoin uvndu u Sv<!.tk"c kad su one najzad 
bll<! obJavljcnc 1\12!"1. (Lc:lin!!kl SIJOTtllk IX) I Adorn.tst-ty U S\'Om p!·Cdp;O\'Onl 
i7clnriju 17. 1933 (Lcnlnslcl Sbornll:, XU) obojlca ac pozlvaju na :z.nbiU~kc 
t.cnjlnovog inst!tuta I zatim, nc ~ovore:Ci n!;.tn o lntrlgnmn oko odJaganja 
cb.'avlj!vr.nja. n-::s\:1.\'l!a)u s. plltklm poh\'o"nmo kolc nc vodc nl~cril kon· 
k:'ctnom; one r.u ocl •\'Cllko~ znr.t'enj::~~ ... \nterl!.santnc .. , sadr.t<! •Uputstva 
o smjc'·ru u knjcm trcbn da ~·c daljc ra7.rm.1ujc matcrljallstiN-tn dljnlckt!kn•. 

U tom pogledu llj!novo djclo puna otkrl\•a )cr pomaic da se vldl· znUo 
)<! H('gcl0\'<1 anul!zn konkrctnop; inko djelovnla nn Lcnj\na: •Pn•n I osMV· 
n<~. st\•ar kc,Ju onl f.clc d,, ndc:watno sh\'<1\l' I ovladaju osnovnlm u~~njem 
Hl•gclr. moraju da un.d<! jc::t dn obJnsn<! sr.mi sebi svoj odnos prcma kon· 
krclm.m· cmplr!Jsltcll'o S\'!jetu •.• ii'.ra7. 'konkr<!tnn' do'nt.t ad lntln•k'lg 
'cc.nC'rcsccn·'. 'Cre5::crc' znnN 'rnsti'; 'concresccrc' - srastnU, na5tajatl 
kroz ra~\. Prcrnn tome. H<!~elovo >-knnkretno~ zna~! prljc s\•cga zajcdnlf:kl 
rRst, •. Konkrdno h;ku~t\·cno l<! ncAto u re!lu bll:a (Sc!n), ndto realno 
(Rea1\Uitl. ~tvarnC"s~ (Wirkl:c~kclt). po!>tojnnjc (Ex\stcnz). Da5ein. U svo· 
Joj cj<!lokupn'l~u. tn J"<!Olno:.t sa~\njll\'tl 5\"ljct. tltnv svUct stvarl (Din~e, 
Sa1·hcnl, I.'J:z.lst+:nc!ja (Exl5l~nr.<!n). rcalno\t! - 'ubJrlttlvan' s\•ljct, cnr5h'O 
'Clb)ckt!\•nost!'. Taj rcnln\, objckth.'ni S\'ljct je i 'konkretni' 5\'iiet, all sama 
C»>Jllrijsko-J;:c.mkrctni.• 

34) Lenin, Sclectccl Works, Vol. XI. p. 77, 
35) Rnzmotrl Ito u m1~oj cpohl !:tlu\•ljujc jnk~ prccljcnjcnl mlndl fran· 

1~uskl ltomuni!'tltkl 1ilozof, t.ouis Allhusser: •J<!dnn avct jc dahns valnija 
ncJ:.!l jcdna dru:;a, llc'iclnvn sjcnka. Tu r.vct trC'bn otJcrutl nutrag u noC, •. • 
1 vld! napo!'e kako on p!Ae o L<!n]\nu kno da ovaj nlje nikad n:~.p!sno nllta 
o~!m Mnlrrljal!::ma i emp!rlokrllicl::ma, (Lenjln I flloz..>riJn), Vidl 1I dlo 
mo~c knj:~c J'lfau·lsn: and fTCf'llorn, (•Aacrnftth;c~). gdjc ldatcm posljP.­
dice to_~:m Ato sc nc gr;.dl nn tcmcljlmn postavljPnim u Lenj\novlm F!lo:o/· 
~l:lm svc.s:.-:ama. 
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sopi:;;n Pod :.astr.t·mt~ 11Wrhsi:ma lrr.:b:.\, po mom mif.lj~nju da bu· 
d~ nckc ,·n-tc 'DruSt\'o rr.utcrijalistil:kih prijatclja Hcgclo\'C di· 
j<.llcktikc'"n · • 

To jc bilo 1921. gDd.inr.:, puc.linc n_icgo,-~ nujintcnzivnijc intelck· 
tunlnc akli\'110!'ti, koja ~e protcgnula u prvc mjcsccc ~923. i koja 
jc bila poslkdnj:t od njcgo\'ih vdikih bitaka protiv najuZcg ru· 
ku\·odst\'n. To jc hila prijc svcga bitka proli\' Staljina za kog:a 
,c, sv\'iSc kasno, traiiti da sc m<tlmc, zbog njcgo\•ih brutalnih 
gruhih i ndujalnih po.->tupaka. nuposc proth· Gruzina. daklc, _jo~ 
jednom t1 1mcionalmm1 pitanju. 

GrCeCi ·sc u agoniji - nc f;aino u fiziCkoj agoni.ii~ vcC i u ago· 
niji zbog ranc birokrOltizarijc nulniCkc dri.a\'C i njcnt:: tcndcn· 
cijc ,da ide natng u kapitalizam« - L~njin jc u1.eo mjcru i.\'O· 
j!m ~uradnidma no. \'Jasti u svom· Tcstamcntu.17 Za·na~e svrhc 
jl.· naj\•atnijc ono ~to on ka7.c za Bnhadna: "Buharin· jt- nc samo 
najdmgocj~niji i !'1ajveCi ~tcorctiCar pn.rtijc, veC se takpdcr s p,ra· 
\•om smatra i ljubimccm titave partijc; ali njcgovi tcorctsk; po­
gledi mogu se smnu u7. najvt!CU ncdoumicu smatrati posve mark-. 
sl.!=tiCkim, jcr u njcmn ima ndtcJ s~olastitkog (on nikad ni.ic 
studirao, 'i mislim cla nijc nlkad potpuno. shvatio dijalcktiku).tt 

•Otito jc ,.sh\·ai·anjc dijnlcktikcc postalo odlutan kritcri.i 73 
l.cnjina. To nijc- hila ~~p;;tral-cijt~, kad jc upotrebJjcno z3 karaktc­
ri7.iranjc g\a,·nog tcoretiCara partijc. Jasno jl! da je "neslwaCa· 
njc: dijalcktike« postalt• prc~udno. Voda prvc radni_tkc driavc u 
hist.oriji upozorio jc -nn pojavc biro*ratizacijc i nacionalnog ~o­
vinizma; nn proZiman.ic boljSevi?.ma (i ncbolj~\'izma) administra·­
tivnim mcntalitctom koji poziva na podrl:avanjc sindikata, i na 
nc-dijalcktiCkc i zato nc »pos\.:'C marksistitkca poglcdc glavnog 
tcorctiCnru - a S\'C te crtc n·cjcdnakc tctinc sabranc su zajcd· 
no, jer, u svojoj cjclovitosti, svc one teic da ukoCc· a ne da oslo­
bode krcati\'nc snag'c mnsa. Upravo osjctanjc te opasnosti po· 
tnklo jc l-i!njina da uzmc tako strogu mjcru anima koji su vodi­
li naj\·ctu prolctcrsku rcvoluciju u. historiji. 

U prirodi jc- istinc, kaf.e Hegel, da ona nalazi 5\'oj put kad 'za· 
to ,.dade vri.jcmc«. On bi bio morae dodati, •makar samo i u 
icdnorn maglO\•itom ob1ikuu. Ali tada on nije mogno da zna ko­
liko nmogo jcdno driavno·kapitalistitko doba moi.c da zagadi 
do. bi utinilo ncmog:uCim da sc vidi istina tak kad jc ona na po· 
vr~ini. N1jc biln potrcbna urotn izmcdu Istoka i Zapada, da hi 
sc L~njino\'C Filo'Zo[skc sveskc zadrZalc izvan doma~aja mas~ -
i cla hi sc zatim poradilo n~ tom da one ostanu 'iznad' njihovop: 
sh\•aCanjn. U prirodi jc administrativnog mentaliteta naScg dr· 

------
31ll Sctcelrd Works, Vol. X!. p. 78. 
37} J"'oSI~)C llrUliC:C\'IjC\'0); JiOVOrtt 0 d~:"SinlJiniznclji 1956. g,, J..enjlno\1 

Te!llalnt'lll nnjz.ttd jc cbjnvljr.n u Rusljl I pohwljulc lie I u poslj(!dn)em 
(5.) ltdnnju 11jcgov!h Sabranlh djcla. M~dutlm. j::1 Imam 1ck§t koH !e" 
Pl'"'i obJ;w!o Trocki i zato citlr<~m lz Tht" SupJitcued Teslamrnt of Lenin 
(19:1V). 
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Za\'nu·k:tpit;tlistiCkug autumatil.irano£ \'ijcka da snmtra Hcgclo­
nt filoz.cJfiju, islo\'rt..•meno, pr:\'atnom rczcr\'fJffi za one »kuji znu· 
ju .. i "nl!n.J.JUmlji\'im brbljanjt:m<~ za ncpos\'cCcne. I, prcrnda sc 
na Isto\..u k!anj;;tju prcd utcmdjitdjcm njiho\'c drl.a\'c, 3 na Za­
padu pod£tl'ljchuju Lcnjinm·orn ncprufcsionulnom statusu kao 
r;Jozof;.t, obn pol;:• smatr.•ju da jl..' 1.godno da drZc od\'ojcnim ~to 
jl· hi~torija spujib --- Hcsd<~ i M~trxa, 1-h:gdo i Lcnjina. Prilikom 
200-godiSnjicc Jlcgdu\·;:t i lOO·gud:Sn/'icc LcnjintJ\'3 roilcnja kraj· 
njc j~; vrijcmc da ::;c poCnu sluS;'l\i g. i.\50\'i odozdo koji pronalazc 
istinu 1.a scbe puku~:n·ajuCi d~t osl\'<liC dij.alcktiku mi~li i rc\'O· 

lucijc. · 
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