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THE SHOCK OF RECOGNITION
AND THE PHILOSOPHIC AMBIVALENCE
OF LENIN

by
Raya Dunayevskaya

The_simultancous outbreak of World War [ and the voting of war credits to

the Kaiscr's povernment by the German Social Democracy, took from under”

Lenin the philesophical grounding which up until then he had. considered
impregnable. By August 4,.1914, all of the concepts previously hield in common
by the various tendencies within the marxist movement were altopether
destroyed. Before that time, all marxists were agreed that the material conditions
provided the basis for the creation of a new social order, that the more advanced
these conditions were, the betier prepared ths proletariat would he for stripping
the bourgeoisie of their power, and, finally, that the larger the nuss party and the
more mature jls marxist leadership, the more certain the road to revohition. The
materidl foundation provided the real basis for the explanation of tlie ideal, or
consciousness. To. believe otherwise was considered philosophical idealism,
bourgedis apologetics, and clerical ohscurantism.

Now marxist revolutionaries were faced with a shocking new development:

the marxist leaders were the ones résponsible for the warkers being set against

cach other rather than against their real enemy, world capitalisni. Making the'

situation even worse was the fact that these leaders were recognized us such by (he
entire International, Bolsheviks included, and were the head of what was then the
latgest mass garly. Morcover, this tonk place in the most technologicully advanced
country at that time, the German Social Democracy. Confronted with the
inadequacy of all previous conceptions regarding the relationship between the
material base and the level of consciousness, the subjective and the abjective, the
- universal and the particular, Lenin was forced 1o search for a now philusophy. Had
Hegel never existed, Lenin would have had to invent kim, since ihe hegelian
diglectic was (o provide Lenin with the basis for (he reconstruction of his
philusophical perspective, 1t was not that Lenin had any douhts concerning his
oppusition 1o the imperiakist war. Rather, he was adamant in his opposilion to any
“indiscriminate unity™l and would not abandon the most extreme and

L. The phrase appears in Lenin's Jetier la Kollontais “you emphasize that ‘we
must pul forward o slogan that would unite alt?* 1 will tell you frankly that the
thing I fear most al the presend tme s indiserimingte wnity  which, i am
vonvineed, is most dangerous and harmful to the proletarict.” Quoted in
Memaries of Lenin, Vol, {1, p. 160, by N.K. Krupskaya,
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unequivocal of slogans: the defeat of one’s own country is the lesser evil; wurn the

imperialist war imo a civil one. (This position was in conflict with that of other

revolutionaries of the ime, however, who, being se overwhielmed by the collapse

of the Second International, they considered it nocessary to limit the “struggle for

peace”™ 1o one which would unite all the teadencies that had not hetrayed

revolutionary internationatism.)} In a word, for Lenin, what was needed was notto
pick up the pieces of what once was, but rather, to separate entirely from {he

Second Imernational, with the creation of a Third. The events of 1914 did uot
cast doubt on his Bolshevik politics and organization; what was put inio question

was the old materialism, lacking the principle -of the “transformation into its

opposite™: the dialectic itself. This was what Lenin was to emphasize in the

heaelian dialectic. ’

While other revolutionaries ran around ‘without reorganizing their thinking,
Lenin was cagerly looking for a new philosophical perspective. Thus, as soon as
he reached Bern'in September 1914, even with the war in full foree, Lenin headed
for the library to grapple with the works of Hegel, especially his Science of Logfe.
For an uncompromising revolutionary sucli as Lenin to spend his days in the Bem
Libraty while the whole world was going to picces — including the marxist
movement — must have indeed presented a strange and incompreliensible sight,
Neveriheless, for an enlire year Lenin studicd Hegel's logie.? And Just as his slogan
“turn the imperialist war into a civil war™ became the politica! Great Divide in
marxism, so his Abstract of Hegel’s Lagic became the philosophic foundation for
all serious writlng that Lenin was to do during the rest of his lile: from

Amperialism uand State and Revolution on the eve of November 1917, through the

works written during the Revolution, to his il : ;

Cautiously Lenin. turncd to Hegel, forever reminding himself that he was
reading him “materialistically”, aud, as such, was “consigning God! am.l_.lhc
philosophic rubble that defends God to the rubbish heap,™ At the same time,
however, he was hit with the shock of recognition that the hiegelizn dialectic was

" revolutionary, dand that Hegel’s dialectic, in Tacl, preceded Marx’s own

“upplication’ of jt in the Communist Manifesto. “Who would believe,” l_.,cnin
exclaimed, “that this [movement and self-movement] is the core of Hegelianism |,
of abstract and abstruse (difficult, absurd?) Hegeliznism??... The idei of
universal movement and change (1813 Logic) was disclosed before iis spplication
to life and sovicly, It was proclaimed in reference to society (1847)* carlier than
in relation to man (1859)** "3

2. Actually, Lenin spent two years - 19(4-19106'~ in the Library, Lle compieted
the Hepel Studies in 1918, and began gathering material for his_book on
Inpertalism, :

* The relerence is to the Communist Manifesta.

** The reference is to the Orlgin of Specics. | -

d. The first transiation of Lenin’s Ahstract appeared us “Appenlix A” to Lhe
first edition of my work Marxismt and Freedom, (New York, !‘{58). hcn:nru:r
teferred to as A & F. This transiation will be nsed throughout bul, Tor 1he reader's
convenience, T will also cite the pagination in the Moscow trunslation (V. I, Lenin,
Colicered Works, Yol, 38). See M & F,p. 331, and Vol. 38, p. 141,
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To grasp the full impact that this reading of Hegel had upon Lenin, we
shauld keep in mind the fact that Lenin did not know Marx's Econcinic and
Philosophic Manuscripes of 1844. As he read the Science of Logic, Lenin was
thinking about Marx's Capital as well as his struggle with “vulgar materiatism.™
Thus, even as hie argued with Hegel, designating the section of “Being-for Self*" in
the Doctrine of Being as “dark waters”, he continued to say: “The idez ol the
transformation of the ideal into the real is profound. Yery important for history.
But also in the personal life of man it is evident that there is much truth in this.
Against vulgar materialism. NB. The diffecence of the ideal from the material is
also not unconditional, not aberschwenglich.' 4

It js this discovery of the relationship between the ideal and the matesial in
Hegel, that led Lenin to see that the revolutionary spirit of the dialectic was not
superimposed by Mavx on Hegel, but was already present in Hepel's own work,
While dealing withe the Doctrine of Being, he had already stressed botl the
identity of, und transformation into, opposites: “Dialectic is the doctrine of the
identity of upposites — how they can be and how they become — under which
conditions they become identical, transforming one into the other . . ."S While
dealing with the Doctrine of Essence, the stress was first and: foremost on

sell-mavement. As he indicated with his comments concerning The Law of |

. Contradiction, his stress wus not so much-on the identity of opposites as it was on
“the transitivn from one to the other and the sharpening of the contradiction . Yet,
he had such a comprehensive knowledge of the fotatity that even causality became
but 2 “moment™ of the wiole: “Causc and effect, ergo, only moments of every
kind of interdependence, conneetion {of the universal), concatenation of events
are vnly links in the chain of the developrient of matter.” *NB. All-sidedness and
all-embracing character of world connection are only one-sidedly, desuliorily and
incompletely expressed by causality "8 ’
In the final section on Essence, Lenin broke with the materialism and
empiricism that had overemipliasized science and. the category of causalily in
" explaining the refationship “of mind and matter. “Iron economic laws™ and

“esseuce” had constuntly been contrasied (o “appearance”, as i, thereby, the

rotalfity of o problem hid been exhausted. What now became crucial for Lenin was
. the hegelian concept of “moments™: “The essence is that both the world of
appenrance and the world which is in-itsell are essentially moments of the
knowladge of nature by man, steps, changes in (or deepening of) knowledge.”7
Lenin also kept arguing with himself. At the same time that he mercilessly
criticized Hegel's “mysticism and empty pedantiy™. he also stressed the
protundity of the dialectic, the “idea of genius®. By the time Lenin reached Tie
Docirine of the Notion — and it is here that he broke with his own philosophic
past — he uaderscored the materalist clemenis present in Hegel: “When Hegel
trics — sometimes even strains liimsell and warrics to death - to subsume the

M&F o, 3388 Pol, 38, p. 4760,
A& P . 80 Pl p, 1),
M& P, 338 P, A8, p. 150,
AF& 1 333: Vol G8, p. 184,

-
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purpaseful activity of men under the categories of logic, saying lhz.lt this ac}iyity is
the *syllopism®, that the subject plays the role of some sort of ‘member’ in the
fogical ‘figure’ of the syllogism, ctc., then this is not qnl_y ¢ srm.in, not only a
game. There is here a very deep content, purely matenallstlc_:. Itis necessary to
turn this arcund: The practical activity of man, repeated billions of times, must

- jead the consciousness of man to the repetition of the various logical figures in

order that thesc can achieve the significance of anaxiom. This nota .bene:“ )

Lenin's Abstrace of Hegel's Science of Logic reveals a mind m“actlon.
arguing with himself as well as with Hegel, advising himsell “to return to Hegel,
“io work out” ideas, history, science, Marx's .Capital, and current theories,
junming up opposites, and leaping into the Notion which hﬁ 9tramsliated as “NB.
Freedom=subiectivity (‘or’) goal, consciousness, striving NB. PICCISC]}" because
of this, the 4bstract is an exciting experience for his readers as well. No 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”, ll:la]’l he also
emphasized the following: “NB. Hegel's analysis of the Syll?g_:srp ('I-P-U.
‘individual,. particular, universal’, P-I-U, elc.) is reminiscent of Ma'rx s imitation of
Heget in Chapter 1”19 Later Lenin pointed out the close relationship between
Marx"s Capital and Hegel's Logie: “if Marx did ot leave 4 Lpg:c (\\fl!.h a capital
letter), he left the logic of capital, and this should be especially utilized on lhc_
given question. In Capital, the logic, dialectic und theory of knowlcd_ge of
matarialivm (3 words are not necessary: they are one and t!\c s:_ame) are np‘nPlllled 1o
one science, taking all that is valuable in Hegel and moving it forwa_rd. Bl{l
whitte dealing with section one of The Doctrine of le Non:an. bcn_m found it
necessary 10 break not only with Plekhanov, but also with his own views. '1"1:;cc
uphorisms quickly follow enc afler (he ‘other: *(1) Plckh_ano':' eriticizes
Kantianism {and agnosticism in general) more from,the vulgar n_tatenahsl:c than
the dialectic materialist point of view.... (2) At the beginning of the 29!!1
century) Marxists criticized the Kantians and Humeans more in 2 Feuerbachion
{and Buchnerian), than in a Hegelian manner. (3) It is impossible to fully grasp
Marg’s Cupitaf, and especially its first chupler, il you huve not sltfd:pd lhrol_lgh
aml understond the whole of Hegel's Logic. Cnnsc(Lucntly. none ol the Marxists
for the pasthalf ceitury have understood Marx!!t™1 ’ ,

K. M & F, p. 343; Vol. 38, p. 190,

9, M&F,p. 336, Vol. 38, p. 164.

* This sentence is in English in Lenin’s text. .

10. M & F, p. 339; Vol 38, p. 178. “Chapter 1" refers, of course, to Capital. 1t is
the same chapier that Stalin, in 1943, ordered Soviet theoreticians not to follow
when he decied to bregk with Marx's Analysis of the Law of Value as typical of
Capitalism ond only capitalism. See the tmnslali'nn from Pod 'Zr!amenem
Murxisme and my commentary on it with debate in the An_mmm Ecqnumic
Review. Sepl. 1944 to Sept. 1945, Ever since, il has rfmguncd a subject of
von{roversy whenever the question of alicnalion and the fetishism of commoditics
s disvussed,

o AL B, p. 353 Val. a8, p. MY,

120 A& F,p. 240, Ve, 38, . 180,
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The epigones who deny that Lenin was also thinking of himself, must
explain what Lenin meant by the additional remark alongside the first two
apherisms, Le., *Concerning the question of the eriticism of modern Kantianism,
Machism, etc.?” Was it not is own Marerialism and Empirio-Criticisin which dealt
so extensively with “Machisin™? The point is not, of course, 10 simply mention
names for their own sahe, much Jess, 1o investigate whether or not the aplorisms
contain exapgerations. No one had writien more profoundly than Lenin on Marx's
Capital, especially on Volume I, and Lenin certainly did not mean that all
students of Capital must first labor through the two volumes of the Seience of
Logic. What was ¢rucial and what he saw looming before him, was a great
philosophic debate directed not so much apainst Hegel, as agdinst Plekhanov.
Here, e sensed a conflict with his plhilosophic past. In fact, he even began to feel
uncasy with his essay, “Karl Marx®, which he had just completed for the
Encyelopedia Granat. ’

Calling uttention 1o the Tact that Lenin's essay began with 3 discussion of
philosophic materialism and dialectics, Krupskaya commented that “this wus not
the uswal way of presenting Murx’s techniques.” 14 That was certainly (rue. Wit
Krupskaya did not mention was that this departure from previous analyses had
nal been swfficiently concrete to salisly Lenin's new understanding of the
dizlectic, especially since he. had just finished the entire Logic. The essuy wos
written during July-November, 1914, Lenin had begun studying the Logic in
September and completed it on December 17, 1914, This, along with the date on
4 new lelter to Granat, January 14, 1918 hielps us (o determine the point at
which Lenin’s thought weni through a significand change. [n any case, with typical
precision, Lenin wrote Granat: *By the way, will there not still be time for certitin.
corrections in the section on dialectics? . .. | have been studying this question of
dialectics for the last month and a half 2nd 1 think | could add something to it i
there was time .. ." R . . '

Lenin’s break with old concepts is nowhere clearer than in his remarks
coneerning the relationsiip between theory and practice. Thus, even when Lenin
spoke of practice, he stressed that Hegel dealt with practice “in the theory of
cognition™. And even Lenin himself iended to soar: “Alasr Man's cognition not
only reflects the objective world, but also creates it,"14

How Far we have travelled from the “photocopy™ theory of Materitinn and
Empirio-Criticism! And yet it is nol beeause Lenin had forgotien his materialist
roats, or his revolutionary views on cluss consciousness. Ruther, Lenin had gained
from Hegei a totally new. understanding of the unity of materialisin and idealism.
It was this new widerstanding that subscquently permmeated Lenin's post-1915
writings in philosophy, politics, cconomies wiud organization. Always stressing the
concrele, Lenin interpreted Hegels remnk about the “non-actuality of the
world" o mean: *The world does nut satisfy man, and man decides 1o change it
by his sctivity ™

13. Memovics of Lenin, op. cit.,, p. 155,
14. M & F, p. 347, Vol. 38, p. 212,
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Lenin had not soared into abstraction in gaining a new appreciation of

"ideaitsm. It is simply that in this new understanding of Hegel, the notion of the

. 1t
Absolute Idea lost its sinister cunnot.nl!ons. Th_ts is noi.d!.l; cll'u:f'r lgrl{zn;r:l ;
conversion from a revolutionary materialist to & “bourgeois 1an l?‘W' l:m oo i
B oot Tisgi Gl only i thosghtantic, e
Ratfier, Eerin saw that, althou egel de tly witt Showgt li;ctic e, e
novement of “pure thought” does not just rcﬂcci_ .reninly. 1¢ dislectic .
{:SLZI. 'ﬁbcééé.h:mjzl'l_hc, Absolute is “absolute n_csﬂil_V!lY-:‘:g L;"l': 5 S:‘;SPU‘:L;B:
sccoad negation, which Hegel called “the turning point™,’® led Lenin "tr(il winet
Hegel’s diversion to the numbers’ zame, ie.., wh?thcr I.h‘l‘: fimlcc,t':c 1sdn"'_b sF:: ey,
or “guadrupiicity”, with-the resulting contrasting of s:m.p!c an . fl bsu]ult.:
Lenin commented: “The differcnce is aot clcar_:o me; is nrl:ull wdarehtivc
squivalent to the more cone{ctc?"” thus interpreting both absolute and rel:
ué developmenta! *moments™. . ) '
s Whgn -Lenin finished reading the Sciencc. af_ Logic, he }\‘n"as_no l?inglz:
disturbed by the notien of the Absvluic Idea “going lo n_u‘lu'r'cl.! Ins:;:zs..““
cloimed that, in so doing, Hege!l “stretches o |.I:!Ill.| o m::lcrIu::!m'n '.I c‘w!s . \\lmul
is nuiewarthy that the whole chapler on l_he 'A_l?sulu!e ldc‘.x ﬁf]‘lnff; s;ﬁud word
abuut Cod (hardly ever had 2 ‘divine’ *Nolion _shppcd out .u:(..;‘ c‘n".: 5 pa pbut .
ftom-that — tris NB. — it contains almost 1othing that is specifically e ; 'n‘ but
has for its main subjeet the divfectical method . .. Am!_onc}!ung n:lml‘il'cl | e
maost idealistic of Hegel's wurksr lhﬁffgis the least idealism an
riatism, *‘Contradictory’, but o fact! ) )
md“"i’.f;“lr;lrl lﬁ:l nol l'cclyil':e kind of excitement that h,e.had ;:xpcl;'lcglt:::ciis ::"1
T e mptotedthe Mo osls wilh ledhanov: NG Work out
is sluge that he completed the final break : "NB. Wor
:'Il‘;khuulz)v probably wrote nearly (,000 pages (?eltov + a‘i;ailmt" 333(‘1111111:3: I-IS-
against Kanlains + basic questions, ¢te,, cle. on plnlosophyd.I' Im ct:‘; m.-cr o
in, themn it uboul the i.i:lrgcr Logic, ifs lhouz_;hls (e, dinlee fc proper,
i ic science) nilf!" o ' .
!‘hllos;ﬁl:;ﬁcrmorc.) when he procccded_r to lful:lll:;lrli!z cml]:'ousug!Tel‘-lucl;:ll'so?r]\:ﬂJ’;
i meaning of the dinlectic after he 1ad go ! )
{\?f)lr‘ll::"' l{:z tven czr;ilicizcd Engels: “The splitting of a smgr[cd:.wlholl_c‘sand ‘l"llllies .
cugnition of its contradivtory purls ... is the essetice . . d Q 'lm :tclcl;tmn s
aspeet of didlectics {c.g., in Plekhanov) usially receives ina ‘qull.l ¢ tientio s;:cd'
identity of upposites is taken as the sum-tota) of examples ‘for example, y

15; findd,, p. 200,

16. Megel, Science of Logie, Vol, [T, p. 477,

17, ¥l 38, p. 23;.

L8, Vol 38, p. 234, N

. I, p. 354; Vol 38, p. 277. . .
1)-\\?: ‘jo ngt Imv'e Lenin's notes on Hepel's Mienomenclogy

of Mind, but the

i u ad read it while he was prepasing the

fotehooks an Imperialisne show that hie had read it w was prepuring (e

‘;::'lil‘:t,iflzt‘L:’hnpcf:faﬁ:m. {The Notebooks are o massive 739 pages as against the
short pamphlet that was actually published,}
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*for example, primitive communism'. The same is true of Engels. But it is 'in the
interests of popularization. .." "20S0 great is Lenin's appreciation of dialectics
that even in his references to “clerical obscurantism™, a “srerile flower" is
expanded to mean “a stesile flower thal grows on the living tree of living, fertile,
genuine, powerful, omnipolent, objective, absolute human knowledge.”

. The last quotation 'was from Lenin’s only article specifically dealing with
the dialcctic, as apainst Lenin's comments on the margin of other work — mainly
Hegel's. Though not prepared {or 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 publication. Thus, they remained “private™. Since it
seemed that Lenin simply continued with his economic studies, political theses,
and organizational work, and since factional polemics continued unabatedly,
Lenin's heirs were not prepared to face a most confusing, totally contradictory

double vision: On the one hand, there was the wellknown vulgar materialist -

Materiglisn and Empirio-Criticism, and on the other, endless referénces to
dialectics — the dialectic of history, the dialectic of revolution, the dialectic of
self-determination covering both the national question and warld revolution, the
dialectic relationship of theory, to the self-activity of the masses as well as to
itself.’ - -

Both Lenin's followers and opponents knew nothing and cared less about
any great philosophic divide set up by Hepel's Absolute Method. The dialectic of
the development of the “pure movement of thought™ and of reality battling its
way “through contradicitons provided so total a unity of subject and object that
Lenin, the revolutionary materiatist, could copy the ‘philosophical eoncept of
“subjective” from Hegel, the idealist, and lay special stress on the last sentence:
“Each-new stage of exteriorization (that is, of further determination) is alse an
interiorization, and pgreater extension -is also higher intensity, The richest
consequently is also the most conerele and subjective . . 21 -

How could anyone imagine (hat the “philosophic neutsalist™ who, for a loig
“period, hud even aceepied “Machists” inta the Bolshevik ranks just so long as they
accepted “Bolshevik discipiinc”, could come under the spell of what he called
“the dialectic proper”, and that this dialeclic proper 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 Duteh’®; but aiso his own
small Bolshevik group abroad. And he had to do so over 3 subject upon which the
Bolsheviks had previously agreed in principle — the sclf-determination of nations.

Suddenly, Lenin found himsell completely alone, and the word “dialectics”
Kept springing up cverywhere. 1t was no longer limited to “the transformation
into opposites™, such az the transformation of competition into monopaoly, or ol a
sectivn of Labor into o “labor aristocraey®, B could also explain “opportunism®

20, Vel, A8, p 359, 564,
21, Sefence of Logic, Vol, 1L, p, 483; Vel 38, p. 231,
* Punnekock, Gorter, Roland-1[ost.
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and the coilapse of the Sccond Iniernational. Dialectics was extended to
revolution itself and the theoretical “enemy” was none other than the Bolshevik
theoretician, Bukharin, The stark new truth was that Lenin called the Bolshevik
opposition to the self-determination of nations nothing short of “imperialist
economism™, 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,

_ afl the way to his deathhed. Lenin's ire was aroused by Bukharin's staiement that

“The imperialist. epoch is an cpoch of the absorption of small states, {that]

. therefore it was] impossible to struggle against the enslavement of nations,

fexcept] of course, [in a struggle for socialism, and that] therefore, any deviation
from that road, any advancement of ‘partial’ tasks of the ‘liberation of nations’
within the realm of capitalist civilization was ufopian and reactionary.™22

It was the “‘therefore’s” that Lenin most jutensely opposed. He insisted
that the forrors of the imperialist war had led 1o “the suppression of human
reasoning”. How could we otherwise explain the Bolsheviks' “curious errors in
logic™? According to- Lenin, the very Mransformaiion into its opposité of free
competitive capitalist economy into monopoly imperialism and the suppression of
natjonal democracy wovld produce resistance. It became clear to him that the
impulse to self-novement came precisely out of these contradictions, and became
the dialectics of revolution. To think otherwise, Lenin lpsisted, was to treat the
masses as the object instead of the subject of history. If the “therefore’s" do not
emerge out of living contradictions instead of dead substance, then sociatism is
nothing but an *“‘ought". The truth is that both the proletariat and the new
revolulionary Torces — the national minorities — were arising zm'd struggling for
the scll-determination of nations. As the Irish Easter Rcbellion proved, the
self-determination of nations was not just a “principle” bul a reality. There had

.never been a “pure™ revalution, and national revolts were valid both in themselves

and as “baccilli® for proletasian revolutions.

Dialectics, the “algebea of revolution™,?2 has been on mauy great
adventures since Hegel formulated it on. the basis of the activity of. the French
mysses,®? and it has revolutionized metuplysics. What i Hegel had been a

22, 1 will be quoting, Gankin and Fisher, eds., The Bolsheviks and the World War

' because it quotes Bukharin's theses (see esp. pp. 215-223). But the latest and one

of the finest books on the batlle against national chauvinism during the period
after the Bolsheviks gained power is to be found in Moshe Lewin®s Lenin's Last
Struggle; the most comprehensive on the Natfonal Question both before and after
Bolshevism triumphed is The Formation of the Soviet Union: Communism and
ANativnelism, by Richord Pipes, Sce also my chapter on Stalin in Marxisnt ""d,
Freedum, ’ :

23, Alexander lierzen, Selecied Phitosophical Works, p. 521. ‘

24, Jurring as this may sound to (he professional philosopher sccusiomed to
tracing Lthe dialectic from the Greeks Lkrough Kanl to egel in the realm of
thought afone, the truth of the above, stalemenl has, in recent times, heen
caiclully  traced in the warks of Jean Ilyppolite ((femexe of Stricture de o
FPhenomenalogies de Hegel und Studics on Marx and Heget), as well as the aclual
documenis of Hepel's early developmenlt, Dokumcnte zu Hegels Entwicklung,
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52 TELOS

tevolution in philosophy, became, with Marx, a philasophy of revolution, a totally
new theory of liberation — the proletarian revolutions of 1848 culminating in the
Paris Commune of 187]. Lenin's rediscovery of dialectics, of self-activity, of
Subject versus Subsiance at the very moment of the collupse of the Second
International, disclosed at ope and the same time, the appearance of
counter-revolution from within the marxist movements, and the new forces of
revolution in the national movements. Moreaver, these new forces were present

not only in Europe, but throughout the world as vwell, What Lenin's cconomic -

study of imperialism reveaied was that capitalism had gorged itself on more than
one half billivn people in Africa and Asia. This wus to become a totally new
theoretic departure gfter the Bolshevik conquest of power, expressed as the Thesis
on the National and Colonial Question presenied to the Third International in
192028 Even while the holocaust was most intense and Lenin stood alone, he
refuscd to retreat an inch to abstract internationalism;. The outbreak of the Easter
Rebellion in 1916, while proletarians were still slaughtering each other, showed
the correctness of his position on the self-determination of nations.

In 19141915, Lenin turned‘to the study of Hegel, the ‘bousgeois idealist
philosopher’, Whatever the reason, il certainly was not in order to discover the
Ariving forces of revolution, Yet, Hegelian dialectics was more useful in rinking

~sense out ol the aetion of the masses taking late fnto their own hands in Ireland in
1916 thun the debates on tie Nativnal Question with his Bolshevik collcapue.26

in 1917, the oppasition to national self-derermination should have ended.

In fact, it anly took on a new form. This time Bukharin conleaded that it was no
longer possible to admit the right of sclf-determination since Russia was now 3
wurkers' state, whereas nationalism meant bourgeois and proletariat together, and
‘therefore’, a step backward, In his admission that in some cases he would be for
it, he listed the “Hottentots, the Bushmen, and the Indians™. To which Lenin
replied: “Hearing this envmeration | theught, how is it that Comrade Bukharin
had forgotten a small trifie, the Bashkirs? There are no Bushmen in Russia, nor
bave | heard that the Hottentots have luid elaim to an autonomous republic, but
we have Bashkirs, Kirghiz. .. We cannot deny it to a single one of the peoples
living within the boundaries of the funmer Russizn Empire,"*e .

Bukhasin, for whom all the questions, from the “seif-determination of
nations” to state-capitalism, were “theoretical questions”, may not have suffercd

———e

25. Sce part 111, “Economic Reality and {he Dialeclics of Liberation™, where |
develop this thesis for the Africen revolutions in our age, in Marxivir-nmd
Brovdomt I Rece s pabiyp ot sl T

26. "I do not attribute significance to the desire 1o hold on to the word,
‘Bolshevism'," Lenin wrote in his reply to Bukharin, “for | know some ‘old
Boisheviks' from whom may God preserve me," The Bolsheviks and the World

. War, Gankin and Fisher, eds, p. 235,

27. Lenin, Sefected Worke, Vol, VIIL, p, 342, The wholc of Part IV, *The Parly
Program (V181919 is very valuable for the theorstival poinds in dispule, and
Bave 1he advantage of being cast muore in o theoreticyl Frame than the factiona)
bite of the Trale Union Dispute which can be found in Vol, 1X,
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ssian chauvinism. But he creatéd the theoretical premises for Stalin, who
ggn:uilutl::nwhccls of history straight back to capilallism. A_t the !uft n}ogw;ﬂ -
too late as it turned out — Lenin broke completely wni& Stalin, and in h_;s & _ut;f
with Bukharin he refused to do away with lhn.l smglc word, dfalect!cs f
diglectics of the relationship of theory 16 practice, dialectics as the rclalmnshq[u‘\
subject and object, dialectic as ilic movement !'rcrp :bs_!.'::c.l to coacrt;ls. In p.:n.:
of the mechanistic bil‘urcalio:; (;i subject nndcolﬂect. Lenin joined ‘t e two m—

; rete universal: vy o Sprtcest, A

" C'Xll:::stract revolutionism was the methodological enemy. Bukharin's theory of
sinlc-capilzlism. the obverse side of his theory of economic development under a

‘workers* state, is one of continuous development, a siraight line leading from

“ ganized” competitive capitalism to “organized" state-capitalism. On a worlsl
s;’;zf?f remaing ‘far?archic'.' ar?d subject to the “blir!g laws of the world fl.:.lrkc: .
Anarchy is “supplemented by anleponistic classes™. Onl'glf the prolclrnal, : ;{
seizing political power, ¢an extend “organized pr?ducl!on‘ to the whole wu;_ .
The fact that Bukharin believed in social revc;gtytmn did not seam ta stop im
dealing with labor, not as subjéct, but as object. )
from Dcspi%c the fact that Bukharin played no small role i‘n‘lhc. l?l? I_ie'.:?]luugu.
his concept of revolution s so abstract that all human aclivity is :ubsulm.. ']un er
it. Thus, he was incscapably driven 1o prchuEIc scll'-movcmlcul. wllltl.aliw‘!s
precisely ihe reason why labor remmined un object. As an objeet, lhe_‘n[, le_sl
attribule  Bukharin could - think of ::‘slsigning loll_abt:r“was its becoming un
*aggregale”, People were referred 10 as "liuman machines. L
agg,w_lgi:im a rfvulutimmry intellectual had hccun}c 5o cnt.m[.lpcd in l_hc
fundamental alicnation of philosophers in a cluss'suqety‘. identilying m([!'I’I ;vné!;
things, was a phenomenon that laid heavy on y:pin s mind as he wrole hnsI :'é.v
completely did Lenin disagree with Bukharin's mc.:hod of presentation | mu c::
when he agreed with the specific points, he feit it necessary to cr;ticilz:: fwl?w
Thus, there was certainly no disagreement nbm!l the major achieyement o |
Russiun Revolution - the destruction ol bourgeois pro'ductwc relations, But w:n'en
Bukharin tried 0 make an absteaction of it by Irying to suhg:umv prndfn.lln"c
relations under “technical relations™, it became (ubvious lv Lenin Ul B;:lkh.{n‘n
simply failed to undesstand the dialectic. This, wlmﬂ he quoted Bu ‘mm:,:_
Levnamics of the Transition Period, to the ef!'cct.ihnl once the dcs!rluctuo?. of
capitolist production relations is  really given, and _once lhf ‘It Leorel ];r.'l
impossigility of their restoration is proven . . ." Lenin tcphcd_ wxlh.. n'{p::’?s': lll le
ty’is demonstrable only practically. The author does nol pose diafectically th 3

- relutionship of theory 10 practive.”

2 frogram, included in Atgka, p. 121, Collcclion_ of 'Iheorellu:_:l
;\?tufl)::fiiy Clz llu!fhurh; {May, 1924, Mnscow.). Unfortlunately, nc:thcf nu!:l':lri"t :
FEeonomics of the Trausition Period, nor Lenin's Commentary on it Is uv;u ! c !
English, } have used the Russion 1ext, Ilowc\:cr. olher works Ily.N: Buk harin .1r7
aviibable i Epglish, These ave: e Workd !n-u'pmm_l' mn'I Tiperialisme, Ih.\::‘.rr‘:#:.
Materlalism, and individual vssays which are ineluded in other woths, Cf
Hnlsheviks and the World War,
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The mest difficult relationship 1o work out once state power has been
gained is precisely this relutionship of theory 1o practice, for it was not only on
the National Question but especially in relation to the working masses that a gull
opened beiween the Bolsheviks in power and the working people. And the party
was surely to degenerate: “to think that we shall not be thrown back is utopiun,”
What Lenin feared most was the sudden *passion for bossing” to take command,
Unless thay practice the new concrete universal, “to a man”, they would be
doamed: “Every citizen o0 a man must acl as a judge and participate in the
government of the country, And what is important to us is to enlist all the ioilers
to a man in the government of the state. That is a tremendously difficult task. But
socilism cannot be introduced by a minority, a party.”29

This is not the place to analyze the actual objective transformation of the
workers' state into its opposite, a state-capitalist society,30 or to Stalin's

“usurpation of power. OF all of Stalin’s “theoretical™ revisions, what is relevant to
our subject is his perverse concept of partiinost {partyness) in philosophy, which
he and his heirs attributed to Lenin. PFortunately, there exists o most
comprehensive and scholarly work on the relationship of Soviet philosophy to
science which explodes the Communist and the Western ideologist myth of
“purlyness in philosophy™ in Lenin: “In order Lo achicve this interpretativn one
must also disregard the fact that the original sources, including Materialism and
Empirio-criticism itself, never suggest what (Bertram) Wolfe and the Soviet

scholurs attribute to Lenin. The sources show that he fad a political aim in writing

the book, but it was not 1o join the philosophical and political issues that Russian
Marxists were arguing ubout: it was to scparate them, .31

There is not u trace of purlyness in the Philosuphic Notebooks, not ever.
tie old concept of “the parly of idealism® or the “party of materialism."” What we
are cencerned with is not the monstrous myth of partyness in philosophy, but
rather, the dualizy of the philosaphical heritage, Far from publicly proclaiming his
philosophic repudiation of Plekhanov, or his break with his own philosophic past,
Lenin advised Soviet youth to sltudy ‘“everything Plekhanov wrote on
Philosophy . .." and he reprinicd his own Materialism and Empirio-criticism. We
need not bother here with simplistic explanation of these actions such as the one
oftered by an ex-Old Bolshevik when he wrote: *And yel Lenin did not have the
cousage to say openly that he had thrown out, as useless, some very substantial
parts of his philosophy of 1908."32 The reason for the “privacy” of his
Philosophical Norcbooks is at once more simple and more complex, and has

29, Lenin, Coffected Works, Vol. VI, p. 324,

30. [ devoted a good part of Merxism and Freedom 1o ihe study of Russian
state-capitatism, :

31. Soviet Marxtsm and Nawiral Science, 1917-1932, by David Joravsky, p. 34,
The lwo sections most relevant lo our study are “Lenin and the Partyness of
Philosophy”, pp. 24-44, and "“1he Cultural Revolulion and Marxist Bhilosophers™,
pp. 76-89. )
32, Eneounters with Lenin, by Nikoluy Valentinov, p. 256.
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nothing to do with an slieged lack of courage. The tragedy lics clsewhere, deep in
the recesses of time, revolution, and counter-revolution. Too short were the years
between 1814 and 1917, and between 1917 and 1923, Too great was the
Novermber Revolution in Russiz, and too many the behicaded and missed
revolutions elsewhere; tao overwhelming the concrete problems of this great
historic event, objective and subjective, inciuding what Lenin called eultural
backwardness. The pull, therefore, was for “stage-ifying™. When to study wha't?
First one 1ead Plekhanov, then Materialism and Empirio-criticism, then . . . Lenin

. himself continued his hegelian reading even at the hejght of the famine.33 Lenin

was s0 moved by Ilyin's book on Hepe! that, though the author was b_o.th religious
and an 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
that excuse the fzilure to grapple with the Philosophic Notebooks on the ground
that they afe mere ‘jottings’, ‘had never been intended for_publication’, nm_:l.
therefore, it would be no more than ‘idle speculation’ to conclude that Lenin

wished to fallow one road rather than another? In any case, no onc can explain *

" away the clear public tasks he set for the editors of ‘the newly-established

philusophic organ, Ped Znamenem Marxizma (Under the Eannier of Mt.:rx:'mf). to
work out a *solid philosophical ground™ which he spelled out as: (I_) *“The
systemutic study of Hegelian dinlectic from a materialist standpoint, Le., the

dialcetic which Marx applied practically in his Capital and in his historical and - -

politicel works.*34 (2) “Taking as our basis Marx's method of applying the

33, The Lenin [nstitute has records for the year 1920, when Lenin asked for the
Russian translations of Hegels Seience of Logic aad Phenontenology of Mind, as
well as works by Labriola, and Ilyin’s The Philosophy of legel as a'_Da::‘!rinc of
the Concretencss of God end of Man. Deborin, in his "Introduchc_m -to the
Notebooks when they were [inally published in 1929 (Leninski Shornik, 1X) and
Adoratsky ifi his preface Lo the 1933 cdition (Leninski Seornik, XI1) both rcf!:r to
the Lenin Institute records, and then, without telling anything about the intrigues

* in the delay in publication, proceed with platitudinous praise lcading to nothing

concrete; they are of "great signilicance™, “lnlcrcsli.ng.", gonln!n *“leading
indicatinns regarding the direction in whiph further materialist dmlqcuc should be
worked out”, ) .

In this respect, llyin's works are more reycaling because onc sees why
Hegel's analysis of the concrete influcnced Lenin so much: “The first and
Mudamental thing that one whe wishies (o adequately undcrst‘and :Il:ld master
philoasophic leaching of Hegel must do is (o explain to oneself his relation to tl}c
concrele  empirical world ,, (the  lerm, ‘concrete’ comes from the LnI.m
‘congrescers’, ‘Crescere’ means ‘to grow’i. ‘concrescerc’, to coalesce, to arise
througli growth. Accorlingly, Hegel’s conerele means first of all th_c growing
together . .. The concrete empitic is something in the order ‘ol'l being (Sein),
somelhing rezl fRealitat), acluality (Wirklichkeit), something existing (Existenz),
something Dasein. In ils totality, this reality l‘orms‘ a world, a \yixo[c \.an.']d of
things (Dinge, Sachen), existences (Existenzon), realities - the *objective’ world a
realim of *objeclivity’. This rewl, ebjective wotld is also the conenete world, bt
only the empiric-concrete.”

34. Lenin, Seleceed Works, Vol X1, p.77.
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Hegelian dialectic materialistically conceived, we can and should treat his dialectic
from all sides, print excecpts from Hegel's principal works . . M35 (3) “The group
of editors and contributors of the magazine Under the Banaer of Marxism should,
In my opinion, be a kind of ‘Society of Materialist Friends of Hegelian
Dialegtics™."36

This was the vear 1922, the year of his most intense intellectual activity,
which stretched into the first months of 1923 and the last of his great battles
against the top leadership. Most of all, it was ageinst Stalin’s brutal, rude, and
disloya! acts, mainly against the Georgians, that is to say, once again ont the
Nationa! Question ~ “seratch a Communist and you will find a Great Russian
chauvinist.” Not accidentally, Bukharin held the same position on the National
Queslion, . . .
As Lenin lay writhing in agony - not just physical agony, but agony over
the carly ‘butcancratization of the warkers® state and its tendency 1o Yniove
backwards 1o capitalism” — he took the measure of his co-teaders in his Wil What
is relevant here is what-he says of Bukharin: *Bukharin. is not only the most
valuable and biggest theorelician of the party, but also may legitimately be
considered the favorite of the whole party; but his theoretical views can only with
the very greatest doubt be regarded as fully Marxian, for therc is something
scholastic in him. (He has never learned, and | think never fully undersiood, the
dialectic. )37 .

Clearly, “understanding the dialectic™ had hecome the pons sini for Lenin.

It wiis mot an whstrection when il wirs used 1o deseritic the chief theoreticiun of
the pardy. Clearly, “not understanding the' dialectic” had beeome crucial. As te
head of the fist workers® state in history, witnessing the emergence of
bureaucralization _and national chauvinism, of both Bolshevism and
non-Bolshevism being so permeated with an administrative mentality as to call for
the. statification of the trade unions, and the chiel theorctician's views being
non-dialectic and therefore not “fully Marxian®, Lenin saw all these iraits
developing and creating problems because, in their totality, they tended to stifle
rather than release the creative 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 greatly-overrated young French Communist philosopher, Louis
Althusser, in our cpoch proclaiming that “onc phantom is more especially crucial
thun any other toduy: the shude of Hegel. To drive this phantom bick into the
night . .." And resd especially how studiously he writes.of Lenin as if he never
had written anylhing beyond Matcrialisne and Empirio-criticism, (Lenin and
Phitosopiiy ) In Part 1L of Marxisne and Freedons, (in “Allcrnalives”) 1 develop the
consequences of nol builling on 1The Toumlations left by Lenin's Philosophic
Nutehonks, : -

. Sefeeted Wonds, Vol X1 p, TR,

17, Sinee Rhiruschevs De-Staliniztion speech in 1956, Lenin®s Wil has finally
been pablising] i Russizc and apperas aso in the latest edition (Ihe G000 o bis
Coltected Warks. Llowever, [ hove the text which was first published by ‘Trotsky,
and I am therelore quoting from The Swuppressed Testament of Lenin,
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It is the nature of truth, said Hegel, to force its way up when its *‘time has
come”, He should have addzd, “even if only in a murky form®. But then he could
not have known how much a state-capitalist age can excrete to make it impossible
10 sec the truth even when it surfaces. No conspiracy was needed between “East”
and “West™ to keep Lenin’s Phifosornical Notebooks out of the reach of the
masses = and then work Lo make it *beyond’ their understanding. It is in the
nasure of the administrative mentality of our state-capitalist auiomated age to
consider hegelian philosophy, at one and the same time, the private preserve of -
those “in the know" and 1o let it remain “gibberish® to the uninitiated. And
although in the “East” they bow before the founder of their state, and in the
“Wesl" sneer at Lenin’s non-professional status as a phitosopher, both poles find it
conveniént to keep apart what history has joined together — Hegel and Marx,’
Megel and Lenin. In this 200th anniversary year of Hegel and the 100th
anniversary year of Lenin, it is time to begin listening to the voices from below
who are findirg out the truth for themselves by zttempling to practice the
diglectic both of thought and of revolution.

~ Philosophy and Phen_omen_ological Rese_a.rch

AN INTERNATIONAL QUARTERLY
Edited by Marvin Farber
March, 1470, Valume XXX, No. 3
L. ARTICLES . - CONTENTS ' L
Wol Phllosophy as a Drama: An approach to Plato’s Symposium, by Henry G,
olz .
Towards a Theory of Intentionality, by Aron Gurwilsch
Originative Thinking in the Later Philosophy of Heidigger, by S.L. B‘arlky
The Community in Marx's Philosophy, by Kenneth A, Megill
The Provisional Ethic of the First International, by Donald Clark Hodges
Positlivism, Real:n, and Existentialism in Machs [nfluence on
Contemporary Physics, by Mendel Sachs d ’ .
The Swilches Paradox, by Kebert L. Armstrong
I REVIEWS, NOTES AND NEWS, AND RECENT PUBLICATIONS
Subscriptions: $6.00 per year (or individuals; $2.50 per year for .
inslitutions, Separute issues, $1.65 and $2.00 respectively. Postage aund
handling for back issues only, .
A circular listing the main contents of the fouenal since 1940 will be sent
upon 1equest.

Adidress all cemmonications (o
Philosophy and Phe logical A ]
Stale Umvensily of New Yark al ullale
Bulfalo, New York 14214

4523




‘ 3 Fx:r 34!5&“ b :
TERIAL 5 Ry iﬁ%&“}'

P
SKA i filosofica di Lenin
A 15

\)




QRS IS

KORCULANSKA LJETNA $KOLA

HEGEL I NASE VRUJEME — pisu R, Su-
pek, E. Bloch, M. Kangrga, E. Fink, D.
Grli¢, D, Jibnig, V. Simeunovié¢, K. H.
volkman-Schluck, E. Paci, M. Duri¢, E.
Grassi, K. H. Wolfl, B. Despot, M. Dam-
njanovié, I. P, Arnason, F.'Muhid, Y. Schu-
macher, N. Miséevié, E, Barroni, T. Hri-
bar, P. Apostol, Z. Vidojevié, G, Zajara-
novié, & LENJINIZAM - NOVA LJEVI-
" CA -~ pisu E, Maudel, M, Markovi¢, M,
Rubel, R. Dunayevskaya, V. Cvjetiéanin,
3. R. Nunez Tenorie, B. Jak3i¢, D. Stodié,
H. Hoxsa, 2. D. Denié, J. Gojkovié, Z. Falo-
ut &4 DODATAK — Sadriaj V1I godista

HEGEL | NASE VRIJEME
LENJINIZAM - NOVA LJEVICA




- Ivax Kuvadid,
NICKL

ausT Bausany
e (Tiibingen),
im), Roperr S,
N Calxim\nowé
‘wi€ {Beograd),
vo), \’LM:J.\nz:
nt (Sarajevol,
Pariz), Axprs
Aeserer {Bed),

ajevo), Mirko -

ELJK0 Konad
egrad), Hesni
: Marrer (Pa-
vié (Beograd),
Wt)y ZAGORKA
. ridge, Mass.),
grad), Junes
Lyuso Tabit
ewion), ALbo
).

ak, tefelon 22.575,
', Zagrab, Mles 28,
Helrovid,

PRAXIS FILOZOFSKI CASOPIS
' JUGOSLAVENSKO JZDANJE

ZAGREB, SEPTEMEAR «— DECEMBAR 157D, GOCINA VIl — BRO) 53— &

HEGEL I NASE VRIJEML
: REFERATI
Rudi Supck / Aktualnost Hegelove | Lepjinove misli . ., 699
Lrnst Bloch / Povijesno posredovanje i Novum u Hegela ., 709
Milan Kangiga / Hegel —— metafizika ili revoludija? . . . 7217
Eugen Fink / Hegelova problemska formula sIskusavanje
realnosti spozpavanjs« (t »Fenomenologiji .
duhaa) . . . . L L. L. o0 oL . . . T33
Danko Grli¢ / Revolvcija i terer .« . - . . . . . ... T4l
Dicter Jihnig-/ Odstranjenje povijesti pomedu subrazova-
nja« i rprisjecanja« Ve e e e e e e
Vojin Sin:lcuhnovié / Aktualnost Hegelove: nFenomenologije
vhae . . . . 0 o 0L L L b .
Karl Heinz Volkmann-Schiuck /. Hegelov pojam apsolutne
negacije i-njeno zradenje zanas . . . . L .
Enzo Paci / Fenomenologija ¢ povijest u Hegelovu migljenju
Mihailo Duri¢ / Praksa, rad i delanje .. . . . . . .
Ernesto Grassi / Hegelove nerazumijevanje latinske i hu-
manisticke tradicije . . . . . . L . . L.

SAOPCENJA

Kurt H. Wolll / O lukavstve uma u nafe vrijeme . . . . 813
Branko Despot / Hegel u ozbiljenju filozofije . . . . . 823
Milan Dammujanavi¢ / Rud i jezik u Hegelovom sisterau §
kod Marsa . . . . . . . . . . .+ . . B33
Johan P. Arnason / Opda povijest I emancipacija . . . B39
Fuad Muhi¢ / Hegel § staljinizam . . . . . . . . .. 847
Joachim Schumacher / Priinjedbe uz pretpovijest pojma
Nista u Hegela i njegovo ukidanje u Marxa i
EmstaBlocha . ." . . . . .. .. .. . 83
Nenad Miscevic / Povijest fsvtha . . . . .+ . . , 863

4526




Ernesto Barroni / Vrij-:mr:, pe-vrijere i Nista .+ . ., . 867

Tine Hribar / Povijest i prisjecanje . . . . . . 821

Favel Apostol / 96 stavova o smrti i slebodi u Il"gdo\'o_l
filozofiji i u nadem vremenue . . . . . B75

Zoran Vidojevi¢ / Savremeni odnos radnicke kl.u,e j komu-
nistitke organizacije u svetlu HLnguve ideje -dc.n—
titeta . . . . .. e . B85

Gligorije Zaje2aranovic / Dl]a‘ck‘:[-.u rada i owudenjn u HL-

£ T <

+

LENJINIZAM — NOVA LIEVICA.

REFERATI
" Ernst Mande! / Akiualnosi lenjinistizke teorije organizacije

u svjetlu historijskog iskustva . . . . . . . 909
Mihailo Markovié / Nava Jevica 1 kulturna revolucija . . . 927
Maximilien Rubel / Historijska funkeija nove burloazije . 945

: E . . SAOPCENJA

_Raya Dunayevskaya / Lenjin i Hegel . ., . - . ., 957
" Veljko Cvjetidanin / Nekoliko teza.o Lenjinu u suvremenim

uvjetima socijabizma . . - . . . . . . . . 973

1. R, Nunecz Tenorio / Postoji li lenjinisticka [ilozofija? ., . 983

BoZidar Jaksi¢ / Gradansko drudtvo | gradanska nauka . . 991

Dugan Stofi¢ / Hegel i otudena ljudska zajednica - . . . 999

Hairedin Hoxha / Lenjin o nacionalnon pitanju .~ . . . . 1005
Zivojin D. Deni€ / Lenjinovo delinisanje pojma drutvence

Cklase .., L co o o0 o 0. - L L005

. Jesminka Gojkovi¢ / Raskricu amerigkog SDS-a-, . . . . 1023

Zeljko Falaut / Lenjin i pitanje knjizevnosti . . . . 1037

DOUDATAK

Sadriaj VII godista (1970) .

. Scdmo
slavi 200-g

‘njina, naj:

gajnijem r

“u toku ov

ljetnici Le:
sjedanju 1}
Takvo pov
njihovim
puvijesti,
misli u ve:
njenim po
pitanjem i -
izmedu nj
Pribliz
hodnim i
sume soci
ma kriti¢l
na revolu
svijest o 1
stavila gr
voljavaju
mali broj
prividno
marksisti
sti koju .

- lege!

I¢i m,
rutom e€)
Lenjina }
one zabl




istema
Jizam,
nokre-
‘u ova
. otvo-

udigne
denom
stavljo
alizi o
w raz
wdajudi
1 jezik
e. Jer,
mo od

li zem-
e mo-
2 klase
wclovoj
t Welt-
njima
1y za-
afanja
irira v

i polo-.
. klasu .

kora-

‘aje na
revolu-
‘riedri-

poslu-
- praxis
: wFiir

2 ver-
Entwi-
Aktion

nin

wseha o

oneeple
! Unmi:

SAOPCENIA

LENJIN I HEGEL
Raya Duuﬂ:_.'cvska‘\'a»

Detroil

1stovremenost izbijanjn prvog svjetskog rata i izglasavanja
rainih kredita kajzerovoj vladi od sirane njematkih socijalde-
mokrata lisila je Lenjina filozofskog temelja na kome je siajao i
za koji je mislio da je nepokolebljiv, Cetvrti avgust 1914, razblo
ju na parampardad konceple koji su bili zajednicki svim ten-
dencijama u marksistiékom pokretu. Do 4. avgusta svi su se sla--
gali da materijalni uslovi predstavljaju temelj za stvaranje no-
vog drultvenog poretha, da de §10 su napredriji materijalni
uslovi, proletarijat biti to bolje pripremljen za preuzimanje vla-
sti od burZoazije, i da de §io je veéa masovna partija i 5to je zre-
lije: njenn marksistitko vodsive, to sigurniji Eiti put do revolu-
cije. Maierijalno je bilv ono realno i objasnjenje za ono idealno.
Vjerovati u bilo £ta drugo bio je [ilozofski idealizam, burioaska
apologetika, klerikalui opskurantizam, :

Poslije 4. avgusta, medutim, marksisti¢ki revelucionari mo-
rali su se suptiti s jednom zaprepastujucom novom realnodéu —
marksistieki vode (priznati kao takvi od ¢itave internacionale,
ukljuéujudi i boljievike) na &clu najvede masovne partije, »Ve-
like njemacke socijalne demokracijes, u tehniki najnaprednijoj
zemlji, naredili su radnicima nc da razore svietski kapitalizam,
veé da ubljaju jedan drugog preke nacionalnih granica radi »ob-
rane domovinee. Suoden s tim slomom .svih svojih ranijih kon-
cepcija © odnosu lzmedu materijalnog i idealnog, subjektivnog i
objektivnog, opdeg i posebnog, Lenjin je bio prisiljen da potraii
jednu novu filozofiju. Da Hegel nije nikad postojao, Lenjin bi
morao da izmisli hegelovsku dijalcktiku da bi ponovno uspos-
tavio svoj vlastiti um.

Lenjin se nije ni jednog trenutka pokolebao u svom revole-
cionarnom suprotstavljanju imperijalistitkom ratu. Naprotiv,
Dok su drugi revolucionarni protivnici rata bili tako zaprepa3.
¢eni slomom Druge internaclonale da su smatiali za potrebno da
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ogrenice »borbu za mire na ono o bi ujedinile sve tendencije
koje nisu izdale, Lenjin je bio nepokolebljiv u svam suproisiay-
ljianju »nediferenciranom jedinstvie! nije biio odustatj od naj-

eRstremnije § najnedvosmislenije parole — poraz vlastite zemlje -

je mznje zlo. Prewvorimo imperijolisticki rat u gradanski rat.
Jednom rijedi, po Lenjinovom mistjenju bile je potrebno nedio
diugo, a ne krpanje komadica onog ito je nckad bilo. Neizbje-
ne je hilo porpune edvajanje od Druge i stvaranje Trede inicr-
nacionale. Razorne iskusivo nije dovelo u pitanje njegovu bolj-
Sevicku politiku i organizaciju, U pitanje je do%ao stari maters-
jalizam kojem je nedostajao princip spretvaranja u suprotnosta,
»dijalckiika samae, To je ono &to ce Lenjin naglasiti v Hegelovoj
dijalektici, .

" Dok sc klanje Sirilo svijetom i dok su drugi protivnici rata
lutali ne sredujudi svoje vfus'.ito misljenje, Lenjin, odmah &im
ic stigno u Bern seplemigra 1914, uputio se u tnjiZnicu da se
uhvati u koitac s Hegelovim djelima, napose s njegovom Nau-
Lout logike, Da jedan beskoinpromisni revolucionar kao Lenjin

provodi svoje dane u bernskoj knjizaici, dok je &itav svijet, .

vkljuéujudi marksisticki pokret, bio n raspadanju mora da je

piredstavljalo doista éudnu i nerazumljiva sliku., Al iz dana
u dan, ¢itave godine® Lenjin se nije mican od HMegela, Upravo
kao $o je njegova politicka parola, nPrcharan{e imperijalistié-

kog rata u gradanski rat« postala peliticki velika razdjelnica u
- marksizmu, tako je njegov Izvod iz Hegelove Logike postao filo-
zolski temelj za sve ozbiljne spise koje je Lenjin napisao od tada’
pa do kraja Zivels, od Ieperifalizma 1 Driave i revolucije uodi

novembra 1917, kroz djclo sivarne revolucije, do njegovog T s

tamente,
Lenjin je pri%ao Hegelu dosta oprezne, uvijek se podsjecajudi
da ga ¢ita smaicrijalistiékis, i kuo muterijalist je supudivao boga
i filozofski olod koji brani bogd na dubrifte«. U isto vrijeme,
medutim, on je uzbuden spoznajom da je hegelovska dijalektika
revolucionzrna, da je Hegelova dijalektika, u stvari, prethodila
Murxovej sprimjcni« v Komunistitkom  manifestu, »Tko ce po-
vjerovatia, rekao je Lenjin sam sebi, »da je to kretanje i ‘samo-
kretanje'... sustina ‘hepelovdtine', apstrakinog i apstruznog
(teskog, besmislenog?) hegelijanstva?? ... Ideja univerzalnog
kretanja i univerzalne promjene (1813, Logika) bila je dokudena
prije njenc primjene na Zivot i drustvo. Za drultvo._je proglagena

1) Fruzn se pojoviiuje u Lenjlnovom plsmu Alcksandrl Kolontaj: svi
naglrfavate ‘dn mi morame istaél jednu parolu kejn bf ujedinily sre’
Ja du vam re#i otvereno dn Je stvar koje se u sadadnje vrijeme bojim
‘nnjvise nediferencirane jedinstvo koje je. uvjeren sam, najupasnije 1 naj

" 3tetnije za proletaridat, (Citirane a N. K. Krupskain Uspomenc na Le-
njina, sv, 11, p. 100.)

2) Stvorno je Lenjin proven dvije godine — 1914—1916, — u tenjiznic,
Ali on je Hegelove sjudije zavrdiy 1915, te je poleo s prikupilanjem mate-
rijala 20 plsanje Imperijgtizma. .
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ranije (1847)" nego $to je dokazana u primjeni na Covjeka
(1859).** .

Da bismo shvatili punc znacenje koje je 1o Citanje Hegela
imalo za Lenjina moramo drzaii na umu da Lenjin nije pozna-
vuo Marxove sada slavne Ekonomsko-filacofske rukopise iz 1844,
0 éemu Lenjin konkretno razmisljin dok cita Hegelovu ‘Nauku
agike jost Marxov Kapital, na jednoj strani, i njegova Lorba s
svulgarnim materijalizmome na drugoj strani, Take, cak kad
polemizira s Hegelom i oznalava ojeljak Bideza-sébe u uéenju
& bicu kee »muine vodee, on nastavija: »Misao o preobracanju
idealnog u realno je duboka. Veoma je vaina za historiju. Ali i
u laZnom #ivotu covieka s¢ vidi da tu ima mnogp istine. Protiv
vulgarnog materijalizma, NB. Razlike jzmedu idealnog i materi-
jalnog takoder nije apsolutna,.nije neizmjernaa.! .

To otkride povczancéli idcalnog i materijalnog kod Hegela
dovelo je Lenjina da uvidi da revolucionarni duh u dijalektici,
nije Marx dodao Hegelu, ved da je on bio ved u Hegelu. Prouca-
vajuéi uéenje a bicu, Lenjin vec naglasava i identiénost suprot-
nosti § pretvaranje u suprotnost; »Dijalekiika je ufenje o tome
kako mogu biti i kako bivaju, kako postaju, identiénim suprot-
nosti — pod kojim uslovima one bivaju identine preobradajudi
se jedna u drugu«* Kad je stigao do udenja o sudtini, naglasak
je prefao na samokretanje, prije i vite svega. Raspravljajudi o

“zakonu protivrjednosti, on ne insistira toliko na identicnosti su-

proinosti koliko na prijelazu od jednog u drugoe i na zaoétravanju
protivricénosti. 5§ druge strane on pokazuje takvo duboko poz-
navanje éjeloknpriosti da €ak j kauzalitet postaje samo jedan
»moment« cjeline: «Uzrok i posljedica, ergo, samo su momenti
medusobne sviciske zavisnosti, veze (univerzalne), uzajamne
zalancenosti dogadaja, samo su karike u lancu razvoja materi-
je.« »NB. Svestranost i sveobuhvaini karakier svjetske veze,
koju uzrofnost izrazava samo jednostrano, fragmentarno i ne-
poipuna.«* ‘ .

U zavrinom odjeljku o sudtini Lenjin je prekinuo s onim ma-
terijalizmom i empirizmom koji je suvile naglafavao nauku i
kategoriju uzroZnosti objainjavajuci odnos duha i materije, pri

*Nistt se na KomunistiSki manifest

*sMisli s0 na Porijekio vrsia,

3) Ja sam prva prevala na engleskl Lenjinov lzvod {Konspekt), Ovdje
éu se sludtl, uglavnom tim prijevodom. Dodatak D. knjizi: Raya Dunajev-
skayn, Marrism and Freedom, New York, 1858. Gvdje fe se citirati kao
M&F.) Ipsk, navodit ¢u | stranice v moskovskom prijevodu (V. 1. Lenin:
Collected Works, Vel. 38). [Provedilae ovog ¢lunka navedi cltate iz te knji-
ge prema fzdanju V. I Lenlin, Izcbrana djela, Xuitura. Beograd, tom 15
i svudu navedi strunlce tog toma] M&F, p. 331 Vol. 3§, p. 141; Kult.
pp. 120130,

4) M&F, p. 338; Vol, 33, p. 176; Kult. p. 102,

5) M & F, p. 332; Vol, 38, p. 143; Kult. p. 97,

6) M & F, p. 335; Vol, 38, p. 150; Kuit. pp. 148—141.
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temu su stelicni ckonomski zakonix i wsuStina« bih sialno sue
protsiavljani wpojavie kao da se u lome iscrpljuje cielokiprost
problema, Szd j¢ Lenjinu upao u odi hiegelovski pojam »momen-
taa: sOvdje je bitho to da su i svijet pojavic i svijet po sebi mo-
mienti covickove spaznuje prirode, stupujevi, promjene jli pro-
dubljivanja (spoznaje). :

Lenjin je isto tako stalno vodiu debatu sam sa sobom, Svaki
put kad je bio nemilosrdan premit Hegeloverm  smisticizmu i
preznoj pedanterijie, Lenjin ju u isti ¢as nagladavao dubinu di-
julektike, sgenifalnu- idejue. Kad jo Lenjin stigno do Ufenja o
pojmu — a lu je on prekinuo sa svojuin viastitom filozofskom
prosloséu — on je nagladuvao da su clementi materijalizma pri-
sutni kod Hegela: »Kad se Hegel trudi — ponckad ¢ak nepree
i upinje da svrhovite djelatnost ¢ovjeka podvede pod katcgorije
logike govoredi da je ta diclatnost “zakljuZak’, da subjekt (fo-
vick) igra ulogu tog j 103 ¢lana' u logitkoj 'Figuri’ ‘zakljucka’
itd., onda to nije santo natezanje, nije samo igra. Tu je veomua
duboka sadriina, &isto materifalisticka.

Treba obrouti: praktitna djclatnust Zovjeka morala je mili-
jardu pula dovoditi ljudsku svijest do ponavljanja raznih logi-
kih figura tako dabi te figure mogle dobiti znagenje aksioma.
Ovo wola bene«® .

Lenjinoy Izvod iz Hegelove Nanke logike otkriva jedan duh
u akciji, koji polemizira sam sa sohom kao i s Hegelom, savje-
tojudi sebi da sse vrotic Hepelu, »da razradie ideje, historiju,
nouku, Marxov Kapital, aktualne teorije, istrafujudi suprotnosti
i prelazeéi na Pojam koji on prevodi kao »NB. Sloboda = sub-
jckeivnost (ili') cilf, svijust, teinjak® Upravo zate Lenjinov
Jzvod postaje uzbudljiv doivijnj i za njcgove ¢itaoce, Tako,
Lenjin tek $to je ozhadio prvi odjcljak Pujma kao =Ove dijelove
knjige trebalo bi nazvati: najbolje sredstvo za dobivanje glavo-
bolje*« a veé nagladava slijedede: »NB. analiza zakljucka kod He-
. pela (E—B—A, Eing; Besondoeres; Allgemcines B—E—A itd.)
podsjeca na Marxovo ugledanje na Hegela v I glavie™ Iza toga,
on istice usku povezanost izmedu Marxova Kapitala i Yegelove
Logike: »Ako Marx nije ostavio Lopiku (s velikim podetnim slo-
" vom), on je ostavio logiku "Kapitala', a to bi trebalo narotito is-

7 M & F, p. 333; Vol. 38, p. 153; Kult, p. 142

8} M & F, p. 313; Yol, 35 p 100; Kult., p. 180

g) M & F, p. 336; Vol, 38, p. 104; Kuit, p. 153,

* Ovd retenica jo u Lenjinovom iekstu na engleskom,

16) M & F, p. 439; Vol, 3B. p. 178; Kuit, p, 167, Glava T odnosl se na-
rovno na Kapital. To je to Ista glava z2a koju jo Staljin, 1843, kod je od
1udio da prekine s Marxovom analizom sakona vrijednosti kao karpdtoristid-
pom za kapitellzam { sume kapitalizam, neredio sovietskim teoretitnrima
du je napurie (Vidl prijevod §z Pod zastovem marksizma 1 moj komentar
uz to, e debate oko toga u The Amecrican Econpmic Revlew, sepl, 1044
do sept. 1943) Od tada je to ostolo trujnin predmetom spora kad god sc
re:pravijalo o otudenju i o fetidizmu roba,
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Loristiti u datom pitanju. U 'Kapitalu® je primijenjena na jednu
nauky logika, dijulektika i teorijn spomaje materijolizma (ne
treba tri rijeci, ta je jedno te isto), koji je uzeo sve vrijedno kod
Hegela i ovo vrijedno. pomjerio naprijed.«™ Ali dok je jos uvijek
e preom odjeljku utenja o pujmu, Lenjin osjeca potrebu da s2
advoji, najprije od Plehanova a zatim ¢ak i od sama sebe. Tri
aforizma slijede brzo jedan iza drugog: (1) »Plehanov kritizira
kamtovstvo (1 agnesiicizem wvopée) vise s vulgarno-materijalis-
tickog gledista nege s dijalektickematerijalistickog .. . (2)
»{Podetkom 20, vijeka) marksisti su kritizirali Kantovee i
hjumovee vise fojerbahovski (i bihnerovski) nego hegelovskin«
(3) »Nc moze s¢ potpuno shvatiti Marxov ‘Kapiial® i posebno
prva glava u njemu ako se ne prostudira | ne shvati cijela Hege-
lova Logika. Dakle, nitku od marksista nije shvatio Marxa pola
stoljeéa kasnijele! ' :

Epigoni koji nijetu da je tu Lenjin mistio na scbe moraju
odgovoriti $to je Lenjin mislio s dodatnom napomenom uz prva
dva aforizma, »o pitanju kritike modernog kantovstva, mahiz-
ma itd?« Cije je djelo vide nego njegov viastiti Mazrerijalizanmt |
empiriokriticizam, upereno tako na »mahizame«? Bitno pitanje, .
naravno, nije navodenje imena, 4 pogolovo ne sadriavaju i
alorizmi pretjerivanja. Tako, nitko nije pisano dublje nego Le-
njin o Marxovom Kapitalu, naposc o svesku IL i Lenjin sigurno
nije mislio dasvi koji Zele jzucavati Kupital moraju najprije pro- -
raditi oba sveska Nanke logike. Ono %10 je sad bilo 2a njegrn pre-
sudno, ono §to je on nazirao pred sobomy, bila je velika lilozof-
cka debata, jznenada upravljena ne toliko protiv Hegela koliko
protiv Plechanova i &ak osjecanje protivurjeZnosti u sebi, u svojo)
filozofskoj proslosti. Dokaz je u ¢injertici da on sad' nije bio po
sve zadovoljan €ak ni sa svojim esejom Karl Marx, koji je upravo
dovriio za Enciklopediju Grenat, : :

Upozoravajuci na éinjenicu da je Lenjinov esej pofeo s raz-
matranjem filozolskog materijalizma i dijalektike, Krupska je
tc komentirala ovako: »o nije bio obitan nudin da se prikazu
Marxova néenjac? To je sigurne istina. Ali Krupska ne spomi-
nje da to odstupanje od ranije analize, u vrijeme kad je Lenjin
dovr§io cijelu Logikn, nije bilo dosta konkretno da zadovolji
njegova nova shvadanja dijolekiike. Esej je bio pisan od jula
da novembra 1914, Lenjin je pofee da izutava Logiku u sep-
tembru i dovrsio je 17. decentbra 1914. Ovo i datum kad je on
pisao jedno novo pismo Granatu — 14, junuara 1915, — pomaie
nam da odredimo taéno kada je Lenjin povierovae da se dogo-
dila velika revolucija u njegovim filozofskim koncepcijuma. U
svakom slutaju, s karakteristitnom preciznodéu Lenjin je pisao
Granatu: »Usput, ne bi i jo§ bilo vremena za ncke ispravke u

1) M&F, p. 352; Vol. 38, p. 310; Kulw, p. 311,
12 M&F, p. 340; Vol. 38, p. 180; Kult, p. 169.~170.
13) Memories of Lenin, p. 155.
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adjeljku o dijalektici?... Upravo s tim pitanjem dijalekiike
bavio sam se posljednjih mjesec i po dana pa mislim da bih mo-
gao poneito dodati ako bi bilo vremena. . =

Proces raskida sa starim koncepcijama nije nigdje jasniji
nego u njegovu komentart ¢ odnosu jzmedu teorije i prakse,
Tuko, cak kada Lenjin govoeri o praksi, on naglasava da Hegel
ovdje raspravlja o praksi »u teoriji spuznaje«. Na Sto i sam
Lenjin potinje da terdi: sAlias: fovjekova svijest ne samo odra-
7ava objektivni svijet ved ga i stvara.«"

Koliko smo sc udzljili od »fotokopijske« teorije koja proZima
Materijalizam i empirtokriticizant! A ipak to nije zbog toga Sto
bi Lenjin zaboravio svoje materijalisticke korijenc ili svoje revo-
lucionarne poglede na klasiu svijest. Prije je stvar u tome da je
Lenjin dobio od Hegela jedno posve nove shvacanje jedinstva
materijalizma i idealizma. To ce shvac‘an/'e profimati Lenjinove
radove poslije 1915. o filozofiji, politici, exonomiji i organizaciji.

I kako je bio uvijek usmjercn na konkretno, Lenjin ovako in-
terpretira Hegelovu primjedbu o »nestvarnosti svijetae: »Svijet
ne zadovoljava ¢ovjeka i fovjek odluZuje da- ga svojom djelat-
noiéu promijeni.« .. : "

Lenjin nije odlebdio u apstrakeije kada je na novi na&in oci-

jenio idealizam. Samo je apsolutna idcja. izgubila zlokobni pri-
zvuk. Noravno to se nc objasnjava nckim preobralajem Lenjiria
od revolucionarnog materijalista u =burZoaskog idealistas, niti
njegovim prihvadunjem Hegelavog pojma boga ili nekog =svjet-
skog duhae«. Naprotiv, Lenjin sad vidi da, inko se Hegel bavi
sume s misaonim entitetima, kretanje »{iste misli« ne samo
wodraZavas rezlnost, veé je i dijaleKtika jednog i drugog procesa
& postulat je »apsolutna negativnost.«™* Lenjinovo duboko shva-
¢anje druge negacije koju Hegel zove »prekretnicoms' vodi Le-
njina da stavi u pitanjc Hegelove skretanje u brojéanu.igru —
da li je dijalektika »triplicitets ili skvadruplicitet« s rezuliatom
da Hege! razlikuje »jednostavaos i sapsolutnoe=. Lenjin komen-
tira: »Razlika mi nije jasna, nije i apsolutna (negacija) jednaka
konkretnijoj?«*’ Lenjin sad prevodi i apsolutno i relativno kao
'momente’ razvitka. ‘ S

_Kad je Lenjin zavrio s &itanjem Nauke logike njega vite nije ‘

smetao ni prijelaz apsolutne ideje »u’ prirodu«. Naprotiv, on
terdi da Hegel time »pruZa ruku materijalizmu«. On pisc odufev-
ljeno: »Znagajno je da cijcla glava o sapsolutnoj idejic né govori
gotovo ni rijeti o bogu (jedva jedanput sludajno se promakao
=bozanski pojame«) i osim toga — ovo NB — gotovo ne sadrfi

' 14y M&F, p. 347; Vol. 35, p. 212; Kult,, p, 202,
15) 1bid., p. 200,
18) Hegel, Science of Logle, sv. I, p 477,
17) Kuit. p. 219.
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specilicni fdealizan, ved ima za glavni svoj predmet dijelekeicki
mictad ... 1 jok jedno: utom najidealisticlifem Hegeluvom die
lu ima najmanje idealizmn, najvive materijalizma, ‘Protivrjec-
no', ali éinjenicale™

Lenjin nije osjetio odwievljenje slicno onom koje je doZivie
citajudt Logrku kad je presao na Hegelovu Historiju filozofije.
Ali tu je doeslo do konaénog prekida s Plehanovom, »NB. Razra-
diii. Plehanov je napisao o filozofiji {dijalekiici) vierojatno oko’
1.060 strana {Beljlov - proiiv Begdanova -+ protiv kantoven
-+ asnovna pitanja itd., jtd.) Gd niith o velikoj Logici, povedom
njle. njene misli (t]. ‘uprive dijalektika kao filozofska nauka)
nil ! le™ ‘

Ne samo 1o, Poduzimaiudi da sumira u organiziranijem ob-
liku $1a znadi dijalektika, sada kad je nredac glivna Hegelova
djela®, on ¢éak kritizira Engelsa wRazdvajanjc jednog § spoznaja
njegovih protivurjeénih dijelova... jest bit,. dijalektike... Na
ovu stranu dijulektike obiéno' se (npr. kod Plehanova) ne obrada
dovoljno paznje: identitet suprownesii wzima se kao zbroj pri-
mjera, 'na primjer — zrno', ‘'na primjer, prvobitni komunizam!
Isto kod Engelsa. Ali to je 'radi popularnosti’. | .« ]

< Lenjin ioliko cijeni dijelektiku dit je njopova ocjena filozof-

skog idealizma kao »sterilnog cvijetas, prosirena u ssterilan cvi-
jet koji raste na Zivom drvetu Zive, plodne, istinite, modne, sve-
moéne, objcktivne, apsolutne ljudske spoznaje«. -

Za razliku od komentara koje je Lenjin pisao o tudim djeli-
ma, uglavoom Hegelovim posljednji citat je iz jedinog-Lenji-
novog ¢lanka specili®no »0 dijalekticic. Premda ni ovaj clanak
nije bio pripremijen za objavljivanje, on bar nije nikad bio
smatran za puke sbiljeske«. To je pusliednja DNlozefska rije¢
koju nam je ostavio iz odliénog perioda 1914—1915. Kako Lenjin
nije pripremao svoje Filozofske sveske za nbjavljivanje one su
. ostale »privatnes; kako se &inile da je Lenjin jednostavng na-
stavio sa svojim ckonomskim studijama, politickim  tezor
organizacionim radomi; a Kako su se frakecijske polemike nas-
tavljale nesmanjenom Zestinom, Lenjinovi nasljednici nisu bili
pripravni za zahtjev da se suoéc s Krajnje zbrkanom, potpuno
protivarjednom dl\'usi'rukom vizijom: nn jednoj strani poznati
valgarno-materijalisticki Marerijalizam 1 empiriokriiicizan: a na
drugo} strani, beskrajna pozivanja na dijaicktiku — dijalektiku
revolucije, dijalektiku samoopredjeljenja u odnosu na nacional-

18) Val. 3§, p. 234; Kult, p. 224,

18) M & F. p. 354; Vol 38, po2¥7; Kule, p. 266,

M nemumo Lenjinove sveske o Hegelovo) Fenomenologlll duba, a¥
Sveske o imperijabizimu pokazeju d ju je on &itav dek je pripremas bro
sru o Imperijallzmu. (Svesite su opseino dielo na 739 strand, nasuproi
kratknj broduri kojo je bila sivarno objavijena).

20) Vel. 38, p. 350, p. 303; Kult,, p. 351,
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ne pitanje i na svietsku revoluciju, dijalekticki odnos teorije
prema saumodjelatnosti masa kao i preisa samoj sebi.

Ni Lenjinovi pristalice ni njegovi politicki protivnici nisu
znali nista, o velikom filozofskom sporu izazvanom Hegelovom
apsolutnom metodom. Dijulektika razvitka wéistog kretanja mi-
shi« i realnosti koja sebi kréi put kroz protivurjeénosti, pruzala
je takvo potpuno jedinstvo objekta i subjekia, da je revolucio-
narni materijalist Lenjin mogao da ispise filozofski pojam »sub-
juktivnoge od idealiste Hegela posebno nagladavajuéi posljedniu
refenicn: »Ali prodirenje zahtijeva i produbljenje (‘ulazenje u
gebe’), a vele prodirenje je isto lako visi intenzitet, Najbogatije
je stoga najkonkretnije i najsubjektivnije, 2 ono...« Ovo NB.
Najbogatije je najkonkretnije i najsubjektivnije..

Tko bi mogao i pomisliti da ée »[ilozofski neutralace koji je,

dugo vremena, prihvadac u boljéevike ¢ak i smahistes, sve dok

su pribvacali »boljfevizku disciplinu«, sad dospjeti pod #arob-
nb moc avog 3to je on nazvao spravem dijalektikome, da de to,
upravo 1o, postati Lenjinova osnovna [ilozofija? Sa svoje strane
Lenjin je bio suoen s dinjenicom da se on morao boriti ne samo
protiv izdajnika i menjsevika kae i neboljsevi¢kih internaciona-
lista kao 3to su Rosa Luxcemburg i sNizozemci®, veé i protiv svo-
je vlastite malene boljsevicke grupe izvan zemije. Tako se mo-
rao boriti i za jednu stvar s kojom su se boljsevici ranije slagali
su principue — samoopredjeljenje nacija. -

Izn:nada se Lenjin nasao posve sam i rijet =dijalcktikae
nicaly je posvuda. Ouna vide nije biln ogranifena na spromjenc
u suprotnos kao npr. pretvaranje konkurencije u monopol ili
jodne sckcije rada u »aristckraciju radas. Ova je mogla ob]l'fls-
niti i »oportunizame i slom druge internacionale. Sada je dija-
lektika primijenjena i na samu revoluciju. A =neprijatelje — teo-
retski neprijatelj nije bio nitko. drugi nego boljSevieki teoreti-
¢ar, Buharin. Boljdevicku opoziciju prema samooprédjeljenju na-
roda Lenjin je nazvac nidta manje nego simperijalisti¢kim eko-
nomizmome, Za nade svrhe vainost te debate podiva ne tolike na
Buharinovoj tezi koliko na njcgovoj metodologiji, koju je Le-
njin spominjao sve do sveje smrti. Lenjinov gnjev bio je izazvan
Buharinovom tvrdnjom da je simperijalistitka epoha ~— epoha
asimilacije malih driavar, pa je »zate nemoguéa borba protiv
porobljavanja narodas, jzuzev snaravrios u borbi za socijalizam

tako da je »zato svako skretanje s tog pula, svake postavljanje |

‘parcijalnih’ 2adataka za ‘oslobodenje naroda’ nnutar viadavine
kapitalisticke civilizavije ntopijsko i reakcionarno.«

21) Science of-Logie, sv. 11, p. 483; Vol, 38, p. 231; Kult., p. 221

* Panehock, Gorier, Roland-Host, :

23) Ju citiram ¥njigu Gankin and Fisher, The Bolsheviks and the World
War, jor ona sadril Buharinove leze {vidl napose pp. 210—223); All pos
ljednja § jednn od najboljib knilgn o borbt protiv naclonalnog Fovinizma
u perh.du poslije preuzimania viestl od strane bolisevika nnlozi se u djeiu

Moshe Lewin: Lenin's Last Struggle; a najopsenija rasprava o naclopal.
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Lenjin se najvibe protivie onem »zaloe. On je uporno tvrdic
da su strahote nnperijolistickog rata dovele do wguedenjg ljud-
skog misljenjas; kako drugalije objasniti buljaevicke aéudne
zablude u logici«? Lenjin je tvrdio da ¢e upravo pretvaranje u
suprotnost slobodnog kapitalizma konkurencije u monopolski
imperijalizam i njegovo guienie narvdne demokracije izazvati
otpor; da impuls za samopokret proizlazi upravo iz tih protu-

. slovlja, postaje dijalektika revolucije. Misliti drugacije, insisti-

rao je Lenjin, zna&i postupaii s masama kao s cbjektom a ne
subjcklum historije. Abo nzatos ne projzluzi iz zivih protivurjec-
hosii nego iz mrive tvari, tada je sacijalizam samo jedno »treba
da«. Istina je da ne samo proletarijat vec i nove revelucionarne
snage — nacionalne manjine — ustaju i bore se za samoopredje-
ljenje naroda koje je ne samo sprincipe veé i stvarnost, kao Sto-
je 10 pokazaln uskrinja pobuna Iraca. Nikad nije postoiaia »&i-
stae revolucijo i nacionalni revolti vrijede i sami po scbi i kao
»bacili« za proleterske revolucije.

Dijalektika, ta »algebra revolucijex™ proZivjela je mrnoge ver
like avanture otkako ju je Hepel formulirac inspiriran medu os-
talim i diclatnodcu francuskih masa® Ono to je kod Hese-
la bile revolucija u filozofiji pestalo je, kod Marxa, filozofiia
revolucije, potpunu nova feorija oslabodenja — proleterske
ravelucije iz 1848 kulminirale su u Pariskoj komuni iz 1871,
Lenjinovo ponovio otkri¢e dijalektike, snmodjclatnosti, sub-
jekta nasuprot supstauciji bas u irenuihu sloma Druge interna
cionale otkrilo je, u isto viijeme, pojavu kontrarevolucije u sa-
mom marksistitkom pokretu i nove snage revolucije u nacio-
nalnim pokretima. $tavide, 1 nove SHage bile su prisutne nc.
samo u Evropi veé Sirom svijeta. Lenjinova ckonomska studiji
o imperijalizmu otkrila je da kapitalikam Zivi na znoju 1’2 mi-
lijarde ljudi u Africi i Aziji. Ovaj novi tearijski pristup- poslije
boljsevickog osvajanja vlasti izraZen je u Tezama o nacional-
nom i kolonijalnom pitanju predioz2nim 1920. Tredoj internacio-
nuli® Cak i kad je opasnost bila najveca, i Lenjin stajao sam,
on je ipak odbijao da i najmanje odstupi pred apstraktnim in

" ternacionalizmom.” Izbijanje uskrinje pobunc 1916, dok su se

nem planju § prije | posliic pobjede boljsevizmn Jest knijiga Richarda
Pipesa The Formation of thc Soviet Union: Communism aund Nationaiism.
Vigi § moju glavu o Staljinu u Marxism and Freedom,

23} Alexanduer Herzeg, Selected phiozephical Works, p. 571,

24) Ma kollko lo vrijedalo uho profesionalnom filozafu %o}l je navikae
da fzvodi dijalektikin od Grka preko Kanta do Hepela ostajudi samo un
podrugju misti. istinitost gornje tvrdnje je. u novi‘e vrijeme. britlilve
obrazlozena v djellma Jeand Hyppolltea (Genése et Structure de la Phéno-
ménologie de Hegel | Studies sur Marx et Hegpel) koo i u najnoviiim daku
mentima o Hegelovu ronom razvitku Dokumente 3u Hegels Entrolckiung.

25) Vidi dio I11, »Economic Reality and the Dialectics of Liberations
u mem djelu Philcsophy and Revolution {gdie jo razviiam 12 teze za ul-
ritke revolucije u nadc deba)
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proleteri jod medusobno ubijaki, pukozalo je ispravnost njegova
stava o samoopredjeljenju nuroda.

Ma s kog se razloga Leniin, 1914-=1915, obratio Hegelu,
wbursonskom  idealistickom filovofus, to sigurne nije hile zale
da nade pokreiacke snage revolucije. A ipak hegeloveka dija-
Icktiko osvijetlila je vise akcije masa koju uzimaji sudbinu v
svoje ruke u Irskoj 1916. nepo Sto su to uradile debale o nacio-
nalpom pilanju s njegovim boljsevickim kolegama™ 1917, god.
je trebaia da donese kraj opoziciil prema nacionainom same-
oprediclienjy, oli, u stvari, ova je samo primila nov ablik. Ovaj
put je Bularin tvrdio do se vife ne moZe priznavaii pravo no
samoopredjeljenje jer je snd Rosija radnicka driava, dok nacio-
nalizam znadi buriuaziju i proietarijat zajedno i-rzatoe korak
nutrag. Dopudtajudi da bi ga u »nekim sluéajevima« podriao, on
je naveo nHotlentote, Butmane i Indijeex. Na to je Leniin odgo-
vorio: »Kad sam ¢uo to nabrajonie pomislic sam kako je to
drug Buharin zaboravio jednu Sitnicu, Baskire? U Rusiji nema
Bugmana, niti sam Zuo da su Hotentotl postavili zahtjev za auto-
nomnu republiky, ali mi imamo RBagkire, Kirgize ... Mi ne mo
semo uskratiti to nijednom od noveda koji #ive u granjcama
ranijeg Ruskog carsiva.e™ ' : i

Buharin, za koga su sva pitanja od rsomoopredjelienja na-
cijax do dr¥avnog’ kapitalizma, bila- »teoreiska pilanja«, niie
patio od.ruskog fovinizma, Ali on jo stverio teorstske premise
.za Staljina, koji je chkrenuo kotade historije ravno natrag u
kapitalizanm. U svjetskim razmjcrima on ostaje sanarhicane, potl-
postavilo — Lenjin- je posve prekimeo sa Staljinom, a u svojim
debalama s Buharinom insistirao je na dijnlekiici — dijalektici
odnoza teorije prema praksi, dijalektici vdnosa subjckta premn
obicktu, dijalektici kao kretanju od apstirakinog prema konkret-
nom. Umjésto mchanizke bifurkuciic nu subjckt i objekl, Le-
njin ih je spojio n novo konkretno opde — u COVJERA:

Apstraktna revolucionarnost bila je metodologki neprijatel].

. Buharinova teorifa o .drZavnom kapitalizmu, obrouta strand
njcgove teorije ckonomskog. razvain 1 radnickoi driavi, govori
o kontinuiranom razvaju, ravnoj liniji koja vodi od »ncorgani-
ziranoge kapitalizma konkurenciie do »organiziranogs driavnog
kapitalizma. U svietskim razmjcrima on ostaje »anarhitans, pod-

_lo¥an sslijepim zakonima svjctskog traibtax Anarhiju »dopunju-
ju antagonistitke kiases. Samo proletarijat, preuzimanje poli-
Licke vlasti, mode prodiriti sorganiziranu proizvodnju« na cijeli

e e s

a6) »JIn ne pridajem zoaenle Zeljl da se satuva rijez 'bolifevizam's,
pisao e Lenjin u svom edpovoru Buharinu, »jer poznajem neke ‘slarc
boljdevike’ of kolih ncko me snduva bog.« O, Gankin i H. Fisher eds.
The ftalsheviks and the World War, p. 233,
a7} Lenin, Selected Works, sv. VIIL p. 342, Cijeli 1V dlo. sProgram
~ partije (JLE—19}a vrle e vrijedan za tearetska sporna pitunia 1 ima pred-
nost da jo formullran wite w tcorelskem stilu nepo frakelonadke zajed:
PBivostl u diskusiji o s'ndikatima keje se mogu tuél u sw. IX.
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Stram'y,

svijet, Cinjenica Sto Buharin vieruje u drudtvenu revoluciju &ni
se da pa ne sprecava da radnistvu prifuzi, ne koo subjeki vee
khao objek i,

Upravo obratuo, bes obzira nu 1917 — i usprkos tinjenici da
je Buharin jgrao ne maln ulogu u tuj revoluciji — njegov ko
cept revolucije je tako apstraktan da sva ljudska aktivnost pot
pada pod niega, Tako je on neizbjeina doveden do tega da is
kljugi sarnodjelatnost. Uprave zalu radniftvo ostaje njemu ob
jekt. Kao objekte, najvisi atribut koji Buharin mol2 zamistiti
da pripide radnistvu jest da ono postaje nagregate, Ljudi se spo-
minju koo sfjudske madinee™

Da jedan. revolucionarni intelektualac moZe u toj mjeri pos
tati Zriva osnovnog otudenja filozola u klasnom drugtva, identi-
ficirajudi fjude sa stvarimma, jest fenomen koji je jako zabrinja-
vao Lenjina kod je pisao svaj Testament. Lenjinove neslaganje
s Buharinovom nietodem prikazivania Lilo jc toliko da je tak i
tada, kada se slagno.s njim u pojedinim tatkama smatrao da ga
treba kritizirati. Tako, siguvno nije bilo neslaganja o najvecen
dostipnuéu ruske revolucije — rutenju burzoaskih praizvadnil
odnosa. Ali kad je Buhurin pokuiao da od toga napravi apstrak-
ciju, da proizvodne odnose podvede pod »ehnitke odnoses, Le-
njinu je postalo otevidno du Buharin jednostavno nije razumio
diialektiku, Tako, kad citira Buharinovu Ekonomijn prijelazinog

- perioda: »Kad je jednom rudenje kapitalistickih proizvodnih od-
nosa ostvarenc, i kad je teoretska nemoglcnost njihovog uspos:
tavljanja - dokazana« Lenjin odvraca sa: »Nemoguénost’ se da
duknzati samo prakticki. Autor ne postavlja dijaleksicki odnos
tcorije prema praksic. : )

Odnos koji je najteie razraditi kada éovjck posjeduje diZav-
_tu viast jest upravo taj odnos teorije prema praksi, jer se ne sy
mo t nacionalnom pitanju ve¢ naposc U odnosu prema radnié-
kim masama otvorila provalija izmedu boljdevika na viasti i
radnih Ljudi. T partiji prijeti signrno degeneriranje: »Misao da
nedemo biti bateni natrag viopijska je«, Cega se Lenjin najvise
plasio bila je napla »sirast 22 komandiranjeme. Ako oni ne o3
tvarc novo konkretno opée »do posljednjeg ovjeka«, oni ce biti
osudeni na propast: »Svaki gradanin do pusljednjeg mora dje-
lovati kao sudac i sudjelovati u vladanju zemljom. Nama je val
no da ukijudimo sve trudbenike do posljednjeg fovicka u viada-

ag) Praft €I Program, vkljuten u Ataku, p. 121, zbirka terretskih da-
nuka N. Buharina (ma} i924, Maskva, no ruskom), Na Zalost n! Buhurinova
. Ewongmikn prifelammop periode nl Lenjinovy Komentar te knilge nisu-do
stupnt na engleskom, {Ja upotrebljavam ruske teksiove), Medutin, drugn
dicla N. Buharina su prisiugatnz na engleskom. To sus The World Economy
and Imparialism, Historleal maicrialism, kao 1 pojedind eseld kofi su uiklla
#en! u drugn dicla. Up. The Bolsiteriks and the World War {lzdali Gankin |
Tisher, Stanford U. Press, 1040} .
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nje drzavon. To je uZasno tezak zadatak. Ali socijalizam ne mo-
ze uvesii munjina, jedna partijas®
Ova swudijn o Lenjinevom filozofskom nasljedu nije mjcsto
7a analizu danadnjeg objektivnog pretvaranja radnicke driave
u njenu suprotnost, drzavno-kapitalisticko drudive,” a jod ma-
njc za analizu Staljinove uzurpacife vlasti. Od svih Staljinovih
ricoretskilie reviziia, za nad predniet je relevantna Staljinova
erverzna koncepciia o partijnosti u lilozofiji, koju on i njegovi
nasljednici pripisuju Lenjinu. Na srcéu, postoji jedno opseino i
uteno djelo o odnosu sovjetske filozofije prema nauci koje od-
bacgje mit kemunistickih i zapadnih ideologa o spartijnosti u
filozofijix kod Lenjina: »Da bi s¢ doilo do tog tumadenja mora
la bi s zanemariti i Ginjenica da originalni izvori, ukijucujudi
sam Materijalizan 1 empiriokriticizant nc potvrduju ono 3to Ber-
tram Wolfe i sovjetski ugenjaci pripisuju Lenjinit, Tavori poka-
zuju Ga j¢ on imae jedan politicki-cilj kod pisanja knjige, ali taj
nije bia da se paveiu filozolska 1 politicka pitanja o kojima su
diskulirali ruski’marksisti; cilj je bio da sc ona odvoje.«™
Nemza ni traga spartijnostic u rilozofskim sveskama — éak

se nigdje ne javlja ni stara misag o apartiji idealizmae« ili »par-
tiji matcrijalizmas, Ono 3o mas zonimp nije monstruozni mit
inosti= u filozofiji. Nas zanima dualinost filozolskog na-

o »parti

sljcri,iu. Dalcko od toga da bi javnc proklamirao svoje filozof-
sko odbacivanje Plehanova, ili svoj prekid s vlastitom filozof-
skom prosloiéu, Lenjin je savjctovao sovjetskoj omladini da
izudava ssve Sto je Plehanov napisac © filozofiji. . .¢, i on je iz
nova Stampao svoj Marerijalizam i empiriokriticizam. Mi ne ire-
ba da ulazimo u simplicisticko jumagenic tog postupka koje je
dao jedan bivsi stavi boljtevik pisuci: »A dpak Lenjin nije imaa-
hrabrosti da kate otvoreno da je izbacio, kao neupotrebljive, ne-
ke vrlo bitne dijelove svoje lilozofije iz 1908.«* Razlog 22 neob-
favljivanje njcgovih Filozo[skilh sveski je i jednostavniji i kom-
pliciraniji 1 nema nikakve veze navodnim nedosiatkom hrab-
rosti. Tragedija lezi drugdje, duboko 1 teikim ckolnostima vre
mena, revoluciji 1 kontrarevoluciii, Suvite kratke su bile godine
izmedn 1914, i 1917, te jzmedu 1917 1923, Prevelika je bila Ok-
tobarska revolucija u Rusiji, a previsc je bilo i propalih revolu-
cija drugdic; preteski su bili konkretni problemi tog velikog his-
torijskog dogadaja, objektivni i subjcktivni, ukljucujudi i ono
&0 je Lenjin zvao kuiturnom snostaloféu. Korisno je zato bile

da se uvede red kojim ée se $to studirati. Citajmo najprije Ple-

20) Lenin, Colleeted Works, Vol. V1L p. 320,

ag) Ja sam posvetiln dabar dio djela Marxism and Frecdom fzua
vinju ruskeg driavnog kapltalizing,

31) David Joravsly, Sovjerskt marksizem § prirednc smenostl, 1917—
—1032 p. 3. Dva odjeljka koju su najrelevantnije zn nadu studlju jesu
»Lenlin § parlijnost filozofijes (pp. 20—4) [ »Kullurna revoluelja | mark
sistitki filoansix (pp. 76—K9).

35) Nikola) Valentinov, Susrctl s Lenjinom, p. 256,
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hanova, zatim Materijolizam i cmpiriokriticizam, zatim. . . . sam
Lenjin nastavio je da ciln Negcla ¢ak na vrhuncu gladi® Lenjin
je bio toliko uzbuden jinovom knjigom o Hegclu da je, inke je
autor Bio § religiozan § neprijetel] Sovjetske driave, interveni-
1o da ga puste iz alvora. ) '

Duojstve 1 Lenjinoyom flezofskom nasljedu je nesumnjivo
Al 10 ne mere opravdati nezainteresiranost za Filozofske sveske
pod irzgoverem da su ouc puke »pribiljeikes, koje snisu nikad
bile nrmijenjene objavliivanjue pa bi »zato« bila samo »puka spe:
kulaciind zakljnihi da }= Lenjin #clio da-slijedi put a ne neki
drogi. © svakom slugaju nitko ne moie jgnoriratl jasne jav-
fe zadatke koje je on postavio ored -urednike novoosnovanog fi-
lozofskop Gasopisn, Pod Zastaven marksizma da razrade »solidan
filozofski temeljs, koji je on _stilizirno-ovaka: (1) »sistematsko
poudavanijec hepelovske dijalektike s malterijalistitkog stanovista,
i} one dijatektike kaju je Marx prakiicki primijenio u svom Ku-
poaly i u svojim historijskim i politickim djelima.«® (2) »Osla-
rjajudi se na to, kako je Marx primjenjivao materijalisticki skra-
cenu Hegelovu dijalektiku, rai moremo i moramo razradivati tu di-
jalektiku sa svih strana, objavljivati u tasopisu cdlomke iz glav-
nih Hegelovih dijela. . . «* (3) »Grupa urednika i suradnika &a-

33} Institut Lenjina ima sablljetke iz 1020, god: kad je Lenjin traiiv
ruske pricevode Hegelove Nauke logtled 3 Fenomestologije duha koo § La.
byiotina dietn | jincvit knjigu Hepelova filozefijn kao ufenje o konkret-
nosti' boge § dovjeko, Deborlr, u svem uvodu u Sveske kad su one najzad
bile objavljena 1929, {Leainski Shornik 1X) | Adoratsity u svom predgovory
izdanju iz 1833 (Leninski Sbovntk, «1I) cholica se pozivaju na zabiljedke
Leniinevog instituta § zatim, ne govoredl nista o intrignma oko odlaganja
chiavljivonia. azstaviinju s. plitkim pohvo Ama koje ne vode nitem kon:
keetnom; one fu od svelikon znetenine »inlerezantnes, sadrie suputstva
o smjeru u kojem treba da re dalje razraduje matertialistidia dijalektikaa.

U tom pogledu 1ljineve djele puno olkriva jer pomaie da se vidf za’dto
je Hegelova anuliza konkretnog toko diclovala na Leniina: »Prva i osnov-
na stvar kopu oni kele da adeltvatno shvate | oviadaju osnovnim ulenjem
Hegels meraju da ure.de jest.da oblasne snml scbi svoj odnos prema kon.
krejnom - emplrijskem svijetn ... liraz conkreian do'axi od tatinckog
eonorescere’. ‘forescere’ znatl ‘rasti’; ‘concrescere’ — srastati, nastajatl
kroz rasgl. Prema tome, Heuclovo »knnkretnos znatl prije svega zajednitki
ragt... Konkretno izkusiveno je neite u redu bita (Scin), neite reaind
{Realltiit), stvarnest (Wirkisehkeit), postojnnie (Existenz), Dusein. U svor
Joj cjelokupnosti, 10 realnost sadinjava svijel. &itav svilet stvari {Dinge,
Sachen), egzistenclia (Existenzen). realnosti — ‘ubjcktivan® svijet, carstvo
‘abjektivnosty, Ta] renlnd, ebjokilvni svijet de i *konkretni’ svijet, ali samd
emplri}sko-lwnkrcmi.-

34) Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. XL p. 7T,

35) Razemotrl $o u nadoj epohl. lzjavliuje jakes precijenjenl mlad! fran
euski kcomunisticki filozof, Louis Althusser: ~Jednn avet je dahas vainija
negn jedna drugd, Hegpelevn sjenka, Tu avet irebo otjeroll nutrag u nod...~
1 vid! napose kako on plie o Lenyinu koo da ovaj nlje nikad napisas nidta
ostm Menterijolizma i empiriekriticiama, (Lenjin 1 filozofiial, Vidi 1I dio
mote knjze Marxisni and Freedom, {»Alternatives), gdje lzlofem poslje
dier toga Slo se ne gradi na temeljima postovijenim u Lenjinovim Fllozof-
shinm stesiama.
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sopisa Pod zastavons marksizma ireba, po mom misljenju da bu- ' zavnu
de neke vrete ‘Drustvo materijalistickih prijatclja Hegelove di- : vu fil:
jalcktike'«™ ) jus i
To je bilo 1922, godine, podine njegove najintenzivnije intelek- : na ls'
tualie aktiviosti, koja se protegnula u prve mjescce 1923. i koja . padu
e bila poshiednjz od njegovil: velikih bitaka protiv najuZeg ru- filozo
kuvodstva, To je bila prije svega bitka protiv Staljina za Koga : je his
ce, suvise kasno, traZiti da sc makne, zbog njegovih brutalnib ’ 200-gt
geubih i nelojalnih postupaka. mapose protiv Gruzina, dakle, jod ‘ nje j
jednom u nacionalnom pitanju. . ST istinv
Greedi s u agoniji — ne sama u fizickoj agoniji, ved i u ago- - lucije
niji zbog rane birckranizacije ranicke drzave i njens tenden-
cije =da’ide natrag u kapitalizam« — Lenjin je uzeo mjeru svo-
jim suradnicimi na viasti u svony Testamentu.” Za-naje svrhe
ju najvainije ono 3to on ka¥e za Buharina: »Buharin je ne samo
najdragocjeniji i najvedisteoreticar partije, veé se takoder s pra-
vomn smatra i ljubimcem gitave partijc; ali njegovi tcoretsh) po-
gledi mogu se samo Uz najvecu nedoumicu smatrali posve mark-
sistickim, jer u njemu ima ncito skolastitkog (en nikad nije
studirao, i mislim da nije nikad potpuno._ shvatio dijalektiku).«
TiQeilo je sshvacanje dijalektikes postalo odlucan kriterij 7a
Lenjina. To nije bila apstrakeija, kad je upotrebljeno za karakte-
riziranje glavnog teoreticara partije. Jasno je da je »neshvada-
nje dijalcktike« postalo presudno, Voda prve radni¢ke driave u
historiji upozorio je na pojave birokratizacije i nacionalnog 3o-
vinizma; na prozimanje boljsevizma (i neboljsevizma) administra-
tivnim mentalitetom koji poziva na podriavanje sindikata, i na
ne-dijalekticke § zato nc »posve marksistickes poglede glavnog
-teorctifary — a sve e cre nejednake tefinc sabranc su zajed-
no, jer, u svojoj cjelovitosti, sve one teze da ukeée a ne da oslo-
bode kreativpe snage masa. Upravo osjeéanje te opasnosti po- .
taklo je Lenjina da uzme 1ako strogu mjcru onima koji su vodi-
li najeecn proletersku revoluciju u historiji. .
U prirodi jo istine, kate Hegel, da ona nalazi svoj put kad za
to »dode vrijeme«. On Bi bio morao dodati, smakar samo i u
jednorn maglovitom oblikus. Ali tada on nije mogao da zna ko-
liko mmogo jedno dr¥avno-kapitalistitko doba maZe da zagadi
_da bi uginilo nemogudim da sc vidi istina &ak kad je ona na po-
vrdini. Nije bila potrchna urota izmedu Istoka i Zapada, da bi
se Lenjinove Filozofske sveske zadrZale izvan domafaja mash —
i da'bi e zatim poradilo na tom da one ostanu 'iznad’ njihovog
shvadanjn, U prirodi je administrativnog mentaliteta nadeg dr-
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a6) Seleeted Works, Vol XL p. T8, :

37} Posl’je Hruitevijevoz sovora 0 drstaljiniznciji 1956, &. Lenjlnov
Testament najzed Je cbjavijen u Rusiyl | polavljule se 1 u poslicdnjem
(5.) izdanju wjegovih Sabranlh djela. Medutlm, ja tmom tckst kol 3¢
;()wi li!b]:!\-'!o Trocki i zoto citiram iz The Supjiressed Testament of Lenin
318301, . )
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zavno-kapitalistickop automatiziranog vijeka da smatra Hegelo-
v Milozeliju, istovremena, privainom rezervom 2a one »koji zna-
jue i sperazumlbjivim briljanjema za neposveéene, 1, premda se
na Istoku khanjaju pred utemeljiteljem njihove driave, a na Za-
padu pudsinjehuju benjinovom neprofesionalnom statusu kao
ilozola, oba pola smatraju da je zgodno da drie odvojenim 3to
jo historiju spujila - Hegela i Marxa, Hegela i Lenjina. Prilikom
200-gudidnjice Tegelova i 100-gu:li:‘mljicc Lenjinova rodenja kraj-
nje je vrijeme da se poény slusati glasovi odordo koji pronaluze

istinu za sche pokusavajudi du ostvare dijulektiku misli i revo-
lucije. :




