CHAPTER TWO

UNITY OF THE LOGICAL AND HISTORICAL
METHOD OF RESEARCH AND EXPOSITION

Reality is one in its infinite multiformity and, as such, it is

reflected in thought which, for this reason, is also one in its in-

finite multiformity. And since reality develops continuously, the

science which reflects it also develops continuously. Science con-

' sidered as an incessantly developing reflection of reality is

history in the broadest meaning of this term. That is why Marx
said that actually there is only one science: history.

Science is historical in its very essence. This does not exhaust
the problem, however. Every animal and plant, even the most in-

' significant one, and every particle of matter, have so many and
so varied aspects, properties and relations and so complex a
history, that should we decide to write the latter fully and strictly,

" the books in all the libraries and the energy of all the scientists
in the world would not suffice.

Man does not and cannot act this way. He does something
else: he studies specific aspects, properties and relations of things
" under specific conditions and at a specific time. Which ones

precisely, how and why those and not others? Perhaps his choice

' is guided by purely theoretical considerations?

We have just seen that theory has its specificity and in-
dependence and that every method as a law of the internal mo-
tion (development) of the theory also has its specificity and its
relative independence. From this it directly follows that every
theory and every method of knowledge are, to a certain degree, in-
dependent of practice and that, therefore, both in selecting and in

~working out historical or any other data, we not only can but
also must comply with certain requirements of theory and
method as such, we must comply with the state, tasks, tendencies
of theory and method, taken at a given stage of their develop-
ment. Whoever forgets or denies this, actually rejects scientific
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knowledge as such and lapses into narrow practicism. At the
same time, however, we must not forget that theory and method,

taken entirely in their development, cannot in the final count be
a criterion by themselves. )

Nothing in the world can be measured against itself, remain-
ing absolutely equal to itself. If we want to measure and assess,

we need a scale which, while having something in common with
the thing to be measured, must also differ from it, must not be
identical with it. That is why practice is and can be the last and

supreme criterion of every theory and method.

This means that practice is the supreme criterion which
enables us to choose the most valuable material (data, problems,
etc.) of actual history, to eliminate what is the inessential and
unimportant and to focuss our attention on what is essential and
important. Without this ‘selection’ the writing of history is well--
nigh impossible, as we would plunge into such an ocean of data
and problems, that we would not know where to start, nor would
we be able to arrive, within a specific time and under specific
conditions, at any results which are of substantial importance for
us as acting and concretely thinking beings. Actually, this would
not be a scientific history but a passive, photographic recording
of events in their chronological order.

It is clear that we cannot do without a selection, just as it is
clear that the criterion of this selection cannot be purely subjec-
tive, fantastic, mystical. Because in that case our history would
not have an objective character and significance, it would not be
a reflection of the actual development of things. It follows that no
scientific value can be attached to the various ‘absolute values-
criteria’ of Rickert, Windelband and others.

The criterion here too can be only one: practice. This is
precisely what Engels says in his famous review of Marx’s work
A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy:«...But since
we do not examine here an abstract process of thinking, taking
place in our heads, but an actual process which has really taken
place or is still taking place, then these contradictions, too, have
developed in practice and have probably found their solution.*

Lenin also said that practice defines not only the aim of
knowledge and not only its criterion, but also what precisely we
want to know in a given object, to which of its aspects we shall

® Das Volk April 20, 1859
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' gener

| certain conditions and with certain capaci

" society, epoch and individual ha've !
] ;‘:)Zgbilities which, in the final analysis, are also determined by

ion i is will go,
say attention in each concrete case, how far our apalxsm 1
}j This is why not only scientific theory, _but .sc1ent1ﬁc h1sto1:y
as well, are impossible without practice, scientific knowledge in
al is impossible without it. _ ' o
One ng?ght object: Does this not restrict s<.:1en.t1ﬁf):
thinking? Is this not a substantial shortcoming of this thinking?
Our answer is: yes, and no. o o
" Here we do have a certain restriction of scientific thinking.

B However, man is not an unlimited and all-powerful being. Man,

| istorical individual, is always given unde_r
the concretg and real historic iy il el
i ible for others,
impossible for me, tomorrow will become possible Ior O
" ﬁgom this way, in the process of the e'temal approxlmauonﬂof
' thought to objective things, the latter will be ever more exactly,

' i i However,
P and more comprehensively attame'd. Hor
B oy their certain limits and

practice. And this is no longer a weakness, it is the force of scien-

| fific thinking.

First, it is precisely this that makes objective (though not ex-

4 ive) knowledge possible. And second, this is no less impor-
i lt‘aa:tstt'l;ezls in this ga.r]t)i?:ular case - it renders possible every act of
b scientific thinking in general. If man was not a h.lSt?in(:ll,
| material and restricted being, but an all-powerful an -

i iri i letely fused
| spirit, he would have directly and comp
:?tgr:;nﬁfy :nd multiformity itself and would have ceased to be

E a thinking human being. It is because his_ practical' needs,
| capacities and tendencies in every given society _and time are
| restricted and determined and not bounc}less a:nd _mdetermmate
| that scientific thinking, without losing its objective character,

' ires the form of human thinking, the character, role and
:icg?u‘}g:sance of a powerful hu;lnan weal;:on, eqzblmg_hlm not only
interpret the world, but also to change I )

o lI’II‘h;’frenders possible a major fact, viz., that only the plractxc)e
of the most progressive, most V}abl.e social forces (c asses),
developing in harmony with the objective course of .human socie-
ty itself, while remaining a class practice to the.hxghest degre;,
conditions the strictest possible (for a given socwt{ and epoch)
objectivity of our theoretical and hlstoqcz}l know edge. e

In the literature of dialectical materialism this question ha:
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taken the form of a -question on the i
. . -mlnd
gﬁﬂosophy apd of theon:y in general; it goeg avls:l?'hout S:dyglegs Sth:f
th este f)arty-mmdcdqess is also discussed dialectically and con-
o y gas party-mindedness of the reactionary, declining, doom-
ol gsrcézlsci);hlstonca.l dlrclzlasses, and as party-mindedness ’of the
€, ascen _' g classes, whose interests coincide wi
ﬁose o? human society an‘d culture as a whole). This questiontils1
lore ully elucxdatpd in Lenin’s Materialism and Em-
piriocriticism. Reverting to the question of the relation betwee
practice and the form of knowledge, we may say: "

Human practice determines not j
only the objective scientifi

;‘I:lrrl;e(gifff the content of human thinking, but a:'lso its cc:rellcl:re;:
o ;ﬂnlréf at.lcl:corgx.ng to the conditions and epochs). In other

ords, Jer the objective content, nor the objective form of
:zx:nl?g& g:mtﬁ:nij artg Poaslsible without practice or, to be more eg-

t, n > Tustorical, nor the logical form (or meth
scle%sf}:c exposition and research are possible wi(thout i)r::tzcgf

at is the difference between these two forms (or methodsi

of exposition and research?

Engels as well as Lenin wrote that i

; \ t in Das Kapital M

?}thi;d ttlll1e logical methqd, and Engels particularly fmphasiza;
nat i at c’ase the logical method proved to be ‘the only ap-

propriate one’. He called logic ‘history in its abstract form’.

What does this mean? In the above mentioned revi
] eview
Egltx:)t:l: a?ut that tl}e adyantage of the logical method ovli?gt;l:
htor tu(cime consisted in the fact that the former made it possi-
ment, at iy mature stte of pestert b n e o s develop-
¢ _ . ection; moreover, b i
:-li:: m;.thqd, one mtentfonally discards all the accidgn?aﬁpg:tlg
riz tshi(:l minor value which are encountered in the actual histo
; gﬂs1 and often interrupt the proper course of thinking i
In that revie:w Engels stressed that Marx c .
w?:tefi for .the h1s_tory' of capitalist society to beovl:lr(iitt;? tbgtg;i
}S’}l mitting it to his scientific analysis, as this would have made
s work .endless because in this sphere no satisfactory s
were available at that time. 1 sorees

Naturally, Marx did personall i

) y work on that histo i

g;taiﬁar;{nt from vol.ft of Das.Kapital.' Theories of Surplursy’V?zslul:
» Marx made his analysis of capitai not in a historical, but m
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| (as in Hegel), but only reproduces it in our mind in such a way

a logical form which Engels called, we repeat, ‘the only ap-

propriate one’ in that case.
Marx himself, in his posthumously published Introduction to

'a Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, stressed

this advantage of the logical method over the historical one.

“There he developed on several occasions the above thought, viz.

that knowledge proceeding from the direct, sense perceptions of

' reality, which is ‘the concrete’ i.e.‘unity in diversity’, to the

abstract definitions and laws (relations) of things, again reverts
to concrete reality which, however, this time is not ‘a chaotic no-
tion of the whole, but a rich aggregate of many conceptions and

relations.™®
Thus scientific thought does not create reality out of its own

that it becomes explained and determined for us in its essence, in
its laws, in its essential relations, forms, and properties, due to
which we can change it in accordance with man’s needs and
views (Marx).

In this connection Marx advanced a no less interesting and
important idea, viz., that when contemporary (modern) scientific
political economy proceeds to its research, it does not begin with
the starting point (the chaotic sensations and perceptions of
things), but with the deductions, concepts, categories, laws, etc.,

. at which scientific thinking has already arrived, treating them
critically and further developing them.

Finally, again in this connection, Marx, analysing the es-
sence of money, arrived at a very interesting and deep thought.

| He pointed out that the less developed the relations of production

and exchange, the more difficult it is to grasp the real, innermost
essence of money, of commodity, of exchange value, etc. Money
has existed in history before, but only under the capitalist mode
of production and exchange did it fully reveal its essence which
earlier could be perceived only as a tendency. In its classical
form it manifests itself especially forcefully now, and precisely
this fact enables us more properly to understand its tendencies,
which in the past were only apparent.

In this connection Marx formulated a highly original and
profound idea, viz., that ‘the anatomy of the human being is the

® K.Marx: A. Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (in Russian) in
Gospolitizdat, 1938, p.148
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key to the anatomy of the ape’, and not vice versa. Occasionally
tlps thought has been misinterpreted in the spirit of anti-
historicism and anti-evolutionism. Actually, it does not and can-
not contain anything of the kind. With it, however, Marx, in the
brilliant form characteristic to him, actually underlined the
profound historical character of content in the logical form of ex-
position and research, the advantage of the logical form over the
historical one as well as their dialectical unity.

When we logically study phenomena in their comparatively
pure and classical form, divested of all non-essential and ac-
cidental elements, we do not thereby destroy their historic
ch_aracter but only make possible the very scientific history of
things, because we orient it towards the proper search for, dis-
covery and understanding of the trends in the evolution of given
phenou}ena in the past, thereby preventing it from ‘groping
about’ in the labyrinth of non-essential, accidental elements of
little value. Actually, every theory (logical study) is a historical
product and originates in the primary, chaotic, sensations and
perceptions and ideas, i.e. it is essentially historical in content
and mu.st'rema.in such. But it is also a theory and not a history of
things; it is, as Lenin used to say of Das Kapital, logic applied to
a particular scientific field, i.e., it is and must be logical in the
form of its exposition and research. :

’I"hi.s thought of Marx’s also casts a bright light on the fact
that it is precisely the analysis of consciousness as the supreme
and most complex form of reflection which enables us better to
understand the lower forms of reflection, without lapsing into
anthropomorphism and hylozoism.

) We already know that consciousness is the result of the
dplectical evolution of the lower forms of reflection, i.e. of reflec-
tion taken as a property of all matter, which is akin to but not
ldt_antical with sensation. We also know why and wherein con-
sciousness qualitatively differs from the lower forms of reflec-
tion. But just because consciousness is the supreme form of
reflection, the properties and tendencies which otherwise would

have been perceived with difficulty in the lower forms of reflec- _

tion, appear in it most clearly. .

An analysis of conscious reflection reveals the actual, real
connection between the object and the subject, as well as
between the external responsive reaction and the internal state-
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reflection. As we have already seen, practice enables us to un-
derstand why the subject and the object form a dialectical unity,
- why the image (reflection) determined by the interaction between
| the subject and the object, has an objective significance in its
capacity as an internal state of the subject; finally, why as an im-
age it possesses its own specificity, relative independence and a
. reverse force (a capacity to act upon the object).

In the case of inorganic matter (see Book One) we do not
speak of a subject or of image-ideas, but we nevertheless have a
reflecting body and reflection. This reflection is conditioned by
the interaction between reflecting body and reflection, but it does

" not boil down to an external responsive reaction. While it is

determined by it, but it loses its topicality and continues to exist
a ‘trace’ or ‘predisposition’. Under certain conditions it regains

. its topicality and this finds its expression in the fact that the body

reacts externally not only in accordance with the new external
conditions but also in accordance with its inner nature, deter-
mined by the ‘traces’ and ‘predispositions’ acquired in the past.
Thus, for example , every good mechanic, engineer or musician
knows that there is a difference between a used tool or instru-

. ment and a new tool or instrument , and that every tool or instru-
. ment passes through a certain period of ‘adaptation’ until it is

best ‘adjusted to a specific job ; thereafter, when it breaks,wears

. out, etc., it ‘ages’ and is no longer usable as a specific tool or in-

strument. Of course, in this case, we have no memory, or will, or
any such psycho-physiological property, and yet this
phenomenon is a fact which cannot be adequately explained un-
less we take into consideration the influence of past ‘experience’
which, though to an extremely limited degree (in comparison
with the experience of organic and living bodies), accumulates
precisely in the form of reflection, taken as a property of all
matter.

On the other hand, we also know that the similarity between
image and object actually implies a process of coincidence
between them, i. e. that the image is not the object itself, but is
given in a process of coincidence with the object, process of in-
terpenetration between the two. This means, among other things,
that knowledge is not a mechanical likening of the subject to the
object, nor a mechanical ‘imprint’ of the object on the subject,

S 0739 65



nor a metaphysical transformation of the reflecting subject into
the reflected object.

As we think of the mountain and as we get to know it, we do
not become a mountain ourselves. The mountain remains a
mountain, i.e. a particular part of the inorganic nature or reality
which surrounds us. However, in the very process of cognition of
the mountain, when cognition is real cognition and not a purely
subjective imagination or dream, we ourselves considerably
change in one form or another and to one or another degree.
When we come into direct and effective contact with the moun-
tain (the object), our consciousness ‘encompasses’ it; it becomes
internally much ‘more kindred’, ‘closer’, ‘our own’ to us and we
conceive ourselves as one of the forms of manifestation or a par-
ticular case of the multiform natural whole, which is aware of
itself precisely in us and through us.

The mountain remains such as it is, i.e. part of the inorganic,
unfeeling, unthinking reality of Nature and has its own objective
material form, size, weight, colour, etc. It neither becomes a
thought,idea or consciousness, nor does it ‘penetrate us® in the
spatial and physical meaning of this term.

And yet we ‘embrace’,‘encompass’, realize’ both the moun-
tain and ourselves, while the former, remaining objective and
real, i.e. existing outside and irrespective of our consciousness, is
nevertheless not ‘alien’ to us; there is no principled, impassable
chasm between us; we discover things which deeply link us with
it and which render impossible the absolute and metaphysical
difference or dissimilarity between us.

If knowledge were only an external action, i.e. a responsive
reaction (or reflex), and if the relation between our thoughts and
the object were merely the relation of a consequence to its exter-
nal cause, then one could speak of no cognitive images and we
would end up in agnosticism, relativism and, in the final analysis,
in mysticism.

On the other hand, if knowledge were only an act of inner
and absolutely passive contemplation or, in other words, an act
of ‘intentional’ possession of the form of the object alone (Aristo-
tle and others), then we would have never known the mountain in
its objective reality, i.e. in its material essence and its material
properties and manifestations. If this knowledge is possible only
in material practice (which, as we know, is a form of manifesta-
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tion of the united interaction of Nature) we, without mechanical-
ly and externally assimilating ourselves with the mountain, bear
in ourselves its objective, concrete and effective reflection, i.e. the
cognitive image,

In short, we know the mountain as part or a particular case
of the universe, characterized by unity in diversity, of which we
ourselves are only a part or a particular case.

This is how dialectical materialism understands the cognitive
image and its difference and similarity with the object. It con-

. siders the cognitive similarity not as physical copying or exter-

nal assimilation, i.e. it conceives it not mechanically nor as
mystical acts of ‘intentional possession’ or of subjective ‘shaping’
of the object.

In the case of the lower and lowest forms of reflection we can

. no longer speak of awareness of the one whole in the reflecting

body. But here, too, reflection is neither a passive reﬂection,_nor
a mechanical assimilation of reflection with the reflecting object.

- Here, too, the inner connection, the mutual internal transactions,

the ‘merging’ into one another are inevitable, since reflecting
body and reflection are only two parts or two particular cases of
the natural whole, united in its diversity and continuously

- developing. Here, too, the similarity is internal; here, too, it is a
. dialectical process of coincidence between different things; here,

too, it is possible only in and through the interaction of these
different and externally ‘not coinciding’ things. _
Many entomologists,*after experimenting with caterpillars,

. established that insects (with the exception of crickets and
. cicadas) have tactile perceptions of vibrations (of the air and
. vibrating objects) rather than actual sound sensations. The in-

sects’ reactions during sound excitations are compared to the
harmonious vibration of a glass or a musical instrument in
response to the corresponding air waves. In any case, it is not
denied that insects have sensations but a well-grounded doubt is
expressed in the existence of acoustic sensastions in most insects.

If we go down the ladder of evolution below the insects and
pass from them to the lowest forms of plants and animal
organisms, we shall not even find elementary biological ‘sen-
sitivity’. Still all organisms ‘harmoniously vibrate’ in response to
corresponding external excitations and in all cases there is a
different rhythm of reaction. The rhythm, the character in
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general, the dgration, force, recurrence, etc., of the ‘echoes’
(reﬂ_exes, reflections) are determined not only by the nature of the
excl‘ta.nt but also by the nature of the subject of the excitation, of
the ‘harmoniously vibrating’ objeet. This law applies not only to
gggcgtgixgo;n the m of organisms but also to reflections in the
ganic es: glass, strin
aradieling’- arudbosmi sognlm s g and steel membrane react
All these ‘harmonious vibrations’ (echoes) have always
soxgxethmg in common, which is determined by the nature of the
acting body (say, the tuning fork), which enables the experimen-
tghst or th_e experienced craftsman to establish from the ‘respon-
sive vibrations’ when they are a response to the sound of the tun-
ing for}( and when they result from some other sound. At the
same time, the ‘responses’ of the glass, the string and the mem-
brane are so different, so peculiar, that we seldom confuse them
and in each of them we can discover properties (timbre, for in-
sta-nce), which are determined by the very nature of the glass, the
string and the membrane. ’

In other words, here, too, the echo is neither a mechanical
copy, nor a ‘pure inner state’ of the reflecting body, isolated
from the external interaction between things. For this very
reason when, say, the tuning fork has ceased, while the string
continues to ring, or, to be even more precise, when the string
h.as already ‘adapted itself to a given sort of harmonious vibra-
tion anfi must vibrate in response either to a very similar orto a
very cjxffe_rent sound impact, every more or less experienced
musician is able to grasp the character of the ‘harmony’ and to
assess the musical value of the instrument.

. I‘t is clear that there can be no question of any ‘subjectivity’
in this case. It is also clear, however, that the external (respon-
sive) reaction and the internal reaction (reflection, taken as a
property of all matter) are profoundly and dialectically mutually
condmon.ed and, while differing, they also merge into one
another, i.e. emerge, evolve and disappear as particular cases or
forgns of manifestation of the universal interaction which is one
in its diversity.

g .To Lenin goes the merit for revealing (by means of his

' log}ca.l assu.mlgtion’ of reflection as a property of all matter) the
logical ppsmbxhty to proceed to an analysis of this property on
the basis of the analysis of conscious reflection, without,
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| however, denying or underestimating the latter’s qualitative
peculiartiy and supreme complexity. As we have just seen, it is to

Marx, however, that goes the merit for having been the first to

| give the classical definition of the dialectical logical method
. which in content is and should remain historical. Let us now go
. back to our original thought.

In order to better grasp the essence of the logical form (or
method) of exposition and research, we must recall here that
Marx and Engels, as they themselves said, partially borrowed
their ‘logical’ method from Hegel, putting it, however, on its feet,
i.e. on a materialistic basis and radically transforming it. What
were the individual logical concepts, categories and laws accor-
ding to Hegel? They were degrees in the development of the ‘Ab-
solute Idea’, while for dialectical materialism they are
generalizations, deductions, results of the history of knowledge
taken as a process of the reflection of the development of objec-
tive real things. The ideas or concepts of matter, life, man, socie-
ty, etc., are precisely such historical results, deductions,
generalizations, in which the whole positive knowledge of the
past has been preserved, condensed and further developed, while
all that is negative and purely subjective has been rejected.

Thus, insofar as the general concepts, categories and laws,
with which the logical form (or method) of exposition and
research operates, are the result of the history of the knowledge
of things (Lenin), and insofar as they are formed, ascertained
and further developed in an organic connection with practice,
obviously only practice can answer the question: when precisely
a given logical exposition or research is objectively true, i.e. when
it is in conformity with the general historical results of
knowledge, and when not. And whenever and insofar as it is ob-
jectively true, the result of the logical method does not contradict
the method of the history of knowledge but coincides with it.

Precisely in this sense the logical form of exposition and
research proves to be and should always be historical in its con-
tent, in its very essence. The historical character of the logical
exposition and research does not lie therefore in its form, which
does not coincide with the historical form, but in its scientific
content, its scientific essence, its innermost scientific trends and

" significance.

It follows that if, in accordance with Engels and with Lenin,
we define the logical method as a ‘historical’ one, but in an

69



‘abstract and theoretically consistent form™ , then we must define
the historical method as a ‘logical method in a concrete form’. In
other words, to write in a historical form does not simply mean
to string together chronological events, but to follow the
manifestation of a specific social law in historical developments
abounding in accidents and deviations.

The strict observance of chronology is not mandatory for the
logical method, nor is the listing of concepts in the order in which
they actually took shape in history (Marx, Lenin). On the other
hand, the general foundations and the general deductions must
be in conformity with the historical results of the evolution of
knowledge and, in the final count, with the evolution of practice.

There are quite a few authors who consider that they have
written the history of a nation or that of the economic develop-
ment of a country as long as the general theoretical propositions
and arguments in their books are accompanied by and illustrated
with abundant historical data, examples, quotations, etc. And
vice versa, authors are still to be found who are deeply convinced
that they offer us the history of those things as long as the simple
chronological exposition is somewhat embellished with general
theoretical reasoning, arguments, quotations.

Both are utterly wrong. History is neither a theory profusely
studded with illustrations and examples, nor a simple chronology
to which various ‘theoretical’ ideas and deductions are clumsily
grafted. We repeat, the observance of chronology is a law for
history, just as it is a law for it to follow developments in their
actual and rich development; however, both in its basis and its
deduction, history whould not contradict theory.

Theory is historical in content and non-historical in form.
History is historical in form but theoretical in content. Science in
general, of which Marx spoke, is historical both in form and in
content and, as such, it is history in its finished form. Its form is
a form which has absorbed the entire scientific content, while its
content is already completely formed. But as such science is only
a supreme scientific ideal, while every real science is usually
elaborated both as a history and a theory of a subject matter.

‘The opponents of every historicism, which they confuse with
crude empiricism, subjectivism and relativism, destroy the
historic character not only of the form, but also of the content.

* K.Marx and F.Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 1. 1948, p.332
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i ts acquire a supra-temporal, superen_lpiric, abstract
ggl:)t;'oegnq?i)stic zgaracter. There can be no question of any con-
nection with practice, of any concreteness, of any humg.n‘deter-
mination. The concepts become myst-lca.l essences’. foup-
dations’, ‘forms’, ‘values’, etc. Logical thinking is cl‘lvegt?d of its
logical character and is replaf:ed b'y 'sch?la‘snc }oglc or by
religious and aesthetical ‘intuition’, “insight’, mystical commu-

" nion with God’, and the like. Such is the case of all objective

idealists and all mystics, beginning with Plato and Plotinus and
ending with Hegel and Bergson. ' o

This is one of the extremes. The ot_her finds its expression 01(1;1
the underestimation or complete reject_lon of the logical meth <
and in the endeavour to give a hi(sitonca.l f(l)lrm to every gener

i logical) exposition and research. .

theogl?: ?Lr(gez thl fag?that not only Marx’s Das Kapz{al l:')ut
also the works of Engels and Lenin are models of the appl.lcat.lon
of the logical method which, we repeat, far fro'm rejecting,
presupposes a deeply historical content of the logical nlou(érlls;
categories, theories,syntheses, etc. One forgets, for example, tha
at the time when Lenin wrote his Development of Capztalzsnf in
Russia, Materialism and Empiriocriticism, State a.nd Revolutfon.
the scientific histories of the state and of prolet.am.m rgvolunop,
of the crisis in contemporary physics. or of capn}ahsrr} in Russia
had not yet been written. Not only did not Lenin ‘Yvalt for thes&;._
histories to be written in order to draw from them ‘in the form 0
a purely inductive generalization’ the fundamental theses of_ his
works; on the contrary, in writing his books he greatl_y cqntnbp—
ted to the proper working out of the problems of scientific his-
tory itself in these and in other fields. o

Although and precisely because they were deeply logical in
form (and in method), these tlt.l;_lreehlboolcs played a first-rate part
in the development of scientific history.
" tl\1)Ve belie\l; that these few examples w1ll s1_1fﬁce to fmgﬂy
make it clear how wrong are the would-be dialectical mqtpnahst(sl
who in actual fact underrate the logical_ form of exp.o§1tlor! an
research and who, afraid lest they lapse into scholasticism, insist
on the theoretical exposition being always and at _all cost ves.tet}
in a historical form or overburdened with historica
q ions’ ‘examples’. . .,

xlluslt;;t;g?én:n (tlhe prol;'oundly logical meaning of Lenin’s
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reproach addressed to Plekhanov for the latter’s failing to un
lderstanﬂc;l the importance .of the fundamental law of digalectical
t:)glc (the la_w on the unity and the struggle of opposites) and
hence reducing the exposition of -dialectical logic to a simple
sztligllg;egate of examples’, some dialectical materialist philosophers
st fujlaul to understand that it is high time for the logical method
o f wy ll'fgg.lvnil its rightful place in our research and populariza-
; ork. Why give an opportunity to our opponents to accuse
us of underestimating the logical form of thinking, so highl
assessed bx the three classics of dialectical materialis;n and use?i'
by t%;m with such unparallelled skill?
: § is not always sufficiently understood. It i
forgqtten,. for example, that the )r'nisfortune of {L;sﬁg::::liz
1dea:hsts did not _consist in their attempting to use the logical form
(while al§o writing historical works), but in divorcing thought
from social practice. Precisely this, and not the logical form by
gfsilg .transformed- their propositions into idealistic and anti-
h rical scholasticism. It is,however, quite unjustified and highly
fangerous to draw therg,from the conclusion that every logical
h(;rm .(or methocjl) of tpmking is scholastic, idealistic and anti-
stoncgl. In this p?.mcu}ar case one should rather draw the
conclusion that,_ strictly speaking, the Menshevik idealists did
not apply a logical method but merely a scholastic logic.
Unfortunatel).', some philosophers obviously misuse the
‘pr_ofou.ndly. true ideas of Engels and Lenin about the need of
hl'sto.nc?l 1llust1:ations" and of ‘the elaboration of the history of
(gthmlnnemr a% t-hand simply forganically'cannot tolerate’ any logical
{ .eoretxcall) thinking, even when it is undoubtedly linked
::1;.:1 practice and is therefore historical in its very scientific con-
We repeat: when Engels in his famous review of Marx’
t:v;;ork 4 Contributgogz to the Critique of Political Economy wrot:
at a weglth of ‘historical illustrations’(precisely: illustrations)
t\-vhas given in Das I.(apital, he did not abandon his own thesis that
l e method used in Das Kapital was a logical one and that the
atter had p_roved ‘the only appropriate one’ in that case. When
Lemnth , On !us part bequegthed us with good grounds the idea of
e necessity of elaborating the history of thinking (needed for
the proper further evolution of the logic of dialectical
materialism), in so doing he did not in the least refute the high
assessment he had personally made of the logical method. This is
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no accident because he himself applied in his major works, and

" with a skill equal to that of Marx, precisely the logical method

(or form) of exposition and research; this did not contradict the
unusually profound, all-embracing and concrete historical
character of their content, but, on the contrary, was in full har-

mony with it. '
In my report on the historical and logical elements in

' Materialism and Empiriocriticism, presented to the All-Union

Conference of Philosophy in Moscow onthe occasion of the 25th
anniversary of Lenin’s classical work. after expounding Lenin’s
definition of concepts as generalizations or deductions (results)
of the whole history of human thought, I also attempted to ex-
pound another and no less important theses of Lenin’s.] have in
mind his thesis that it is man’s practice, taken as a criterion in
assessing the ‘insignificance’ or ‘great value’ of historical
material, which enables us to understand the fact that while it is
true that the correct deductions. (results) of the whole history of
the knowledge of the world acquire a theoretical (logical) value
because they are based on practice, it is also true that the proper-
ly based logical studies and theories are always confirmed by the
evolving social practice, thereby revealing the historical
character of their content. Only by proceeding from life, from
concrete social practice, can we learn not only properly to inter-
pret the already available ‘deductions’ (concepts), but also
properly to operate with them and correctly to develop them
further. Therein lies the deepest epistemological meaning of
Lenin’s teaching on party-mindedness in history, philosophy,
political economy, etc.

There are still authors, even dialectical materialists, who see
the historical character of scientific thinking only or chiefly in the
historical form, and only or chiefly in the abundance of historical
digressions and of examples, taken from the natural sciences or
elsewhere. They seek and find the concreteness of thinking only
or chiefly in these historical digressions, in illustrations and ex-
amples, failing to see or to grasp that illustrations and examples
by themselves are far from being evidence of the logical con-
creteness of thinking.

Actually you can write only with examples and illustrations,
yet your thought will remain logically non-concrete. It is well
known that in the hands of the classics of dialectical materialism
examples are an invaluable means of analysis, clarification, pop-
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ularization, persuasion, enlivening, inspiration, etc. However, to
seek and to find the incomparable force of their logical con-
creteness only or chiefly in the examples and illustrations would
mean to completely fail to grasp the above-mentioned reproach
addressed by Lenin to Plekhanov. It would mean utterly to fail
to understand the meaning of the whole teaching of dialectical
materialism on concrete logical thinking and concrete scientific
truth.

Some, especially in Bulgaria, may consider that this is going
too far. But we consciously weigh our words and carefully
choose more tolerable expressions, though the error which has
been made and is still made by some people with regard to the
assessment dnd use of the logical method has long since become
intolerable, whichever side you view it from.

In this connection we shall point out that the solution of
these questions would enable us correctly to solve yet another in-
teresting and important question. What we have in mind is this:

We know that theory, as a generalization of man’s practical
experience, has its criterion and final goal in human practice. As
a rule, the conclusion is drawn that theory, in its very socio-
historical essence, can and should be practically suitable, usable
on a large scale and therefore universally accessible, i.e. popular,

We must, however, point out that both the creation of
science and its popularization are complex, dialectically con-
tradictory processes, and that theory has its own specificity,
relative independence and effectiveness, which not only enable it
to guide practice to a certain degree and under certain con-
ditions, but also give it a certain right to claims on practice itself
(and hence on the general ideological development of the masses)
for higher qualitative and quantitative standards.

In other words, the demand to bring science closer to the
masses with their rich practical experience should always and
most closely be linked with the demand to raise the masses from
the depths of current practice to the ever higher summits of
theoretical thinking. We repeat, both these are extremely com-
plex and difficult tasks, which mankind has yet to raise and fully
to solve. One thing is certain, however: if we do not want the
‘bringing of science closer to the masses’ to imply its vulgariza-
tion, and the ‘raising’ of the masses to the theoretical heights of
- thinking to imply their divorce from practice, the whole process
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of scientific popularization should always be indissolubly linked
with the process of raising the theoretical standards of the
masses.

Thus, for example, the Stakhanovite movement was, among
other things, a necessary fruit of the democratization of science

. and culture in the USSR. In this respect real miracles have been

and are being made there,the leaders of science and al.l-round
socialist building giving themselves examples of scientific and
most accessible expositions, studies, articles, etc.

At the same time, however, Stakhanovites, shock-workers
and activists are being sent to academies and schools. Why?
Because they must study those aspects and aghievements of -
theory which in no case can or should be sin.lphﬁed., but must
purely and simply be grasped and mastered, ie. which require
that they themselves raise their political, theoretical and general
cultural level. It is indeed ridiculous to demand, for example, that
analytical geometry, differential calculus, the laws of quantum
mechanics, etc., be worked out in the language of the unlearned
and the illiterate. .

Actually, there is only one way out: while making everything
possible to popularize theory, everything possible should a!so be
made to raise the theoretical level of the masses. It goes without
saying that this is true of philosophy, too. Insofar as thlosophy
is a science with its own history, its own specific achievements,

problems and methods, it calls not only for bringing theory

closer to the masses, but also for raising the tlporetiqal leve} of
the masses to the level, already attained by philosophical scien-

- tific thinking, or the level philosophical knowledge must reach in

a given country and at a given time. -

In this respect the experience of the threg classics of the
philosophy of dialectical materialism and of their best followers
is interesting. .

All three of them, as well as Plekhanov in Russ.la; Ka.uts?ky
during his first period, ‘while he was still a Marxist’, Dimiter
Blagoev in Bulgaria, Paul Lafargue in France'and others have
bequeathed us models of popular works, wh1qh among other
things have always aimed at‘raising the theoretical level of‘the
masses. The Communist Manifesto, Wage Labour and Cap{tal,
Ludwig Feuerbach, State and Revolution, Plekhanov’s Monistic
Outlook, D. Blagoev’s Contribution, etc. - all these and a score
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of other similar books, pamphlets, articles and reports of the
classics dnd of the best representatives of dialectical materialism
have been ang.will remain models of popularly written, yet strict-
ly scientific works. And all these works have played and have yet
to play not only the part of a means of political agitation,
organization and guidance of the struggles. They are all popular
works which, without losing their scientific value, have also serv-
ed and continue to serve as a powerful means of raising the
theoretical level of the masses, so that the latter may themselves
start to seek and to study works like Das Kapital, Anti-Dihring
and Materialism and Empiriocriticism.

It is no less interesting to note that, with a few exceptions, all
the attempts made hitherto to make a complete yet strictly pop-
ular exposition of works like Das Kapital, Anti-Dihring and
Materialism and Empiriocriticism have been unsuccessful, Why
is that so? .

First of all, because the purely research or critical and
polemical character of these works often compels the authors to
raise problems, quote other opinions and objections and use
means and forms of exposition and research (purely logical,
mathematical, statistical, etc.) which cannot be easily assimilated
by the ordinary reader without any education.

What ought to be done? Perhaps Marx and Lenin ought not
to have written their fundamental scientific works at all? It is
well known, however, that when the First International was dis-
solved, Marx started with particular joy and inspiration to
work on Das Kapital; and when Stolypin’s reaction set in in
Russia after 1905, Lenin buried himself for two whole years in
the libraries of London and Switzerland and wrote his immortal
work Materialism and Empiriocriticism.

All these works (Das Kapital, Anti-Diihring, Development of
Capitalism in Russia and Materialism and Empiriocriticism)
need commentaries, bibliographical elucidations, etc. They call
not only for the authors’ getting closer to the level of the masses

but also for raising the latter’s theoretical level to that of the
authors.

This is precisely what is actually happening in the Soviet
Union and should also happen in Bulgaria and everywhere. The
majority of the books and brochures of Marx, Engels and Lenin,
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while on the highest theoretical level, are classical examples of a
popular exposition.

* & &

After all we said about the opposition and }mity of theor_y
and practice, let us draw a general conclusion about this
problem. It can be formulated as follows: ) i

Man’s material (productive and other) practice and his
cognitive activity can be only conventionally and relatively
separated and opposed to each other. Actually, t.hey_ are bu‘t two
facets or two manifestations of man’s life, which is one in its
diversity; if they are separated and mutually opposed at certain
moments and under certain conditions, under other conditions
and at other moments they inevitably come closer and in-
terpenetrate one another, and may even become (to a certain

identical.
degr&el fﬁow that, according to Marx and Engels, men acted
before starting to think theoretically; actigg, they were able to
master certain objects of the outside world in order to meet their
needs (consequently, they started with producuoq)._ Of course,
Marx and Engels did not mean to say that men or}gmally ac‘ted
and mastered the objects of the outside world without having
any sensation, memory or thought. M‘a.r?(' a.nq Engels.str.essc?d
that this only referred to theoretical thinking, i.e. to thu}kmg in
abstract concepts, categories, laws, etc. Meq arrived _at
theoretical thinking precisely on the basis of thfnr production
practice; it emerged at a comparatively:latpr date m.huma.n con-
sciousness and, moreover, it was qualitatively s0 different from
the original human . thinking that Lenin defined it as the second
phase or second stage in a three-stage process: From con-
templation to abstract thinking, and from the latter to practice:
such is the dialectical path of the knowledge <_>f @th, of the
knowledge of objective reality.”® Of course, Lenin d1q not mean
thereby that abstract thinking did not stem from practice or that,
generally speaking, it could be absolutely a.nfi meta;_)hyswally
divorced from it; but relatively and copvenuoqally it can be
separated from it precisely because of its quahify of abstract
thinking by means of logical concepts, categories, laws, etc.

® V.ILenin, Philosophical Notebooks, Gospolitizdat, 1947, pp.146-7
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However, in order to prevent this conventional and relative
separation from turning into an absolute and metaphysical one,
abstract thinking must have contact with practice and consider it
as its criterion. final goal, etc. Precisely in this sense we can say
that at the start of this process man acts and perceives things but
does not yet think logically; during the second phase he thinks
logically, but does not yet act; during the third phase, checking
his theoretical and logical conclusion against practice, he
simultaneously acts, perceives and logically thinks. And while
during the first phase of man’s activity the sense perceptions and
ideas show a tendency to turn into abstract logical thinking, dur-
ing the third phase the tendency is towards a return from
abstract subjective concepts and categories to concrete sense
perceptions connected with practice but already, as Marx puts it,
illuminated, systematized and explained by man’s theoretico-
logical thought. This three-phase process then resumes, but now
on a new and higher basis, etc.

However, while, when going from the first phase to the se-
cond phase, we have a process of transformation of the material
being into an ideal one, i.e. into ideas; in other words, while we
have, if we may say so, a ‘dematerialization’ of the material be-
ing, during the third phase, on the contrary, we have a
materialization of the idea and its verification through material
practice itself, which, as Lenin says, ‘has the merits not only of
universality, but of immediate reality as well.

And whenever and insofar as this has happened or is
happening, the cognitive subjective activity merges with the prac-
tical objective activity. The practical human deed which has
given birth to logical thinking now in turn reabsorbs it and
becomes itself something different, it starts a new life on a
qualitatively new and higher basis.

If Goethe was quite right in saying that at the beginning was
the deed, it is no less true that at the end it is also the deed, only
now reborn, illuminated, animated by the ‘logos’ i.e. the thought.

Born of matter, thought again merges with it, rids itself of all
subjectivism and relativism, and establishes its objective and ab-
solute sway over natural and social necessity.

Born of necessity by material existence, at the highest stage
of its evolution, human thought masters this necessity and begins
to dominate over the material world, becoming itself a new law
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of this world and giving it new ‘humanized’ forms of existence
and development.

But this is no longer a mere thought, pure thought, .na._ked
thought. This is a thought-deed and a deed-_thqught. Tl!ls isa
man-Nature and a Nature-man. This is an objectivity, which has

- passed through the furnace of man’s subjectivity and has

reappeared, but already as a scientiﬁ.callly known and man-
shaped objectivity. This is an objective knqwledgg and
humanization of the world which, having once given birth to
man and to man’s thought, achieves in them and through them
(Engels) its self-consciousness which, of course, has nothing in

| . common with the ‘absolute self-consciousness’ of the idealists

d mystics. )
= It fs precisely at this higher stage in the evolution of the
world and of man that the power of logic with the true son apd
representative of the most progressive social class necessarily
turns into a logic of creative human power. o

The deed of logic becomes a logic of the deed, as this is
already practically happening in our times. And then the
‘miracle’ occurs: L

‘The weapon of criticism’ turns into a ‘criticism of the
weapon’, because the ideas which have f:apt!vated the masses
acquire great material force. The great historical leap from the
realm of necessity to the realm of genuine human freedo_m oc-
curs, a transition from man’s pre-history to man’s.real history;
the dethronement of all mystical ‘forces’ and ‘gods’ is completed,
so that man may arrive at the supreme human power, truth and

auty. .
be l'll'iis sounds like a fairy tale, like a veritable miracle, mdeed:
But it is neither a miracle nor a tale, but merely the or}ly possi-
ble and logically necessary deduction from the dla}lectlcal
materialistic conception of the unity of theory and practice and,
in general, from the conception of knowledge as reflection.

what kind of idealism could bring us to the doors of this
miraculous realm of human freedom, beauty and truth, and can
idealism do it at all? And could these doors be opeped W.lth
slanders like this one that materialism in general, including
dialectical materialism, denied, underestimated and degraded the
spiritual principle for the benefit of ‘dead, blind and soulless

matter’?
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The truth-deed is stronger than any slander-word. Precisely
for this reason we conclude here with our logical argumentation
in order to let the arguments of our great deed speak for
themselves. .

Their cogent word has already been uttered with sufficient
clarity for anyone who has ears to hear it. And, of course, also a
heart, so that one should not remain aloof from the greatest, the
most wonderful deed in the history of mankind.

EXCERPTS FROM BOOK FIVE

DEFINITION OF TRUTH



