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n POBZIEMbI NO3HAHUA B PABOTAX

KAPJIA MAPKCA®

®dunaros Bnagumump MNetpo-
BWUY — JIOKTOP GpUNOCOPCKUX
HayK, npodeccop.
Poccuiickuii rocypapcTeH-
HbI/ T'YyMaHWUTaPHbIN YHUBEP-
cuTer.

Poccuitckas depepaums,
125993, r. MockBa, Muycckas
nn., 4. 6;

e-mail: toptiptop@list.ru

B atom rogy ucnonHunocb 200 net co gHA poxpeHusa Kapna
MapkKca, nonTopa Beka NpoLwIo CO BpEMEHU BbIXO4a NepBoro To-
ma «Kanutana». YueHne Mapkca okasano 6onblioe BoszeicTene
Ha pa3BUTME COLMANLHO-NONUTUYECKOM MbICAU U XO4, UCTOpUM,
ero Hacseame U HblHe COXPaHAET aKTyasbHOCTb Ana ¢unocodun
M LeN0ro Kpyra KOHKpPeTHbIX Hayk. Maen Mapkca MHOroKpaTHO
nepecmaTpuMBaanCh, NMOABEPrainCh NEPEOLEHKE, KPUTUKOBAIUCH
M ONpOBepraancb, HO OHW COMPOTUBASAANCL BCEM MOMbITKAM OT-
NpPaBuUTb UX B MHTE/NEKTYalbHOE npoLoe. LieHTpanbHoe mecTo
y MapKca 3aHMMaeT KPUTUYECKUI aHanW3 KanuTaancTMYecKoro
obLecTBa, ero UCTopun 1 nepcnekTus passutna. OgHako MapKc
BHEC CYLECTBEHHbIM BKNAZ U B TEOPUIO NO3HAHWUA, B aHANU3 CO-
LanbHOM NpUpoAabl CO3HAHWA U 3HaHUA. B aTom nnaHe ero naeu
NPUBAEKAAN U NPOAO/KAT U B HALIM OHW NPUBAEKATb MHOTUX
nccnepoBareneit. B ctatbe paccmaTpusatoTca oLeHKM MapKca Kak
MbIC/IUTENA U YHEHOTO, Er0 COLMANbHbIM aHANN3 HAYKK U TEXHUKMY,
B/INAHWE €ro uaen Ha pasBuTUe 0TeYeCTBEHHOW NCUXON0TUN.

Kniouesvble cnosa: Mapkc, dunocodpums nctopum, IKoOHoMUYECKas
HayKa, Teopus UAE0NOTUU, COLUONOTUA 3HAHWUA, UCTOPUA HAYKU 1
TEXHWKMU, MAapPKCU3M M NCUXONOTUA

PROBLEMS OF COGNITION IN KARL MARX’S

WORKS

Vladimir P. Filatov — DSc in
Philosophy, professor.
Russian State University for
Humanities.

6 Miusskaya Sqr., Moscow,
123993, Russian Federation;
e-mail: toptiptop@list.ru

200 years have passed since the birth of Karl Marx, a century and
a half since the publication of the first volume of “Capital”. The
theory of Marx had a great impact on the development of socio-
political thought and the course of history, his legacy remains rel-
evant today for philosophy and a whole range of specific sciences.
Marx’s ideas were repeatedly reviewed, subjected to reassess-
ment, criticized and refuted, but they resisted all attempts to send
them to the intellectual past. The central place in Marx’s works is
occupied by a critical analysis of capitalist society, its history and
prospects for development. However, Marx made a significant
contribution to the theory of knowledge, to the analysis of the
social nature of consciousness and knowledge. In this regard, his
ideas attracted and continue to attract many researchers today.
The article considers the assessments of Marx as a thinker and sci-
entist, his social analysis of science and technology, the influence
of his ideas on the development of Russian psychology.

Keywords: Marx, philosophy of history, economics, theory
of ideology, sociology of knowledge, history of science and
technology, Marxism and psychology

*  Crarbst HoaroTosieHa npu noanepxke POOU, npoexr 18-011-00954.
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IMPOBJEMBI IIO3HAHUSA B PABOTAX KAPJTA MAPKCA

Mapkc Kak NpOPOK U y4eHbIi

Y Mapkca HeT criequaibHbIX paboT, MOCBSILEHHBIX SIUCTEMOJIOTHYECKUM
U MEeTOmoJIorHYecKuM mpobnemaM. OJHAKO CYIIECTBYIOT MHOTOYHMCIICH-
HbIE (PparMEHTHI 3TOTO POZA U OTAETbHbIE UAEH, KOTOPBIE BIJIETEHBI B €T0
OITyOJTMKOBaHHBIE TPY/BI U B IOATOTOBUTENBHBIE PYKOIIMCH K HUM. Bee 310
CBSI3aHO C €0 COOCTBEHHBIM ONBITOM U CTHIEM (puiocodckoit U HAYIHOH
pabotel. [ToaTOMy CTOMT OXapakTepHu3oBaTh €ro 00pa3 Kak MBICIUTENS U
ydeHoro. MHorue MHTepHpeTaTopbl TBOpdecTBa Mapkca OTMedaiy, 4yTo
OH ObUI OJIHOBPEMEHHO YYEHBIM U NMPOPOKOM, YKA3ABIIUM JIFOJSIM UCTHH-
HBII MyTh UX criaceHus. DTuM, 1o MHeHuto U. lllymmnerepa, MoxxHO 00BsIC-
HUTbH CTOJIb NMPONOJDKUTENBHOE U IIUPOKOE BO3ACHCTBHE yueHHsT Mapkca.
«I[IponoBeap ogHOM NUIIL 1ean He Aana Obl 3ddekra, aHAIN3 COLUAIb-
HOTO mpomecca ObUl OBl HHTEPECEH BCEro JIMIIb ISl HECKOJIIBKUX COTEH
cneunanuctoB. Ho mpomnosenp B oxexae Hay4HOro aHaIW3a M aHAIN3 B
HWHTEpecax AOCTHKEHUS BBICTPaJaHHBIX LENel — BOT 4YTO 00ecrednsio
CTPacTHYIO HPUBEPKEHHOCTh MapKCH3MY, BOOPYXHJIO MapKCHUCTa BBIC-
LIMM NIPEUMYIIECTBOM — YOSKIEHHOCTBIO B TOM, YTO OH M €T0 JOKTPHHA
HUKOTZA HE MOTEPIIAT MOPaXEHUSI U B KOHLIE KOHLIOB 00s13aTeNbHO 1o0e-
st [ymnerep, 2011, c. 22]. CxogHyro XapaKTepUCTUKY MOKHO HAHUTH
y P. Apona, xoTa oH cuutan Mapkca HE CTOJIBKO 3KOHOMHUCTOM, CKOJIBKO
COLIMOJIOTOM: «...KaK COLIMOJIOT OH HE OTHEJSUI MOCTHKEHHE HacTosIIe-
ro OT MpenBuAeHus! OyIyLIero U OT BOMM K AesTenbHOCTH. 1o oTHomIe-
HUIO K COLIMOJIOraM, IMEHYEMBIM CETOlHs 0OBEKTUBHBIMH, OH OBbLI, CTAJI0
OBITh, IPOPOKOM U BMECTE C TEM YEIOBEKOM ACHCTBHS U YUECHBIM» [APOH,
1993, c. 152]. Ha npopoueckuii, B KBa3UPEIUTHO3HOM CMBICIIE, XapaKTep
yuenust Mapkca enie panee ykasbiBan C.H. BynrakoB B u3BecTHO# cTa-
The «Kapnm Mapkc kak penurnosusiii Tim» (1906), canrast, 9To OH BHyIIAI
BEpy B «COLMOJIOTHYECKOE CIaceHHe yenoBedecTBa». IIpopoueckas cro-
poHa Mapkcu3Ma OOBACHSET U clelM(UKY OTHOLICHUH OPTONOKCAJIbHBIX
MapKCUCTOB K JIFOOBIM MOIBITKAM BHECTH M3MEHEHHUs! B TeOpHI0 Mapkca
C LETbI0 €€ YNYYIIeHUs U YCTPaHEHUs] NPOTUBOPEUYHUH C HOBBIMU COLIU-
AJIbHO-UCTOPHUYECKUMHU pealusiMu. Bee 3To ocykaanock Kak epech, alib-
cu(UKaLUs YIeHUs], KaK 3acIy KUBAIOIINN MOPAJIbHOTO U MOIUTHYECKOTO
OCYKAEHUS PEBU3HOHM3M.

Ora mpopoueckasi, IO CyLIECTBY, HACOIOTHYECKasi CTOPOHA YUCHHS
Mapkca ObUla IPUTATaTeNbHONW U1 MHOTHX JIFOLEH elle W IOTOMY, YTO
MapKCHU3M Ipeyiaraj HeJ0CTHYIO KapTHHY COLMaIbHO-UCTOPUIECKON pe-
aIbHOCTU. MapKc co3aai TEOPETHYECKYI0 CUCTEMY, KOTopasi OOBsCHsIIA
SKOHOMHYECKHUE, COLMOIOTMYECKHE U aHTPOIIOJIOTHYECKUE CTOPOHBI Oyp-
ya3HOro 00ILECTBa, a TAKXKe cofiepkajia ONpeAeTIeHHY0 PUI0COPHIO HC-
topun [ Xamunos, 2014]. He Bce B 3T0i1 kapTrHE OBLTO IPOMICAHO B JIETa-
J51X, MyONUKanyst OTAETBHBIX ee (parMeHToB pacTsIHyIach Ha LEbIA BEK.
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ITepsrrit Tom «Kammramay Beimen B 1867 1., DHTENbC Oy OITHMKOBa BTOPOit
B 1885 1. m tperuii B 1894 1. K. Kayrckuit m3man gerBeptsiil ToM (« Teopun
npubaBouHOl cTouMocTH») B 1910 . «DkoHOMUKO-PrIOCO(CKHE PYKO-
rucn» (1844) 6putn omyOnrkoBaHbl B 1932 1., IepeBeIeHBI Ha aHTITMHCKII
B 1959 r. «Hemerkas uneomnorus» (1846) BrepBbIe MOTHOCTHIO OITyOIHKO-
BaHa B 1932 r. «Oxonomuyeckue pykonucu 185759 rr.» BeImuim Ha He-
menkoM B 1939 1., B pycckom nepeBozie B 1969 r., B anmmiickom B 1973 .
Ho mo cBoemy 3ambIcily W IIPOEKTY 3Ta KapTHHa ObLTa Oojiee 0OBbEMHOM,
4eM 4yTo-100, mpeAnpuHaToe 10 Mapkca, 1a ¥ niocie Hero. B cBoeit cu-
cteme Mapkc cTpeMHIICs OOBSICHUTH OTHOBPEMEHHO HUCTOPHYECKHNA TeHe-
3UC KaUTATTUCTHIECKOTO OOIIECTBA, CIIOCO0 ero PyHKIIMOHUPOBAHMSI, €T0
COLIMAJTIBHYIO CTPYKTYPY, a TAaKXKe MOKa3aTh, HOYeMy OOJBIIMHCTBO JIIONEi
B HEM IOJIBEPIKEHBI DKCILTYaTallii U OTYYKICHHUIO U ITOYEMY ITOT CTPOH
o0OpedeH B criTy COOCTBEHHBIX MEXaHU3MOB K paspyuieanto. Koneuno, Ta-
Kasi TPaHAMO3Has MOIBITKA HE MOTJIA OBITh YIa9HOM BO BCEX OTHOIICHHSIX.
B XX B., xorma coruangbHBIE HAyKd BCe Oojiee W Ooiee Cerrann3upo-
BaJICh, TAKOTO PO/Ia YHHWBEPCAIbHbIE TEOPUH IOCTENEHHO CXOAMIN CO
cuensl. Coracao P. MepToHy, 0003Ha4MBIIEMY Ba)KHOE Pa3IHyle MEXIY
YHHUBEPCAJIbHBIMU TEOPHSIMHU U TEOPUSMH CPEIHETO YPOBHSI, TEOPHHU IEp-
BOTO THITA XapaKTEPHBI [T PAHHUX ATAIIOB COIMAIBHBIX HAYK, Pa3BHBAaB-
muMxcs B arMocepe BCceoxBaThIBAOIINX (PUI0COPCKUX cucTeM [MepToH,
2006, c. 64—100]. Mapkc o cBoeit moaroroke 0bu1 GHUII0COHOM, TOITOMY
o0pa3 Takoi CHCTEMBI, IPEXK/IE BCETO TereJeBCKOM, BBICTYITNI B Ka4€CTBE
MIPEANOCHUIKH €70 TPOEKTa.

Onnako Mapkc ObLT HE TOJNBKO MPOPOKOM U CHCTEMOCO3UIATEINIEM.
[Tocne nepeesna B 1849 1. BMecTe ¢ ceMbeil B AHIIIMIO OH IPUHUMAETCS 32
OCHOBATENFHOE M3YUeHHE 3KOHOMHUECKOW JINTEPATy Pl U YK€ TpaKkTHIe-
CKH He BBICTyMaeT B kadecTBe puiiocoda. OH cTaHOBUTCS yUEHBIM-IKOHO-
MHUCTOM, KPUTHYECKH BCTPAMBACTCS B TPAJUIIMIO aHIIIMHCKON MMOIUTHYE-
CKOW 9KOHOMHH M TIPUCTYTIAET K paboTe HaJ OCHOBHBIM CBOMM TIPOH3BEIE-
HueM — «Kanuranom». Hayky Mapkc cTaBuil 0o4eHb BBICOKO, OH OTJIMYAJ
€€ OT UJICOJIOTHH, CUMTAJ, YTO HYXKHO COXPaHUTh M Pa3BUTh B MOJIHUTHYE-
CKOM 3KOHOMHH Bce Jryumree, 9to uaeT oT ®. Kens, A. Cmura u 1. Pu-
Kapzo, ¥ MPEoIoJIeTh HEAOCTATKH U 3a0iIyKIeHus, 00yCIOBICHHBIE Oyp-
JKya3HOH mo3unuer OOJBIIMHCTBA YYEHBIX-3KOHOMHICTOB TOTO BPEMEHH.
Teoperuueckre JOCTOMHCTBA UCClieJOBaHU Mapkca IPU3HAIOT JaXKe €ro
Heapyru. Henpumupumernii kputruk MapkcusMma K. Iommep otmeuan: «On
Ha MHOTO€ OTKPBUI HaM IJ1a3a M 000CTpWII Hamle 3peHne. Bo3ppamenue K
JIOMapKCHUCTCKOM OOIECTBEHHON HayKe y>K€ HEMBICIMMO... Ero riaBHEBIE
TaJaHTbI IPOSIBIIINCH B 00MacTu Teopur. OH 3aTpaTuil THTAHTCKHUE YCHITUS
JUTSI TOTO, 9YTOOBI BRIKOBATh, TAK CKA3aTh, HAYTHOE OPYKHE I OOpHOBI 3a
yAy4IIeHHE TOJU TPOMAJHOTO OOJBINMHCTBA Jifonei. S cumraro, 4TO HC-
KPEHHOCTDb B ITOMCKE WCTHHBI U WHTEJUICKTYyallbHasi Ye€CTHOCTh OTIIMYAI0T
€ro OT MHOTHX €ro mociemoBarenein» [[lommep, 1992, c. 98].

10



IMPOBJEMBI IIO3HAHUSA B PABOTAX KAPJTA MAPKCA

CTOUT OTMETHTH, YTO 00pa3 YYEHOTO-dKOHOMHKCTAa B TO BpeMs 3a-
METHO OTJIMYAJICS OT HbIHEUIHEro. JKOHOMHMUYECKas Hayka Oblla MOJIOAA,
U €€ «HAy4YHOE COOOIIECTBO» OTIMYAIOCH IECTPOTON M HE IMOXOIWIO Ha
coOpaHue yHuBepcuTeTCKuX mpodeccopon. «Cpeau HuX ObuH (huocod
Y CyMAaCIICIIIHHA, CBSIIICHHOCITYKUTENh U OPOKEp, PEBOIIOIMOHED U apH-
CTOKpAT, OCTET, CKENTUK 1 Opossara. OHU IpUHAJISKAIA Pa3HBIM HapoaaM,
3aHUMAaJIM pa3Hble OOILICCTBEHHBIC IOJIOKEHUS, 00Jaaad HEMOXOKUMU
xapaktepaMu. HekoTopbie 13 HUX ObLIM MHTEPECHEHIITUMHU JIFOABMH, JPY-
THe — 3aHyJaMH; OJHH 00JIaany peaKuM 00assHHEM, a KOTO-TO C TPYIOM
MOXKHO OBLTO BRIHOCHTE. 110 MeHBITIEH Mepe Tpoe CKOJIOTIIIN ce0e COCTOs-
HHe, HO eIie 0ombIne OBUTO TaKMX, KTO TaK W HE CMOT OBJIAJIECTh dJIEMEH-
TapHOH SKOHOMHKOM COOCTBEHHBIX pacxoaoBy» [ Xamnopouep, 2008, c. 16].
Mapkc, nogoouo A. Cmury, T. Manerycy, [. Pukapno u Ix. Ct. Musuto,
BIIOJIHE BIIMCHIBACTCS B 3TOT KPyr. TOT (akT, YTO OH HE NMPUMBIKAI HU K
KaKOMY COOOIIECTBY aKaJIeMHUYECKOTO THIA M JOJTHE TOALI paOOTHI HaJ
«Karnuraaom» nposes B o1uHOYECTBE B OMOIMoTeke bpuraHckoro myses,
HE TIPOTUBOPEUUT 00pa3y yIeHOTO TOTO BPeMEHH.

B cBOMX 3PKOHOMHUYECKUX HUCCIEN0BaHUAX MapKC ¢ HEMEIKOHU Iie-
JMAHTUIHOCTHIO 0003peNl M KPUTHIECKU pa3o0pan TPyIbl MPaKTHIECKU
BCEX JIPYTHX SKOHOMHUCTOB U CO3/aJl COOCTBEHHBIM MOHYMEHTATLHEIN
Tpyd. B «Kamurtame» Ha COTHSX CTpaHUI] OOCYKITAIOTCS pa3IWdHBIC
SKOHOMHYECKHUE M TEXHUYECKHE JCTa U, TEKCT NEPENONHCH IUTaTaMu
U o0ImHMpHBIME CHOCKaMu. Ho Mapkc 1o psiay Npu4YdH Tak U HE CTall
KJIACCHYECKUM TIPEICTaBUTEIIEM MOJMTHICCKOW dKOHOMHUU. OH KPUTH-
KOBaJl ’KOHOMHCTOB-KJIACCUKOB 3a TO, YTO OHH NMPUHUMAJH 3aKOHBI Ka-
MMATATACTUICCKON YKOHOMHKH 32 YHUBEpCalbHBIC 3aKOHBI. OH K€ CUH-
Tall, 9TO I KaXKI0TO DKOHOMUYECKOTO CTPOSI XapaKTEePHbI CBOH 3aKOHBHI.
«IIpobnema uctopudeckoi cermuuIHOCTH ObLTa BHATHO CHOPMYITHUPO-
BaHa Kapyiom Mapkcom 1 €ro nocieoBaresisiMy U SIBJIsLIach MPEeIMETOM
HCCIICIOBAHUNA HEMEITKOW MCTOPUYECKON MIKOIBI B iepuos ¢ 1840-x mo
1930-e .y [Xomxkcon, 2004, c. 90]. Ho Henb3sl MOHATH ONpEAeTICHHBIHN
SKOHOMHYECKUH cTpoil 0e3 aHaiM3a ero commaibHOW CTpYKTyphl. Ilo-
aToMy Mapkcy ObUIO HEOOXOIMMO COBMENIATh YKOHOMUYECKHE, UCTO-
pHUYECKHEe U COIMOJIOTHYECCKHUE UCCICTOBAHUS, YTO OBLIO HEXapaKTEPHO
JUISL KITACCHYECKOU aHTTTMACKON TTOJIUTHYECKOW dSKoHOMIH. COBpEeMEHHAs
SKOHOMHMYECKAs HayKa B OMPEACIICHHOW Mepe BO3BPAIIACTCS K MPOEKTY
TAaKOTO CHHTE3a, MPUBJICKAs COIMOJOTHYECKHE, MPABOBHIC, HCTOpUYE-
CKHeE, TICUXOJOTHYSCKHE TCOPUHU M JaHHBIC, a TAKKE METO/bl KOTHUTUB-
HBIX Hayk. OHa WIET elie Jajiblle, MOKa3bIBas OTHOCHTEIHHOCTE MPO-
THBOIIOJIOKHOCTH OOIIECTBEHHOIO0 OBITHUS M OOIIECTBEHHOIO CO3HAHMS,
YTO HE TOHUMAJIH ByJIbTapHBIC MAPKCUCTCKUE YKOHOMHICTEI. DKOHOMUYE-
CKas peaIbHOCTb HECET B cebe HeyCTpaHNUMBIN «XalerrepruanCKuil CHH-
JIpOM», B HEE BCTPOCHA BBHICOKASI CTCTICHh «HUCTOJIKOBAHHOCTHY, CIYXOB,
«KOJIJIEKTUBHOTO O€CCO3HATEIHLHOTO», HJICOJOTHUYCCKUX CTEPEOTHIIOB,
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ITOJINTUYCCKUX peIlIeHI/Iﬁ, KOTOPBIEC MOTYT OHNpPEACIATE MaruCTpajlbHOC
pas3BUTHUC. DT0 00CTOATEIBLCTBO YTOUHACT U II0O-HOBOMY BBICBCUMBACT aAK-
TyalbHOCTh MapKcoBa 3aMbICIa.

TCOpI/Iﬂ HI€0JIOIrHM U COIMO0JIOINA 3HAHUSA

B paborax Mapkca pa3BuTa T€OpHUs UICOJOTHH U 3aJI0KEHBI OCHOBBI TOTO,
YTO MO3KE CTAJ0 HA3bIBATHCS COLMOJIOTHEN 3HaHMA. XOTsS 3TO Ha3BaHUE
obu10 BBeneHO B 1920-¢ rr. M. lllenepom, nmenHO Mapkc chopmynupoBan
LEHTPaIbHOE MOJIOKEHHE COLMOIOTUY 3HaHHS O TOM, YTO OOLIEeCTBEHHOE
ObITHE ompezenseT oblecTBeHHOe co3Hanue. B [peancnoBun k padote
«K KpHuTHKE OTUTHYIECKON SKOHOMHUN» OH C3KaTO M3JI0KUJI CBOIO KOHIIETI-
nuio: «B o01ecTBeHHOM MTPOM3BOACTBE CBOEH >KM3HU JIFOAM BCTYHAIOT B
oIpeieNIeHHbIe, HEOOXOANMBIE, OT UX BOJH HE 3aBHCAIINE OTHOLICHHS —
MPOM3BOICTBEHHBIE OTHOIIECHHUSI, KOTOPBIE COOTBETCTBYIOT ONPE/ICIIEHHON
CTYIIEHU Pa3BUTHUA HX MaTepHalbHBIX HPOU3BOIUTENbHBIX cuil. CoBo-
KyIIHOCTb 3THUX MPOM3BOACTBEHHBIX OTHOLICHUH COCTABISIET SKOHOMUYE-
CKYIO CTPYKTYpy 0OllecTBa, peajbHblii 6a31c, Ha KOTOPOM BO3BBIIIACTCS
IOPUINYECKasl ¥ MOJUTHYECKass HaJICTPOWKa M KOTOPOMY COOTBETCTBYIOT
oTpeieNIeHHbIe (hOpMBI OOIIIECTBEHHOTO co3HaHMI» [Mapkc, 1959, c. 6].
3Ot0 oTHOIIEHHE Oa3zuca W HAACTPOMKH, CyOCTPYKTYpPbl/CyepCTPYKTY I
(Unterbau/Uberbau) B pa3nu4HbIX BapHaHTaxX BOCHPOHM3BOAWIOCH B TIO-
CJIE/TYIOIUX MAPKCUCTCKUX M HEMAPKCUCTCKUX KOHLIEHIIHSIX UACOIOTHH 1
cormosoruu 3Hanusa M. lllenepom, /1. JIykagem, K. Manreitmom, B. Crap-
koM, 0. Xabepmacom u ap.

B cBoe Bpems M.K. MamapaamBuinu B cTatbe «AHAIU3 CO3HAHUS B
pabotax Mapxkca» oTMeual, 4To «...MapKc coBepIIeHHO 0c000 MpecTaB-
J5u1 ce0e COLMaNIbHBIE CUCTEMBI: B KaXKIOM CIIydae OH CTPOMJI CBOE HCCJIe-
JOBaHHE TaK, YTO YK€ B HCXOAHOM ITyHKTE UMEJ JIeJIO C CUCTEeMaMH, pea-
JU3YIOMIUMUCS ¥ GYHKIHOHUPYIOLUIMMHU MTOCPEICTBOM CO3HAHHS, TO €CTh
TaKUMH, KOTOPBIE COfIEpKaT B cebe CBOU e 0TOOpakeHHUs B KaueCTBE He-
00xonuMoro 3ieMeHTa... OTcrona 0Ka3aaoch BO3MOXKHBIM paccMaTpHUBaTh
CO3HaHHE KaK (YHKIHIO, aTpHOYyT COLHMAIBHBIX CHUCTEM AEATEILHOCTH,
BBIBOJISL €T0 coziepKaHue U (opMooOpa3oBaHus U3 MEpeIieTeHUs U Aug-
(depeHIMaK CBA3el CUCTEMBI, a HE M3 POCTOr0 0TOOpaKeHUsI 00beKTa
B BOCTIpUATHN CyObekTay [Mamapmamsuam, 1968, c. 17]. Takoit mogxon
no3Bonuia Mapkcy, BO-IIEPBBIX, Pa3IMYUTh HECKOJIBKO CMBICIOB IOHSA-
THSI «UJICONOTUSD (UCTOPUYECKUI HIealnu3M Kak Bepa B JIOMUHHPOBAHHE
uael B UICTOPHH, TIPOAYKTHI UIC0TI0TOB, (HYHKIIMOHAIBHBIE UICOJIOTHH) U,
BO-BTOPBIX, CO3JaTh OPUTMHAJIbHBIE 00BbSICHEHHS TOBAPHOTO (EeTUIIN3MA U
WHBIX BUAOB OOBEKTHBHBIX COLMATBHBIX MIUTIO3UH.
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Hexortoprie conmanbHbIe MpeACTaBIeHUs, 0 Mapkcy, TPUHIMAIOT
(hopMy HEMOCPEACTBEHHO «JIOKHOTO CO3HAHUS» HIIU YK€ MUCTH(DHUIIUPYIO-
X WUACOJOTHYECKUX MHTEPIPETANNNA, KOTOPBIE SBISIOTCS MPOLYKTaMHU
0Cc0o00ro C€JI0s1 UEOJIO0TOB, KOTOPHIA JTOBOJIBHO IIUPOKO TPAKTOBAJICSI UM
Y BKJIIOYAJI, HAIIpUMED, CBAIICHHUKOB M «OypiKya3HBIX YUEHBIX». Takue
MPEACTaBICHUS] MOTYT OBITh OXPaHUTEIBHBIMH, 00JIa1aTh dYPPEKTOM OT-
BJICYEHHS] BHUMAHUA OT (aKTOB OETHOCTH, SKCIUTyaTaIlH ¥ OTIYKICHHSL.
[Ipruem craryc ux He y3KO KOTHUTHBHBIM, 3TO MOTYT OBITH CBOETO poja
JIUYHOCTHBIE YCTaHOBKH. HO 3TO Bce e ompe/ieneHHbIe CoAep)KaHus co-
3HaHMS, IPOAYKTHI YEJIOBEUECKONM MBICIH. ECTh M Apyro Tvm couuaib-
HBIX WITIO3UH, KOTOPBIE HE SIBIIIOTCS B 3TOM CMBICIIE ITPOCTO CyOHEKTHB-
HBIMH TI0 CBOEH IIPUPOJIE WIIH )K€ MMPOAYKTAMHU YEIOBEUECKOTO MBIIIIJICHHS.
ITo Mapkcy, cama couualibHasi peajbHOCTh MOXKET IMPEACTaBaATh B JIOXK-
HBIX WJIH WUTIO30PHBIX GopMax, Tak 4TO WLTFO3UH MOTYT CyIIECTBOBAThH
JI0 BCSIKOTO Pa3MBIIIICHHS ¥ TEOPETU3UPOBAHUS M JAKE CONPOTUBIATHCS
TEM, KTO XOYEeT Pa3BesITh X C TOMOIIBI0 HCTHHHOM TEOpHH.

Haubonee m3BECTHBIM NPUMEPOM TAKUX WILTIO3MHA SBISETCS «TO-
BapHBIN QeTUInn3mM», paccMoTpeHHbIH Mapkcom B «Kammraney. B kamnm-
TaJUCTUYECKOM OOIIECTBE TOCIOACTBYIOT BEIIHBIE OTHOIICHUS MEXIY
monsMu. ToBapHBIA (QeTUITN3M BO3HUKAET TOTIA, KOTNA OOIIEeCTBEHHBIC
OTHOIIEHUS] MEXIY JIOAbMHU MPUHUMAIOT B WX Ia3ax (paHTaCTUYECKYIO,
WLTI030pHYI0 (opMy OTHOIIEHHH MEXIy BemamH. Mapkc pas3bsiCHSET
3TO C IOMOIIBIO AHAJIOTHH C PETUTHO3HBIM MUPOM. «371€Ch MTPOIYKTHI de-
JIOBEYECKOTO MO3Ta IMPEACTAaBIIAIOTCA CaMOCTOSTENFHBIMUA CYyIIECTBAMH,
OJJapEeHHBIMU COOCTBEHHOH XHU3HBIO, CTOSIIMMHU B ONpEAEIEHHBIX OTHO-
HIEHUAX C JIIOABMH U JpYyT ¢ ApyroM. To e camMoe MpOMCXOIUT B MHUpE
TOBAPOB C MPOAYKTaMH YEIOBEUYECKHX PYK. JTO 5 Ha3bIBAIO (DETHIIN3MOM,
KOTOPBINA MPHUCYI IPOIYKTaM TPYZa, KOJIb CKOPO OHH MPOU3BOIATCS Kak
TOBApPBI, M KOTOPBIA, CIIEA0BATENHFHO, HEOTAEINM OT TOBAPHOTO IMPOU3BO-
ctBa» [Mapke, 1960, c. 82]. ToBapsl cyTh OOBEKTHI, TPOU3BEACHHBIE IS
mpogaxu U oOMeHa. B oOrmiecTBe, 0CHOBaHHOM Ha Pa3BUTON PBIHOYHOU
9KOHOMHKE, COITHATbHBIE OTHOIIEHUS MEKAY B3aMMOCBSI3aHHBIMHU areHTa-
MU TIPOHM3BOJICTBA TPENCTAIOT KaK (YHKIIMH OTHOIECHUH 0OMeHa X Ipo-
nykToB. CaMHM 3THUM areHTaM KalluTaJIHCTUYECKOTO MPOU3BOACTBA «00-
[IECTBEHHbIE OTHOIICHHUS WX YaCTHBIX padOT KaXyTCS MMEHHO TEM, YTO
OHH TIPEJICTABIIAIOT COOO HAa caMOM Jiene, T. €. He KaK HelOCPEICTBEH-
HO OOIIECTBEHHBIMH OTHOIICHUSAMH CaMUX JIUI B UX TPyAe, a, HAIPOTHUB,
BELTHBIMU OTHOIIEHHSIMH JIUI] ¥ OOIECTBEHHBIMU OTHOIIEHISIMH BeIEii»
[Tam ke, c. 83].

DTO WILTIO3MS, IOCKOJIBKY TOBAapHl HE 00JIa/1al0T CHIION peryaupoBaTh
COLIMAJbHBIE OTHOIIEHUS MEXTy JIIOABMH ONaromapsi UX MPUPOIHBIM HITH
K€ TIOJEe3HBIM CBOICTBaM, HO TONBKO OJaromapsi WX COLUANTBHOMY Xa-
pakTepy Kak TOBapoB, KaK BeIllel, IPOM3BEACHHBIX s oOmeHa. B deo-
JATbHOM OOIIECTBE, KaK 0TMedaeT MapKc, MPOAyKThI Tpyza He 00JaaaroT
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MOOOHON CHITON, HECMOTPS Ha MX MOJIE3HOCTh, COIMMALHBIE OTHOIICHHS
3[1eCh HETIOCPEICTBEHHO MPEACTAIOT KaK OTHOIICHUS JTMYHOW 3aBHCHMO-
CTH ¥l IOAYMHEHMS, a He KaK CIEICTBUE OTHOIIEHUI MeX Ty Bemamu. B Oy-
JyTeM oOIIeCTBE TOBAPHBINA (DeTUIITN3M U IPyTHe 0OBEKTUBHBIC COIUAITE-
HBIE WIIIO3UH TaKke HcYe3HYT. «CTpoil OOIMIeCTBEHHOTO XU3HEHHOTO
mporiecca, T. €. MaTepHaIbHOTO Mpolecca MPOU3BOJCTBA, COPOCUT ¢ celst
MHCTHYECKOE€ TYMAaHHOE MOKPBHIBAJIO JIUIIb TOTNA, KOTJa OH CTAaHET Mpo-
IYKTOM CBOOOIHOTO OOIIECTBEHHOTO COIO3a JIfofel M OyneT HaXOAMThCS
IIOJT X CO3HATEIHHBIM IUTAHOMEPHBIM KOHTpoJemM» [Mapke, 1960, c. 90].
o sToro ToBapHBIH (eTHIN3M U JpyrHe TNpeBpalieHHble (OPMBI CYTh
«0OIIECTBEHHO 3HAYNMBIE, CIIEJI0BATENbHO, OOLEKTHBHBIC MBICIIUTEIILHEIC
(hopMBI 7151 MPOU3BOACTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHUH TaHHOTO HCTOPUIECKH OIIpe-
JIEJIEHHOTO OOIIECTBEHHOTO CII0CO0a MPOM3BOJCTBA — TOBAPHOTO MPOU3-
BOJICTBa» [TaM ke, c. 86]. Jlo 3TUX MOp TOBAPHBIHA (PETUIIN3M HEYCTPAHHM,
y TOBapOB €CTh KaK OBbI COIMO-TIPUPOTHBIE KaueCTBa.

OTa 00bEKTHBHOCTH WJLTIO3MH 00YyCJIOBJIEHA HE TE€M, YTO JIFOIH IPH-
JIEPIKUBAIOTCS JIOKHOM SKOHOMHUYECKOM MJIM COLMalbHOUN Teopuu. bonee
TOTO, JIa)Ke TOIBITKA BOCIIPUHSTH CYIIECTBO I B UX UCTUHHOM BHJIE C
MIOMOIIBIO a/IEKBATHOW TEOPUW HE MOXKET Pa3pyIIUTh 3TH OOBEKTUBHBIC
wmo3un. [To Mapkcy, conmanbHbIid MU, KaK 1 MUP GU3HUECKUH, MOXKET
MIOPOXKAATH BUAUMOCTH, CXOJHBIE C ONTHYECKUMH HLTIO3UsIMHU. OH cpaB-
HUBAET WJUIIO3MH, BKIIOUYECHHBIC B TOBAPHBIN (DETHIN3M U B BOCIIPHSITHE
JIEHET, ¢ BUIUMOCTRIO TOTo, uTo CoOMHIlE Bpamaercs Bokpyr 3emin. [a-
K€ eCIT MBI 3HaeM Teopuio KomepHrka, 3T0 He pa3pymaeT 3Ty WILTIO3HIO.
Pasnura B ToM, 4T0 0OBEKTUBHBIE (PU3UUECKUE MILTIO3HH 3aBUCST TOIBKO
OT KOHCTUTYIMH (PU3NYECKOTO MHpa M HAIIUX OPTaHOB YYBCTB, TOTJA KaK
COLIMAJIbHBIE WILTIO3UH 3aBUCST OT NCTOPHUUECKH CKIIAIBIBAIOIIUXCS CTPYK-
Typ obmectBa. ComtacHO Mapkcy, xKelareIbHO U BO3MOXKHO JIJIS JIIOAEH
co3maTrh OOIIECTBO, B KOTOPOM HX OTHOIIEHHUS CTaHYT MPO3PaduHBIMH,
HETOCPEACTBEHHO BOCHPUHIMAEMBIMHI KaK OHU €CTh U OYHUIIEHHBIMH OT
O0OBEKTHBHBIX COLMATBHBIX MILTIO3HH.

Kputnka ToBapHOTO (peTHUIIM3MA HE TOIBKO HE YTpaTHia aKTyalbHO-
CTH, HO JIaK€ OTKPHIBAET HOBBIH IyTh MIOHUMAaHHUS HEKOTOPHIX COBPEMEH-
HBIX TEOPHI B paMKax HUCCIICIOBAHUI HAyKU U TEXHUKU. Tak, MeTadusnka
Beieit b. Jlarypa, Aekiapupyromas HeKHii HOBbIH «O0BEKTHBH3M (DAKTOBY
[Jlatyp, 2013], oOHApyXKHBaeT HAMBHOE JOBEPHE K peaTbHOCTH PHIHOTHON
9KOHOMHKH, B paMKaxX KOTOPOW 3HAHHME OKa3bIBAETCS TOBAPOM, HO CKpbIBa-
€TCsl O JINYMHOU peanbHOCTU. MeTtofonorus MapKCOBON KPUTUKH I10-
3BOJISIET TIOHSTh, YTO OOBEKTHI COBPEMEHHON HAyKW M TEXHUKH SIBIISIOTCS
0COOBIM THIIOM COIIATIEHO CKOHCTPYHUPOBAHHOHN peaJbHOCTH.
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Mapkc Kak HCTOPMK HAYKHM M TEXHUKH

OnHuM 13 ITIaBHBIX AOCTHXEHUI Mapkca siBisieTcst pa3paboTKa Marepua-
JIMCTUYECKOTO MOHUMAaHNA UCTOpUH. OCHOBHBIE MTOJIOKEHHS 3TOM KOHLIET-
UM B IOCTAaTOYHO 1IEJIOCTHOM BHIE HaMmeueHbl yxe B «Hemenxoii nneo-
JIOTHW», a B KJIacCCHYeCcKOH (hopMyarpoBKe U3noxkeHsl Mapkcom B [Ipenu-
cJI0BHH K padore «K kpuTHke monmuTHyecKo 3koHoMum». Copsl BOKpYT
aTol KoHIennuy eme He yTuxin [Cohen, 1978; Merwumn, 2011, . 4], uto
TOBOPHT O €€ COXpaHsrowIeiics akryaapHocTH. B «Hemeuxoii uneonorumy,
HaIMCaHHON MapKcoM COBMECTHO ¢ DHTeIbCcoM, ecTh (ppa3a: «Msbl 3Ha-
€M TOJIbKO OHY-€AMHCTBEHHYIO HAayKy, HayKy uctopum» [Mapkc, 1955,
c. 16]. DTOT Te3nuc MOXKHO TO-pa3HOMY HHTEPIIPETHPOBATh, HO 3Ta (hpasza
HUMeeT NPOAOIDKEHUE, 0 KOTOPOM Hepenko 3ad0biBatoT: «lcTopuio MoxHO
paccMarpuBaTh ¢ IBYX CTOPOH, €€ MOXKHO Pa3liesIuTh Ha HCTOPUIO IPUPO-
Ibl ¥ uctopuio mofei. OnqHako 00e 3TH CTOPOHBI HEPA3PBHIBHO CBSI3aHBI;
110 TeX TOp, OKa CYLIECTBYIOT JIFOH, UCTOPHS IPUPOALI U UCTOPHSI JTIOAEH
B3aMMHO OOYCJIOBIMBAIOT APYT Apyra». JTO 03HA4aeT, YTO YHUBEPCANb-
HBIH UCTOPU3M OBUI OPraHWYHO HPHUCYI POAOHAYATIBHUKAM MapKCH3Ma.
ITomumo obuieit punocoduu uctopruu, TOUHEE, Ha €€ OCHOBE, Mapkc pasz-
pabotan psg Oonee KOHKPETHBIX MCTOPUYECKHX CIOXKETOB, B TOM YHCIIE
TEeX, KOTOPBIE OTHOCSTCS K HICTOPUU HAYKHU U TEXHUKH.

Kak ucropuk Hayku, Mapkc HpencTaeT MpekAe BCEro Kak aBTop
«Teopwuit mpubaBOYHOW CTOMMOCTHY, HATMCAHHBIX B 1861-63 IT. U o1my0-
nukoBaHHBIX B 1905—-10 rr. DT0 HE3aKOHYEHHOE MPOU3BENEHUE, B KOTO-
POM OH mpozenan 6oiplIyi0 paboTy MO ONMCAHHUIO U aHATU3Y BOJIOLUH
MPEALECTBYIOMNX TEOPUH CTOMMOCTU M KanuTana. Hapsiny ¢ onucanu-
eM MapKc CTpEeMUIICS BBISIBUTH JIOTHKY Pa3BUTUSL SKOHOMHYECKON MBICIIH
Ha OCHOBE NPUHIIMIIA €IUHCTBA UCTOPHUYECKOTO U JoTuueckoro. [pyroi
pykoBozseil naeel ast Hero ObLIa 00YCIIOBIEHHOCT YKOHOMHYECKOTO
3HAHUS CTAIUAMU PA3BUTHUS KAIIUTATHCTHYECKOTO CII0C00a MPON3BOACTRA:
noiydeonanbHoro y ¢usznokparoB, MaHydakrypHoro y A. Cmura u uH-
nycrpuansHoro y . Pukapno u JIx. Ct. Munng u ux nocienoBaTenei.
Takast paunoHanabHAs U COLMAIbHAS PEKOHCTPYKLUS Pa3BUTHS 3KOHOMU-
YECKOM MBICIM COOTHOCUTCS U C KOHLENUUEH nMpubaBoYHONH CTOMMOCTH,
npencrasieHHol B «Kamurane». Mapkc paccMarpuBai 3Ty paboTy Kak Mo-
BTOpEHHE TeopeTuueckux pasznenos «Kamurana» B «ucropuueckoi Gop-
Me» U Jake AyMaj BKIIOYUTh HCTOpPUYECKUE (ParMEeHTHI B TEOPETHUECKUE
m1aBbl «KanuTanay.

Oxkono nonoBuHbl «Teopuil» MOCBSIIEHO LHEHTPaIbHBIM Asi1 Mapkca
¢urypam Kens, Cmura u Pukapno, 3axiounTenbHbIE pa3lesibl OTBene-
HBI KPUTHKE TOcCienoBareneil Pukapno, y KOTOPBIX MPOU30LIEI IEPEX0
OT HAay4YHOH MOJUTHYECKOH 3KOHOMHHU K €€ «BYJIblapHBIM» BapUaHTaM.
«BynbrapHsie 5KOHOMHCTBI — HX HaJ0 CTPOTO OTINYATh OT S3KOHOMHUCTOB-
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HCCIIeIOBATENIeH, SIBIISIBIIUXCS TIPEIMETOM HAIlleH KPUTUKH, — QaKTHIECKU
MIEPEeBOAAT [HA SA3BIK MOJIUTUYECKON SKOHOMHH| MPEACTABICHUS, MOTHBBI
U T. 1. HAXO[AIINXCS B IUICHY Y KaUTAIUCTHYECKOTO MPOU3BOJCTBA HO-
CHUTENEH ero, MPenCTaBIeHNsI 1 MOTHUBBI, B KOTOPBIX KallUTaTHCTUYECKOE
MPOU3BOJICTBO OTpa)KaeTcs JIMIIb B CBOEH MOBEPXHOCTHOM BUIAMMOCTH»
[Mapke, 1962, c. 471]. JIro60mBITHO, YTO YBJI€YEHHOCTh Mapkca npaeeit
COLIMAJBHON JIETepMUHAIINY SKOHOMHYECKOTO 3HAHUS TPHBOANT €T0 K BBI-
BOJly O TOM, YTO MOJIUTHYECKAst SKOHOMHUSI KaK HayKa HAXOAWTCS B yHaJKe
u, 6ojee TOro, 3aKaHYMBACT CBOE cymiecTBoBaHme. «CaMoi mociemHei
(dhopmoii siBisieTcs mpodeccopckas Gopma, KoTopast Oepercs 3a A€o “Hc-
TOPUYECKH U C MyZIPOH YMEPEHHOCTHIO OTHICKUBAET Be3/le “HawmIydiee”,
MIpUYeM JJIs1 Hee He Ba)KHO, E€CIIM B PE3YNIbTaTe MOIyJaroTCsa MPOTHBOpPE-
YHsl, a BaXKHA TOJBKO MOJTHOTA OTOOPAaHHOTO. JTO — BRIXOJIAIIMBAHUE BCEX
CHUCTEM, y KOTOPBIX MOBCIONY OOJIAMBIBAIOT WX OCTPBIE YIIIBI M KOTOPHIE
MHUPHO Y>KHABAIOTCS JIPYT C APYroM B OOIIEH TeTpaau il BBIMHCOK. [1but
aTioJIOTeTUKN yMEpSIeTCs 3/1eCh yUYEHOCThI0, KOTopas OJ1aroCKIIOHHO B3H-
paeT cBepXy BHHU3 Ha NPEYBETUYEHHUS SKOHOMHUYECKHX MBICIUTENEH |
JIUIIb B Ka4eCTBE Kypbe30B BKIIIOYAET UX B CBOIO yOOTYIO pa3masHio. Tak
KaK TOZOOHOTO pona TPYABI MOSBIIAIOTCS JIUIIb TOTNA, KOTJa MOIHTHYE-
CKasi DKOHOMHS KaK HayKa y>Ke€ 3aBeplIiia CBOH IyTh, TO OHH SBJISIOTCS
BMECTE C TEM MOTHJION ITOH HayKm» [TaM xke, ¢. 528]. ITOT Te3nuc 0 KOHIIE
IIOJINTUYECKOM 3KOHOMMHM Kak Hayku Mapkc nosropsiet u B [lociecnoBuun
KO BTOpOMY HeMelkoMy u3nanuio «Kamurtama». 31ech OH OOBICHSET, 1M0-
YeMy «Hay4qHas» OyprKyasHasl MOJUTHYECKas IKOHOMUS TPHUIIJIA K CBOEMY
koHITYy B 1830-¢ IT.: «OHa MOXKET 0CTaBaThCA HAYYHOU JIMIIE A0 TeX IO,
MOKa Ki1accoBast 00pb0a HaXOAWTCSA B CKPHITOM COCTOSTHHH WJIM OOHapy-
JKUBACTCS JIMIIb B €IMHUYHBIX TPOsSBICHUIX» [Mapke, 1960, c. 14]. O6-
OCTpeHHe KJaccoBoil O0phOBI, M0 MapKcy, He TO3BOJISET COXPAHATh 00b-
€KTUBHOCTD M NPEBpAIIaeT IKOHOMHUYIECKYIO HAyKy B HICOJIOTHIO. 3/1€Ch,
ecim cMOTpeTh ¢ Touku 3penus T. KyHa, Hanumo nmpotuBopeune y Mapkca:
OeckoH(IIMKTHAS OmMHcaTebHas mpodeccopcKkas yIeHOCTh (HopMallbHasI
Hayka) ¥ 00OCTpeHHE WAEOJIOTHYEeCKOH OOphOBI (IIPU3HAHKWE AHOMAIHU
BCEphE3, KAaHYH CMEHBI [TapaIurM) He CTBIKYIOTCS IPYT C IPYTOM KaK IIpH-
3HAKH KPU3HCa IKOHOMUYECKOH HayKH.

DTOT TE3WC U C KyMYJISITHBUCTCKHUX MO3UIHMHA BBHITVISIAUT CTPAHHO, €C-
JIU UCTOPHIO JIFOO0H JOCTAaTOYHO 3HAYMMOW HAyKH OMHCHIBATH KaK MpO-
rpecc no3HaHus. Tak, HanmpuMep, U3BECTHBI HCTOPUK 3KOHOMHMUYECKOMN
Hayku M. brayr npuBoauT koHKpeTHbIE (DaKThI TSl BO3pakeHus: Mapkcy:
«Opmnako 1o cytu fena pecarwinerue 1830-X TT. mpeacTaBiseT KyIbMH-
HAllMOHHBIA IYHKT B Pa3BUTHM KJIACCHUYECKON 3KOHOMMYECKON TEOpuH,
€CJI UMETh B BHJYy OCTPOTY /1e0aTOB U 3apOXKACHNE HOBBIX HJEH; cpenu
BBIZIAIONTUXCS Pa0OT ATOTO MECATHIIECTHS MOXKHO Ha3Barh “‘JIeKkmuu o mpu-
pone nieanocT’’ (1833) Jlotina, n “Jlexkumm” (1834) Jlonrdmina, Ha KOTO-
pbie Mapkc HuUTHE HE cchiiaeTcs, a Taioke “Tlpuamumer” Ckpona (1833),
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“Ouepk o pacupenenenun OorarctBa” [[xonca (1831) u “IlpmHiumsr”
Cenmnopa (1836)» [bnayr, 1994, c. 249]. B 6onee obmiem miane «Teopun
prOaBOYHON CTOMMOCTH» Mapkca MOXHO CpaBHHTH ¢ «llcTopueit sxo-
HOMHYECKOTO aHAIN3a» — HE3aBEPIIEHHBIM TPEXTOMHBIM TPYAOM H3BECT-
Horo sKoHomucta M. Illymnerepa. Kak u Mapkc, OH Takxke CTPEMHTCS
BBISIBUTH JIOTHKY Pa3BUTHS SKOHOMHYECKON HAYKH, P 3TOM €r0 OCHOB-
Has METOAOJIOTHYECKas Uiesl — pa3rpaHudYeHre SKOHOMUYECKOTO aHaJIn3a
W TPHUCYIIETO TeM MM WHBIM YUeHBIM-DKOHOMHCTaM OOIIETO «BUICHHS
po6JeM, KOTOpOe HOCHUT IIEHHOCTHBIN, HIe0JIoTHIeCcKuit xapakTtep. C ero
TOYKH 3PEHUs], TAKOE «BUACHUE)» SABISETCSA MPEXOIIeH, TOBEPXHOCTHON
000JI0YKON JOCTHKEHUH B 00IACTH SKOHOMHYECKOTO aHaIM3a, KOTOpbhIe
AKKyMYJIUPYIOTCSI H COCTaBIISIIOT AP0 SKOHOMHYECKOW HayKH, Bce Ooiee
OTZENSAS €€ OT CHHKPETHYECKON «9KOHOMHYECKON MBICITH.

Ecnmm conmanpHO-3KOHOMUYECKHE 3HaHWE y Mapkca Hemocpen-
CTBEHHO CBSI3BIBAETCS C HJEOJIOTHMEH, TO pa3BUTHE E€CTECTBEHHBIX Ha-
YK W TEXHHKH OH TPAaKTOBaJ CyIIeCTBEHHO HHa4ye. EcTecTBO3HaHWe
OH OTHOCHJ K «CBOOOJHOMY JITyXOBHOMY ITPOHM3BOJICTBY» M IMOCTOSHHO
MMOYEPKUBAJ OTPOMHYIO POJb TEXHHYECKUX IOCTHKEHHH B TeHe3nce
W pa3BUTHU Oyp>Kya3HOTro OoOIIecTBa U B (POPMHUPOBAHUU COIHAIBHBIX
OCHOB HOBOeBpoIeiickoi Hayku. M B «Kammurane», 1 0cOOEHHO B IMOATO-
TOBUTENBHBIX PYKOMHCIX K HEMY, COACPKHUTCS ITOCTATOYHO IIEJIOCTHAsS
KOHIIETIIIHS 3TUX mporeccoB. «llopox, koMmac, KHUroneyaTaHue — TpU
BEIIMKHUX M300peTeHus, mpeaBapsionmx oypxxyasznoe obmecTtso. [Topox
B3PBIBAET HAa BO3AYX PHIIAPCTBO, KOMIIAC OTKPHIBAET MUPOBOW PHIHOK U
OCHOBBIBA€T KOJIOHMH, & KHUTOINEYaTaHWE CTAaHOBUTCA OPYIMEM IpOTe-
CTAaHTU3Ma U BOOOIIE CPEICTBOM BO3POKACHHS HAYKH, CAMBIM MOIIIHBIM
pBIYaroM sl CO3AaHMs He0OXOIMMBIX MPEANOCHIIIOK JyXOBHOTO pa3BH-
tus» [Mapke, 1973, c. 418]. B cOnmkeHnn TeOpUH U TEXHUIECKOTO Ma-
crepctBa B X VI-XVII BB. Mapkc BuJien OJIHY U3 pellaolnX NpenoChl-
JI0K OPMUPOBAHUS AKTUBHOTO KOHCTPYKTHBHO-TEXHOJIOTHYECKOTO THIIA
MMO3HAHHUA, PE3KO OTIIMYAIOLIETOCS OT CO3€PIATENIbHOTO CTHIISI aHTUIHOTO
Y CPEIHEBEKOBOTO MBIIIUIEHNA. MEeXaHNCTHYECKOE MUPOBO33PEHNE, B KO-
TOPOM OJTHOM M3 Ba)KHEHIINX Mojenei-MeTa(op BBICTYNal THTaHTCKUN
4acOBOW MEXaHW3M, SICHO YKa3bIBaJl HA €TO CBA3b C TEXHHYECKOH Mpak-
TUKOM: «Yachl MOPOXKIEHBI XYI0KECTBEHHO-PEMECIECHHBIM MPOU3BO/-
CTBOM BMECTE C YYEHOCThIO, 03HAMEHOBABIIECH COOOW 3apro OypiKyas-
HOTO 0obmecTBa. OHM JAIOT WICI0 aBTOMAara M aBTOMAaTHYECKOTO JABHIKE-
HUA, TPAMEHSIEMOT0 B Mpou3BoacTBE. Pyka 00 pyKy ¢ uX uCTOpHEl HaeT
HCTOpHUS TEOPUH PABHOMEPHOTO JBMXEHHs» [TaM jke]. B Oonee obmem
maHe Mapkce yka3plBajl Ha CTAHOBIICHHE COIMOKYIIBTYPHOTO KOHTEKCTA,
B KOTOPOM «IIPHPOJay» U PYKOTBOpPHAs «Te€XHUYECKas MPUPOAa» 00bean-
HAJIUCH B €AWHYIO CPEdy, B KOTOPOW Pa3BUTHE TEXHHUKH «BIIEPBBIE CO-
3/1aeT 7Sl €CTEeCTBEHHBIX HayK MaTepHaIbHBIE CPEICTBA UCCIIETOBAHNUA,
HaOJIIOJICHHS, SKCTICPUMEHTUPOBAHMS» [TaM xke, ¢. 556].
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AxTyanmzanuu 3Tux uaeii Mapkca B 3HaYMTEIHHON CTETIEHH CITO-
COOCTBOBaJI M3BECTHBIN JOKIIAJ COBETCKOTO MCTOpUKa Hayku b. I'eccena
«ConnanbHO-3KOHOMHYECKHE KOPHH MeXaHWKH HbproToHa», chemaHHBIN
M B 1931 r. Ha Il MexayHapomHOM KOHTpecce Mo UCTOpHH Hayku B JIoH-
nore [I'eccen, 1933]. B mem ['eccen obocHOBAN psif MACH, OTHOCSIIIHX-
Csl K TEXHHYECKUM M SKOHOMHYECKHM MPEIINOChUIKaM HOBOEBPOIEHCKOM
Haykd. B paHHMIT mepros ee pa3BUTHE HANPABISAJIOCh SKOHOMHYECKUMU
WHTEpEeCcaMH B TEXHOJIOTHSIX, KOTOphIe CIIOCOOHA ObLTa co3/1aTh Hayka. Me-
XaHMKa Kak 0a3ucHas HaydHas AMCLHUIUIMHA TOTO BPEMEHHU Pa3BUBAIACH B
COI03€ C TEXHUKOW, KOTOpast BO MHOTOM 33JlaBajia TEMaTUKy ¥ MOZENH s
Hay4dHbIX ucchenoBanuid. Kak n3BectHo, mapkcuctckuit noaxon I'eccena
BBI3BAJI LIMPOKHUM PE30HAHC U CTAJI OJHOM U3 OCHOB BayKHEHIIETO HAIIpaB-
JICHUS] ICTOPUU HAayKH — JKCTEpHAJIM3Ma. Takue M3BECTHBIE MCTOPHUKH H
¢dunocods! Hayku, kak Jx. bepuan, /x. Hunsm, P. Mepron, Ct. Tyiamus,
JIx. PaBen 1 MHOTHE Ipyrue, 0OTMEYald 3HaYUMOCTb JoKiIana I'eccena s
Pa3BUTHS SKCTEPHATUCTCKUX U MAPKCUCTCKUX UCCIIETOBAHIHA HAYKH.

[Ipobnemarnke cBA3HM HAayKH, TEXHOJIOTHU U SKOHOMHKH TTOCBAIIAETCS
HbIHE MHOXeCTBO uccienoBanuii [[opoxos, 2012]. Ceiiuac BbipabOTaHBI
Ooree yTOHYEHHbBIE HHTEPIIPETALINU B3aNMOCBSA3H HAyKH U TEXHUKH, KOTO-
pBIE€ COEOMHSIOT IKCTEPHAINCTCKUE W MHTEPHAIMCTCKUE uaen. Konedno,
lamunent, Jdexkapt, HptoTOH 1 apyrue TBOPLBI HOBOEBPOIIEHCKOM HAyKH
HEMOCPEACTBEHHO HE ObLTH WH)KEHEPAMH, U UX TEOPHUU CYIIECTBEHHO OT-
JUYAIUCH OT TEXHOJIOTHYECKHUX PEIENTOB, B KOTOPBIX 0(hOpMIISIIOCH yMe-
HUE PEMECIICHHUKOB U TEXHUKOB TOTO BpeMeHH. OHAKO X IOCTOSHHBINA
HMHTEpPEC K TEXHUYECKOH MpaKTHUKe, UCTIONb30BaHNE B TEOPETHUECKHX IT0-
CTPOCHUSIX MEXaHMYECKHIX CXeM U MojieJiel ObUIH KapJMHAIBHBIMHU yCIIO-
BHUSMH BO3HHKHOBEHHSI HOBOH (DOPMBI TIO3HAHUS MPHUPOIBI — MaTeMaTH-
3MPOBAHHOTO €CTECTBO3HAHMSA, OTIMPAIOIIETOCs Ha TOYHBIN 3KCIIEPHMEHT.

MachnsM H IICUXO0JOTHYECKasd HAYKA

Paboter Mapkca He oka3anu MOHaYady 3aMETHOTO BIIUSHUS Ha Pa3BUTHE
€BPOIEHCKON U aMEPUKAHCKOW NICUXOJIOTUH, XOTS OH, KAK OTMEYaI0Ch BbI-
1Ie, yACNsI CO3HAHUIO CYIIECTBEHHYIO POJib B cBoel Teopuu. OTnencHue
TICUXOJIOTHH OT (MIIOCO(PHH U €€ CTAHOBJICHHE KaK KOHKPETHOM HAyKH BO
BTOpOi mojoBuHe XIX 10 B paMKax €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHBIX U 3KCIIEPHU-
MEHTAJIBHBIX ycTaHOBOK: (pusuk [. dexuep u anatom O. Bebep craBuim
3aJlauy OTKPBITh CTPOTHE 3aKOoHBI ncuxodusuku, pusuk [ [enbMronbi
3aHUMAJICS «JaHHBIMH OIIYIICHUI» U pa3paboTall TEOPUIO 3PUTEIHLHOTO
BocnpusTusi, pusnonor B. Byuar ocnosan B Jleitnuure B 1879 1. mep-
BYIO B MUPE MICUXOJIOTHUECKYIO JTa00paTopuIo, U3 KOTOPOH HauajaoCh pac-
MPOCTPAHEHUE OSKCIEPUMEHTAIBHBIX IICUXOJIOTUYECKUX WCCIEI0BAHUI
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B CHIA, ®pannuto, Poccuto n apyrue crpansl [ben-/pBua, Kommmns,
2002]. TTomxox e Mapkca K CO3HAHHIO ObUT COIMANBHO-(PHIOCOPCKHM,
YTO HE COOTBETCTBOBAJIO MO3UIUSAM OCHOBATENEH M CTOPOHHUKOB DKCIIE-
PUMEHTATEHON MCUXOJIOTHH.

Takke U B pycckoil priiocopuu ¥ NMCUXOJIIOTHH TPEICOBETCKOTO Tie-
pHona He ObUIO KaKUX-JMOO CIIE/IOB BIMSHUS MapKCH3Ma B 3TOM IUIaHE,
X0Ts1 0 mpoOnemax cozHaHus Ha pyOexke XIX—XX BB. BBIXOAHMIO HEMa-
1o pabor. B myommkarusx C. TpyoOernkoro, A. Beeaerckoro, JI. Jlonaru-
Ha, H. I'pora, H. Jlocckoro, C. ®panka mo mpoOiemMaM CO3HAHHS MBI HE
BCTpETUM YyIoMUHaHUl 0 Mapkce. He uHTepecoBancsi MapKCH3MOM U
I. YennaHoB, y KOTOPOTO B «IICUXOJIOTHYECKUX CEeMUHapusax» B Kuese u
B MockBe 00y4anuch MHOTHE IICHXOJIOTH M KOTOpbIi B 1912 1. ocHOBan
pu MoCKOBCKOM yHuBepcUTeTe IICMX0IOrnuecKuil HHCTUTYT 1O BYHJI-
TOBCKOMY 00pa3ity. CTOUT OTMETUTH, YTO U OyayIine JTuAephl COBETCKOU
TICUXOJIOTHH ObUTH ajieku oT mapkcu3ma. [1.I1. bronckwii 3aHmMarncs Heo-
matonuaMoM, JI.H. Y3nanze yuuics B Jledinuure v 3aliuTyI TaM JUCCEp-
taiuio o Bi. Conosbese, C.JI. PyOunmiTeiin Takxke nsydai punocoduro
B I'epmanmn y Korena u Haropma. JI.C. BeiroTckuii B cTyaeHYecKre To-
IIbl 3aHUMAJICS JINTEpaTypoBeicHueM U (ruiocodreld ox PyKOBOJCTBOM
I0.A. AtixenBanpga u I'.I". Illrera.

Curyanus kpyTo usmenmnacs B 1920-e rr., korja 6bu1a BRIABUHYTA 3a-
Java mpeoOpa3oBaHus NCHUXOJIOTUH H IPYTUX HAyK O YeJIOBEKE Ha OCHOBE
MapKcHu3Ma. DTH MPOIECCH XOPOIIO OMUCAHBI M B HAIIEH, U B 3apyOeKHOU
nuteparype [Apomesckuii, 1994; I'paxom, 1991; Joravsky, 1989]. IlepBrie
MOTIBITKA COBMECTUTh MApKCH3M U IICUXOJIOTHIO OBLIH BEChMa TPYyObIMHU.
Tak, Ha IlepBoM BcepocCHIICKOM NICUXOHEBPOIOTHYECKOM che3nie B 1923 1.
K.H. Kopuunnos B noxmane «CoBpeMeHHast ICUXOIOTHS 1 MAPKCU3M» TIOA-
BEPr KPHUTHUKE SMITMPHYECKYIO TICHXOJIOTHIO 32 pa3rpaHUYeHUE TICHUXH-
YEeCKOTO M MaTrepHaibHOTO W BBIABHHYJI OCHOBHOHM Te3uc: «MapKcu3Mm B
KOpHE TIOPBIBAET C ATHM TyajlU3MOM JIyXa M MaTepHd, CBOAS TYXOBHOE,
IICUXU4Yeckoe K MarepuainbHoMy» [Kopumios, 1923, c. 42]. PeanbHo ke
OH TIOJIBEPCTHIBAJI CBOIO PEAKTOJIOTHIO MO MAPKCUCTCKYIO IICHXOJIOTHIO C
MTOMOIIBIO IIUTAT U3 KIACCHKOB MapKCH3Ma U MMOBEPXHOCTHBIX pacCyKie-
HUH O JHAaJeKTHKEe MaTepHualbHOTO M NCHUXWYECKOTo. Tem He MeHee 3TO
IIOMOTJIO eMy cMecTUTh YenmaHoBa ¢ mocrta aupexTtopa Ilcuxonormaecko-
IO MHCTUTYTa M OTKPBUIO OPOTY HIMPOKUM JHUCKYCCHSM O MEPEeCcTpOrKe
TICUXOJIOTHH Ha OCHOBE MapKCH3Ma.

Vxe B 1925 I. B 9THX JHMCKYCCHSIX Y4acTBOBAIM Oojee MOJOABIE M
tanaaTiuBbie JI.C. Beirorckmii u A.P. JIypus [Kopaumnos, 1925], moxe
HuM npucoenuaumnck A.H. JleoutseB u C.JI. PyOunmreitn. Oan npuHu-
MaJIli MapKCHU3M BCEphe3 U ObLIHM 00JIee NCKYIIEHBI B (PHUIOCO(HH, YTO I10-
3BOJIMJIO UM Bce 00Jiee YTOHYEHHBIM 00pa30M HCTIOIh30BaTh METOOIOT H-
yeckue uaeu Mapkca B IICUX0JIOTMYECKOM Teopuu. beccnopHbIM uaepom
B 3ToM oTHOMIeHHNH OBLT JI.C. BBITOTCKMIA, KOTOPEII pa3paboTai mporpam-

19



B.IT. PUJIATOB

My KyJIBTypHO-MCTOPHUYECKON TICHXOJIOTHH, BO MHOTOM IPEIOTIPE/ETHB-
IIyI0 JaibHEHIIee pa3BUTHE TICHXOJIOTHYECKON HaykH B cTpane. A.P. Jly-
pus Tak pa3bsSICHAET AAPO 3TOH mporpaMmbl: « OCHOBHOE ToJIokeHre BrI-
TOTCKOTO 3BYYHT IMapajiokcanbHo. OHO 3aKII04YaeTcs B CIEIyIOImeM: s
TOTO, YTOOBI OOBACHUTH CIOXKHEHIIHE (HOPMBI CO3HATENFHON KU3HU Ye-
JI0OBEeKa, HeOOXOAMMO BBIMTH 3a Mpeneisl OpraHu3Ma, UCKaTh WCTOYHHUKH
9TON CO3HATENHHON NEATENHOCTH M «KAaTerOpUaIbHOTO) TOBEACHUS HE
B TIIyOMHAX MO3ra U He B IIIyOMHAX JIyXa, @ BO BHEIIHUX YCIOBHUSX JKU3-
HU, U B MIEPBYIO OYepelb BO BHEUTHUX YCJIOBUSAX OOIIECTBEHHON >KU3HH,
B COIMAIbHO-UCTOPUUYECKUX (POPMax CyIIEeCTBOBAaHU uenoBekay [Jlypus,
1998, c. 22]. OTBeTBICHNEM ITOH MPOTPaAMMBI CTAJIN BAPUAHTHI TICUXOJI0-
THYECKOW TEOPHUHU EATENbHOCTH, KOTOphle pa3pabareiBanu A.H. JIeoHTH-
eB u C.JI. PyOunmreiin. Y HUX OCHOBOW aHAIHM3a BBICIIUX MCHXHUYECKUX
(yHKUMI BBICTYNaNM HE 3HAKW M 3HaY€HHE, KaK B KyJIBTYPHO-HCTOpUYE-
CKOM IICHXOJIOTMH, a IIPEIMETHOE, OPYIUHHOE ACUCTBHE.

3anoxkennas B paborax JI.C. Beirorckoro mporpamma, Kak W3BECTHO,
cTaJjla OCHOBHOM JUIsI TOCTIEYIONIMX padoT 11eJI0r0 Kpyra U3BECTHBIX IICH-
xoJ10roB 1 punocodos, Metoznonoros: A.B. 3anopoxkua, JI.b. DnpkoHnHA,
I1.4. I'anpnepuna, B.I1. 3undenxo, B.B. JlaBeimosa, II1. LllemxpoBuiko-
ro, O.B. Unwenkora, ®.T. Muxaitnosa, B.A. Jlekropckoro u ap. B 1960—
1970 rT. BEIIITH aHTITHHACKHE TIEpeBOABI paboT Beirorckoro u JIypuu. B pe-
1eH3uu Ha paboty Brirorckoro “Mind in Society” (1978) n3BectHsblil Qu-
nocod Hayku Ct. TynMuH Ha3Ban ee aBropa «MoIapToM B IICUXOJIOTHN
[Tymvun, 1981]. B 3amagH0# ICUXOIOTHN UACH KyJIBTYPHO-UCTOPHUIECKON
TEOPUH MPUOOPEH MIUPOKYIO M3BECTHOCTH Ojaroaaps padoram Jx. Bpy-
Hepa [bpynep, 1977], M. Koyma [Cole, 1996], P. Xappe [Harré, 2002],
. bakxépcra [bakxépcer, 2014], M. Tomacemno [Tomacemto, 2011] u ap.
B cBs13u ¢ OypHBIM pa3BUTHEM KOTHUTHBHOM HAYKH OHU COXPAHSIIOT CBOIO
aKTyaJIbHOCTH U B HAaIllM THHU U JIa)Ke TIPETepIeBaloT CBOE0OPas3HbIN peHec-
canc [Danukman, 2017].

* % %

B yuenuu Mapkca 1 B HocCJIe Iy OIEM Pa3BUTUU MAPKCU3Ma B 3HAYU-
TEJbHOU CTENEHU MEPEIJIETEHBI MOJIUTUYECKOE MUPOBO33PEHUE U OCO-
0as METOJOJIOTHS TO3HAHMS COLMAIbHBIX ABICHUH. [ mocnennen xa-
PaKTEpHBI UCCIIEIOBAHNUE COLUAIBHON PEAJIBHOCTH B €€ CUCTEMHOCTH U
JHAIEKTUYECKH IPOTUBOPEYMBOM JUHAMUKE, YyCTAHOBKA HA MaTepHUaiu-
CTUYECKUN aHaJIN3, BBIABIEHUE SKOHOMHYECKUX YCIIOBUM B IOHUMaHUH
COIIMATILHOM ABONIOIUU. DTa TEOPETUUECKAs U METOAOJIOTUYECKasl CTO-
pOHa MapKcU3Ma OKa3ajia OOJbIIOE BO3ICHCTBHE Ha Pa3BUTHE MHOTUX
WHTEPECHBIX KOHLUENUUW M MOAXOIO0B B COLMAIBHBIX U T'YMaHUTapPHBIX
Haykax. [I[puMepoM 3TOMY MOXKET CIIy’KUTh OTMEUYEHHAs BBILIE KOHLIEM-
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st JI.C. BBITOTCKOTO, KOTOPBIA OTAaBaj MPUOPUTET HMEHHO METOI0JIO-
THUHU: «...MOXXHO HCKaTh y y4WTeJeil MapKCHM3Ma HE pelleHHe BOMIpoca,
Jaxe He padouyio TUMoTe3y (ITIOTOMY YTO OHU CO3MIAI0TCS Ha IMOYBE JaH-
HOI HayKH), a METOJ ee TOCTpoeHus. S He X0uy y3HaTh Ha JAPMOBIIHH-
KY, CKPOMB TIapy LIUTAT, YTO TAKOE MCUXHKA, I XOUy HAYIUTHCS HAa BCEM
MeTtone Mapkca, Kak CTPOAT HayKy, KaK MOAONUTH K UCCIIEIOBAHUIO TICH-
XUKd... He ciaydaiiHpie BRICKa3bIBaHMS HYXHBI, 2 METOI» [BrIroTCKH,
1982, c. 421].

Uto kacaercsi MpOpOUYECKOM YacTH MapKCU3Ma, €ro MOJUTHUYECKOTO
MHPOBO33pPEHUS, TO €€ CKOpee MOXKHO OXapaKTepU30BaTh KaK UIECOIOTHIO.
XoTst caM Mapkc MOJIOKHII Hadalo KPUTHYECKOMY aHAJIU3y WICOIOTHU
KaK JIO)KHOH (pOPMBI CO3HAHMSI, IO UCTOPUUYECKONH HPOHUN MapKCU3M, 0CO-
6eHHO B (popMe MapKcH3Ma-JIGHHHI3Ma COBETCKOTO 00pasiia, CTajl BOIJIO-
[IEHUEM HJIEOJIOTHH TI0 IIPENMYIIEeCTBY. B 3TOM cBoeM KadecTBe, KaK 3TO
XOPOIIIO U3BECTHO, MAPKCUCTCKAS MEOJIOTHS ajia X0J MHOTHM JIeCTPYK-
THUBHBIM IIPOIIECCaM B OT€YE€CTBEHHOW HayKe — OT TeHETUKH JI0 BCEX COIIH-
aTbHO-TYMaHUTAPHBIX JUCHUIUIMH. JTa CTPAHMIIA TOXKE HE MOXET OBITh
BBIYEPKHYTA U3 JOITON M CIOKHON KapTUHBI Pa3BUTHA MapKCH3MA.
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Recent work on Imre Lakatos’s missing Hungarian dissertation on
the historical sociology of science sheds new light on his mature
philosophy of science. Remembered primarily as an “internalist”
defender of the autonomy of science, and a Cold Warrior in poli-
tics, commentators have mistaken his contribution as primarily a
rearguard action against the followers of Thomas Kuhn and the
“externalists” influenced by Boris Hessen. It comes as a surprise,
then, to find that he developed and retained a fully general soci-
ology of scientific knowledge, with Marxist roots that articulated
Lenin’s “inexhaustible atom.” He carried forward this emphasis on
the fallible, changing, and incomplete nature of our engagement
with the natural world by a dialectical account of how research
programs advance and recede historically. In his effort to develop
a synthesis of Popper and Kuhn, and via his engagement with Paul
Feyerabend, he continued to develop a distinctly dialectical ap-
proach to science.
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WccneposaHmne BeHrepckoit ancceptaumm Mmpe Jlakatoca no umc-
TOPUYECKOW COLMONOTMM HayKWU OTKPbIBAaEeT B HOBOM CBETe ero
3pensle naeu no punocodun Hayku. Slakatoca Yatle Bcero BCMo-
MUWHAKT KaK CTOPOHHWUKa WMHTEPHA/IM3Ma U aBTOHOMUU HaYKW.
OpHaKo KOMMEHTaTOPbI OWMBAIOTCA, PacCMaTPUBan ero BKNag, Uc-
KOYUTENbHO Kak peaKkumto Ha Tomaca KyHa 1 «aKcTepHanncTos»,
ucnbiTaBwmx BanAHne bopuca lecceHa. B aToit cBA3M 0cobeHHO
Nto6onbITHO 06HAPYXKMTb, YTO JlakaToc paspabaTbisan U noaaep-
uBan obLylo COLMONOIMIO HAYYHOTO 3HAaHWA C MAPKCUCTKUMMU
OCHOBaHUAMW U NEHUHCKON Maeei 0 «HEUCCAKAaeMOM aTome».
OH AunanekTuyecku TpaHchopmmposan naeto 06 N3MeHYUBOCTU U
HEenoNHOTe Hallero B3auMOAENCTBMA C MUPOM MPUPOAbI B TE3UC
0 PasBUTUM U UCTOPUYECKON CMEHAEMOCTU UCCNeAoBaTeIbCKUX
nporpamm. B ceoem cTpemneHun ob6beanHuTb Monnepa u KyHa
OH TaKKe pa3BMBaN OTYETNIMBO AMNANEKTUYECKUIA NOAXOA K HayKe.

Knroueeble cn106a: /1akaToc, MapKCM3M, 3KCTepHanu3m, JSleHuH,
lecceH, nccnefoBaTesibCKue MPOrpammsl, AUANEKTUKA
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Lakatos is remembered today primarily as a rearguard defender of
“internalism” in the history and philosophy of science against Kuhnian
relativism and the relativist and constructivist sociology of scientific
knowledge only then emerging in his adopted home in the United
Kingdom at the time of his death in 1974. “Internalism” in the history
of science had arisen primarily as a counter to the influence of Soviet
physicist Boris Hessen on a generation of British Marxist scientists,
following his paper, “The Socio-Economic Roots of Newton’s Principia,”
delivered on the Second International Congress of the History of Science
in London in 1931 [Shapin, 1992; Werskey, 2007, p. 418; Werskey, 1988;
Schaffer, 1984]. While Hessen’s “externalism” came to be stereotyped
as undercutting the rationality of science by exposing its social roots,
Hessen, in fact, had sought in writing the piece to defend Einstein’s
relativity from attacks in the Soviet Union very much like those that
Mendelian geneticists experienced [Graham 1985; Schaffer, 1984, p. 26].
Hessen ultimately paid the same price, executed for counterrevolutionary
crimes in 1936.

Drawing on recent work on the early Hungarian career of Lakatos,
I argue that Lakatos’ mature philosophy of science reflected its Marxist
roots most evident in papers published from his missing 1947 Hungarian
dissertation, “On the Sociology of Concept Building in the Natural
Sciences,” that similarly conjoined a thoroughly sociological account of
scientific knowledge and a dialectical account of rationality rooted in a
Lukacsian-inflected Marxism [Kadvany, 2001; Motterlini, 2002; Kampis;
Kvasz; Stoltzner, 2002; Kutrovatz, 2008; Dusek, 2015]. While engaging
the classic sociologists of knowledge, Max Scheler and Karl Mannheim,
Lakatos went beyond Mannheim’s famous strictures by applying the
approach to the exact sciences much as Ludwik Fleck did in his 1935 The
Genesis and Development of a Scientific Fact [Fleck, 1981].

Lakatos sought to a maneuver a similarly charged political context as
Hessen’s, shifting from a defender of orthodoxy to a reformer defending
free expression, following a stint in prison for his own counterrevolutionary
crimes. While he morphed into a neoconservative Cold Warrior following
his second PhD with Karl Popper at the London School of Economics,
after fleeing Hungary following the Soviet crackdown on the Hungarian
revolution, his mature philosophy of mathematics and science continued
similar themes in Popperian clothing [Kavadny, 2001; Dusek, 2015].

Lakatos’ friendship and dialogue with Paul Feyerabend illuminate this
covert continuity in Lakatos’ thought, particularly in light of their ongoing
correspondence and their cooperation in setting up their work as a synthesis
of Kuhn’s and Popper’s philosophy in Criticism and the Growth of Knowl-
edge, the outcome of the International Colloquium in the Philosophy of
Science Lakatos organized in London in 1965 [Lakatos; Musgrave, 1970].
While they had planned to write a book together that would highlight their
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differences, entitled For and Against Method, it is their similarities that
testify to a shared interest in a dialectical philosophy of science influenced
by Marxist ideas.

While they shared with Popper a rejection of the idea that a single
paradigm can or should control scientific thought, they differed with Pop-
per’s emphasis on the logic of falsification. Instead, they both thought
multiple perspectives in the history of science generated fruitful scientific
work until exhausted and new approaches came to the fore. For his part,
Feyerabend appealed to Trotsky’s concept of uneven and combined
development to underwrite his own dialectical alternative to Kuhn in
Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge, while Lakatos carried forward
themes he first discussed in the Hungarian dissertation that have their roots
in an examination of Lenin’s concept of the “inexhaustible atom” in his
Materialism and Empirio-Criticism [Feyerabend, 1970; Lakatos, 1970].

Despite Lakatos’ turn to the right politically after emigrating from
Hungary, Lakatos continued to see reason as emerging from social deter-
mination in a dialectical process emphasizing science’s changing engage-
ment with its object. Drawing on Lenin’s metaphor of the “inexhaustible
atom,” he emphasized the fallible, changing, and incomplete nature of our
engagement with the natural world [Kutrovatz, 2002]. Lenin had argued
that our best scientific representations of the natural world at any moment
were indefinitely susceptible to change, as the dialectic process of science
confounded any attempt to hold still nature’s ontology. The indivisible
atom gave way to the electron, which was equally inexhaustible as its own
fixed structure could be expected to give way as scientific investigation
proceeds [Lenin, 1948].

The result implied that a close look at the sociology of science was
necessary to understand how science developed historically, with programs
pursued while fruitful in generating new scientific work and abandoned
when exhausted. This represents a quite different interpretation than the
standard interpretation of Lenin’s “reflection theory,” arguably closer to
Marx’s own view of the historical roots of scientific work as they came to
light with the publication in 1932 of Economic and Philosophical Manu-
scripts [Lynch; Fuhrman, 1991]".

When I am active scientifically, etc. — an activity which I can seldom
perform in direct community with others — then my activity is social,
because I perform it as a man. Not only is the material of my activity given
to me as a social product (as is even the language in which the thinker is
active); my own existence is social activity and therefore that which I make
of myself, I make of myself for society being [Marx, 1975, p. 298].

' Contrast Putnam’s [1975] interpretation of Lenin’s theory, which Lakatos rejected for

its tendency to politically repress competing theories via a realist semantics [Lakatos;
Feyerabend, 1999, p. 25].
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Echoing his countryman Gyorgy Lukacs’ dialectical reading of Marx,
Lakatos developed a fully sociological account of science that emphasized
both the material determination of thought and the dialectic between social
causes and scientific representations [Lukacs, 1971; Kadvany, 2001].

As Hacking [1981, p. 129] put it in an article that anticipated the recent
interest in his “thoroughly Hegelian and somewhat Hungarian conception
of the events of modern philosophy,” Lakatos sought “to provide a theory
of objectivity without a representational theory of truth.” What makes
Lakatos’ theory “internal” is that he identifies the mechanisms behind the
growth of knowledge that are internal to a research program rather than
identifying a theory’s correspondence to an external reality [Hacking,
1981, p. 130].

The sociology of knowledge was compatible with progress because
progress was defined not by correspondence with natural kinds or a
logical structure of scientific explanation, but by success in generating
new scientific predictions and richer scientific concepts. Above all else,
progressive scientific and mathematical programs ensured their own demise
by giving rise to perspectives that reframed the value of past discoveries.
Only after a research program ceased to sustain the momentum of its
positive heuristic did it give way to a rival approach. Before that time,
alleged falsifications were ignored and only later does a new research
program redefine anomalies as part of a “crucial experiment,” “an honorific
title” applied “long after the event” [Lakatos, 1970b, p. 100].

In his philosophy of mathematics, Lakatos spoke of the value of
lemma-incorporation, whereby concepts were stretched in ways that
changed the meaning of mathematical concepts retrospectively. Kadvany
[2001, p. 48] calls lemma-incorporation “the motor force of the method
of proofs and refutations” because it generated more — and more fruitful —
work than the “monster-barring” approach that narrows the content of the
mathematical theorem to preserve the logical truth of the theorem to a
more restricted class when an exception is noted. Monster-barring tried to
maintain continuity of logical structure by banishing exceptions at the cost
of sterility, just as degenerating programs in science ultimately did.

This is why Lakatos focused on research programs rather than theories,
since it was necessary to examine a series of successively produced theories
to have any idea at all if progress was being made. In his correspondence
with Lakatos, Feyerabend distinguished between “justificationists” and
“conjecturalists,” with Lakatos and Feyerabend sharing with Popper the
status of being conjecturalists unconcerned with “proof.” In contrast
to Popper, however, they both were “historical” rather than “abstract”
conjecturalists, a classification they shared with Vico and Lenin [Lakatos;
Feyerabend, 1999, p. 216]. Feyerabend argued that few historians of science
were “as well acquainted with contemporary science as was Lenin with the
science of his time, and no one can match the philosophical intuition of
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that astounding author” [Feyerabend, 1966, p. 414]. Feyerabend developed
a defense of Bohr’s Copenhagen interpretation of quantum physics,
targeting physicist James Jeans for an insufficiently dialectical approach
that failed to take into account the relation between observer and observed.
Feyerabend’s argument echoed similar criticisms of Jeans in Lakatos’
Hungarian dissertation [Kutrovatz, 2002, p. 361-362, 354-355].

Feyerabend, for his part, argued that Lakatos’ research programs were
misleading because they ignored their permeability to outside influence,
as successive theories did not always have pure, non-hybridized lineages.
Indeed, for Feyerabend, incommensurabilty was not the obstacle to
outside criticism that it was for Kuhn, but the means for bringing about
qualitative change in scientific concepts by use of a new observation
language as an external framework that would also change the meaning of
established scientific concepts [Feyerabend, 1970]. Both shared a rejection
of Kuhn’s “elitist authoritarianism,” whereby scientific communities
had authoritative understandings of the natural world that could not be
challenged by outsiders [Lakatos; Feyerabend, 1999, p. 27-31, 95-97].
The true significance of scientific ideas in the long run of reason was not
a possession of scientists working within a paradigm, but something that
could only be seen when the owl of Minerva had spread its wings.

Since we must await its refiguring in the future movement of reason
to understand its true significance, Lakatos’ “internal” history is not a
snapshot of scientific theories or beliefs, but a retrospective reconstruction
of knowledge. The theories and facts are conventional in that they are
shaped historically by the state of society and the research programs
that make it possible. In contrast to dominant elements in contemporary
sociology of scientific knowledge [Collins, 1985], Lakatos does not see
knowledge as shared beliefs, the standard sociological alternative to
beliefs corresponding to the world. Instead, knowledge is treated as an
alienated product of scientific labor [Kutrovatz, 2002, p. 125-29; compare
Feyerabend, 1970; Bartley, 1987].

When Lakatos argued that a properly reconstructed history should
banish “real” history to the footnotes, this reflected his view that scientists’
psychological attitudes to their theories may be irrelevant to its place in a
dialectical succession of theories driven by a positive heuristic. Lakatos’
Methodology of Scientific Research Programs (MSRP) represents not
an internalism opposed to the sociological determination of thought,
but a sociology of knowledge that is dialectical in being driven by the
contradictions between existing scientific concepts and the current state
of knowledge.

It is no surprise that Lakatos was well-positioned to synthesize the
approaches of Kuhn and Popper, given that his intellectual background
in Marxist philosophy and bourgeois sociology of knowledge was strong,
where Kuhn’s was shallow and dependent upon the fortuitous discovery
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of Fleck’s book [Fuller, 2000]. Such a synthesis was prefigured already
in Lakatos’ 1947 Hungarian dissertation, as testified to by the surviving
report of one of his readers, Sdndor Karacsony. Lakatos, he reported, ar-
gued that scientific concept-building is not objective, not the alphabet of
nature, but it is a relation and a function of the prevailing social structure.
Therefore, natural science, during the course of its progress, occasionally
outgrows its proper system of concepts, as long as socialist society has not
yet reached its static rest state, at which it will force scientific concept-
building into a form more independent of time and facts [quoted in Kutro-
vatz, 2008, p. 125].

Only the arrival of socialism played the politically correct role of
Pierce’s end of inquiry?.

Key concepts in Lakatos’ mature philosophies of mathematics and
science, lemma incorporation and progressive problem-shifts, merely
carry over Lakatos’s earlier emphasis on the importance of confronting
“contradictions,” rather than evading them. The other reader of his dis-
sertation, Ott6 Varga, attributed to Lakatos the claim “that the dissolu-
tion of contradictions is made possible only when we view any scientific
statement as a creation of the society which created that science —that is,
truth is always a function of history” [Kutrovatz, 2008, p. 126; Kutrovatz
2002, p. 373].

On Lakatos’ reading, the history of Euler’s formula shows an oscilla-
tion between deductive reasoning and quasi-empirical observation of coun-
terexamples. This undercuts the idea of strict deductive necessity. Lakatos
rejected the certainty of scientific knowledge, extending Popper’s fallibilist
approach to mathematics [Lakatos, 1976]. Koetsier [1991, p. 19] argues
that for Lakatos, “nothing in mathematics is self-evident. Self-evidence in
mathematics is an illusion.” Feyerabend observed that Lakatos’ argument
“remove[d] the last Aristotelian element, the element of necessitation,
from modern science” [quoted in Bagge; Baskent, 2009, p. 19]. Lakatos’
philosophy of science likewise argued for the productive role of positive
heuristics in promoting theoretical dynamism in science despite the neglect
of anomalies by most scientists.

In Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy,
Engels pointed out that Hegel’s claim that the real is rational meant not that
anything that exists is rational, but that anything that remains necessary
within a process of historical change is rational. The real that is “rational”
is not whatever exists in the present, but a part that will end up having
played a necessary role in the whole of history. Our own static concep-

2 Lakatos cites Lukacs’ History and Class Consciousness in “Modern Physics, Modern

Society,” a surviving article incorporated into Lakatos’ missing dissertation. The dis-
sertation reader, Sandor Karacsony, tacitly invoked Lukécsian influence in noting that
the dissertation was “based on dialectic Marxism, but in its modern and not its orthodox
form” [Kutrovatz, 2002, p. 369, n. 13, 372, 374, n. 21].
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tion of what we know at a moment in time can be expected to change as
the future unfolding of our knowledge reorders the relationships of these
incomplete, static parts [Engels, 1941, p. 10].

Engels took this to be suitably paraphrased by the slogan that “all
that exists deserves to perish,” a view that when applied to scientific
epistemology implies a thoroughgoing fallibilism, denying that the
scientific realist’s vision of a complete and final classification of the natural
world could be obtained in finite time:

Truth lay now in the process of cognition itself, in the long historical
development of science, which mounts from lower to ever higher levels of
knowledge without ever reaching, by discovering so-called absolute truth,
a point at which it can proceed no further, where it would have nothing
more to do than to fold its hands and gaze with wonder at the absolute truth
to which it had attained [Engels, 1941, p. 11].

Lenin echoed this criticism of a dream of a final theory in distinguishing
dialectical materialism from metaphysical materialism:

The “essence” of things, or “substance,” is also relative; it expresses
only the degree of profundity of man’s knowledge of objects; and while
yesterday the profundity of this knowledge did not go beyond the atom,
and today does not go beyond the electron and ether, dialectical material-
ism insists on the temporary, relative, approximate character of all these
milestones in the knowledge of nature gained by the progressing science
of man. The electron is as inexhaustible as the atom, nature is infinite, but
it infinitely exists. And it is this sole categorical, this sole unconditional
recognition of nature’s existence outside the mind and perception of man
that distinguishes dialectical materialism from relativist agnosticism and
idealism [Lenin, 1948, p. 269; see Bunge, 1950].

Lakatos echoed this view in 1947, when he published a critique of
(what would later be called) intelligent design by a biologist, Vilmos
Csiszar, who had argued that cell division could not be explained in purely
materialistic terms. Drawing on Lukacs’ view of Marxism as a method
not wedded to any particular content, Lakatos defended materialism,
but rejected “vulgar materialism” which equated matter with our current
scientific conception of it. Since “[e]ach new discovery modifies our con-
cept of matter,” Lenin’s concept of real, but “inexhaustible” atoms should
be preferred over Csiszar’s belief in a “well-arranged and comforting final
explanation, which makes our existence meaningful and purposeful” [cited
in Kutrovatz, 2008, p. 359; emphasis added by Lakatos]. In the article ex-
cerpted from the dissertation, “Modern Physics, Modern Society,” Lakatos
describes “the only thesis of materialism” capable of surviving the his-
torical transformation of scientific concepts to be the “infinitely broad Le-
ninian axiom postulating an existence independent of our mind, of which
our mind reflects constantly more and more, without ever exhausting it”
[Kutrovatz, 2002, p. 359].
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Key to Lakatos’ 1947 dissertation is the idea that dialectics do not
just describe a relationship between concepts abstractly considered, but
that it shows the inherently historical dialectic within science that gives
rise to those concepts in the first place and eventually exhaust themselves
as science develops further. This Luckacsian extension of the sociology
of knowledge to science, referred to by Lakatos as “planting historicism
into natural science,” itself is directly opposed to classic internalism
[Kutrovatz, 2002, p. 359, 368], leading Lakatos to interrogate Lenin’s
metaphor of reflection:

But what should we mean by “more and more” exact reflection?
Conceptual development is not a quantitative development that renders
ever larger concentric circles of exactness. Nor is it “logical,” for conceptual
development changes logic as well. So what guarantees the “more and
more” exact system of concepts? Does the sociological sphere not penetrate
into scientific concept-building itself? [Kutrovatz, 2002, p. 368].

Based on this piece, Lakatos has to be seen as one of the forerunners
of a fully general sociology of scientific knowledge, like Ludwik Fleck,
who did not exempt the exact sciences from social determination as had
Mannheim [Bloor, 1976; but see Kaiser, 1998]. At the same time, Lakatos
focused on the contradictions unleashed as the sociological generation
of scientific ideas encountered resistance from idealist philosophies
endemic to capitalism. His example was the same as Feyerabend’s two
decades later: the transformation of our conception of matter by quantum
mechanics, an exemplification of Lenin’s inexhaustible atom, resisted by
idealist and subjective philosophies put forward by scientists working in
a capitalist society. Similarly, Lakatos argued that the drive towards inter-
national scientific cooperation, the concentration of instrumentation into
ever more centralized laboratories, and the introduction of greater planning
within scientific work, was resisted as the specific, “hermetically isolated”
national research schools reflected the same contradictions driving conflict
between nations under capitalism [Kutrovatz, 2002, pp. 367—68]. Lakatos’
notion of a dialectically-based fallibilism in science and mathematics
remained central to Lakatos’ thinking throughout his career. Lakatos’ ma-
ture philosophy abandoned Marxism but continued this early belief that
the dialectical method “unmasks the seemingly unchanging and eternal
things as historical categories revealing their birth, flourishing, and de-
mise” [Kutrovatz, 2008, p. 117].
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WHAT DO THE MARXIST “DIALECTICS
OF COGNITION” AND LAKATOS’S “SOPHISTICATED
FALSIFICATIONISM” HAVE IN COMMON?

Vladimir N. Porus — DSc in The article shows that Marxist dialectics and the social
Philosophy, professor. philosophy of science, whose influence was obvious in Imre
National Reserch University — Lakatos’s early philosophical experiments, underwent substantial
Higher School of Economics reinterpretation during the mature period of his creative
(Moscow); activity. Being implicit heuristic sources of his “sophisticated
e-mail:vporus@rambler.ru falsificationism” or methodology of scientific research programs,

they take on a conceptual form in which they lose the “excess” of
authentic contents. Therefore, the philosophical views of “mature
Lakatos” may be called close to the Marxist philosophy of science
only with many important reservations and specifications.
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Yo OBLUErO MEXAY MAPKCUCTCKOM
«AUANIEKTUKO NO3HAHUA» U «YTOHYEHHbIM
OA/IbCUPUKALUOHU3IMOM» JIAKATOCA?

MNopyc Bnagumunp HataHo- B cTaTbe NoKasaHo, 4TO MapKCMCTCKaA ANANEKTMKa 1 coLManbHan
BUY — IOKTOP dUNOCODCKUX dunocoduna Hayku, BAUAHWUE KOTOPbIX OYEBUAHO B PaHHUX duno-
HayK, OpAMHApPHbIN npodec- codckmx onbiTax Mmpe Jlakatoca, B 3peflom nepuoae ero TBop-
cop. 4yecTBa NPeTEpPneBatoT 3HAYMTENIbHOE NepeocmblcieHne. byayun
HaumoHanbHbIN nccneposa- HEABHbIMU 3BPUCTUYECKMMU WCTOYHUKAMU €ro «yTOHYEHHOro
TeNbCKUI yHUBEpCUTET «Bbic- banbcndUKaLMOHM3Ma» UAN METOLONOMMU HAYYHbIX UCCNefO0Ba-
LUIas LUIKO/A SKOHOMMKM Y. TeNIbCKMX NPOrpamm, oHM 061eKatoTcA B TaKyt0 NOHATUIiHYIO $op-
105066, r. Mocksa, Ctapas My, B KOTOPOI yTPauMBatoT «M3DObITOK» ayTEHTUYHOrO COAEpPHKa-
BacmaHHas yn., 4. 21/4; HuA. Moatomy dunocodckme B3mAabl «3penoro Slakatoca» Mok-
e-mail: vnporus@hse.ru HO Ha3BaTb 6AM3KUMM K MapKCUCTCKOM drnocodmm HayKu TONbKO

CO MHOTMMU Ba*XHbIMU OrOBOPKamun U yTOYHEHUAMU.

Knroueeole cnosa: MapKc, AWaneKTUKa, Jlakatoc, «yTOHYEHHbIN
banbcOUKALMOHN3M», «UCTOPULM3MY», HAyKa, UCTOPUA HAYKM,
«Hay4YHasA PaLMOHaNIbHOCTbY

1. Lakatos began his philosophical career in Hungary when it was a satellite
of the Soviet Union and the ruling (or claiming to rule) philosophical “para-
digm” was Marxism—Leninism. Thanks to G. Lukécs and the like thinkers,
Marxism, no doubt, affected Lakatos. Researchers have long ago noted
this influence on the formation of his philosophical intentions, expressed,
primarily, in the lost dissertation “On the Sociology of Concept Building
in the Natural Sciences™'. Later, when Lakatos, fleecing from repressions,

' In addition to the works specified in W. Lynch’s article, let us also name [Ropolyi, 2002;

Kvasz, 2002], and V. A. Bazhanov’s series of studies [Bazhanov, 2008; Bazhanov,
2009a; Bazhanov, 2009b, Bazhanov, 2009¢].
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had to emigrate from Hungary and settled down at the London School
of Economics, his commitment to Marxism in the philosophy of science
yielded to sympathy with “critical rationalism” of K. Popper, whose ideas
Lakatos developed creatively into the methodological concept of scientific
research programs.

Some researchers, to whom, as I understand, Prof. W. Lynch belongs,
think that an inseparable, although latent, “disguised” relationship exists
between these two stages of Lakatos’s creative evolution. The “Marxist
roots” that fostered his interest in the history of science, which, as he put it,
should be the “touchstone” of any relevant philosophy of science, allegedly
did not wither even in London. These roots are the dialectics of cognition
as a historical process of resolving contradictions and the consideration of
this process in the social context, which predetermines both progressive and
regressive trends in development. What sprouted from these roots conflicted
with the positivistic philosophy of science but partly resonated with the
ideas of “critical rationalists”, who lacked sympathies with dialectics and
“historicism.” This created a “stress field” between Lakatos and “Popperians”
in which the concept of “sophisticated falsificationism” did arise.

To what extent was this stress supported by the Marxist views of
young Lakatos? W. Lynch holds that “Lakatos’ notion of a dialectically-
based fallibilism in science and mathematics remained central to Lakatos’
thinking throughout his career”, and V. A. Bazhanov concluded that the
dialectical foundations of Lakatos’s creative activity made him “a Trojan
Horse in relation not only to postpositivism but also to the entire Anglo-
American philosophy if we especially consider his merits in disseminating
the historical method in the field of the philosophy of science in the West”
[Bazhanov, 2008, p. 157]. From the account of M. Motterlini, who pub-
lished correspondence between Feyerabend and Lakatos, the “method-
ological anarchist” P. Feyerabend ironically called Lakatos “a big bastard,
a Pop-Hegelian philosopher born from a Popperian father and an Hegelian
mother” [Motterlini, 2002, p. 23].

Allow me to specify my view on this problem. No doubt, the relict
sympathies with Marxism also showed up in the mature period of Lakatos’s
creative work. However, being heuristic stimuli for the construction of his
philosophical-methodological concept, they, as the concept developed,
changed their contents so that they could be called Marxist only by a
stretch of imagination.

In due time I called I. Lakatos the “Knight Ratio” [Porus, 1995]. He
knightly served the ideal of rationalism, always calling out those who
questioned or gave up on this ideal. In the beginning of his road, he served
dialectical rationalism.

There is no reality more rational than the world of mathematical objects
and judgments about them. This dates back to ancient Pythagoreans and
was articulated by Galileo: “The book of nature is written in mathematical
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language”. Leibniz and Newton discovered a new horizon of applying
mathematics to the adequate description of mechanical phenomena. The
unification of mathematical modeling with the principles of empiricism
underlay scientific rationality. However, as for mathematical research
proper, where is its rationality?

Answering this question, Lakatos tried to combine the ideas of
dialectics with the methodology of “critical rationalism”. In line with it,
the principle of rational research is the criticism of scientific judgments,
from empirical statements to the basics of scientific theories. Lakatos saw
a methodological prompt in dialectics: if mathematics is a science, then a
mathematical study is subordinated to the principle of rational criticism,
just like empirical natural science. Thereby he understood dialectics as a
general theory of rational criticism.

In his doctoral dissertation [ Lakatos, 1976], he showed that mathematical
knowledge develops during the search for hypotheses and refutations and, in
this sense, does not differ from similar processes in natural science. Can this
process be called dialectical? It depends on what is understood by dialectics.
K. Popper called to be careful with dialectics: the dialectical triad “thesis—
antithesis—synthesis” has a methodological sense, because, in his opinion, it
adds some valuable aspects to the method of trial and error, but the statement
that contradictions reveal some truth leads to confusion and delusions
[Popper, 1940]. Lakatos hearkened to this call.

His methodology of scientific research programs developed those
“valuable aspects” by which the advancement of new hypotheses differed
from the sorting of “samples”. This concerned the strategy of scientific
research, guided by a single principle: science develops, increasing the
empirical contents of its theories, expanding and deepening the sphere of
phenomena explained by them. Everything that facilitates this strategy
is included into it, and everything that hinders it is rejected. Therefore,
revealing a contradiction (finding a counterexample) does not entail escape
from a good working research program but symptomizes the necessity to
improve it for successful competition with other programs. If this task is
not fulfilled, the program drops out of competition.

Dialectical logic, dating to Hegel and materialistically construed by
Marx, considers a contradiction into which cognition runs as a necessary
consequence that any specific form of cognizable reality develops through
the origin and subsequent resolution of'its inherent contradiction. Therefore,
it is also objective, i.e., a logically correct expression of reality: the logic of
thinking follows the development of reality.

Lakatos leaves this very substantial characteristic of the dialectics of
Hegel and Marx off the stage, on which the action of his methodological
concept unfolds. V. A. Bazhanov saw in this the “masking” of the dialectical
basis, which allegedly supported this concept: “such maskings are typical
of the style of reasoning of Lakatos as a scientist and political emigre, who
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had to work in an environment that considered Marxist—Leninistideas alien”
[Bazhanov, 2009, p. 175]. This assumption is appropriate in a biographical
study, where one has to find out the hidden motives and backgrounds of
real actions. However, I would prefer to stay on the ground of comparative
analysis of ideas, explicitly expressed in the texts of philosophers.

Lakatos’s concept, like any other “theory of scientific rationality”,
risks to turn into a pure scheme of abstract “rationing” of a scientific study.
Realizing this risk, he stepped decisively toward the history of science.
W. Lynch sees the effect of G. Lukacs’s Marxist social philosophy in this
step, which is a debatable hypothesis. In any case, it is clear that this step
was an inevitable consequence of the main principle of his methodology.
If the development of science happens in competition between scientific
research programs, it is necessary to reveal the actual factors of this
rivalry, which influence the choice of theories and methods, the processes
of acknowledging or rejecting these or those basic ideas, and so on. It is
clear that among these factors — in the real history of science — are not
only those that correspond to the philosophical-methodological “theory of
rationality” but also those that are generated by the sociocultural context.
Hence is the difference between the “inner” and “outer” history of science.
The former is subject to philosophical reconstruction (through the “theory
of rationality”), and the latter is the responsibility of historians of science
and culture. “A methodologist must treat the history of science not as a
limitless reservoir of various forms and types of rationality but as a tamer
who makes a beautiful but wild animal perform his commands; in addition,
the spectator must have the illusion that the performance of commands
reflects in the best possible way the natural essence of this animal” [Porus,
2008, p. 20].

The movement of the philosophy of science toward the history of
science is risky in the following very important sense. Is it possible for
them to close in so that the methodologist would have to acknowledge the
historical variability of the criteria of scientific rationality? For example,
to acknowledge “fallibilism” a self-usable principle? In other words, to
dip the “theory of scientific rationality” into a sociocultural context and
acknowledge its dependence on this context?

These questions can be generalized: to what boundaries can the historical
method spread over the sphere of methodological analysis of science? Or:
what significant changes in this sphere can its “historization” bring?

Lakatos —the Knight Ratio — did not cross his line of acceptable risk. He
could not accommodate the claims of “historicists” (T. Kuhn, St. Toulmin,
and others), which led to the “dissolution” of scientific rationality in
contextualism and relativism. This left Toulmin perplexed and unable to
understand why Lakatos considered him an antirationalist and relativist:
“Far from the concern with praxis implying a species of ‘anti-rationalism’
in the philosophy of science, it represents a necessary middle way, by
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which we can properly defend the claims of ‘rationality’ against both the
narrowness of formal logicians and mathematicians, from which Lakatos
was not finally exempt, and the exaggerations of relativist historians, such
as the early Thomas Kuhn” [Toulmin, 1976, p. 668]. However, one thing
is to state that the “middle way” exists, and the other is to walk it. Lakatos
did not venture to do this.

The very existence of this way is an open problem, which I cannot
discuss here. Can the establishment of “Marxist roots” of Lakatos’s
philosophical-methodological concept throw the illuminating light on this
problem or, at least, become its heuristics? I doubt it. I think that it is
important to see deep-lying conceptual differences under the surface of
terminological similarities. However, similarities are also important and
interesting for a historian of philosophy.
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The confrontation between the methodological and the sociological ac-
counts of knowledge had essentially been reproducing the whole agen-
da of the science studies since the last third of the 20th century. The
core question of this confrontation, the controversy of the cognitive
and the social, keeps its topicality till now and inspires discussions
between the proponents of foundationalism and relativism, realism and
constructivism. The dead end of these discussions becomes more and
more evident with the time but the resolution of the inherent oppositions
goes hardly further the claim for their complementarity. The cognitive
and the social, the logical and the historical are allegedly complementary
to each other. The logic, methodology and philosophy of science, on
the one hand, and the history and sociology of science and scientific
knowledge, on the other hand, should merely follow the division of
labor and peacefully collaborate with each other within the framework of
STS [Mamchur, 2010]. But the social inherently includes the cognitive
(as the ideal, possible schemes of activity and communication), and
the cognitive (as different from the individual mental events) exists
solely in a form of the social objectivizations — semiotic systems,
tools, institutes, artifacts. This illusionary “division of labor” produces
therefore no fruitful collaboration. Moreover, it turns into a kind of the
cognitive disorder, an inescapable dualism. It appears as a framework,
where the social settings become something virtual, unreal and the reality
of knowledge and consciousness exists solely in the “monads without
windows” — the individual human brains. Surprisingly the content of
the brains reflects within the framework an independent reality and thus
represents knowledge as transcending the individual.

The paper by William Lynch incorporates well in this context and
adds new evidence for revisiting the abovementioned controversies. The
main idea of the paper rests on a provocative historical discovery referring
to the witnesses of the missing dissertation by Imre Lakatos written in
Hungary before his emigration. Lynch argues that this dissertation reveals
unexpected Marxist roots. This allows tracing and taking seriously some of
Marxist epistemological ideas relevant for the contemporary discussions.
There are ideas of a historical dialectics common for the social and natural
sciences, and the idea of social ladeness of the scientific knowledge.
Moreover, in contrast to the renowned presentations of Lakatos as a
devoted “internalist”, Lynch discovers and endorses another Lakatos — an
early proponent of the sociology of the scientific knowledge that bears
some similar features with Boris Hessen’s externalism [Hessen, 1931].
Given my understanding of Lynch’s paper is correct, than the purpose of
my comments will be to follow further the line of the argument and to draw
some consequences for the tension between the history and the philosophy
of science, and between the methodological and the sociological approach
to the scientific knowledge.
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Surprisingly enough, Lakatos had started his scholarly curriculum
with the sociology of scientific knowledge. However, this looks not so
odd if one recalls the value of the Neo-Marxist approaches for the Eastern
Europe in the first half of the 20™ century and the role of D. Lukacs for
Hungary in particular. Donald Gillies, Lakatos’ PhD student at Cambridge,
testifies that in Lakatos” works there were clear signs of the influence of
the philosophies, which he had studied in Hungary, namely Marxism and
Hegelianism [Gillies, 2011].There are also reports about the role played
by Lakatos himself in the Marxist restructuring of the higher education in
Hungary [Larvor, 2000]. It might seem unnatural for him to having accepted
later the falsificationist platform for transforming the methodological
analysis of science. But Lakatos seems to be disappointed enough with
his personal practice in managing education in Hungary a 1la Bukharin
to undertake a shift from Marxism to Popperianism. Besides, taking into
account the especially strong anti-communist attitude in the Anglo-Saxon
world to those times, a freshman-immigrant could hardly escape joining
the camp of the Cold War warriors. His further friendship with Feyerabend,
another Popper’s pupil, the fellow immigrant from the former Austro-
Hungarian Empire and the proponent of an unbounded cultural pluralism
appears natural as well under the closer look. Feyerabend’s provocative
leftism that distracted from him the philosophy of science’s establishment
was in fact a logical extension of the critical rationalism applied in a
reflexive manner upon itself. The devoted rationalist must be sensitive to
criticism not merely declaring the significance of the “bold conjectures and
refutations” for science but also performing self-criticism. Thus Lakatos
developed in details the methodological analysis of knowledge to a degree,
where it ceases to prescript norms and deals more with the description of
the scientific practice. And here he revisits the concept of the “external
history of science”.

The historians of science proceed to a great extent from R. Merton’s so-
ciological ideas and H. Reichenbach’s division of the contexts of discovery
and justification. According to Merton, there should be clear demarcation
between the scientific knowledge and the social institution of science that
are the subject matter of the methodological and sociological analysis of
science respectively. According to Reichenbach, the difference must be
drawn between the behavior of the scientists, their activity in producing
knowledge and the objectivization of the activity, its “product”. The former
belongs to the subject matter of the psychology of creativity while the
latter — to the sphere of the logico-methodological analysis. The histori-
ans of science with the exception of Marxist school (B. Hessen, J. Bernal,
J. Needham, E. Zilsel) focused mostly on the drawing the succession of the
scientific ideas. But once they moved deeper in the history, they could not
help addressing either unintentionally or occasionally to the biographical,
cultural and social contexts of science (an example of A. Koyré is typi-
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cal). The “refined faslcificationism”, in Lakatos’s terminology, intends to
replace the external norms imposed by a dominant ideology and social
planning with the internal norms of scientific rationality. But Lakatos while
elaborating the highly detailed rational norms and criteria for the progress/
degeneration of research programs comes pretty close to a descriptive
sociology of the scientific knowledge. Thereby the clear-cut boundary
between the sociological (external) and the methodological (internal)
resides into the framework of science itself, when earlier it demarcated the
science and the non-science.

So the boundary between the internal and the external history of science,
the methodological and sociological approach to scientific knowledge turns
out to be relative and conventional. As Lakatos put it, “Neither can those
who adopt the methodology of scientific research programmes explain a
theory’s acceptance or its rejection without adducing further psychological
hypotheses. Appraisal alone does not logically imply acceptance or
rejection. But the adduced psychological auxiliary hypotheses will vary
according to the normative theory of appraisal; and this is the rationale
of my relativization of the internal/external distinction to methodology”
[Lakatos, 1978, p. 190]. Let the normative theory of appraisal be a part of
the Popperian “third world”; it means that it is neither psychological nor
physical. Hence it is an element of scientific culture and sociality, which is
also historical. The internal/external controversy is rooted in culture, and
they turn into one another, when a researcher goes deeper into the detailed
historical reconstruction. Realism and constructivism, the normative and
the descriptive change their places as well.

And here it is worth recalling another Marx’s achievement — the criti-
cism of the commodity fetishism. It is especially topical in terms of the
current fascination with the appeal “Things strike back”, which reminds
of Husserl’s “Zuriick zu der Sache selbst” but in fact represents the so
called ontological turn and in particular the Latourian metaphysics of
things [Latour, 2000]. Latour, declaring an allegedly «fact-objectivism»
tacitly propagates a naive trust in the reality of the market economy,
within which knowledge exists as a commodity though hides under the
mask of the independent reality. The Marxist critical methodology allows
understanding the objects of the modern science and technology as a
particular type of the socially construed reality. Therefore they largely
contain ideas, intentions, attitudes, plans and projects and represent to a
higher degree the very social agent that Latour pretends to eliminate. Do
then things really matter speaking of them independently of the mind and
society? Is the underlining fact-objectivism sounder than a naive faith in
the reality outside knowledge and practice? Marx’s critique serves here
as a demythologization of the illusions that appear due to the dogmatic
reification of the scientific theories. The market economy turns every
outcome of the human activity into a commodity product though the content
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of many cultural artifacts cannot be assessed in terms of their market price.
Like the ancient King Midas’ touch transmuted everything into gold, so
science transforms everything it deals with into its objects. This “objective
illusion” of the modern world gives birth to the idea of ontology as the
mind- and society independent picture of reality [Kasavin, 2015], which
knowledge must correspond to. But this is no more than a requirement for
the coherence between the previous scientific theories reached the level
of reification and the frontline scientific knowledge. Thus the naive or
metaphysical realism serves as the counter-productive strategy blocking
the growth of science.

In contrast to this, the recognition of the permanent dynamic connec-
tion of science and society allows understanding the ontologies as rela-
tive as the scientific theories. The fallibilist thesis and the dependence of
knowledge upon the conceptual framework does not, unlike realism, lead
to the dead end, because it contains an idea of a productive codependence
of knowledge and sociality. Yet it is necessary to abandon the dogmatic
Marxist ideas about communism as the end of the previous history and
the negative treatment of an elementary social development. This is
a minimum condition allowing an infinite development of scientific
knowledge, technology, and the social relations. Lakatos’s case shows that
the meaning of his methodology of scientific research programmes is not
limited to what he himself described as “refined falsificationism”. His ideas
provide additional arguments against metaphysical realism in favor of the
integration of the social and cultural factors in the development of science.
Lakatos’s methodology proves compatibility with the methodology
of Boris Hessen and the sociology of scientific knowledge. The similar
non-orthodox Marxist theory of science had been partly implemented
In Russian science studies at the end of the twentieth century [Kasavin,
1993]. Lynch’s analysis reminds me of later Wittgenstein’s hidden sympa-
thy for Marxism and outlines a kind of “trading zone” (P. Galison) for the
analytical and post-Marxist science studies.
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The article by Prof. W. Lynch “Imre Lakatos and the Inexhaustible
Atom: The Hidden Marxist Roots of History and Philosophy of
Science” focuses on the relationship between the Hungarian
period of Lakatos and his subsequent ideas in the field of
philosophy of science. The former were prety clearly of Marxist
nature, especially the missing 1947 Hungarian dissertation “On
the Sociology of Concept Building in the Natural Sciences”. The
latter are observed in relation to the works of Karl Popper, Paul
Feyerabend, Thomas Kuhn and their studies of the development
of scientific knowledge. Here, historiographic facticity explores
not only sanity of modern philosophers of science and their
unambiguous impression of Lakatos as internalist, reacting to
the B. Hessen’s externalism and the T. Kuhn's relativism. Drawing
on the origins of the modern research of science, Prof. Lync h
encourages the rethinking its current Issues. In turn, | would like
to briefly outline two complementary topical issues, which are
implicitly presented in the Lynch’s article. They receive a new
stimulus for development thank to the ideas given in his work.
Noteworthy, discovering Marxist origins is of important matter not
only for the contemporary sociology of science but also for the
historical epistemology.

Keywords: Marxism, scientific representations, relativism,
historical epistemology
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The problem of scientific representations and elaboration of the terms
“internalism — externalism”.

Scientific knowledge as a representation of scientific activity is con-
nected to both the world existing independently of us, and social structures,
which define how the knowledge of this world is constructed. Thus “external”
can characterize both the society and its contradictions, which cause the
appearance of scientific representations, as well as the represented reality
itself. Accentuating one or another side forms either the position of social
constructivism or vulgar materialism. In the latter case, a single representation
overshadows the reality!. Prof. Lynch emphasizes that Lakatos considered
“both the material determination of thought and the dialectic between social
causes and scientific representations”. Lynch also quotes I. Hacking, who
contends that “Lakatos sought ‘to provide a theory of objectivity without
a representational theory of truth’?. Therefore, the specified duality of the
basis problematizes the concept of scientific representations. These two parts
of the duality are: firstly, the material side of the reflected subject; secondly,
the structures of society, which define the actor of cognition. Various Marxist
viewpoints which put emphasis either on reflection of reality or the process of
its social construction, can both contribute to the current debate on the status
of representation in science. In Marxism, partly followed by Lakatos, the
fallibility, the changing process of disclosure of reality and the recognition
of the inexhaustibility of reality itself discredit any attempts to follow a
single ultimate description of reality. Similar attitude towards reality as an
undefined characterizes contemporary historical epistemology. Investigating
objects of the research at the stage of discovery, H. J. Reinberger calls
them epistemic things. Such things present themselves in a “characteristic,
irreducible vagueness. This vagueness is inevitable because, paradoxically,
epistemic things embody what one does not yet know” [Reinberger, 1997,
p. 28]. In the case of epistemic things, there is no priory relation between
concept and its referent, reality is necessarily conceived as indefinite and
inexhaustible. When Marxist ideas, mentioned by Lynch, complement these
ideas, inexhaustibility as a feature of reality not only manifests itself at the
stage of discovery but accompanies the development of science, serves as
the condition of this development.

U Prof. Lynch emphasizes that vulgar materialism, unlike Marxism and fallibilism,

equates reality (matter) to our current scientific conception of it. For the discussions
about to the status of representations in sciences, see [Coopman, 2014].

The production of knowledge, resulted in its alienation, rather than the reflection of
reality and its representation as a socially distributing believe, serves for the description
of scientific activity. For the production of scientific knowledge in this context see i.e.
the ideas of Russian philosopher M.A. Rozov: “Cognition is not the reflection but, first
of all, the construction, the construction of new types of activity, which is real or at
the level of thought experiments <...> The term ‘reflection’ has another meaning here:
reflection as description of activity that we create in co-authorship with the world”
[Rozov, 2012, p. 123].
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The problem of relativism in science.

W. Lynch mentions a well-known connection between Lakatos and
Feyerabend and their shared interest towards dialectical philosophy of
science influenced by Marxist ideas. Away from Marxist connotations,
the idea of proliferation of scientific theories or multiple scientific
perspectives [Lakatos, 1978, p. 29] can be construed as judgmental
relativism, which proclaims equal legitimacy of different descriptions
of reality’. Conversely, considering Marxist roots of these ideas, the
preservation of different theories and the recognition of different
approaches can be interpreted as a cause of the competition between
them, a struggle, which supports the development of science. Hence,
for a reason Feyerabend, as Lynch notes, criticizes the insufficient
permeability for critics from the outside of the successful methodological
program of Lakatos, betraying the position of fallibilism. Impossibility
for the mutual criticism of Kuhn’s incommensurable paradigms but not
the incommensurabilty of co-existing approaches, capable of enriching
each other in the course of critical discussions, creates the danger of
relativism. The dominance of a single scientific paradigm, its closeness
to critic in this respect can be interpreted as ideological and supporting
disparities of intellectual power*. The legitimization of scientific theory
competition protects from judgmental relativism and underscores the
idea of inexhaustible reality that transcends any description’. Similarly,
according to Lakatos, “the real history of science is always richer than
its rational reconstruction”. This is why for mature Lakatos preservation
of various approaches to reconstruction and the continued competition
between them is necessary. And his work “History of Science and Its
Rational Reconstructions” serves this purpose.

In conclusion, I would like to highlight two more lessons which we
learn from the appeal to the Marxist thought. First lesson is the importance
of the normative sometimes neglected by the contemporary social and
historical studies of science, when they insist on the descriptive nature
of their own research strategies. The normative considerations mean here
the determination of the bases of one’s own position, distinguishing and
limiting it from the others. Secondly, the reference to these origins reveals
the intersections between various scientific studies, and therefore serves as
a condition for their possible constructive interaction.

3 On the difference between epistemic and judgment relativism see [Lynch, Fuhrman,

1991, p. 236].

On the relation between concept of ideology and the analysis of scientific knowledge
see [Lynch, 1994]. One historical example of competition between different descrip-
tions of scientific objects ones can find in the article of B. Latour [Latour, 1999].

That is why contemporary sciences studies emphasize the importance of communica-
tion between different approaches in the evaluation and production of knowledge and
the participation in these processes of various actors, including not professionals, inter-
ested outsiders. [Kasavin, 2017; Lynch, Fuhrman, 1991, p. 244-245].
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This paper comments on some problems accentuated in William
T. Lynch’s work on the Marxist roots of Imre Lakatos’ history and
philosophy of science. This is quite a significant and still debatable
issue relating to the adequate interpretations of Imre Lakatos’
complete intellectual growth. Accordingly, any further exploration
of the “deep structures” of his conceptual background may help
gain a better understanding of his legacy. In this comment, | make
a brief review of the studies on the pre-English roots of Lakatos’
theoretical schemes.
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B AaHHOM KOMMeHTapuu npeanpuHUMaeTca MOonbITKa paccmo-
TPEHWA HEKOTOpbIX NPo6aem, 3aTPOHYTbIX B cTaTbe Y.T. J/IuHYa O
BIMAHUM MAPKCM3Ma Ha UCTOpUIO U dunocodpuio Haykn Umpe Na-
KaToca. ITo BECbMa Cepbe3HbIi 1 A0 CUX NOP AUCKYCCUOHHBIN BO-
npoc, ocBelLeHne KoToporo cnocobcTBoBano 6bl 6onee ageksat-
HOW WHTepnpeTauuMu UHTeNNeKTyanbHoON Buorpadum JlakaToca.
MNpeacTaBnseTcsa, YTo AanbHenlne WUCCNefoBaHUA «IAYBUHHbIX
CTPYKTYp» €ro TBOpPYecTBa NO3BOAAT NPUITU K 6onee 06beKTUB-
HOMY NOHUMAHUIO ero Hacnegua. B AaHHOM KOMMEHTapuu npea-
NPUYHUMAeTCA KpaTkuii 063op paboT no npobneme BAUAHUA Ha
MUpPOBO33peHMe JTakaToca PasIMUHbIX MbicauTenei n ¢unocod-
CKMX HanpasneHui.

Kntouessolie cnosa: impe JlakaToc, MapKCM3M, BEHIrepCKan 3Bpu-
CTUKa, NPAKTUKa

William T. Lynch’s article tackles quite a significant and still debatable is-
sue relating to the adequate interpretations of Imre Lakatos’ ideas in view
of his complete intellectual growth. As a scholar, Lakatos has had immense
influence on the philosophy of science and a visible impact on some other
research areas. According to Google Scholar, by the 25th of January 2015,
that is, twenty-five days into the new year, thirty-three papers cited him,
which is over one paper per day [Musgrave, 2016]. More than half of these
publications are from non-philosophical disciplines, such as educational
theory, international relations, informatics, clinical psychology, social
economics, mathematics, etc.

*  Crarbst moaroToBneHa npu momiepxkke PH®, mpoekr No 18-18-00238 «Herym-
0OJIBTOBCKHE 30HBI OOMEHA: HIesl ¥ IPOCKT HOBOW HayYHOU HHAPACTPYKTYPBD).
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As is known, Lakatos gained prominence, foremost, as a follow-
er and critic of Karl Popper. In the meantime, scholars have uncovered
other philosophical and scientific sources that might have had influenced
his reasoning. In recent decades the Marxist inheritance of Lakatos’ later
philosophy of mathematics and science has become the subject of studies
by a number of scholars, such as John Kadvany, Gyorgy Kampis, Laszlo
Ropolyi, etc. [For more details, see Dusek, 2015]. In Russia, this aspect of
Lakatos’ scholarship is explored to a much lesser extent — mostly by Valentin
A. Bazhanov [Bazhanov, 2008; Bazhanov, 2009] — and his evolution in
many ways remains somewhere on the periphery of Russian philosophers’
attention. In fact, Lakatos’ intellectual biography is quite thrilling. It
includes two distinctly separate “lives” referred to as the Hungarian and
the British periods. He came to the UK with partially formed viewpoints
but kept quiet about his former practices in Hungary, and in his writings
on the philosophy of science in the mid-1960s disassociated himself from
Marxism (Anglo-American philosophy of science, in general, did not
maintain any expressed sympathies for communism). Nevertheless, it
turns out that in his British works Lakatos frequently concealed the Marx-
ist-Hegelian elements of his thought, which, as V. A. Bazhanov rightly
puts it, complicates any reconstructions of the “deep structures” of his later
research [Bazhanov, 2008, p. 151].

Here, speaking of influence, we should bear in mind a complicated
character of such reconstructions, which frequently enable only plausible,
rather than strong, unconditional conclusions. Another issue to consider
includes different types of impact that might be exerted by one thinker
or philosophical trend on the others. It may be a kind of “imprinting”
when certain provisions once captivate or are even adopted by someone
but later are rejected and even forgotten; a methodological transfer from
one scientific field to another, for example, by analogy; borrowing a
conceptual toolkit and its subsequent fine-tuning to a new subject area,
etc. [Bazhanov, 2008, p. 148]. In Lakatos’ case, there is likely a variety
of such influence types.

As known, Lakatos got an orthodox Marxist education and defended
a dissertation, written in line with the Marxist tradition. In course of time,
he changed his standpoint and emigrated to Britain, where he completed a
Ph.D. dissertation and came to the London School of Economics to work
under Popper. Along with it, he kept following the new Soviet literature
on his themes and, according to V. A. Bazhanov, had quite an active
correspondence with Soviet philosophers [Bazhanov, 2009]. Nowadays, it
is becoming more evident that in Lakatos’ mature thinking, some apparently
contradictory influences have merged with Marxism as a significant one.
Furthermore, as Kampis, Kvasz and Stoelzner claim that some of his major
themes, such as the idea of research programs, are anticipated already
before his emigration, for instance, in his paper “Modern physics, modern
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society” published in Hungarian in 1947 [Kampis, Kvasz, Stoelzner, 2002,
p. xii]. Actually, Lynch’s paper gives a good coverage of the Marxist roots
of his thought.

Overall, contemporary researchers of Lakatos’ legacy refer to a num-
ber of figures and traditions as sources of his thought. Among them there
is Hegel, Marxism, Gyorgy Lukacs, as well as the Hungarian tradition of
mathematics to which Lakatos is indebted through Gydrgy Polya, Alfred
Renyi, Arpad Szabo, Laszlo6 Kalmar, etc. [Kampis, Kvasz, Stoelzner,
2002; Dusek, 2015; Motterlini, 2002, etc.]. Additionally, V. A. Bazhanov
mentions Vladimir I. Lenin and Sofya A. Yanovskaya (Lakatos studied in
Moscow for a while) [Bazhanov, 2009]. Thus, we can see a ‘synthesis’
(V. A. Bazhanov) or a ‘peculiar mix’ (M. Motterlini) of conceptual and
methodological sources. Speaking in words by V. Dusek, “Lakatos
surreptitiously used Hegelian Marxism in his works on philosophy of
science and mathematics, disguising it with the rhetoric of the Popper
school” and also “less surreptitiously incorporated, particularly in his
treatment of mathematics, work of the strong tradition of heuristics in
twentieth century Hungary” [Dusek, 2015, p. 61]. In his characteristic
manner, his friend Paul Feyerabend expressed it in a stronger way, though
without referring to Lakatos’ Hungarian influence — a ‘philosophical
bastard’: “a ‘Pop-Hegelian’ born from a Popperian father and a Hegelian
mother” [as cited in Motterlini, 2002, p. 488]. Along with it, Lakatos,
possibly, was not always aware of the fact that he had been influenced by
the above sources; consequently, an “imprinting” is also involved here (on
the other hand, such type of influence is likely to be found in any case).

Speaking of Marxism, I, however, should mention that, being an ex-
tremely influential ideology and mode of thought, it has differing interpreta-
tions among different traditions and followers, as well as their comprehen-
sion which version is authentic. Here, actually, it is not always easy to grasp
which version of Marxism was adapted by Lakatos himself. According to
Dusek, the Marxism of Lakatos shows the influence of G. Lukacs: “It was
this Lukacs, who returned from the USSR to Hungary after WWII and
exercised a direct personal influence on Lakatos” [Dusek, 2015, p. 66].
Apparently, the latter might have experienced the Marxist influence
from a variety of sources; along with it, we should significantly consider
Marxist-Leninist philosophy here. As for the principle of practice as a
major tenet of Marxism, the idea of a dynamic nature of science as activity
might have influenced Lakatos from two sources. According to V. Dusek,
both the Marxist tradition and the Hungarian heuristic tradition shared a
view that contrasted with the mainstream of Anglo-American philosophy
of science — a dynamic view of science and an emphasis on practice as
opposed to static, formal representations of scientific theories [ibid., 2015,
p. 62, 71-72]. Lakatos similarly rejected the formalist conception of the
structure of scientific theories dominant in Anglo-American philosophy
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of science in the middle of the twentieth century (for instance, Richard
Braithwaite, Lakatos” PhD advisor, depicted theories as finished formal
structures [Dusek, 2015, p. 62]).

According to Dusek, Lakatos’ use of rational reconstruction in
his account of history has a strong resemblance to that of Marx’s ac-
count of economic development as not a simple narration of history but
rather a schematic model [ibid., 2015, p. 64]. Lakatos similarly does
not claim to be simply narrating the actual history of science, but to be
presenting a “rational reconstruction” of the sequence of changes not
exactly matching the peculiarities of real happenings. In other words, as
Georgy P. Shchedrovitsky puts it, Lakatos suggests a kind of situational
logic [Shchedrovitsky, 1968, p. 154], which to some extent refers us to
the social studies of science. Actually, Lynch’s assertion that Lakatos has
to be seen as one of the forerunners of a general sociology of scientific
knowledge seems a noteworthy idea. In addition to Lynch’s arguments, we
might refer to Kalmar’s works (one of the figures who influenced Lakatos),
in which the latter gives some examples of extra-mathematical influences
on mathematics; even so this evidence is indirect. In any case, if Lakatos
somehow has to be considered through the sociological perspective, his
sociology of knowledge would definitely be quite peculiar.
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Responding to comments on “Imre Lakatos and the Inexhaustible
Atom: the Hidden Marxist Roots of History and Philosophy of
Science,” an argument is made for reviving a missed opportunity
for integrating sociological and normative approaches to science.
Lakatos’ mature philosophy of science, though jettisoning a
political commitment to Marxism, retains a dialectical approach
developed during his Hungarian career. Through his carefully
crafted debate with Feyerabend, Lakatos continued to promote
a dialectical approach that offers a useful model for integrating
the history of science and normative assessments focused on the
viability of approaches that challenge dominant perspectives.

Keywords: Imre Lakatos, Paul Feyerabend, Marxism, dialectics,
science and technology studies, social epistemology
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Iam very grateful for the careful and critical responses to my paper, which in-
clude useful discussion of Russian language literature on Lakatos’ Hungar-
ian background. The responses raise two general issues regarding Lakatos’
philosophy of science and its relevance for studies of science today. First is
the historical question regarding the extent to which Lakatos carried over
a dialectical approach rooted in the Hegelian Marxism of his Hungarian
period into his mature philosophy of science. Second is the philosophical
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or theoretical question that asks to what extent this reappraisal of Lakatos’
work suggests better ways to integrate the sociology of scientific knowledge
with normative or methodological approaches to science.

I argue that Lakatos was well situated to synthesize the approaches of
Kuhn and Popper because he brought to their work an approach to the his-
tory of science rooted in dialectical Marxism that went beyond Shibarshi-
na’s imprinting or Porus’ heuristic stimuli, though Lakatos had certainly
abandoned Marxist politics. I also argue that Lakatos and Feyerabend’s
development of a more or less self-consciously dialectical approach offers
a useful model for integrating the sociology of scientific knowledge with
normative, critical accounts of the development of science.

I argue that their approaches are closer than they appear when viewing
them through the lens of their celebrated clash between rationalism and
relativism (or anarchism). Porus is certainly right that one axis of continuity
is Lakatos’ continued commitment to rationalism, whether dialectical or
critical, and here Feyerabend remained a firm critic. However, if we see
Lakatos and Feyerabend as developing criteria for when outside criticism
of established perspectives is warranted, this big, abstract difference shifts
to a more concrete, but still significant, difference in their assessment of
whether minority positions should gain a greater hearing.

Lakatos allowed that degenerating programs could recover and
become progressive again so that it could not be irrational to knowingly
pursue “risky” strategies with the promise of high rewards. His emphasis
was on the existence of multiple perspectives within established science
of the past few centuries, and he was admittedly more critical of some
established programs, such as sociology or environmentalist approaches to
intelligence. By contrast, Feyerabend was willing to consider more unorth-
odox perspectives deserving consideration and support, from the evolving
Marxism of Lenin, Trotsky, and Luxemburg to parascientific programs like
witchcraft, alchemy, or Aristotelian physics that departed from a strictly
materialistic worldview associated with modern science [Feyerabend,
1976, p. 315, 318-319; on Marxism as a science, see also Lakatos; Feyera-
bend, 1999, p. 106-107].

In Method and Appraisal in the Physical Sciences, Lakatos and
Feyerabend came closest to their planned debate, For and Against Method. In
the opening essay, Lakatos outlines his Methodology of Scientific Research
Programs and his general approach emphasizing rational reconstructions of
the trajectories of theories in the history of science. Historiography starts with
“basic judgments” of significant scientific achievements and incorporates as
much of the “external” sociology of knowledge internally within a theory of
knowledge as possible. [Lakatos, 1976, p. 22, 33—34]. This amounts to case-
based reasoning now common in science and engineering ethics, close to
Toulmin’s approach despite Lakatos’ criticisms that Porus discusses [Lynch;
Kline, 2000; Jonsen; Toulmin, 1988].
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Feyerabend, in the concluding essay, denies that reconstructions on this
basis can distinguish rational and irrational theory appraisal in a moment of
time and also observes that one already has to be convinced that science of
the last few centuries is epistemologically superior to other traditions. If one
accepts this point, as Hume accepts induction as a custom internal to forms
of life in which one participates, then the difference between the two views
diminishes [Feyerabend, 1976, p. 323, n. 44]. For Feyerabend, Lakatos’ in-
ternalist perspective, properly developed, does not escape from the “sociol-
ogy of knowledge,” but merely “provides standards that aid the scientist in
evaluating the historical situation in which he makes his decisions; it does
not contain rules that tell him what to do” [ibid., 1976, p. 328, 323].

Thus, Feyerabend recognized that if one set aside Lakatos’ rhetorical
flourishes on behalf of rationality, we are left with a dialectical account of
the history of science that brings the sociology of knowledge and accounts
of competition and development of research programs together. As Kasav-
in puts it, “the clear-cut boundary between the sociological (external) and
the methodological (internal) resides into the framework of science itself,
when earlier it demarcated the science and the non-science™'. In contrast
to Porus’ sharp distinction between methodology and sociology, Kasavin’s
reflections on how “metaphysical realism” can function like commodity
fetishism to block the development of new (constructed) objects of science
provides a good example of how normative insights can be gleaned from
the sociology of scientific practice.

Shipovalova similarly shows how this turn to material practice in re-
cent science studies, particularly via the historical epistemology of Rhe-
inberger, indicates how the constructed, material objects of science can
continue to evolve with the advance of laboratory practice, providing a
demonstration that “reality is necessarily conceived as indefinite and in-
exhaustible” in science. Like Kasavin, and perhaps unlike Rheinberger,
Shipovalova recognizes that Feyerabend’s greater emphasis on hybridity
and proliferation in science better support Lakatos and Feyerabend’s shared
normative commitments challenging the dominance of single paradigms,
especially when these paradigms make common cause with dominant social
ideologies. Feyerabend’s analysis here resonates with Lakatos’ Hungarian
dissertation, with its emphasis on how capitalism’s idealist ideologies and
the silos of distinct, national traditions in science impede the interaction
and progress of scientific programs [Kutrovatz, 2002].

For Feyerabend, Lakatos’ approach never makes possible decisive,
normative judgments but does transform the history of science into
a dialectical account of the emergence of reason in human history. The

' Note also that Kasavin’s point that Lakatos’ MSRP “comes pretty close to a descriptive

sociology of the scientific knowledge” is precisely Feyerabend’s [1976] argument.
See, also, Lakatos’ [1976, p. 2, n. 1] rejection of the view that the internal/external
distinction corresponds to an intellectual/social history distinction.
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result is that “history has been transformed to such an extent that a
slight change in our standards, say from research programme standards
to Hegelian standards, enables us to read it as a history of reason itself”
[Feyerabend, 1976, p. 330]. As a historical point, Lakatos and Feyerabend’s
correspondence on these resonances with Hegelian and Marxist dialectics
and their decision to frame their public debate in this way suggest to me a
stronger sense of the influence of dialectics than simply the incorporation
of rational criticism that Porus observes, though establishing that
definitively is beyond the scope of this exchange. What is clear is that
he wished to historicize mathematics rather than preserve it as a realm of
formal rationality. Thus, in 1968, after receiving a letter from Feyerabend
endorsing the application of “dialectical materialism” to science, Lakatos
sends Feyerabend a copy of the first page of his Hungarian dissertation and
follows it up with a reference to a footnote in his Proofs and Refutations
endorsing dialectics [Lakatos; Feyerabend, 1999, p. 148—-151].

Both Lakatos and Feyerabend maintained a commitment to
“Popperian” critical thinking, while accepting Kuhn’s point that scientists
generally neglect (and generally should neglect) the “ocean of anomalies”
surrounding scientific theories. Where Kuhn saw this as grounds for defer-
ence to established expertise [Fuller, 2000], Lakatos and Feyerabend saw
this as implying that one has more freedom to pursue positive projects
rather than just fighting off negative objections [Feyerabend, 1970; Laka-
tos, 1976, p. 10].

For Lakatos, his background developing a Marxist sociology of sci-
entific knowledge meant that he had no objections to the “conventional”
character of knowledge espoused by Popper, but sought only to trace how
long a positive heuristic could last before being exhausted. Perhaps this
readiness to read Popper in light of both his familiarity with Lukacsian
Marxism and the Hungarian heuristic tradition played a role in the specific
form of Lakatos’ philosophy of science, as Shibarshina argues [Dusek,
2015]. What I would suggest is that the reception of Lakatos in Anglo-
American philosophy was distorted by a lack of familiarity with the
concepts Lakatos was trading in and the result was a sharp, ideological split
between rationalist or realist philosophy of science and the new sociology
of scientific knowledge that waited a generation to be reconsidered [Fuller,
1988; Rouse, 1987; Harding, 1991; Longino, 1990].
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B cTaTbe paccmaTtpuBaeTca passvuMe Mexay matepuanuamom
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The central thesis of all materialism, that
being has ontological priority over consciousness.

Georg Lukdcs

Materialism, which arises as a philosophical doctrine in ancient Greek
philosophy of nature, remains popular. At present there is renewed attention
to the so-called new realism and, in Marxist circles, to materialism. Neo-
realists such as Meillasoux and Tiercelin aim to surpass the familiar ideal-
ism/materialism distinction'. Neo-Marxists are concerned with forms of
materialism that are transcendental® or “new’”.

In modern times materialism, or metaphysical realism, is often de-
scribed as an alternative to idealism. Descartes calls attention to the utter
incompatibility of matter, hence by implication materialism, and spirit.
Leibniz, apparently the first to use the term “idealism” in a philosophical
context, thinks idealism and materialism are compatible. Most observers
think, like Descartes, that they are incompatible. The German idealist
insistence on constructivism following from Kant’s Copernican turn draws
attention away from materialism as well as realism and toward idealism.
According to Fichte, idealism and dogmatism, his term for causal realism,
are exclusive alternatives.

This paper examines the distinction between materialism (or realism)
and idealism, which to the best of my knowledge all forms of Marxism
regard as central to Marx as well as to Marxism. Materialism comes into
ancient philosophy as a philosophical approach to philosophy of nature,
which later becomes a philosophical alternative to idealism, and still later
becomes a Marxist view of an extra-philosophical, scientific approach
supposedly illustrated by Marx. The paper will review Marxist approaches
to materialism in Marxism-Leninism and then in classical Marxism
before turning to Marx, with special attention to the Paris Manuscripts.
I will suggest that if “materialism” is understood in a standard manner as
referring to the priority of matter as the main or even the sole explanatory
element, then Marx’s alleged materialism is no more than a Marxist myth.
I will further suggest that Marx is a materialist in another, non-standard
sense of the term as concerns the focus on concrete, social problems.

See, for recent discussion [Fogiel, 2015].

Johnston thinks that such Marxists as Badiou and Zizek are transcendental thinkers. See
[Johnston, 2014].

According to Pfeifer, “materialism” refers to the concern with the economic process of
production. See [Pfeifer, 2015].
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Historical materialism and dialectical materialism

Marxism has always seen materialism as central to Marx. Since Marx
only rarely even mentions “materialism”, the obvious question is, if we
understand Marx as a materialist, what this term means in his writings.
According to Marxism-Leninism, this term refers to historical and
dialectical materialism, the two so-called Marxist sciences.

In Marxism-Leninism, philosophy and science are the two main com-
ponents of Marxism. During the Soviet period, dialectical materialism was
regarded as the Marxist philosophy, and historical materialism was thought
of as the (canonical) Marxist science. Stalin is credited as the author of
“Dialectical and Historical Materialism”. Partly following Stalin’s lead,
until the end of the Soviet Union primers of Marxist philosophy routinely
consisted of an introduction and two parts: a lengthy discussion of dialectical
materialism, and an even lengthier discussion of historical materialism.
Such primers inconsistently discuss dialectical materialism and historical
materialism as the philosophical foundations of Marxism-Leninism, and
the so-called philosophy of dialectical materialism as Marxist-Leninist
philosophy.

Neither Marx nor Engels ever mentions dialectical materialism, but
Lenin states that both often describe their common position as dialectical
materialism. The Marxist-Leninist views of historical materialism and
dialectical materialism have no obvious link to either Marx or classical
Marxism. The term “dialectical materialism” seems to have been used
for the first time in 1887 by Joseph Dietzgen after Marx’s death in 1883,
and then again in Plekhanov’s Development of the Monist View of History
(1891). Dialectical Materialism is often taken as the philosophy of
Marxism, and, since Marx and Marxism supposedly hold the same view,
as Marx’s view as well.

Dialectical materialism is usually regarded as a hybrid based on the
mechanistic materialism of the scientific revolution and the Enlighten-
ment, and on Hegel’s so-called dialectical idealism. According to Guest,
“the only world outlook which is based scientifically on the sum-total
of available human knowledge” arose from the “negation” of Hegelian
philosophy [Guest, 1939]. The canonical sources of dialectical materialism
supposedly lie in Engels’ SOCIALISM: Utopian and Scientific and in Anti-
Diihring from which the former study is drawn. The latter book provides a
connected exposition of the view supposedly common to Marx and Engels.

Marxists often mistakenly claim dialectical materialism was first for-
mulated in Marx’s Poverty of Philosophy and in the “Communist Mani-
festo.” According to Engels, he and Marx were the only ones to apply
the conception of dialectic stemming from post-Kantian German idealism
as the materialist conception of nature and history. Marx and Engels had
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rather different views of dialectic. Engels applied dialectic to nature in his
last, unfinished work on the Dialectic of Nature, something of which there
is not the slightest trace in Marx’s writings.

The relation between dialectical materialism and historical materialism
remains unclear. Engels accords Marx priority in laying the foundations of
their supposedly joint theory through his discovery of the basic principles
of economics and history. He correctly implies Marx’s work stands on
its own. Stalin simply inverts Engels’ claim in suggesting that Marx’s
supposed theory of historical materialism derives from Engels’ dialectical
materialism. According to Stalin, “historical materialism is the extension
of the principle of dialectical materialism to the study of social life” [Stalin,
2013]. Since historical materialism follows from dialectical materialism,
Stalin implies that Engels, not Marx, is the founder of Marxism, which
underlies even Marx’s view. This reading of the relation of Marx and Engels
is impossible, even absurd. It grotesquely suggests that Engels, Marx’s
disciple, discovered Marx’s theories, by which he was in fact inspired, on
the grounds that Marx’s position is contained within Marxism.

Engels, Feuerbach and Marxist materialism

The Marxist-Leninist views of histomat and diamat identify ways Marx is
still understood in the Marxist debate, but that have no clear link to Marx’s
own writings. At most accounts of these two Marxist sciences enable us
to point to the difference between Marxism-Leninism, in which they are
centrally important, and classical Marxism, in which they do not occur.

The alleged sciences of histomat and diamat presuppose the distinction
between Hegelian idealism and Marxian materialism. Marxist materialism,
which supposedly refers to a way Marx and his epigones leave philosophy
behind, arises in the wake of the complex debate concerning Kant’s vexed
view of the thing in itself. Plato distinguishes between objects in the world
in which we live, or appearances, and forms that, if there is knowledge,
either are or at least in principle could be given in intellectual intuition.
Kant denies intellectual intuition in limiting knowledge to experience. He
reformulates the Platonic distinction between forms and appearances in his
view of the thing in itself that is, as he says, “intelligible in its action as a
thing in itself and as sensible in the effects of that action as an appearance
in the world of sense” [Kant, 1998, p. 535].

Plato argues for the notorious theory of ideas in claiming that on
grounds of nature and nurture some among us can directly intuit the forms.
Kant’s view of the thing in itself, in which he reformulates the Platonic
view of forms, is confusing and confused. Kant’s reformulation suggests
the same concept can be understood as the limit of knowledge and as the
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ontological cause of which experience and knowledge is the effect. This
simplistic statement should not be understood as adequately describing
Kant’s complex view. Suffice it to say here that, as Maimon points out,
Kant is best understood as a moderate skeptic. The latter holds that all
knowledge begins in experience, but we do not and cannot experience the
thing in itself, or, if this term takes a plural, things in themselves.

Kant regards the thing in itself as central to the critical philosophy. Yet
it was rejected by most of his contemporaries, above all by Fichte, who
loudly and insistently claimed to be the only one to really understand the
critical philosophy. Observers react to Kant’s view of the thing in itself
in at least three main ways: in claiming that Kant’s argument in favor of
this concept is unconvincing, in further claiming against Kant that the
critical philosophy supports a claim for knowledge of the thing in itself,
and in finally claiming against Kant that we can and do know the mind-
independent world as it is. The first point is pressed by Fichte, who thinks
the thing in itself contradicts the critical philosophy, which Kant bases on
mere appearances only. The second interpretation attributes to Kant a view
sometimes called the double aspect theory, and for which there is textual
evidence, that appearances are appearances of the mind-independent real.
This view, which is later taken over by Husserl, implies we can make out the
anti-Platonic inference from effect to cause. This claim, which is frequently
made or at least assumed, has never been demonstrated. Allison is the main
representative of this approach at present. The third view is argued by those
who think, in denying Plato’s rejection of the backward inference from
effect to cause, that we can and do know the mind-independent world, not
merely as it appears, but as it is. This latter approach, which goes back in
the tradition at least to Parmenides, is central to Plato, to Descartes and
other modern thinkers, and also to Marxism, which, from this perspective
is very much in phase with the modern interest in what is often called
metaphysical realism.

Marxism routinely bases the claim to know the mind-independent
world as it is on materialism. Engels invented the familiar materialist
Marxist approach to cognition shortly after Marx died. At the time
materialism was in the air, for instance in Fichte’s distinction between
idealism and materialism, in the rapid decline of German idealism and the
equally rapid rise of modern science after Hegel’s death, and in Lange’s
influential History of Materialism. Engels distinguishes sharply between
Marx and classical German philosophy.

Engels turns German idealism against it in arguing in favor of a ma-
terialist approach to epistemology. He draws on Fichte and Schelling to
argue against idealism. Fichte strongly rejects the concept of the thing in
itself as incompatible with the critical philosophy. Engels, who rejects
Kantian cognitive skepticism, claims that we can and do know the thing
in itself through natural science. In this way he anticipates contemporary
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interest in philosophical naturalism. Engels accepts Fichte’s view for the
incompatibility between idealism and materialism. As a result, he takes
over Fichte’s view of the incompatibility of idealism and dogmatism (or
materialism), or a cognitive theory based on the thing in itself. He further
adopts Schelling’s view that Hegel’s position is abstract, unable to grasp
existence, which he generalizes to apply to idealism in all its forms.

Engels’ approach to Marx follows Fichte’s view of idealism and
materialism as utterly opposed, hence incompatible. Yet unlike Fichte,
he rejects idealism in favor of materialism. Engels correctly thinks that
Marx’s position emerges out of his early critique of Hegel’s Philosophy
of Right. He interprets this critique through the alleged incompatibility
of idealism and materialism. According to Engels, Hegel, an idealist,
incorrectly goes from the mind to the world, but materialism correctly
rises from the world to the mind.

Engels correctly notes that Marx formulates his position in part
under the influence of Feuerbach, but enormously exaggerates the latter’s
influence and philosophical stature. The latter was a young Hegelian, and
a minor Hegelian critic as well as an influential commentator on religion.
Engels, who clearly overestimates Feuerbach’s importance, thinks he was
at the time the only outstanding philosophical genius.

According to Engels, Marx follows Feuerbach from idealism to
materialism, in short from classical German philosophy to the supposed
science of modern industrial society. Engels, who thinks that Marx
discovered the law of the development of human history, describes Marx
as a social scientist in suggesting that materialism is a scientific doctrine.

Engels, who created Marxism in Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of
Classical German Philosophy, argues that Marx is a materialist. Materialism
is traditionally understood as a form of monism in which everything can
at least in principle be explained in terms of matter as the single basic
building block of the universe in eliminating spirit, which simply has no
role to play. This view returns in Engels, who links it to a recommendation
about philosophical method.

Engels understands “materialism” in standard philosophical fashion
as the view that “nature is the sole reality” [Engels, 1941, p. 9]. He takes
a quasi-Cartesian, dualist approach to materialism, which he understands
as the denial of idealism. Idealists like Hegel make spirit primary, and
materialism makes nature primary. In a famous passage in the second
afterword to Capital, Marx suggests that Hegelian dialectic is inverted or
upside down and must be turned right side up. Following Marx, Engels
suggests that Hegelian idealism represents materialism turned upside down.
Materialism, which takes different forms dependent on the stage of natural
science, was in the last century mechanical. It was unable to comprehend
historical development of nature. In fine, “materialism” means “sacrificing
what cannot be brought into harmony with the facts”.
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Engels links his view about materialism with a recommendation about
method. In the Discourse on Method, Descartes suggests the usefulness of
relying on method to overcome disagreement. Engels, who like Descartes,
distinguishes between thought and being or substance, similarly relies on
method to distinguish between idealism and materialism. According to
Engels, idealism and materialism employ diametrically opposing methods.
Idealism, which is abstract, is exemplified by Hegel, who mistakenly
proceeds downward from the subject to the object, or from thought to
being. But materialism, which is concrete, and which is illustrated by Marx,
correctly takes the contrary direction in rising from being to thought.

Critical remarks on Engels’ view of materialism

Engels’ remarks on materialism simultaneously distinguish materialism
from idealism, criticize idealism and suggest the proper approach
to knowledge. Since it would go beyond the limits of this paper to
characterize Hegel, in response it will suffice to comment on Engels’ case
for materialism.

His general understanding of materialism and its relation to idealism
do not innovate. His secular concern to highlight the priority of nature over
spirit agrees, for instance, with the emergence of Darwinian evolution in
the middle of the nineteenth century, which Engels takes as suggesting that
finally everything is nature. According to Engels, matter is not a product
of mind, which is a product of matter. His critique of idealism is based
on his preference for materialism, not on his analysis, say, of idealism in
general, nor of a particular form of idealism. Like many other critics of
1dealism, he assumes idealism is an indefensible doctrine for which there is
an obvious alternative. This appreciation reflects the Young Hegelian view
that philosophy comes to a peak and to an end in Hegel, and then gives way
to natural science.

When Engels was active in the second half of the nineteenth natural
science was developing very rapidly. Though he does not simply reject
philosophy, he thinks natural science does not depend on and lies beyond
philosophy. According to Engels, Hegelian idealism has two useful accom-
plishments: it comprehends historical development and shows us the way
from system to “real positive knowledge of the world” [Engels, 1941, p. 15].

Engels’ philosophical preference for materialism over idealism fails
in at least three ways: as a reflection theory of knowledge, as an autono-
mous natural scientific approach to knowledge that in virtue of the dis-
tinction in kind between matter and spirit, or again between idealism and
materialism, lies beyond philosophy, and as an interpretation of Hegel. The
reflection theory of knowledge, which is very old, is already mentioned in
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the tenth book of the Republic, where Socrates suggests carrying around
a mirror. This view is often later restated by many observers, including
Bacon, Engels, Lenin, Wittgenstein and so on. This causal approach is
causal presupposes that the effect or idea in the mind correctly reflects the
cause or mind-independent object. Yet this argument fails since, as Plato,
who rejected the backward inference from effect to cause already knew,
it cannot be shown that the idea in the mind correctly reflects the mind-
independent world.

Engels prefers materialism to idealism since he thinks that mod-
ern natural science is independent of philosophy. Plato makes natural
science and mathematics dependent on philosophy, or dialectic that
grasps the truth of their first principles. Modern science often urges that
it no longer depends on philosophy. Newton famously thinks science
makes no hypotheses, hence eschews metaphysics. Kant and Hegel both
object that natural science is not independent of, but rather dependent on,
metaphysics, or assumptions that can be argued philosophically but not
otherwise justified. Thus natural science assumes but cannot show that it
progressively “unveils” nature as it is.

Engels finally refutes a Hegelian strawman. His claim that idealism
proceeds from thought to being, from the mind to the world, simply inverts
Hegel’s view. In the Introduction to the Phenomenology, Hegel describes
an experiential approach to cognition. Cognition arises on the basis of
experience, for which explanatory theories are formulated and then tested
through further experience. Either the theory of the object and the object
of the theory agree or the theory must be reformulated to bring it into line
with experience. It would go beyond the limits of this paper to describe the
Hegelian theory of experiential cognition in detail. Suffice it to say here
that Engels describes it exactly backwards.

Engels’ materialist view of Marx is controversial. His basic claim seems
to be that Hegel is an idealist but Marx is a materialist can be parsed as a
four-fold assertion that materialism is incompatible with idealism, that Hegel
is an idealist and Marx is a materialist, that as a materialist Marx leaves
idealism behind, and that in leaving idealism behind he reaches science.

The view of the incompatibility of materialism and idealism is
familiar. It is asserted in various ways by those inclined to materialism or
related doctrines, most of whom who, like G. E. Moore, are unfamiliar with
idealism. Most such observers are clear that idealism has been overcome
but unclear about what idealists believe. Thus Moore famously thinks that
all idealists share the disbelief in the reality of the external world. The
charm of this unqualified claim is only slightly tarnished by the inability to
name anyone in the history of the tradition who has ever held it.

Moore, who never examines the possibility that idealism is older than
the modern debate, rejects views he ascribes to Berkeley and the British
idealists. Engels is critical of Hegel and German idealism. Though he did
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not have a philosophical background, his influence in the Marxist debate
as in effect the pre-eminent Marxist philosopher — Marx is often thought
of as the pre-eminent Marxist economist or, if there is a difference political
economist — has always been enormous. Engels’ grasp of philosophy is
shaky at best. Lukacs pointed out nearly a century ago that Engels did not
understand even such basic concepts as the Kantian thing in itself, which
he thought was refuted by what he called practice and industry.

A prerequisite for criticizing German idealism is to grasp it.
Constructivism, which is central to ancient geometry, comes into the
modern philosophical tradition through Hobbes, Vico and Kant’s often
mentioned but astonishingly still little studied so-called Copernican
revolution. Elsewhere I have argued that the central thread of German
idealism consists in a constructivist approach to cognition, more precisely
that cognition depends on the view that we can be said to know only what
we in some sense “construct”. I do not want to repeat that argument here.
Engels, who relies on the Fichtean point that idealism and materialism are
incompatible, also holds the anti-Fichtean point that materialism is the
hallmark of science.

Engels’ claim for the extra-philosophical, scientific status of Marx’s
theory presupposes the incompatibility of philosophy and science. The
view that philosophy can aspire to, or is itself a form of science, runs
throughout the entire tradition, including German idealism. Marx does not
criticize philosophy because it is not scientific, but rather because, as he
famously claims, it interprets but does not change the world. This suggests
his position is intended to do both things, but does not imply that he has in
any sense left philosophy behind.

In the “Theses on Feuerbach”, Marx suggests his interest in material-
ism without explaining how he understands it. He objects to Feuerbach’s
static conception of materialism in which human beings are conceived as
an object of contemplation, not in the various forms of activity and social
practices. He presumably has in mind the difference between Feuerbach’s
view, which he considers to be abstract, and his own view of human being
as concrete. This suggests two points. On the one hand, an interest in
materialism, which is a philosophic doctrine, does not imply or otherwise
justify the view one has left philosophy behind. On the other hand, the
interest in finite human beings as active in the social world is specifically
compatible with Fichte’s view. Fichte influenced the Young Hegelians
in general, especially Feuerbach, von Cieszkowski and Hess, who were
concerned with Fichte as an alternative to Hegel in the early1840s.
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Materialism in Marx’s writings

Marxists, non-Marxists and anti-Marxists understand Marx’s supposed
materialism [Klein, 1988, p. 183-197] in two main ways: as linked to
ancient Greek philosophy of nature, but as non-philosophical science.
Though Marx himself'says little about materialism, Marxists routinely argue
for the superiority of Marx’s position through the alleged incompatibility
between materialism (or realism) and idealism. Others deny the superiority
of materialism or even the distinction between idealism and materialism®.

Marxian “materialism” is important in Marxism, but depending on
how the term is understood, less so, even unimportant, or, on the con-
trary, important for Marx. Marx devotes very little attention directly to this
theme. In classical German philosophy “materialism” refers to different
functions and conceptions either directly or by analogy. For instance, Kant
says that all rational cognition is either material, hence concerned with
an object, in short practical, or formal, concerned with universal rules, in
short wholly theoretical [Kant, 1997, p. 1].

In Marx’s theories, “materialism” seems unrelated to any philosophi-
cal claim about matter’, hence unclear. Marx, who wrote a dissertation
on ancient Greek philosophy of nature, is aware of the canonical view
of “materialism” as a monistic approach to matter as the fundamental
substance in nature. In a very short text, written immediately after the
Phenomenology, entitled “Who thinks abstractly?”, Hegel calls attention
to the difference between abstract and concrete thought [Hegel, 1966,
p. 111-113]. Marx, who works with a similar distinction, apparently
understands “materialism” in a non-standard manner as a synonym for
“concrete”, or practical, as distinguished from “abstract” or “theoretical.”
Marx refers occasionally to “materialism” in passing in a series of writings
in which it takes on a series of related meanings very different from an
ordinary philosophic approach. The central theme seems to be an effort
to come to grips with the real, or concrete social problems of finite men
and women, as distinguished from supposedly scientific knowledge of the
mind-independent world.

The paucity of Marx’s references to materialism in his writings should
strike anyone who remembers that this doctrine is supposedly central to his
theories. His “Dissertation” is an example. Marx’s “Dissertation” provides
a thoroughly Hegelian treatment of the “Difference in the Democritean

4

S According to Strawson, idealism qualifies as materialism. See [Strawson, 2008, p. 23].

“The name [i. e. the materialistic conception of history] does not convey at all accurately
what is meant by the theory. It means that all the mass phenomena of history of history
are determined by economic motives. This view has no essential connection with
materialism in the philosophic sense. Materialism in the philosophical sense may be
defined as the theory that all apparently mental occurrences either are really physical,
or at any rate have purely physical causes” [Russel, 1975, p. 75].
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and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature” (Differenz der demokritischen und
epikureischen Naturphilosophie). Leucippus, Democritus and Epicurus
were followers of Greek atomism, or the general view that literally
everything can be explained in terms of atoms and the void, a view that
anticipates some, but not all later forms of materialism. This text, which
includes a description of the different views of philosophy of nature in
Democritus and Epicurus, then a more detailed account of the difference
in their respective views of physics, and criticism of Plutarch’s critique of
Epicurean theology, mentions neither idealism nor materialism.

Marx’s approach to ancient materialism is influenced by Hegel’s
view of difference (Differenz). According to Hegel, philosophy should
acknowledge but also to overcome difference through a unified conceptual
framework. Kant’s influence was immediate and long-lasting. The young
Hegel is and later remains a nonstandard kind of Kantian. Fichte and
Schelling, with Hegel the most important post-Kantian idealists, propose,
in Hegel’s eyes, forms of the one true philosophical system [Hegel, 1977].

Marx apparently never discusses materialism in detail in his enor-
mous corpus. He refers to it in passing in various later works, including the
“Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right”, the Paris Manuscripts, the Holy
Family, and the “Theses on Feuerbach,” but surprisingly not at all in either
the famous Preface to A Critique of Political Economy, nor in Capital I and
only once in the Grundrisse.

Here are some examples. In The Holy Family, Marx discusses the
so-called “Critical Battle Against Materialism” in rapid remarks on
d’Holbach, Helvétius and other eighteenth century French authors. In later
texts he says even less about “materialism”, which is either wholly absent
or merely mentioned in passing. For instance in Capital 1, apparently the
only reference to materialism is in a footnote in the chapter on “Machinery
and Modern Industry”, just after an important reference to Vico, where he
remarks that: “It is, in reality, much easier to discover by analysis the earth-
ly core of the misty creations of religion than... to develop [them] from the
actual relations of life” in adding that the “latter method is the only mate-
rialistic, and therefore the only scientific one” [Marx, 2005, p. 372-373].
In the third volume of the Theories of Surplus Value he notes in passing
the difference between “the lofty idealism of bourgeois political economy”
and “the crude materialism directed exclusively towards the satisfaction
of coarse appetites” of the “proletarian opposition” [Marx, 1971, p. 267].
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Marx’s non-standard view of materialism

Though Marx never analyzes “materialism” in detail, he says enough
about it to infer that he does not use this term in standard fashion as an
ontological designation for the building blocks of the universe, but rather
in non-standard fashion as referring to concrete social problems that must
be resolved practically as opposed to abstract philosophical debate. I want
now to illustrate this non-Marxist interpretation of Marxian materialism
through remarks on three passages in the Paris Manuscripts.

In the first passage, Marx refers to a number of opposites (subjectivity
and objectivism, spiritualism and materialism, activity and suffering) in
suggesting in passing that “the resolution of the theoretical antitheses is
only possible in a practical way, by virtue of the practical energy of man.
Their resolution is therefore by no means merely a problem of understand-
ing, but a real problem of life, which philosophy could not solve precisely
because it conceived this problem as merely a theoretical one” [Marx, En-
gels, 2010, p. 302].

Marx is here working with a series of opposites, whose difference
calls for a “resolution” that, since it cannot be theoretical, must be practi-
cal. In this passage, “understanding” stands in for “[philosophical] theory”.
The alternative is practice, or “the practical energy of man”. Problems of
theory are not real in that they are, as Marx claims, not problems of life, but
rather theoretical problems. Marx seems to be implying that the familiar
problems of philosophy cannot be solved, since philosophical discussion,
which is interminable, only calls forth further discussion. In their place,
Marx is concerned with the practical problems of social life that can
presumably be solved in practice.

In opposing theoretical and practical problems as well as their solutions,
Marx seems to have a Fichtean model in mind. In the German idealist
context, Fichte holds that philosophy addresses practical problems through
theory that arises from and later returns to the social context. Apparently
following Fichte, Marx distinguishes between philosophy, or at least a
certain kind of philosophy, which is theoretical but not practical, hence not
adapted to or useful for the problems of finite human beings, and life. As
Schelling claims against Hegel, Marx suggests that theoretical philosophy
cannot grasp life, hence cannot grasp real problems, nor, for that matter,
resolve them. They can only be resolved through human activity, in short
through various forms of human practice.

Marx refers again to materialism in a series of comments on “Feuer-
bach’s great achievement”, which describes as “The establishment of true
materialism and of real science, by making the social relationship of “man
to man” the basic principle of the theory.” [Marx, 1959, p. 64]. His use
of the adjective “true” indicates there are acceptable and unacceptable
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forms of “materialism” but does not suggest how he understands this
term. He later relies on this distinction when in the “Theses on Feuerbach”
he criticizes Feuerbachian materialism. In the Paris Manuscripts, Marx
equates true materialism and real science since at its high point science
is supposedly materialistic [Marx, 1959, p. 64]. His remark here that the
social relationship among human beings is the basic principle suggests a
quasi-Fichtean view of all science as anthropological. This remark further
suggests that, as he says elsewhere, all sciences are sciences of man.

The third and final reference to materialism in this text occurs im-
mediately after a passage in which he describes finite human being in
clearly Fichtean language. This is not surprising since, as mentioned
above, Fichte’s stress on the subject as active, hence neither static nor
passive, attracted the Young Hegelians, including Feuerbach, Hess and
Cieszkowski. Fichte serves as the positive model in Marx’s critique, several
years later, of Feuerbach’s conception of materialism in the “Theses on
Feuerbach”. In the Paris Manuscripts, Marx writes: “Here we see how
consistent naturalism or humanism is distinct from both idealism and
materialism, and constitutes at the same time the unifying truth of both.
We see also how only naturalism is capable of comprehending the action
of world history” [Marx, 1959, p. 69]. Marx’s reference to idealism and
materialism presupposes their modern philosophical distinction. Marxists
and most other observers think that the distinction between idealism and
materialism cannot be overcome. Marx, like Leibniz, apparently believes
idealism and materialism, which he distinguishes, are unified through a
third term, which he identifies as naturalism or humanism, two approaches
which at this point he apparently regards as synonymous. In pointing to
naturalism and humanism, Marx seems to be stressing both the practical
alternative to philosophy, or standard philosophy, which he considers to be
theoretical, as well as the anthropological element.

Conclusion: Is Marx A Materialist?

This paper has examined the distinction between idealism and materialism
through which Marxism understands its relation to both Marx and idealism.
It has argued that, if‘materialism” is understood in the standard way as the
doctrine that emerges in ancient philosophy of nature, it is unimportant for
Marx but central for Marxism. It has further argued that Marx understands
this distinction in a non-standard way as part of his criticism of Hegel as
a difference between ordinary philosophy, which is abstract and further
unable and even uninterested in non-philosophical problems, which leaves
everything in place, and a theory that is interested in changing the world in
resolving practical problems of finite human beings.
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This leads to two results. On the one hand, Marxists, who think they are
leaving philosophy behind in turning to science, are rather in fact following
one of the main philosophical paths. On the other hand, it shows that Marx
is not a materialist in any traditional sense of the term in that he argues for
the priority of nature over spirit, or again being over thought as the final
explanatory concept. He is rather a materialist in the sense that he, like
Fichte, bases his theories on the concrete or real social context, from which
they emerge and to which they return. I conclude that if, as seems likely,
the function of the traditional Marxist claim that Marx is a materialist lies
in drawing attention to a basic distinction between his position, which is
science, and classical German philosophy, then it simply fails.
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AHaNM3MpyeTCA MOHATME TereMOHUM B HEO- U MOCTMAapKcu3me,
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CTaB/EHMAX O HAyYHOM 3HAHWU: PAJ aBTOPOB YTBEPKAIET, UTO
HayKa ABNIAETCA areHTOM rereMOHWUM, MOMOran NOALEPXKMUBATb UA-
Ni03UI0 O6BEKTUBHOCTU CYLLLECTBOBAHMUA TEX WM UHBIX ABNEHUIA.
MpeacTaBuTeNIM 3TON MO3ULMKU — COLMANbHBIE KOHCTPYKLMOHU-
cTbl, emuHucTckme dunocodbl U Ap. — NPeaIaraloT roBOpUTb O
PaBHOLLEHHOCTM MO3MULLMIA Pa3/IMUHbIX COLMAbHbIX FPYMM, KaXKaan
13 KOTOpbIX 0671a3aeT 0COObIM AYCKYPCOM, BbIpaXKatoLwmm cre-
unduYHOEe ANA AAHHOM rpynnbl «3HaHWe». MoKa3biBaeTCA, YTO B
[OaHHBIX NO3WLMAX NOHATME «3HAHWE» YTPauMBaeT YHUBEPCasb-
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The paper analyzes current situation in epistemology that is
characterized by the appearance of the so called alternative
epistemologies opposing the classical epistemology. The ties
between alternative epistemologies and Karl Marx’ class
consciousness concept and its development in the neo- and
postmarxist works (by A.Gramsci, E.Laclau, Ch.Mouffe) is
demonstrated. The research is focused on the concept of “false
consciousness” that serves as a basis of the concepts of ideology
and hegemony. The concept of hegemony in neo-and postmarxism
is analyzed, it is shown how its application is reflected in the
research of scientific knowledge: some authors claim that science
is an agent of hegemony and it helps to maintain the illusion of the
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objectivity of the existence of certain phenomena. The proponents
of this position — social constructionists, feminist philosophers et.
al. — suggest to accept the equal value of the positions of different
social groups each of which holds its own special discourse that
helps to express the “knowledge” specific to this certain group. It is
shown that such position sees “knowledge” as no longer universal,
the knowledge is equaled to local understanding of the world. The
conclusion is drawn that the position of K. Marx that gives basis
to many claims of postmarxists and social constructionist is more
favorable in comparison to them, because Marx whilst speaking
of class consciousness assigns an important role to the individual
subject. It allows to combine both universalistic understanding
of knowledge and account not only for group differences, but for
each individuality.

Keywords: epistemology, alternative epistemologies, knowledge,
hegemony, social construction, social constructionism,
postmarxism, K. Marx, subject, discourse

B mocrmename mecstunetrsi XX BB. MPEACTABICHUS 00 SIHUCTEMOJIOTHH
KaK YHHUBEPCAIBHOW TEOPWH TO3HAHUS OBUIH MOCTaBJIECHBI IETBIM PSIIOM
nccrenoBarenel moa comHeHne. Kak ciiecTBue, BOSHUKAIOT UICH O Cy-
[IECTBOBAaHUH MHO>KECTBEHHBIX STHCTEMOJIOTHN — aJbTEPHATHBHBIX «EB-
POTIOIIEHTPHUCTCKONY «MACKyTHHHOW» TPamuii. MOXXHO BBIIEIUTH TPH
OCHOBHBIE JINHUH aTak{ Ha KIIACCHYECKYIO AMHUCTEMOJIOTHIO — CO CTOPOHBI
(hemuancTCKON (procodru (TPEACTABUTEIN KIIACCHICCKON ATIHCTEMOIIO-
THH — MYXXYHHBI W, COOTBETCTBEHHO, BBIPAYKAIOT B3IV HA MUP MYKUHH,
WCKJTIO4asi IpyTHue TeHAEpHBIE TOUKU 3PEHHS), CO CTOPOHBI «IepHONY (MIH
0oJjiee MUPOKO — «KOJIOHHATBHOW») drmocodun (prmocodsr n3 OBIBITHX
KOJIOHHUH C HEEBPOIIEHCKUMHU KYIIBTYpaMH yTBEPKIAIOT, YTO MPEACTaBUTE-
JIY 3amagHoN GHUIT0coMUH HABA3BIBAIOT CBPOICHCKUH B3IV HA MUP TIPE-
CTaBUTEISIM APYTHX KYJIBTYP) W CO CTOPOHBI HEO- M TIOCTMAapPKCHUCTCKHIX
¢dbunocodoB (YTBep)KIAOMINX, YTO B3DIAM HA MHUpP TIpojieTapuara Oojee
TOYEH W JOJDKEH IMONYyYUTh MPEANOYTEHUE TEpea JOMHUHHUPOBABIINM pa-
Hee OyprKya3HBIM B3IISIOM UM XOTS OBl TTOJYYHTh PaBHBIE C HUM IIpaBa)
[Mills, 1988]. Tak, ob1eti mpe3yMIneii OKka3bIBACTCs yTBEPKIACHHUE O TOM,
YTO MPETEeHIOBABIIAs HA OOBEKTHBHOCTH, HEUTPAIBHOCTh U YHUBEPCAIb-
HOCTB KJIaCCHYeCKask SIMCTEMOIIOTHS ABJsIeTCS He Ooliee YeM BhIpaKeHHEM
OTIpeCTICHHONW MICOIOTHH OENBIX MYKUNH-CBPOIICHIICB, MTPEICTABUTEIICH
TOCHOACTBYIONNX KiTaccoB. KpruTuka KilacCHYeCKOi SMICTEMOJIOTHA 1 BbI-
IBIDKEHHUE Ha €€ MECTO TaK Ha3bIBAEMBIX aJIBTEPHATHBHBIX SITUCTEMOJIOTHIA
(PKeHCKHX, YepHBIX, «KBHp» U T. 1.) [ [lebmaccuo, 2010] craHOBUTCS pe3yihb-
TaTOM BTOPKEHUS TOJTUTHKH B chepy 3HAHUS, JII000E 3HAHNE OOBIBIIICTCS
MTOMUTHYECKH aHTAKUPOBAHHBIM. B TIPOTHBOCTOSIHMM TOMY, YTO MHOTHE
MIPEJCTaBUTENN aTbTEPHATHBHBIX SMTUCTEMOJIOTHIA HAa3bIBAIOT «TOTAIHTAP-
HBIM» WIIA «TOTAIN3UPYIOMIAM» AUCKYPCOM, HEM30EKHO BO3HUKAET acco-
[HAIAS ¢ MAPKCUCTCKOM Tpaauluedl — Tpaaumuei 00ppObl MapTHHATN3H-
POBaHHBIX COIMAIHHBIX TPYII MPOTHB «BIACTH MPEIEPKAIIIX.
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OTa pUTOpHKA, HECOMHEHHO, OTCBHIJIA€T B KOHEYHOM CYETe K Tpea-
CTaBJICHUSM O KJIACCOBOM CO3HAHWH W KIIACCOBOU OopwOe, copmymmpo-
BaHHBIM Kapiom Mapkcom. Baustane pabor Mapkca Ha 3amagHyio Qu-
nocoduro koHna XIX u Bcero XX BB. TPyIHO IMepeoleHnTsb. HecMoTps
Ha CXEMaTUYHOCTh, «TE€3MCHOCTHY» COOCTBEHHO (HIOCOPCKOTO YUYCHHUS
Mapkca (a MOXKeT ObITh, B IEPBYIO OYepeb IMEHHO Oaromaps 3Toi cxe-
MaTUYHOCTH, OTCYTCTBHIO MPOpab0TaHHOH caMiM aBTOpoM (ritocodckoi
CHCTEMBI), OHO 3a4acTyl0 HAauMHAET BBICTYNATh B POJIM ONPEAETICHHON
MapagurMbl, KOTOpasi pa3BUBAETCsl HE CTOJNIBKO Ha OCHOBE pabOT caMoro
Mapxkca, CKobKo B paboTax ero mocjenoBareield U Mo3AHUX HHTEPIIpeTa-
TopoB. Tak, onHOW M3 BaXXHBIX, «MApPaTUTMO00pasyromux» uaeii Mapkca
CTaHOBHUTCS €0 Hies KJIaCCOBOTO CO3HAHUS, KOHCTPYHPYEMOTO B paMKax
OOIIECTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHUH. BO3MOXHO, B 3TOM M COCTOUT OIHO M3 TJIaB-
HBIX MIPOTHUBOPEYUIl MEX Ty MO3UIUAMN MapKca U TIO3HUX Pa3HOBHIHO-
cTel Mapkcu3ma: Mapkca UHTEpECYET HE TOJIBKO KJ1acC, HO U OT/AEJIbHBIN
YeJIOBEK B [TOJTHOM T'yMaHHUCTHYECKOM CMBICIIE 3TOT0 ciioBa. OmHaKo Tyma-
HUCTHYECKHHA MOCHUT Mapkca ocTancs B TEHH HOJIUTUYECKOTO, WHIAWBH
pacTBopuUJICA B colluyMe. TeM He MEHEE B TEKYIIEH CUTyalluH B SIIUCTEMO-
JIOTUM IMEHHO BO3BPAIIEHNE K HHINBUIYATbHOMY CYOBEKTY OKa3bIBACTCS
HanboJee BOCTPeOOBAHHBIM.

«JIokHOE CO3HAHME» U TereMOHUA

Xopo11o U3BECTHO BhICKa3biBaHMe Mapkca «He cosnanue mroaeil ompe-
JensieT ux ObITHE, a, HA00OPOT, UX OOLIECTBEHHOE OBITHE ONpeNesieT UX
co3HaHue» [Mapkc, 1959, c. 7]. Oqnako Mapkc oTMeuaeT, 4To B 3TOM Kpo-
€TCsl OIIaCHOCTh BO3HMKHOBEHMS (JIOKHOTO CO3HaHUsA» (cam Mapkc naH-
HBIM TEpMHUH HE UCHONb30Baj, ero npeanoxuwn Opuapux OHrensc [DH-
renbe, 1966]), onHOl U3 OCHOBHBIX (hOPM KOTOPOTO SIBIAETCS HIICOIOTHUSI.
Wneonorus npenctasnset codoil y Mapkca TOT THIT «JI0KHOTO CO3HAHUS,
MHUPOBO33pEHHS, KOTOpBI (HOpMHpYETCS B HHTEpPEcax ONpPEAeTICHHOTO
KJjlacca, oONajarolero BIACTBIO, M HaBSI3BIBACTCS NPOYMM — YTHETCH-
HBIM — KJIaCCaM KaK HEuTO caMo cO0OH pasymerolieecs, Kak eCTeCTBEHHOE
TIOJIO’KEHUE BELIEH.

MapxkcoBa ujest «JI0AKHOTO CO3HAHUSA» U €ro KOHIENIHS UIEONOIHH
MoJTy4atoT OoJiee MUPOKOE pa3BUTHE yKE B HEOMapKCHU3Me — B padoTax
. Jlyxaua [JIykau, 2003], JI. AnsTioccepa [AnbTioccep, 2011] u A. I'pam-
i [[pamiau, 1991]. Tlocneanuii BBOAUT NOHATHE TET€MOHUU, B YACTHO-
CTH KYJIBTYPHOI TN€réMOHMH — HaBA3aHHBIX T'OCIHOJCTBYIOIIMM KJIAcCOM
HOPM, KOTOPBIE AOJKHBI OBITH MPU3HAHBI BPEMEHHOM, «CIy4YaifHON» COIH-
QIbHOW KOHCTPYKIIMEH, 8 HE €CTECTBEHHBIM U HEN30EKHBIM TIOJIOKEHUEM
nen. Benen 3a 3TuM B moctMapkcu3Me Oblia chpopMyIupoBaHa Tak Ha3bl-
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BaeMasi «IUCKYPCHBHAsI TEOPHUS TET€MOHHN» apT€HTHHCKOTO MOJUTOIOTa
Opuecro Jlakmay u Genpruiickoro momurudeckoro ¢uinocoda llanrans
Mydd, B KOTOpOH MapKCUCTCKHE MPENCTABICHUS 00 UICOIOTHU ObLIH CO-
€IMHEHBI C MOCTCTPYKTYPAJUCTCKUMH KOHIICTIIIUSMHE SI3bIKa U JTUCKypCa.
B xoHeyHOM cueTe 3Ta JIMHUSA TOHUMaHUS «I0KHOTO CO3HAHUS, UIEO0IIO0-
MU M TeTeMOHHH BIUBAETCSI B OOLIMPHBIN KPYT HCCIIEAOBAHUN B paMKax
COIMANIFHOTO KOHCTPYKIIMOHM3Ma U (peMUHUCTCKON puocodun. Hac Oy-
JIET MHTEPECOBATh MPEK/IE BCETO AMUCTEMOJIOTHIECKHH Cpe3 TaHHON po-
OneMbl: KaK CHTyalllsl TeTEMOHWH BIHMAET HA 3HAHUe U B TIEPBYIO OUEpEIb
Ha Hay4yHOe 3HaHue? U NeficTBUTENHHO JIM 3TO BIHSIHUAE CTOIb BCEOOBEM-
JIIOIIIE, YTO MbI HE MOXXEM TOBOPUTH O KaKOM-TTHOO 3HAHWH B NPHHIIUIIE,
HE TIOABEPras €ro MOCTOSHHOW MOTUTHYECKON AeKOHCTpyKumu? Mnn smu-
CTEMOJIOTHS B CAMOM JIEJIe paclaJaeTcs U Ha €€ MECTE MOABIISAETCS LEIbIi
«OyKeT» pa3IMYHBIX 3HMCTEMOJIOTHHA, OTBEYAIONINX CUCTEMaM «3HAHHID»
TeX WA UHBIX c000ImecTB?

[pexncrapnseTcs, YT0 UMEHHO TOHSITHE «JIOKHOTO CO3HAHUSD SIBIIS-
eTcs 31ech OAHMM U3 KiroueBbIX. CO3HaHHWE JofeH, cortacHo Mapkcy,
dbopMupyeTcss TOJ BIHMSHUEM KOHKPETHBIX SKOHOMHYECKUX YCIIOBUIL:
MIPECTAaBUTENN SKOHOMHYECKH TOMUHHUPYIOMIETO Kiacca (KamUTaJIMCTHI
y Mapkca) 3a7ar0T WACONOTHIO JAaHHOTO OOIECTBa, a MPEACTaBUTENN
YTHETEHHOTO Kiacca (HaeMHbIe paboune) BOCIPUHUMAIOT CIIOKHBIIHECS
00CTOSITENECTBA, B TOM YHCIIE U CBOE€ YTHETEHHOE ITOJIOKEHHE, KaK ecTe-
CTBEHHOE TIOJIOKEHHUE BEIEH, ITOCKOIBKY UIEOIOTHS MOCTYINPYET UX KaK
TakoBble. TakuM 00pa3oM, TO, YTO CUUTAETCA 3HAHUeM O MUPE, OKa3bIBa-
€TCsl pe3yJabTaTOM HIEOJIOTHYECKOTO KOHCTPYHPOBAHUS, BBIAAIOIIETO 32
3HaHHE HE TO, YTO €CTh Ha CaMOM Jelie, a TO, YTO YAOOHO OMpenesIeHHON
TpyIIe oA, YTHETeHHBIN Kilace ¢ ero TakuM oOpa3zoMm copmMupoBaH-
HBIM «JIOKHBIM CO3HAHHEM» OKa3hIBA€TCS HE B COCTOSHUHU YBUIETH CBOU
HUCTUHHBIE UHTEPECHI. TeM He MeHee, corllacHO Mapkcy, B Kakoi-TO UCTO-
PUYECKHII MOMEHT «IIPO3PEHHE» BCE JK€ HACTYIIAET, «JIOKHOE CO3HAHUE)
0TOpackIBaeTCs, M 3TO CIYXKHUT HAYaJIOM PEBOJIOINH, IPeoOpa30BaHus MU-
pa B COOTBETCTBUH C NCTHHHBIMY HHTEPECAMH YTHETAEMOTO paHee Kiacca.
I'maBHBIN BOIpPOC 3aKIOYAETCA B TOM, OTKYJa MPUXOAUT 3TO OCO3HAHHUE,
KaK oJIepXKHBaeTcs odeaa Haj «JI0KHBIM co3HaHneM». HeoObsacHeHHOCTh
3TOTO MOMEHTA PacCMaTPHUBAETCSI HEKOTOPHIMH TEOPETUKAMH KakK TJIaBHAs
npoGlieMa MCTOpHUECKOro MarepuannsMa [Pumnc, Hoprencen, 2004].
OTBeTOM Ha ATOT BOIIPOC, HA MOW B3IVISJ], MOTYT SIBJISTHCS MTPEACTABICHHSI
Mapxkca 0 yenoBeKe Kak aKTHBHOM CaMOCTOSITEIbHOM CYyOBEKTe.

«JlokHOE CO3HaHME» MOXKHO MPEON0JIETh UMEHHO MTOTOMY, YTO CyOb-
eKT CIIOCOOEH CMOTPETH 3a MpPENeNIbl HHTEPECOB cBOei rpymmbl. Eciam B
COLIMAJIHbHOM KOHCTPYKIIMOHM3ME — OTHOM U3 TJIaBHBIX HAIPABJICHUH, pa3-
pabaTbIBalONINX ANBTEPHATUBHBIC SMTUCTEMOIOTUH, — WHAWBUJL SIBISETCS
3aJI0KHIUKOM COIMAFHBIX OTHOIIEHUH, B KOTOPBIE OH BKIIIOYEH, OH B ITJIe-
Hy Yy TOTO B3IVIsI1a HA MHp, KOTOPBIM pa3femsieT ero couuaibHas rpymma
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[Tpydanora, 2018], To y Mapkca, 1o cioBam Ipuxa Opomma, «...deno-
BEK — 3TO CHIPbE, KOTOPOE HENb3sI H3MEHHUTD B IUIAHE €ro CTPYKTYpHI (Ha-
MIpUMep, yCTPOMCTBO MO3Ta C IOMCTOPUIECKOTo BpeMeHn). U B To xe Bpe-
M YEeJIOBEK JEUCTBUTENHFHO M3MEHSETCS B XO/I€ MCTOPUH, Pa3BUBAETCA,
TpaHC(HOPMUPYETCS, SBISETCS MPOILYKTOM HUCTOPUH, & TaK KaK UCTOPHUIO
TBOPHUT OH caM, TO U ceOS CaMOTro OH TBOPHUT TOXKe cam» [Dpomm, web].
Mapkc OTCTanBaeT aKTUBHYIO POJIb YEIOBEKAa B M3MEHEHHH THX (HOPMH-
PYIOIINX CO3HAHKE 00CTOATENLCTB. B TpeTheM Tesuce u3 « Tesucos o Deii-
epOaxe» oH muIeT: «MaTreprHaTuCTHIECKOe YUEHHE O TOM, YTO JIFOH CYTh
MIPOAYKTHI OOCTOSITENECTB U BOCIIUTAHUS, UTO, CIEIOBATENFHO, H3MEHHB-
LIMECS JTIOIH CYTh MPOAYKTHI HHBIX 00CTOSATENHCTB ¥ U3MEHEHHOTO BOCTIH-
TaHUs, — 3TO YUCHHE 3a0BIBAET, YTO OOCTOSATENHCTBA H3MEHAIOTCS UMEHHO
JIIOBMH M YTO BOCIIMTATENb CaM JIOJKeH ObITh BociuTan» [Mapke, 1955b,
C. 2], ¥ IOTOMY, COTJIACHO OIMHHA/ALIATOMY TE3UCY, «IEJI0» 3aKII0YaeTCs
B TOM, YTOOBI U3MEHUTHh MHpP. MapKC MOAYEPKHUBAET, YTO MHIUBUIYaAb-
HOE CO3HAHUE POPMUPYETCS OOIIECTBEHHBIM OBITHEM, HO OHO XK€ CIIYXKHT
JIUIS. TOTO, YTOOBI M3MEHHTh ATO OBITHE, a 3HAUWUT, OHO CIIOCOOHO BBIMTH
3a TMPEENBl CYMIECTBYIONINX COIMAIBHBIX OTHOIICHWNA. TakuM oOpaszom,
y Mapkca WHAMBH]I HE TOJIBKO CIIOCOOEH, HO M B KAKOM-TO CMBICJE 00513aH
BBIPBATHCS U3 IJIEHA COLMANBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIMH, HABI3aHHBIX €My IIPH PO-
XKJICHUH, paJi U3MEHEHUsI MUpa B camoro cebs. B oTiuuue ot comnumanb-
HBIX KOHCTPYKIIMOHHCTOB, TIOJIATal0IINX, YTO HHINBUAYAIbHOE CO3HAHNE
pacTBOpsIeTCS B COLMANBHBIX CBA3X, y MapKkca HHIWBU] MCIIOIB3YET CO-
LMATbHbBIE CBSI3U M MACHTH(PHUKAINY KaK MaTepuall, MUTATEIbHYIO CPEny
JUTSL aKTUBHOTO CAMOKOHCTPYHPOBAHUSI.

OpHako 3TOT TYMaHHCTUYECKHH ONTUMH3M Mapkca OTHOCHTEIHHO
MIOTCHIIMAIA YeJIOBEKa OBITh TBOPIIOM CaMOTo cebs i MEHSTh ceOst M MUP
B paboTax ero mocjenoBareneil B OCHOBHOM yTpaumBaeTcs. Bo3moxkHO,
3TO CBA3AaHO C TeM, 4TO MapKc CBOMMH UAEHHBIMH KOPHSAMH OJMKE K He-
MEIKOH KiTaccudyeckoi puocoduu, moquepKuBaroIiei CHIIbHbIC TTO3UIIHU
WHANBUIYaJBFHOTO CyOBeKTa. Y mocienoBareieil xe Mapkca WHANBHITY-
aBbHBIN CyOBEKT McYe3aeT M BO3HHUKAET aKIeHT Ha COIHANBHBIX IPyIIax
1 TOM, KaK MHPOBO33PEHHE M CHCTEMa 3HAHWH ATHX COLUAIBHBIX TPYIII
(hopMUpYIOTCS TTOJ] BIUSHUEM HICOIOTHH, HAa TOM, KaK BOZHUKAeT U (PyHK-
MUOHUPYET «JI0KHOE co3HaHUE». CyOBEKT B IAHHBIX HCCIICAOBAHUIXK TIOJ-
HOCTBIO PaCTBOPSIETCS B KJIACCOBOM IMO3HMIIMM PYIIIBI, K KOTOPOH OH IpH-
HaJJIeKHT. Tak, B COIMAIIbHOM KOHCTPYKIIMOHU3ME O CYOBEKTE B IIEJIOM B
MIPUHIINIIE HUYETO TOBOPUTH HENb3sI — JIUIIb 00 OT/IENbHBIX €r0 WACHTHUY-
HOCTSIX, HJT O TTO3UIUSIX, KOTOPBIE OH 3aHUMAET B PA3JIMYHBIX JUCKYpCax
[Davies, Harré, 1990].

Krnaccuk eBpomeiickoro HeoMapkcn3mMa AHTOHHO ['pamMinm mokasbl-
BaeT [I'pammu, 1991], 4To 0mHOM TONBKO WAEOIOTHH TOCIOACTBYIOIIETO
KJlacca HeIOCTaTOYHO, YTOOBI COXPaHATh ONpPE/IeNICHHBIH status quo B 00-
1iecTBe, — He0OX0IMMa rereMOHHS, IT0J] KOTOPOH IIOHUMAaeTcs crieruduyde-
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CKasi OpraHM3alysl COIMAIHHOTO COITIACHA OTHOCUTENFHO ONPEAEIEHHOTO
nopsiaka semieii [Barrett, 1992], Takoro cornacusi, KOTOpoe Ha CaMOM JIeNe
OyZeT MacKHpOBATh peajbHbIe MHTEpPECH Jroneil. Hegocrarouno mpocto
MIOCTYJUPOBAThH OIPEEICHHYIO UCOIOTHIO, HEOOXOIMMO ClIeaTh ee He-
OTBEMIIEMOM YaCThIO KYIBTYpBl. JTO comacue, rmomaraer | paminm, mon-
JIep)KUBAETCS 32 CUET CAMOTO IPaXKJAHCKOTO 00IIecTBa, BEJOMOTO PSIOM
WJI€0IOTOB-TIPAKTHKOB.

Jlaknay u Mydd [Laclau, Mouffe, 1985] B cBoeit kitoueBoii padboTe
«l'ereMoHusa u COIUAJIMCTUYCCKAA CTPATETHUA) CBA3BIBAIOT HCOMAPKCUCT-
CKO€ IMOHATUC T'CTEMOHUUN C IMMOHATHEM AHUCKYpPCAa. C ux TOYKH 3p€HUA, B
omyre oT Mapkca, IoJiaraBIiero, 4To paszaejeHre 00IecTBa Ha KJIacChl
SIBIISIETCSI OOBEKTUBHEBIM U AUKTYCTCA UCKIHOYUTCIIbHO SKOHOMHWYECKUMU
YCIIOBHSIMH M TIPOIIeCCaMH (TaK, SKOHOMHKa IO MapKkcy mpeaonpeneisier
paszeneHne Ha IpoJieTaprueB M KaMTAJINCTOB), HUKAKUX OOBEKTUBHO CY-
INECTBYIOIIUX COMUAJIBHBIX T'PYIIIl HE CYIIECTBYET, BCC OHM BO3HHKAIOT B
pe3yibTaTe ONpeAeNeHHBIX MOJTUTHIECKHUX mporeccoB. CyIecTBYIOT TUC-
KYpChI, HACTOJIBKO ITPOYHO YKOPCHUBUIMECA B HAIIEM CO3HAHWH, YTO MBI
HE BUJIUM HX anbrepHaruB. Hampumep, IHCKypC HalIMX IPEICTaBICHUI
0 JIeTAX Kak 00 0co00ii COnMaIbHON TPyIIe CO CBOMMH CHelH(pHIeCKu-
MU XapaKTC€PUCTUKAMH, OTIIMYAIOIIUMHA UX OT IMOAPOCTKOB MUJIM B3POCIJIBIX,
Ka)KeTCsl HaM €CTECTBEHHBIM TOJI0KEHUEM Belllel U HE TTOIBEPTaeTcs Co-
MHEHUIO, TOT/Ia KaK HECKOJIbKO BEKOB Ha3aJ JIETH PacCMaTPHBAINCH Kak
«MaJieHbKue B3pocibie» [Aries, 1962]. IMeHHO Takoro poja AMCKYpPCHI
JUKTYKOTCSI TETEMOHMEM.

C Touku 3penus Jlakinay u Mydd, karoueByro poinb UrpaeT Cieayro-
mee 0OCTOSITENECTBO: HU OJUH W3 JUCKYPCOB HE SIBISETCS OOBEKTHBHO
JaHHBIM. Camo moHsiTHE OOBEKTHBHOCTH OHH IIOJIAraroT IIPAKTUYCCKHU
HEOTIIMYUMBIM OT IIOHATHUA HACOJIOTHH. Kaxk TPAKTYIOT 3TO ITOJIOKCHHE
CKaHAMHABCKHUEC CIICHUAJINCTHI 110 UCCIICAJOBAHUIO KOMMYHI/IKaHI/Iﬁ n auc-
Kypc-aHanusy Mapuaun HMoprencen n Jlyusa ®umimnc: «... 00bEKTHB-
HOCTbD ABJISICTCA TCPMUHOM, O603HaanOHII/IM HCYTO, YTO KAXCTCA JaHHBIM
1 HCU3MCHHBIM, U 9TO HpI/IO6peTaeT, OTHIOZIb HE CBA3aHHOC C OTIIMYUAMU
oT 4ero-imbo apyroro. Ho 310 Tonmpko “no-BUAMMOMY”, B 3TO HMpPUYHHA,
MOYeMy TEOpHs JUCKypca MPHUpaBHUBAET OOBEKTHBHOCTH U HICOJIOTHIO.
Bce 3Hadenns m Bce OUCKYPCBI — U3MCHYMBEI, 0OBEKTUBHOCTh KaK OBl
“MacKupyeT’ U3MEHYHBOE, CKPHIBas aIbTepHATHBHbBIE BO3MOXHOCTH 3Ha-
YeHHiT, KOTOPBIE MOIIH ObI BOSHHKHYTH» [Dmmnmc, Moprencen, c. 65].

I/ITaK, BCC NUCKYPCbl UBMCHYHUBBI, YTO BCACT K TOMY, YTO U JIUYHO-
cTi (HOPMHUPYIOTCSI HE IO/ BIMSHUEM IPEANUCAHHBIX U3HAYAIBHO KIac-
COBBIX XapakTepoB (Oyarogapsi NPUHAIUICKHOCTH K ONPE/ICIIEHHOMY KIac-
CY): WACHTUYHOCTH JIOAEH CKIaIbIBAIOTCA PA3IMYHO B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT
Pa3IMYHbIX JUCKYPCUBHBIX ITPOIICCCOB. Bo3moxxHOCTD CylmI€CTBOBaHHUA
MHOXXECTBa Pa3IMYHBIX AUCKYPCOB, B KOTOPBIX NPUXOAUTCA I[CﬁCTBOB&TI)
CYOBEKTY, MOXET MPHUBOJUTH K KOH(QIUKTY Pa3IHYHBIX HJCHTUYHOCTEH,
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K TpUMeEpY, KJIacCOBOW M HAIMOHAJIBHOHN (KIacCHYeCKU MpHUMEp JTOMH-
HUPOBaHMUS KIJIACCOBOM WIEHTUYHOCTH HAJ HAIMOHAJIBHOW — MapKCOB-
CKHMH MHTEpHALIMOHAIBHBIN Npu3bIB «IIposeTapuu Bcex cTpaH, COeAUHINI-
TeCh!», B KOTOPOM MOTYEPKHUBAETCS, UYTO OOIIHOCTH KIIACCOBBIX HHTEPECOB
BBIIIIE HAIIHOHATIBHBIX pa3induil pabouux pa3HbIX CTPaH). DTOT KOHQIHUKT
Jlakmay 1 Myd¢ Ha3Baiu aHTaroHU3MoM. J1Jist TOro 4To0bl pa3peniuTh mo-
JOOHBIE KOH(IUKTHI, 1 HEOOXOANMO BMEIIATEIHCTBO TET€MOHUH — UMEHHO
oHa OyZneT JUKTOBaTh, KaKyI0 MIEHTHYHOCTHh CUMTATh IJIABEHCTBYIOIIEH.
Tak, xorna B IlepBoil MUpPOBOI1 BOMHE NPEACTABUTENN Pa3HbIX €BPONEii-
CKMX CTpaH HauMHAIOT BOEBATh JIPYT MPOTUB JAPYTa, 3TO CTAHOBUTCS BO3-
MOXXHBIM TIOTOMY, YTO T€TEeMOHHS IUKTYeT MPUOPUTET HAIMOHAIHLHOTO
JTUCKypca Mepe KIACCOBBIM M MMPOYNMH M JIFOIU AETAI0T BBIOOP B MOJIB3Y
CBOEU HAIlMOHAJILHON UIEHTUYHOCTH KaK HanboJiee BAKHON — rereMOHUS
MIPEOIONIEBAET AHTArOHM3M | pasperraeT KoHQIUKT. Takum obOpaszom, Jla-
kiay 1 My¢¢ He paccMaTpuBarOT HaJIMYKE WAEOIOTHH WITH TETeMOHUH KakK
YTO-TO OTPHUIATEIHEHOE, OHM (PUKCHPYIOT UX HEOOXOMUMOCTH IS CYIIe-
CTBOBaHMS KaKUX-THOO yCTOMYUBBIX MPEICTABICHN O MUPE, B TOM YHCIIE
TOTO, YTO MBI Ha3bIBaeM 3HaHHEM O Mupe. OAHAKO C UX TOUKH 3PEHUS MBI
JOJDKHBI TIPU3HATH, YTO JII000HM JOMUHHUPYIOIINN TUCKYPC SIBISIETCS CITy-
YaiHBIM, OH MTOPOXKAAETCS MOTUTHUYECKUMH MPOLIECCaMH, PUBEAIINMH K
YCTaHOBJIEHHUIO OTIPENIEICHHOMN TereMOHHNN.

Hay4yHoe 3HaHMe MeKIy rereMOHH el
U PAAMKAJbLHOMN JeMOKpaTHen

HyxH0 nmoggepkHyTh, uTo padothl Jlakmay u Mydd mocBsIeHs! npexae
BCETO aHaJM3y 00IEeCTBa, X TIIaBHAA IIeJTb — MOTBITAThCS IPOIEMOHCTPH-
pOBaTh, UTO HET HUKAKMX OOBEKTUBHBIX COLMAIBHBIX SIBICHUH, HE3aBU-
CHUMBIX OT IOJIMTHYECKHX MPOIIECCOB, pa3/ieIeHrne 00IIecTBa Ha COIHaIIb-
HBIE€ TPYIIBI — 3TO PE3YIBTAT MOJUTHIECKOTO BEIOOpA: TTOKA HE TOSBUTCS
TUCKYPC, OMPEEAIONNi HEKYI0 OOIIHOCTH JIFOJIe KaK OTJAENBbHYIO CO-
[UATBHYIO TPYIITY, TAKOH OOIIHOCTH IMMONPOCTY He cymecTByeT. OnHako B
paboTax psna uX COBPEMEHHHKOB HEO- ¥ TIOCTMaPKCHCTCKask KPUTHKA pac-
MIPOCTPaHSIETCA HE TOJIBKO Ha OONACTh HETIOCPENCTBEHHO MOTUTHYECKON
JeSITeTFHOCTH, HO M Ha aHAJIN3 HAy9YHOTO 3HAHUSA, TIPHU 3TOM pedb UJET He
HCKITIOYMTENEHO O COIMANFHBIX WM T'YMaHUTApHBIX HayKax: Jio0as Ha-
yKa BHAWTCS KaK HOCUTENb Hujeoioruu. 1lox BiaustHuEeM 3THX KOHIIEIIIIHIA
BO3HUKAET CUTyallHs TaK Ha3bIBAEMOTO «COIHOIOTHYECKOTO» HITH «COIIH-
aTBHOTO TIOBOPOTa» B (mocoduu Hayku. Kak mokas3bIBaeT HTaIbIHCKUN
(dbunmocod HayKu DBaHIPO ATAIIH, 3TOT KITOBOPOT» CBSA3AH C COUCTAHHEM
IIBYX TpaguIuii — HeoMapkcu3ma B EBporre u cormonorun 3aanus B CIIA.
«EBporiefickne HEOMapKCUCTHI YTBEPXAAH... YTO HayKa OTHOCHTCS K
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“uaeonoruu’” MAHHOTO OOIECTBAa B CMBICIE, MPUAYMaHHOM MapKcoM H
OHTeNnbCOoM, T. €. MPOAYKTY SKOHOMHUYECKON CTPYKTYpHI 3TOTO OOIIIECTBa,
B KOTOPOM TOCTIO/ICTBYIOIIM KJIACC UCIOIB3yeT MHTEIUIEKTYaIbHbBIE U MH-
CTUTYIIMOHANBHBIE CPEJICTBA IS 3aIIUTH M JIETUTUMHU3AINH CBOMX IIPH-
Buneruit» [Ararmm, 2017, c. 592]. Hayka B TakoM OAXO0/1€ IPEACTABISET-
s cyry00 YTHIIMTAPHBIM MPEANIPHATHEM — HAayKa IBITACTCS HE MTO3HABATh
MHp, @ CO3/1aBaTh IO/ BHJOM ITO3HAHMS MCTHHBI TaKWE OMHMCAHUS MHUPA,
KOTOpBIE CITy>KaT 000CHOBaHHMEM CYIIECTBYIOIIETO COLMAIBHOTO U TIOIH-
THYECKOTO mopsaaka. [Ipyu 3ToMm Hayka mpeTeHAyeT Ha TO, YTO ee 3HAHWE
00BEKTHBHO, YTO OHO OTHOCHUTCS K PEaTbHOCTH TaKOH, Kakasi OHa eCTh Ca-
Ma 110 cede, 6e30THOCUTEIHHO MOTUTHYECKIX HHTEPECOB U CyObEKTHBHBIX
npuctpactuid. OHako, moeropuM te3uc Jlakmay u Mydd, 00beKTHBHOCTh
O CYTH BOILIONIAET HJICOJIOTHIO: TO, YTO OOBSBIAETCS OObEKTUBHBIM 3HA-
HUEM Ha CaMOM Jielie — pe3yJIbTaT BO3JCHCTBHUS TereMOHUH Ha BBIOOD TO-
0, @ HE HHOTO JUCKYpCa, KOTOPBI MBI HAYMHAEM BHUJETh KaK €INHCTBEH-
HO BO3MOXKHBIH (M TIOTOMY KaXKyIIWiiCsl HaM OOBEKTHBHBIM), TOT/A Kak
OCTaJIbHBIE BO3MOKHOCTH TPOCTO MEPECTAIOT HAMHU 3aMEUYaThCA.

B nocrnenneii uerBeptu XX B. B UcceoBaHMsIX B chepe dprnocodun
HayK{ ¥ COI[MOJIOTMH HAyYHOTO 3HAHWS Ha MEPBBIN TJIaH BBIXOIUT BOIIPOC
0 COIMANBHON M MOTUTHYECKOW aHTaKMPOBAHHOCTH 3HAHUSA, €T0 3aBHCH-
MOCTH OT T€T€MOHUH, U TOIY4al0T PacpOCTpaHEeHNE TUCKYCCUH, Ha3BaH-
HBIC 32 UX OCTPOTY «Hay4dHbIMH BoiHamu» [Tpydanora, 2017b]. B sTux
«BOWHAX» O/IHA CTOPOHA (KOTOPYIO MPECTABIISIN B OCHOBHOM CTOPOHHHU-
KH COLMAIbHO-KOHCTPYKIIMOHUCTCKOTO MOAX0Aa U (PeMHHUCTCKON (rto-
co(huu) yTBepKIaia, 9YTO HayKa BBHICTYIIAET HHCTPYMEHTOM HICOJIOTHH H
[IOTOMY HE TOBOPUT HUYETO O PEaTbHOCTH, JINIIB BEIPAXKaeT BUICHUE MUDPA
C OTIpeNIETICHHBIX MOJIMTHYECKUX MO3UIIHIA, a Ipyrast CTOpOHa OTCTanBasa
MTO3UIH HAYYHOTO peasin3Ma U uzeasl 00beKTHBHOCTH HAYYHOTO 3HAHWSL.
[Ipu 3TOM MEpBBIE OJHO3HAYHO ACCOIMUPOBAINCH C MOTUTUYECKUM «JIe-
BBIM» JIBHDKCHUEM, HE B MOCIIEIHIO oYepellb MMEHHO H3-3a crieruduyie-
CKOW PHUTOPHKH, KPUTHKYIOIIEH HayKy 3a MOAAEPIKKY MO3WIIUH HOJIUTH-
YECKOTO «OOJBIIMHCTBAY W OOPIOIIENCS 32 BO3MOXKHOCTh MapTrUHAIH3H-
POBAaHHBIX COIMAIBHBIX TPYI MOIYYUTH IPABO Ioj0Ca, B TOM YUCIHE IS
(hopmupoBaHHst COOCTBEHHOTO HAYYHOTO AUCKypCa.

Tak, psan peMUHHCTCKUX aBTOPOB, BIOXHOBIEHHBIX MAapPKCHCTCKUMH
WIEsIMH O TOM, YTO 3HAHWE 3aBHCHMO OT KJIACCOBOM IO3WIINH, BBHICKA3bI-
BaJl TPEATIONIOKEHHE, COTTIACHO KOTOPOMY KSHIIUHBI KaK YTHETaBIIMNACS
B TE€YECHHE JIOJITOTO BPEMEHHU KJlacc o0iafaroT 0oyiee OCTPHIM YyBCTBOM
PEaNbHOCTH U, KaK CIIEJICTBUE, ABISAIOTCS 00Jee TOYHBIMH UCCIIEA0BaTENs-
mu [Hartstock, 1983; Rose, 1983; Smith, 1974], Hexxenu npeacraBuTeIn
JOMUHHUPYIOIIET0 Kjlacca. ITOT TE3WC BBI3BIBAET COMHEHHE, TOCKOIBKY 3a-
YacTyI0 UMEHHO B3IVISI YTHETEHHBIX TPYIII MOXET SIBIATHCA 0CO00 MpH-
CTPacCTHBIM, CKOHIIEHTPHUPOBAaHHBIM Ha CBOEH «OOJBHOI» TEME U, B CBOIO
odepenb, MapTrHHATM3NPYIOUINM ApyTre B3mIAAbl. [1o cyTH, mpereH3us Ha

83



E.O. TPYOAHOBA

00JBIIYI0 TOYHOCTD 3HAHUS Y TIPEACTaBUTENCH MapTHHAIBHBIX TPy HA-
YeM He OTJIMYAeTCs OT elle OJHOW HIEOJIOTHUH C 3asBKOI Ha TEr€MOHHIO.
Hpyras mpobiema 3aKIIF04aeTcsl B TOM, 9TO, BO-TIEPBEIX, KCHIIMHBI TaKKE
MIPEICTABIISAIOT COOOH HEOMHOPOIHYIO CONMANBHYIO TPYIITY U, BO-BTOPBIX,
HE TOJIBKO XCHIIWHBI MOT'YT BBICTYIIATh KaK MapruHaJIM3WupOBaHHAs I'pyII-
r1a. MOXHO rOBOPUTH U O APYTHUX F'€HJIEPHBIX I'PyNNax, a TAKKE pa3IundHbIX
HAaIIMOHAJIbHBIX, KJIACCOBBIX, OSTHUYCCKUX, KYJIbTYPHBIX, HpO(I)eCCI/IOHaJIB-
HBIX U T. II. COOUAJIBHBIX I'pyHIiax, Kaxxaasd U3 KOTOPBIX MOXKET IIPETCHIO-
BaTh Ha TO, YTO MMEHHO MPHUHAJJIEXKAIIee el «3HaHUE» SBISETCS CaMbIM
To9HBIM. OJTHAKO HHTEPECHI 3TUX TPYIIT OyAyT pa3indarbcs, M HA OJHA U3
HUX HE MOXCET IMPETCHAOBATH HA IMOJIHYIO CIIPABECAJIMBOCTD IO OTHOIIICHUIO
KO BCEM YTHETEHHBIM IPYyIIIIaM.

[TpusHaBast mogoOHBIE MPOOIEMBI, OOIBITMHCTBO COIMATBHBIX KOH-
CTPYKIIMOHUCTOB MpEeJiaraeT CiIeJ0BaTh TPeOOBAaHUIO PAaBHOTO «IIpaBa
rojoca» il BCEX COUHMAJIBHBIX I'PYIIIT B BBICKA3bIBAHUHN UX IIPEACTaBIIC-
Hu# o peanpHoCTH. Jlakiay u Mydd, B CBOIO odepenpb, CYMTa0T HE00X0-
JUMBIM YCTaHOBJICHUEC paHHKaJ’IBHOﬁ AEMOKpAaTUun — 1EMOKpPATHUH, KOTOpas
HE MPOCTO OyJIeT MOCTYIMPOBaTh CBOOOTY M paBEHCTBO /IS BCEX, HO U Oy-
JIeT IPU3HABATh BCE CYIIECTBYIOINE B 00IecTBe pasnuuns. JInbepanpHas
AEMOKpaTusA, yIBEpPXKAAT OHU, ITOJAABIIACT pa3jindyuc MHEHUH U B3TITIS1I10B
Ha MUD pa3HBIX COLMAIBHBIX TPYIL, MOJAEPKUBAs MMOTUTHIECKOE «OOIb-
IIMHCTBO», HO paJuKaibHAs JEMOKpaTHs OyJeT He MPOCTO YYUTHIBATh U
IIpU3HaBaTh BCC pa3jIniud U aHTAarOHM3Mbl, HO U HETIOCPEICTBECHHO 3aBU-
CETh OT HHUX. KOHCCHCyC TOYECK 3pC€HUSA pa3HbIX CONMAJIBHBIX I'PYIIT B pa-
,ZII/IKaJ'IBHOI\/II JAEMOKpPATUX HE TOJIBKO HEBO3MOXKCH, K HEMY U CTPEMUTLCA HE
HYXXHO, TIOCKOJIBKY MMCHHO B COXpPaHCHUHN PABHOIIPABHBIMU aHTAarOHUCTH-
YECKUX HOSI/IHI/Iﬁ " COCTOUT CYTh pa}IHKaHLHOﬁ AEMOKpaTuu.

Korma o6o3HaueHHast MO3UIMS MEPEHOCUTCS Ha aHAJINM3 HayKu (Kak
3TO JIETAl0T COLMAIbHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMOHHCTHI), MBI BBIHYKICHBI MTPHU3HA-
BaTb pasjinyund «3HAHUN» Pa3HBIX COIMMAJIBHBIX I'PYIII U pacCMaTpuBaTh
HX KaK paBHOIIPABHBIC U CAMOLICHHBIC. JIro0o€e 3HaHMEe MOXKET ITOHUMATh-
Csl TOJIBKO KaK «CHUTyanmoHHOE 3HaHme» [Ipydanosa, 2017a], ymecTHOE
TOJIBKO B Y3KO OIPEIEICHHON COLMOKYIbTYpHOU cuTyauuu. Ho eciau Mbl
MIPUACPKUBACMCA STOM MMO3ULIMH, TO, NBITAACH AAaTh IPAaBO rojioca BCEM
MapruHaJIbHbIM TIpyIIiaM, MbI, CKOPEC BCEro, IMOTCPIACM BO3MOXHOCTH
COXpaHEHHsI KaKUX-JIN0O KPOCCKYIBTYPHBIX YHHUBEpCAINH, a 3HAUUT, KaK
BEpPHO OTMeYaeT OpUTAaHCKUI conManbHBIN cuxonor Busben bepp, oxa-
JKEMCSI HECIIOCOOHBIMM Ha KaKHE-ITH0O0 JalIbHEHIINE KOJICKTUBHBIE OEH-
crBus [Burr, 1998]. Ipyroe cinencTBue 3akiiodaeTcs B TOM, 9TO TpeOo-
BaHUEC MNPCAOCTABUTH IIPaBO IojioCa pPas3siiMYHbBIM COLWAJIBHBIM TI'pyIlIiaM
4acTO HTHOPUPYET KaKHe-ITH00 KPUTEPUHU AeMapKaIliy MEXIy HaydIHBIMU
" HC-HAYyYHBIMH KapTHHaMW MHpa, 10 CYTHU, HaCTanuBasA Ha TOM, 4TOOBI B
HAy4YHOC IMO3HAHUE MOIIIN OBITH HWHKOPIIOPHUPOBAHBI 3JICMCHTBEI HC-HAy4-
HBIX U JaX€ HEPAIIMOHAJIBHBIX KAaPpTHH MUpPa — K IIPUMEPY, MECTHBIC KYJIb-
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TYPHBIC ¥ PEJIMTHO3HBIC TPAJUIINU Psijia OBIBIIMX €BPONICHCKUX KOJIOHUH
MpeIaraeTcss paccMarpuBaTh Kak pPaBHONPABHYIO aJbTEPHATHBY €BPO-
nefickoit Hayke. CleyeT npr3HaTh, YTO He-HayYHbIE KAPTHHBI MUpa Jei-
CTBUTEIFHO MOTYT BHOCHUTH CBOIO JIENITY B HAYYHBIE HCCIIEIOBAHNA, TIOPO-
JK/IaTh HOBBIE ACCOLMATHBHBIE CBSI3M, CTAHOBUTHCS UCTOYHUKOM HAyYHBIX
Metadop u T. 1. Tem He MeHee MPeCTaBISIETCs, YTO HE CTOMT COYETaTh
JJIEMEHTHI ATHX PAa3HBIX KAPTHH MHpPa KaK PaBHOIIPABHBIE COCTABIISIOIINE
Hay4YHbIX TEOPHH, a UMEHHO 3TO TpeNjIaraeTcs CIeNaTh, MMPeI0CTaBIA
«TIpaBo TOJIOCA» B HAayKe Pa3HBIM COIMANBHBIM IrpynnaM. Tak, K mpumepy,
KEHCKHH «T0J0C» B HAyKe MOXKET OBITh HE MEHEe BaXKECH, YeM MY KCKOM,
HO HE Ha OCHOBaHHMH OJJHOTO TOJBHKO (haKTa, 4TO OH SIBIISICTCS KEHCKUM, —
HEJ0CTAaTOYHO MMETh MPOCTO APYTYIO «IIEPCHEKTHBY» BHIEHUS MpobIie-
MBI, Hy>KHO €III€ U YMETh 000CHOBATh MOJIE3HOCTH 3TOW MEePCIEKTUBBI IS
pelIeHuns IOCTaBICHHOM 33/1a41, BIIUCATD €€ B Y)K€ UMEIOIIYIOCS CHCTEMY
3HAHUH, KOTOpask CTPOUTCA C MCIIOIB30BAaHHEM YHHBEPCAIBHBIX MPUHITH-
[IOB, OTOOpPAHHBIX MCXOS U3 KPUTEPHEB HAyYHOCTH W MpPeHeOperarnmx
COLIMOKYJIBTYPHBIMH Pa3IHIUsIMU.

[IpusHaBast paBHOLEHHOCTh MOAOOHBIX «CHUTYAI[MOHHBIX 3HAHHUI»,
MBI 3aTpyaHseM cebe BOZMOXKHOCTh MOMCKA OOITHOCTH, TIOMCKA COTJIACHSL.
[Ipu3Hanue paznuuuii MEXAY MO3UIUSAMHU Pa3HBIX CONHMAIBHBIX TPYIII
KpaiiHe Ba)XHO, HO HE MEHEe Ba)XHO W TPU3HAHUE CXOJCTB, MPHU3HAHHE
KaKHX-JIN0O OOIIMX LEHHOCTEH, B TOM YHWCIIE IIEHHOCTEH, CBSI3aHHBIX C
HayYHBIM MTOMCKOM, TaKMX KaK KPUTEPUH Hay4YHOCTH 3HaHU. be3 momo6-
HBIX OOIINX KPUTEPHEB Pa3BUTHE HAYKH HE MPEACTABIAETCS BOSMOXKHBIM,
a COIHMAaJbHBIE TPYIIBI 3aMBIKAIOTCS B COOCTBEHHBIX T'paHUIAX M Teps-
FOT CTPEMJICHHE K TUAJIOTy. 371eCh CIEeMyeT elle pa3 0OpaTUTh BHUMAaHHUE
Ha nonnmanue Jlakinay u Myd¢ rereMoHrH Kak HEOOXOIUMOTO yCIOBUS
CYILLIECTBOBAaHUS yCTOMYMBBIX 3HaHUN O Mupe. T. €. Mbl JOJDKHBI HE MPO-
CTO MPHU3HABATh Pa3IN4us, HO M MPU3HABATH TOT (DAKT, YTO AHTATOHU3MEI
HEM30€KHO TOJDKHBI OBITh CHSATHI, €CJIM MBI XOTUM, YTOOBI HAIlle 3HAHUE
BoOOIIEe OBUIO MPUMEHWMO B MHpPE, COCTOSIIEM M3 MHOXECTBA Pa3iInd-
HBIX COIMAJIBHBIX TPYII, KaXaasg U3 KOTOPBIX oOliafaeT cOOCTBEHHBIMU
WHTEpecaMt U, KaK CIEICTBUE, COOCTBEHHOW «IIEPCIIEKTHBON BUACHUS.
J1st TOTO 9TOOBI MBI MOTITH YCTAHOBHUTH KaKOe-JTHOO TI0JIe3HOE B3auMOIEH-
CTBHE MEXAY AUCKypCaMH Pa3IMYHBIX COLUANBHBIX TPYII, MBI TOJIKHBI
AMETh TakXKe 00Imuid, 00bequHMIOMNN uX AUCcKypc. Kak BepHO OoTMedaeT
3. Ararm, HayKa y)Ke «I10Kazaja ce0st CaMbIM MOIIHBIM MEXKYJIBTYPHBIM
TUCKYPCOM, KOTOPBIA MOXKET OBITH TMOHST U ITPOBEPEH JIIOABMH, IIPUHA IIIE-
KAIIUMHU K KyJIBTypaM ¥ 00IIecTBaM, MaKCUMAJIbHO yAAJI€HHBIM JIPYT OT
IpyTa. 9T0 BO3MOXXHO ITOTOMY, YTO (DyHAAMEHTAIFHOW XapaKTepPUCTUKON
HayKH SBJISETCS MHTEPCYOBEKTUBHOCTD, CYIIECTBYIOIIAs HE TOIBKO MEKIY
OTAENBHBIMU yYEHBIMU, HO U MEXIY CBEPXWHAMBHIYATHbHBIMU CYIIFIMH,
KaKUMHU SIBIISTIOTCSI OOIIeCTBa M KyasTypbD» [Araru, 2017, ¢. 597]. 3xecs
YMECTHO BCIIOMHHTH O TIPEACTaBIEHHSIX Mapkca O HaydHOM TpyAe Kak
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BceoOIIeM, MpUHAUIEeKaIIeM BCeM JTroasM. Hapymenue 3Toro npuHmna
BCEOOIIHOCTH (B Pa3HBIX €0 CMBICJIAX) CTAHOBHUTCSI CETOIHS OIHON M3
cambIX OOJBIINX MPOOIEM, MOPOKJICHHBIX YCUIICHUEM COIMAIbHOW POIIH
HayKu u aMOMBAJIEHTHOTO XapakTepa 3ToCa HAayKu U B3aMMOOTHOIIIEHUI
HayKH 1 colmanbHoi chepbl» [SAkonesa, 2017, c. 149]. Takum obpazom,
MBI IPpUXOAWUM K BBIBOOY, YTO OIUCKYPC HAYKH MOXKET BBICTYIIaTh KaK I'c-
T€MOHHMS, HO OTa I'CréMOHHUA HCO6XO,ZII/IMa JJIs1 TOTO, 4TOOBI IIPUHIONITI BCC-
OOITHOCTH HPOROIDKAN COOIIONATHCS, YUEHbIE MOIVIH B3aUMO/ICHCTBOBATD
JPYT C IPYTOM M HayKa IIPOJ0JIKaia CBOE Pa3BUTHE.

Bo3Bpaienue Kk UHAMBUAY

Takum 00pa3om, BOIPOC O Pa3IMYHBIX AIHCTEMOJIOTHSIX Pa3HBIX COIUAIIb-
HBIX TPYMI, KaK ¥ BOMPOC O PA3IUYHBIX BEPCUAX HAyKH, SIBISICTCS JIUIIb
YAaCTHBIM CITydaeM 00Ied mpoOiaeMbl — MPOOJIeMbl B3aMMOICHCTBUS Me-
KTy OTIMYHBIMU B3TISAaMHU HA MUDP Pa3HBIX YEJIOBEYCCKUX COOOIIECTB,
00JTaaroIIUX HECXOKUMH MUPOBO33peHHsIMHU. [IpeicTaBisieTcs, 4To TiaB-
HOM c1abol CTOPOHOM MOCTMAPKCUCTCKUX M COIMAbHO-KOHCTPYKIINO-
HUCTCKHUX UCCIICOBAHUU SABISETCA HE TOJNBKO aKIICHTUPOBAHUE PA3IAYUil
MpEACTaBUTENCH PA3HOPOAHBIX COIUATBHBIX TPYII — Pa3Induii UX MUPO-
BO33PEHU, TUCKYPCOB, «3HAHUW», HO U CaM aKIICHT Ha «TPYMIOBHIEY MO~
3WIIUU, PACTBOPSIONIUE B ce0e MHIUBUIA. 3/IeCh, KaK MHE KaxxeTcst, Map-
KCOBa TO3UIIMS UMEET MPEUMYIIECTBa, MOCKOJIbKY, TOBOPS O KIACCOBBIX
nHTepecax, Mapkc He 3a0bIBacT 00 MHIUBUIYATBHOM CYOBEKTE, KOTOPBIN
CIIOCOOEH CTAHOBUTHCS BEIIIE <«JIOKHOTO CO3HAHHUSA» U B KOHEYHOM CUETE
BBIXOJIMTH 32 PAMKH KJIACCOB B CTPEMJICHUH K pealn3alii COOCTBEHHO Ye-
JIOBEUECKOro noTeHnuana. Mapke nuiiet B «Hemerkoi uieonorum», 4To
«...MMEHHO TIOTOMY, YTO MBIILJICHUE, HATIPUMED, €CTh MBIIIUICHUE TaHHO-
'O ONPEAEIEHHOT0 HHANBUIA, OHO OCTAETCSI €r0 MBIIIICHUEM, OIIpeaesie-
MBIM €T0 UHIUBUAYATbHOCTBIO U TEMH OTHOILIEHUSMHU, B paMKaX KOTOPBIX
OH XUBET...» [Mapkc, 1955a, c. 253-254], T. e. colluaabHbIe OTHOIICHUS
(hopMUPYIOT CO3HAHWE WHIUBUIA, HO HHIUBUAYAIbHBIC YEPTHI MPU 3TOM
HUKyJa HE UCYE3AI0T, MHAMBH]I HE PACTBOPSETCS B COIUANBHOMN OOIIHO-
CTH, K KOTOPOI OH IIPUHAITICKHUT.

B To BpeMs kak MOCTMApKCHUCTHI U COIIMANIbHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMOHUCTHI
COCPEIOTAYNBAIOTCS Ha MOAYEPKUBAHUU PA3TUUUM MEXIY COLMATbHBI-
mu rpymnnamu, Kapia Mapkc sBiaseTcss yHUBEpPCAIUCTOM U paccMaTpuBa-
€T YeJIOBEUYECTBO KaK B KOHEUHOM CUETE CTpeMsIleecs K IIeIOCTHOCTH U
COTJIACHIO, K TIPEOAONICHHIO paznuuuii. OAHAKO 3TO €AUHCTBO HE JTOJIKHO
03Ha4YaTh YHU(PUKAIMIO UHAUBUYaTbHBIX INYHOCTEH, MX MOTYMHECHUE TO-
TATUTAPHOMY JTUCKYPCY TIO00HO TOMY, KaK 3TO OMHICHIBAIOT B Pa3IMYHBIX
yTONUAX (MU aHTUYTOMUSX), — MOCKOJBKY YEJIOBEK, M0 MapKcy, CMOXET B

86



O TETEMOHUH, IIPU3HAHUHA PA3JINYUAIA...

KOHEYHOM CUEeTe MPEO0IETh OTUYKICHUE U MOIHOCTHIO peain30BaTh ce-
051 B TBOPYECKOM TPYJI€, 00peCTH CBOOOIHYIO MHAUBHyaTbHOCTE [ Mapke,
1968]. Kak BepHO otmMeuaer B.M. MexyeB, y Mapkca «...Mepoi yenoBed-
HOCTH YEJIOBEKa SBIACTCS TO, HACKOIBKO OH B MPOIECCE NEATEIBLHOCTH
CIOCOOEH TBOPHUTH MO MEPKE HE KaKOTO-TO OJHOTO, a JIF000To BUIA, T. €.
YHUBEPCAIBHO, OBITH CBOOOTHOW WHIUBUIYaTEHOCTRIO, ONPEACIIIEMON B
CBOEM KM3HEHHOM CYIIECTBOBAHWU HCKIIIOYUTEIBHO JIUIIb COOCTBEHHOMN
MIPUPOTHON OTAPEHHOCTHIO M JOCTUTHYTHIM YPOBHEM KYJIBTYPHOTO pas-
Butusk» [Mexyes, 2007, c. 81]. UMeHHO B 3TOM, KaK Mpe/ICTaBISETCS, U
COCTOUT IOJJIMHHOE MPU3HAHUE PA3NUYUN — MMO3BOIUTH KAXKIOMY WMHIU-
BH/Iy PEaJTU30BBIBATh CBOM CIIOCOOHOCTH B IOJIHOM Mepe, He 3arOHSIsI €r0 B
JKECTKHE PAMKH «T'PYMIIOBOTI0» JUCKypCa.

HecomHeHHO, KaXXIbI U3 HAC SBIISETCS YacThIO TE€X WM MHBIX COO00-
LIECTB U B PA3JIMUHBIX CUTYAIUSIX OKA3bIBACTCS BO BIACTH XapaKTEPHBIX JIJIS
HUX «JIUCKYpcoB». HO HM OMH U3 HAC HE SBJSETCS YACThIO TOJIBKO OAHOMN
COILIMAIILHOM TPYIIIBI, ¥ Hallle CO3HAHME 0€3 CYIIECCTBEHHBIX CIOKHOCTEH
CHOCOOHO TIEPEKIFOYaThCsl C OAHOTO JTUCKYypca Ha APYTOM, COXpaHss TpU
ATOM IIOCTOSHCTBO HAICH JIMYHOCTH, HANIy JHYHOCTHYIO HJCHTHYHOCTb.
DTO NEMOHCTPHUPYET, YTO MHAMBUIAYAIBHBIA CYOBEKT, XOTh OH BO3HHKAET
U Pa3BUBAETCS B MPOIECCE PA3TUYHBIX COIMAJIBHBIX B3aUMOAEUCTBUN U
KOMMYHUKAIIHH, BCE K€ HE PACTBOPSCTCS B COMAIILHOM O3 0CTaTrKa, U Mbl
CHOCOOHBI, MEHSS «IIEPCIEKTUBBI BUACHUS, COXPAHATH TOCTYII K OJHUM U
TEM JKe 3HaHUAM. TakuM 00pa3oM, Mbl MOXKEM CJIENIaTh BBIBOJI, YTO SITUCTE-
MOJIOTUSL — KJIaCCHYeCKasi SIIUCTEMOJIOTHS, a HE OIHA U3 MHOXKECTBA «aJlb-
TEPHATUBHBIX» — MPEACTABIISIET IICHHOCT, UIMEHHO B TOM BHJIE, B KOTOPOM
OHa CYLIECTBYET, — KaK JUCLMIUINHA, U3y4arollas OTHOLICHUS YeIOBEKa U
3HaHU, 2 He MHOTOO0Opa3re Pa3MIHBIX CYIIECTBYIOIINX TOUEK 3pEeHHS Ha
MUDp: €€ IIeJIb — B MOUCKE YHUBEPCAIHM, KOTOphIE B KOHEYHOM CUETE€ MO-
TYT OBITH BaXKHBI JUIs JTFOOOTO YEJIOBEKa, 2 HE B IMECTOBAHUH Y3KOTPYIIIO-
BBIX pazimuuii. IMEHHO MOATOMY BO3BpallleHUE K WHIAMBHIY, K OTIEIHHO
B3SITOMY YEJIOBEUECKOMY CyOBEKTY, PEACTABISAETCS TAKMM BaXKHBIM — 3TO
HE CTpeMIICHUE K MHIWBUIYAIN3MY H CYOREKTHBU3MY, 2 HA000POT, IMyTh K
MHTEPCYOBEKTUBHOCTH U K IPU3HAHUIO IICHHOCTH HE IMTPOCTO KAXKJIOH COITH-
AIBHOW TPYMITBI, HO K&KIOTO WHANBUIYaIHHOTO CYOBEKTa.
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Both mainstream cognitive science and analytic philosophy
of mind remain wedded to the Cartesian picture of the mind
as an isolated, self-sufficient, and constitutively individual
phenomenon. However, recently approaches to the mind (e.g.
extended mind thesis, enactivism) that depart from the standard
view have emerged. A unifying thread that runs through these
approaches can be summed up in the slogan: “to understand
mental phenomena one cannot do away with the environment”.
Differences between these related views pertain to the strength
of the modal operator “cannot”. On the strongest reading the
slogan implies that the mind is constituted by the environment.
While this interpretation is akin to Marx view on the constitution
of consciousness, this link is overlooked in the literature. In this
paper, | will argue that Marxists philosophical thinking about the
mind, as exemplified by the activity approach, offers a sound
philosophical basis for the further development of post-Cartesian
views in cognitive science and philosophy of mind. Furthermore,
| will argue that the materialistic method proposed by these
thinkers is the most promising approach to the problem of
naturalizing the mind.

Keywords: activity theory, philosophy of mind, cognitive science,
Marxism, enactivism
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© Karim Zahidi

KorHutnBHaA Hayka M aHanutMyeckaa oéunocopua cosHaHuA
no ceil AeHb COXPAHAIOT BEPHOCTb KapTe3naHCKoMy npeacTas-
JIEHUIO O CO3HAHWWM KaK U30/IMPOBAaHHOM, CaMOAOCTaTOYHOM U
no onpegeneHuio MHAMBKUAyanbHoM deHomeHe. Tem He meHee,
NOABMANCL U HOBblE MOXOAbl K Npobieme co3HaHUsA (T. H. Teauc
0 pPacWMpPeHHOM CO3HAHWUM, A TaKKe IHAKTUBU3M), KOTOpble OT-
XO4AT OT KNACCMYeCKoM TPaKToBKKU. O6wmii Tesnc, obbeanHsto-
e Bce 3TU NOAXOAbl, MOXKET BbiTb cPopMynnpPoOBaH Kak cno-
raH: «NOHATb MeHTasbHble peHOMEHbl HEBO3MOMXHO B OTpbIBE
OT OKpY’KaloLein cpeabl». Pasnmuma mexay sTMMKU Noaxo4amu
CBOAATCA K CTEMEHM 3TOM CaMOW «HEBO3MOXKHOCTM». CuAbHaA
BepcuA 3Toro Tesnca TpebyeT NpM3HaHMA TOTO, YTO CO3HaHMWe
KOHCTUTYyMpyeTca cpeaoi. U xoTa aTa ugea 61M3ka mapKcoBy
Te3nCy O NpUpofe CO3HAHMA, OYeBUAHAA CBA3b 3a4acTylo yny-
cKaeTca B MTepaTtype. B 31Ol cTaTbe A OTCTaMBAO TE3UC O TOM,
YTO MapKCUCTCKUI NoAXoh, K CO3HAHMWIO, NpeacTaBNeHHbI B
KOHLeNnuun AesTeNlbHOCTHOTO NOAX0A3, NpegsiaraeT pasyMHyto
durnocodckyo 0CHOBY ANA AaNbHENLLEro pasBUTUA NOCTKapTe-
3MAHCKUX MAEeN B KOTHUTUBHOM HayKe M aHanuTUyYeckon ¢uno-
codun cosHaHuA. Bonee Toro, A nonarato, 4To MaTepuanucTUye-
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CKUI meToa, pa3pa60TaHHbu7| npeacrasuTenamm aToro noaxoaa,
ABnAeTca Hanbonee nepcnekTUBHbIM B pelleHnn I'Ip06ﬂeMbI Ha-
Typannsaumum CO3HaHUA.

Kntouessble cnoea: Teopusa AeATeNbHOCTH, ¢MI10C04)MH CO3HaHwuA,
KOTHUTUBHAA HayKa, MapKCU3M, 3HAKTUBU3IM

Introduction

Recent decades have seen a flourishing, in analytic philosophy of mind
and cognitive psychology, of approaches — so-called E-approaches — to
mind and cognition that break with the Cartesian legacy that still animates
much of contemporary theorizing about the mind. The origin of these
post-Cartesian is usually situated within philosophical and psychologic
research traditions such as pragmatism, ordinary language philosophy,
phenomenology, ecological psychology and American naturalism.
While the genealogical focus on the Western-European and American
philosophical tradition is understandable, this exclusive preoccupation
with these traditions risks obscuring possible connections and fruitful
engagement with other philosophical traditions. When connections have
been made with other philosophical traditions, these have tended to be
Eastern traditions such as Buddhism [Varela, Thompson and Rosch, 1990].
What has been almost completely overlooked is the convergence between
E-approaches (especially enactivism — cf. infra) and certain Marxist ap-
proaches to the mind and cognition'. In particular, the approach to mental
phenomena developed within the “activity approach” by philosophers
such as E. Ilyenkov and F. Mikhailov is close in spirit to some forms of
enactivism. That these trends in Soviet philosophy have been neglected
is in some sense surprising, since they can be seen as allied to the socio-
historical psychology of Vygotsky, whose work is well-known in Western
philosophical and psychological circles. But while Soviet psychology may
have been regarded in the West as a genuine cognitive endeavor, Western
philosophers took a rather dim view of Soviet philosophical production. For
many Soviet philosophy was merely a form of apologetics for the Soviet
régime (see [Bakhurst, 1991]). This disdainful view of Soviet philosophy
combined with a hostile attitude towards dialectics in analytic philosophy
may account for the absence of references to Soviet philosophical literature
in contemporary analytic philosophy of mind.

Whatever the historical reasons might be for this neglect, in this paper
I want to excavate some of the common ground between E-approaches to
cognition and the Soviet activity approach. In particular, I will argue that
the rejection of the Cartesian picture of the mind turns these approaches

' A notable exception is [Lektorsky, 2016].
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into close allies when it comes to understand the mind. I will start with
an outline of the Cartesian picture of the mind and how it still dominates
current theorizing in analytic philosophy of mind (Section 2). In Section 3
I then turn to a discussion of the so-called E-approaches to cognition that
have emerged in recent decades in the philosophical and psychological lit-
erature. [ will argue that among the various E-approaches only enactivism
effects a radical break with Cartesianism. In Section 4 I give an account of
those aspects of activity theory that are relevant for the present discussion.
While the presentation will make it clear that there are indeed close links
between enactivism and the activity approach I will conclude this paper
by pointing out a few areas in which a closer interaction between the two
approaches might be beneficial for both.

The Cartesian legacy

The idea that Cartesian presuppositions continue to shape much of the
contemporary discussion about mind and cognition may look bizarre at
first sight. After all, very few philosophers, psychologists or cognitive
scientists are willing to defend one of the central Cartesian claim, viz. that
the mind is a non-material substance. And if there are indeed very few
theorists that defend the non-materiality of the mind, it would seem, there
can be barely any lingering Cartesianism in the contemporary discussion
on mind and cognition.

However, this argument is predicated on the assumption that Des-
cartes’ theory of the mind can be reduced to the non-materiality of the
mind. While substance dualism was indeed a central claim put forward by
Descartes, his view of the mind cannot be reduced to it. Indeed, a classical
Cartesian view of the mind asserts the following theses on the mind:

The mind is immaterial

The mind is self-sufficient
The mind is self-contained
The mind is representational

The first thesis is a statement of substance dualism which is rejected
by an overwhelming majority of contemporary philosophers of mind
and cognitive scientists. Thesis (b) states that the individual mind has its
powers and contents by itself or can develop its powers and contents by
itself. Tyler Burge succinctly characterizes the self-sufficient or individual
nature of the mind as follows:

an individual person’s or animal’s mental state and event kinds.... can
in principle be individuated in complete independence of the natures of
empirical objects, properties, or relations (excepting those in the indi-
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vidual’s own body, on materialist and functionalist views) — and simi-
larly do not depend essentially on the natures of the minds or activities
of other (non-divine) individuals [Burge, 1986, p. 118-119].

This does not necessarily imply that newborn infants would have the
same mental capacities as adult humans. It does however imply that a
newborn infant could acquire, through natural maturation or development,
the same mental capacities of an adult without being immersed in a socio-
cultural environment. The mental development can thus in principle
unfold in complete isolation’. While the thesis of self-sufficiency
expresses the idea that the mind is diachronically independent of external
factors, the idea of self-containment is meant to capture the idea that the
mind is synchronically independent of the external environment. Another
way to express this idea is to say that the mind is turned onto itself and
cannot and need not turn to the external environment to function. The
idea that the mind is in some way identical with or a function of the brain
is a popular contemporary interpretation of these ideas. Indeed, if the
mind is a biological organ, then its maturation and function is ultimately
genetically determined. Hence, it is not dependent for its development as
mind on interaction with the environment®. If the mind is only inward-
looking the question arises how the mind can come to obtain knowledge
about the external world. The Cartesian answer is that the mind comes
into contact with the external world via intermediary representational
vehicles, i.e. mental ideas or mental representations. Starting from
perceptual impressions the mind constructs its knowledge of the external
world by transforming and manipulating the perceptual impressions
according to certain rules. The mind is thus essentially a representational
device. In contemporary philosophy of mind and cognitive science, the
idea that the mind’s essential function is that of representing is widely
accepted. Dretske, a leading analytic philosopher of mind, expresses a
mainstream view when he writes that “the manipulation and use of repre-
sentations is the primary job of the mind” [Dretske 1995, p. xiv].

The predominance of the representational theory of mind (RTM
hereafter) is connected with the cognitive revolution in psychology in
the mid-twentieth century. The central proposal of the cognitivism is that

2 This is not to deny that in comparison to subjects who developed in a socio-cultural

environment, the mental capacities of the subject who developed in complete
isolation would be impoverished. However, self-sufficiency does imply that the
mind of such Robinson Crusoe subjects would still share the essential features of
normal human minds.

Biological organisms do of course depend on exchange of matter and energy for their
biological maturation. Proponents of self-containment and self-sufficiency do not deny
this obvious fact. They do deny however that the mind/brain is dependent on any other
interaction with the environment to develop its mental capacities. The popularity of
various “brain in a vat” scenarios in the philosophy of mind attests to the widespread
acceptance of the assumption of self-containment and self-sufficiency of the mind.
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the mind is an information-processing device that can be best understood
on the model of digital computers. What the computer model adds to the
classical RTM is that it conceives of the rules according to which ideas
are manipulated as syntactic rules akin to the rules of a logical calculus.
According to the proponents of contemporary cognitivism it is the
formalizability of these rules that gives the computer model of the mind a
decisive predictive and explanatory advantage over its rivals®.

In so far as current philosophy of mind and cognitive science re-
mains wedded to cognitivism, its theorizing remains firmly within the
Cartesian framework. Some theorist however reject the classical computer
model of the mind and cognition and replace it with a model in which the
mind is conceived of as a neural network. Do these models fall outside
the Cartesian framework? As it turns out, trading the classical computer
model for connectionist models does not necessarily imply a repudiation
of the basic Cartesian assumptions. Firstly, there are those philosophers
who believe that connectionist models of the mind are fully compatible
with a RTM [Clark, 1989]. But even those who argue that connectionism
is incompatible with a RTM remain wedded to the idea that cognitive
processes do occur internally and need not involve any interaction with
the environment (see e.g. [Churchland, 1989]). In other words, even those
theorists who reject the representational assumption remain wedded to the
idea that the mind is self-sufficient and self-contained.

But as Rowlands justly points out the inner aspect of mental processes
is a hallmark of Cartesianism:

Cognitive processes — the category of mental processes with which
cognitive science is concerned — occur inside cognizing organisms, and
they do so because cognitive processes are, ultimately, brain processes
(or more abstract functional roles realized exclusively by brain
processes). It is this unquestioned assumption that makes Cartesian
cognitive science Cartesian. [Rowlands, 2010, p. 3]

As can be seen from the above overview much of contemporary
theorizing about the mind remains firmly within the Cartesian paradigm.
While substance dualism is almost universally rejected, a majority of
philosophers of mind and cognitive scientists accept at least one of the
remaining assumption of Cartesianism. In the next section I will present
a set of approaches to the mind which depart in various degrees from the
remaining Cartesian assumptions.

4 For a critical discussion of this point see [Varela; Thompson; Rosch, 1993, p. 138].
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Leaving Descartes behind:
recent trends in analytic philosophy of mind

As I have argued in the previous section, mainstream contemporary
theorizing about the mind remains wedded to a Cartesian view of the mind.
Admittedly in their striving to naturalize the mind, the assumption that the
mind is a separate, non-material substance has been dropped. However, the
Cartesian assumption that the mind is a self-contained, self-sufficient and
representational device remain firmly in place. There are however various
philosophical and psychological conceptions of the mind that are critical of
the latent Cartesianism in philosophy of mind and cognitive science.

Western philosophical traditions and philosophers that have chal-
lenged the Cartesian assumptions include phenomenology, American
naturalism and pragmatism, ordinary language philosophy and Witt-
genstein’. Partly inspired by these philosophical traditions and drawing
on empirical work in, inter alia, the tradition of Gibson’s ecological
psychology and robotics, the so-called E-approaches have recently come
to the foreground as challengers of mainstream conceptions of mind and
cognition. The term “E-cognition” does not refer to a single approach to
cognition but rather to a set of loosely related paradigms in the study of
cognition that depart, in various degrees, from the classical approach to
cognition and the mind. What relates those different approaches can be
summed up in the slogan: to understand mental phenomena one cannot
do away with the environment”. Differences between these related views
pertain to the strength of the modal operator “cannot”. While more
conservative E-approaches tend to interpret the “cannot” to mean that the
causal influences of interaction between the subject and the environment
are necessary to understand the workings of the mind, more radical
approaches interpret the “cannot” to mean that the mind is not merely
causally influenced by the environment, but that the mind is constituted
by the interaction with the environment. In what follows I will briefly
present the various types of E-cognition.

The paradigm of Embedded Embodied cognition stresses the fact that
intelligent behavior does not only result from internal (brain) structures
but is the product of dynamic interaction between brain, body and world.

> For the relationship between current non-Cartesian approaches and phenomenology

see e.g. [Varela; Thompson; Rosch, 1993]; for connections with American naturalism
and pragmatism see e.g. [Chemero, 2009]. The non-Cartesian orientation of ordinary
language philosophers’ approach to the mind is exemplified by Gilbert Ryle’s The
Concept of Mind [Ryle, 2009]. Wittgenstein’s radical non-Cartesian approach is clear
throughout his later works, in particular Philosophical Investigations [Wittgenstein,
2009] and Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology [Wittgenstein, 1980]. For a
discussion of Wittgenstein’s relevance for contemporary non-Cartesian approaches see
[Moyal-Sharrock, 2013].
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Theorists taking an embodied and embedded approach to cognition point
to a wealth of experimental evidence showing that in the performance
of cognitive tasks such as remembering, linguistic communication and
reasoning we make extensive use of body and environment to complete
these tasks®. Proponents of Extended cognition take the embodied and
embedded insight a step further and argue that external artefacts can
become literally a part of our mind’.

Despite their emphasis on the embodied and embedded aspects of
cognition, it is far from clear whether the types of E-apporaches discussed
in the above fundamentally challenge the classical Cartesian picture of the
mind. While they do display a greater sensitivity than the classical approach
towards the fact that in order to understand mental phenomena, one needs
to pay close attention to the interaction between brain body and world,
they seem to leave the self-sufficiency, self-containment representational
assumptions fundamentally unchallenged.

Indeed, while the interaction between embodied subject and
environment is taken into account, it would seem that the interaction is
merely of instrumental value for the subject. For example, embodied and
embedded theorists, when describing the role of external artefacts, often talk
as if the environment and body act merely as a medium in which the subject
can off-load some of the cognitive tasks it usually performs internally. The
interaction with the environment thus merely allows us to perform mental
tasks more efficiently — mental tasks that could be performed, although
slower and less reliable, by isolated minds. Describing the role of body and
environment in terms of “off-loading” pre-supposes that these cognitive
tasks can be performed by an isolated mind. In particular, this implies
that the mind is self-sufficient, and does not depend for the growth of his
mental capacities on the environment in a constitutive way. True, minds
that do not enjoy immersion in a socio-cultural environment may not be as
proficient as those that are so immersed in performing cognitive tasks, they
are nevertheless fully functioning organs of thought. The self-sufficiency
of minds is also presupposed by extended mind theorists. For example,
Clark and Chalmers in their defense of the concept of extended cognition
proposes that we treat processes that involve external activity as cognitive
if they are in certain respects isomorphic to internal (brain) processes
[Clark; Chalmers, 1998, p. 8]. Whatever the prima facie plausibility of
this idea, it clearly presupposes that the processes that go in the head/brain
are intrinsically cognitive. Rather than taking the interaction between

®  For example, the psychologist David McNeill showed that the use of gesture facilitates

language processing, thus showing that embodied action helps the mind/brain in its
linguistic capacities [McNeill, 1996].

For example, extended mind theorists argue that the regular use of a notebook by
an amnesiac subject to recall information makes that notebook literally a part of the
subject’s memory and thus of her mind [Clark; Chalmers, 1998].
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subject and environment as being constitutive for the mental phenomena,
it assumes that the internal processes are intrinsically cognitive and they do
not depend on anything outside the brain for their mental status.

The same goes for that other quintessential Cartesian assumption of
the mind as a representational device. As already noted the representational
assumption derives from a strict separation between a cognitive subject
and its environment. This presupposition is taken over by the E-theorist
mentioned up until now. They differ from more classical representational
theories in that they conceive of these representations not as complete
representations of a state of affairs in the environment as such, but rather
as representations that represent those aspects of the world that are relevant
for the subject’s ongoing interaction with the world®.

As can be seen from the discussion the aforementioned positions
depart from the standard Cartesian view of the mind in that they try to
accommodate the idea that interaction between the cognitive subject and
the environment plays a role in the cognitive life of the subject. However,
these positions remain firmly wedded to the basic assumptions of Cartesian
philosophy of mind. They remain averse to the idea that the mind is not
merely causally influenced by the interaction with environment, but that
this interaction constitutes the mind.

A radical break with the Cartesian conception of the mind can be
found, inter alia, in the various forms of Enactivism that have been pro-
posed in the last decades. What all the various forms of enactivism have in
common is that they reject the idea that there is a fundamental separation
between the cognitive subject and the environment in which the cognitive
subject is situated. Rather than regarding the subject as a fully-fledged and
self-contained thing that exists prior to its immersion in an environment,
enactivism starts from the premise that the cognitive subject arises out of
its interaction with the environment. It is thus a form of embedded and
embodied view of cognition, but it departs from the more conservative
embodied and embedded views discussed above in that it radically rejects
the Cartesian presuppositions of self-sufficiency and self-containment. One
strand of enactivism, initiated by Varela, Thompson and Rosch [1990] is
autopoetic enactivism. For autopoetic enactivism mentality arises out of the
self-organising and self-creating activities of all living beings. Any living
organism is, according to the proponents of autopoetic enactivism, not a
passive object that simply undergoes the pressures of the environment but
is an agent that structures its environment in order to maintain life. There
is thus a reciprocal and continuing dynamics between the organism and
the environment in which both are constantly shaping one and other. This
dynamic coupling of the agent with its environment implies that there is
no absolute ontological border between the subject and its environment,

8 Examples of such pragmatic notions of representation include action-oriented

representations [Mandik, 2005] and pushmi-pullyu representations [Clark, 1997].
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and hence on this account it does not make any sense to view a cognitive
agent or mind as self-contained or self-sufficient? Autopoetic enactivism is
premised on the deep continuity thesis between mind and life. Evan Thomp-
son, one of the leading theorists of autopoetic enactivism describes this the-
sis as follows: “The organizational properties distinctive of mind are an
enriched version of those fundamental to life” [Thompson 2007, p. 9].

This implies that life and mind go hand in hand, or, that living
beings are always in some sense minded’®. Autopoetic enactivism offers
thus a thoroughly biological picture of cognition and mind in which the
reproducing and creative activity of the biological subject play a central
role in the constitution of mentality. In particular, its explicitation of
goal-directed behavior in terms of biological normativity (i. e. in terms of
self-preservation) offers an attractive view of adaptive behavior that does
not rely on such Cartesian posits such as ideas reflecting or representing
the state of the environment. This approach has, despite its attractiveness,
a number of problems. In particular, the continuity thesis implies that
even such simple life-forms as bacteria experience their environment
as laden with meaning and value'®. In terms of the activity approach,
the continuity thesis implies that simple life forms already interact with
the “ideal” properties of their environment. As Hutto and Myin [2017]
rightly observe, it is difficult to see how a simple organism can acquire
the capacity to engage with ideal properties without having gone through
a process of enculturation.

Another version of enactivism, radical enactivism, was introduced by
Hutto and Myin [2013, 2017]. The point of departure for radical enactivism
is the observation that for the RTM lacks a naturalistic account for meaning
or representational content''. Recall that according to the RTM contains
representations that represent the outside environment, hence they are
semantic entities that have a meaning. But how can the semantic content
of these syntactic objects be accounted? Since the RTM assumes that the
mind is self-contained and self-sufficient the semantic content of mental
representations cannot be rooted in socio-cultural practices such as language
use, hence the semantic content of mental representations is intrinsic'?. The
most promising solution strategy to semantic problem that is consistent
with the basic assumptions of the Cartesian assumptions of the RTM,
the so-called teleosemantic approach initiated by Millikan [1984] and
Dretske [1981], so they argue, has failed to provide a solution'®. According

9 See also [Colombetti 2014: xvi] for an explicit statement that “life is always minded”.

10" See e.g. [Thompson; Stapleton, 2009, p. 26].

1" Naturalism is here to be understood in the sense of materialism.

12 Searle, who is highly critical of the computer model of the mind, argues that the
meaning of public language derives from the (presumed) intrinsic meaning of mental
representations. [Searle, 1992].

For a discussion of the problems encountered by teleosemantic strategies to solve the
problem of semantic content see [Hutto; Myin, 2013] and [Godfrey-Smith, 2006].
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to proponents of radical enactivism this failure to solve the semantic
problem for mental representations implies that we should look for another
conception of the mind. Like autopoetic enactivism radical enactivism
stresses the idea that the mind should be understood as emerging from the
dynamic interaction between an organism and its environment. However,
unlike autopoetic enactivism, it holds that meaning and value do not arise
at the level of simple life organisms but only in organisms that are initiated
in socio-cultural practices. Radical enactivists thus present a view of the
mind in which some basic forms of mentality can be ascribed to non-human
animals, while only enculturated organisms have the capacity to engage
with meaning and value. In particular, they do not deny that cognition may
involve the manipulation of representation. However, radical enactivism
conceives of representations as public representations that emerge out of
socio-cultural practices. Unlike the more moderate E-approaches, it rejects
the Cartesian assumption that representation is the mark of the mental.

In the above I have merely sketched the basic ideas that motivate
enactivism and much more needs to be said in order to argue comprehensively
for the conceptual and empirical viability of the enactivist approach. However,
for the purpose of this article, viz. highlighting the common ground between
enactivism and the activity approach, this brief sketch will suffice.

Leaving Descartes behind:
mind in the activity approach

The activity approach finds its origin in the attempts Soviet philosophers
and psychologists, to develop a Marxist theory of knowledge and a Marxist
theory of mind out of the scattered remarks by Marx and the writings of
Engels and Lenin. That such a Marxist approach should adhere to the
basic epistemological and ontological principles of Marxism, i.e. that it
should be both materialistic and dialectical, was agreed upon by the Soviet
philosophical community. However, there was considerable disagreement
about what exactly a dialectical and materialistic approach to the mind
should consist of. The fundamental disagreement between the various
Soviet approaches to the mind can be best understood if we focus on
the anthropological pre-suppositions of these various approaches. These
anthropological pre-suppositions all depend on how one conceives of the
human subject as a subject of cognition, for which there are, according to
Mikhailov two options:

[...] either man is an object, a body on whose structural peculiarities all
its functions depend, or man is the subject of historical action, a history-
maker, a being who lives in time and not merely in space and who realizes
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in his personal bodily life-activity the universal forms of historical devel-
opment of the means of people’s objective action, and who only for this
reason is capable of setting goals, of thinking [Mikhailov, 1980, p. 136].

Proponents of the activity approach opted for the second alternative,
arguing that the first option is a return to pre-Marxist materialism. Soviet
thinkers, like Dubrovsky, more aligned with natural sciences — in particular
with genetics and cybernetics — regarded the first option as the only genuine
scientific and materialist approach, claiming that the activity approach was
a return to idealism'®.

Mikhailov’s short description of the basic outlook of the activity
approach gives already a clear idea of its anti-Cartesian orientation. The
emphasis on bodily life-activity as a pre-condition for thought makes clear
that there is no room for mind as a non-material substance. Furthermore,
the emphasis on activity and universal forms of historic development (i. e.
culture) as necessary for thinking indicate a rejection of the mind as self-
contained and self-sufficient.

Ilyenkov similarly stresses that to understand thinking one cannot fo-
cus one’s attention to what happens inside an individual’s mind:

In order to understand thought as a function, i.e. as the mode of action
of thinking things in the world of all other things, it is necessary to go
beyond the bounds of considering what goes on inside the thinking body
[Tlyenkov, 1977, p. 52].

A necessary corollary of this point of view is that it is a mistake to
think that one can understand the cognitive capacities of human subjects by
restricting one’s attention to the brain or nervous system of an individual.
Neither Ilyenkov nor Mikhailov deny that having a mature and well-
functioning brain is a necessary condition for being able to cognize. On
the contrary they state that without a brain, cognition would be impossible:

Of course, if certain physiological processes did not take place in the
brain I could not think or comprehend [Mikhailov, 1980, p. 116].

However, that the brain is the “material substratum of the mind”
[Mikhailov, 1980, p. 117] does not imply that an investigation of the mind
reduces to the investigation of the brain. Following Vygotsky, proponents
of the activity approach adopt a functional view with respect to mental
capacities according to which a mental capacity such as perception,
thought or memory is to be understood in terms of what it does or brings
to a set of activities of the subject. But, it is hard to see how the study of
physiological processes in the brain can reveal the function of a given
psychological capacity. For example, with respect to the capacity of
thinking Ilyenkov remarks that:

14 See [Bakhurst, 1991] for an overview of this discussion. For precedents to this discussion
in the history of Soviet philosophy see [Bakhurst, 1991] and [Sheehan, 2017].
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[...] you can find the functional determination of thought only if you do
not probe into the thinking body (the brain) [...] Within the skull you
will not find anything to which a functional definition of thought could
be applied, because thinking is a function of external, objective activity
[Tlyenkov, 1977, p. 73].

Ilyenkov thus argues that the functional definition of thought, since
it involves external objective activity, is such that it cannot apply to any
neurophysiological processes'®. But even if one accepts that Ilyenkov has a
valid point as far as thought is concerned, one may still argue that the func-
tional determination of other psychological functions like perception or
memory can be established by probing into the thinking body. However, one
could interpret Ilyenkov’s point as meaning that without a prior functional
determination of a mental capacity, one cannot even begin to examine the
underlying material processes that make it possible. Alternatively, one
may point out that Vygotsky’s and Ilyenkov’s functionalism holds the
development of the each of the psychological capacities depends on, and is
modified by, the development of the others. This implies that, for example,
the development of the human perceptual capacities is a function of the
development of the capacity to think. Ifthe latter’s functional determination
cannot be read off from the brain, then the same goes for other capacities.

Ilyenkov’s reasons for claiming that thought is an outward activity,
are based on his theory of the “ideal”. Under the category of the ideal
fall the non-material properties of the world such as meaning and value.
Any materialistic theory that wants to make sense of the ideal should start
by describing the ideal as something that is amenable to materialistic
analysis. Ilyenkov takes as is his point of departure the analysis of the
ideal property of (economic) value by Marx in Capital. From Marx’s
discussion on (economic) value and value representation through money
he extracts the conclusion that the ideal is a “relationship between at least
two material objects (things, processes, events, states), within which one
material object, while remaining itself, performs the role of a representative
of another object” [llyenkov, 2014, p. 33]. Ilyenkov thus follows the
Cartesian tradition in accounting for meaning and value in terms of
representations but gives it a Marxian twist by holding that representations
are constituted by socio-cultural practices. This Marxian twist puts his
analysis in opposition to the Cartesian tradition which conceives of mental
representations as mental states of individual minds. Nor does he hold, as
contemporary philosophers of mind tend to do, that material objects or
processes (e.g. brain processes) are intrinsically representative. What turns
one material object or process into the representation of another material
object is the social activity of human subjects. Just like the representation

'S This point is akin to the point made by, inter alia, Bennett and Hacker that using
psychological predicates to describe brain functions is based on the mereological
fallacy [Bennet; Hacker, 2003].
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of the value of a commodity in the medium of money depends on a whole
socio-cultural practice of economic reproduction, so any representation
depends on socio-cultural practices. It in turn follows that ideal properties
that are not the externalization of individual states of minds, but rather
that individual minds grasp ideal properties through engagement with the
external world which through it the history of human activity has become
idealized. Ilyenkov defends this account of the ideal as a materialistic
account and castigates those materialists who want to reduce the ideal to
materialistic processes in the brain:

Materialism in this case does not consist at all in identifying the ideal
with the material processes taking place in the head. Materialism is ex-
pressed in understanding that the ideal, as a socially determined form of
the activity of man creating an object in one form or another is engen-
dered and exists not in the head but with the help of the head in the real
objective activity (activity of things) of man as the active agent of social
production [Ilyenkov, 1977, p. 261].

If the above account of ideal properties in terms of representation is
correct and if thought involves interaction with ideal properties, it follows
that the mental activity of thought cannot be the activity of a self-contained
and self-sufficient organism. In order to think one must engage with the
externally given and “historically established and socially established
(‘institutionalised’) universal representations” [llyenkov, 2014, p. 33], and
since self-contained and self-sufficient organisms lack the capacity to do
so, it follows that the brain by itself lacks that capacity.

This brief sketch of the account of the mind by philosophers in the
activity-tradition shows that it constitutes a definite break with the Carte-
sian tradition.

Conclusion

In the previous sections I have given an overview of recent E-approach-
es to the mind and the activity approach to the mind. I have argued that
among the various E-approaches, only enactivism breaks radically with the
Cartesian view of the mind. Like the activity approach it denies that

(A)the mind is identical with or a function of the brain

(B) individual brains/minds can develop in isolation

(C) material processes or objects can represent independent of socio-
cultural practices

Given that the E-approaches and the activity approach developed
without any notable interaction, one may wonder whether this common
ground can be useful for the further development of a post-Cartesian view
of the mind. I will end by briefly discussing two relevant points. Firstly,
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enactivism has been criticized for its supposed inability to account for
more abstract forms of cognition such as ethical or esthetical cognition.
In order to meet this challenge enactivists will have to reconceive the
ethical and the esthetical so that is amenable to an enactivist approach.
Ilyenkov’s treatment of the ideal may serve as an inspiration to develop
such a naturalistically respectable account. Secondly, the activity theory’s
view of the mind, with its emphasis on human socio-cultural history, seems
to imply that non-human animals must be completely devoid of mentality.
In the light of recent discoveries concerning the behavior of other social
animals this may seem to be overly restrictive. The conceptual toolbox
of radical enactivism — in particular the distinction between basic minds
and encultured minds — may offer a way to reconcile the evolutionary
continuity of human and non-human organisms on the one hand and the
distinctiveness of human minds on the other hand.
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According to Leontiev’s “activity approach,” the external world
is not something available to be “worked over” according to a
subject’s inner or “ideal” representations; at stake instead is
the emergence of an “idealized” objective world that relates to
a subject’s activity both internally and externally construed. In
keeping with a Marxian account of anthropogenesis, Leontiev
links the emergence of “ideality” with social activity itself,
incorporating it within the general movement between the
poles of ‘inner’ cognition and ‘external’ action. In this manner,
Leontiev both parallels and goes beyond Hutto and Myin’s recent
“enactivist” account of “content-involving” cognition, where
representational thought depends on socio-cultural scaffolding
and, as such, is uniquely human. What traditionally comes to
be called representational content is for Leontiev the result of
the transition from a primitive cognitive apparatus of “image-
consciousness” to a one which is mediated by social activity. For
the being endowed with “activity-consciousness,” mental content
is something apprehended by assimilating “the objective world
in its ideal form” [Leontiev, 1977, p. 189]. And the precondition
for such assimilation is the apprehension of meanings from their
origin in the social-material system of activity. The genesis of
content-involving cognition is thus coeval with the development
of socializing activity systems, replete with the external
representations of values and norms as described in enactivist
literature as publicly scaffolded symbol systems. Leontiev thus
offers an anti-internalist account of cognition commensurate
with Hutto and Myin but with the added dimension of a
developmental scale of analysis with which to explain the origin
of human-specific cognition.
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CornacHo «AeATeNIbHOCTHOMY MOAXOAY»/IeOHTbEBA, BHELUHWUI
MUP He ABNAETCA YeM-TO, Haf YemM MOXKHO «nopaboTaTb» B CO-
OTBETCTBUM C BHYTPEHHUMW, WU «UAEaNbHBIMUY», NpeacTasie-
HUAMM cybbeKTa. Ha KOHy, HanpoTuB, MOsIBNEHUE «UAEANU3U-
pOBaHHOTO» O6BLEKTUBHOIO MMPA, OTHOCALLErO K AEATEbHOCTM
cybbeKTa, KOTOpas KOHCTPYMPYETCA KaK BO BHYTPEHHEM, TaK U BO
BHELIHeM MUpe. B cOOTBETCTBMM C MapKCOBbLIM MOAXOAOM K aH-
TponoreHesy, J/IEOHTbEB CBA3bIBAET MOABJEHUE UAEANbHOCTbY
C COoUManbHOWM AeATeNbHOCTbIO, BK/OYas ee Mexay noncamu
«BHYTPEHHEro» MO3HAaHMA U «BHEWHUX» OeUcTBUA. Takum 06-
pa3som, no3uuus JIeOHTbEBA U COMMACYETCA, U BbIXOAWT 338 PaMKM
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COBPEMEHHOIO «3HAKTUBMCTCKOrO» noaxoga XTro U MwuHa o
«cofeprKaTeNbHOM» MO3HAHWUW, T4e PenpeseHTaTMBHOE Mblle-
HWe 3aBUCUT OT COLMOKY/NBTYPHOTO OCHOBAHMA M, KaK TaKoBOeE,
OKa3bIBAETCA UCK/IIOUUTENBHO YeN0BEYECKUM. TO, YTO TPAAULMOH-
HO Ha3blBalOT penpe3eHTaTUBHbLIM cogepKaHuem, ana JleoHTbeBa
ABNAETCA PEe3y/bTaTOM Nepexoaa oT MPUMUTUBHON KOFHUTUBHOM
napbl «0bpas-co3HaHMe» K MOHATMIHOMY annapaTy, COOTHOCS-
Lwemycs ¢ obLLEeCTBEHHOM AeATeNbHOCTbIO. [InA cylecTsa, Hage-
NEHHOTO «AeATeNbHOCTHbIM CO3HAaHWEM», MeHTaIbHOe CoAepIKa-
HWe — 3TO TO, YTO BOCMPUHUMAETCA NYTEM aCCUMUNALUN KOOBEK-
TUBHOIO MMpa B ero uaeanbHoi popme». U npeanocbinKol Takon
ACCUMUAALMM ABNAETCA NOHUMAHWE YKOPEHEHHOCTU CMbIC/IOB B
coLManbHO-MaTepranbHOW cucTeme AeATeNbHOCTU. Takum obpa-
30M, reHe3UNC «COAEPHKaTebHOr0» NO3HAHWA COOTHECEH C pa3Bu-
TMEM CUCTEM COLMANU3UPYIOLLEN AEATENBHOCTH, BblPaXKatoLMX
LLeHHOCTU U HOPMbl BHELHUM 06pPasomM. B SHAKTUBUCTCKOWM nu-
TepaType OHU OMMUCaHbl Kak «MybJUYHHbIE CUCTEMbI CUMBOJIOBY.
Takum obpasom, JIeOHTbEB NpeasiaraeT aHTU-UHTEPHANUCTCKUM
noAxof, K MO3HaHWIO, KOTOPbIM CO3BYYEH C MOAXOA0M XIOTTO M
MwuHa. OgHako noaxos, J/IeoOHTbeB TaKXKe AaeT BO3MOXHOCTb aHa-
NIM3MPOBaTb MO3HaHWe B PasBUTUKM, OOBACHAA TakMm obpasom
NpoUCXoXAEeHWE cneundUyYeckn YeN0BEYECKOro NO3HAHMA.

Knrouesole cnoea: JleoHTbeB, MapKc, Teopua AeATeNbHOCTH, NO-
3HaHWe, 3HAaKTUBM3M, MEHTa/IbHOE cofeprKaHne

1. Leontiev and enactivism

A.N. Leontiev (1903-1979), formalizer of the ‘activity approach’ in Vy-
gotskian psychology, aimed to explain the origin of human consciousness
in terms of the practical-material activity of the socialized individual. As
such, Leontiev comes to an understanding of the “ideal” as a specifically
human form of meaningful mental reflection that, above all, is already
immanent in social-practical activity. For Leontiev, Vygotsky’s insight
that the origin of higher mental functions is the result of interiorizing
processes where the “equipped (‘instrumented’) structure of human
activity and its incorporation into the system of interrelationships with
other people” implies that such mental functions “assume a structure that
has as its obligatory link socially-historically formed means and methods”
[Leontiev, 2009b, p. 95]. Attached to this claim is the further proposition
that in such interiorization “simultaneously there takes place a change in
the very form of the psychological reflection of reality Consciousness ap-
pears as a reflection by the subject of reality, his own activity, and himself”
[ibid.]. By Leontiev’s account, such conscious reflection is a specifically
human phenomenon that is initiated in activity and which remains in activ-
ity as its immanent ideal product'. The origin of human reflective content

! Leontiev utilizes a notion of “ideality” not unlike E.V. Ilyenkov (and vice versa) in

his analysis of human consciousness [Ilyenkov, 2014]. Both take from Marx the idea
that consciousness is not simply a representational process that conditions reality “ob-
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is found in activity, where it never transcends its material basis insofar
as its continued ontological maintenance remains grounded in the social-
practical engagement of the subject in her world. Thus, when taken in its
specifically (human) psychological sense, activity refers not simply to
“brain-processes”, but to social activity as refracted through the individual,
both internally and externally. Thus understood, the ideal is taken to be the
orienting property of the social-objective world as interpreted and acted
upon in the individual’s thoughts and actions.

Such a conception of the origin and status of “ideal reflective
content” has much in common with Hutto and Myin’s recent work in the
enactivist program of philosophical psychology [2017]. Drawing from
phenomenology, dynamic systems theory, ecological psychology, and
other approaches challenging the internalist and representational models
of classic cognitive science, enactivism holds that cognition is a dynamic
enterprise, directed towards action and responding to environmental and
social affordances [Gallagher, 2017; see also Nog&, 2004; Thompson,
2007; Hutto & Myin, 2013 & 2017]. Hutto and Myin specifically find
suspect the idea that cognition is somehow always representational,
e.g., that it involves “content” with subsequent “correctness conditions”
(whether consisting in the “truth value” of a given proposition content
or more basic, perceptually construed, conditions of satisfaction) [Hutto
& Myin, 2017, p. 10]. For instance, they argue that cognition “is always
interactive and dynamic in character” and that “[c]ontent-involving
cognition need not... be grounded in cognitive processes that involve
the manipulation of contentful tokens” [2017, p. 135]. While they admit
that human cognition can be content-involving, they argue that such
is of a special kind not found elsewhere in nature. Furthermore, they
claim that “contentless minds might become content-involving through
processes of sociocultural scaffolding” [2017, p. 128]. As for the details
of how such contentful processes originate, the authors gesture towards
a scenario of cognitive bootstrapping, where sociocultural norms
entrench themselves such that there come to be forms of “claim making
practices” where cognitive agents can “get things wrong” (or right) “in a
truly representational sense” [2017, p. 145]. However, besides alluding
to language itself as the original cognitive scaffolding responsible for
such a genesis, Hutto and Myin are particularly silent regarding its
developmental details [2017, p. 146]. I claim that Leontiev not only
parallels, avant la letter, such an account insofar as reflective content is
for him a socially evolved mode of action irreducible to “inner” subjective
states. In addition, I show that enactivists such as Hutto and Myin stand

jectively” for the subject-perceiver but is rather a product of the social and material-
technical world, i.e., a world of already idealized or “transformed forms” [verwandelte
Formen] [see Levant & Ottinen, 2014, p. 88; for a contrary reading see Ottinen &
Maidansky, 2015, p. 5].
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to learn from Leontiev insofar as he offers a “genetic” [reHeTHUeCKUI |
understanding of how such scaffolding originates and how such cultural
forms are reflected within cognitive development to begin with.

2. World, mind, activity

Leontiev sides with Marx and Engels in their critique of Feuerbach’s
claim that “it is not only ‘external’ things that are objects of the senses”
but that “[m]an, too, is given to himself through the senses; only as a sen-
suous object is he an object for himself” [Feuerbach, 2012, p. 231]. Marx
and Engels’ well-known response insists that Feuerbach’s picture misses
the fact that the human is a historical creature and hence the product of
the activity of generations of individuals [Marx & Engels, 1978, p. 170—
171]. Leontiev agrees, adding that “Feuerbach’s mistake was in regarding
even man as a passive thing, as a ‘sense object,” and not as ‘sentient
activity,” not subjectively” [Leontiev, 2009a, p. 27]. For Leontiev, then,
both the subjective and objective are rendered meaningful and given
their content through activity as the general and generative interchange
between the mind and world. Here we can adopt two perspectives. From
the world-to-mind perspective, it is a mistake to construe the “interior
image” as one which simply mirrors external “reality”. What for the
Cartesian is a static representation, or for the reflexologist is a subjective
response to an external stimulus, is for Leontiev never a matter of passive
correspondence. Perception is always an active process, a subcomponent
of environmental activity dealing with the given object of sensible
interaction. From the mind-to-world perspective on the other hand,
Leontiev counters the traditional hylomorphist who conceives production
as the process where an inner mental image is externalized [entduferten]
into a product (the in-formed artifact), arguing that “the product records,
perpetuates not the image but the activity, the objective content which it
objectively carries within itself” [2009a, p. 404]. The objectively realized
product is one which preserves not simply the preconceived, subjective
image, but rather realizes ideality itself. That is, it indexes the field of
relations which generate the possibility of socially meaningful activity
and engagement with the world in the first place.

According to Leontiev, what to traditional philosophers reveals itself
as an immutable split between the individual’s inner, subjective, mental
life and his outer, objective, material life is based on a historical contin-
gency. Such a split, he argues, initially appears during the transition to
a labor-based society and as such is a historical feature of the develop-
ment of consciousness “Historically the need for such a ‘presentation’ of
the mental image to the subject arises only during the transition from the
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adaptive activity of animals to the productive, labour activity that is pecu-
liar to man” [Leontiev, 2009a, p. 402]. The inner activity of the subject,
the inner processes of reflection which appear so distinct as to form their
own ideal sphere, is for Leontiev the result of historical development
in itself, insofar as labor is the phylogenetic catalyst that generates the
historical contentful world as such. When looked at developmentally, i.e.,
in its “historical manifestation,” what come to appear as subjective (ideal)
images are the result of the transition from a more primitive apparatus
of reflection in which the subject is immediately tied to its external
activity in the world, to one which is mediated socially. Thus, Leontiev
takes the particularly human form of reflective processes as dealing
with the objective world as a social world, one that is itself the product
of historical and cultural development. Moreover, he maintains that the
“reflected images” of perception (traditionally tokened as representations)
are dialectical phenomena, maintaining an existence “inseparable from
the subject’s activity” [Leontiev, 2009b, p. 76]. Such phenomena are not
simply “copies” of the objective world but are rather potential sources of
orientation in the world, where the subjective image is objectively realized
“as it becomes apparent to the person in one system or another of objective
connections” [Leontiev 2009b, p. 76].

3. Content, reflection, and “objectivation”

In Leontiev’s account of the origin of human mental experience, there are
some notable ambiguities regarding the status and sense of reflected im-
ages as representations. While he often discusses both human and non-
human animal mentality, his vocabulary of “reflection” (and “reflected
image”, “sensuous image”, etc.) does not necessarily imply a difference
in kind between the two. It is unclear, then, whether he always means
“content-involving” representations or something else. To put the question
more clearly, it is ambiguous as to whether the reflected mental image
‘represents’ in the sense that it ‘stands in for’ something (as either referring
or substituting) or whether it instead simply relates the subject to the world
in a meaningful way. Both senses of represent as referring or substituting
have been utilized in the post-Brentano tradition of philosophical
psychology, the first indicating either a symbolic/informational type of
referring element, the latter some sort of intentional content that appears as
an intermediary between subject and object — v’s allegiance to the Leninist
vocabulary of reflection obscures the fact that he may instead have in mind a
more basic intentional relation than entailed in either of these two senses of
“represent”, yet one that nonetheless constitutes a meaningful relationship
to the world. In other words, Leontiev might understand reflection to be
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a process of what Jean-Michel Roy terms “objectivation,” holding that
“the distinctive character of mental states is that they make a world of
objects, as opposed to a world of things, emerge and, consequently, make
the subject/object opposition possible” [Roy, 2015, p. 96]. If this is so, then
despite his prima facie representationalist terminology, Leontiev provides
an account that, like recent enactivist attempts, conceives cognition to be
a materially externalized and socially distributed phenomenon in which
“content” is only obtained due to process of socio-cultural intervention.
But further explanation is required.

As Roy explains, there are two common interpretations regarding
the nature of representations as “standing in for” in the post-Brentano
literature. The first deals with the immanent realization of a referring men-
tal property within the neuronal system itself, where it

Explicitly assimilates a mental representation to a mental symbol M oc-
curring in the cognitive system and standing in two causal relations one
with the rest of the system and corresponding at a certain level with the
relation of apprehension, and one of aboutness with an element in the
environment and corresponding to the substitution and reference rela-
tion. In a natural cognitive system, this mental symbol M is realized
or implemented by some neuronal firing pattern, or even some specific
neuronal configuration... [Roy, 2015, p. 104].

While Roy identifies Jerry Fodor as typifying such a view, we can take
Leontiev’s contemporary, D. I. Dubrovsky, as saying much the same thing
that the ideal image supervenes on an informational pattern realized in a
specific neuronal configuration, existing in a causal relation between that
configuration and the external object of reflection [Dubrovsky, 1983]. For
both Fodor and Dubrovsky, the represented element is literally re-presented,
informationally re-constituted for the subject in experience and functioning
“as an information provider about something other than itself that constitutes
both its referent and its satisfier” [Roy, 2015, p. 99]. However, Roy identifies
another typical construal of representation in which the represented element
is some intermediary element between the subject and the object, where rep-
resentation is a sort of “duplication... that we elaborate when imagining...
and not the material structure” [ibid., p. 104] of the represented item. This
second sense of representation Roy traces to the classical position of Alexius
Meinong, where it assumes a content that stands in between the subject and
the object, “with content playing the role of what substitutes and refers to an
object” [ibid., p. 105]. According to Roy, contemporary critical accounts of
cognitivism (e.g., Brooks, 1991; Noé¢ 2004) have this “stand-in” model in
mind when they speak of internal subjective models as reproductions of the
objective world [ibidem].

Leontiev’s “reflected image” does not seem to fit either of the two
senses of “representation” discussed above. While the official “Diamat”
position regarding the status of “representation” is under-developed enough
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so that both the versions of the “stand-in” model might be applicable to
it in theory, it is clear that Leontiev diverges from such possible usage
[Stalin, 1941, p. 12, though see Bakhurst, 1991, p. 120]>. With respect
to the first sense, it is Dubrovsky, not Leontiev, who fits the bill. Their
divergence is more marked when we consider that Dubrovsky takes the
activity approach to err in considering ideality as anything other than an
informationally “referring” representational states [Dubrovsky, 1988,
p- 49]. Leontiev, on the other hand, clearly regarded “informational”
approaches with suspicion. Despite their novel terminology, they still do
not escape the internalism characteristic of so many traditional accounts of
mind [Leontiev, 2009b, p. 83]. The second sense of representation, in which
intermediary content “models” the objective world, is also incoherent for
Leontiev. The main problem with conceptualizing reflection in terms of
modeled content, Leontiev argues, “is not whether one can approach the
psychological image as a model, but whether this approach encompasses
its essential specific features, its nature” [2009b, p. 64]. As such, a connec-
tion of the image with what is reflected is not a connection of two objects
(systems, multitudes) in mutual similar relations one to another — their re-
lationship reproduces a polarization of any living process at one pole of
which stands the active (‘partial”) subject, and at the other, the object ‘in-
different’ to the subject. It is this feature of relation of the subjective image
to reflected reality that is not included in the relationship ‘model-modeled.’
The latter relationship has the property of symmetry, and accordingly the
terms model and modeled have relative senses.... The psychic image is the
product of living, practical ties and relations of the subject with the object
world; these are incomparably richer than any model relationship (2009b,
p. 65; emphasis added).

For Leontiev, the intermediary content model fails to take into account
the role of practical activity in the generation of the objective world and its
consequently reflected content. Thus, it does seem that the reflected image
can be considered to be part of the process of “objectivation” insofar as it
specifies or determines something as an object of some significance.

Object-specification, according to Leontiev, is something achieved
in greater and greater completion over the evolutionary development
of animal cognition. In the most primitive phylogenetic stage of the
development of the “sensory psyche,” the reflection of reality consists
of affective indices of objective properties. However, such reflection is
“secondary and derivative” insofar as the animal’s active relationship with
its environment is one of a sensuous immediacy (in which case the sense
of the object is undifferentiated from its sensible qualities of affection)
[2009a, p. 141]. The object or ‘thing’ as such is still not apprehended

2

“Diamat” refers to the official Soviet doctrine of Dialectical Materialism, sourced in
Marx, Engels, Plekhanov, and Lenin, and formalized by Stalin in his 1938 Dialectical
and Historical Materialism.
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here “animals’ activity is governed in fact by an influence already com-
ing from separate things (food, a barrier), while the reflection of reality
remains a reflection in them of the aggregate of its different properties”
[2009a, p. 148]. At a higher stage of development, a transition occurs in
which the object itself comes to be specified in reflection; in such cases
a more intricate relationship emerges in the content of the organism’s
activity. The greater contextual and environmental conditions in which
the object presents itself are now an issue for the organism, where “the
content is no longer associated with what excites the activity as a whole
but responds to the special influences that invoke it” [2009a, p. 155]. In
other words, the influences of the activity at large and the specific objects
that form part of more complex activity systems are no longer merged—
activity becomes differentiated and operationalized.

Leontiev illustrates this with an example of fish reaching food
around a barrier. The content of the fish’s activity in this case (roundabout
movements) is still retained after the barrier was removed. Mammals,
when faced with the same task, retain no such content. He explains that

This means that the influence to which the animals’ activity is directed
no longer merges with influences from the barrier in them, but both op-
erate separately from one another for them. The direction and end result
of the activity depends on the former, while the way it is done... de-
pends on the latter [2009a, p. 155].

Such a differentiation in activity Leontiev terms an “operation.”
Following the example above, the activity would be the attainment of food
(which depends on the object) and the operation would be the roundabout
movements (which depend on the barrier). For Leontiev, the emergence
of subspecific operations in activity accounts for the transition from
mere sensation to perception, insofar as the affecting properties of the
external ‘thing’ now become classified as pertaining to either the object
of activity itself or the mode of activity as it is operationalized. Here,
then, “the surrounding reality is now reflected by the animal in the form
of more or less separated images of separate things” [2009a, p. 155]. As
Leontiev explains, the operationalization of activity coincides with the
development of a perceptual apparatus which has “the capacity to reflect
external, objective reality already in the form of a reflection of things
rather than in the form of separate elementary sensations” [2009a, p. 154].
As such, we can understand Leontiev as articulating the phylogenetic
preconditions for the emergence of intentional relations. Insofar as (a) the
description of the movement from sensation to perception is one which
describes the origination of the subject/object opposition in general, and
(b) intentionality is a feature by which a subject becomes acquainted with
the objective world, then Leontiev’s account of the origin of perception is
simultaneously an account of the origin of intentionality at large.
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We can thus take Leontiev’s account of the development of the
perceptive apparatus as the development of an “objectivating” process
in Roy’s sense of the term, albeit with some amendments. To make
sense of this as Roy articulates, we need to deflate the transition from
“things to objects” to something that resembles Leontiev’s transition
from affective properties to things. For the enactivists follow Roy,
objectivation is a cognitive feature common to many animals who
interact nonrepresentationally with features of their environment [Hutto
& Myin, 2017, p. 115]. Reflected things, as opposed to objects, in this
respect are not viewed as phylogenetic precursors to objects but are rather
cast microgenetically as elements of the environment which do not for
whatever reason afford a particular engagement. The generation of the
object (as differentiated from the mere thing) depends on an attentional
action-affordance — in short, an “adaptive responding” where the object
discloses some aspect of significance for the organism in its environment
and thus the thing is “made sense of” as an object [Hutto & Myin, 2017,
p. 77]. However, Hutto and Myin are clear that objectivation is a mark
of basic, non-representational, cognition. Content-involving cognition,
in contrast, is only available to the human subject “The establishment
and maintenance of sociocultural practices... are what accounts for both
the initial and continued emergence of content-involving minds” [2017,
p. 134]. Human minds, thus understood, are not fundamentally different
from animal minds but rather function primarily and for the most part at
the level of objectivation. There can be a further differentiation of the
human mind as content-involving, but even that does not transform the
fundamental animal nature of human mentality.

Leontiev does not provide a thing/object distinction — he uses the
terms synonymously. Does this preclude the possibility that for Leontiev
humans engage microgenetically in objectivating processes common to
so many other forms of life? At issue is whether the emergence of human
specific cognition marks the emergence of a qualitatively new kind of
mentality. If human-specific objectivation is qualitatively unique, then
the content of the microgenetic processes differentiating an object of
activity from the merely occurrent thing would be radically different for
human and non-human animals. Leontiev, however, follows Vygotsky’s
Marxian hypothesis that the progression from object-consciousness
to ideal-consciousness does reflect a fundamental transformation of
the mind [Vygotsky, 1997; Marx, 1992]. Much of animal life can
engage objectively with the world — the animal perceptual apparatus is
sophisticated enough to grant it “objectivating” intentionality, but only
as it pertains to environmentally constrained activity. The difference
between human and animal objectivating relations, then, lies in the re-
spective content of the activity in question i. e., whether the content is
manifest in social-cultural or only environmental activity. Consequently,
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and contra the enactivists, Leontiev would need to differentiate the
microgenetic processes constituting human and non-human animal
intentional relations.

By Leontiev’s account, the object of cognition for both the human and
the non-human animal is that which affords practical engagement in activ-
ity. The specifics of this engagement determine the level of cognition at
hand — object-consciousness for environmentally determined activity, ideal-
consciousness for socially determined activity. Still, what do we make of
Leontiev when he repeatedly utilizes the representational vocabulary of
“content” [conepxanue], particularly with reference to perceptual processes
in the animal (human or otherwise)? As Hutto and Myin point out, the term
“content” is used liberally by philosophers, sometimes meaning the (inten-
tional) object of thought, or the phenomenal content of perception, or the
content of some experience in general, with none of these uses referring
to “content” as semantic content, i. €. as proffering conditions of satisfac-
tion and/or truth conditions for a particular cognitive state [2017, p. 11].
Leontiev, too, seems to waver between such uses. The question remains
whether he ever employs the latter semantic sense when speaking about
non-human animal cognition. If so, then his account would be grossly
inconsistent with the enactivist program which holds content-involving
cognition to be a special case of cognition available to human minds only.

Initially, Leontiev’s analysis of the “sensory fabric of consciousness,”
complicates our reading. There he uses “content” not to describe semantic
representations but instead what we could refer to as non-conceptual
phenomenal content. Yet curiously, he differentiates the experience of the
human from that of the animal at the phenomenal sensory level. While the
reflected images of object-consciousness may indeed be said to contain a
sensory content, Leontiev claims that such content under normal conditions
is never that which is apprehended in objective experience. Apprehend-
ed is the not the image but the world itself [Leontiev, 2009b, p. 122]. In
pathological cases of perception or in experimental cases induced in an
artificial setting, there can be a disjunct between the sensory content and
the objective referent of a sensuous image — the phenomenal qualities of the
representation itself are attended to primarily in such cases with a resultant
“loss of the feeling of reality” [Leontiev, 2009b, p. 123]. For instance, in
experiments where retinal images are inverted through the application
of special eyeglass lenses, the content of reflection does not refer to any
objective (external) content but rather remains at the level of immediate
phenomenal awareness. Leontiev argues that in human subjects only, a
process of perceptive adaptation obtains that consists not in “decoding”
sensory information but rather in “a complex process of structuring
the perceived objective content” over the course of active exploratory
engagements [ibid., p. 125]. In experiments with apes, no such exploratory
behavior was observed; rather, the subjects remained inactive. Leontiev
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argues that these results show that the essence of human sensory images
lies in objective activity — “they have their origin in processes of activity
connecting the subject in a practical way with the external objective world”
[Leontiev, 2009b, p. 125]. In other words, the content of a reflected image
in terms of its phenomenal constitution is only secondary to its content
relative to objective activity, and in nonpathological cases the sensory
quality of the mental image is never apprehended as such.

Nonetheless, Leontiev does not mean to suggest that non-human ani-
mals lack an objective relation to the world and merely apprehend the phe-
nomenal content of sensation to inferentially “decode it”

We must specially stress here that psychic reflection is by no means
solely a ‘purely subjective,” secondary phenomenon of no real signifi-
cance in animals’ life and in their struggle for existence; on the con-
trary... the psyche arises and evolves in animals precisely because they
could not orient themselves otherwise in their environment [Leontiev,
2009a, p. 172].

In pathological and experimental cases the human is unique insofar
as it alone can differentiate the purely phenomenal field of consciousness
from given objective images. Presumably, this is due to the fact that the
human subject remains immersed in the ideality of the socialized world
under such conditions, redirecting its actions and operations according to
the normative dictates of its social context. It still finds meaning in its
activity despite the perceptual disjunct. The animal, whose activity is
environmentally determined, lacks access to such a normative sphere and,
as such, remains in-active under similar conditions.

4. Anthropogenesis, meaning, and idealization

It is clear that for Leontiev much if not all of animal life is able to relate
to the world objectively insofar as “[s]ensory images represent a universal
form of psychic reflection having its origin in the objective activity of the
subject” [Leontiev, 2009b, p. 125]. Where human and non-human animals
diverge is in the specifically social-semiotic nature of reflective content “In
man... sensory images assume a new quality, specifically, their significa-
tion. Meanings are the most important ‘formers’ of human consciousness”
[ibidem]. While the animal may be said to have a #ype of semiotic
engagement with the world, the meanings revealed by such reflection are
still grounded on biological impulse and environmental determinations. As
the enactivist would put it, the animal engages in rudimentary (though vital)
“sense-making” [Thompson, 2007]. Such activity is itself meaningful yet
not cognized representationally, being “neither a feature of the environment
nor something internal to the agent” [Hutto & Myin, 2017, p. 78]. Thus,
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the semiotic content of the animal’s experience should not be mistaken as
semantic, content-involving cognition. Insofar as he holds that only the hu-
man can entertain socially reflected i. e., idealized, meanings of the type that
have semantic content, Leontiev would agree.

Following Marx, Leontiev argues that the life-activity of the human as
a sensing creature is always socially mediated — the social whole itself is the
foundation of productive activity and that from which human consciousness
is derived. As Marx writes, “the object of labor is therefore the objectifica-
tion of the species-life of the human” [1992, p. 329]. Accepting and refining
the dialectical-materialist account of the role of labor in the phylogenetic
development of homo sapiens (see Engels, 1946 and Nesturkh, 1959),
Leontiev explains that the physical preconditions for labor are accounted
for evolutionarily by bipedalism and the development of manual dexterity.
He goes on to highlight the necessary precondition of an evolved group-
life and a minimal capacity for joint-activity, which can obtain in certain
primate groups’. However, he argues that even the most advanced apes
who display an intricate social hierarchy with “correspondingly complex
systems of intercourse” are nonetheless “limited to biological relations and
are never governed by the objective material content of the animals’ activity”
[Leontiev, 2009a, p. 184]. Thus, group living and social hierarchies must
be in place before labor as a collectively intentional enterprise can develop,
but such social forms of life are not sufficient in themselves for such labor
activities and their resultant forms of reflection to emerge.

In addition to the anatomical and joint-activity prerequisites, Leontiev
adds a third which must be met before the for the appearance of labor, i.¢.,
the existence of “developed forms of psychic reflection” [Leontiev, 2009a,
p. 184]. However, here we encounter a paradox. The ability to engage
ideally with the world is for Leontiev a hallmark of human consciousness.
Such a capacity, moreover, seems to be the result of labor activity. But
Leontiev now stipulates ‘higher forms of reflection” as a precondition for
labor. To have an already highly developed capacity for psychic reflection
seems to be tantamount to already being human, but being human depends
on labor-activity. The problem is dealt with, however, when we understand
that for Leontiev the transition in forms of reflection always succeed a
change in activity.

3

9 Gl

Such a conception of joint-activity need not amount to Tomasello’s “joint-attentive”
activity, a form of intentional awareness that prefigures a collaborative task and in
which “two individuals engage with the intentional states of one another both jointly
and recursively” [2014, p. 47]. Tomasello maintains that such “we intentionality” phy-
logenetically emerges most likely with Homo heidelbergnsis some 400,000 years ago,
replacing the “parallel group activities (e.g., you and I are each chasing the monkey in
parallel)” of the great apes [2014, p. 48]. Leontiev is not advocating that a collective
intentional dynamic already obtains in the pre-hominid ape; rather, what he means by
“joint-attention” (and sometimes “joint life”) is simply the form of social engagement
characteristic to animals that live in groups [Leontiev, 2009a, p. 184].
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In responding to a change in the conditions of existence, animals’ activ-
ity alters its structure, its ‘anatomy’ so to speak. That also creates a need
for such a change in the organs and their functions which leads to the
emergence of a higher form of psychic reflection. We can express this in
brief as follows whatever the objective structure of an animal’s activity,
such will also be the form of its reflection of reality [Leontiev, 2009a,
p- 172-173].

Thus, a certain base-line capacity for engaging in “objectivating”
relations with the world must be achieved prior to the transformation
to human-specific representation, which in its most developed form
consists in the capacity for a subject to reflect the object as well as its
relation to the object. Specifically human (ideal) reflection obtains after
a shift in activity brought about by (1) the material necessity of objective
life (the conditions that generate the need for labor as such in the lived
environment) as well as (2) the appearance of the first two preconditions
of socialized labor activity (bi-pedal anatomy and group habitation) as
enumerated above, and also (3) the earlier forms of psychic reflection,
namely, those of affective and objective reflection. The amalgam of all
three of these moments constitute the foundation from which a human
society based on labor may first appear.

Ideal, objective, reflection is thus always predicated on the social rela-
tions that precede it. With the appearance of labor activity, a specifically
human form of consciousness emerges as a historically and culturally de-
termined phenomenon

[A]ctivity also becomes an object of consciousness; man becomes
aware of the actions of other men and, through them, of his own ac-
tions... This is the precondition for the generation of internal actions
and operations that take place in the mind, on the ‘plane of conscious-
ness’... Image-consciousness becomes also activity-consciousness
[Leontiev, 1977, p. 190].

What was once merely the object-image in the content of reflection
becomes the ideal-image of socialized activity, with the significance [3Ha-
yenue| of the latter differing essentially from that of the former. For Le-
ontiev, then, the mental image for the being endowed with ‘activity-con-
sciousness’ is “from the very beginning ‘related’ to a reality that is external
to the subject’s brain... it is not projected into the external world but rather
extracted, scooped out of it” [1977, p. 189]. Such an extraction consists in
the “assimilation of the objective world in its ideal form,” originally taking
place within the system of objective relations “in which the transition
of the objective content of activity into its product takes place” [1977,
p- 189]. Importantly, however, such assimilation does not rely simply on
the qualitative change of a material basis and its subsequent sensuous
apprehension (i.e., Vergegenstindlichung in the traditional Marxist sense);
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rather, a “transformation must take place that allows [the product] to emerge
as something of which the subject is aware... in an ideal form” [Leontiev,
1977, p. 189]. The key effector of such a transformation, Leontiev argues,
is language as “the product and means of communication of people taking
part in production” [ibidem].

However, Leontiev is also sure to highlight that before achieving
the refined, content-involving cognition that could only be possible in
language, there is a more basic period in which meanings are engaged
as values

Sensuous images are a universal form of mental reflection generated
by the objective activity of the subject. But in man sensuous images
acquire a new quality, namely, their meaning or value. Values are thus
the most important ‘formative elements’ of human consciousness [Le-
ontiev, 1977, p. 192-193].

The semiotic character of non-human animal reflection, recall, related
to objective activity as determined by the dialectic between biological
impulse and environmental affordance. Not so for humans. Now, the
reflected image is meaningfully determined in and by practical activity
as something ‘socially of value.” And values, as the original vehicles of
meaning, do not originate in nor necessitate verbal deployment. Rather,
they find their origin in the social system of activity

[M]eanings refract the world in man’s consciousness. The vehicle of
meaning is language, but language is not the demiurge of meaning. Con-
cealed behind linguistic meanings (values) are socially evolved modes
of action (operations), in the process of which people change and cog-
nize objective reality [Leontiev, 1977, p. 193].

For Leontiev then, linguistically embedded meanings are only a
secondary manifestation of values as they are expressed and maintained
in the social sphere of activity. From a phylogenetic perspective, prior to
the development of the word, value-laden thinking arises from socialized
practices in which object-oriented actions and operations transmit a reality
already undergoing a process of idealization.

Recall that Hutto and Myin argue that content-involving cognition
arises when there obtains a stabilization of claim-making practices which
can be subject to social censure and to which the predicates “right” and
“wrong” can be felicitously ascribed [2017, p. 145]. However, they defer
to Andy Clark when describing the mechanism by which such qualitatively
distinct cognition may be said to occur. According to Clark, “language
itself as a cognition-enhancing animal-built structure... [is a] a kind of
self-constructed cognitive niche” [2006, p. 370]. No doubt Leontiev would
agree. However, he would hesitate to utilize such a model full stop to
underwrite an account of the emergence of content-involving cognition.
In centralizing the role of activity, Leontiev’s point is not to deny the
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importance of language for human consciousness but rather to emphasize
the systems of social-material interaction responsible for the generation of
meaning in the first place®.

Cnucok auteparypsl / References

Bakhurst, 1991 — Bakhurst, D. Consciousness and Revolution in Soviet
Philosophy From the Bolsheviks to Evald Ilyenkov. Cambridge, UK Cambridge
University Press, 1991. 292 pp.

Brooks, 1991 — Brooks, R. “Intelligence without Representation”, Artificial
Intelligence, 1991, vol. 47, pp. 67-90.

Clark, 2006 — Clark, A. “Language, Embodiment, and the Cognitive Niche”,
Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 2006, vol. 10, no. 8, pp. 370-374.

Dubrovsky, 1983 — Dubrovsky, D. 1. “Informational Approach to the ‘Mind-
Brain’ Problem”, Der 16 Weltkongress Fiir Philosophie, 1983, vol. 2, pp. 422-429.

Dubrovsky, 1988 — Dubrovsky, D. I. The Problem of the Ideal. Moscow
Progress Publishers, 1988. 293 pp.

Engels, 1946 — Engels, F. “The Part Played by Labour in the Transition from
Ape to Man”, in C. Dutt (ed.). Dialectics of Nature. London, UK Lawrence &
Wishart, 1946, pp. 279-296.

Feuerbach, 2012 — Feuerbach, L. “Principles of the Philosophy of the Future”,
in The Fiery Book Selected Writings. London, UK Verso Press, 2012, pp. 175-245.

Gallagher, 2017 — Gallagher, S. Enactivist Interventions Rethinking the
Mind. Oxford, UK Oxford University Press, 2017. 249 pp.

Hutto & Myin, 2013 — Hutto, D., Myin, H. Radicalizing Enactivism Basic
Minds without Content. Cambridge, MA MIT Press, 2013. 206 pp.

Hutto & Myin, 2017 — Hutto, D., Myin, H. Evolving Enactivism Basic Minds
Meet Content. Cambridge, MA MIT Press, 2017. 328 pp.

Ilyenkov, 2014 —Ilyenkov, E. Dialectics of the Ideal, in A. Levant & V. Ottinen
(eds.). Dialectics of the Ideal Evald Ilyenkov and Creative Soviet Marxism. Leiden
The Netherlands Brill, 2014, pp. 25-78.

Leontiev, 1977 — Leontiev, A. N. “Activity and Consciousness”, in Progress
Publishers (ed.). Philosophy in the U.S.S.R. Problems of Dialectical Materialism.
Moscow Progress Publishers, 1977, pp. 180-202.

Leontiev, 2009a — Leontiev, A. N. The Development of Mind. Pacifica, CA
Marxist Internet Archive Publications, 2009. 419 pp.

Leontiev, 2009b — Leontiev, A. N. “Activity, Consciousness, and Personality”,
in A. Blunden (ed.) Activity and Consciousness. Pacifica, CA Marxist Internet
Archive Publications, 2009, pp. 26-192. [https //www.marxists.org/archive/
leontev/works/activity-consciousness.pdf, accessed on 21.02.2018].

Levant & Ottinen, 2014 — Levant, A., & Ottinen, V. “Ilyenkov in the Context
of Soviet Philosophical Culture An Interview with Sergey Mareev”, in A. Levant
& V. Ottinen (eds.) Dialectics of the Ideal Evald Ilyenkov and Creative Soviet
Marxism. Leiden The Netherlands Brill, 2014, pp. 81-96.

4

The author would like to thank Dave Mesing, Christopher P. Noble, laan Reynolds,
Richard C. Strong, Georg Theiner, and Yannik Thiem for their helpful comments on
earlier versions of this paper.

120



HO3HAHMUE, JEATEJIBHOCTb U COOEPKAHHUE... :

Marx & Engels, 1978 — Marx, K., & Engels, F. “The German Ideology”,
in R. C. Tucker (ed.). The Marx-Engels Reader. London, UK W. W. Norton &
Company Ltd., 1978, pp. 146-200.

Marx, 1992 — Marx, K. “Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts”, in Karl
Marx Early Writings. London, UK Penguin, 1992, pp. 279—-400.

Nesturkh, 1959 — Nesturkh, M. The Origin of Man. Moscow Foreign
Languages Publishing House, 1959. 349 pp.

Noé, 2004 — Noé€, A. Action in Perception. Cambridge, MA MIT Press,
2004. 277 pp.

Ottinen & Maidansy, 2015 — Ottinen, V., & Maidansky, A. “Introduction”,
in V. Ottinen & A. Maidansy (eds.). The Practical Essence of Man The
‘Activity Approach’ in Late Soviet Philosophy. Leiden The Netherlands Brill,
2015, pp. 1-16.

Roy, 2015 —Roy, J.-M. “Anti-Cartesianism and Anti-Brentanism The Problem
of Anti-Representationalist Intentionalism”, The Southern Journal of Philosophy,
2015, vol. 53, Spindel Supplement, pp. 90-125.

Stalin, 1941 — Stalin, J. Dialectical and Historical Materialism. London, UK
Lawrence & Wishart, 1941. 32 pp.

Thompson, 2007 — Thompson, E. Mind in Life Biology, Phenomenology, and
the Sciences of Mind. Cambridge, MA Harvard University Press, 2007. 543 pp.

Tomasello, 2014 — Tomasello, M. A Natural History of Thinking. Cambridge,
MA Harvard University Press, 2014. 178 pp.

Vygotsky, 1997 — Vygotsky, L. S. “The History of the Development of Higher
Mental Functions”, in R. Rieber (ed.). The Collected Works of L. S. Vygotsky,
Vol. 4. New York, NY Plenum Press, 1997. 294 pp.



Onucremororus U Gumocodus HayKu Epistemology & Philosophy of Science

2018. T. 55. Ne 3. C. 122-136
VK 167.5

2018, vol. 55, no. 3, pp. 122-136
DOIL:

MARXIAN “ABSTRACTION” AND CONTEMPORARY
PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE"

Juraj Halas — PhD in
Philosophy, assistant
professor.

Comenius University.
Gondova 2, 814 99 Bratislava,
Slovak Republic;

e-mail: juraj.halas@uniba.sk

The method of “abstraction” had been the centerpiece of earlier
attempts at founding a Marxist philosophy of science — from
Engels to Soviet Marxism. This paper confronts Marx’s writings on
abstraction with contemporary views of the method, stemming
mostly from the analytic and (post-)empiricist traditions. In Section
2, | reconstruct the roles that abstraction was to play, according
to Marx, in the construction of a scientific theory, focusing
exclusively on his own writings. The analysis reveals certain
rules, left mostly implicit in Marx, for the correct application of
the method of abstraction. These are discussed in Section 3. The
first rule states that concepts of the historically specific aspects
of target systems (e.g., the capitalist economy) cannot be defined
simply by means of transhistorical concepts. The second rule
prohibits abstraction from the explanatorily relevant aspects
which pertain, in Marx’s vocabulary, to the “essence” of the target
system. In Section 3, | confront Marx’s notion of “abstraction”
with contemporary statements on the method. It is shown that
it covers both abstraction and idealization as understood in
some modern accounts (notably, that of M. R. Jones). Under this
approach, abstraction involves the tacit omission of properties,
which are simply left unspecified. In contrast, idealization consists
in the explicit counterfactual ascription of properties (and values
of magnitudes). Finally, the representational goals pertaining
to Marx’s “abstraction” are discussed, using distinctions due to
M. Weisberg. It is shown that Marx was a proponent of “minimalist
idealization”, focusing on the identification of causally relevant
mechanisms that characterize all capitalist societies. | conclude
with a suggestion for further research.
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*

Co BpemeH JHresibca v BNJ/IOTb [0 COBETCKOrO MapKCM3Ma METoS,
abcTparnpoBaHusa 6biN LEHTPANIbHOW COCTaBAAIOLWEN B OTbICKa-
HUW MApPKCUCTCKON ¢unocodumn Hayku, HaumMHasa. B aToi cTatbe
MapKCOBbI NpeacTaBaeHns 06 abCTpakumm CONOCTaBAAKOTCA C CO-
BPEMEHHbIM MOHMMaHMEM 3TOrO METOAA, KOTOPOe NPeACTaBIeHo
B OCHOBHOM aHa/IMTUYECKOW M (NOCT-) 3MNUPUCTCKOMN Tpaauums-
MW. B pasgene 2 aBTOp PEKOHCTPYMPYET MapKCOBO MOHWMaHMWe
ponn abcTpakummM B NOCTPOEHUM HayyHOW Teopuu, obpaliasnch
MCKOUUTENbHO K paboTam Mapkca. AHanmns no3soAsET BbIABUTb
onpeaeneHHble NpaBuia NpUMeHeHWa meTtoga abcTparmposa-
HUA, KOTOpble npeacrasneHbl B pabotax Mapkca B 3aByanmpo-
BaHHOM BMZe. 3TV nNpasuna obcy:Kaatotcs B pasgene 3. Tak, nep-
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BOE NpPaBWO NpeAnosaraeT, YTo NMOHATUA, KOTOPble ONWUCbIBALOT
MCTOPUYECKYIO cneunduKy Kanutanmsama, He moryT BbiTb onpe-
AeNeHbl Yepes meTanucTopuyeckme Kateropuv. Bropoe npasuno
3anpelaeT abcTparMposaHWe OT 3HAYUMbIX AR OB6bACHEHMA
ocobeHHOCTel onucbiBaeMoro 06beKTa, KOTopble 3aK/I04aloT ero
CyWHOCTb. B pasaene 3 mapKcoBO NoHATME abCcTparnposaHus co-
NOCTaBNAETCA C COBPEMEHHbIMU NpeacTaBaeHnaMU 06 aTom Mme-
Toae. MoKasaHo, YTO 3TO NOHATUE 3aK/I0YAET OAHOBPEMEHHO ab-
CTparvpoBaHue U naeanvsaupmio (B Tom ee BUAE, Kak OHa MOHUMa-
€TCA B HEKOTOPbIX COBPEMEHHbIX NOAX0AAX — MO MPEeUMyLLECTBY,
B pabotax M.P. [IxoHca). C TOYKM 3peHMA TaKoro MOHUMaHMS,
abcTparposaHue npeanonaraeT MoNYasuMBOE WrHOPUPOBAHME
Tex CBOWCTB, Y4TO OCTa/UCb He cneundupoBaHHbIMU. U, Hanpo-
TUB, UAeann3auma npegnonaraeT ABHoe HeobOCHOBaHHOE Npu-
nucbiBaHWe CBOWCTB M 3HaYEHWUI BeNNYMH. B 3akntoveHnn yepes
KoHuenuuio M. Baicbepra obcy:KaatoTca penpeseHTaTUBHble
uenun aberparmposaHua. MokasaHo, 4To MapKc 6b11 CTOPOHHUKOM
«MWHUMaNbHOM nAeann3aLmm», OCHOBAHHOM Ha MAEHTUdUKALLMM
NPUUYUHHO 3HAYMMbIX MAPAMETPOB, XapaKTEPHbIX A/1A BCEX Kanu-
TaNIMCTUYECKUX 0BLLLECTB.

Knroyesole cnoea: Mapkc, abcTpakums, naeannsaums, HaydHbli
MeToa, uaeanbl penpeseHTaunm

1. Introduction

The “method of abstraction” was the centerpiece of many 20th century
attempts at constructing a Marxist philosophy of science. The goals of
the latter were usually both descriptive and normative: to account for
Marx’s own scientific practice, especially in Capital, but also to provide
a blueprint for Marxist efforts in other fields. The inspirations behind
these attempts were varied, from Hegel (E. V. llyenkov) to Kant (G. della
Volpe), from structuralism (L. Althusser) to post-positivism (L. Nowak
and the Poznan School).

However, Marx himself wrote little on methodology per se. Never
having composed the promised “2 or 3 sheets [on] the rational aspect of the
method which Hegel not only discovered but also mystified” [Marx; Engels,
1983, p. 249], he left his disciples with fragmentary notes. Of these, the
most important is the so-called Chapter on Method in the Grundrisse, at a
mere thirty pages. Apart from that, there are bits and pieces scattered across
Capital and the preparatory manuscripts, in the earlier “economic” writings
(notably, The Poverty of Philosophy), and in private correspondence.
This dearth of methodological material prompted those seeking a Marxist
methodology to draw on a broader range of sources, especially the works of
Engels and other theoreticians of German and Russian Social Democracy.
Given the strength of 20th century Marxism as a political movement and a
school of thought, Marxist methodology developed mostly independently —
at a distance from mainstream philosophy of science.
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The recent anniversary provides an opportune moment to examine
Marx’s methodological thinking anew. This paper is a contribution to such
reappraisal. In Section 2 below, I summarize the main characteristics of
Marx’s method of abstraction and its role in the exposition of his theory,
focusing exclusively on his own writings'. Based on Marx’s criticisms
of the use of abstraction in political economy, Section 3 proposes two
rules for the correct application of the method which are largely implicit
in Marx’s work. In Section 4, I confront Marxian abstraction with recent
accounts of the method developed by non-Marxist philosophers of sci-
ence. I show that Marx’s notion of “abstraction” covers two different
procedures, which can be conveniently distinguished as abstraction
and idealization. I then discuss the representational goals that motivate
Marx’s use of these methods.

2. Marx on Abstraction

Consider these two passages:

In considering the labour-process, we began by treating it in the abstract,
apart from its historical forms, as a process between man and Nature
[Marx; Engels, 1994, p. 509; emphasis mine].

If we put constant capital = 0, i.e. if we abstract from its value [ ...,] the
value of the total product = the value of the variable capital + the surplus
value, = wages + surplus value [Marx; Engels, 1994, p. 80; emphasis mine].

There is a distinction to be made between the precise meanings of
abstraction referred to above. However, let us first focus on what these
passages have in common. In the first, Marx recalls that the analysis of the
capitalist process of production in Chapter 5 (7 in the English translation) of
Capital began with the “elementary factors” common to all labor processes
throughout history. Only later does Marx’s attention turn to the specific
characteristics of the production process in a capitalist economyj, i. e., to
the valorization process. The second passage occurs within an examination
of the formulae “value of labor power / total value” and “surplus value /
total value” conceived as expressions of the rate of surplus value. Here, the
part of total value which corresponds to the consumed portion of constant
capital must be disregarded, as it does not affect “the ratio between surplus
value and variable capital” [Marx; Engels, 1994, p. 80]. In both cases,
the goal of abstraction is to “isolate” the object of inquiry from aspects
or influences which, in a broad sense, are secondary at the given point of
investigation.

' Icite the Marx-Engels Collected Works — adjusting the translation, if necessary, in ac-

cordance with the original published in the MEGAZ.
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This is no accidental aspect of Marx’s methodology. Marx believed
that in “the structure of society [...] all relations coexist simultaneously
and support one another” [Marx; Engels, 1976, p. 167]. Society is thus a
complex of elements and relations. At the most general level, Marx identifies
production, distribution, consumption and exchange (or circulation) as
distinct yet interrelated spheres of the economy [Marx; Engels, 1986,
p- 17-37], each of which could be further analyzed into components.
Any attempt to “lay bare the economic law of motion of modern society”
[Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 10] must grapple with this systemic nature of its
subject-matter. Marx believed that the method of abstraction, in the sense
of “isolation” sketched above, plays a key role here:

In order to present the laws of political economy in their purity, abstrac-
tion is made from these frictions, just as in pure mechanics abstraction
is made from particular frictions which have to be overcome in each
particular case of its application [Marx; Engels, 1994, p. 421].

Above, Marx refers to abstraction with regard to the presentation of
the laws of political economy. In order to locate the use of abstraction in
Marx’s project more precisely, we can turn to the Foreword to Capital,
where he outlines two distinct phases of his effort. The phase of inquiry
serves “to appropriate the material in detail, to analyse its different forms
of development, to trace out their inner connection”. The second phase,
that of exposition, should provide an “adequate description” of the “actual
movement”, in which “the life of the subject-matter is ideally reflected as
in a mirror” [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 19]. Using traditional terminology of
the philosophy of science, the two phases can be likened to the contexts of
discovery and justification. Inquiry is concerned with uncovering the “law
of motion” of capitalist society through an analysis of empirical material
and of existing theories. In contrast, the goal of exposition is to expound
and justify the law, derive its consequences and show how it can be used to
explain empirical phenomena and solve preexisting theoretical problems.

Due to the systemic nature of society, exposition can only proceed
in a stepwise fashion, moving from aspects of the subject-matter which
are viewed as explanatorily primitive to those that are considered as
explanatorily derived. Marx noted that when such exposition is successful,
“it may appear as if we had before us a mere a priori construction”
[Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 19]. The method of abstraction, as a procedure of
“isolation”, serves an important role in this exposition. Marx confirms this
when, anticipating the difficulties involved in reading the first few chapters
of Capital, he refers to the heavy use of the “force of abstraction” [Marx;
Engels, 1996, p. 8].
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2.1. “Advancing from the abstract to the concrete”

Marx’s more extended discussion of the role of abstraction is contained
in the “Chapter on Method” of the Grundrisse, where it is couched in the
language of Hegel’s epistemology. Here, Marx comments on two modes of
exposition of a social theory. The first starts with the description of the tar-
get system (i. e. the capitalist economy of a particular country) as it is given
empirically, and proceeds to identify the basic aspects or mechanisms that
govern the system. Marx terms this starting-point “concrete”, since it is a
description of a complex of many relations and properties. From the con-
crete, this mode of exposition moves on to the “abstract”, i. e., to the sim-
pler elements with fewer properties which together make up the system.

The second, converse approach to exposition begins with elements that
have previously — in the phase of inquiry — been identified as explanatorily
basic, and derives a more and more complex representation of the target
system from these elements. Marx argues that this method of “advanc-
ing from the abstract to the concrete” is the “correct scientific method”
[Marx; Engels, 1986, p. 38]. The first mode starts with what Marx terms a
“chaotic conception of the whole”, composed of elements or relations whose
presence and function remains unexplained or underdetermined. The second
approach, on the other hand, leads “by way of thinking to the reproduction
of the concrete”: an account of the target system as a “rich totality of many
determinations and relations” [ibid., p. 37-38].

Marx employed the second approach in Capital, which famously
starts with the analysis of the commodity. The latter is considered as the
“elementary form” of wealth of capitalist societies [Marx; Engels, 1996,
p. 35; transl. adjusted]. Marx then proceeds by deriving more “forms”,
such as money and capital. From the outset, the target system (the “real
concrete” in the parlance of the Grundrisse) is the capitalist economy, but
it is “treated in the abstract”. Only some elements of the target system are
present at any given moment, while others are disregarded. As more and
more elements are introduced, the range of phenomena that the theory can
explain is extended.

At various points in the exposition, Marx notes that certain
investigations would be premature, since the necessary elements have
not yet been introduced. For example, in the first chapter of Capital, he
states that “Wages is a category that, as yet, has no existence at the present
stage of our investigation” [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 54]. Elsewhere in the
volume, he argues that to explain the role of merchant’s capital, “a long
series of intermediate steps would be necessary, which, at present, when
the simple circulation of commodities forms our only assumption, are
entirely wanting” [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 175]. Marx turns to the exami-
nation of both phenomena only later (in Part 6 of Volume I and in Part 4 of
Volume I1I, respectively), when all the pieces are, to his mind, in place. For
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example, the analysis of wages and their forms (time-wages, piece-wages)
requires that the origin of surplus value in unpaid surplus labor has been
established, and that the methods of extracting surplus value have already
been analyzed.

Provisionally, we may conclude that when Marx speaks of “abstrac-
tion” as a method, he means a procedure by which certain aspects of a
target system are selected for investigation, whereby other aspects remain
disregarded. The method of exposition in Capital consists in the piecemeal
introduction of aspects which one had been previously abstracted from:
from the explanatorily basic to the explanatorily derived.

3. The adequacy of abstractions

In Marx’s vocabulary, “abstraction” also signifies the result of the
application of the method. In the spirit of 19" century semantics, Marx
viewed all concepts as results of abstraction from empirical reality. “All
human thought”, he writes, relies on abstraction [Marx; Engels, 1998,
p. 232], and economic categories “are only the theoretical expressions, the
abstractions of the social relations of production” [Marx; Engels, 1976,
p. 165]. In his brief methodological reflections, as well as in critical remarks
aimed at political economists, Marx often pointed out the inadequacy of
certain abstractions, using attributes such as “false”, “empty” or “violent”.
These cases, in conjunction with what we know about the intentions of
Marx’s project, allow us to infer the rules for the correct application of the
Marxian method of abstraction and the correct use of its results.

3.1. Historical specificity and “reasonable abstractions”

Consider the following examples, in which I have emphasized terms
related to abstraction:

In the first place, it is a false abstraction to regard a nation whose mode
of production is based upon value, and furthermore is capitalistically
organised, as an aggregate body working merely for the satisfaction of
the national wants [Marx; Engels, 1998, p. 839].

Consequently [modern economists say] capital is a universal and eter-
nal relation given by nature-that is, provided one omits precisely those
specific factors which turn the “instrument of production’ or ‘accumulated
labour’ into capital [Marx; Engels, 1986, p. 23].

In both cases, Marx criticizes abstractions for disregarding those
aspects of their target systems which he views as essential. In the first
example, capitalism is reduced to production for use, which, according
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Marx, obliterates its historically specific nature as a system of production
for profit. The second example illustrates the reduction of capital to
means of production. While means of production as such have existed in
all societies, Marx argues they become capital only as part of a specific
social relation. When capital is defined simply as “means of production”
or “accumulated labor”, this specificity disappears. The result of such
abstraction is a thorough naturalization of capitalist relations which,
according to Marx, serves apologetic purposes:

To rescue the production based on capital, the orthodox economists
[...]1ignore all its specific characteristics, all its conceptual definitions
and rather conceive of it as simple production for immediate use value.
[They] entirely abstract from its essential relations. In fact, to purify
it of contradictions, they simply drop it and negate it [Marx; Engels,
1986, p. 338].

In contrast to both “classical” and “vulgar” political economy, attention
to characteristics that distinguish capitalism from previous modes of
production, and therefore hint at its transitory character, was paramount to
Marx’s project. He famously expressed this as a concern for the “differentia
specifica” of capitalist production [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 614]. However,
Marx did also use concepts which refer to transhistorical features of modes
production. As we saw in the first quote in Section 2, one such concept is that
of the labor process; some of the others are use value, concrete labor, and
means of production. Hence, Marx’s critique of naturalizing abstraction is
not aimed at all concepts and has to be specified more clearly.

Again, the discussion in the Introduction to the Grundrisse proves
instructive. Marx deals here with the concept of “production in general”:

All epochs of production [...] have certain features in common, certain
common determinations. Production in general is an abstraction, but a
reasonable abstraction in so far as it actually emphasises and defines the
common aspects and thus spares us the need of repetition [Marx; Engels,
1986, p. 23].

Transhistorical concepts such as “production in general” may thus serve
as useful instruments, e. g., in the very identification of historically specific
features. However, Marx warns that they cannot be used to “grasp any real
historical stage of production” [Marx; Engels, 1986: 26; transl. adjusted].
In other words, Marx’s first implicit rule states that concepts for historically
specific aspects of phenomena (of “real historical stages of production™)
must not be defined exclusively by means of terms referring to transhistorical
phenomena (such as “production in general”). Explanations of historically
specific phenomena using explanantia formulated exclusively in terms of
such concepts would lead to the naturalization of their explananda’.

2 On the importance of historical specificity in Marx’s methodology, see the detailed

analysis in [Sayer, 1987].
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3.2. Appearances, essences, and levels of abstraction

While the first rule prevents the projection of phenomena which
correspond to a particular mode of production onto all modes of production,
the second rule concerns the structure of a single mode of production.
Consider the following passages, again with terms related to abstraction
emphasized:

Crass empiricism turns into false metaphysics, scholasticism, which toils
painfully to deduce undeniable empirical phenomena by simple formal
abstraction directly from the general law, or to show by cunning argument
that they are in accordance with the law [Marx; Engels, 1988, p. 395].

[Political economy] tries to rescue the law from collision with
contradictory phenomena by a violent abstraction [Marx; Engels,
1996, p. 311].

Through the process of a very trivial abstraction, arbitrarily discarding
now one, now the other aspect of the specific relationship, [the capital
relation] is reduced to abstract determinations of the simple circulation...
[Marx; Engels, 1987, p. 476].

The first two examples deal with the relation of surplus value and
its derived form, profit. According to Marx, surplus value is the result of
unpaid surplus labor. However, already in classical political economy, it
was accepted that capitals of equal size employing unequal ratios of “dead”
and “living” labor (i.e., capitals of unequal organic composition) would
earn equal profits on average. This is one of the “undeniable empirical
phenomena” noted above. Thus, the amounts of surplus value actually
produced by a capital and of profit earned generally will not coincide.
This “contradiction” between equal profits and the labor theory of value
led to theoretical inconsistencies (as, in Marx’s view, in the Ricardian
school), or to the abandonment of labor values. Marx classifies the former
case as a “violent” or “simple formal” abstraction. The abstraction here
is from the “intermediate terms” [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 175] that could
reconcile the law of value with profits determined by capital size: among
others, the transformation of the value of advanced capital into cost price,
the equalization of profit rates across industries, and the transformation
of product values into prices of production. Instead of introducing these
categories and showing how the law of value regulates production prices
despite appearances to the contrary, the law of value is simply juxtaposed
with the appearances — or “adapted” in conformity to them, as in Ricardo’s
“93 % labor theory of value”.

The third example deals with “vulgar” economy that reduces more
complex relations to simpler relations of commodity exchange. Thus
the exchange between the capitalist and the worker is presented as a
mutually beneficial exchange of “services”, leaving out aspects such as
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the dispossession of workers and the monopolization of the means of
production in the hands of capitalists or the processes of valorization and
accumulation which, in Marx’s view, are at the heart of the capital relation.

In all of the three cases, the target of critique cannot be the reduction
of historically specific aspects to transhistorical ones. After all, profit and
surplus value are specific to capitalism, as are the capital relation and
generalized commodity exchange. Rather, violent or trivial abstractions are
problematic due to the “flattening” of distinct levels of abstraction. Marx
believed that “all science would be superfluous if the outward appearance
and the essence of things directly coincided” [Marx; Engels, 1998, p. 804].
Moreover, “in their appearance things often represent themselves in inverted
form” [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 537]. In the phase of inquiry, it is necessary
to identify the essences (causes and mechanisms) behind the appearances
(observable phenomena) — for example, by abstracting from the “frictions”
of competition. The task of exposition is then to show how the causes and
mechanisms operate to produce observable phenomena and how their
operation is modified by the intervening factors®. The outward appearances
that are the subject of Volume III of Capital (market price, profit and its
forms, interest, rent) are traced through a series of levels of abstraction that
stretches all the way back to the commodity in Chapter 1 of Volume I.

If this is not done, as in the first two cases above, contradiction looms
large between “essence” (i. e., the law of value) and “appearance” (i. e.,
equal profits). Phenomena which are seemingly incongruent with the
postulated law are left unexplained. Or, as in the third case, more complex
relations are reduced to their phenomenal form, thus blocking their
understanding. To summarize, Marx’s second implicit rule of abstraction
warns against abstracting from explanatorily relevant elements which are
necessary for the proper representation of the target system.

This rule has an important corollary. Although Marx’s main source of
empirical material was contemporary Britain, the universe of discourse of
his theory of the capitalist economy was not to be limited to it. Rather, the
intent was to “present only the inner organisation of the capitalist mode of
production, in its ideal average, as it were” [Marx; Engels, 1998, p. 818].
Thus the goal of abstraction in Capital was to include those aspects —
mechanisms and the phenomena they produce — that characterize any
capitalist economy, and to discard circumstantial aspects specific to 19"
century Britain. However, as M. Heinrich points out, Marx was not entire-
ly rigorous in implementing this program [Heinrich, 1989]. For example,
the chapters on interest-bearing capital and credit crises in Volume III
are deeply mired in the details of British banking. Marx’s decision to
assume a money commodity in his analysis of simple circulation is another
controversial inclusion [Heinrich, 2014, p. 233ff].

*  For a more detailed discussion of Marx’s distinction between appearance, essence, and

the latter’s manifestation, see [Hanzel, 2014].
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4. Taking stock

Let us now turn to an appraisal of Marxian abstraction from the standpoint
of contemporary philosophy of science. In the first subsection below, it is
shown that Marx’s term “abstraction” refers to two different procedures.
I then examine the representational strategies that govern Marx’s use of
these two procedures.

4.1. Abstraction and idealization

I have introduced Section 2 with two examples. Both contain the term
“abstraction” or its variations, but the nature of the procedure employed in
each case is different. The first passage notes that abstraction was used in
the analysis of the labor process to disregard its “historical forms”. At the
beginning of Chapter 5 (7), Marx simply states:

We shall, therefore, in the first place, have to consider the labour process
independently of the particular form it assumes under given social con-
ditions [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 187].

He then proceeds to enumerate and analyze the transhistorical aspects of
any labor process. Only at the end of the first section of the chapter does Marx
turn to the “characteristic phenomena” exhibited by the labor process under
capitalism. In the second section, the labor process is analyzed with regard to
the production of surplus value which Marx had abstracted from at first.

Similarly, at the very beginning of Chapter 1, Marx initially complete-
ly abstracts from value. He first examines the commodity as having two
(relational) properties only: that of being a use value and that of having
an exchange value. Through a series of arguments, Marx then introduces
value as the property of all commodities, and exchange value is shown to
be “only the form in which the value of commodities can manifest itself”
[Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 48].

Another example of the same procedure concerns the first three
chapters of Volume I as a whole, or what Marx calls the “simple circulation”.
After investigating the circuit C — M — C, Marx poses the problem of the
possibility of the circuit M — C — M’ under equivalent exchange. Most of
what follows in Volume I is dedicated to the production process of capital.
In Volume II, Marx again returns to circulation, only this time as the cir-
culation of capital. In the unpublished “6™ Chapter” of Capital, Marx
comments on this “circular” movement:

As a commodity, the product of capital must enter into the process of
the exchange of commodities [...] In so far as this is merely a matter
of formal changes [...] the process has already been presented in what
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we called ‘simple circulation’ [...] But these commodities are now at
the same time the repositories of capital [...] And in this connection
their circulation [...] implies further determinations, which were alien
to commodity circulation when it was considered in abstraction. We
have now to consider, therefore, the circulation of commodities as the
circulation process of capital. This will be done in [Volume II] [Marx;
Engels, 1994, p. 383-384].

“Simple circulation” at the beginning of Capital is thus an abstract
representation of the capitalist economy — it abstracts from capital itself.
After capital is introduced and its production process analyzed, circulation
is examined anew, no longer under abstraction from capital.

What all of these cases of abstraction have in common is that the set
of aspects or properties being abstracted from is left unspecified. They
are revealed only as they are explicitly introduced into the picture. Con-
sider, now, the second example from Section 2, where the influence of
constant capital is eliminated by ascribing it the value of zero. Two things
stand out. Firstly, this ascription is counterfactual: a capitalist production
process with no means of production is hypothetical at best, and the value
of constant capital is generally nonzero. Secondly, such an ascription can
only be made after the concept of constant capital has been introduced*.
The procedure involved in this example is thus quite different from the
procedure we have seen Marx use at the beginning of Chapter 1. There, the
value of a commodity is not assumed to be zero — in fact, it is not assumed
to be anything at all, since its very concept had not been introduced yet.

M. R. Jones suggests a useful distinction between “mere omission” of
properties and the deliberate “misrepresentation” of properties of an object
[Jones, 2005, p. 174]. The former involves the tacit leaving out of attributes
of a target system, in the sense that the target system is represented as
neither having nor not having those attributes. In Jones’ terminology, this
is “abstraction” proper. Except for the case of constant capital, all the
examples of Marxian abstraction that [ have dealt with here are of this kind.

Deliberate misrepresentations, on the other hand, involve the explicit
counterfactual ascription of properties (including values of magnitudes) in the
representation of an object. The representation is ascribed properties which
the target system generally does not have. Jones’ calls these “idealizations”.
From now on, I shall use Jones’ terms to distinguish the procedures.

Compared to his use of abstraction, Marx’s application of ideal-
ization is rather sparse. His criticisms of “violent” and other incorrect
“abstractions”, discussed above, all refer to abstractions proper. In the next
section, I point out some more idealizations and characterize in more detail
the epistemic goals which govern Marx’s use of both methods.

4 From a different standpoint, W. Diederich comes to similar conclusions in his earlier

critique of Nowak’s account of Marx’s method [Diederich, 1994].
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4.2. Marx’s representational goals

M. Weisberg introduced the distinction between three kinds of “ide-
alization” in science: Galilean, minimalist, and multiple-models idealiza-
tion (MMI) [Weisberg, 2007]°. For our present purposes, we can quick-
ly dispose with the latter. MMI applies to situations where at least two
incompatible models of the same phenomenon (or a kind of phenomenon)
are proposed, each of which has its advantages and is applied for specific
purposes. In contrast, Marx’s goal in Capital was to put forward a single
unified theory of the capitalist mode of production that would at the same
time serve as a critique of political economy.

According to Weisberg, Galilean idealization (GI) “is the practice of
introducing distortions into theories with the goal of simplifying theories
in order to make them computationally tractable” [Weisberg, 2007,
p. 640]. Typically, GI would be used in the quantitative investigation of
phenomena to disregard complicating factors. The motivations of GI are
“largely pragmatic” [ Weisberg, 2007, p. 642]. The simplifying assumptions
introduced by GI could in principle be removed, but this is undesirable for
practical reasons or not possible due to a lack of computational power. In
the future, they may be eliminated — indeed, scientists should be looking
for ways of removing them — and a more accurate representation proposed,
but until then, the simplified account of phenomena provided by GI will
have to do as an approximation.

Our example of Marxian idealization from the beginning of Sec-
tion 2 does not seem to be an application of GI, though. First of all, the
reason why Marx excludes the value of constant capital is not because
it would introduce computational complications. Any given value of
constant capital is irrelevant the ratio of surplus labor to necessary labor.
Hence, leaving out constant capital by assuming its value is zero does not
lead to approximation in any sense: it simply gets what does not matter
out of the way.

Let us look at some other examples of Marx’s idealizations in Volume
1 of Capital:

We [...] simplify our analysis, by the assumption, that the labour of the
workman employed by the capitalist is unskilled average labour [Marx;
Engels, 1996, p. 209].

It will, therefore, be useful [...] to assume provisionally, that the possessor
of labour-power, on the occasion of each sale, immediately receives the
price stipulated to be paid for it [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 185].

> Note that Weisberg does not distinguish between omission of properties and their mis-

representation. Hence, Weisberg’s kinds of “idealization” may also include what we
have called “abstraction” above. I shall come back to this point shortly.
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[...] the simple fundamental form of the process of accumulation is
obscured by the incident of the circulation which brings it about, and
by the splitting up of surplus-value. An exact analysis of the process,
therefore, demands that we should, for a time, disregard all phenomena
that hide the play of its inner mechanism [Marx; Engels, 1996, p. 565].

All of these assumptions are counterfactual and simplifying. Accord-
ing to Marx, the first prevents a “superfluous operation” [ibid., p. 209],
i. e., the introduction into his numerical examples of coefficients for the
reduction of skilled to simple labor. Involving such a reduction would add
more realism and detail to the analysis, but it would not alter the general
conclusions. The second example concerns the functions of money in the
exchange between the capitalist and the worker. Marx counterfactually
assumes that money is not used here as “means of payment”. Again,
eliminating this assumption would make the analysis more realistic, and
it could even help explain some real-world phenomena like wage theft by
employers. But it would in no way affect the production of surplus value,
which, at this point, is Marx’s sole concern. Finally, the third passage serves
to justify Marx’s explicit disregarding of phenomena that obscure the
process of accumulation. These are complications arising out of circulation
(e.g. the inability to sell) and out of the distribution of surplus value in the
forms of industrial and commercial profit, interest, and rent. Again, Marx
argues that in the investigation of capital accumulation, both factors are
irrelevant: insofar as accumulation takes place at all, circulation must have
been successful, and the division of surplus value cannot not alter the “na-
ture” of accumulation [ibid., p. 565].

While these examples cannot be classified as cases of Galilean
idealization, they fit the third kind of idealization, which Weisberg calls
minimalist (MI). He characterizes it as “the practice of constructing and
studying theoretical models that include only the core causal factors which
give rise to a phenomenon” [Weisberg, 2007, p. 642]. The exclusion of
causally irrelevant factors may take the form of omission (as in Jones’s
abstraction) or of counterfactual ascription of properties (as in Jones’s
idealization). MI neatly corresponds not only with Marx’s insistence, in
the three passages above, that the disregarded aspects of the target system
are irrelevant to the mechanism at hand, but also with his broader concern
with the capitalist mode of production “in its ideal average”. As regards
the passages quoted earlier on, which I have identified as cases of Jonesian
abstraction, similar considerations apply. At a given stage of exposition,
Marx limits his focus to aspects which either make a difference to the
mechanism being investigated or allow the introduction of new aspects —
thereby omitting all other aspects.

Weisberg also distinguishes five “representational ideals” or “goals
governing the construction, analysis, and evaluation of theoretical models”,
each of which consists of two components: inclusion rules and fidelity
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rules [Weisberg, 2007, p. 648]. The former serve to identify the kinds of
properties of the target system must be included in its representation, while
the latter provide criteria for assessing the precision and accuracy of the
resulting model. Without going into too much detail, the five ideals are
completeness (“include everything, maximize precision and accuracy”),
simplicity (“include only what is necessary for a qualitative match
between the representation and the target system”), /-causal (“include
primary causal factors only”), maxout (“maximize predictive power”), and
p-general (“maximize the number of possible target systems represented’).

Weisberg’s three kinds of idealization (GI, MI, and MMI) can be
associated with corresponding representational ideals. Since GI seeks the
elimination of all idealizing assumptions, its ultimate goal is completeness.
In contrast, minimalist idealization focuses on what is causally relevant,
and hence tends to favor the 1-causal ideal. Insofar as MI is successful,
the adding of details that had previously been left out will not substantially
improve the model, but may “allow a more thorough characterization of a
highly specific event” [Weisberg, 2007, p. 648].

We have characterized Marx as a proponent of minimalist idealization
in Weisberg’s sense, and of both abstraction and idealization in Jones’s
sense. Based on this, it seems that two representative ideals were especially
pertinent to his practice: 1-causal and p-general. Marx’s version of the
former ideal entails inclusion rules which postulate that unobservable
causes and mechanisms (“essences”) of phenomena cannot be left out. We
have identified this rule in Section 3.2 above. His approach to the latter ideal
dictates the inclusion of historically specific aspects which characterize all
forms of capitalist production and distinguish them from other modes of
production. This was discussed in Section 3.1.

By way of conclusion, let me point out an avenue of further research
that this assessment could motivate. If the above analysis is correct
and Marx was not a proponent of Galilean idealization, then his use of
abstraction and idealization is incompatible with the idea of a series of
“successive approximations” in Capital. The latter approach was elaborated
in considerable detail in the works of L. Nowak (e.g. [Nowak, 1980]). It
comes with clear fidelity rules: the idealizing assumptions in Marx’s law
of value can be eliminated through a series of steps until an empirically
testable version is obtained. Based on the degree of approximation of this
law to observed phenomena, one can judge the accuracy and precision
of Marx’s theory. But if Marx’s “abstraction” is more akin to Weisberg’s
minimalist idealization, then what are its fidelity rules, and how do they
translate into the language of traditional philosophy of science?
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KCHUS HayKH II0Jl YTJIOM 3PEHHUsSI OPTOJIOKCATBHOTO MapKCU3Ma, HCIIOJIb-
3ysl TSAKENYIO apTHILIEPHIO U3 IIUTAT KJIACCUKOB MapKCH3Ma-JIEHHHHA3MA.
Peus unet He TONMBKO O (husmocodax, HO M KPYHMHBIX YUEHBIX (Hampumep,
.. bnoxunuese, A.I1. Tepnenkom u gaxe A.Jl. Arexkcanapose, KOTO-
pBI BOOOIIE-TO CTapajcs NPUAEPKHUBATHCS BBICOKUX HPABCTBEHHBIX
HopMm). bosee Toro, eme B cepennHe 1980-X IT. BHyTpEHHHE pEeoaKTo-
PBl MHOTHX H3JIaTEIBCTB MPUHYAUTENBHO, 0€3 COTIacoBaHHS C aBTOpa-
MH, BCTaBJSUTH B CTaThU (OCOOCHHO SHIMKIONEANH U CIIPAaBOYHUKOB) B
HYXXHBIX)» MECTax «HYXHbIE» BBICKa3bIBaHUS KIACCHKOB MapKCHU3Ma-
JNIEHUHHU3MA, ¥ IPABHIBHOCTD BCEX TAKOTO POJIa BHICKAa3bIBAHUH, KOTOpHIC
WCIIOJIb30BAJINCh CAMHUMH aBTOpaMHU, HEOOXOAMMO OBLIO YAOCTOBEPSATH
COOCTBEHHOPYYHOH MOMAIHCHIO.

Kene300eTOHHOE TOCTIOJICTBO TOCYAAPCTBEHHON HIEOIOTHUH, MEXKIY
TEM, HE MOIJIO IPOIOJKATHCS BEYHO. POCTKH <GKHBOM» (uocodckoit
MBICJIH Ha4yalld SHEPIrHYHO MpoOuBaTkes mociie Beecoro3Horo copenianus
110 (hUI0COPCKUM BOIIPOCAM €CTECTBO3HAHUSA 1958 I, XOTS 3TH pOCTKH Ya-
CTO 8HewiHe HAIOMUHAIH COOTBETCTBYIOIIHME (DUTYPHI, XapaKTepPHBIE IS
WCONOTU3NPOBAHHON HAyKH, — TOJIOCIIOBHO IOPYTHMBAIH Oyp>Kya3HBIX
¢m10cooB M yUEHBIX, COIAEPKAIHM 3aBEPEHUs] B BEPHOCTH MapKCH3MY-

' Hanpuwmep, naxe B koHie 1979 T. GbIT OCYIIECCTBICH MOIIHBIH «HAE3M» HA JOTH-

yeckue uccienoanus B CCCP. U aTo Torzaa, Korja JIOrMKa B MPHIMYHBIX 00beMax
Iperno/aBajiach Ha BCEX IOPUINUECKUX (aKylbTeTaxX U JAaxe Ha CIIeHUaTIbHOCTH «Ha-
YYHBIH KOMMYHH3M». B1979 1. B mmaBHOM naeonorndeckoM xypHane « KoMmmyHHCT»
HOSIBHJIACh MPOCTPaHHast CTaThsl (KaK 3TO 4acTO OBIBAJO B TaKUX CIIydYasX) COBCEM
HEHM3BECTHOTO aBTOPA, Y)K€ B KOTOPHIA pa3 B Ayxe OOIBIIEBHCTCKOTO MAaKCHMAJIH3-
Ma [POBO3IVIALIABILIETO KJIACCOBBIIl MOAXOA K JOTHUKE M MapTUIHOCTb B JOTHKE (H,
CTano OBITh, MAPTUHHOCTH OCHOBBIBAIOLICHCS HA HEeWl MOJIUTUKY). B cTaTbe roBopH-
J0CH, 9TO 32 1100bIMU YTBEPKICHUAMHE, BKIIOYasl T€, KOTOPHIE IETalOTCS B JIOTHKE,
HaJl0 «Pa3bICKMBATh MHTEPECHI TEX WJIM MHBIX KIACCOB, 3a JIOTUKOW CIIOB — JIOTHUKY
MBICIICT», HETIb3s TEPIEeTh HAIAJ0K Ha «aJre0py peBOIIOIMMY, KOTOPBIE XapaKTepHBI
JUISL «MEIIaHCKO-O0BIBaTEIECKOTO CII0CO0a MBINIICHUS» JIOTHIECKOTO MO3HTHBH3-
ma [Canosckwuii, 1979, c. 63]. Bynyun yueHneMm o «BHEUTHHX (opMax MBILIIICHHD,
(dopmManbHas JOrHKa OKa3bIBaeTCs BPAXICOHOM IHAaIeKTHKO-MaTepHUAINCTHYECKON
KOHIICTILIMH JIOTHKH KaK HayKH O BCEOOIeM Pa3BUTHH U €IHHCTBE ITPOTHBOIOIOKHO-
CTEM, MPEeACTABIAIONICH COO0H «IYIIy PEBOIIOIMOHHON TEOPUI». 31€Ch, 10 MHEHHIO
aBTOpa, WJET pedyb O JBYX MPOTHUBOMOJIOXKHBIX THHAX MBIIUICHHUS — «IIPOJIETAPCKH-
PEBOIIIOIOHHOTO U OypiKya3HO-MEIIAaHCKOTO»; IEPBOE BCKPHIBAET 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH
pasButus olIiecTBa, a BTOPOE HCIONIb3yeTcs s (danbcuuKauy uaei HaydHOTO
KOMMYHH3Ma U TPENCTaBIseT coboit «mpodeccopckoe dpazepcTBoy u «humocod-
CKO-MaTeMaTH4eCcKoe (GUIISIPCTBOY, MPOTACKUBAIOIICE UACANN3M B MOAIHHHYIO Ha-
yky [CamoBckuii, 1979, c. 69, 65, 70-71].
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JIEHUHU3MY, PEIIEHUSIM KOMMYHHCTHUECKON MapTHUH, HEAAaBHUX CHE3/I0B,
mneHyMoB LK, coBemanuii, 1a 1 MUaIeKTUYECKUA MaTepHaIn3M CUUTAII-
Csl EIMHCTBEHHO BEPHOM METOIOJIOTHEH HAYYHOTO ITO3HAHUS.

Mexay TeM HEKOTOpbIe MBICIUTENH C TOMOIIBI0 OTAECTBHBIX KHPIIH-
yuKOB U3 OoTHenabHBIX IuTaT K. Mapkca, @. Durensca u B.M. Jlenuna u
KOMOWHAIMNA ITATAT BBICTPAMBAIH ITOCT- WU JTaX€ HEMapKCHUCTCKHE IO
cBoel cymHocTH puiocodekue cucteMsbl. B HUX npexxae Bcero (akruye-
CKU OTpHIlaJiach ayibha U oMera MapKCHCTCKO-JICHUHCKOU (huiocohuu —
TEOpHUSI OTPaKEHHS, KOTOpasl BCET[a TPaKTOBajach KaK BaKHeHIee J0-
ctikenue reaust B.M. JIeHnHa, KOTOpoe OH HU3JIOKUI B «Marepuainsme u
SMIUPHUOKPUTHUIT3MEY KaK UTOT aHAIIN3a «HOBEHIIIEH pEBOIOLINHU B €CTe-
CTBO3HAHUU U (PU3UKEY.

Kak xe Takoil «peBU3MOHU3MY CTaJl BO3MOXEH B YCIOBUSX JI0CTATOU-
HO MOLIHOTO UAEOJIOTHYECKOro npecca v KOHTpouid B 1970-x rr. miu Hava-
na 1980-x rr.? B yem, Kakux KOHIEMIUAX, UACSX, TOAX0AaX, OH KOHKPETHO
ObLT IpezicTaBieH? biaromapst KakuM MOJIOKEHUSIM MO>KHO YTBEPXKIATh FX
MOCT- WJIK J1aXKe HEMapKCUCTCKOe conepkanue? Kakoa cBoeoOpa3Has Jio-
TUKa uX u3noxeHnsa? Y, HakoHel, 1Mo KaKuM HPUYIHHAM STOT «PEBU3NO-
HU3M» He OBUT 3aMeUeH PEBHUTEIISIMI MapKCUCTCKO-JIECHUHCKOTO MHUPOBO3-
3pEeHHs «BOBPEMS»?

Haunem ¢ mocrieanero Bompoca, KOTOPBIN MPOJMBAET CBET HA IPH-
YUHBI, KOTOPBIE MOIOPBAIIN IUTAENb TOCYIaPCTBEHHOM MapKCHUCTCKO-JIe-
HUHCKOM OPTOIOKCHHZ,

Bo-niepBrIx, KpUTHUYECKas Macca COBETCKUX (PHITOCOPOB-HEOPTOTOK-
COB, KOTOPBIC 3aHUMAJINCh THOCEOJIOTHEH /Ui punocopuel ecTecTBO-
3HaHUs, yxe B cepeauHe 1970-X IT. cepbe3HO NEpEeBELINBaIa OPTOAOK-
canbHyI0 YacTh. K 3ToMy MOMeHTYy MHOTHE (HIIOCO(]BI, KOTOPHIE TBEPIO
OTCTAauBAJIM OPTOAOKCAJbHYIO TOUKY 3peHHus eule B koHue 1950-x rr.,
MYTHUPOBAJIU B HAMPABICHUU HEOPTOAOKCAIbHON mo3uiuu. Hampumep,
ecau B 1951 r. M.D. OMenbSHOBCKHIA paccMaTpuBaj MPUHIIUIT JOMOIHU-
teabHOCTH H. bopa kak «uaeanucTudeckyro GpanbCUpUKALUI0 NeHCTBH-
TEILHOTO COACPKaHMS KBAHTOBOW MexaHUKm» [OMmenbsHOBCKuUH, 1951,
c. 151] m emie B 1956 1. mucan o «boprbe Marepuann3Ma U ujeaIn3Ma
B 00JIACTH KBaHTOBOH MEXaHUKH», O TOM, YTO «MHOTHE BUJHbBIC (U3H-
KU HE CHpPaBIIACH ¢ (QMIOCO(CKIM aHAIM30M KBAaHTOBBIX SIBICHHIN,
00 ux «dumrocodckoit 6ECIIOMOIIHOCTHY», O TOM, YTO «IIPHHIIMIT AOIOJI-
HHUTEIBHOCTH MPOUCTEKAECT U3 CyOBEKTHBHOTO HIICAIM3May, a TMOHSITHE
(hm3HdecKoil peallbHOCTH SBIAETCS MO3UTUBUCTCKUM [OMETbIHOBCKHA,

2 Ha HerocyzapcTBEHHOM yPOBHE, YPOBHE OTHEIbHBIX JOCH, KOTOPBIE MPHICPKHBA-

JMCh MapKCUCTCKUX B3IJISIOB, HHOTJA UX BKJIAJ B HayKy M (HIIOCO(PHIO OKA3BIBAJICS
BEChbMa HEOXKHUIAHHBIM (B CMBICIIE PE3YJIBTATOB) H IJIOAOTBOPHBIM (B CMBICIIE 3HAYCHHS
it Oyayiero). JloctaTouHo, HapuUMep, BCIIOMHUTb, YTO ACCUMUJISIIIUS JIOTUIECKOTO
MMO3UTHUBU3MA U HA4YaJio UCCIeOBaHUN B obnactu (puinocopun HayKun B AMepuKe 00s-
3aHBI HMUTpaHTaM-KoMMyHHCcTaM U3 Poccun [McCumber, 2001; Reisch, 2005].
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1956, c. 8-10, 17, 23], To x 1970-x IT. OH KpyTO MEPECMOTPEN CBOU
B3DIsABI. OH BBISBISN «IUAIEKTHUYECKUH CMBICT» KBAaHTOBOH TEOPHH U
YTBEP)KJaJd, UYTO «KOTIEHTareHCKas WHTEPIpeTanns KBAaHTOBOW TEOpHUHU
HE SIBIISIETCS] TIO3UTUBUCTCKOW», KOHIETIIHS JOTIOTHUTEIbHOCTH HMEET
«TIOJIOKUTENbHOE QUIIOCO(CKOE 3HAUCHUE» U «JIaBHO pa3pabaThiBaeTCs
Ha Oojee mIyOOKOW OCHOBe [ueM Ha 3amane. — B.5.] muameKTHIeCcKuM
MatepuanusmMom» [OmenbsHoBckuii, 1970, c. 25]. Eme panee anamo-
TUYHO nepecMoTpest cBou Touku 3penus b.M. Kenpos, 1.B. Ky3uenos,
H.®. OBYMHHHUKOB, KOTOpPBIE K TOMY >K€ 3aHHUMAalH JOCTATOYHO BaXK-
Hble MHCTUTYIIMOHAJIbHBIE BHICOTHL. [Ipo3peHne K HUM MPHUIIO TO3KE,
Hexxenu k C.A. SHoBcKo#, koTOopas B 1930-X IT. rpoMmia «Haeam3M»
B Maremaruke, a B 1940-x IT. mpeanpuHUMalla THTAHUYECKHUE YCHIIUS
10 BO3POXKICHUIO JIOTMKO-MaTeMaTH4YeCKUX HccieqoBanuii [Bazhanov,
2001; baxxanos, 2007]. DTo OBLT pe3ybTaT MYUYUTEIBHOIO MEPEOCMBIC-
JIEHUS PeaNbHOTO MOJOKEHUS Jell B HayKe U MePEeOLeHKH MPUMUTHBHBIX
WJEOJIOTUYECKUX JIOTM, BBI3BaHHOM, MO-BHIMMOMY, IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM
WHTEHCUBHBIM camooOpa3zoBanueM [AkuypuH, 2000; AxyHmos, baxe-
HOB, 2000; Ky3nemnosa, Po3zos, 2000]. «Obpamienne K Hayke, K JOTUKE U
SMUCTEMOJIOTUH JJII MHOTHUX. .. CTAHOBHJIOCH YXO/IOM B TaKylO TEMAaTHKY,
IJIe MOKHO OBLIO COXpaHUTh ceOs B Grtocohuu. Mexay npouuM, aHa-
JIOTUYHBIA BBIOOp JeNlaii Te, KTO YXOAWI B HCTOpUIO Quiocodum», —
cupasennuBo 3amedaet b.U. Ilpyxunun [Ilpyxunun, 2014, c. 109].

Bo-BTOpBIX, «PEBU3MOHHUCTBD YMENO MHUMHUKPHPOBAIN IO OPTO-
JOKCAITBHBIX MAapKCHCTOB M MPHUKPHIBAIHNCH OT HJICOJOTHUYECKUX HAIMaJIo0K
BHYIINUTENBHBIM IIWTOM W3 BBICKA3bIBAaHUH KIIACCUKOB MapKCHU3Ma-JICHH-
Hu3Mma. OnpoBeprarh UX KOHIENIUH (AKTHYECKH O3HAYajo0 BBICTYNATh
MIPOTHUB KJIACCHUKOB.

B-TpeTbux, nmpodeccroHa bHbIH YPOBEHb H KBaTH(DUKAIHS OPTOIOK-
CaJIbHBIX MAapKCHCTOB 3aMETHO He IOTATHBAJa A0 MpPOo(eCcCHOHATHLHOTO
YPOBHS U KBAJIM(HUKAINU CBEXEW TeHepalluy MX KOoJUIer. JTa reHepanus
ObLTa CKJIOHHA 3a0BITh CPABHUTEIHHO HEaBHUE PE3KO HETaTUBHBIE OIIEH-
KU KOHIETIIINY TOTIOTHUTEIHHOCTH CBOUX CTapIINX KOJUIET U HE BAABAThCS
B HETIOIXOAIINE (712 ¥ BPSI/ I BOZMOXKHBIE) UIE0IOTUIECKUE JUCKYCCHH.
Tak, Bo BBOJHOI cTarhe cOOpHUKA COTpynHUKOB MHCcTHTyTa (hrtocodun
AH CCCP «IIpyHIIUATT TOTOTHUTEIBHOCTA W MaTepUaTUCTHICCKAs THa-
nektukay (M., 1976) kaura M.O. OmenssiHOBCKOTO 1947 1. [OMeEnbaHOB-
ckuif, 1947] BO MHOTOM BOTIPEKH €€ peabHOMY CONEP’KaHUIO Ha3bIBAETCS
B Ka4eCTBE TPYyZa, PACKPBIBAIOIIETO «IHATEKTHIECKHII XapaKkTep» NaHHOU
Hay4yHOU KoHIenuH [baxenos, 1976, c. 5].

BoBce He ciydaiiHO 0CBOOOXKIEHHE OT AOrMaTHYECKOTO MapKCH3Ma
Havanoch ¢ punocoduu ecrecTBozHanus. JJymaercs, 4To Te xKe NPUIHHBI,
KOTOpBIE TTOPOAIN (PeHOMEH HACOIOTH3UPOBAHHON HAYKH, 3TH XKe MPH-
YUHBI IOPOIWIIM U IPUUMHBI €10 npeonosieHus: B.W. Jlenun nposo3niacuin
MPUHIMI TapTUHHOCTH hritocoduu (MMest B BHIY «IapTHI» Wealn3Ma
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1 Marepuaiu3Mma), KOTOPBIH, OIHAKO, aJeTaMH HOBOW HAEOJIOTUH ObLI
«pa3BUT» 10 OYKBaJILHOTO MOHWMAHUS MAPTHHHOCTH MAapKCHCTCKOW (hu-
nocopuH Kak UICOJOTHU 3IOXH JUKTATYphl mposetapuara, Ho B.U. Jle-
HUH TIPOBO3MIIACHII U TTPUHIIHII COr03a (GUII0CO(POB-MAPKCHCTOB H MPEJCTA-
BHTENEH eCTeCTBO3HAHUS, KOTOPHIH B 1950 TT. OBLT «pa3BUT» 10 MPUHITUTIA
coro3a ¢purocodhun U ecTecTBO3HaHUA. PaboTa 11a UMEHHO 10/ 3HaMe-
HEM 3TOTO COI03a, KOTOPBIA OBLT BBHITOJIEH M €CTECTBOMCIIBITATENSIM, HKe-
JIABIITUM OCBOOOUTECS OT HICOIOTHIECKOTO TIpecca, u ¢punocodam, KoTo-
pBIe TOHUMaNK Oe3BICXOAHOCTE CIENOBAHHS JOKTPHHE OPTOIOKCAIBHOTO
MapKcH3Ma-JIeHHHU3MA.

[Monstne «dunocodun Haykm» nonroe Bpems — HaKTHUSCKH 10 Ha-
gana 1990-x IT. — cyUTanOCh TEPMUHOM OypKyasHoH ¢(uinocoduu, BbI-
pakaBIIUM e/iBa T He Madoc «CIUEHTH3May», KOTOPBIA Onaromaps «opH-
EHTAalMY Ha MO3UTHBHYIO HayKy (MPEHMYIIECTBEHHO €CTECTBO3ZHAHHUE). ..
IO TIPEIOTOM OOpPBOBI C YMO3PUTENBHBIMU CIIEKYJSIUSAME HCKIIOYaeT
n3 ¢mwrocopun TpaaUIMOHHBIE MUPOBO33PEHUECKHE MPOOIEMBI, JINKBH-
npyeT putocockyro (MEUPOBO33PEHUECKYIO) 3HAYMMOCTh HayKm» [Mu-
TpoxuH, 1974, c. 22-23]. BypxxyasHas ¢unocodusi HAyKd HHTEPIPETHPO-
BaJlach KakK Pa3HOBHUIHOCTH HOBEUIIETO MO3WTHBH3MA. B odummansaomM
COBETCKOM HAayYyHOM Te3aypyce M B MAapKCHCTCKOH Quiocopuu ObLIO
MIPUHSATO TOBOPUTH O «(procockrux BOmpocax ecTeCTBO3HAHM». Tak ke
HMMEHOBAJach B HOMEHKIAType BhIciiel arTrecTaliluOHHON KOMUCCUH COOT-
BETCTBYIOIIAs CHeNUaIbHOCTh. COOTBETCTBYIOMINN TEPMHUH «(Uimocodus
HayK{ ¥ TEXHUKN» OQHUIMAIHFHO ObUT BBE/IEH YK€ B IIOCTCOBETCKOE BPEMSI.

Mexty TeM Te, KTo 3aHuMaIICs (GHII0CO(CKUMH BOIIPOCAMH E€CTECTBO-
3HAHUS, BBI3BIBAIH Y HEKOTOPHIX KOJUIET HACTOPOKEHHOCTH, a 4acTO U OT-
KpbITOE HenpusaTHe. JJOBOIBHO XapakTepHa HEPUATHAS UCTOPHUS, KOTOpas
npousonnia B Hayane 1980-X IT. ¢ M3BECTHBIMH YK€ B TOT MOMEHT COBET-
ckumu punocodamu — H.M. Kysnenosoit, M.A. Po3oseim u FO.A. peii-
nepom. imu Ob1T moAmucad JoroBop ¢ n3narenbetBoM ([lomutuszmaTrom) Ha
MTOJTOTOBKY MOMYJIAPHON KHUTH 110 HAyKOBEICHUIO, IPUYEM MOSIBIICHUE Ta-
KOTO pojia KHUTH He(opMallbHO MOIEPKUBATIOCH HEKOTOPBIMH TIPEJICTAa-
purensimu ammapara LIK KITCC. Ogaako HEKOTOpBIE pEIEH3UH Ha TOTOBYO
PYKOTIMCh KHUTH YCMOTPEJH B €€ COJEPKAHUN «UIAECOJIOTHIECKH TyXKIIO0€,
AHTHCOBETCKOE, aHTUMAPKCHUCTCKOE, aHTHJICHHHCKOe». Tak, OueHb BIIHs-
TeNBHBIN B TO Bpemst ipodeccop B.C. [oTT, npuaepkuBaromuiicst 00braHO
YMEPEHHBIX UIC0IOTHIECKUX B3IVISII0B, 3aMEYall, 4YTO «K HETOCTAaTKaM pPy-
KOIIHCH CJIEAyeT OTHECTH OTCYTCTBHE IOCIEI0BATEIFHOCTH U YETKOCTH B
MIPOBEACHNUN JTUAJIEKTHKO-MaTePUATHCTUIECKON METOJOJIOTHH Yepe3 BCIO
paboTy», aBTOPBI KHEAOCTATOYHO MOKA3BIBAIOT KOPEHHOE OTINYHE KYIIBTY-
PBI Pa3BUTOTO COITHATIN3Ma OT COBPEMEHHOH OypiKyasHOU KyJIBTYypPBD», OT
PYKOITUCH «BEET MOAYEPKHYTON OECIapTUHHOCTBIO U MEPEOIICHKON POIH
OypKya3HbIX HAayKOBEIOB)», a PEIEH3EHT, OCTABIINICS aHOHUMHBIM, BO-
o0111e 3aApIXajcs OT HETOJOBAaHNUS, OIIYIIAs WACOJIOTUIECKYIO KpaMoy U
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OIIEHMBAsl PYKOIIHCH KaK «HMAEOJOTHYeCKH Bpeanyo» [Kysnernosa, Po3os,
lpetinep, 2012, c. 11, 17, 18, 21]. baaro, 9To Mo OTHOIIEHUIO K aBTOpaM
PYKOTIMCH HE TOCIIE0BAIN OPTBHIBOKI.

TepMHHOIOTHYECKOE HECOOTBETCTBUE € 3amagaHoi (uiocodckoit
TpaauIue, BIpodeM, BOBCE He MPEISTCTBOBAJIO COBETCKUM (rtocodam
TeHEepUpPOBaTh M Pa3BHBAaTh MMEHHO KOHIICTIIIMU B IyXe 3allaJHOW AIIH-
cremonorud u ¢puinocodpun Hayku. OHAKO Pa3BUBATh MX OBLIO JIOITYCTH-
MO B OOJIMYMH MapKCHCTCKOTO KOHIIENTYaJbHOTO ammapara. 37ech UMHU
WHOTJIA IEMOHCTPUPOBAIOCH BUPTYO3HOE BJIAJICHUE 3THUM aIlIaparoM. 3a
BHEITHUM YacTokojioMm nutat u3 K. Mapkca, ®@. Durensca u B.W. Jlenu-
Ha YacTO CKPHIBAJIOCh HETPUBHAIBHOE COAEPIKaHUE, KOTOPOE HE BIIOJIHE
MOTJIO COOTBETCTBOBATH TPAIWIIMOHHBIM KaHOHAM MAapKCHUCTCKO-JICHHH-
CKOH JJOKTPUHBI W/WJIH JIaxke TIPOTHBOPEUMIIO eil. Bripouem, npukpeITHe U3
nutar Mapkca u JIeHnHa IPUMEHSUIOCHh He BCeryia U He ObUIO a0CONIIOTHO
npem3aganasiM. Hampumep, B.I1. bpanckwmii B cBoelt 00beMHOI KHHTE 10
¢unocodpun puszuku (moutu 200 crpanwuir), u3nanHou B 1973 ., cocnancs
Ha B.U. Jlennna Bcero aBaxxasl, a Tpyasl K. Mapkca u @. DHrenbca B00O-
e «pourHopupoBaim» [bpanckuit, 1973]. Bpodewm, B.I1. bpanckuii xoTs
Y pa3BHBAJI HUJEI0 THOCEOJOTUIECKOTO HETEOIEHTPU3Ma [TaM xe, ¢. 95],
KOTOpas Kacallach CIenU(pHUKH MO3HAHUS HECOPa3MEPHOTO HaM MHpa, HO
CTPOTO OTpaHUYMBAI ee chepoil (pu3uIecKoro 3HAHW, HE TIPETCHAYS Ha
JTaJIeKo UAyIHe (a MOTOMY CIIOCOOHBIE BBI3BATH MO03PEHUS UAEOIOTHYE-
ckux Oeoruiines) Gpuaocodckue BHIBOJIBI.

Jlaxke neqaTenbHOCTHBIA TIOAXOM, KOTOPHI €CTeCTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM
BBIpacTaeT W3 MapKkcu3Ma, BcromuHaeT B.A. Jlekropckwii, «IpuHHMACS
B WITBIKU oguyuanvrou coBerckor (unocopueitn» [Jlekropckuit, 20140,
c. 252; kypcuB Moii. — B.B.]. 910 (heHOMEH HEOPTOJOKCATTBHOTO MapKCH3Ma
B 3IIOXY TOCIOACTBA OPTOIOKCATBHOTO MAPKCHU3Ma B COBETCKYIO TIOXY.

CyOBbeKT ¥ 00BEKT B KOHTEKCTE MAPKCUCTCKUAX (POPMYIT: IS TEILHOCT-
ue1i moaxoxn M.C. Anexceepa

Urops Cepadumosuu Anekcees (1935—-1988) sBusiyicss KpyIHBIM clie-
UATICTOM B 00acTu ritocodekux Bornpocos (puzuku. B ero kaure «Kon-
LENIXs JONOTHUTETFHOCTH: HCTOPUKO-METOMOIOTHUECKUI aHamH3) [ AJIeK-
cee, 1978] mompoOHO pacCMOTPEHBI OOCTOSTETHLCTBA © MOTHBBI POXKICHHS
MIPUHITHIIA TOTIOTHUTEIFHOCTH, €T0 aHAIIN3 B 3apy0e)KHOHN U 0T€UeCTBEHHOU
mureparype. U.C. AnekceeB cuntai ce0s, KaKk OH HEOTHOKPATHO YBEPST aB-
TOpa 3THUX CTPOK, «BEPHBEIM OopoBIleM» (TocnenoBarenem H. bopa), u on
o4eHb OepexHo mpemnapupoBail 6opoBckue naen. Onnako U.C. AnexceeB
ABJSUICSI U CTOPOHHHMKOM JIESITEIbHOCTHOTO TTOIX0Zd, OCHOBAHHSA KOTOPO-
ro OH yCMaTpuBall B UJIEE NONOJHUTENBHOCTU. [103TOMY B 3TOM KHUTE OH
MIpeJIaraeT BeChMa OpUTMHAIBHYIO KOHIIETIIIUIO TI03HABATENFHOTO MPOIIeC-
ca B KOHTEKCTE JeSTETbHOCTHOTO Moaxona. COOTBETCTBYIOIIUI pa3aen uM
Ha3BaH «OIBIT IHATEKTHKO-MAaTePUAMCTHYECKON HHTEPIIPETAlld KOH-
LIETITUH TOTIONTHUTEBHOCTIY [Arekcees, 1978, . 5, § 2], u HaunHaeTCs
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OH ¢ TTHpoBaHus mepBoro Tesuca K. Mapkca o detiepbaxe, B KOTOPOM
paccMOTpeHue JISHCTBUTENFHOCTH TOJIBLKO «B OpMe 00BbEKTa» CBSI3bIBACT-
Csl C «CO3€PIATENIbHOCTHIO», MIPUCYIIEH TOTUATIEKTUIECKOMY MaTeprain3-
My, ¥ YKa3bIBaeTCS Ha HEOOXOAMMOCTh PACCMOTPEHUS JIEHCTBUTELHOCTH
Kak MpakTHKH. «Ecii ObI polib IPaKTHKU CBOAWIIACH TOJBKO K aKTHBHOMY
BO3/IEHCTBUIO HAa JEWCTBHUTENBHOCTh, — paccyxmaer M.C. AnekceeB, — TO
CO3€pIaTeNbHOCTh JOMapKCOBCKOTO MaTepuain3Ma ocTajach Obl Herpe-
OZIOJIEHHOM, U3MEHHUB JIUIIb (OPMY CBOETO MposiBiIeHus. ..». «llaccuBHas»
CO3epIaTeNbHOCTh Obl1a OBl 3aMEHEeHa Ha «aKTUBHYIO», M «IIPAKTHUKA MO/~
xommiaa Obl K MaTepHabHON NIeHCTBUTENFHOCTH W3BHE, camMa He Oyaydu
JeHCTBUTENBHOCTRION [Altekcees, 1978, c. 210]. IIpakTuka *xe, cChUIaeTCS
yxke Ha B.W. Jlenuna U.C. AnekceeB, «<uMeeT HE TOJIBKO (PCHOMEHAIBLHOE
(B FOMHCTCKOM M KAHTHAHCKOM CMBICJIE CJIOBA), HO M OOBEKTUBHO-PEATEHOE
3HaueHue» [JlenuH, 1968, c. 106], cymectByeT «2 hOpMBI 00bekmuUHO20
mporiecca: Mpruposia U yerenonaraomnas 1esTeIbHOCTh YenoBekay [JIeHuH,
1969, c. 170]. CnenoBarensHo, 3akirodaeT U.C. AnekceeB BCiren 3a Kiac-
CHUKaMU, «IPAKMUKA Modfce echib MAmepuaibHas OeticmeumenbHOCmD ...
BO3/ICHCTBUE MPAKTHKH Ha JEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH OCYIIIECTBIISICTCS Ha “U3BHE”,
a “mHyTpH’ MOCIeAHeH. <...> DT0 — BO3AcHCTBHE OMHON (hOPMBI 0OBEK-
TUBHOM JEHCTBUTENBHOCTH HA APYTYHO — BO3IEHCTBUE JECHCTBUTEIBHOCTH
“B (opMe JesTeNbHOCTH Ha JICHCTBUTENBHOCTh “B (hopMe oOBeKTa”...
CYOBEKT BKIIOUAETCS B COCTAaB MaTepHalIbHON JEHCTBUTENFHOCTH B Kade-
CTBe ee cnenuduieckoro parMeHTa M repecraeT UMeTh CO3HaHUE B Ka-
YeCTBE CBOETO €AMHCTBEHHOTO KOHCTUTYHPYIOIIETO CBOMCTBa» [AJekcees,
1978, c. 210-211]. Janee U.C. AnekceeB obomibHO mutupyet K. Mapkca u
B.W. JlennHa B CBSI3U C PacCMOTPEHHEM COAEPKaHUS MOHATHHA «OOBEKT,
«OOBEKTHOCTB», «OOBEKTHBHOCTBY, «CYOBEKT», «CyOBEKTUBHOEY; KaXK bl
€ro0 IIar B PacCyKICHHUSX MOAKPEIUISETCS COOTBETCTBYIOIIUMH BBICKA3bIBa-
HUSIMH, HO 32 OTUMH IIUTaTaMH KPOETCS TIIATEILHO CKpbIBacMasi peBHU3HUS
JICHUHCKOT'O TIOJIOXKEHHS O TOM, YTO OOBEKT CYIIECTBYET MOMHUMO CYObEKTa,
TOTa KaK B THOCEOJIOTHYECKOM CMBICIIE OOBEKT OTIpeaeNnsieTcs IesITeIbHO-
cThI0 cyObekTa. [To3HaHMe npecTaBisieTcs Kak Mporece NorpyKeHus cyob-
€KTUBHOTO B OOBEKTUBHOE, & OOBEKTHBHAS HICTHHA XapaKTEPU3YeT «TITyOu-
Hy» 3TOTO IOTPYKEHHS, CTETIEHb COBIAIEHHS CyObeKTa M 00beKTa, OHa Ipe-
OZIOJIEBAET, «CHUMAET» NCXOAHYIO (1151 TO3HAHMS) IPOTUBOIIOCTABIEHHOCTh
OOBEKTHBHOTO CyOBEKTHBHOMY. «B X0Ie MaTepHaabHOTO MPaKTUIeCKOro
BO3/IEHCTBUS HAa BHEIIHUM OOBEKTHUBHBIN MHp, — MPOJOIDKAET Pa3BHUBATh
KJIACCHKOB Mapkcu3Ma-ieHnan3Ma 1.C. AniekceeB, — MOCIeTHIHN Kak ObI OT-
BedaeT (YTBEPAUTEIHHO MM OTPUIIATEbHO) Ha BOIIPOCHI, 33JJaHHBIE EMY C
ITOMOIIIbIO CYOBEKTUBHBIX MOHATUH...» [AnekceeB, 1978, c. 214-215]. Ha-
Jiee aBTOp TpeIaraeT Hanbosee MaNeko HIYLIHA Te3UC — Te3UC, KOTOPBIHA
YK SIBHO HEJIb3s1 BBIUMTATh HU y Mapkca, HU y JIeHnHa: onmonoeuyeckuii
cmamyc OesimenbHoCmu Hocum 0oaee QyHOAMEHMANbHLIL XapaKkmep, He-
JHceU Cyuecmeosanue OMoOeibHbiX 00beKmog-euyel.
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Ilocne mannoro 3akmroueHust U.C. AnekceeB BO3Bpamiaercs K KOH-
LEeNIUU JOMOTHUTENILHOCTH W HMHTEPIPETHPYET €€ MOA YIIOM 3pEHUs
JesITeNbHOCTHOTO TIOIX0/a: LEJIOCTHOCTD «SBJICHU», 0 bopy, npencras-
nsieTcs Kak (parMeHT «I10JHOHM AeHCTBUTEIBHOCTHY, TOAPA3AeICHUE 1ie-
JIOCTHOTO TIporiecca HaOMoneHusi Ha HaOMoaaeMblii 00bEKT («BEIIb») H
cpezacTBa HaOMOneHHs (MPUOOPHI) KaK aHAJIOTHUS C MOApa3AeiICHUEM JIes-
TEJILHOCTH Ha 00BEKT U CYOBEKT, a IKCIIEPUMEHT B (PU3UKE ONpPEAEISIeTCS
KakK pa3HOBUIHOCTb MPAKTUKHU U T. 1. [Anekcees, 1978, c. 226-227].

JanHbiii naparpad, KaK v Mojaragaoch JJis 3allUThl OT MAPKCUCTCKHX
optonokcoB, M.C. AnekceeB 3akaHYMBAET 3aJIIIOM OYEPEAHBIX JIEHUHCKHUX
uutar. [loka3piBas TeM CaMBIM, YTO ¥ KAACCUKO8 MAPKCUIMA-TIEHUHUIMA
MOMNCHO HAUIMU NOOOEPIHCKY €08a U He OJisl 6CeX CYUAe8 8 HCUSHUL.

AmnanornyHo noctymnaer u B.I1. XioTT, KOTOpHIH Takxke (XOTSI U HE B
CTOJIb PAJUKaJILHOM BapHaHTe) Kacajcs MPoOJIeMbl COOTHOIICHUS O0BEK-
THUBHOT'O ¥ CYOBEKTHBHOTO, X €AUHCTBA B 3HAHUHU U OCMBICIIUBAJ IIpo0IIe-
My «BBIYEKAaHMBAaHUS CyOBEKTMBHOCTH» B KBAaHTOBOW MexaHHKe [XIOTT,
1977, c. 108—115]. KoH1enimsa JOMOIHATEILHOCTH IIPEI0CTaBIIAIA IITHPO-
KHE€ BO3MOXXHOCTH [l THOCEOJIIOTHUECKUX U JIaXKe KYJIBTYPOJIOTHYECKHX
uccnenoBanuit. Tak, Tot xe B.I1. XtoTT nenan moneITKU NpoaHaIU3UpPO-
BaTh XynoxecTBeHHbIA MeTog @.M. JIoCTOEBCKOIO B CBETE€ HAYUHOU METO-
monoruu nononauTensHocTd H. bopa [Tam xe, c. 166—179].

I'Hoceosiorusi Kak HSMNUPUUYECKass HAYKa, HAYKa
KaK couMaJbHas 3cTadera: 1esiTeJIbHOCTHbIN MOXXO0/
M.A. Po3oBa

BecbMa opHTrHHAIBHBIM OTEYECTBEHHBIM SMHCTEMOJIIOTOM U (HIOCOPOM
Hayku gBisuics Muxaun Anexcanaposud Pozos (1930-2011). B nauane
1970-x rr. OH MPOBO3MIACKI POTrpaMMy Pa3BUTHSI THOCEOJIOTUHU KaK AM-
MUPUYECKON HAyKU M aHaJIM3a HayKH CKBO3b IPU3MY 3TOH SMIMPHUYECKU
IMOHUMaeMoi THoceotoruu [Po3os, 1977].

M.A. Po30B ¢ukcupyeT cBOEro poaa napagokc (OH ero Ha3pIBaeT ma-
panokc Mupgaca): pe3ynbTar aHanu3a (3HaHUS) €CTh HEOOXOIUMOE YCIIO-
BHE CYIIECTBOBAHUS aHAIM3UpyeMoro oonekra [Po3os, 1977, c. 41]. Oto
3HAYUT, 4TO (B THOCEOJOTHH) MBI HE CMOTIIM OTAEIHUTH cedd OT 00bEKTa,
KaK 3TO MMEET MECTO B €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHOM IMO3HAHUH, H, TAKUM 00pa-
30M, HE MOXKEM IIPETEHI0BaTh Ha pealbHOoe 00beKTUBHOE 3HaHue. [1o3To-
My HEOOXOAMMO 3aHATh HAAPE(ICKCHBHYIO TO3HIHIO’, B KAYECTBE METO-

3 Unes Haﬂpeq)HeKCHBHOFO CTaTryca UCCICA0BATEIId HAyKHU 3aHUMalla 1 HEKOTOPBIX ApYy-

I'MX COBETCKMX YYEHBIX. Tak, TaKylo MO3MLHIO, aleJUIUpys K «IUaJeKTUYHOCTH I10-
3HaHUs», KOTOpasl MPEIIoNaraeT He MPOCTO pa3IndKe, a MPOTHBOIOIOKHOCTD MO3H-
LIMA THOCEOJIOra U MpelCTaBUTeNsl ecTecTBo3HaHus, nbitajics Haitu FO.A. Ilpeiinep
[Mpeiinep, 1983, c. 174-175].
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JIOJIOTUYECKOT0 00pasiia B3sITh €CTECTBO3HAHUE, YTO MIO3BOJIUT BBIPBATHCS
U3 IOPOYHOTO KPYyTa, KOTOPBI Bocco3aaeTcs napagokcoM. Takas no3uuus
MO3BOJIUT HaM CQOPMYIUPOBATH HOPMATUBBI, KOTOPBIE OMPEACISIIOT pa3-
BUTHE UCCIIElyeMON CHUCTEMBI, a II03HAHKUE IPEICTAHET KaK CUCTEMA C pe-
(hnexcueit. OcHOBHAS 1ENb peIeKCHU — MMOCTPOCHUE WIN (DUKCAITHS TEeX
HOPMAaTHBOB, KOTOpbIE 00ECTIEUNBAIOT PYHKIIMOHUPOBAHHE CUCTEMBI, OHA
MPEACTABISICT MMO3HAHWE KAaK COBOKYITHOCTH IIeJICHAPABICHHBIX AKTOB,
CBSI3aHHBIX C PEIICHUEM TEX WM WHBIX 3aj1a4y... IOHATh TaKOW aKT — 3Ha-
9uT cOPMYINPOBATh METOJBI PEIICHHS COOTBETCTBYIOMIEH 3amaun [Po-
308, 1977, ¢. 107, 123].

M.A. Po30oB HaunHasl cBOKO (QUIOCODCKYIO KHM3Hb CO 3HAKOMCTBA C
['I1. [eapoBUIKUM M €ro WAESIMH; HEKOTOPBIE 3TH MICH B MEPEOCMBIC-
JICHHOM BHJIE CYIIECTBEHHO IMOBIIMSUIM Ha KOHIIENIIHIO PO30Ba; OfHAKIBI
«Opommennas lenpoBunkum (pasa» HatonkHyna M.A. Ha UICHO «COILHU-
aIBHBIX 3cTadeT» — HeHTPpabHYIO HJieto KoHernnud M.A. Po3osa [Po3oB,
2012, c. 303].

M.A. Po30B BBIpa)kaeT OCTPYIO HEYIOBIETBOPEHHOCTH COBPEMEH-
HBIM COCTOSIHHEM (rI0cOo(UN HayKH, KOTOPYIO OH MeTa(OopuvecKH cpaB-
HUBaeT ¢ aHaToMuel u ¢usnonorueit [Poszos, 2012, ¢. 15]. Bcnomunas o
HayaJbHBIX IIarax 1mo ¢guiaocodckoi cre3e, OH NPUBOAUT aHEKIOTHYHOE
JieTIeHHEe OTeYeCTBEHHBIX PHI0cO(OoB B cepearHe XX B. Ha TeX, KTO 3HAET
AHIIMICKUH A3BIK, U T€X, KTO He 3HaeT. [lepBbie, mo mHeHuo M.A. Po3o-
Ba, Mepejiarajii B BUJE KPUTHKH OypKya3zHoH guinocoduu 3amagHble KOH-
Henuu®, a OPUrHHAIbHBIE HJEH BBICKAa3bIBaIU BTOpBIC. IMEHHO K HUM
cebst orHOCcwM U lenposunikuii, 1 Po3oB, GakTHYECKH B CBOMX TpyAax
HE CCHUIABIINECS HA OPUTMHAILHBIC TEKCTHI CBOUX 3aIIaHBIX KOJLIET (CTO-
UT 00paTUTh BHUMAaHHUE, YTO OHU PEJIKO CCHUIAIMCH W Ha KOJIJIET U3 CBO-
ero OTeuecTBa; 31€Ch, BEPOSTHO, CTOUT BCIIOMHUTH paccyxkiaeHue M.A.
0 «punocodun 6e3 coolbInecTBay, IIe OH CETYeT Ha aTOMU3AIIMIO Hallle-
ro COOOIECTBa U Ha TO, YTO MBI 3aMaTYMBacM COOCTBEHHBIE PE3yJIbTaThl)
[Po3oB, 1988].

«MpbI Bce TOrga paboTanu B TPaguIUsAX MapKCH3Ma», — OTMEYaeT
PozoB [Po3oB, 2012, c. 306], HO UCKaH CBEXHE TPOIMHKH, KOTOPHIE
HEe coBNagagd Obl CO CTOJIOOBOM NOpPOToH OPTONOKCAIBHOTO MapKCH3-
Ma. DTo HampaBieHue M.A. Ha3bIBaeT «TeHEBOW» Quiocoduei, XorTs
TOYHEE MOXKHO OBLIIO OBbI, HABEpHOE, HAa3BaTh €T0 «HEOPTOLOKCAIBHOMY,
«repudepuiiHOM»Y WIM JaXe «KaTaKOMOHOW» — €CJIM BCIIOMHHMTH HC-

4 JlelicTBUTENIBbHO, €C/IH OOPATHTh BHUMAHME HA paGoThl 1960—1970-X IT. TAKOro KpyIl-

HOTO Y BOBCE HE KOH(OPMHUCTCKH, & OCTPO KPUTHIECKHM HACTPOSHHOTO IO OTHOIIE-
HUIO K COBETCKOMY PEKUMY OT€UEeCTBEHHOTO (rocoda Hayku, kak A.I1. Orypiios, To
MOKHO 3aMETHUTh €r0 CKJIOHHOCTh K NPEUMYIIECTBEHHO IECKPUITUBHOMY CTHIIIO H3-
JOXKEHHs. B 3TOM ero oTimdme oT KoIIer-MapkCHCTOB, H30eraBIuX U (aKTHIECKU HE
JIOIYCKaBIINX CCHUIOK Ha KJIACCUKOB MapKCH3Ma-JICHHHHU3Ma (CM., HallpuMep, 00beM-
HYIO €r0 CTaThi0, B KOTOPOH NMeeTcs JIMIIb ofHa ccblika — Ha B.M. Jlenuna: [Orypnos,
1984, c. 186]).
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TOPHIO COBETCKOTO HCKyccTBa — (mumocodueit. «Tereras», mo Po3oy,
B TOM OyKBaJbHOM CMBICJIE€, YTO Ha HEE HE Iajaji CBET M OiaroaesHus
roCyJapCTBEHHOM COBETCKOW MJEOJIOTUM, a HE B TOM CMBbICII€, KOTOPBII
CBSI3BIBACTCS C «TCHEBO» YKOHOMHMKOW W/MJIU «TEHEBOW» Haykoil. Tem
0oJee YTO OH CIPaBEJIMBO OTMEYAET, UTO yBaXKaroIIKe ceds COBETCKUE
¢drITocodbl CTOPOHMITUCH COIMANTLHON TPOOIEMATHKN M 3aHUMAJIHC JIO-
TUKOW, 3MUCTEMOJNIOTHEN (THOCeosoruei), GuinocoCKIMI BOIPOCAMHU
ecrectBo3Hanus [Po3os, 2012, ¢. 252]. ®dunocodus (BKIOUas THOCEO-
JIOTHIO) AOJKHA CTPOUTHCA KaK AMIUpPHUUYECKass HayKa, IPHUYEM CBOETO
polia «aTOMOM», KOTOPBIHA (POPMHUPYET €€ KTEII0Y, SIBISIETCS «COIHAIbHAS
acradera» [Po3oB, 1986]. B ocHOBe 3TOTO — KITFOUEBOTO 151 POo30Ba —
TIOHATHS JIS)KUT TOHNMAHHE ACSITENbHOCTH KaK COUAILHON IPOIEAYPHI,
MIpOTpaMMBbl, TIpEIoararoeil Hamuaiue oopas3nos nercTus. OgHAKO
OTJENBHO B3ATHIN 00pa3er HUKOT/Ia HE ONPEAEIsAeT YeTKOTO MHOXKECTBA
€ro peanusaiiy; peann3anus CaMbIM HEMOCPEICTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM 3a-
nmaercst KoHTekcToM [Pozos, 2012, c. 21]. Cama mesTeIsHOCTh MOXKET
OBITh OXapaKTePH30BaHa KaK BOJHOBOU IMPOIIECC, «KyMAaTOUI», PACIIPO-
CTPaHSIONINICSA B comuanbHON cpene. OObeKTaMu MO3HAHUS SBISIIOTCS
He 00BEKTHI HETIOCPEACTBEHHOTO OIIEPUPOBAHNS, BEIIH, a HaIlla JAesITeNb-
HOCTh. OOBEKT TO3HAHMS, TOMUYEPKUBACT aBTOP, KIIPOMYKT HAIIHX PYK»,
cama JesTelIbHOCTb C MUPOM, a COAEPKaHNEe 3HAHMS OKa3bIBACTCS COLIU-
aJHHBIM II0 CaMO CBOEH mpupone [Tam xe, c. 41].

YiKe 3TH MON0KEHHSI OXHO3HAYHO CBHIETEIHCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO, BO-
MPEeKH Ha3BaHWIO KHUTHU, PO30B BeJleT peub He TONBKO O (huitocopuu Ha-
YKH, CKOJIBKO O HOBOW dnuUcmemMon02uieckoli KOHIEIIINH, B TIOHON Mepe
pearn3yroniei JeATeIbHOCTHBINA MOAX0, €CTECTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM MpH-
JOXHUMBIN U K ¢uinocoduu Hayku. KoHIenuu, KoTopas KapAHHAIBLHO
repecMaTpuBaeT MOHNMAaHHUE MO3HAHUSA KaK OTPAXKECHHS; «OTPAXKEHHE»
3/1eCh O3HA4YaeT OMUCAHUE AESATENbHOCTH — C TOYKH 3PEHHS OPTOAOK-
CaJIBHOTO MapKCH3Ma — 3TO YHUCTEHINNN CcyObEKTHBHBIN HICANTH3M [TaMm
xe, ¢. 107]. Ecnu ucnionb3oBath MeTadopy «KHUTH MPUPOIBD», TO YEII0-
BEK B IPOIECCE MO3HAHMS HE MPOCTO €€ YNUTAET (M TEM CaMBIM PaCKpHI-
BaeT TAalHBI MPUPOABI), & AKTUBHO IHUIIET B COABTOPCTBE C MPUPOIOM.
Ota meTtadopa no3BossgeT M.A. I0O-HOBOMY B3IISIHYTh Ha KJIACCUYECKYIO
TEOPUIO UCTHHBI M HAWTH apTyMEHT B MOJb3y €€ CIPaBEIJINBOCTHU: IO
pPeaTbHOCTBIO, C KOTOPOIl COMOCTABIAETCS MOYIEHHOE 3HAHNE, CIeIyeT
MIOHUMATh CaMy 4YeJOBEYECKYIO AeSTENbHOCTh. « MBI COMOCTABIsIEM Ha-
ITH 3HAHWS ¢ TEM, YTO CaMH co3aaemy», — numieT Po3oB [Tam xe, c. 51].
ConepxaHne 3HAHUH YepriaeTca He U3 YyBCTBEHHOTO BOCIPHSITHS, a U3
JesITeNbHOCTH; UMEHHO JIeSITEIbHOCTD BBIICISIET U3 00IIero (ooHa HEeKo-
TOpPBIC HAOOPHI CBOWCTB U CBSI3€H, KOTOPHIE CBA3BIBACT B IIETIOCTHYIO Kap-
TUHY. IMEHHO TT03TOMY MIMEET MECTO CBOETO poja u3oMopdu3M Teopuun
Y TPaKTUKHU, HAYTYHOTO W MHXXCHEPHOTO TBOPUYECTBA; UMECHHO IOITOMY
(haxTa HE CymecTByeT 6€3 TeOpHH.
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JleATeIbHOCTh CBsI3aHa ¢ Ilenernoarammuiei pediekcuel, KoTopas
oTpenessieT CMEHBI IeJIEBBIX YCTAaHOBOK M MPpeodpa3yeT 00bEeKThl HayYHO-
r'0 IO3HAHUA B TUCIUILTMHAPHBIE KOMITIEKCHl. HaydHoe 3HaHMe BhICTyMa-
eT KaK pe3yabTaT BepOain3annu 00pas3ioB AesTedbHOCTH. PednexcuBabIe
peoOpazoBaHusi, KOTOPBIE BBIPAXKAIOTCS B CMEHE IEJIEBBIX YCTAaHOBOK
(pa3Hble aKThl OCO3HAHUS OAHOTO M TOTO €, MHBAPUAHTHOTO, COEpIKa-
HUS1), TIOTIEPEMEHHO TEePEHOCIT aKIEHT C TEOPETHYECKOTO YpPOBHS IIO-
3HAHUS Ha SMIIMPHYECKANA U HA00OPOT. DMIMPHUECKOE M TEOPETHUECKOE
MOYKHO pacCMaTpHBaTh KaK pa3Hble pe(pIeKCHBHBIE «IIPOEKIMI» OTHOU U
TOMW K€ TIOCTOSTHHO BOCIIPOM3BOANMON COIMANIbHO-3CTAQETHON CTPYKTY-
pel. PednekcuBHBIE MTpeoOpa3oBaHMs BBIPAKAIOTCS B aCCHMWISIIMM Tie-
PUQEPHIAHBIX Pe3yNBTaTOB NESTEILHOCTH U B TPaHC(HOPMAIMH TOTO, YTO
CUMTAIOCh OOBEKTOM HCCIIEIOBAHMS, HO Y€ OCO3HAeTCs KaK CPEACTBO
[Po3os, 2012, c. 104].

MexaHu3M HAay9qHOTO MO3HAHUS MOXKET JI€HCTBOBATh B HAIPaBICHUU
TOYHOTO ONUCAHUS CPEepbl MPUMEHUMOCTH TOTO MJIM UHOTO TIOHATHS. DTO
onucanue (pakTUYeCKH MpenrnoaaraeT HeKOTOPOe OIpeesieHne, KOTOPOe,
B CBOIO OY€pe/lb, 03HAYAET MOSBICHNE WCATN3UPOBAHHON KOHCTPYKITHH.
[TockombKy COOTBETCTBYIOIIAs HIEATH3AIMsI HE MOXKET 3aJaBaTh 4YeT-
KOi cepbl cBOCH peanusaiuu, paccyxaaet M.A. Po30oB, To BO3HHKAeT
CUTyarus, KOTopas MoAnaAaeT moja AercTBre OGOPOBCKOTO MPUHITUIIA J0-
MTOJTHUTENFHOCTH: MPAKTUYECKOE MCIIONB30BAHUS TIOHATHS MPEMSITCTBYET
€ro TOYHOMY OTIPENIEIICHHIO, @ €TO TOYHOE ONpeesieHNe 03HAYaeT MOTEPI0
BO3MOYXHOCTH MPAKTHYECKOTO UCMOIB30BaHUA. M 3TO TIOHATHO, IMOCKOIb-
Ky 37I€Ch pedb WAET O TOHKOM IO3HAaBaTeIbHOM (heHOMEHE, KOTOPBIA 3a-
cTaBisgeT Hac Bcyen 3a M. Kantom 3agymarsest 0 TpaHHUIax J0CTOBEPHOTO
MIO3HAHMSI U OCO3HATh UX 00beKmueHoe Halu4ne, ONpeaessseMoe IPHpo-
JIOH HallleH IeATEeIbHOCTH.

ConmanbHbie 3cTadeThl — HEyCTONYNBEIE 00pa30BaHHUS; OTa HEYCTOM-
YHBOCTh OTBETCTBEHHA 32 MHHOBAIIMH B [T03HABATEILHON W/WIIN MIPAKTH-
YeCKOU JesATeNbHOCTH. VIHHOBAIIMN 9acTO MPEACTABISIOT CO0OM CBOETO
polia «3auMCTBOBAHUS», IEPEHOC METOJOJIOTUYECKUX yCTAHOBOK, BIpa-
OOTaHHBIX UII OJHOM O0JNIacTH, Ha APYTYIO, COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO PEeIyK-
LU0 OMBITA, KOTOPasi MOXET ObITh OCMBICIIEHA B TEPMUHAX METa(OpHI.
3necs M.A. Po30B nMeeT B BUAY CMEHY KOHTEKCTa, KOTOPBIi MpeICTaB-
JieT co00M OfMH M3 HanboJiee TUIMMYHBIX MEXaHU3MOB HOBAI[UH, PAaBHO
KaK ¥ B3aUMOJIEHCTBHE MEXAY COOOH pazIUYHBIX TUCIUIUIMH [TaM Ke,
c. 181]. Hecny4aliHO HMEHHO IIPHILIEIIBIBI», HE OOpEeMEHEHHBIE YCTOM-
YUBBIMH yCTAaHOBKaMH, HEPEIKO CTAHOBSATCS HOBAaTOPAMH B BBIIBI)KEHUU
B CBOECH HOBOH c(epe ACIATCIBHOCTU CBEKUX HJACH M «CyMAaCIIEAIINX)»
KOHIIENUIMMI. YKe 3aTeM, Moclie MOABJIEHUS TaKOTO poja UAeH, Ha apeHy
BBIXOJAT KOJUIEKTOPCKHE MPOrpaMMBbl, CHCTeMaTH3upyromue napopma-
LHI0 U yHOPSAIOYNBAIOLINE MACCUBBI SMITUPHUECKUX JTAHHBIX, @ B KOHEY-
HOM CHYETe CO3/Ialolie M IIeMEHTUPYIOIINEe HaydHbie coodmiectBa [Po-
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30B, 1987, c. 10]; cmexgyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO COepKaHUE TOHATUS HCCIIe-
J0BaTeNIbCKOW MporpaMMbl Y Po3oBa omindaercs OT COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO
nonsatus U. Jlakaroca.

HayuHoe uccnenoBaHne cXoXe C HHKEHEPHBIM KOHCTPYHPOBAaHUEM;
0COOEHHO C HUM CXO)K€ COBPEMEHHOE HAaydHOE HMCCIEAOBaHHE, KOTOPOe
SIBIISIETCST «CIUIONITHBIM MTPOEKTUPOBAHMEM).

IToaxon x snucTemonoruu u ¢punocopun Hayku M.A. Po3oBa MoxHO
Ha3BaTh — €CIIM UCIOJIL30BATh TEPMUH, IPUHATHINA B Qusnke, — ghenomeno-
nocuteckum (IPEAIONI0KUTENBHO B IyXe 9KCHEPHANU3MA, BOCXOJSIIETO K
B.M. I'ecceny).

Cogetckas punocodcko-merogonornieckas Moicib B 1970-1980 rr.
ObUIa JOBOJIBHO MHOTOOOpAa3Ha, U B HEll (XOTS U B IOCTaTOYHO CKPOMHOM
0o0beMe) MPUCYTCTBOBAIM M HEHTpAIbHBIE OTHOCHUTEILHO MapKCHCTCKOM
JOKTPHUHBI MOAXOMBI K HAYKE, H COBCEM HEMapKCUCTCKHE M0 CBOEMY IyXY
Hampasinenus. M.H. Dmmrefin moguepkuBaeT TOT (BAKT, YTO «TpagHITHII
POCCHICKOTO MBICIIUTENBCTBA HE MPEPHIBANIACH JJaKe CaMO€ TSKENI0e IS
Hee BpeMsi», a B 1960—1980 rr. mpoucxoaut «Tpetbe punocodcekoe mpody-
xaenue» [Omreiin, 2014, ¢. 75-80], mpudueM B 0Te€UeCTBEHHOH (HUIOCO-
¢un ObLTH (M OCTAIOTCS) MPENCTABICHHBIMU BCE OCHOBHBIE HAIIPABICHUS
MHpOBO# (uocodckoit Mpiciu. «Hapsaay ¢ mormMatnkamMu U IpUCIoco0-
neHuamu, — 3amedaeT B.A. JlekTopckuii, — TBOPHIIM BBIAAIOUINECS YMBI,
sipkre TUIHOCTHY [Jlextopcekmii, 2014a, c. 24]. DTr yMBI pa3BHBaIH U Jes-
TEBHOCTHBIN ITOIX0, KOTOPBIH TTO3BOJISUT TIpe/IjiaraTh IITyOOKHUE U OPHUTH-
HaJIbHBIC KOHLIETILHH.
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H ESSEN’S EXPLANATION AND THE NEEDHAM
QUESTION, OR HOW MARXISM HELPED

TO PUT AN IMPORTANT QUESTION BUT HINDERED
ANSWERING IT

Gennady E. Gorelik — PhD in Boris Hessen’s Marxist attempt to explain the origin of modern
Physical and Mathematical science helped Joseph Needham to come to his Grand Question.
Sciences, Visiting Researcher. To make this heuristic question historically answerable it is
Center for Philosophy and extended in cultural space and time: What hindered Greco-Roman
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I'E. TOPEJIMK

Bonpoc Huadma u ero pacmupenue

B ucropun u ¢unocodun Haykd BUCHUT TTOYTH BEKOBOM, a TIO CYTH — YEThI-
PEXBEKOBOM BOIPOC: MOYEMY COBPEMEHHAS HayKa CTOJb «EBPOLICHTPHYHAY?

Hawubonee octpo 3toT Bompoc erie B 1950-e rT. moctaBui OpuTaHCKuid
OMOXHMMHUK U MUPOBOH cuHOoor [Ixo3ed Humam:

[Touemy coBpemeHHas HayKa, C €€ MaTeMaThu3anneil TUImoTe3 O MPHPO-
JIe ¥ C €€ POJIbIO B CO3JIaHUM TEPEIOBOM TEXHOJIIOTUH, BO3HUKIIA JTUIIb HA
3amane Bo BpeMeHa [anunes? [loueMy coBpeMeHHas Hayka HE pa3BUIIACh
B Kuraiickoil uBuinu3anuu, rjae 10 XV B. 3HaHUA O NMPUPOJE MPUMEHS-
JINCh K TIPaKTHICCKUM HYyKIaM HaMHOTO 3(dekTuBHel, yem Ha 3amame?
[Needham, 1969, p. 16, 190; 2004, p. 1].

Huasm cuuTan 3TOT BOMPOC KIIFOYEBBIM ISl UCTOPUU HAYKH U JJIS
CBOUX MCTOPHUKO-HAYYHBIX HCCJIe)Z[OBaHHﬁ. On IIpUu3HaBaj BJIIMAHUEC HaA CC-
0s1 MmapkcucTckoro moknana b. I'eccena 1931 1. «ConnansHO-3KOHOMUYE-
CKHe€ KOPHU MeXaHWKH HbIOTOHa» M caM HCKajl COIMOJIOTHYECKUI OTBET,
CBSI3BIBAs €r0 C «IOABEMOM OypiKya3uu», HO Tak U He Hamen [Needham,
1971; 2000; 2004, p. XL]. besorBetHsiii Bonpoc Humdma mpomgomxaet
TIpUBJICKaTh BHUMaHKE U Ha 3amane, n Ha Boctoke [Ducheyne, 2008; Dun,
2000; Liuxiang & Xiaoye, 2009; O’Brien, 2009; Raj, 2016], xoTb ero u
KPUTHKYIOT (IIOHUMasl SBPUCTUYECCKUI BOMIPOC OYKBAJIBHO) 32 HEUCTOPUY-
HOCTb — 32 HAIleJICHHOCTh SIKOOBI Ha 00OBSCHEHUE OJTHOTO YHUKAIBHOTO CO-
OBITHS — POKIECHUS COBPEMEHHOMN HaykH [Sivin, 1982].

Tem He MeHee caMa MPUBSI3KA ITOTO COOBITUS K «BpeMeHaM | anmmes»
MOJIKPETLIAETCS MHEHUEM DWHINTEHHA, Ha3BaBIIero [ anmiest «oTIoM co-
BPEMEHHOH (DU3MKH M, TI0 CyTH, BCETO COBPEMEHHOTO €CTECTBO3HAHUS
[Einstein, 1933, p. 271]. UcTopuK HayK¥ C STUM BIIOJTHE MOXKET COINIACHUTh-
cs1, 100aBUB JUIIb, 4yTO [ anmuieli onupancs Ha QU3NKy Apxumena, BIOX-
HOBJISJICS OTKphiTHEeM KomepHuka, ObuT moanepxkan Keruiepom, u muinb
HeloTOH pa3BuII €ro HeH 110 MOJHOTO TpuyMmda.

duoco UCTOPHH U CONMATBFHBIN AMUCTEMOJIOT, OTHAKO, BIIPaBe I0-
CTaBUTbH YETHIPE BOTIpOCca K Borpocy Humsma:

ITouemy ncTOpHUYeCKH HecoCTOsITeNbHOE 0ObsiCHeHHe I'ecceHa oka3za-
JIOCh CTONb BaXKHBIM Ais Huasma M 1711 BO3HMKHOBEHMS IIEJIOTO Ha-
NIPABJICHNS] B UCTOPUH HayKH — SKCTEpHAIM3Ma?

[Mouemy Huasm Tak 1 He CMOT OTBETHTH Ha CBOH BOIpoc?

ITouemy komnern Hupsma mo cHHONOTHM W BHIHBIE MCTOPHKH HAYKH
HoBoro BpemMeHH HE pa3eNnsiif ero OTHOIIEHHS K 3TOMY BOIIpocy?
Ecnu caM Bonpoc «HENpaBUIICH», MOXHO JIM €r0 UCTIPAaBUTh U OTBETUTH
Ha Hero?

Haunem ¢ nocnensero u caenaem Borpoc Hunsma BronHe ucropuye-
CKHM, PaCIIMpPUB €r0 B KyJbTYPHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE U BPEMEHHU:
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Uro Memrano aHTUYHBIM U CPEIHEBEKOBBIM YUEHBIM CJIENaTh CIIeIyTo-
i mocie ApxuMesa Iar, a yueHbIM BoCToka BKIIOUUTBCS B pa3BUTHE
Hayku nocie ['anunes u Bruots go XX B.? Mnu, 1pyruMu cioBaMu, 4To
[IOMOTJIO €BpoIIeiiaM U300pecTr COBPEMEHHYIO HAayKy U Pa3BUBaTh €€ 3a-
TEM B HCTOPUIECKH HEOBIBAJIOM TemIie?

JleficTBUTENILHO, Y AHTUYHOM IIMBWJIM3AIMY TIOCIIE TIOSIBIICHUS (DU3UKH
Apxumena (kotoporo [amuneid Ha3bIBall «OOKECTBEHHEHIIINMY) OBLIO erlie
5—6 BEKOB CIIOKOITHOM >KM3HH, 110 MEHbI1Ie Mepe 10 BpeMeH [Itonemes. Mup
Hcnama ocBom aHTHYHOE HACIEAWe ropasfo paHblie, yeM EBpoma, KoTo-
past «13 UCIAMCKUX pyK» MOIy4YHIIa U 3TO Hacllelue, U HayYHO-TEXHUUECKUE
n3o0perenust Kuras u Magun, u noctxenus 3onororo Beka Mcenama. Co-
BpPEMEHHYIO )K€ HayKy, n300perernyto [‘anmneem B Mranuy, ycnenHo noa-
XBaTWIM B €BPOIEHCKMX CTpaHax K ceBepy A0 CKaHIMHABUH, K 3amaay 10
Bpuranun u k BocToky A0 Poccum (koTopasi, BOBCe HE UMesi COOCTBEHHOTO
Hay4Horo Hacnenus, nana B XIX B. pesynsratsl MupoBoro ypoBss). Ho 3a
peznenamMu EBporsl COBpeMeHHast HayKa II0YEMY-TO YKOPEHHUTECS HE CMOIIIA.

VIMEHHO 3TOT CTpaHHBIA €BPOLIEHTPU3M COBPEMEHHON HAyKH — yHU-
BEPCAJIILHON B CBOCH PallMOHAILHOW OOBEKTUBHOCTH U OIMOPE HA OIBIT —
ObUI TIIaBHOM mpoOneMoit 1t Hugsma 10 KOHLA ero sKU3HH.

Yrto Takoe coBpeMeHHas1 HayKa?

buoxumuk HunaMm onpenernsii COBpEMEHHYIO HAYKy KaK «COYETaHUE MareMa-
TU3UPOBAHHBIX TUIIOTE3 O SIBICHUSIX MPUPOIBI C HEYCTAHHBIM SKCIIEPUMEH-
THUPOBaHHEM» U cunTai [anuies ee ocHoBareneM: «DKCIePUMEHTaIbHO-Ma-
TEMATHYECKUI METOJ, KOTOPBIN TOSBWIICSA B TIOYTH COBEpITICHHON (hopMe ¥
lanuunes, mpyBesn Ko BCeM JOCTIKEHHUSIM COBPEMEHHOM HayKH M TEXHOIOT UM
[Needham, 2004, p. 1; 1959, p. 156]. Takum o6pazom, Hunsm Bunen B puznke
MIEPBYIO0 COBPEMEHHYIO HayKy M oOpasen il Ipyrux Hayk. s onpenenen-
HOCTHU OyZieM B AaJIbHEHIIIEM CIICIOBATH TAKOMY «OTOXKIECTBICHHION.
MaremaTH3MpOBaHHbIH S3BIK U OIIOpa Ha OMBIT — JIBA COBEPIIEHHO He-
3aMEHMMBIX MHCTPYMEHTa COBPEMEHHOW (M3MKH, HO €CTh U TPETUH — HE
MeHee BaxHblid [Cohen, 1995]. DiiHmTeiin n300pa3uil ero B KauyecTBe mep-
BOH M3 Tpex (a3 Ha cxeme pa3BUTHs poaHoil Hayku [Einstein, 1993, p. 137]:

Y Y;

----
€----
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31ech akCMOMaTHYeCKHUe OCHOBBI TEOPUH A — «CBOOOIHBIE N300peTe-
HUS 9eJIOBEYECKOTO AyXa, HE BHIBOAMMBIE JIOTHYECKH U3 SMITMPUIECKUX
nanubix» [Einstein, 1949b, p. 684]. Akcnombl 3TH H300peTaeT HHTYHIHS,
B3jIeTaromas (AyrooopasHol CTPEoif), OTTOIKHYBIIICH OT TTOYBEI dMITH-
pUYecKUX MaHHBIX J. M3 akcWoOM AJisi ONpeNeNeHHbIX SBJICHUNA BBIBOIST
KOHKpPETHBIE YTBEpKIEHUS Yn (BTOpast ¢aza) u «IpU3eMIISIOT» UX, COIO-
CTaBJIsIS C TAHHBIMU HaOMoneHnii D (TpeThs ¢aza).

AKCHOMaTHYECKHE TOHATHS W MPUHIUIBI U300pETaloT ropaso pe-
e, YeM TMPHUMEHSIOT y)K€ M3BECTHbIE JJIsi OOBSICHEHHUA HOBBIX SBIICHHIA,
HO NIOpa3UTENIbHBIE YCIIEXH COBPEMEHHOM (PU3NKH 00s13aHBI IMEHHO TPaBY
M300peTaTh HOBbIE — «HEJIOTHYHBIE» — MMOHATHS. JTO MPaBo, BIIEPBEIE pea-
TU30BaHHOE [ anmieem, mpearmonaraeT Bepy B TO, 4TO:

MpHUpoJa MOTIMHAETCS TIyOWHHBIM, HEOUEBHUIHBIM, 3aKOHAM, KOTO-
pBI€ YETIOBEK TeM He MEHee CIIOCOOeH MOCTHYb, M300peTas MOHATHS U
MIpOBEpsIsl TEOPUH, HA HUX OCHOBAaHHBIE, B OIBITAX.

HazoBewm 310 mpenmonoxenne noctyaaroM (QyHIaMEHTaTbHOW HAyKH
i QyHIaMEHTAIBFHOTO TTO3HABATENLHOTO ONTHMHU3MA, IMOCKOJIBKY pedub
HIET O BEpe B TO, UTO MPHUPOJIa — CTPOMHOE MHUPO3/IaHNE, CTOSIIEE Ha He-
KOEM HEBHUIMMOM — II0A3€MHOM» — (pyHIaMeHTe, JOCTYITHOM T€M HE Me-
HEE 4eJIOBEYECKOMY IT03HaHNI0. HeBOOpYKEHHBIH IN1a3 BUJINT JIMILb «HAJI-
3eMHBIE)» dTaXXKH, HO YTOOBI MOHATH ApXUTEKTYPHBIN IJIaH, HAYaTh HAJO C
(yHnamenTa, B3opy He BunHOro. ®usnku 3axa0t [Ipupone Bonpocs! B BU-
JIe U3MEPUTEIBHBIX OIMBITOB. MI3MepeHns TaloT YeTKHe OTBETHI, TO3BOJISS
MIOATBEPAUTD WIH ONPOBEPTHYTh MAaTEMAaTHYECKH BBIPAKEHHYIO TEOPHIO.
[Toromy 1 HEOOXOTMMBI HHCTPYMEHTHI OIbITA U MaTeMaTtuku. O0onMH MH-
CTPYMEHTaMHU, OTHAKO, BIIaJIeN yke ApXUMel, He TOJIBKO MEepPBbIil HACTOS-
i GU3WK, HO TaK)Ke BEIMKHUH HH)KEHep 1 MateMaTtuk. EMy Obutn BromHe
JIOCTYTHBI BCE dKCIIEPUMEHTAIbHO-MaTeMaTHIeCKHe MpreMbl | anues.

Jns coBpeMeHHON HayKu OTPeOOBaIOCh HEUTO OOJBIee — CIIOBAMHU
OHHIITEWHA: «OTBRXHEHIIE U3MBIIIICHNUS, CIIOCOOHBIE CBSI3aTh AMITUPH-
yeckue panHeie» [Einstein, 1953]. HeoOxoamma orBara n3o0perars BOBCe
He oueBHIHbIE (PyHIaMeHTaIbHbIE IOHATHS, — 3TH «CBOOOAHBIE N300peTe-
HUS 9€JIOBEYECKOTO TyXa) OIMPaBIbIBAIOTCS WM OTBEPIalOTCA B PE3YNIbTa-
Te Beero (TpexdasHoro) mpoiecca mo3HaHus. «[IoHATHs HeJlb3s BBIBECTH
13 OTIBITA JIOTUYECKH Oe3yNpedHbIM 00pa3oM», «HE COTPEIINB MPOTHB JIO-
THKH, OOBIYHO HUKY/a ¥ HE IPUIEIIbY, — TAca] DWHIITENHH, ToApa3yMeBas
noruky npeapiaymei Teopun [Einstein, 1993, p. 147]. Ho, npu coepe-
HUU TIEPBOTO IIara— MepBOTO B3J€Ta WHTYUIUH, IPYTOW JIOTHKU MIPOCTO
eme 1 HeT. OHA MOABHUTCA B XOZI€ TIOCTPOEHHUSI HOBOW TEOPUH — B PE3YIIb-
TaTe OCMBICIIEHUS] HOBBIX «HEJIOTHYHBIX)» TOHATHH, Pa3BUTHSI UX U COIO-
CTaBJIEHUS TIOJYYECHHBIX CIIEZCTBUI C OMBITOM.

[11010TBOPHOCTD «HEIOTHYHOM» WAeH B MO3HaHWHU BcenenHoi 00-
Hapyxui KomepHuK, Moay4uB yOeAHTENbHBIE CIEIACTBUS M3 abCypIHON
JUTSI TOTO BPEMEHU HJIeH O IBMKeHnn 3emutd. Ycenex Komepruka momor [a-
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JIUIIEI0 N300pEeCT METOJ] TO3HAHHUSA, CIeysd KOTOpOMY (PH3HK BOJIEH M30-
OpeTarb CKOJIb YTOJHO HEOUEBUIHBIE — «BOOOpakaeMbIe» — MOHATHUS, OT-
TaJKUBASICh OT HAONIOACHNH, €CITH 3aTEM CyMeeT 3aBEPIINTh TBOPUECKHUN
B3JIET MHTYHIINY HAICKHBIM IPU3EMIICHUEM.

Nmenno takuMm oOpa3om l'anmieil OTKpBUT 3aKOH CBOOOMHOTO Taje-
HUS — TepBbIi (QyHTaMEHTaTbHBIA 3aKOH, COIIACHO KOTOPOMY B ITyCTOTE
JBIDKEHHUE JII000T0 TeJla He 3aBUCHUT OT TOTO, U3 YeTO OHO COCTOUT. Heowe-
BHIHOE U «HEJIOTHYHOE» MOHATHE, KOTOPOE €My MOHAT00MIOCH, — KITyCTO-
Tay, TOUHee — «IBWkeHue B mycrote» [Galilei, 1590, p. 34]. [Tonstue 310
OH BBEJI BOIIPEKH BEJIMYAMIIIEMY TOTJ]a aBTOPUTETY APUCTOTENS, T0Ka3aB-
IeT0, KaK CYUTAIIOCh, JIOTHYECKH, YTO IIyCTOTa, TO €CTh HUYTO, PEaIbHO
HE CyILIECTBYET. ['anuiiell He BOCIIPUHUMAI IIyCTOTY OPIaHAMM Y4yBCTB, HE
MIPOBOJIMII OTBITOB B IycTOTe. OH MOT JIMIITH COMTOCTaBUTH SKCIIEPUMEHTHI
C IBIKCHHSAMH B BOZE U B BO3AYXE, H 3TO CTaJO B3JIETHOH ITOJIOCON IS
ero m300peraTenbHON MHTYUIMH. TaK OH MpHUIIeN K MOHITHIO «HEBUIU-
MO¥D» ITyCTOTHI, YTO TMTOMOIJIO €My OTKPBITh 3aKOH MHEPIINH, IPUHIINII OT-
HOCHUTEIBFHOCTH W, HAKOHEII, 3aKOH CBOOOTHOTO majeHus. Tem caMbIM OH
TTOKa3all, Kak paboTaeT n300peTEHHBIN UM METO/I.

B srom kimoueBoe ommune pusuku anunes-DifHmTeliHa 0T pusn-
K1 ApxuMena, B KOTOPOH BCE MOHSATHS OCsI3aeMbl U HASIHBL: Gopma u
BEC TeJa, MIIOTHOCTD KUAKOCTH. ApXHMEy 3TOTO XBaTHIIO Ui CO3MaHUS
TOYHOHM Teopuu miaBaHus. He mo6yio Teopuio, OJHAKO, MOXKHO CO3JaTh,
OTPAHUYHBASICH JUIIb HATIIHBIMU MOHATHSIMH U POCTOMN JIOTUKOM.

KonepHuk coBepmini uACHHBINA B3JET, PEILUUB MCCIEA0BATh IIJIAHET-
HBI€ IBIDKEHUS, TV HA HAX C «COTHEYHOH TOYKH 3peHus». A B3net Kemn-
Jiepa — IPEAoIoKEeHHE O TOM, YTO TPACKTOPUH TUIAHET ONHCHIBAIOTCS HE
Pa3HBIMH KOMOWHAIUSAMH KPYTOBBIX IUKJIOB M SIHUIIMKIOB, & HEKUM €U~
HbIM 00pazom. M Konepuuk, u Kertep, pakrnyeckn mpuHAMAas MOCTyaaT
(dyHIaMeHTaIbHON HAYKH, U3y4Yalld, IO CyTH, JIUIIb OAuH 00bekT — Coll-
HeuHyto cuctemy. OHH ONTUPAITUCH TOIBKO HA aCTPOHOMHUYECKHE, «ITACCHB-
HBIC», HAOIIOACHUS, ¥ TIIABHBIM X TEOPETUYECKUM WHCTPYMEHTOM ObLIa
Maremaruka. OHH ObLITH, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, (yHIaMEHTAIbHBIMH acTpOMa-
TEeMaTHKaMHU.

lanuneit mpuMeHn n300peTaTenbHyI0 CBOOOLY MO3HAHUS B MUPE SIB-
JICHUH 3€MHBIX, T7I€ BOZMO)KHBI aKTHBHBIE CHCTeMaTH4YecKkue onbITel. OH Be-
PHII B TO, 9TO 002 MHpa — MOJUTYHHBIH M Ha UTyHHBIA — ITOJIBIACTHBI €JHHBIM
3akoHaM. OOHapyXUB B 3€MHBIX SIBJICHHSAX, C TTOMOIIBIO CBOMX OITBITOB,
(yHZaMEeHTaIbHOCTh 3aKOHA MHEPUIWH M MPUHIUIA OTHOCUTEIBHOCTH, OH
cuel X IEHCTBYIOLIMMY YHUBEPCAILHO BO BCell BeeneHHo u perwi napa-
nokc Koneparka: mouemy JIr0u HE 3aMEYat0T OTPOMHYIO CKOPOCTD JBIKE-
Hus 3emnn BOKpyT ConHna. A (yHAIaMEHTaIbHOCTD OTKPBITOTO MM 3aKOHA
CBOOOJHOTO TaeHus 0co3HaN HbIOTOH, pasmisiieBIIMI B 5TOM 36MHOM 3a-
KOHE BCEOOILIHI 3aKOH BCEMUPHOTO TAroTeHus. IloaTomy 1 MOXKHO Ha3BaTh
lanuitest nepBBIM COBpeMEHHBIM (PU3UKOM (M aCTPOPHU3UKOM).
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Mo mpumepy «myctoTs» [anues nzodpeTanuch cieayromue GyHa-
MEHTaJIbHBIC MOHATHUS: BCEMUPHOE TATOTEHHUE, JIEKTPOMAarHUTHOE IOJE,
KBaHTBl 3HEPruM, (OTOHBI, KBAHTOBBIE COCTOSHMS, UCKPUBJIEHHOE IIPO-
CTPaHCTBO-BpEMSI. ..

Meron ["anunest ctan rmaBHBIM ABUraTesIeM COBPEMEHHOM HayKH, a-
Basi HOBBIC MOHSTHSI JUTS OTKPBITHSI HOBBIX 00J1acTeil HEMO3HAHHOTO U HO-
BBIX 3aKOHOB IIPUPOJIBI B PU3MKE U 32 ee npeaenamu. Konuenuum xumude-
CKHX aTOMOB, OMOJIOTHYECKOM IBOJIOIUH 1 IBIKEHHSI KOHTHHEHTOB OBLITH
HE MEHEe «CKPBITHI-HEBUANMBI-HEJIOTHYHbI», YeM TpaBuTanus HoroToHa.
HoBrrit ctoco0 n300peTeHus MOHATHIA TPOSIBIIICS U B CITyYasx Oe3ycIien-
HBIX M300peTeHmi ((PIOTHCTOH, TETUIOBOH M AJIEKTPUIECKHN «(DITIOHIBI).
B otnmume ot npeBHUX unocodckux n3obpeTenuii (areipoH, r3¢up, aro-
MbI), B COBPEMEHHOW Hayke (QyHIaMEHTAJIbHBIC MMOHATUS W300peTaInCch
IUIs1 OOBSICHEHHUS BIIOJIHE KOHKPETHBIX HAOMIONAeMbIX SIBICHHM, BCIEX 3a
9KCIIEPUMEHTAIIBHBIMA OTKPBITHAMH, PACHIMPSBIIUMH 3MIIUPUYECKYIO
B3JIeTHY!O nojiocy E Ha cxeme OHHIITEHHA.

Pa3MbIIIIAs 0 HaydHOM MO3HAHMHM, DMHINTEVH 3aMeTT: «HeBo3moxk-
HO TOCTPOUTH JIOM MJIM MOCT 0e3 MCIOJNb30BaHUS CTPOUTEIBHBIX JECOB,
He SIBJISIFOIIMXCS YacThIo caMoil koHCTpykuum» [Einstein, 1993, p. 147].

Kakwue xe jeca momoranu nepBOCTPOUTEISIM COBPEMEHHOM HayKn?

IMoackasky omsATh naeT DWHIITEHH, MO CIOBaM KOTOPOTO, «MOpPajb-
HBI€ B3IVIIbI, YyBCTBO IIPEKPACHOTO U PEJINTHO3HbIE HHCTUHKTHI IIOMOT'a-
IOT MBICTIUTENBHONW CIIOCOOHOCTH MPUHTH K €€ HAMBBICIIUM JIOCTHKEHH-
ssm» [Einstein, 1930a].

M cTOoYHHK MO3HABATEJIBLHOI0 OIITUMHU3MA

lNanmeit mpeacTaBmil cBO€ MUPOBOCTIPUSATHE B IBYX TEOJIOTHYECKUX TIHCH-
max 1613-1615 rr. [Galilei, 1613—-1615], u BOT ero cyTs:

U bubmus, u [pupona ucxonsat ot bora. bubnus npoxgukrosana m u
yOeXIaeT B ICTHHAX, HEOOXOIMMBIX JUIS CIIACEHHUS, Ha SI3bIKe, JOCTYII-
HOM JIa)ke JIIOIIIM HeoOpa3oBaHHBIM. [Iprposa ske, HUKOTAa He HapyIas
3aKOHOB, YCTAaHOBJIEHHBIX NIl Hee borom, BoBce He 3a00THUTCS O TOM,
JIOCTYITHBI JI Y€JIOBEYECKOMY BOCTIPUATHUIO €€ CKPBIThIe MPUYUHBL. UTO-
OBI MBI CAaMH MOTJIU VX TIO3HABaTh, bOr HaJleMI HAC OpraHaMH YyBCTB,
Pa3yMoM, SI3bIKOM.

lamune#t TyT GakTHUIECKU H3IOXKHUI MOCTYyIaT (yHIaMECHTAIbHOM
HayK{ ¥ MMO3HAaBaTEIbHOTO ONTHMHU3Ma: HEPYIIMMbIE 3aKOHBI YIIPaBIIs-
0T CKPBITHIMH NTpuunHaMu B lIpupoze, a genoBex ciocoOeH UX MOHSATH.
CnocobHocTh 3Ta napoBana borom, kKoTopsrii co3man Mup mimst deso-
BEKa, a YeJIOBeKa cleliall mogoOHBIM cebe ¢ MICCHEl BIacTBOBATh HAJ
BCEl 3eMiIeil.
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Takne «cBepXbECTECTBEHHBIE» CIIOBA 3ByYalld COBEPIIEHHO €CTe-
CTBEHHO ISl OCHOBOTIOJIO)KHUKOB COBPEMEHHON HayKH, KOTOpBIE BCE
Obimu Oubneiickumu Tencrtamu. KomepHHK Hadad oOXyMBIBaTh T'elIHO-
LEHTPUYECKYI0 HJICI0, «HEIOBOJIBHBIM TeM, 4TO (Huiocodbl HEIOCTa-
TOYHO OTPEEJIeHHO MOHNMAaIIH ABMXeHHS MUPOBOro MexaHH3Ma, CO-
3MaHHOTO paxd Hac MacTepoM, caMbIM JyYIIUM U CHUCTEMATHYECKAM
n3 Bcex» [Copernicus, 1543]. Kemrep mmcan: «...MbI, aCTPOHOMBI, —
CBSIILIEHHOCIIY>KMTENHU BeeBblIHEro0 bora no orHomenuto k Kuure Ilpu-
ponbl, He TOOYXJIaeM IMPOCIABIATh HHTEIUICKT, a JIOyeMcs CaBod
Teopua» [Boner, 2013]. A HstoroH Hanucan o bubnuu Gojblie, dyem
0 ¢usuke. Penurno3Hsie mpeacTaBIeHUs BENIUKOIETTHOW YeTBEPKH Ha-
YYHBIX PEBOIIOIIMOHEPOB MOXXKHO OOBEIUHUTH MOHATHEM «bubneickuii
TyMaHu3M». Bce OHM MBICTIIIN B PETUTHH CTOJIb K€ CBOOOIHO U CMEIO,
KaK ¥ B HayKe, CYUTas ceOsl BIpaBe CaMOCTOSATEIbHO HHTEPIPETUPOBATH
TeKCT BUOIUU M OTHOCHUTBCS K IIEPKOBHBIM aBTOPUTETAM CTOIb e KPHU-
TUYECKH, KaK ¥ K HAYIHBIM.

B Cpennue Beka rosopwin: “Tres physici, duo athei”, To ects «U3
TpexX GU3UKOB JiBa — aTerCThD». Kak HU CTpaHHO, IPUMEPHO TaKasi ke Ipo-
MIOPIIUST COXpPaHMUIIACh JI0 HAIIEro BPEMEHH, Cy/s IO OIpocaM JIioael Ha-
YKH — QU3UKOB, MaTeMaTnkoB u O6uosnoroB — B CILIA [Larson & Witham,
1997, p. 435]. B Poccuu mogo0GHBIX OIPOCOB HE IPOBOAMIOCH, HO H3 TPO-
WX BBIIAIOIIUXCS COBETCKUX (PM3UKOB — CO3/IaTeIel TIEPBOA B MUPE BOIO-
poxnHoit 6oMObr 1 HobeneBckux naypearos, asoe, rops Tamm u Buramnmii
I'mu30ypr, 6pun arenctamu, a AHapeit CaxapoB COBEPIIEHHO HE/IBYCMBIC-
JICHHO TOBOPHJI O CBOEeM pesinruo3noM uyBetse [Gorelik, 2010].

CormacHo HETaBHEMY MCCIIEOBAaHUIO MCHXOJIOTOB ['apBapaa, CKIIOH-
HOCTH K Teu3My (WJIHM aTeu3My) KOpPpeITUupyeT JIMIIb ¢ mpeodiaganueM B
MBIIUICHHN MHTYUIMH (WK aHalu3a), a He ¢ TakuMu (aKkTopamH, Kak
YpOBEHb 00pa3zoBanws, 1Q, peIUTrHO3HOCTh CEMEHHOTO OKPYXKEHUS U T. II.
[Shenhav, Rand, Greene, 2012]. I[To3ToMy MOXHO JyMarh, 4TO B3JIET U30-
OpeTareiabHON MHTYHIIMM Ha TIEpBOH (pase B MepBOM IIUKIIE HAYYHOTO pa3-
BHUTHsI (Ha cxeMe DWHINTEHHA) He CITy9aiflHO KOPPEIUPYET C TEU3MOM H30-
Operareseil. A JUis TBOPYECTBA BBIIAIOUIUXCS (DU3UKOB-aTCHCTOB, TAKHX
kak 1. lupak, JI. Jlannay, C. BaiinOepr, mpocTop Ha BTOPOH M TpeThei
(hazax ropazmgo Oosblrie, 4eM Ha TepBOi. UTOOBI TPOIOKUTE TIEPBYIO TPO-
Iy B HEBEJIOMOE, JOCTATOYHO OJHOTO HMJIM HECKOJIBKUX MEPBOMPOXOALEB,
HO JUISI OCBOCHHS HOBOW TEPPUTOPUH HEOOXOTUMBI YCHIIHSI MHOTHX.

B camom nepBom nykiie pa3BuTHS COBpeMeHHOH Gu3uku — B X VII B.,
cioBamMH DWHIITEIHA, «00IIas 3aKOHOMEPHOCTh MMPUPOJIBI BOBCE He Obliia
MIPU3HAHHOM, M KaK )K€ CHJIHHO BEPHJI B TAKyI0 3aKOHOMEpHOCTh Kemep,
€CJIN JICCATUIIETHSI TEPISITUBO TPYAWIICS, YTOOBI SMIUPHUECKU HCCIIE0-
BaTh IJIAHETHOE JIBKEHHE M CPOPMYITHPOBATH €0 MaTeMaTHIECKUE 3aK0-
uel!» [Einstein, 1930b]. Takas Bepa Obuia He0OXOAMMAa M IPYTUM TIEPBO-
cTpoutensaM. [1o3ToMy U HEyAMBHUTEIEH UX «IIOTOJIOBHBIN TEU3M.
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K sTomMy HECOMHEHHOMY HCTOpHUYEeCKOMY (akTy T0OaBUM ABa APYTHUX
«PENUTHO3HO-HAYYHBIX» (akTa, TpeOyromux 00bsICHEHNSI.

XOTs B INIABHOM 4YETBEPKE OCHOBOIIOJIOKHUKOB — Komnepnuk, I'anu-
neit, Keriep n HpI0TOH — KaToIMKOB W MPOTECTAHTOB OBLIO TIOPOBHY, B
JANbHEHIIIEM JTUAEPCTBO MEPENuIO K YYEHBIM MPOTECTAHTCKOTO MPOUCXO-
xaeHust. OToT daxt, oOHapyxeHHbIH B 1870-x 1T. (A. de Candolle), Obu1
noakperieH B 1930-x rr. P. MeproHom, a B koHIle XX B. B HOOEIEBCKOU
CTaTUCTHKOHM, COTIIACHO KOTOPOW HIAHCOB TOJYYHTHh HOOEIEBCKYIO Ipe-
MUIO Y TIPOTECTAaHTOB B 8 pa3 Oounblie, 4yeM y katonukoB [Cohen, 1990,
p. 145; Rector, 2003].

U, HakoHer, Bce yCIENIHbIe H300peTaTeN HOBBIX (DyHIaMEeHTaIbHBIX
noustuid mocine Herotona — Maxkcsemn, [lnank, DiinmreiiH u bop — mpu-
3HABAJIN BAKHOCTH PEITUTHU.

B Hauase cBoero Ku3HEeHHO-HAYYHOTO IMyTH 21-1eTHrit MakcBesut mu-
caJ1 cBoeMy JIpyTy: « Mol BeTHKHIA TJIaH — HUYero He OCTaBIATh Oe3 mccie-
JIOBaHHUA. ... XPHUCTHAHCTBO — TO €CTh penurus bubmwm — 310 enuHCTBEHHAS
(hopma Bephl, OTKpHIBAIOIIAsA BCE IS HCCIEAOBaHUD). A cpean ero Oymar
Mocye CMepTU Haluii MoJuTBY: «boxe Becemorymii, co3iaBiimii yeaoBeka
o o6paszy TBoeMy U cienaBIIMi ero Iynioi >KUBOM, 4TOOBI MOT OH CTpe-
MUTECS K Tebe U BIacTBOBaTh HaJl TBOMMHU TBOPEHUSIMH, HAyYH HAC HCCIIE-
JIOBaTh Jiena pyk TBOHX, 4TOOBI MBI MOTJIM OCBaMBaTh 3eMIIIO HaM Ha TIOITb3Y
W YKpEIUISITh Halll pa3yM Ha ciryx0y Tebe...» [Maxwell, 1852].

[TnasK cBOTO NEKIHIO « Penmurust M eCTeCTBO3HAHKE) 3aBEPILII CIIO-
BaMu: «Penurust U ecTecTBO3HAHNE HEYyTOMUMO COBMECTHO CPa)KaroTCs B
HEeINpecTaHHOW ONTBE MPOTHB CKENTHILIM3MA U ITPOTUB JOTMaTH3Ma, IIPOTUB
HEBEpHs U MPOTUB CyeBepHsl, a 00eBON KJIMY B 3TOM OWTBE BCeraa MIacuil
u Oynet racuthb: k bory!» [Planck, 1937].

DOUHINTENH, C UPOHKEH CMOTPEBIINH U Ha «IIPOPECCHOHATBHBIX aTCH-
CTOBY», M Ha KJIMPHUKOB, HE Pa3 TOBOPHUII O CBOEM PETUTHO3HOM YyBCTBE U BBI-
pakai CBOM COKPOBEHHBIE MBICIH-IYBCTBA B LIy TJIMBO-PEUTHO3HOM (op-
Me, KaK, HalpuMep, B CBOEM 3HAMEHHUTOM Kpeno: «l0croas M30mpeH, HO
He 3nmoHamepen». CoBceM HEpEeNMTHO3HO BHIIVIIIUT HE MEHEee 3HAMEHHUTAs
¢dpasza Bopa: «Horas dyHnamMeHTanbHas T€OpHs, €CJIM OHA HEIOCTATOYHO
cyMacIIe/as, He UIMeeT IIaHCOB 0Ka3aThCs MPaBWiIbHOM». Ho 00a 3tu cro-
coba momep)kaTh TEOPETHKA-M300peTaTeNsi OMUPAlOTCs Ha BEpy B MPaBO
M300peTaTh «CyMaCIICAIINEY TIOHATHS, 9TO0BI TIO3HATH 3aKOHBI BeeneHHO ],
¥ Ha TOT K€ CaMbIM IIO3HABATEIBHBIN ONTUMU3M, YTO U | ajniiei.

[Mocnyiiaem Teneps, Kak jJBa Beaudanimmx Gpusuka XX B. 00bACHIIN
OB peUru.
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JiHTeHH U Bop 0 posn pesauruu

OMHINTEHH

Hayky MOTYT TBOPHUTB TOJIBKO T€, KTO OXBa4€H CTPEMIICHHEM K HCTHHE
1 K mouuManuio. Ho camo mo ce6e 3uanue o ToM, uro CYILIECTBYET, He
ykaszbiBaet, 9ro JJOJDKHO BbITh nensto Hamux ycrpemienuid. B 3mopo-
BOM OOIIIECTBE BCE YCTPEMIICHUS ONPEACIIAIOTCS MOIIHBIMU TPAAULMSIMU,
KOTOpPbIE BOHUKAIOT HE B pe3yJIbTare J0Ka3aTelbCTB, a CUIOH OTKPOBEHUS,
MOCPENICTBOM MOILIHBIX JTUYHOCTEH. YKOpeHEHHE 3THX TPaJAULMHA B 3MO-
LMOHAJIIBHON KU3HHU YeJIOBeKa — BaykHelas QyHKkuus penurud. Beicmume
MNPUHIUIBL IS HAIKUX yeTpemieHui naet EBpeiicko-Xpucrtuanckas [T. €.
Bbubneiickas] penurnosnas tpaguuus. Ecnu e U3BiIeUb 3TH yCTpeMIICHUS
U3 PETUTHO3HBIX POPM M MOCMOTPETh HA X YUCTO YEIIOBEYECKYIO CTOPO-
HY, X MO)KHO BBIPa3HUTh, BEPOSITHO, TAK: CBOOOIHOE U OTBETCTBEHHOE Pa3-
BUTHE JMYHOCTH, AAIOLIEEe BO3MOXKHOCTH CBOOOJHO M PaJOCTHO CTaBHUTh
CBOM CHJIBI Ha CITy)eHHue BceMy uesnoBeuecTBy [Einstein, 1941, p. 22-23].

MOXHO NpeIUIOKUTh CeKYISIpHYI0 (GopMyaupoBKy: «Bce mrogu po-
XKIIAI0TCSI paBHBIMH B CBOEM HeOTheMJIEMOM IIpaBe Ha cBOOOIY U Ipe-
XJIe BCEro cBOOOAY MO3HAHUS MHpa». TeUCThl MOTYT 3aMEHHUTbH SIUTET
«HeoTheMJIeMoe» Ha «boroganHoe» u npu 3ToM onuparbes Ha bubnuto.
C «4nCTO 4eI0BEUECKOH CTOPOHBD) 3TO — OJHO U TO K€ BEPOBAaHUE, O0B-
enuHsAoIIee ONOIECKUX TEUCTOB U OUONIEHCKUX aTEUCTOB B UX 3€EMHBIX
YCTPEMJICHUSIX M CyXIeHHAX. CUMTAIOMUX 3TO yTBEPKACHUE CamMoode-
BUIHOM HCTHMHOW MOXXHO Ha3BaTh OMOICHCKUMH I'YMaHUCTaMU.

bubnelicknii rymMaHUCT MOXKET HE BEPHUTH B bora — 10cTaTouHO BEPHUTH
B Y€JIOBEKa TaK, Kak BEpUT B Hero bubneiickuii bor, HagenmuBImii Kax10ro
MpaBOM Ha CBOOOAY, 1 CMOTPETh Ha YeJOBEKa TaK, Kak cMoTpUT bubmeii-
ckuii bor — ¢ Hamexmoi U 1r000BbI0. C HaAEXKI0H Ha TO, YTO YEIOBEK
Hay4UTCs MOJIb30BaThCs CBOEH cBOOOI0M BO Onaro cee 1 ONMKHUM CBOUM
U A7 3Toro OyneT CTPeMUTHCS MO3HABATh OKPYKAIOIIUK MUpP U TryOxe
MOHATH, YTO UMEHHO €CTh OJ1aro.

DOWHIUTEHH UCTOKH CBOETO PEIMTHO3HOTO YyBCTBA BUAEI «BO MHOTUX
ncanMax JlaBuia 1 B HEKOTOPBIX KHUT'ax OMONIEHCKUX IPOPOKOBY», HO, «KaK
YeJIOBEK, IPUHUMAIOLINH IPUYNHHOCTH OYEHb CEPHE3HO», OTBEPral HICI0
IMyHOCTHOTO bora, «3aHuMaronierocst ocTynkaMu U Cyab0aMu JTIoaei».
Benukuii ¢pusnk kak Oynro 3a0bu1, 4TO caM HpuoOuics K Oubnerickoi
TpaJuLUHU B caMoil 0ObIYHON (opMe elle B AeTCTBE. B coBepiieHHO Hepe-
JIUTUO3HOM ceMbe, O] BIMSAHUEM YaCTHOTO YUHUTENs, OH, 110 €r0 CIOBaM,
«TIpULIEN K ITyOOKOH PelMruo3HOCTH», 32 KOTOPOoi B 12 neT nocienoBaio
«tpsiMo-Taku (panarnueckoe ceodbonomeiciue» [Einstein, 1949b, p. 3-5].
CraJio ObITh, OIBIT ITYOOKOH PETMIHO3HOCTH HE MOMELIal ero cBo0oI0-
MBICITHIO? A, MOJKET, M TTOMOT'?
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[lonsiTe mpUYMHHOCTH OBUIO B IEHTpPE AMCKYCCHH ODMHIITEHHA U
Bopa o Oyaymiem kBaHTOBOW TeOpHH. XOTSI HMEHHO DWHINTEHH MEePBBIM
HCTIOJIB30BaJl BEPOSITHOCTD KaK (DyHAaMEHTaJIbHOE NOHSATHE B (PU3UIECKON
TEOPHH, CBOIO «CEPhE3HO-IPUINHHYIO» (HHIOCOPCKYIO MO3HULUIO OH BbI-
pa3ui LIyTIMBO HEBepueM B To, 4To «bor urpaer B xoctu». Ha 310 Bop
OTBEUAJI CEPBE3HO, «UMO euje OpegHUe MbLCIUMENU NPUSBLIBATU K OONbULOL
ocmopodcHocmu 6 onucanuu Ilposudenusn nHa obvloennom azvike» [Bohr,
1949, p. 218]. A B Gecene c I'eiizenbeprom bop cepbe3HO JOMONTHUI B3I
OWHIITEWHA HAa POJIb PEJIUTHH:

Penurus Mcnone3yer A3BIK COBCEM HE Tak, Kak Hayka. [1o si3bIKy pe-
JMTHS Topas3no ONMKe K 033UH, YeM K Hayke. MBI CKIOHHBI JyMarth,
YTO HayKa MMEET JeNI0 C OObEKTUBHBIMH (haKTaMH, a TO33USI — C CyOB-
EKTHBHBIMH 4yBCTBaMH. W JymMaeM, 4TO peNurus JOJDKHA MPUMEHSTh
T€ K€ KPUTEPUU UCTUHBI, YTO U HayKa. OTHaKo TOT (aKT, 4TO PEIUTHU
Ha NPOTSDKEHUH BEKOB TOBOPHIIM 00pa3aMH, MPUTYAMH M NTapalOKCaMH,
03Ha4YaeT MPOCTO, YTO HET WHBIX CIIOCOOOB OXBATHTH Ty PEalbHOCTH,
KOTOPYIO OHHM MoApa3zymeBaroT. Ho 9To He 3HA4YMT, 4TO peanbHOCTh 3Ta
He NIO[UINHHAA. M He A61s1emcs 603padiceHuem mo, Ymo pastuvie perusuu
CMaparmcs 8ulpasumy Mo cO0epHcanue 8 6ecoMa PAIULUHBIX 0YX08-
HblX popmax. Bozmooicno, mel 0ondicHbl cMOmpemy Ha IMu paiudHble
Gopmbl Kax HA 63AUMHO OONOTHUMENbHbIE ONUCAHUS, KOMOPble X0 U
uckmouarom opye opyaa, HyxlcHbl, 4mobsl nepedams 602amoie 803MONHC-
HOCMU, 8blMeKAruue U3 OMHOWEHULl 4el08eKa CO Cell NOTHOMOU MUpa
[Heisenberg, 1987].

bubJseiicknii ryMaHHu3M — KJII09eBas NMPeANnoChLIKA
COBPEMEHHOM HAYKH

Crnenys OiiHmTelHy U bopy, MOXHO CKa3aTh, YTO COBpEMEHHAs HayKa —
pe3yNbTaT B3aMMOJICHCTBHUS BIIOJIHE ONPEAETICHHON CYOBEKTUBHON peasib-
HOCTH — MUPOBOCTIPUSATHS UCCIIE0BATENS — C 00BEKTHBHON PeaIbHOCTHIO
[Ipuponsl. A mpuBeaeHHBIE BBIILIE UCTOPUYECKHE (DAKTHl U CBUIETEILCTBA
MOZCKA3bIBAIOT TAKOW OTBET Ha (paclIMpeHHsbIN) Bonpoc Hunsma: ¢ co3oa-
HUU CO8PEMEHHOI HAYKU K1I0UEEYI0 POJIb CHIZPATl 6NOJIHE ONPEOEeHHbLIL
CYOBLeKmMuBHbLIL HACMPOIL UCC1e006amens, HOPOIHCOCHHbLIL OUbeliCKUM
npeocmasienuem o yenoeeke [Gorelik, 2017].

bubneiickuii rymMaHM3M HCTOPHYECKH OBLI TOPOXKIEH, pasyMeeT-
cs1, 6MONelckuM Ten3MOM, HO CO BpPEeMEHEM pacTBOPHJIICS B KyJbTypax, B
KOTOpBIX bnOnms crama couuanbHO BaKHEHIIMM TeKCToM. bubnelickue
ucTopuu, obpassl, uaeu, Gpa3eoaoru3Mbl, Kak U3BECTHO, PACTBOPUINCH
B SI3bIKAaX M JUTeparypax EBpOIBI U B APYTrHMX TyMaHUTapHBIX 007acTiX,
BKJIIOYAst UCKYCCTBO, TIOJMTUKY U 3TUKY. [IpeanoxeHHbI 0TBET Ha BOIIpOC
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Hupnsma pacipocTpansieT 3T0 BIUSAHNE HA 00NacTh €CTECTBOZHAHUSA H JK-
BHUBAJICHTEH YTBEPKICHUIO, UTO COBPEMEHHAA HAYKA — CEKYIAPHBLIL N100
penuzuosnon bubneiickoit mpaouyuu.

Hayunoe 3nanme camo mo cebe yOeauTenbHO A KaXI0To, KTO T0-
TPYAWICA U3yYNTh OTHOCAIINECS K Ty OHATHS U onbITEL. Hayka He Hy-
KJIAeTCA B PETUTUU 1J1s1 000CHOBAaHHS CBOMX PE3yNbTaToB. SIcHEe Opyrux
00 3TOM CKa3ajl KaTOJIWYEeCKHN CBSILIEHHUK M BBIIAIOIIMACS acTPOPHU3UK
Kopx JlemeTp, koTophiit B 1927 1. oTKpbUT pacmupeHue BceneHHoH W,
ONHpasiCh Ha TEOPHIO T'PAaBUTAIMM ODWHTEIHA, Cleial BBIBOJ, YTO 3TO
pacupenre Hadaiochk ¢ bonsimoro B3peiea. Tpuanars net ciycrs u 3a
JIBa ToJa 10 TOro, Kak cTarh Npe3uaeHToM Ilanckoil akaneMuun Hayk, 3TOT
acTpou3uK B CyTaHe 3asBUJ, YTO KOCMOJIOTHS «...HAXOOUMCS 6HE 6Cs-
KUX Memagu3uieckux iy peiusuosHvix onpocos. Mamepuanucmy ona
ocmasasem c60600y Ompuyamy 8CAKOe CEEPXbeCMeCmEeHHOe CYUecmeso,
a eepyrowemy He daem 803modcHocmu oaudice ysnams boza. Ona co3eyu-
Ha crnosam Hcatiu, cosopusuieco o “ckpvimom boee”, ckpvimom oavice 6
Hauane meopenus. ... [[na cunbl pasyma Hem ecmecmeeHHO20 npeoeid.
Bcenennas ne cocmasnsem uckmiouenus, — OHa He GbIXOOUM 3a npedenvl
cnocobnocmu nonumanusay» [Lemaitre, 1958, p. 7].

PesynpraTsl HayqHOTO TTOMCKA TEHCTBUTENFHO HEUTPAIBHBI MeTa(u-
3WYECKH, OHAKO JAPYTOW BOMPOC — KaKas CHJIa ABIDKET CaM TMOUCK, OTKy/a
OepeTcst Bepa B TO, UTO «OJs1 CUNbI paA3yMa Hem eCmecmeeHH020 npeoe-
Ja», T. €. YTO MUPO3[aHUE 3aKOHOMEPHO M CBOOOIHBIE JIIOMU CIIOCOOHEI
OTKPHITB €T0 3aKOHBI.

[pennoxxenHbiii «OuONelckuii» oTBeT Ha Bompoc Hupsma maer Bo3-
MOXHOCTb O0BSCHUTD «IIPOCTPAHCTBO-BPEMSD» COBPEMEHHOM HayKH. Bpe-
M$1 €€ POXKIEHHsI KOppeJupyeT ¢ TeM, uyTo B X VI B. connansHas poib bub-
JIUU Pe3Ko Bo3pocia, bnarofaps kauronedaranuto u Pedopmarm. Coru-
QIBHBIA MEXaHU3M JICHCTBUSI 3TOTO (aKTOpa MOKHO YBUIETH B TOM, UTO
Il BEPYIOIIMX TOAPOCTKOB, OJAPEHHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTSAMH HCCIe0BaTe-
nei (10003HATETBHOCTHIO, HHTEIUIEKTOM, LEeNIeyCTPEMICHHOCTBIO, CHIION
nyxa), IpeICTaBieHNe O YellOBeKe, MoueprHyToe B bnbmmu, — MOIIHBINA
CTHMYJI, «IyXOBHBIH JIOTIMHT» B Pa3BUTHU CBOHMX CIIOCOOHOCTEH W B BbI-
6ope xu3HeHHoro nmyTH. (lCamuneit n Kemnep nmogpoctkamu XOTenu CTaTh
KJIMpUKaMH, HO ['anuiero BocnpenarcTBoBal oTel, a Kemnnepy — yHuBep-
CHUTET, B KOTOPOM TOT YYHJICS 32 Ka3eHHBIH CUeT.)

HepocnpunmuuBocts 1uBwim3auuii  Kuras, Wumguu wu HWcinama
[Hoodbhoy, 1991, p. 105] k coBpeMEHHOI Hayke €CTECTBEHHO CBA3aTh C
NPUHUUIHATEHBIMHA OTAMYHMAME UX KYJIBTYPHO-PEITUTHO3HBIX MPEACTaBIIe-
HUI 0 YelloBeKe 0T OMOIEHCKOTO, a OTeperKarolee pa3BUTHE HAYKU B TIPOTe-
CTaHTCKUX 3eMJISIX — C T€M, YTO y MPOTECTAHTOB, B OTIMYUE OT KaTOIHUKOB,
IaBHas popMa PEeNMTHO3HOHN KU3HU — YTEHHE-H3yYeHUE TeKCTOB bubmmu.

C npyroil CTOpPOHBI, JIETKOCTh NMPUHATHS €BPOIEHCKON Hayku B Poc-
CHUH, HE UMEBIIIEH COOCTBEHHOTO HAyYHOTO HACTEIUsl, MOKHO OOBICHUTH
TEM, 4TO B HayKy MOXET MPUITH JINIIb TOT, KTO YUTaeT KHUTH. Bo Bpemena
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JlomoHOCOBa B IIEHTPE Kpyra pycCKOTO YTEHUS TakK e, Kak U B EBpore,
Opia bubnus. Tak uyTo yuTaroee MEHBIMMHCTBO B Poccuu mproOIanoch
K TOMY JX€ KyJAbTYPHOMY HACIIEAMIO, 9TO M B EBpore. A oTHOCHUTEIbHAS
MaJIoCTh POCCUICKOrO BKJIaja OOBSICHSIETCS TEM, YTO IPaMOTHOCTh B Poc-
cuM Oblia ropas3io MeHblie, yeM B EBporre.

«bubaeiickuin» orBeT Ha Bonnpoc Hugsama
B CBeTE M 3aTeMHEHUH MAPKCU3Ma

OcTasioCh OTBETUTHh HAa BOMPOCHI COIMAIBFHO-IIHCTEMOJIOTHIECKHE, Ka-
caromuecs camoro Jlxo3eda Humdma.

1) Iloyemy wWcTOpUYECKH HECOCTOSTENbHOE OOBsCHeHHEe lecceHa
0Ka3aJI0Ch CTOJIb BaXXHBIM 11 HuoMa 1 11t BOSHUKHOBEHUS IIEJIOTO Ha-
MIpaBIIeHUS B HICTOPUH HAyKH — SKCTepHAIH3Ma?

Mapxkcrnctckoe o0bsicHeHHe | ecceHa BRIpa0aThIBAIOCH HE HIE0JI0Ta-
MHU-HadeTYuKaMu, a (U3NKaMHd C MapKCHUCTCKOM OpHeHTanned, KOTOphIe
MIPEKpacHO MOHMUMAJH, YTO Takoe HacTosmas ¢usnuka. [loatomy 00Bsic-
HeHHUe ObUTO XOTh W HECOCTOSTENHFHO MCTOPHUYECKH, HO TICHXOJIOTHYECKA
MIPaBIOTON00HO IS 3ala/IHbIX YUEHBIX-ECTECTBEHHUKOB C HPOCOUUATIU-
cmuueckoii opuenmayueil. MapKCUCTCKHAN TTOIXO0J] OTKPBIBAJ YeJIOBEKa
HayK{d B peajbHOM «IKCTEPHAIBHOMY» KOHTEKCTE KH3HH, XOTh U MPOBO3-
[JIaman JHIb OHO — COIHMAIbHO-I)KOHOMHUYECKOE — M3MEPEHHE CaMBbIM
[JIaBHBIM, «0a3uCHBIM». Takoe OTKPBITHE IMOTEHIIMANBHO IIIOAOTBOPHO
U OOBSICHEHUSI HEKOTOPBIX COOBITHI UCTOPHUU HAYKH, €CIIH HE OTPHUIIAET
«MHTEPHAIMCTCKHUE)» OOBSICHEHUS APYTHX COOBITHI.

2) Iloyemy HumsMm Tak v He CMOT OTBETHTH Ha CBOM BOTIpOC?

ITo cBuperenpcTBy Humama, OH «HUKOTA PeabHO HE M3ydall (Iio-
CO(UIO WK COIMOIOTHIO», HO €Ile Korma ObUT «padoTaromuM OMOXIMH-
KOM 1 SMOPHOJIOTOM B TIEPBYIO MTOJIOBUHY KHU3HI, €T0 «HHTEPECHI BKITIO-
YaJl TaKkke XPUCTHAHCKYTO TEOJIOTHIO M €€ UCTOPHIO, a TAK)KE MapKCHUCT-
ckyto pumocoduio» [Needham, 2000]. DTo nmpu3HAHKE ITO3BOISIET BUACTD
B MPOCOMHAINCTUIECKON (MApKCUCTCKOM) opueHTannu Humpma u apyrux
3arajHbIX MHTEJUIEKTYaJOB X YIIOBaHHE Ha MPAKTHUYECKYIO PEeaTn3aIlnio
MIPUCYIINX MM HI€a]oB OMOJIEHCKOr0 ryMaHn3Ma C TIOMOIIBI0 «HAayYHO-
COTHATUCTUIECKOM» (MapKCUCTCKOMN) TCOPHH.

U xorga B cepenune xu3Hu Humom OIM3K0 MO3ZHAKOMUIICS C MOJIOJIBI-
MU COTPYAHUKAMHU-OMOXUMHUKAMH KHTAHCKOTO MTPOUCXOXKACHNUS, OH yTIITy-
OmJICsS B TIOWCKH COIMATBHO-KOHOMHYECKHUX MPHYWH Heydactusa Kuras
B COBPEMCHHON MHpOBOW Hayke. OH BBIMIET JAJIEKO 32 COIHAIBHO-IKO-
HOMHYECKHE TIPEeIbl H YIITyOHJICS BO BCIO TIOJTHOTY UCTOPHUN KUTaHCKOU
[MBWJIM3AIAH, HO HCXOIHBIH «XPHCTHAHCKO-MapKCUCTCKHIDY 3arai y HeTo
OCTaJICSl ¥ HE 1aBall eMy MCKaTh BHEAKOHOMUYECKHE TPHINHBL.
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3) Ilouemy xommern Huasma mo CHHOJIOTHH M BUAHBIE HCTOPUKHU Ha-
yku HoBoro BpeMeHM He pazfesnsian ero OTHOLUIEHHE K 3TOMY BOIpocy?

Hunsma ot Becex ero KoJuier-CHHOJIOTOB U HCTOPUKOB HAyKU OTJINYAJIO
YHHUKaJIbHOE COCAMHEHHE ABYX MPOQECCHOHAIBHBIX MPHUHAIIC)KHOCTEH:
peanbHast paboTa B €CTECTBO3HAHMM M HE MEHEE pealibHble T'yMaHUTap-
HO-HCTOpHUYECKHe ucciaenoBanus. [1oaToMy, B OTIIMYKE OT KOJUIET Y3KOTO
npoduisi, OH He MOT OTBJIEYLCSI OT HEJAOYMEHHUsI, II0UeMy pallMOHajbHas,
00BEeKTHBHAA 1 ONBITHAS HayKa He Hama npusHanus B Kurae. Hemoyme-
HUS TeM OoJiee )KTYUero, 4YTo OH He Xy>Ke KOJJIeT-CHHOIOTOB IOHMMaJ BCIO
H30LIPEHHOCTh KUTANCKON KYJIBTYPBIL.

[MpeanoxeHHsIit oTBeT Ha Bompoc Humpma daktuueckn coBmemaer
PEIUTNO3HO-KYABTYpHbIE (DAaKTOPHI C COLMAIBHBIMH, MOJIUTUUYCCKUMH H
9KOHOMHYECKUMHU, BKIIOYAs «POJib Oyp>Kya3wm», KOTOpPBIE JEHCTBOBAIN
coBmecTHO B XVI-XVII BB., hopmupys Hauanmo Hosoro Bpemenu. B Es-
pore n300peTeHe KHUTOTICYaTaHusl, OJlaroaapst HaJTHIHIO TTePBOTO «OecT-
ceiutepa» — bubnuu, okazanock conuanbsHO HECpaBHEHHO 00Jiee MOLTHBIM
¢daxTopoMm, yeM B Kutae, rue kHuromedaraHue n3o0peiad Ha HECKOIBKO
BekoB panee. [Ipu 3ToM nMeHHO OypiKyasus Oblia IBHXKYIICH CHIIONH peBO-
JIOLMK KHUTONeYaTaHMsl, TOCKOIBKY 3TO OBLIO JIEJIOM LEITUKOM KOMMEp-
yeckuM. Katonndeckas iepkoBb NPEMsATCTBOBaA YTeHUI0 bubmmn Mupsi-
HaMU U [IEPEBO/IaM €€ Ha )KUBBbIE Pa3TOBOPHBIE A3BIKH.

Takum oOpa3oM, IPeIIOKEHHBIA «ONOIEHCKII OTBET MOYKHO Jaxe
Ha3BaTh CHMHTE30M HCTOPUM XPUCTHAHCTBA M MapKCHU3Ma, YTO COOTBET-
cTBoBaJI0 OBl MHTepecam Huasma 3a mpeaenaMu OMOXMMHHM W CHHOJIO-
run. [louemy oH cam He yBuzaen 3Toro orsera? Bo3MOXHO MOTOMY, 4TO
HE BITOJIHE TIOHMMaJI HOBaTOPCTBO HAYKM [ anmies U coBceM HE MOHUMAJI,
YTO HATBOPHJIU IO 3HAMEHEM MapKCH3Ma COLMajIbHbIe HOBaTOPHI B XX B.

OT BOMHCTBEHHOI0 MapKCU3Ma
K MHPOJIOONBOMY I'YMAaHHU3MY

OHHIITEHH ¢ IOHOCTH CHUMIIaTU3UPOBAJ HIESM COLMAIN3Ma, HO €r0 CHM-
MaTUU HE YKIAIbIBAIMCh HU B MApKCHU3M, HU B KaKOH-TMOO MHOM «Hayd-
HBINY corrani3M. OH CUUTaI METOABI MApKCH3Ma «HELEIeCO00pa3HBIMIDY
HE MOTOMY, YTO OHU HEIOCTATOYHO HAYYHBI, a TIOTOMY, YTO K YCTAHOBJIE-
HHUIO YEJIOBEUECKUX LICHHOCTEH U LieJied HayKa, B TOHUMaHUU DUHIITEH-
Ha, PSIMOTO OTHOIIEHHs He nMmeeT. CoxpaHsisi TeM HE MEHee HalexX Iy Ha
COLIMAJIN3M «HEHAYy4HbINY, HO TyMaHHbIM, DUHINTENHH B 1948 roay BeISIBUI
KIIIOUEBYIO IPOOIEMy:

I1naHoBast 5KOHOMMKA — 3TO €llle He couuanus3M. IlnaHoBas SKOHOMUKa
MOXKET COIPOBOXJATHCS TIOJHBIM ITopadolieHneM denoBeka. JlocTu-
JKEHHE COIMan3Ma TpeOyeT peIIeHHWs HEKOTOPBIX KpaiHe TPYTHBIX
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COLMATIbHO-MIONIUTHYECKUX IpoOneM: Kak MOXKHO, y4HTHIBas IaJeKo
UAYIIYI0 LEHTPaIU3alUi0 TOJIUTHUYECKOH M 3KOHOMMYECKOH BIAcTH,
NIPEIOTBPAaTHTh PEBpAIleHHEe OIOPOKPATHH BO BCEMOTYIIYIO M CaMoO-
BiacTHyr0? Kak MOXXHO 3aIIMTHUTH NpaBa JIMYHOCTH U 0OECHEUHTH Jie-
MOKpaTHYECKUI MpOTHBOBeC K Biactu Otopokparuu? [Einstein, 1949a,
p. 130-131].

OTH TeopeTHYecKHe BOMPOCH MOJCKa3alia MPaKTHKa COBETCKOTO CO-
nuanu3Ma. A coBeTckoi (punocodckoit nmpakTuke JhHITeldH B 1952 1. mo-
CBATHUJII CTUIIOK:

«MyllpOCTb AUAICKTHYECCKOI0O MaT€epuaJIniMa»

Tpynom u motoM, MOTOM M TPYIOM A0OOBITH HAYYHOH UCTUHBI KpynuUILy?!
Hert, Tak cebs Tep3atoT numbs Tynuubl! Mbl HCTUHY peILICHUEM MapTHii-
HbIM n31aem! Hy a ToMy, KTO CMEET YCOMHUTBCS, MBI TI0O MO3TaM — 110 Ye-
peny — naeM. JIumb TOIBKO Tak M MOXHO HaJEXKHO BOCIHUTATh yUEHBIX,
CMEJIBIX AyXOM, yMetoumx Momuats [Einstein, 1952, p. 467].

B ycnoBusix cOBETCKOTO KOHTPOIIS HaJ MHpOpMalmei u qesuHdopma-
et Aunpeit CaxapoB, (PU3NK «CTPATETHUECKOTO HA3HAYCHUS», TAK OIH-
CaJI 3BOJIIOLIMIO CBOMX B3IVISIIOB HA MTYTH K 3aLUTHUKY NPaB JIUYHOCTH:

...TOCYapCTBO, CTpaHa, KOMMYHHCTHYECKHE Haeansl. MHe morpebo-
BaJINCh I'OAblI, 9TOOBI HOHATH U MMOYyBCTBOBAaTh, KAK MHOT'O B 3TUX IIO-
HATHUAX MMOAMEHBI, CIICKYJIAINHA, 06MaHa, HECOOTBETCTBUA PEATIBHOCTH.
CHauyana s CUrTaJl, HECMOTpA HU Ha 4YTO, BOIIPECKHU TOMY, YTO BHUJCI B
’KHM3HH, YTO COBETCKOE TOCYAapCTBO — 3TO MPOPHIB B Oyayllee, HEKHUi
(XOTs emie HECOBEPIICHHBIH) MpooOpa3 i BCeX CTpaH (Tak CHIBHO
JIlelcTBYeT MaccoBas mueosorus). [Totom s yke paccmarpuBai Harie
rocygapCTBO Ha paBHBLIX C OCTAJIBHBIMU: JNECKATh, ¥ BCEX €CTh HCIO-
CTaTKu — OIOPOKpATHs, COIMAIbHOE HEPABEHCTBO, TalHas TMOJMIINSA,
MMPECTYIMHOCTh U OTBETHAsA XCCTOKOCTh CydOB, IMOJIMINU U TIOPEMIIU-
KOB, QpDMHUHU M BOCHHBIE CTPATETH, PA3BEAKA W KOHTPPaA3BEIAKH, CTPEM-
JICHHE K PACIIMPEHHUIO C(hepbl BIMSHUSA IO MPEIJIOroM 00eCIeueHHsI
0e301acHOCTH, HEIOBepUe K JACHCTBHSM W HAMEPEHHUSAM APYTHX TOCY-
JapcTB. DTO — TO, YTO MOKHO Ha3BaTh TEOpHEH CUMMETpPHUH: Bce Ipa-
BUTCJIBCTBA U PCKHUMBI B IICPBOM l'lpI/I6J'[I/I)KeHI/II/I IIJIOXH, BCE€ HAPOIbI
YTHETEHBI, BCEM YIrpoXKaroT OOIIMe OMacHOCTH. MHE KaXeTcsi, 4TO 3TO
HanOosiee paclpoCTpaHeHHAs TOYka 3peHus. M, HakoHell, yKe B CBOU
)II/ICCI/I}IGHTCKI/Iﬁ NEPUOT A NPpHUIICT K BBIBOAY, UTO TCOpHUA CUMMETPUU
ToXe TpeOyeT yrouHeHus. Henb3st TOBOPUTH O CHMMETPHUH MEXIY pa-
KOBOW M HOPMaJIbHOW KJIETKOM. A Hallle TOCYIapCTBO MOJ0OHO UMEHHO
PaKoBOH KJETKE — C €r0 MECCHAHCTBOM U 3KCIIAHCMOHHM3MOM, TOTaJU-
TapHBIM MOJABJICHUEM HWHAKOMBIC/IHA, aBTOPUTAPHBIM CTPOCM BJIACTH,
IIPU KOTOPOM TOJTHOCTBIO OTCYTCTBYET KOHTPOJIb OOIIECTBEHHOCTH HaJl
MPUHATHEM BOXHEHIINX PEHICHU B 00NAaCTH BHYTPEHHEH M BHEIIHEH
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MOJIUTHKH, TOCYJAPCTBO 3aKpbITOE — 0€3 MH(POPMUPOBAHHS TPAKIAH O
4eM-ITH00 CYIIECTBEHHOM, 3aKPBITOE JIJIsl BHEIIHETO MUpPa, €3 CBOOO B
MEPEABIKCHUS M MH(POPMAITMOHHOTO 00MeHa. S Bce ke He X0y, YTOOBI
9TH XapaKTEPUCTHKH TTOHUMAIIUCH JTOTMAaTHYECKH. $1 OTTAIKMBAIOCh OT
«reopuu cuMMeTpum». Ho kakas-to (1 OoJbImas) IO UCTHHBI €CTh
B Hell. McTuHa Bcerma HeogHo3HayHa. Kakue BBIBOABI U3 BCETO DTOTO
caenytot? Uto Hago aenats Ham 3aech (T. €. B CCCP) unm tam (T. €. Ha
3amane)? Ha Takue BOmpoCH! HENMb3s1 OTBETUTH B JIBYX CJIOBaX, J1a U KTO
3HaeT oTBeT?.. Haneroch, 4To HUKTO — MPOPOKHU 70 100pa HE JOBOIAT.
Ho, He naBast OKOHUATEIHHOTO OTBETA, HAJIO BCE JK€ HEOTCTYITHO TyMaTh
00 3TOM ¥ COBETOBAaTh JPYTUM, KaK TOACKA3EIBAIOT Pa3yM M COBECTb.
U Bor BaMm cynps — cka3anu Obl HAIIK AeIbl 1 0aOyIIK.

B aroit aBomrorimn CaxapoB, OIWH W3 BBICHIMX JKCIEPTOB 1O CTpa-
TErMYeCKOMY PaBHOBECHIO, OMUPAJICS Ha CBOE 3HAHUE TOTO, KaK MpPUHU-
MaJIuCh BEICIIHE rocynapcTBeHHbIe perneHns B CCCP, u cBoe moHNMaHue
SIOXHU PAKETHO-SACPHOTO OPYXKUS, KOrJja MUPOBasl BOMHA MPOI0JIKATIACh
01 He OoJtee gaca 1 MpuBea ObI K THOETH BCETro YeloBeuecTBa. Takoe Ha-
YYHO-TEXHUYECKOE TII00ATBHO-HCTOPUIECKOE «OOCTOSITENTBCTBOY» JIOMAET
BCIO MapKCHUCTCKYIO TEOPUIO KIIaCCOBOM O0phOBI, mpuayMannyto B XIX B.:
3a 9ac He YCTPOUTh HH JeMOHCTpAIlNH, HA 3a0aCTOBKH.

Takoe He MOIIU MIPEIBUIETH OCHOBOMOJIOXKHUKYA MapKCHU3Ma. A eciu
OBI y3HAIN, K KAKUM COITAATLHO-UCTOPUIECKIM TIOCIICIACTBUSAM MPUBEICT
Hay4YHO-TEXHHUYECKUN TPOTpecc, TO, BIIOJIHE BEPOSITHO, KPEMKO 3aJyMa-
JIUCh ObI HaJl CBOUM «MaTePUATUCTHUSCKUM TOHUMAaHUEM UCTOPUIY.

[ToMrMo Tpex M3BECTHHIX MCTOYHMKOB MapKCH3Ma OBLT elie OuH,
HE MCHEE Ba)KHbIH, — MEPBBIA COIMAILHO-D)KOHOMUYECKUI TpuyMd co-
BPEMEHHOTO €CTECTBO3HAHNUS, BOIUTOTUBIHICS B 1830-X T. B airekTpomar-
HUTHOM Tenerpade. [lepoe modanbHOE TPAKTHYECKOE CIEACTBUE YHCTO-
HAyYHOTO MCCIeOBaHUs NOMOIIo (uinocodaM 3aX0TeTh U3MEHUTH MHP
CBOEH «HAy4YHO-UCTOPUUYECKON» Teopueil. 11 He yAMBHUTENbHO, YTO IpU
3TOM K MHpY JIIOZIE — K YeJIOBEKOBEACHHIO — OHU MTPUMEHWIIH yKe OIpaB-
JABIIYIOCS METOOJIOTHIO €CTECTBO3HAHUS, KOTOpasi OMUpasach Ha HIIEIO
BCeOOMMX (yHIaMEHTANBHBIX 3aKOHOB. OTTalKWBasCh OT JOCTYITHOMU
HaOJIFONICHUIO AMITUPHUSCKON MCTOpHH 3amagHoW IUBHIN3amH, Mapkc
M300peN CBOM aKCMOMATHYECKHE TOHSTHS, HAAEsICh HAa WX TIOOAIBHYIO
IPUIOKUMOCTh. CIIOTKHYBIIMCH O HEMHOTHE OCTYITHEIE TOTNIA 3HAHUS O
JIPYTUX IUBUIN3ANNSAX, OH BBIHYXKICH OBLT BBECTH MOHSATHE «a3UaTCKOTO
croco0a MPOU3BOACTBA», HO HE CyMeJ BKIIOUUTH 3TO MOHATUE B «TEOPHIO
HCTOPHI», MPETSHIYIONIYI0 Ha YHUBEPCAIBHOCTb.

OTtkpeiTust Hugpma U ero Kojuier B UCCIEAOBaHUSIX IPYTHX [UBUIIH-
3aIiii 03HAMEHOBAIM HOBYIO JIIOXY B MOHWMAaHWU TI00abHON MCTOPUHU
KynsTyphl. PacmpuB o6iacTh uccienoBaHus 3a npenensl EBponsl, oHH
(aKTHYECKN TOKa3alH, YTO YHHUBEPCAIBbHBIX 3aKOHOB MCTOPHH HET, YTO
K YeJIOBEKOBEJEHHIO METOBI €CTeCTBO3HAHUS MPUIOKHUMBI JIUIIh OY€Hb
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OTPaHWYEHHO H YTO, CTAJIO OBITh, MAPKCHU3M — HE YHUBEPCAIbHAS NCTHHA.
MoXHO cKa3aTh, UTO MapKCHU3M — «IVIyOOKas UCTHHa» B cMbicie Humbca
Bopa, T. €. 4TO POTHUBOIONOKHOE TIOHUMAaHKE — TOXKE «IITYOOKasi UCTHHAY.
B HEKOTOPBIX UCTOPUUECKHX SBJICHUSX MaTepUAIbHOE OBITHE ONpeIeisieT
CO3HaHWE, B JIPYTHX, HANpPOTUB, CO3HaHME ompezenseT Obitie. O0 3TOM
TOBOPUT MCTOPHSI COBPEMEHHOMN HAYKH, MOJCKa3aBIIas «OnOIeHCKUi» OT-
BeT Ha Bompoc Humama. O ToM ke TOBOPUT MUPOITIOOWUBEIN H€ATH3M U
OuOneiickuii TyMaHU3M BEIMYalINX TBOPIIOB COBPEMEHHOM HayKH.

Atenct Mapkc Ha3Baj PEIUTHI0 «OMMMYMOM IS HApOJa», BKIIAIbI-
Bas B 3TO HE TOJHKO OOBUHHUTEIBHBIN, HO U «MEIULIUHCKUIN, ETUTENb-
HO-00e300/IMBaOMUN CMBICH. |75 HAa MCTOPUIO MapKCH3Ma, MOXKHO
CKa3arb, 4TO y4deHHe Mapkca ObUIO HAPKOTHKOM JIsi MHTEJIUT€HIINH,
OXBAu€HHOH OJaruM — BITOJIHE OMOIEHCKIM — yCTpEeMIICHHEM 3aIllUTHUTh
YHIDKEHHBIX U OCKOPOJIEHHBIX, OCBOOOANTH TPYASIINXCS OT YTHETCHHUS.
B kanyn XX B. HayKommooOHast TEOpHsl MapKCHU3Ma COOIa3HsIIa IPSIMBIM
IyTeM K CBETJIOMY OyIyIIeMy W ImoMoraja pyCCKOW MHTEITUTeHIIUH TIe-
pPEHOCHTH KOHTpacThl mopedopmenHoi Poccuu. Ha arencrudeckuii Hap-
KOTHK TOJCEIN Ha KaKOe-TO BpeMs Jake JIIOAM, OapEHHBIE PEeITUTHO3-
HbIM 4yBCTBOM, Kak H. bepases.

Mexay AByMsI «HapKOTHKaMU» €CTh, OJHAKO, OTPOMHOE pa3iuyHe.
Penurno3nslii BO3HUK B TITyOMHE BEKOB HEKHM €CTECTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM B
HEPa3pbIBHOM CIUIETEHHH CO BCEH KYJIBTYpOH H, TOMHMO 00e3001H1Bar0-
IeTo IEHCTBHS, OKa3all U MOIIIHOE CTUMYJIUPYIOIIee BIUSHIE Ha pa3BUTHE
KYJIBTYPBI U HA pOXKJIEHUE COBPEMEHHOM HayKd. A MapKCUCTCKUI «CHHTE-
3UPOBATINY, «CXUMUYHINY, TUIIH B cepennHe XIX B. u 6e3 mpoBepky Ha
MBIIIaX IPUMEHWIN cpa3y K JItoAsM. biarue HamepeHus] CHHTE3aTOpOB U
WX TOCJeNoBaTeNeld MPUBETH K TaKUM Pe3ysIbTaraM, 4TO OT HHUX A0 CHX
IIOp HE MOTYT 04yXaThCs HECKOJIBKO CTPaH.

MOoXHO AymaTbh, YTO OCHOBATEIN MapKCHU3Ma, y3HAaB O MOCIEICTBHUIX
CBOMX TEOPHH M 0 Pa3BUTHH INIOOATHHON MCTOPUH HAYKH, IIEPECMOTPENH
OBl CBOM B3IVISABL. Beap OHU CUMTANH, YTO «C KAHCObIM COCMABNAIOUUM
9NOXY OMKPbIMUEM 0ddice 6 eCmecmeeHHOUCMOPUYecKou obnacmu ma-
mepuanuzm HeuzoexncHo 0ondicen usmensamo ceoio gopmy» [Engels, 1886,
p. 286], a ABaALATHINM BEK OTKPHLT MHOTO 3II0XAJIbHO HOBOTO U B COIHAIIb-
HO-HCTOpHYECKOH o0macTh. Tpe3Bbie UTOTH Pa3BUTHS U PACTBOPEHUS Map-
KCH3Ma B MCTOPWH TIOABEN BBIAAIOIIHMICS KpuTHueckuii Mapkcuct JI. Ko-
nakoBckuii [Kolakowski, 1978].

A WTOT HaHHOH CTaThH 5 MOABEN ObI MPU3HAHMEM MHOTOBEKOBOTO U
TUIOIOTBOPHOTO (HMIIOCO(CKOTO B3aMMOJICHCTBUS MaTepHain3Ma U uiea-
Ju3Ma, Teu3Ma u aten3ma B (GOpMUPOBAHIH MUPOITIOONBOTO T'yMaHU3Ma.
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The scope of this paper is to examine the perspectives for a
pedagogy of science for social justice situated in the framework
of Marxism by proceeding to an analysis and a contemporary
evaluation of the work of the scholars who are considered as
the initiators of the Marxist history of science. In this paper
therefore, | review N. Bukharin’s and B. Hessen’s seminal papers
as presented in the 2" International Congress of History of
Science and Technology in 1931 in London. This Congress was
marked by the appearance of the Soviet delegation influencing a
generation of radical scientists in Britain with the most prominent
figure being J. Bernal. | present J. Bernal’s views as developed
in his most important work “The Social Function of Science”
with an emphasis on his writings on science education and the
role of science teachers for the emancipation of society. Finally,
| present the work of the Austromarxist and member of the Left
Vienna Circle E. Zilsel on “The Social Origin of Modern Science”
contemplating on his work as an adult educator in the period that
Vienna was governed by the Austrian Social Democratic Workers
Party. Emphasis is placed on the role of science and education as
a vehicle for raising proletarian self-awareness. The analysis of the
legacies and works of these scholars of the Marxist tradition in the
history of science shows that it can form the basis for a Marxist
pedagogy of science that can change society and its practices in
our epoch when education in science and pedagogy of science
are considered one of the most important pillars of contemporary
science policy.
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Lenbto aaHHOM paboTbl ABNAETCA M3yyeHue NepcnekTuB npe-
NnoAaBaHWA HayKW ANA NOALEPHKAHMA COLMANbHOW cnpaseaan-
BocTU. MNMpobnema paccmaTpuBaeTca B KOHTEKCTe paboT npea-
cTaBuTeNel KNacCMYecKoro MapKCcM3ma, a TaKKe COBPeMeHHbIX
POAOHAYaNbHUKOB MapKCUCTCKOW MCTOPUM HayKu. B aTol cTa-
Tbe aHaNU3MPYIOTCA KAtoueBble paboTbl byxapuHa u lecceHa Ha
BTopom mexayHapoAHOM KOHrpecce no uctopuu un dpunocodun
Hayku B 1931 r. B J/loHgoHe. IToT KoHrpecc 6bin1 03HamMeHOBaH
NnoABNEHMEM COBETCKOM Aenerauuun, KoTopasa okasana BAUAHUE
Ha Lenoe NoKofeHne pajuKanbHbIX y4eHbIX B BennkobputaHmm.
W Hanbonee 3ameTHOW durypoi 3geco 6bin K. BepHan. B cTa-
Tbe aHanusmpytotca B3magbl k. bepHana, npepctaBneHHble
B ero camoi BaxHoW pabore «CoumanbHaa GYHKUMA HayKu».
Ocobblii aKUEeHT caenaH Ha ero Tpygax o HayyHom obpasosa-
HUW 1 PONM yYeHbIX-NpenogasaTeneit B NpoLeccax coumanbHomn
amaHcunaumun. Takxe B cTaTbe npeacTaBneHa paborta aBcTpuin-
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YTO MAPKCUCTCKAA HCTOPUA HAYKHN MOXKET...

CKOro MapKCucTa u «NeBoro» npeacrasntens BeHCKOro Kpyka
E. Unnb3sena «O coumanbHOM MPOUCXOKAEHUN COBPEMEHHOM
Hayku». Ocoboe BHMMaHMWe yaensetca ponu Hayku u obpaso-
BaHWA KaK CpefCcTB BOCMUTAHUA NPONETAapPCKOro CaMOCO3HAHMA.
AHanus Hacneama n TPYAO0B 3TUX Y4EHbIX-MapKCMUCTOB NOKa3blBa-
eT, uTo duNocoduUa HayKM MOXKET CTaTb OCHOBOM NpenoaaBaHus
HayKu, cnocobHoW M3MeHUTb OBLLECTBO M B Hally 3MOXy, Koraa
HayyHoe 06pa3oBaHMe CYMTAETCA OAHMM U3 BarKHEMLIMUX CTON-
NOB COBPEMEHHOMN HayYHOW MONUTUKMN.

Knioveable cnoea: mapKcu3am, UCTOpUA Hayku, ByxapuH, lecceH,
BepHan, Unnb3enb

Introduction

The relation between Marxism and the history of science has been a topic
with a long history. From the very first appearance of the Soviet delegation
headed by Nikolai Bukharin at the 2nd International Congress of the
History of Science in London in 1931, till the second decade of the 21st
century a substantial body of literature exists that studies this topic, which
is full of ambivalent issues.

This is not only due to the variety of approaches on the subject but also
has to do with inherent problems both in the interpretation of Marxism and
the methodological issues in the history of science, mainly the “internal”
vs “external” debate.

As it has been explicitly stated in our previous papers [Skordoulis,
2008; Skordoulis, 2015], Marxism cannot be considered as a unified body
of work. The dichotomy between critical and scientific Marxism of the
previous decades has given in nowadays its place to a renewed dichotomy
between the various post-Marxism(s) (postmodern, cultural etc.) and
scientific Marxism [Harvey, 1990; Eagleton, 1996; Callinicos, 1989].
The key issues in this renewed dichotomy are the social construction of
knowledge and historical determinism [Meiksins-Wood, 1997]. 1 will
further analyze these two issues with relevance to the nature of science and
its historical development.

The most vivid illustration of constructivist epistemology is the claim
that science is just a knowledge system of the West, an expression of the
imperialistic and oppressive principles on which Western society is based.
The thesis for the social construction of knowledge traces its roots to the
tradition of the sociology of science that includes figures such as K. Marx,
K. Mannheim and R. Merton. The crucial difference between these
prominent figures of the past and the social constructivist epistemology
is the issue of realism. None of them ever denied that science, despite
being situated in specific social contexts, provides knowledge of reality
independent of our social practices.
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For social constructivism, reality itself is socially constructed and
therefore we cannot distinguish between the knower and the known.
Social constructivist epistemology confuses the forms of knowledge with
its objects. It asserts that not only the theories of science are a historical
construct that has taken different forms in different social contexts but
that natural entities themselves are also socially constructed. This is
the consequence of the epistemological position that human knowledge
is totally and inescapably enclosed within particular cultures and social
interests and therefore humans cannot comprehend reality.

Marxists reject the view that science can be adequately understood
in abstraction from the social and historical context in which it develops
and at the same time, reject the currently fashionable view that science is
merely a social construct lacking any objective validity.

The author of this paper adheres to critical scientific Marxism, a notion
introduced by the Marxist economist Ernest Mandel [Mandel, 1986] and
supports the view that science possesses a certain degree of cognitive
autonomy independent of the social and cultural context in which it develops.

Unlike the internalist rationalists who believe that science can be un-
derstood as a self-contained body of ideas with a fixed method that guar-
antees its rationality and objectivity, critical scientific Marxists argue that
science is a socially embedded practice and that its basic concepts and
methods have changed historically. Unlike the social constructivists who
conclude that because science is a social practice with no fixed canon of
methodological principles, its findings have no objective validity, critical
scientific Marxists claim that science is a way of discovering the world’s
hidden causal structure and that the development of science may help to
undermine assumptions which reflect the dominant ideology of the particu-
lar social formation.

The issue of historical determinism touching upon Marx’s theory of
history is equally important. Marx employed a materialist conception of
history which he combined with a dialectic of emergence and contingency.
Marx’s materialism is not contained within the critique of capitalism but it
is Marx’s critique of capitalism that is contained within a materialist view
of history, constituted by the “materialist conception of history,” on one
hand, and the “materialist conception of nature” on the other.

There can be no greater distortion of historical materialism than
to conceive it as leading to a strict determinism that then becomes a
pseudo-scientific basis on which to prophesy historical developments
before they happen.

Indeed, Marx’s theory of history looks at societies as totalities where
change happens because of internal contradictions in those societies.
Historical ‘truth’ is in the process of change, not in any individual part or
event, or even in the end result. The ‘outcome’ of events is not determined
in advance [Meiksins-Wood, 1984].
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Far from a mechanical materialism, Marx advocated a materialism
grounded in an anti-teleological conception of “evolution as an open-end-
ed process of natural history, governed by contingency but open to rational
explanation” [Foster, 2000, p. 15-16].

Recent research in Marxist theory of history has focused on the notion
of historical contingency. Historical contingency is not antithetical to
Marxism but is of its very essence. History has no end; and the present as
history is always both constrained and contingent [ Gasper, 1998]. An open-
ended, non-teleological outlook is characteristic of historical materialism
as opposed to the notion of “the end of history” of the postmodernists.

This paper is structured as follows: in the Introduction I give a brief
exposition of the two main issues occupying the central scene of the
debate between Marxists and various forms of postmarxism describing the
characteristic features of an open critical scientific Marxism of our epoch.

In Section 1, I analyze Bukharin’s paper presented in the 1931 London
Congress which articulates a Marxist theory of science based on the concept
of social practice arriving at the conclusion that science is political and that
the idea of the self-sufficient character of science (“science for science’s
sake”) is naive.

In Section 2, I review the Hessen Theses as outlined in the 1931 Lon-
don paper giving emphasis on the interaction between science and technol-
ogy and on the difficulty to apply a demarcation criterion between the two
disciplines.

In Section 3, I give a brief exposition of J. Bernal’s ideas on science
education as outlined in his “The Social Function of Science”. I make
special reference to his ideas about “Science for all” and about the role of
the science teachers.

In Section 4, firstly I review the Zilsel thesis about the social roots
of modern science highlighting the relation between the scholar and the
craftsman and secondly following Zilsel’s career as an adult educator dur-
ing the period of “Red Vienna” I give an exposition as of how the popu-
lar education movement tried to fulfill the task of raising proletarian self-
awareness thus making a significant contribution towards the education of
the working classes.

Finally, in the Epilogue, I combine the conclusions of the four sections
in outlining the main features of a Marxist pedagogy of Science based on
the notion of social justice.
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1. Bukharin

In his early years, Bukharin sided with the mechanists of Stepanov against
the dialecticians of Deborin in the debates within the Bolshevik Party. In his
Personal Confession written in July 2, 1937 he admits of having “a certain
heretical inclination to the empirio-critics”'. He believed that Marxists
should study the most advanced work in the natural and social sciences and
cleanse it of the idealism inherent in the Hegelian formulations.

In Historical Materialism [Bukharin, 1969], he interpreted dialectics
in terms of the “concept of equilibrium™. For his schema, Bukharin was
criticised by those Marxists educated in the classical German philosophy
who saw the origins of Marxism in this intellectual tradition.

Reading Historical Materialism in his prison cell in Italy, Antonio
Gramsci [1971] wrote an extended critique of Bukharin, whom he regarded
as the embodiment of a positivistic tendency within Marxism.

Georg Lukacs, associated with a neo-Hegelian interpretation of
Marxism, also criticised Bukharin. Lukacs’ critique of Bukharin is
exhibited in his article: “Technology and Social Relations” [Lukacs, 1966].
In this article, Lukacs does not confine himself to a purely philosophical
critique but examines crucial areas of the Marxist interpretation of history
in order to combat the evolutionist determinism which descended from the
Second International and replace it with a theory of revolutionary action.

Lukacs was highly critical of Bukharin because of his preoccupation
with Natural Sciences. According to Lukacs, the closeness of Bukharin‘s
theory to scientific materialism derives from his use of science as a model
thus allowing positivism to enter into the study of society.

Later in the °30’s, Bukharin studied Engels’s Dialectics of Nature and
Lenin’s Philosophical Notebooks but paid also great attention to the writings
of Hegel. In his writings in the 1930s, Bukharin came to a new understanding
of dialectics and to the relationship of Marxism to Hegel. This new approach
to dialectics appears explicitly in his paper: “Theory and Practice from the
Standpoint of Dialectical Materialism™ [Bukharin, 1931].

In 1931, Bukharin led the Soviet delegation to the 2™ International
History of Science and Technology Congress in London. Bukharin was
already the Director of the newly founded Institute for the History of
Science and Technology of the Soviet Academy of Sciences®.

' Nikolai Bukharin “Avtobiografiia” p. 55, cited in Cohen, op. cit. p. 14.

2 ie. the conflict of opposing forces causes a disturbance of equilibrium, a new combina-
tion of forces leads to the restoration of equilibrium.

The Soviet Union was the first country in the world to establish a specialized institution
for the study of the history of technology and science. In 1921, the Russian Academy of
Sciences organized the Commission on the History of Knowledge, which in 1931 was
transformed into the Institute for the History of Science and Technology under the di-
rection of Bukharin. The institute published in 1933-36 several volumes of the Archive

3
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In 1933, Bukharin edited Marxism and Modern Thought, a collection
of essays with important discussions on Marxism and the Natural Sciences.
The collection was published by the Academy of Sciences to commemorate
the 50™ anniversary of the death of Marx. In his paper, “Marx’s Teaching and
its Historical Importance”, Bukharin took greater note of the Hegelian roots
of Marxism and he engaged in a polemic with other philosophical trends
of the times: logical positivism, pragmatism, gestalt, neo-Kantianism, neo-
Hegelianism etc. These were the themes he took up again in his prison cell in
1937 in his “Philosophical Arabesques” [Bukharin, 2005].

In 1936, Stalin accused the Institute of the History of Science and
Technology of being the center of an anti-Soviet conspiracy. Bukharin
and a number of other scholars prominent in the field were arrested and
executed, including the author of the famous 1931 essay on Newton, Boris
Hessen. The Institute of the History of Science and Technology, which had
pioneered the field worldwide, was abolished and not re-established until
1944 [Graham, 1973, 2001].

Bukharin’s “Theory and Practice from the Standpoint of Dialectical
Materialism” outlines the epistemological importance of the problem
of the relation of theory and practice and examines the relation between
theory and practice from a sociological viewpoint setting the basis for a
social history of science.

In his paper, Bukharin attempts to base the development of human
history and consequently of the history of science in the interrelation
between theory and practice. He explicitly states that both theory and
practice are steps in the joint process of the reproduction of social life.

Bukharin then elaborates that the interaction between theory and
practice develops on the basis of the primacy of practice: the sciences
«grow» out of practice and the practice of material labour is the constant
motive force of the whole of social development.

For Bukharin, the external world is not static but has a history. The
relations between the knowing subject and the knowable object are historical.
Linking the process of knowledge with the economic base of production
(mode of production) through their historicity he arrives at the statement that
the “modes of production” and the “modes of conception”, are historical.

Consequently, “truth” can be understood historically as a process and
this means that at any given time we know to a certain extent. Therefore,
one cannot talk on the basis of absolute truth. Truth is always approximate.

Truth is associated with science and the function of science, according
to Bukharin is primarily the “function of orientation in the external world
and in society, the function of a peculiar struggle with nature, with the

of the History of Science and Technology, devoted to the elaboration of a Marxist ap-
proach, with strong emphasis on socioeconomic analysis. After the arrest and execution
of Bukharin, this field of scholarship was reestablished only on Stalin’s personal inter-
vention in 1944.
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elemental progress of social development, with the classes hostile to the
given socio-historical order”. Science and society are inextricably linked.
Science functions in society by extending and deepening practice. The
function of science in society is therefore political. Science is a weapon
against capitalism in the same way that Enlightenment and the French
revolution has used science and science education as a weapon against
aristocracy and the feudal order. Therefore, the idea of the self-sufficient
character of science (“science for science’s sake™) is naive.

Hessen

Boris Hessen (1893—1936) studied physics at the University of Edinburgh
(1913-1914) and then at the St. Petersburg University (1914-1917). He
joined the Red Army and became member of the Revolutionary Military
Council (1919-1921). He graduated from the Red Professor’s Institute
in Moscow in 1928. He became a physics professor and the chair of the
Physics Department at the Moscow State University in 1931. In 1933 he
was elected a member of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

From 1934 to 1936 Hessen was a deputy director of the Physics In-
stitute in Moscow headed by S.I. Vavilov. On August 22, 1936 Hessen
was arrested. He was secretly tried by a military tribunal, found guilty on
December 20, 1936 and executed by shooting on the same day. On April
21, 1956 he was rehabilitated.

In 1931, Hessen delivered his famous paper “The Socio-Economic
Roots of Newton’s Principia” at the 2™ International Congress of the
History of Science and Technology in London, which became foundational
in the history of science and led to modern studies of scientific revolutions
and sociology of science.

Hessen’s paper provides a detailed analysis of the way in which
classical physics was rooted in the economic and technological
developments of the 17th century, decisively refuting the ‘individual
genius’ view of the history of science. Hessen focuses on the period of the
English Revolution of the 1640s and examines the impact on theoretical
physics of factors such as communications, water transport, mining,
armaments and ballistics.

But Hessen does not offer a crudely reductionist view. While economic
and technical factors play a crucial role in shaping the development
of science, they are not the whole story, and Hessen also discusses the
influence of philosophical and political ideas, arguing that it is necessary to
analyze more fully Newton’s epoch, the class struggles during the English
Revolution and the political, philosophical and religious theories reflected
in the minds of the contemporaries of these struggles.
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Hessen’s outstanding essay remains to this day the high watermark
of 20th century Marxist analyses of science, expertly tracing the way in
which a major scientific theory emerged from the interplay of material and
ideological factors.

In the quite recent book of Freudenthal and McLaughlin [2009], the
three theses developed by Hessen are briefly presented as:

The first thesis concerns the relation of economic and technological
developments in the early modern period and the relation of these two to
the emergence of modern science: Theoretical mechanics developed in
the study of machine technology.

The second thesis draws the converse conclusion: In those areas where
seventeenth-century scientists could not draw on an existing technology
(heat engines, electric motors and generators) the corresponding
disciplines of physics (thermodynamics, electrodynamics) did not
develop.

The third thesis concerns the ideological constraints placed on science in
England at the time of the “class compromise” or “Glorious Revolution”
(1688): Because of this compromise Newton drew back from fully
endorsing the mechanization of the world picture and adapted his concept
of matter so as to be able to introduce God into the material world.

Hessen’s topic is the Scientific Revolution that culminated in the
seventeenth century, which according to Freudenthal and McLaughlin
[2009] had been prepared by developments since the thirteenth or
fourteenth century.

Hessen views mechanics and not cosmology (e. g. the Copernican
Revolution) to be the core of the scientific revolution. This is in itself
significant in as much as he focuses not on the conflict between a geocentric
and a heliocentric worldview, but rather on the mechanization of the world
picture, in which natural phenomena are explained, like machines, by
mechanical laws of motion only.

Such correlations do not yet present a thesis on the emergence of
modern science. The correlations have to be explicated and explained.
There would seem to be two alternatives to explain the correlation. The
first takes technology to be the goal of science and perhaps the motive for
pursuing science in the first place. The second takes technology to be the
precondition of science [Skordoulis, 2012].

This can be summarized in the following two theses:

A. Technology was developed in order to facilitate economic develop-
ment, and science studied the particular problems that it studied in order
to improve technology.

B. Technology was developed in order to facilitate economic develop-
ment, and science developed by means of the study of the technology
that was being applied or developed.
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Hessen is not asserting that our distinct disciplines existed at the
time but rather that these disciplines are what arose out of the study of
these problems to technology. Is technology the goal of seventeenth-
century science or rather its subject matter? The first expresses the
position usually attributed to Marxist historiography of science while
the second explains why the rise of technology also gave rise to a new
conceptualization of natural phenomena, why these new concepts did
indeed find reference in the real world by way of technology, and finally
also why this conceptualization of nature seemed plausible within certain
strata of society.

Hessen’s essay initiated a new field of study that has been subsequent-
ly called “social history of science”.

Hessen’s paper has been studied extensively by Western historians
of science. Without endorsing Hessen’s approach, Western historians
of science applied his logic to explain the origins of his views. When
publishing the ““socio-political roots of Boris Hessen”, Graham [1985]
characterized Hessen’s paper as primarily a response to the contemporary
situation in the USSR and in particular to the suspicious attitude of Soviet
Marxists to Einstein’s relativity theory.

Hessen, a physicist himself, tried to defend Einstein’s theory.
According to Graham [1985], Hessen wished to differentiate between the
social origins of science and its cognitive value. He knew that he would
have an easier time convincing Soviet Marxists that Newtonian physics
had enduring value despite its bourgeois social origins than he would
demonstrating that the still little understood relativity theory also must be
valued despite its social origins in capitalistic central Europe.

One has also to note that in the flourishing field of Science Studies
(or Science, Technology Studies — STS) the contribution of Marxism in
the field is not disputed and research is to a large extent based on Marxist
methodology. Introductory textbooks such as those of Hess [1997] and
Ziman [1984] make lengthy favourable references to the Hessen’s theses
on the interaction of science and technology.

Bernal

Tragically, the period of intellectual vitality which had begun with the 1917
October revolution, come almost at an end in the late 30s. Bukharin and
Hessen, among many others, were to become victims of Stalin’s purges.
But “Science at the Crossroads” [Werskey, 1971] influenced a gen-
eration of radical scientists in Britain who turned to Marxism and became
excellent popularisers of science and promoters of science education.
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Werskey [1978] has written a collective biography of these famous
British Marxist scientists. His Visible College includes Hyman Levy,
J. B. S. Haldane, Lancelot Hogben, J. D. Bernal and Joseph Needham®.

P. M. S. Blackett, who became President of the Royal Society and a
Nobel Laureate, and J. G. Crowther who is considered to be the first sci-
ence journalist and was science editor of Oxford University Press were al-
so influenced by the papers of the Soviet delegation in the 1931 Congress.

These scientists founded a tradition that produced a number of influ-
ential popular and scholarly works. The most influential single work in this
tradition was J. D. Bernal’s The Social Function of Science [Bernal, 1939].
This publication was followed by a number of books, the most relevant of
which are The Freedom of Necessity [Bernal, 1949] and the four-volume
Science in History [Bernal, 1954].

Bernal worked tirelessly for the cause of socially responsible science.
He felt that the progress of science was sufficient to alleviate the many prob-
lems that confront humankind. He believed that science should concern itself
in a planned way to improving the lot of humankind [Ravetz, 1971, p. 312].

With the flux of time his grand design, which seemed so radical in the
30s and 40s now appears to be an essential part of the writings and con-
ference papers which abound on the subject of Science, Technology and
Society (STS).

Bernal’s view of science is best represented by the following passage
from his work: Already we have in the practice of science the prototype
for all human common action. The task which the scientists have under-
taken — the understanding and control of nature and of man himself — is
merely the conscious expression of the task of human society. The methods
by which this task is attempted, however imperfectly they are realized, are
the methods by which humanity is most likely to secure its own future. In its
endeavour, science is communism [Bernal, 1939, p. 414].

Bernal was deeply concerned with the state of science education [Ber-
nal, 1946]. His criticisms have been echoed down the decades by others
but his suggestions are still relevant. In The Social Function of Science he
wrote that the chief benefit of science education is that it teaches a child
about the actual universe in which he is living, and how to think logically
by studying the method of science. He insists that the way in which edu-
cated people respond to pseudo-science such as spiritualism or astrology,
not to say more dangerous ones such as racial theories, shows that previ-
ous years of education in the method of science in Britain or Germany has
produced no visible effect whatsoever [Bernal, 1939, p. 72].

4 Werskey’s work refers exclusively to Britain. Well-known Marxists scientists in the

anglo-saxon world are also Benjamin Farrington and Dirk Struik. Generations of
Marxists scientists and educators appeared and flourished nearly everywhere in the
western world with the most celebrated declaration being Albert Einstein’s “Why I am
a Socialist” (Monthly Review, Vol. 1, No. 1).
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Bernal devoted fifteen pages of The Social Function to “Chang-
ing the Teaching of Science”. He advocated introducing an element of
discovery into science teaching, thus predating the discovery-learning
movement. He has also argued for the inclusion of questions of social
responsibility in the teaching of science — another contemporary theme.
Also of contemporary significance is his call for teaching Science for All
which would empower citizens through developing their abilities to see
that everyone not only has a general picture of the world in terms of mod-
ern knowledge, but also appreciates and can use the type of argument on
which that knowledge is based, to be able to safeguard themselves from
‘anti-rational tendencies which are otherwise at the command of all reac-
tionary forces’ [Bernal, 1939, p. 248] and to provide an understanding of
the place of science in society to enable the citizen appreciate the impact
of science on society.

In making these suggestions, Bernal was asking for radical changes
in the science teaching of his day. Bernal emphasized the important role
of science teachers. For Bernal, science teachers, with their special knowl-
edge, represented one of society’s great resources, and it was important
that this resource should be used for the benefit of society. At the same
time in addressing practical, and controversial social problems and in giv-
ing leadership to their students they would need to be thoughtful, aware
that ‘anti-scientific and anti-social forces are powerfully entrenched in the
school system’ [Bernal 1949, p. 143]. He believed that if school teachers
knew their job they would be able to convince the society that a rational
approach to social problems is not politics but plain common sense [Cross
and Price, 1988]. Bernal’s general attitude on science teaching is given
epigrammatically: “Science and education are powerful weapons for the
defence of democracy, and for making possible the extension and develop-
ment of democracy in the direction of an ordered, yet free, co-operative
community” [Bernal, 1949, p. 158].

Zilsel

The Austrian Marxist Edgar Zilsel (1891-1944) was a mathematician,
a physicist and a philosopher, and one of the most interesting Marxist
intellectuals of the Vienna Circle.

Against Neurath, Carnap, and even Schlick, he held that there
are legitimate, genuinely philosophical problems that can neither be
transformed into logical or empirical questions nor be conceived as
only problems of language. From the early 1920s, he became absorbed
in the investigation of the conditions under which ideas, theories and
knowledge arise.
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Although many features of the Vienna Circle’s philosophy have been
re-discovered and re-appreciated during the last quarter of the last century,
Zilsel has remained relatively unknown among philosophers until recently,
when a collection of his works was published [Zilsel, 2000].

Recent scholarship [Uebel, 2005] presents a revised view of the his-
tory and philosophy of a ‘left wing’ in the Vienna Circle, challenging the
conventional representation of Logical Empiricism as politically con-
formist. Uebel’s work is a representative exposition of the Left Vienna
Circle (LVC) thesis. Uebel argues that a group within the Vienna Circle,
comprised of Otto Neurath, Rudolf Carnap, Hans Hahn, and Phillip Frank,
developed a critical and politically engaged early political philosophy
of science. According to Uebel [2005], LVC logical empiricism differed
from the neutralist logical empiricism later popularized in North America.
LVC members believed that by providing conceptual tools to facilitate the
progress of science, philosophy may participate in the advancement of
emancipatory politics. Describing LVC logical empiricism as ‘critical and
politically engaged’, Uebel implies that Carnap, Neurath and others share
common theoretical interests, tools, and questions of present-day social
epistemologists, feminist philosophers of science, and others, interested in
the possibilities of a political or politically engaged philosophy of science.
Uebel focuses primarily on the conviction of some members of the Vienna
Circle that philosophy of science has political implications and is part of a
larger progressive project.

Zilsel joined the Social-Democratic Workers Party (SDAP) in 1918
and became active in the Workers Education Movement. He did not obtain
an academic post and became one of the most active teachers at the Adult
Education Centers (Wiener Volkshochschulen) and the Pedagogical Institute
of Vienna that played a crucial part in ‘Red Vienna’s’ education program?’.

As well as teaching in secondary school, Zilsel also taught at the
Vienna institutes of adult higher education. From the academic year
1922/23 onwards, the school authorities granted him leave of absence so
that he could take up a ‘teaching assignment for philosophy and physics’ at
the Volksheim (people’s institute). Thereafter he worked uninterruptedly in
popular education in the city until he was dismissed by the Austro-Fascist
regime in 1934.

3 “Red Vienna”, a term describing the city during its political control by the Social-

Democratic Workers Party (SDAP) in the 1920s, forms the immediate political context
of the Vienna Circle. Led by Otto Bauer, Max Adler, Friedrich Adler, Karl Renner and
Rudolf Hilferdig, the SDAP embraced an approach to Marxism that came to be known
as Austromarxism, drawing heavily on Marxist, Machian, and neo-Kantian ideas.
During the 1920s, the SDAP carried out municipal reforms to aid the new urban indus-
trial working class, instituting libraries, schools, lecture series, vast housing complexes,
sports leagues, and free medical care. The SDAP also established programs encourag-
ing ‘cultural change’ among the working class.
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Following Austria’s Anschluss in 1938, Zilsel left Vienna for London.
In April 1939, he emigrated to the USA. Within a very short time after
his arrival in New York, Zilsel was able to establish contact with Max
Horkheimer, the director of the International Institute of Social Research
(IISR) — the emigrated Frankfurt School. Although the Institute did not
have the necessary means to support Zilsel, they did actively assist his
efforts to find such.

In 1942, Zilsel published his monumental paper “The sociological
roots of science” [Zilsel, 1942]. The project of explaining the emergence
of modern science was presented for the first time at the 5th International
Congress for the Unity of Science at Harvard University in September
1939, five months after Zilsel’s arrival in New York.

What is known today as the ‘Zilsel thesis’ was one of his most
fruitful hypotheses: the assumption that superior artisans and other
practitioners had been operative in developing the epistemic principles
of causal explanation and methodical experimentation. In order to study
the emergence of modern science as a social process, Zilsel suggested
distinguishing three strata of intellectual activity in the period from
1300 to 1600: university scholars who focused on rational distinctions
and classification; ‘the fathers of Humanism’ who were interested
in accumulation of classical knowledge and mastery of speech and
writing; and groups of craftsmen who developed empirical observation,
experimentation and research into causes. Among these, the ‘artist-
engineers’ were the most important: they were the immediate predecessors
of modern scientists.

To understand the different types of rationality that emerged from
these strata of intellectual activity, Zilsel not only showed how they were
related to the social and professional conditions under which they were
produced, he also drew attention to the intellectual and rhetorical struggles
that those social groups were involved in. Moreover, he analyzed the deep
impact that symbolic struggles had on social change.

For Zilsel, the rise of the methods of the manual labourers to the ranks
of academically trained scholars at the end of the sixteenth century is the
decisive event in the genesis of science.

Based on the above account for the genesis of modern science, it is
obvious that for the LVC science did not imply a purely theoretical activity,
a ‘pure’ cognition of the world; their experimental / empirical verification
of hypotheses essentially meant work, human labour.

In their conception, education did not represent a passive reception of
scientific knowledge but meant active participation in the production of
knowledge. Since science involves human labour, then there is a material
affinity between scientists and the working classes. The division between
manual labour and intellectual labour, characteristic of the capitalist mode
of production is alien to the conceptions of the LVC.
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The popular education movement linked with the LVC was related to
the experiences, knowledge and skills of factory workers. This meant that
workers did not have to adopt alien “bourgeois” cultural traditions and
attitudes but were on the contrary strengthened in their own social identity
[Gruber, 1991].

The LVC consistently promoted, on the basis of scientific insights, the
development of proletarian self-awareness which must logically lead to the
improvement of social conditions for the working classes. This also meant
the promotion of anti-authoritarian and radical democratic efforts and the
democratic control of the processes of production and distribution, hence a
genuine victory over capitalism.

Epilogue

The scope of this paper is to show that the works of the scholars who are
considered as initiators of the Marxist history of science can form the basis
for a Marxist pedagogy of science that can change society and its practices.

Indeed, Bukharin, Hessen, Bernal and Zilsel did not only lay the
foundations for a Marxist history of science but their works are also of
pedagogical value and can form a programmatic and theoretical basis for
a Marxist pedagogy of science at a period of crisis in science education
exemplified by the neoliberal restructuring of education on a global scale
[Skordoulis, 2018].

Bukharin’s paper presented in the 1931 London Congress articulates
a Marxist theory of science based on the concept of social practice arriv-
ing at the conclusion that science is political and that the idea of the self-
sufficient character of science (“science for science’s sake™) is naive.

Hessen theses as outlined in the 1931 London paper give emphasis
on the interaction between science and technology and on the difficulty to
apply a demarcation criterion between the two disciplines thus initiating
the STS approach in science education.

Bernal’s ideas on science education as outlined in his “The Social
Function of Science” give an emphasis to the nature of science identify-
ing science with democracy and communism. In Bernal’s paper, issues
of science policy also emerge. Bernal advocates “Science for all” and
underlines in this process the role of the science teachers.

The Zilsel thesis about the social roots of modern science highlights
the relation between the scholar and the craftsman, the affinity between the
scientist and the worker. Following Zilsel as an adult educator during the
period of “Red Vienna” we can see in practice how the popular education
movement tried to fulfill the task of raising proletarian self-awareness thus
making a significant contribution towards the education of the working classes.
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Finally, this thread between Marxist historians of science and the Marxist
pedagogy of science which shows the intellectual vitality of Marxism has to
be further analyzed. This pioneering work of Marxist historians of science
precede by some decades what the Harvard Physics Project sought to achieve
in the 60s. And this has to be evaluated accordingly.
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1. Notes on philosophy of science, economics and on-
tology

The philosophy of science dating from the early twentieth century
undergone a large-scale attempt to prove that legit scientific thought was
free from the so-called! metaphysical propositions. This same positivist
philosophy, however, was based on two dogmas: (i) the belief in some
fundamental division between synthetic (grounded in facts) and analytic
(grounded in meaning independently of fact) truths and (ii) the reductionist
dogma according to which each meaningful statement is equivalent to
a logical construct on terms that refer to immediate experience [Quine,
1951]. It’s well known that such a positivist conception was unable to purge
what was labeled as metaphysics. Even in the hard sciences, the removal of
trans-empiric knowledge from scientific theory or non-scientific practices
revealed itself to be impossible.

Quine also perceived the logical-philosophic repercussion of aban-
doning the two positivist dogmas and so to accept that the world can’t
be explained solely by facts, but must also be subjectively interpreted. In
his words, abandoning two dogmas promotes “a blurring of the supposed
boundary between speculative metaphysics and the natural science”
and also, “a shift towards pragmatism” [Quine, 1951, p. 20]. Quine’s
conjecture was impressively accurate. A declared anti-positivist, pragmatic
and relativistic tendency has prevailed since then, and its expansion
culminated in dispelling the solid trust that positivist principles conveyed
to most science disciplines. Three important contributions to this trend
are those of Kuhn, Lakatos and Popper, being the formers well known for
their relativistic understanding of the growth of knowledge. In economics,
however, or at least in its mainstream,some positivist claims are still very
powerful [Caldwell, 1982].

Throughout Fullbrook [2008] and Lawon [1997; 2003], among other
papers, Tony Lawson argues in favor of a realistic, non-deductive, and on-
tology*-aware economics to solve some serious problems of the discipline.
Likewise, he is against the dominant mode of reasoning inside modern
economics, which is essentially formalistic modelling. This reasoning is
grounded in an empirical realistic or, in this sense, a positivistic conception
of reality, i.e., the understanding that reality can be adequately expressed in
terms of empirical relations. This philosophical conception is the centre of
Lawson’s critical realist criticism.

' Though they are very different things, all substantive ontological questions were de-

signed as metaphysics by neopositivism [Lukacs, 1984].
By “ontology” Lawson refers to “the study (or a theory) of being or existence, a concern
with the nature and structure of the ‘stuff’ of reality” [2003, p. 12].

2
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The referred procedure is known within critical realism® as explana-
tory critique, but we would like to endorse the logical consistency of
also identifying it as an ontological critique. As stated by Roy Bhaskar
[1975, p. 133], the explanatory critique implies the refutation of a theory
or account about a specific object, but it also entails an explanation of the
reproduction of the account or theory as something accepted, despite the
availability of better alternative theories and accounts. It, then, “allows one
to show the account to be both false and necessary”. Such a possibility is
only available to the social sciences by virtue of the theoretical-dependent
existence of social structures, (...) wherein it may be possible to transform
a set of structures through facilitating a change in the manner in which
each is understood. Specifically, itlies within the potential of social science
both to identify discrepancies between social objects and generalbeliefs
about and expectations of, or relevant to, those objects and also to provide
an explanation of such discrepancies, i.e. to identify the social causes re-
sponsible [Lawson, 1997, p. 277-278].

Transforming social reality through criticizing the fundamental con-
ceptions that underlie social practices, is undoubtedly the basis of Marx’s
analysis of capitalism; furthermore, it also underpins all radical theoreti-
cal contributions in social sciences. Thus, the claim that the same central
elements of the explanatory critique can be found also in the ontological
critique defended by the Marxist philosopher Gyorgy Lukacs is not an
implausible one.In fact, there are many intersections between Lukécs’ and
the Critical Realism positions, as argued by Duayer& Medeiros [2005]. The
compatibility of the ontological and explanatory critique can be observed
by comparing the already presented notion of explanatory criticism with
the synthesis made by Medeiros [2013], in which ontological criticism
refers, in fact, to a triple critical procedure:

(1) the demonstration of the falsity of the criticized beliefs or theories;

(2) the simultaneous presentation of an alternative and more
comprehensive explanation of the causality of phenomena previously
signified through the beliefs or theories in question;

(3) an indication of the real causes that lead to the production and sup-
port of misconceptions, misrepresentations and or illusions, as well as
the social conditions that provide the criticism itself [Medeiros, 2013,
p. 35-36].

Here we would like to emphasize the possibility, which is crucial in
our view, to “provide an explanation of such discrepancies, i. e., to identify
the social causes responsible” or the “indication of the real causes that lead

3 Critical realism is a movement in philosophy and the human sciences that intends to

offer a real alternative against both positivism and post modernism. It is “closely as-
sociated with — in the sense of identified with or emanating from — though by no means
restricted to — the work of Roy Bhaskar” [Archer ef a/, 1998, p. ix].
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to the production and support of misconceptions, misrepresentations and
or illusions”. If Lawson provides in fact ontological critique of the methods
used in the mainstream of economics, then his argument must also contain
the description of the reason for the reproduction of these inappropriate,
misused or wrong methods. That is to say, his criticism needs to show the
real elements that require such empirical ontology in economics.

2. Lawson’s critique of deductivism in economics

It is in Economics and Reality (1997) that Lawson’s critical view gets more
straightforward while drawing insights from the Bhaskar’s Critical Realism
writings; for that reason, this book is the starting point of this analysis. The
main argumentcan be transcribed into two propositions: (1) the problems
and failures of modern economic science result from the widespread and
uncritical acceptance of a wrong conception of science; and (2) these prob-
lems and failures can be solved by replacing this conception with a more
appropriate one, an explicitly realistic orientation [Lawson, 1997, p. 15].

These problems and failuresrelate directly to what can be calledtheory-
practice inconsistencies ineconomics.They refer to those situations in
which economic theory claims to do one thing, but in practice does (and
most of the time must do) something different. The most problematic
examples and accounts listed by Lawson are, at the level of method, the
act of contradicting the classical theory of inference in econometrics when
economists “run” countless regressions until the estimates are acceptable,
in addition to stipulating ad hoc revisions of coefficients after unsuccessful
forecasts. As to inconsistency at the level of social theory, Lawson
demonstrates how the theory, especially the orthodox, intends to explain or
incorporate categories (such as choice, social relations, uncertainty, change,
among others) that are incompatible with their most central assumptions.
And there is also the paradoxical orthodoxy accusation of the uselessness,
inefficiency of the methodological debate itself — despite their engagement
in this debate [Lawson, 1997, p. 5-13].

Such inconsistencies, conformed within mainstream, can be attributed
to the dominant set of methods or ways of proceeding called deductivism?,
which is, as Lawson says, simultaneously “fundamental to the mainstream”
and “irrelevant to the analysis of social phenomena” [Lawson, 1997,
p- 16]. The deductive mode of explanation can be assigned to any theory
or theoretical tradition that is driven by the conception of laws as events

4 By deductivism Lawson means “the collection of theories (of science, explanation, sci-

entific progress, and so forth) that is erected upon the event regularity conception” and
upon the understanding that causal laws are to be “assessed (confirmed, corroborated,
falsified, tested)” by the actual instance of affairs [Lawson, 1997, p. 17].
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regularities. This method has its classical formulation in the covering-law
models and expresses empirical regularities of the type “whenever event x
occurs, then the event y occurs”.

However, the regularities assumed by this type of conception do
not usually happen spontaneously. Except for astronomy, sciences must
artificially set the conditions in which these regularities take place, i.e.,
they must assume that reality is such that it can be characterized “by
an ubiquity of closed systems” [Lawson, 1997, p. 19]. The ontology
required in this case is that of empirical realism, according to which
the world (or at least what is relevant in it) is properly expressed in
empirical events and their correlation. In other words, the pursue of those
regularities implies that economics must adopt ontological conception
of empirical realism.

And such regularities require, in turn, both extrinsic and intrinsic
closing conditions. The extrinsic closure condition is satisfied by the ab-
sence or isolation (by assumption) of external influences on the model,
i. e., for such regularity to be apprehended, it is necessary to neutralize
the effect of other external conditions on “y”. This clarifies, according to
Lawson [1997, p. 77-78], the orthodox persistency with the hypotheses of
“closed” economies and isolated individuals.

But even the extrinsic closure condition is not sufficient by itself to
ensure that “whenever x, then y”, since each individual in the analysis can
behave differently within the same extrinsic conditions — and it is clear
if possible to recognize their faculty of making choices which are not al-
ways predicted by the economic rational choice theory [Lawson, 1997,
p. 78-79]. So as to “solve” this, the intrinsic closing condition predicts
the absence or constancy of the internal structures in the model, which
guarantees a stable and predictable response from the initial conditions
given — a normalized output resulting from the theory’s chosen key factors.
The rationality hypothesis of the agents, for example, ensures that the
response of individuals to any economic input is passive and regular.

Being those the conditions, so that a discipline, namely economics,
can obtain meaningful results in terms of constant conjunctions of events,
it follows that the results of scientific activity cannot be universally
meaningful. On the contrary, in order to maintain the regularity discovered
they cannot abandon the applied closure conditions. For this reason, the
results of economic science achieved through closed systems are not ex-
pressed in the form “whenever event x, then event y”, but in the form
“whenever event x, then event y always follows, as long as conditions e
hold” [Lawson, 1997, p. 27-28].

Summing up, the deductive archetype of scientific activity presupposes
the conditions that are incompatible with its own (social) object of study.
And according to Lawson [2003], the ability of people to act through
choices or alternatives implies the need of a structured, and not atomized
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conception of reality. Moreover, if in order to know the structures underly-
ing the phenomena, science must employ a non-deductive mode of rea-
soning, we can conclude, with Lawson, that the empirical-realist project,
“In its economic disguise is, as a general approach, seen to be misguided”
[1997, p. 32].

Now even if the presented argument is correct and strong enough to
disturb part of confidence in the mainstream, as it appears to be, we should
disagree with the assumption that an uncritical acceptance of deductivism
explains accurately both diffusion and reproduction of this apparently
mistaken perspective. In other words, we agree that the logical problems
and failures derived from a misconception of science could be solved by
adopting an explicitly critical-realistic perspective, as in the proposition(2)
above, but it does not seem possible to say that “it is easy enough to see
that the problems reviewed in Chapter 1 [the theory-practice inconsisten-
cies] all turn upon an uncritical acceptance of certain results of positiv-
ism” [Lawson, 1997, p. 36].

In our view, this last statement has an important place in Lawson’s
argument against mainstream, for it involves an indication of the causes
behind dominance of the wrong methodological conceptions in economics.
Thus, a closer look at this point is taken in the next section with the purpose
of showing some problems within Lawson’s explanation concerning the
maintenance methods back grounded by empirical ontology.

3. Flaws in the account of mainstream methods
or the incomplete ontological critique

We shall begin this section by remembering that constancy of events
desired by economic orthodoxy rarely occurs in the social world. To obtain
it, then, economists, academic or not, need to adopt research and analysis
procedures that cannot extend economics knowledge about the being of
economic relations to any degree. Under these methodological conditions,
the social explanation that appropriately apprehends its object of study is
impossible — what does not immediately mean that this explanation itself
is impossible. The highlighting of the deductivism’s limits is important
because it indicates that a scientific explanation, in order to be adequate to
its social object, must be essentially distinct from its covering-law design
[Lawson, 1997, p. 36].

The inconsistencies pointed out by Lawson show that the practices the
official discourse would name coherent and simultaneously significant to
economic relations are not only unlikely, but logically unachievable while
social science is dependent on ceteris paribus conditions for simulating
closing systems. Since the official procedures demanded by economics
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orthodoxy do not really reveal social structures, the economists who
wish to explain effectively something of the social world have no other
alternative than embracing the intuition of the extra-official practices. In
Lawson’s words, “they more or less have to if they are to hold any hope of
illuminating social phenomena, of producing relevant economic research”
[Lawson, 1997, p. 37].

Considering all previous arguments claiming that there is no guarantee
of substantial understanding of the social world through the official stance
(and neither by the “extra-official” or intuitive ones, whose limit is the
eventual, contingent, unexpected or unjustified success), what can explain
the enormous engagement in this mode of reasoning? The explanation of
the real cause of beliefs with purpose of transforming their very source
is the distinctive possibility recognized by an explanatory or ontological
critique. Lawson, however, argues that there are numerous reasons which
explain the official stance:

In some cases it will be sheer opportunism. Given the significant
pressure within the academy to conform, to go with the mainstream,
some economists may well fell obliged to submit to rhetoric, if not
actual techniques and practices, rooted in the dominant post-Humean
paradigm. Some of it will be simply self-misrepresentation [Lawson,
1997, p. 37].

It is quite alarming that a crucial aspect of the analysis is related to
the lack of character and reasoning skills of economists, being those
ultimately individual aspects. Lawson’s position here is endorsed by
what he says about the untouchability of the misguided official methods
which, under the light of the tendencies and counter-tendencies at stake
in the social world, could hardly provide the basis for the formulation
of practices appropriate for this world. The explanation for their
untouchability, he says,

Is simply an unwillingness even to question certain fundamental methods
regarded as proper, an orientation turning on the continuing neglect of
ontological enquiry. Such is the prestige of deductivist methods for
some, a prestige founded upon an erroneous perception of the generality
of their successes in the natural realm, that the record of failure so far in
the social realm does little to dent this endeavor to preserve with them,
or to appear to do so, or at least to acknowledge the correctness of doing
so [Lawson, 1997, p. 37].

What is defended here is not that things such as opportunism,
misinterpretation, or a sincere uneasiness in face of something like
methodological self-criticism, are necessarily false. From a critical-
realistic perspective, however, these aspects are not sufficient or adequate
to explain a posture that reveals itself as a major trend within the discipline.
Actually, through this rhetorical explanation Lawson gives way to other
types of science conceptions such as Kuhn’s [1970 (1962)], for example.
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The latter’s conception of scientific community is one that entails that there
are no rational analysis tools to compare competing paradigms, since each
paradigm is based on its own world conceptions.

As new paradigms usually emerge with few scientific results, it is not
possible to analyze other ones based on new paradigms conceptions, only
retrospectively, after the paradigms showed to be more successful in the
puzzle-solving activity of normal science. Thus, when old paradigms are not
able to sustain their empirical explanation power and the Kuhnian scientific
community has to choose a substitute paradigm, this crucial decision cannot
be made on rational grounds or criteria. It turns out that paradigms, espe-
cially the new ones (e. g. Critical Realism in economics), are incommensu-
rable and there is no way to satisfactorily test the new paradigm candidates
for their problem-solving ability: for the scientific community, the ultimate
criterion of choice would be faith. On this, Kuhn states that.

The man who embraces a new paradigm at an early stage must often do
so in defiance of the evidence provided by problem-solving. He must, that is,
have faith that the new paradigm will succeed with the many large problems
that confront it, knowing only that the older paradigm has failed with a few.
A decision of that kind can only be made on faith [Kuhn, 1970, p. 158].

Once one does not explain the real causes or conditions for the
occurrence of the criticized perspectives, there would be room for
relativistic accounts of these perspectives, as the Kuhn’s one. According
to his scheme it can be inferred that the selection of a dominant paradigm
has its conclusive instance in the belief of the subjects about the paradigm.
Although logically conceivable, this kind of accountis certainly not
compatible with the conception of science advocated by Lawson, critical
realism, or Marxism®. It is important then to avoid drawing from arguments
involving “prestige”, “pressure within academy”, or “opportunism”, as it
will be indicated forward.

Lawson, of course, is not defending anything similar to relativis-
tic philosophy of science. We believe Lawson does not accomplish
a complete ontological critique of the mainstream ontology, but he

5 It should be noted that to support any philosophically realistic conception one must

assume that objects have properties and causal structures that are determined by the
very nature of that object, and not by the belief that subjects have in those properties.
A very familiar case to political economy concerns the Marxist and marginalist theories
of value. If in Marx’s theory of value it exists as something intrinsic to the object, in
marginalist theory value only exists through its recognition. A realistic scientific con-
ception thus understands that the objects of immediate study exist independently and
prior to their investigation. That is why an adequate interpretation for objects cannot
depend ultimately on beliefs about them, but on the objects themselves. Consequently, a
methodologic-philosophical scheme such as Kuhn'’s, in which the validity of paradigms
depends more on apprehension (beliefs, faith) than on the objects themselves, presents
an irremediable restraint to realistic scientific positions — even though this relativistic
philosophy is paradoxically popular within subgroups of economic heterodoxy that de-
fend realism for their discipline.
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demonstrates problems within that ontology and presents a better one.
A very interesting formulation about the reproduction or resistance of the
wrong methods in economics is sufficient to observe that, if the problem
is not fully answered, it is entirely addressed. Lawson suggests that the
points of tension found within the mainstream social theory are required
by the empirical ontology itself in which the positivist method of infer-
ence is sustained.

For, just as any theory of knowledge presupposes an ontology (which,
in the case of positivism, consists in atomistic events given in experience)
so it also presupposes a social theory, i.e. some account of human agency
and institutions. Specifically, these must be of a form to enable knowledge
of the specified type to be achieved. Positivism, then, supports a concep-
tion of human agents as passive sensors of atomistic events and recorders
of their constant conjunctions [Lawson, 1997, p. 39].

Lawson then endorses that despite claiming to completely reject
ontological (so-called metaphysical) conceptions of reality, positivism
itself had a concealed ontological conception [Medeiros, 2013, p. 5]. Also,
he advocates the rejection of the usual positivist dichotomy between facts
and values the same way as Bhaskar [1998]. Nevertheless, it seems that
the criticism could take advantage of a further narrowing of the relation
between scientifically dominant conceptions and ontology. More precisely,
Lawson’s main arguments apparently still suppose that very fundamental
scientific tensions can be resolved from within economic discipline, what
would imply an unlikely autonomy between economic science and concrete
social tendencies.

Thus, despite Lawson’s strong argument about the implicit and
problematic ontological conceptions that lead to logical problems in
theory, the discussion seems unable to advance further in the explanation
of these false but socially necessary ideas and conceptions. This obstruc-
tion is more evident when the casualty (and not causality) of the criticized
process needs to be stressed, as can be seen in a subsequent passage.

And just as the positivist conception of science is uncritically accepted
in much of contemporary economics sois the associated specification of
human agent as the passive receptor of atomistic events goes relatively
unchallenged [Lawson, 1997, p. 39].

The emphasis of this section is, once again, that despite the important
and necessary challenge that Lawson’s critical realistic project for
economics presents to mainstream hegemony, an imperative step for
consciously reorienting practices and ideas — even scientific ones — is
indicating the social structures in need of them. To do so is to recognize
that science is, after all, never made in an ontological vacuum, but always
cultural, social, and linguistically mediated. It seems therefore impossible
to imagine an axiological neutrality in it. The important question that arises
from this claim is: “how would it be possible, then, to explain those anti-
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realistic positions?’ [Duayer; Medeiros; Painceira, 2001, p. 27]. In the next
and final section, we expect to contribute to Lawson’s important critical
arguments, but from a Marxist perspective.

4. For an ontological critique of some enduring
tendencies of positivism in Economics

Before attempting to provide an explanation for the enduring positivism
and empirical realism and their correlated conceptions in economics, it
seems appropriate to suggest that Lawson’s incomplete account on them
may be related to an overestimation of some results of the critical realism’s
transformational model of social activity. By doing so we expect to
illustrate our more “pessimistic” approach on the feasibility of ontological
turn from within economics discipline in a better way.

The original formulation of the transformational model can be found
in Bhaskar[1998], but direct contribution and commentaries can be found
in Archer et. al [1998] and Collier [1994]. Applications of the model can
be found in Lawson [2003], specifically in hisChapter Five. For our aim,
as cited above, it is enough to mention the transformational model of social
activity as a theoretical recognition of social structures as both dependent
upon, and condition to, human activity and ideas. Bhaskar [1998] presents
the model as an alternative to other three models of social activity, showing
how the adoption of these three ones results in more or less voluntarist or
determinist conceptions.

One of the conclusions of the transformational model can be synthe-
tized as it follows: the existence of social structures, different from that
of natural structures, depends upon practices that reproduce them (e. g.
banking systems are only imaginable in societies that use their services);
and human agency, in turn, requires conceptions and general ideas that
make them feasible (e.g. banking activities such as using credit cards re-
quire a reasonable knowledge about a pre-existing banking structure and
credit conditions). In this sense, it can be said that the existence of social
structures, unlike that of natural ones, depends on previous ideas that allow
their reproduction. In short, structures of the social realm are not only
relatively enduring, but also theoretically-dependent.

This notion of theoretically-dependent social structures, demonstrated
by Bhaskar [1998] is fundamental to many critical realism and theoreti-
cally radical claims. Even if not explicitly and in different terminology,
the recognition of this aspect of social structures is what makes radical
theoretical contributions reasonable. Still, from this Lawson seems to draw,
in most of his recent works, a strong confidence in his broad (and correct,
we would add) criticism, as if the desired ontological turn (especially
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inside economics) could rely mostly on internalistic reasoning — for in his
explanation the deductivism problem appears to be grounded mostly in an
acritical acceptance of positivism.

Instead of considering the deductivism phenomena in economics as
a misunderstanding or an acritical result, our argument is that it currently
answers a necessary tendency inside the capitalist society. More precisely,
the objective here is to stress that the continuing commitment to such
unfitting conceptions is required by a set of dominant social structures from
which science is never autonomous. Marx already demonstrated in 7The
Capital and The German Ideology that the real grounds for the criticized
conceptions are the practical needs of a specific social class [Monfardini,
2016, p. 141]. This section is, thus, an attempt to contribute to Lawson’s
and other critical stances against economic methodology by underlining
that, even regarding very abstract issues as methodological procedures,
real change in social realm cannot arise solely from change in the dominant
ideas or conceptions®. As Marx reminds us, “ideas cannot carry anything
out at all. In order to carry out ideas men are needed who dispose of a cer-
tain practical force” [Marx, 1956, p. 160].

The explanation of the commitment to positivism in economics can be
elaborated from the Lukacs’ enquiry about neopositivism. In short, it will be
argued that positivistic fundamental developments produce a state of affairs
in science that allows economics discipline to embrace the realization of a
social mission that is the output of the complex of social practices. The non-
linear developments of social needs or the active responses of science do not
interfere in the importance of the current social mission, and the latter, as
reminds Lukacs [1984, p. 350], is the prevailing moment.

One of the most powerful and controversial’ arguments in Law-
son’s critique is his objection to formalism (in the form of ‘whenever x,
then y’), the extensive and unnecessary use of formal models in economic
science, which can be (and usually is)traced back to the early positivists.

6 Ttis clear that Lawson is not defending such claim, but there is enough textual evidence

to support that the ontological turn in economics would require only the acceptance of the
failures of positivism and the persuasion to embrace a different methodology: “[...] But
once the blinkers of positivism are thrown off it must become easier to adapt the policy
process to exploring the real possibilities for human betterment. In short, if the cost of
accepting the framework here elaborated is an abandonment of much of the output of
the contemporary discipline of economics, the gain includes not only the possibility of
an emergent science of economics, but a firmer basis, a more appropriate and coherent
framework than hitherto possessed, for exploring how to make the world a more secure,
facilitating and empowering place, more at one with our liabilities and potentialities as
needy, creative and purposive social human beings” [Lawson, 1997, p. 281].

Two objections to Lawson’s position here can be found in Hodgson [2006] and Edwards
et al [2014]. Hodgson explicitly argues for some formalism in economics, while still
agreeing with Lawson that economic science is not in a healthy state. Edwards et al
debate Lawson’s conception of “demi-regs”, indicating an open debate inside critical
realism about the importance of formalism.
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An unequivocal trait of this tradition is the rejection of ontology by
principle or the conviction of its irrelevance. As Lukacs indicates [1984,
p. 345], the increasing mathematization of physics is, by itself, a huge
progress in scientific methodology, but the problem arises when scientists
must theoretically face the results of the mathematical reflection of reality.

Following Hartmann, quoted by Lukacs [1984, p. 346], and also
Marx [2013, p. 113], all quantitative determination is an amount of
“something”, with its own properties and logic. The substrate of quantity
is always a premise of the mathematical determination. This qualitative
side involves properties as density, pressure, labor, length, extension etc.
In any mathematical reflection, these properties must be suspended the
same way the use-value of the commodities’ body must be abstracted in
order to express abstract human labor. Obviously, this fact derived from
the dual side of quantitative determination cannot be overlooked by any
“intelligent physicist” [Lukacs, 1984, p. 346], and Lukacs points out two
potential stances in the face of it.

One can assume an attitude of producing a critical reflection of
reality, verifying, in each case, when the mathematical expression can
be correctly applied and to which concrete object the expression is
directed. The other attitude, on the other side, takes the mathematical
reflection as the best approach possible, the ideal semantic expression of
all scientifically interesting phenomena. Questionings that are not within
those limits, that are directed to reality itself — notably the ontological
enquiry meant by Lawson — are seen as pseudo-problems. Science in this
conception then, behave disinterestedly in relation to those problems, but
intends to manipulate the semantically correct expression of the manifest
phenomena [Lukacs, 1984, p. 347]. One of the consequences of this latter
attitude is, in Lukacs’ words, the negation by principle that from the to-
tality of sciences, from its inter-relations, from the reciprocal interchange
of their results and from generalization of scientific methods or achieve-
ments may emerge an appropriate reflection of the reality itself, a world
view [Lukacs, 1984, p. 349].

Together with positivism, the neopositivism® also renounces a world
view, but now strictly negating the relationship of the sciences with reality
itself. Moreover, the contemporary condition of science is no more that of
absolute submission to ecclesiastic power. Then, considering the problem
in its abstract form, the decision of ontologically orienting knowledge
achievements or neglecting its scientificity is under the very developments
of philosophy and science.

This autonomy, however, exists only immediately. In reality, science
is never completely autonomous in a way that its methodology or contents
can always be determined by an automatic development. Indeed, it is not

8 With this term Lukacs denotes the late theoretical figures of the positivism tradition

[Duayer; Medeiros, 2005].
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possible to detach general scientific positing of goals and their respective
resolution from each specific dominant social needs or, as Lukéacs says, a
respective social mission. The neglect of ontological enquiry served only
to support the pragmatic tendency predicted by Quine — since the in itself
was declared theoretically unachievable, the theory of knowledge became
autonomous in the sense that statements needed to be classified as right or
wrong independently of their consistency with the object.

The importance of the neopositivist claim of the unity of sci-
ence should be recognized. Nevertheless, the proposed unity is one
that takes the understanding of thing in itself as a starting point for the
sophisticated quantitative reflections, not as an objective. On the contrary,
it seems that the pragmatic tendency together with the resignation of a
shared general world view emerging from the interchange of the different
scientific disciplines makes the actual but unnecessary fragmentation of
science easily conceivable. And as the contemporary science is no more
a passive object of the social developments — but plays an active role in
the improvement and establishing of the generalized management of those
social developments — probably economics discipline is a very important
case study. Although in full agreement with Lukacs’ [1984, p. 344]
warning, that “it would be false to restrain this active role to sociology and
economics”, their decisive performance is an unavoidable fact — just one
example is the prevalence of economic criteria over decisions made in the
face of the current environmental crisis, shown by many specialists to be a
clear menace to all forms of life.

With this brief presentation of some arguments contained in Lukacs’s
ontological critique of neopositivism, we hope to provide a basis for the
development of an ontological critique of mainstream methods. It seems
reasonable to argue that a commitment or acceptance of some positivistic
notions are in consonance with a scientific knowledge simultaneously
able both to apply the homogenizing mathematical reflection (again, an
important methodological development in itself) and to pursue the positing
of goals of a dominant social mission. Limited as it is, our contribution
serves the purpose of defending that radical — not only Marxist — accounts
of the economic mainstream can take advantage of the indication of real,
intrinsic causes that lead to or facilitate the occurrence of social phenomena.
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Communist Academy about the trip to the London Congress.

Keywords: Marxism, philosophy, Deborin, Institute of philosophy,
Communist Academy, Hessen, Newton

Jluteparypa o B.M. I'eccene chopmupoBaiack NpuayIJInBEIM 00pa3oMm.
OT0 pazpacTaromiasics KBEpXy 1 BUIUPh Pa3BETBICHHAS KOHCTPYKILIHUS, KO-
TOpas ONUPAETCS HAa Y3€HBbKYIO IUIOMIANAKY aHITIMHCKOTO TEKCTA €ro JIOH-
JOHCKOTO IOKJIana. 3apyOeXHble aBTOPHI IPOAOIDKAIOT MPUOABISTH BCE
HOBBIE Ha3BaHUS K 3TOHU JINTEPAType, HO HE MOTYT PaCIIUPUTh €€ JOKYy-
MEHTAaJIbHbIE OCHOBaHUsA. Pocculiickue ke aBTOPBI 32 HEMHOTUMH HCKITIO-
gennsmu (K. X. Jlemokapos, I.E. T'opemuk, A.B. Aanpees, B.. Kupca-
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CJIOBO TOBAPHUINY TECCEHY (ﬂ

HOB) TJIaBHBIM 00pa30M KOMMEHTHPYIOT 3alaJHBIX YYSHBIX BMECTO TOTO,
YTOOBI PACIHIUPATH OCHOBAHWE TE€CCEHOBEJCHHS MPHUBICYEHUEM HOBBIX
HMCTOYHUKOB.

BcenenctBue cToiib MaJIOM MCTOYHUKOBEIUECKOM OCHOBEI KH3HDL U
nesatenbHocTh b.M. I'ecceHa HeM30e)KHO HAYMHAIOT 00pacTarh Mudamu.
Cawmpblif 13BECTHBIN U3 HUX — OyATo ['eccen nmpuayMan TeMy TOoKIana st
KOHTpecca, YTOOBI MPOJEMOHCTPHUPOBATh OJIATOHAIEKHOCTh B OTBET Ha
uneonorndeckue oopuHeHusa. Eciam ke mocMoTpeTs B ApxuBe PAH mo-
KYMEHTHI OT/IeJICHHS TEOPETHIECKOTO eCTeCTBO3HAaHMs MHCTUTYyTa Kpac-
HO# nipodeccypsl, Tae ['ecceH yumiics, a moToM padoTall, CTaHET SICHBIM,
YTO TIIABHBIM €TI0 HayYHBIM HHTEPECOM Ha MPOTSKEHUH BCETO KU3HEH-
HOTO IMyTH ObLJIa UCTOPHUSI JOHBIOTOHOBCKOH M HBIOTOHOBCKOW (DU3UKH.
B Jlongone oH, Kak monaraercs, AOKJIAaIbIBaJ KOJUIETaM O TOM, €M 3a-
HUMAJICS TOaMH.

Hpyroit Mud — 6yaro cama moesnka coBeTckoi aeneranuu B JIOHI0H
ObLTa BBI3BaHA BHE3AITHBIM HEMpenckazyeMbiM pemeHuemM Crammnua. [lo-
3TOMY, MOJI, U JIOKJaJ{bl COBETCKUX YUYEHBIX IMPHILIOCH Ie€YaTaTh yXKe B
Jlonnone. Ecnm nmpocmotpets npotokonsl Oproropo u Cexperapuara LK
BKII(0) B Poccuiickom rocyqapCTBEHHOM apXHWBE COIHAIBHO-TIOIUTHYE-
CKOH HMCTOPHH, TO CTAaeT OYEBHIHO, YTO Toe3aka B JIOHIOH TOTOBHIACH
OOBIYHBIM OIOPOKPATHUECKHUM TTOPSIIKOM, ITPOXOJS Yepe3 MHCTAHIIUH. 3a-
JIEpKKa ¢ TIedaTaHueM OO0BICHsIETCS TeM, 9To B Hadane 1931 1. mpou3zomnmia
CMEHa PyKOBOJICTBa ACCOIMAINHA HHCTUTYTOB ecTecTBO3HaHUI KomMyHH-
ctuueckort akagemun. O.1O. llIMuar ObUT OOBHHEH B MOTBOPCTBE J1€00-
puHIam 1 3ameHeH Ha J.51. Konsmana. [Tostomy Komakanemus ¢ 3ano3na-
HHMEM TIocTaBmiIa Borpoc o noesnke B JlongoH nepen LK.

WNHocTpaHHBIM aBTOpaM NMPOCTHUTENHHO BBIABUTATh YMO3PUTEIbHBIC
rurnore3bl. Hanm ¢unocodsr 1 ncToprky Hayku 00si3aHBI HATH OT YMO3pe-
HUH K IOKYMEHTY, IPUBJIEKATh K N3Y4YECHHUIO OITyOJIMKOBAHHBIC U HEOITYOIIH-
KkoBaHHBIE paboTel b.M. ['eccena. B nameii kaure o ['eccene mpuBoparcs
CCBUIKH Ha T€ HEOyOIMKOBaHHBIE TEKCTHI [ eCCeHa, KOTOPBIE OTIOKHUITUCH
B Apxuse PAH [bopuc Muxaitnosuu I'eccen, 2016, c. 206-208]. IIpenna-
raeM BHUMaHUIO YMTATeJeH ONWH U3 HUX.

OTO yHHKaJIbHOE CBHIETENHCTBO camoro l'eccena o moesnke B JIoH-
noH. OH BBICTYIIIII C OTYETOM Ha 3acenanuu IIpesunnyma KommyHucTu-
YeCKO# akaieMuu. XapakTepHo, 4To I €CCeH HU CJI0Ba HE TOBOPUT O CAMOM
nokinaze. OH He IpUaBall eMy HEKOETO HCKITIOUNTENIbHOTO 3HaYeHus. Pac-
CMAaTpPUBaJI KaK IPOMEKYTOYHBIN UTOT CBOMX UCCIIEIOBAHIIH UCTOPUH (HH-
3uku HoBoro Bpemenu. OCHOBHOE, UeMy MOCBSIIEHBI €T0 MBICITH: B KAKHX
(opmax pa3BUBaTh KOHTAKThI C COIMAINCTUYECKH HACTPOCHHOM YacThIO
OpuTaHckoil naTeUreHu. M.A. AGpaMoB Tak XapaKkTepHU30Bajl HHTEI-
JIEKTyalIbHYIO aTMoc(epy Tex JieT B AHIVIMU B CBSA3H C COBETCKHUMH JIO-
kiagamu B JIoHnoHe: «BBICTYIUICHHSI COBETCKHAX YUCHBIX CITOCOOCTBOBAN
pOCTy MHTepeca K MapKCH3MY B CBATAs CBATHIX OpUTAaHCKONH 0Opa30BaHHO-
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CTH W HayKU — B YHHBEPCUTETCKOH cpene. be3Bo3BpaTHO MHUHOBaIA AII0-
Xa UrHopupoBaHus TpynoB Mapkca. Hekorma KemMOpuk MOT TIO3BOJIMTH
ceOe UMeTh B YHUBEPCUTETCKON OMONHMOTEKE TOJIBKO MepBbiii ToM “Karu-
tana”. OTHBIHE HE TOJIHKO TYMAaHUTAPWUHU, HO U €CTECTBOUCIIBITATENN Ca-
JTCS 32 U3y4YeHHe paboT KIIACCUKOB MapKcu3Ma-eHnHn3Ma. Cpean HuX
Hx. Xonpnewn, I'. Jlesu, Ixx. Hunam u ap. Ilo cnosam JIx. bepnana, onu
HaxXoIiIT B Mapkcu3Me (MIOCO(PHIO HE CTOIBKO OMHUCATENBHYIO0, CKOJIBKO
HaIleJICHHYIO0 Ha TO, YeM MOXKHO JKUTh M PYKOBOJICTBOBAThCS B IEHCTBUM»
[AOpamoB, 1994, c. 96]. HeBbicokue OlIEHKH MapKCH3Ma OPUTAHCKHX WH-
TeJIeKTyanoB [ eccenoM BroiHe MOHATHBL. OH CYIUT C TO3UINI MaTepHra-
JIUCTUICCKON TUATICKTUKH TeOOPUHCKOM IIKOJIBI. A aHTIIMYaHe eIe HaXo-
JIITCS HAa YPOBHE MEXaHUCTUIECKOTO MaTepHAIN3Ma.

[IpencrasnseT naTepec onrcanue ' ecceHoM nmocenieHus sadoparopun
I1.JI. Kanuiiel. B 0cOOEHHOCTH MHTEPECEH paccKa3 0 OPUTAHCKOM cHCTeMe
(UHAHCHPOBaHMS HAyYHBIX J1aboparopuii. J{jist SBOOIMK HCTOPHKO-HAYY-
HBIX BO33peHHi camoro ['ecceHa Hanbonee HHTEPECHBI CTPAHUIIBI O BU3UTE
B IlarentHoe 6ropo. Bosmoxno, ocemenuem IlarenTHoro 0ropo HaBesiHa
apryMeHTaIis B TOCIIEIOBABIIEM 3aT€M PYCCKOM H3IaHWH JOKIAZa, YTO
M300peTeHne, He OTBEUAOIIee 3apocaM TEXHOJIOTUIECKOW MPAKTHKU 00-
IIECTBA CBOETO BPEMEHH, HE OKA3bIBACT BIMSHUS Ha PA3BUTHE HAYKH.

[Toxxenaem texcram b.M. I'eccena, kak omyONMMKOBaHHBIM, TaK U He-
OIyOJIMKOBaHHBIM, CYACTIINBOM CynbObl. X OyAayT u3y4ars, 10 HUM OyIAyT
CYIUTh O MyTsX pa3Butus Guiaocoduu HayKH B Haiiei crpaHe. byaem Ha-
JIESATHCS, YTO BIIEPEIN HOBBIE apXUBHBIC OTKPBITHS, BBEJACHUE B HAyJHBIN
06opoT HOBBIX TeKCTOB b.M. ['eccena, a B mepcrekTuBe — n3ianue codpa-
HUS COUMHECHUN HAIIETO BEIMKOTO COOTEUECTBCHHUKA.
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BbICTYI'Il'IEHME HA SACEAAHUU NPESUANYMA
KOMMYHUCTUYECKON AKALEMUM.
1 ABryctA1931r.”

Bopuc Muxannosuu lecceH

BbicTynneHune 6.M. lecceHa Ha 3acesaHuu MNpesnanyma KommyHUCTMYeCKOW akagemun 1 asrycta
1931 r. npeacTaBnaeT coboit ero otyeT o noesake B JIOHAOH Ha BTopoit MexayHapoaHblit KOHrpecc
Mo UCTOPMU HaYKM U TEXHWUKU. B Xx0fe 3TOro 3acefaHunA BbICTYNWUAN HECKONIBKO Y4aCTHUKOB COBETCKOM
peneraummn. b.M. lecceH noapobHO paccKasbiBaeT O CBOMX KOHTAKTaX COLMANMCTUHECKU HACTPOEH-
HOW UHTeNNureHumen BennkobputaHnm, o6 ob6cTaHOBKe, B KOTOPOW NPOXOAMA KOHFpecc, 0 nocetle-
HUWM UM Hay4YHbIX yYpexaeHuin Beannkobputanuu, o Bctpeye ¢ MN.J1. Kanuuei.

Kntouesole cnosa: b.M. TecceH, HbtoToH, BTopoii MexayHapoaAHbIi KOHrpecc No UCTOPUMN HayKu 1
TeXHWUKM, JToHAOH, coBeTckaa punocodus

SPEECH AT THE PRESIDIUM SESSION OF THE
COMMUNIST ACADEMIES. AUGUST 1, 1931

Boris M. Hessen

B.M. Hessen’s speech at the meeting of the Presidium of the Communist Academy on August 1,
1931 is a report of his trip to London for the Second International Congress on the history of science
and technology. During this meeting several presentations were made by the members of the
Soviet delegation. In this report Boris M. Hessen tells in detail about his contacts with the socialist
intelligentsia of Great Britain, about the situation in which the Congress was held, about his visit to
scientific institutions in Great Britain and about the meeting with Petr L. Kapitsa.

Keywords: B. M. Hessen, Newton, Second international Congress on the history of science and
technology, London, Soviet philosophy

T'eccen. ToB. PyOuHITeliH' 04YeHb MOJHO OXapaKTepH30Ball, YTO ObLIO HA
KoHTpecce. Sl xoTen crnenars napy 3aMe4aHuil O Mepruojae, KOTOPBIH OTHO-
CHUTCS K O0The3my TOB. PyOuniureiina u Konbmana®. Bo-niepBbIx, W3 HHTE-
PECHBIX Beliel TaM ObLJIO COBELIAHHE IO IIOBOJY OpraHM3alldy Marepua-
JIUCTHYECKOTO JXypHaa B AHIIHU. VIHUIIMaTUBHAS TPYIIIIA 3TOTO JKypHANa
cocrout u3 Xoroena®, J[o66a* — skoHomucra u Kpaysepa. OHu npuriiacuiiu

*  ApxuB PAH. @. 350. Om. 1. [I. 427. JI. 22-28.
' Monecr Hocudorma PyGuamreitn (1894-1969), 3am. mupextopa MHCTHTYTa SKOHO-
MukH KoMMyHHCTHYECKOH akaJeMuy, yJacTHUK COBETCKOM Jeneranuu Ha Bropom
MexTyHapoJHOM KOHTPecce MO UCTOPHU HAyKH M TEXHUKH. — [Ipumeu. peo.
Opuect Spomuposud Konbpman (1892-1979), npeacenarens AccolMaiid HHCTHTYTOB
ecTecTBO3HaHMS KoMMyHHCTHUECKON aKafieMnH, YJaCTHHK COBETCKOH Jeieramuu Ha
Bropom MexryHapoHOM KOHTpecce M0 HCTOPHU HAyKH M TEXHUKH. — [Ipumen. peo.
Jlancenot Tomac Xor6en (Lancelot Thomas Hogben, 1895-1975), mpodeccop counanb-
HOH Ouonoruu JIOHTOHCKOH IIIKOJIBI SKOHOMHKH U MOJUTHYECKUX Hayk JIOHIOHCKOTO
yHHUBepcuTeTa, ¢ 1936 1. uien JIOHZOHCKOTo KOpoJeBcKoro oduiectsa. — [lpumeu. peo.
4 Mopuc Xepbepr Jlo66 (Maurice Herbert Dobb, 1900-1976), mnpemnonasarens
KemOpumxkckoro yausepcurera. — [lpumey. peo.
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B Ka4eCTBE TOCTEH Ha ATO COBEIIAHNE HAITy JeNieranyto. Mpl ObUIA Ha TOM
COBEI[AHUH, ¥ OHU OOpaTHJIMCh C MPOCHOOI MOMOYL UM COBETOM B Opra-
HHU3aLUH 3TOI0 XXypHaja, a [I0TOM IPHUCHUIKON BCSIKOIO MaTepualia, BCSIKUX
CTaTe, KOTOpbIe OHU B ATOM >KypHaJie XOTST Iedararh. TaK 4To 3/1eCh OHU
caMH 4Ype3BbIYaliHO 3aMHTEPECOBAHBI B OYCHb OJM3KOM OOLIEHHH C HAMU.
Bces sta rpynna npuexaer k Ham B CCCP. Kpay3zep yxe npuexan u nesnas
rpymnmna y4eHsix. 5 He 3Hato0, mouemMy He O6buT0 HUKOTO M3 Komakagemun Ha
npueme 3toii nenerarmu. [Ipuexan Kpaysep, Xakenu®, KOTOpbIil IpHHUMAET
yuactre B O0miecTBe KyabTypHOU cBsisu ¢ Poccueid. [lpuesxaer XoroeH.
3T0 HaJ0 UCIIONB30BATh, YTOO MaTepUAMCTUYECKas IIpOIarania B AHIIINU
HAaIpaBJsulach HAMH KaK CJEyeT, IOTOMY UTO BCsI 3Ta IpyIa — HECOMHEH-
HO, MEXaHUCTHYECKHE MaTepUAIICTBI, 1 OY€Hb IPyOOro TOJKa, IOTOMY 4TO,
HECMOTpS Ha BCE aBaHCHI, KOTOPBIE OHM HaM JEJAf0T, KOTJa OHHU Jaji HaM
CBOM KHIKKH, — BUIHO, YTO OHHU CTOSIT HAa HEOOBIYalfHO HM3KOM YPOBHE.
U xuura Toro xe JIacku® 0 KoOMMyHH3Me CTOUT Ha TAKOM e HH3KOM YPOBHE.
31ech COBEpILIEHHOE OTCYTCTBUE Kakoi ObI TO HH OBLIO HaydHOU HHOpMa-
UM OYeHb CHJIBHO CKa3biBaeTcs. Takylo MH(POpPMALUIO HYKHO MMOCTABHTh
B Oosiee oOmmieM BHIE U HE TOJNBKO B AHIVIMH, HO U B lepmanuu, rue 31o
TaKXKe Ype3BbIyaiiHo cinabo. M eciu TOBOPUTH O BaKHOCTH, TO MBI OYE€Hb
MHOT'O CHJI M IGHET 3aTpaTHIN Ha AHIIIUIO, a MEXTy TeM [ epmanus ropasno
BakHee, 1 d(dexkTuBHEE OBLTO OBI, €c OBI 3aTpaTiiiv 3TO Ha | epmanuio B
CMBICJIE TIOMOIIIM U PACIPOCTPAHEHHS HAIITNX HJIEH.

31ech, BO-TIEPBBIX, HEIb35l OTPAaHUUUTHCS TOJIBKO MPOCTHIM IEPEBO-
JIOM HaIluX padoT, IOTOMY YTO TPYAHO MPEACTaBUTh, NEHCTBUTENBHO, TOT
YpOBEHb, HA KOTOPOM celdac HY>KHO C HUMH TOBOPHUTH, IOTOMY YTO 3TH
JIIONM He MPOLUIN TOTO 3Tana, KOTOpPBI AaBHO Mpouud B ['epmanuu, um
Ha/I0 paccKa3bIBaTh CaMble JIEMEHTApHbIE BEIIM, YTOOBI OHU 3TO IOHH-
Main. Jlaxke MOIIOeXb, U Ta)ke KOMMYHHUCTHYECKAst MOJIOJIEKb, BO3SHMHTE
TOTO K€ camoro Pamcest’, KOTOPBIH SIBJSIETCSI OTHUM M3 KPYIHBIX aHTIIUii-
CKMX MaTe€MaTHKOB, — HE UMeET a0COMIOTHO HUKAKOTO IPEACTAaBICHUS O
TUAJIEKTUIECKOM MaTepraIn3Me.

Tak 4TO, 51 AyMaro, 4YTO BBIBOJBI, KOTOpHIE cemal ToB. PyOunmTeliH,
Hazno noxpaepkarb. M Tyt Komakagemus JomKHA YTO-TO MPEATIPUHSATH, HE
TOJIBKO B CMBICJIE OpPTraHU3aIlMH TEPEBOJa, HO M B CMBICIIE OpTaHU3AIUU
nHpOpPMAINH, KaK B CIELUAIBLHOM KypHaje, Tak U B npecce. OHU caMu
OXOTHO MOMEIIAIOT HAILIM CTaTbu. BO3pMHUTE Takol OpraH, Kak «...»%, oH

5 Ixymuan Xaxcenu (Julian Huxley,1887—1975), npesunent HarmoHaasHOro como3a Ha-

YUYHBIX paboTHHKOB BenmmkoOpuranuu u npodeccop Koponesckoii accormanmu, nep-
BbIif reHepanbHbIil qupexTop FOHECKO B 1946—-1948 rT. — [pumeu. peo.

T'aponbn Ixo3ed Jlacku (Harold Joseph Laski, 1893—1950), npodeccop Jlongouckoit
IIKOJIBI 3KOHOMHKH, B 1945-1946 rr. mpencenarens JleiibopucTcko mapTuu. —
Ipumeu. peo.

®pouk [Tnamnron Pamceii (Frank Plumpton Ramsey, 1903—1930), aupektop mo mare-
Mmaruke Koponesckoro xomnemka B Kemopumke. — Ipumey. peo.

B Tekcte cTeHOrpaMMBl Ha3BaHHUE OTCYTCTBYET. — [Ipumen. peo.
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BBICTYIIVIEHUE HA 3ACEJAHUU NNPE3UTTUYMA... (a

o0paTmics B MOCOIBCTBO, YTOOBI MBI JAIHM CTaThbW OT 3 7O 5 THIC. CJIOB
[0 Pa3JIMYHBIM OTPACIIIM COBETCKOM HayKd. JTO CIIEJ0Bajio OBl clemarh
B OPraHM30BaHHOM IOPSIKE. 3aTeM PYCCKO-OpUTAHCKHUH KypHAJ, KOTO-
PpBIi M3IaETCS TaM, OH J]aeT YacTO HEJI0OPOKAYCCTBEHHYO HH(OPMAIIHIO,
a 9Ta uHpOpMAaIUs OueHb HYXHa. 1 3aTeM, KOHEUHO, JIMYHbIC CBSI3U HIPa-
10T rpoMajHyto poib. Korma npuexan Byxapus, [...]° u apyrue ycTpomiu
CHeIMaTbHBIA TPUeM, Ha KOTOPOM TPUCYTCTBOBAJ BECh IIBET HAyKH, TJIE
paccrpaimBaiy — Kak OpraHn30BaHa y Hac HayKa U T. 1. OcoOeHHO UM UM-
MIOHUPYET THIT OPTaHU3AINY HAyIHO-HCCIIE0BATENbCKOW paboThl. B aToM
OTHOIIIEHUH OHU YPE3BBIYAITHO 3aWHTEPECOBAHEI.

Bor nepBoe 3ameyanue

Bropoe — eme mocne mpuesna 6611 oprann3oBan OO0IIECTBOM KyJIbTYp-
HOH CBSI3W O4YeHBb OOJIBIION MUTHHI, @ KOTOpOM byxapuH menman moxian
0 HalIeH MATUIIETKE, 00 OCHOBHBIX MPUHIUIIAX MTOCTPOCHUS HAIICH Tisi-
Tunetku. Ha sToM muTtnHre npucyrcrsoBaio csinie 500 yenoBek, Tak-
K€ pa3IMYHBIX YUEHBIX, KypHAIHCTOB. DTOT OKIAaJ, BEPOITHO, OyaeT
OonyOIMKOBaH B pycCKO-OpuTaHCKoM >KypHaje. KpoMe 3Toro mMutmHra
MOSIBWJICS B OYEHBb COJIMJIHBIX razeTax, B «Manuectep ['apauan», B «Jlei-
nu I'eponbay, HeNslid pA HHTEPBBIO, KOTOPEIE OoJiee WM MEeHee 00beK-
THUBHO JAIOT WH()OPMAIMIO O HAIIMX HAYYHBIX JOCTIKEHUAX U O HAIIUX
SKOHOMUYECKUX JOCTIKEHUsIX. BooOie, eciin OpaTh OT3BIBBI IIeYaTH, —
sl cOOpasl MPUMEPHO BCe, 4TO ObUIO TaM, — Mbl UMEJIU CBhIIIe 150 cTa-
TEH 10 MMOBOAY HaAWICTO NpHe3aa — B pa3HBIX OpraHax Ire€4yaTtu, TOJIbKO B
AHTIIMICKUX, U3 KOTOPBIX MpuMepHo 40 mamaeT Ha cepbe3HyIo Ievarhb,
kak «Taitme», «Manuecrep I'apauan», «Jleitnu I'eponbay, «Crnekraii-
Top». Sl BCce 3TO coOpan, mymaro, 4To ObLIO OBl MHTEPECHO HAredyararb
HauOoJiee NHTEPECHBIC BRIACPKKU U3 3TOTO U TO, YTO HMEJIO U3BECTHOE
noJiuTU4Yeckoe 3HaueHue. Hano ckaszarb, 94TO mpaBble ra3eThl U KYypHaJIbI
JieNalid HaM Ype3BbIYaifHO OOJIBIIYIO peKiiaMy, OOJBIIYI0, YeM MBI MOTIIH
051 camu. A AyMaro, 4TO BCC 3TO MOXKET ABUTHCA IOKA3aTCJIEM TOT'O, YTO,
HECOMHEHHO, Takas WH(OpManug 4pe3BpIYaiiHO BaKHA U 9TO TAKyHO pa-
00Ty HaJI0, HECOMHEHHO, HANIAUTh.

Yto IMEHHO UMITIOHHPOBAJIO OCOOEHHO BCEM 3THM YUYEHBIM — 3TO TO,
49yTO B HGpBLIfI pa3 OHM CJIbIIIAT HE MPOCTO MOJUTUYCCKHUE peiH, a COJIUI-
HbIe, HAyYHO 00OCHOBaHHBIE JOKJAIbI, KOTOPHIE TPAKTYIOT T€ BOIPOCHI,

0 B Tekcre CTCHOI'PaMMBI q)aMI/UH/ISI OTCYTCTBYCT. I/I3BeCTHO, YTO B XOA€ KOHIpEcCa

B 4ecTh byxapuHa u ero xoiter maBamu obenpl cekperapb JleiGopucTckoil mapTuu
A. TenpepcoH, mpezcenarenb KoHrpecca, mnpodeccop JIOHIOHCKOTO yHHBEpCUTETa
Y.Ix. Cunrep, a taoke I1.JI. Karmuma. Ho Bce 9T 06e/151 HOCHIM YacTHBIHN XapakTep. —
Ipumeu. peo.
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KOTOpBIE Mepei HUMH BCTAIOT OOJIBIICIO YacThiO B MEpBhIHA pa3. [lotomy
YTO, HAIPUMEDP, BOMPOC O MJIaHUPOBAHUHU HAyKH — 3TO IpoliieMa, KoTopast
JUISL HUX BCTajla BIIEPBBIC U MPEICTABISICT YPE3BBIYANHBIN HHTEPEC.

Ecnu roBopuTh 0 caMoM KOHTpecce, Ha KOHTpecce OBLIO JIeBO€ KPBLIO,
KPUTHYECKH HaCTPOEHHOE, OHO BO3MIABIISIIOCH ITIABHBIM 00pa3oM Xoroe-
HOM. 1 OHU He TONBKO MOACP>KUBAITU HAC, HO M CaMU BBICTYTAIN IPOTUB
[...]'° B aToM oTHOIIEHUH OBLT HE 00¥ C BETPSIHBIMH MEBHHUIIAMH, & €CTh
oTIpeNesieHHas TPyTIa, Ha KOTOPYI0 MOXKHO OTIePEThCs. DTa TPpyIIa TOXe
pa3HOKannOepHa 1Mo CBOEMy cocTaBy. ECTh 4acTh Jonei, KOTopble — Me-
XaHUCTUYECKHE MaTepHaIUCThI [0 HE3HAHMIO, HO 4acTh — U M0 yOexzae-
Huto. S gymaro, uyro XorOeHa W XakCiH BpPSJ JTU MOXXHO TEepEyOeIHTh,
HO O60prba 3a MOJIONEKDh OYCHD BaskHA. JIFOOOIBITHO, YTO TIOCIIE HAIIETO
orsesna B «Jeitnu Tenerpad» mogaBuinoch cooOIIeHne 0 KOHTpecce, Tie
OBLIO CKa3aHo, YTO 0COOCHHOE 3HAYCHUE MMEET BIUSHUE dTHX JOKJIAIO0B
Ha MOJIOAEKb. V1 OHM OTMEHaloT, YTO caMoe ONAacHOE, YTO MBI 3aBs3aJId
JIUYHBIE OTHOIICHUS C MOJOAEKHI0O W WHCTPYKTHPOBAIM MX B OCHOBax
JTUAJIEKTUIECKOTO MaTepuann3Ma. JTO Halo CAelaTh Ha Tropasfo Oonee
LIIMPOKUX OCHOBaX. B 4acTHOCTH, Ha0 OTMETHTH, YTO Halle mpecc-0to-
PO, KOTOPOE UMEETCS B IIOCOIBCTBE, AAET UCKITIOYUTENILHO TTOJIMTHYECKYIO
rH(pOpMAIHIO B Ta3eTax, a HH(GopMaIus 1o JHHANA HAYYHOH COBEPIIEHHO
OTCYTCTBYET, U COBEPILIEHHO SICHO IMOYeMy: IOTOMY YTO BECh MarepHai
nepemaeTcs B mpecc-0topo HapkoMuHaenoM, 1 CBsI3b ¢ OpraHn30BaHHBIM
HAayYHBIM [IEHTPOM, KOTOPBI MOT OBl JaBaTh aBTOPUTETHYIO HAYYHYIO MH-
(hopmarmro A JaNbHEHIIETo pacpoCTpaHeHHus B AHIIINN, OTCYTCTBYET.
B sTOM OTHOILIEHMHM HaZl0 MOCTaBUTH Bolpoc nepen Komakagemuei o Ta-
KOM ILIEHTpE, KOTOPBIl BO BCe mMpecc-0ropo Mor Obl 1aBaTh HH(OPMALIUIO
10 HAYYHOH JTHHUH.

Mumtotun'!. Bam, BEpOSTHO, yIaloCh MOCETUTh HAYYHO-HCCIIEI0Ba-
TeNbCKHE yupexaeHus. He Moxxere i cOOOmMUTH HaM: Kakue paboTHI Be-
IyTCsl, KaK OpPraHU30BaHBbI.

I'eccen. Pa3Hble nenerarbl MHTEPECOBAIKCH 1O CBOEH CIEIMAIbHO-
ctd. MBI Bce BMecTe ObITH B (pusmdeckoit maboparopun Kamurer. S emte
OBUI B yUpEXIEHHUSIX, KOTOPbIe MEHS JIMYHO MHTEPECOBAJH, — 3TO B OHO-
moteke [larenTHoro 6ropo u B JIoHOOHCKOH majare mep u BecoB. S mo-
JKEH CKa3aTh, YTO €CIM OpaTh KpymHeHmid HHCTUTYT [lanatel Mep u Be-
COB, TO IO MacmITa0y OH HUYETO ITOPaXKAFOIIETO He MPECTABISIET, U YTOOBI
TaM OBUIO YTO-HHOY/Ib TaKOE, YTO MOIJIO OBI OPa3UTh, M YTOOBI TaM OBIIO
YTO-HHOY/Ib TAKOE, YETO Y HAC HET, — 51 ObI He cka3an. OHu, IpaBia, CTPOST
OO0JIBIIYIO a3pOANHAMUYECKYIO TPyOy, HO Hamm padotsl B LIAI'M, mo-mo-
eMy, He O4eHb OTCTaloT 1o MaciTady. Hajo ckazarh, 9To B CMBICTIE YPOB-
Hsl HAy9HOTO UCCIIEIOBAaHUSI 37I6Ch HET HUYETO CHOTCIINOATENNFHOT0. Y HaC

10" B rekcre cTeHOrpaMMBI (paMHIHS OTCYTCTBYET. — [Ipumey. peo.
" Bnamumup Ilapnosuuy Mumorun (1884-1937), 3am. mpexncenarens IIpesummyma
KommyHnucTHueckoit akagemun, penpeccupoBat B 1937 r. — Ilpumeu. peo.
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BBICTYIIVIEHUE HA 3ACEJAHUU NNPE3UTTUYMA... (a

B JleHmHrpase ecTs Mo ONTHYECKUM, MaTeMAaTHYECKUM HCCIIEIOBAHUAM,
HECOMHEHHoO, Jyuiiee. [IpaBaa, y HUX cTpouTcs HOBas Jaboparopus, HO
TO, YTO Celyac ecTh, IO-MOEMY, HUYEro JIOOOMBITHOTO HE TPEICTaBISET.
JIrobombiTHA TaMm cucTema (puHAHCHUpOBaHMS ATOM IlamaTsl Mep U BECOB.
VY HEX OHa HAIMOJIOBHHY Ha Xo3pacdere. J[ero mocraBieHo Tak: ux Oroa-
JKET, C OJJHOM CTOPOHBI, TOCYAAPCTBEHHBII, HO TOCYAapCTBEHHAs 10TALUs
COCTaBIIsieT MpUMepHO He Oombiie 35 %, ocTampHOE — 3TO YaCTHO-TIPO-
MBIIUICHHBIC 3aKa3bl. brojpkeT y Hux Ooubiioi, cBeiine 700 Thic. pyHTOB
CTEPJIMHIOB, U 65 % paboTaloT Ha NPOMBILIIICHHOCTb. B 3TOM oTHOLIEHNH,
KOTJIa CIIPOCHJIH, €CTh JI Y HUX CIHEIHalbHas OpraHu3alys o uccienoBa-
HUIO, OHU TOBOPSIT, YTO OHU HE MOTYT ATO JIETaTh.

Uro kacaercs o [lareHTHOTO OTAENA — 3TO Y HUX OJIECTSAIIE TOCTaB-
neHo. Tam moxete B Oubnuoteke [larenTHoro otaena B 10 MUHYT HaBECTH
CIpaBKy O JIFOOOM TIaTeHTe BO BCeM MUpe, HaunHas ¢ 1628 1. u 1o cero-
JHSIIHETro JTHS. S MOMHTepecoBacCs, €CTh U TaM Haru. S ObL1 7 utons,
Y TIOCJICTHUH OFOJIJICTEHD OT KOHITA HIOHS OBl YKe Ha TOJIKe. ITO MeHCTBHU-
TENBHO OPraHW30BaHO MpekpacHo. Ho 1ro0o0mbITHO cieayromiee: 4To Ta-
KO€ YUPEXICHHE HE MMeeT abCONOTHO HHKAKOro OrosutereHs 2. S xoren
MOJTyYUTh TaM MPOCTO UX MaTepuajbl — y HUX HUKaKUX MaTe€pHUajioB HET.
S xaien, 9TO MaJo BpeMEHH, IOTOMY 4TO TTopaboTaTth B 3Toi OnOIHOTE-
Ke, 0COOCHHO JIJIs1 paOOTHUKOB MO MCTOPHH TEXHUKHU, — 9TO COBEPIIECHHO
HercyepriaeMblil Kiaie3b, IOTOMY YTO OHU MMEIOT, HaunHas ¢ 1628 1., ¢
XVII B., — Bce mareHThl, KOTOPbIC KOryia Obl TO HU ObLIO OBbLIH. ITO Hanbo-
Jiee MHTEPECHOE HAYYHOE YUPEKICHHUE.

UYro kacaercsi puzndeckux yupexaeHuii JIoHI0Ha — y HUX HET 0CO-
O6eHHO uHTepecHbIX. B KemOpumke oueHs HHTEPECHO, U €CITU CPABHUTH C
TepMaHCKIMH Hay9YHBIMH MHCTUTYTaMH, Bac mopaxkaeT pasznuma. S Obur
B bepnune, Buien HOBBIM OTCTPOEHHBIN MHCTUTYT [epua. Bac nopaxkaer
POCKOIIIb OTJIENKH — M MPaMop, U 30JI0TO U T. 1. Ml HECMOTps Ha TaKyro
POCKOIIb OTAENKH, B CMBICIIE JTAOOpaTOpHil, U B OCOOCHHOCTH B CMBICIIE
OIIJIaTHI TIEPCOHANA, TaM OYeHb TyTro 0OCTOWT Aeno. A B AHIJINH — HAa000-
port, Bac mopaxaer HeoObIvaiiHas npoctoTta noctpoek. B KemOpumxke, u
0COOCHHO B HOBOM 31aHnM [lanarel Mep v BECOB, CTEHBI IOMEIICHNH, HE
HMMEIOINX CHeUaIbHOT0 3HAYEHHs, KOPUAOPHI — HE IITYKaTypeHsl. 1 ko-
IJ1a MBI TOBOPHWIIH IO ATOMY TIOBOJY, OHH TOBOPSIT TaK, YTO, €CIIK BO3bMETE
pacxozbl, y HaC pacxofsl paclpenensioTcs Ha TpHu yacTu. lIpexne Bcero
JlaeM Ha 37aHue — MEHbILIE BCEro, Ooblle 1aeM Ha 000OpyloBaHUE U ca-
MYyIO OOJIBIITYI0 CYMMY — Ha oOecrieueHure Jroneid. B atom oTHOmEHNN Ha-
710 IOMHUTB TaKXe, 4TO y HUX KaCTOBOCTb, B CMbICIIE 00eCIIEUeHU S, Upes3-
BBIYAiTHO cHIbHA. Eciii Bo3bMeTe n30paHHBINH KPYT MpodeccopoB, Kak OHU
o0ecreueHbl, U CpeTHUI TEXHUIECKHI IepCOHal — 37IeCh TPOMaIHBIN CKa-
YOK, HO 00ecTiedeHre KPYITHBIX MPo(eccopoB COBEPIIEHHO HECPAaBHUMOE.

12" B neppom ciyuae GromIeTeHb 03HAYAET TEKYIIYIO HHDOPMAIIHIO O 3aPerHCTPHPOBAH-
HBIX TTaT€HTaX, BO BTOPOM CIIy4ae — HEPHOANIECKOe U3anue. — [Ipumey. peo.
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Hampumep, punancupoBanue nadoparopun Kanuiel. OH ©MeeT B 1ot
MIPUMEPHO CBBINIE 3 THIC. (YHTOB — HECKOJBKO JECITKOB THICAY PyOIeil.
OTH JeHBI'M TAFOTCS B €r0 TOJTHOE B OECKOHTPOIBHOE BiajeHue. EcTh Ko-
MUTET U3 TPEX JIHII, KOTOPHIil KOHTPOJIUPYET HE PACXOJOBAHNE STUX JCHET,
a TOJBKO HAy4YHOE BeACHHE paboTHI CyIUT O padoTe Mo ee MPAKTUIECKUM
pesynbrataM. OH 00s13aH TOJI0XKHTH, YTO OH clenai. Pa3 B rox oH nokia-
JBIBaET KOMHUTETY, UTO CAENAHO, a 3TH JeHBIM OH MOXKET (PaKTHIECKH Tpa-
TUTh, KaK xoueT. Hukakoro (pMHaHCOBOTO KOHTPOJISI HET, TaK YTO B 3TOM
CMBICJIE TPYAHO MOHATH, [I0YEMY TaKHe CYMMBI TPATATCS.

O cnenmanbHBIX (U3NYECKUX paboTax, s HE AyMaro, 4TOOBI OBLIO
nHTepecHo ropoputh. O pabore Kanump! s menskom rosopmi. Ceitgac y
HEro Takoro pofa paboTa, 9YTO OH MOABEPraeT CUCTEMATHIECKOMY HCCe-
JIOBAHUIO BCE YUCTHIE AIEMEHTHI B MPeieiax 09€Hb BBICOKOTO MarHUTHOTO
Hanpsokerns. Ceiidac y Hero mmeercs 28 ayeMeHTOB. Temeps OH XOYeT
MTOJBEPTHYTh CHUCTEMaTHYECKOMY HCCJIEJOBAHUIO BCE ATH JJIEMEHTHI IO
OTIpE/ICTICHHBIM TPYIIIaM, YTOOBI MOKHO OBIJIO YCTaHOBHTH HEKOTOPOE 00-
iee cBoicTBO. Tak uTo ceifvac (haKTHUECKU OH MPOJIOJDKAET TY ke padoTy,
Y HOBBIX PE3YyJIBTAaTOB MOKA HET. TeXHNYEeCKUX 3aJaHIi OH HE NUMEeT U HU
C KaKUMH TEXHHYECKUMH YUPEKICHUSIMHU HE CBA3aH.

[My6nukanus u npumeyanus C.H. Kopcakosa
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(L.: Verso, 2017. XII. 450 p.). The keynote of the book serves
the conviction that Marxism is a sort of “super-theory” that can
explain not only any social and political life, but also profound
philosophy of science, including natural science. Science is
presented in the book as a form of social practice. The main idea
of the Marxist philosophy of science is the status of the theory of
dialectical materialism. The author shows that Marxist ideas could
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N

OTHO U3 TAaKOr0 poja U3JaHUil.
Ona mpencrasisieT coOOH mpe-
MMYILECTBEHHO JI€CKPUIITUBHBIN
aHanmm3 (popMHUPOBaHUS OPTOMOK-
CaJbHOrO0 MapkcusMa 10 Bropoii
MHPOBOM BOMHBI, IIPUYEM aBTOP
JIeJIaeT aKLEHT Ha MapKCHUCTCKOM

Marxism TPAKTOBKE IHUAJEKTUKU MPUPOIBIL.
and the Philosophy of C BBIpaKEHHBIX CIUEHTHCTCKHX
Science A4 Critical History HO3HULMH OHA MPOBOJUT MBICIIb,
YTO HE CYIIECTBYET METOAOJIOTH-
YECKUX pa3iuuyuil MEXIy COLU-
ATbHBIM ¥ €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHBIM
no3HaHueM. OJIHAKO TEOpPEeTUKO-
METOIOJIOTMYECKHM  ITpobieMam
COLIMAIBHO-TYMaHUTApPHOIO  3Ha-
HHS aBTOP CKOJBKO-HHUOYIb OCHO-
BaTeJIbHOTO BHUMAHHUA He yemnseT.

N Bce e aBrOp CcTpeMuMiCcs
MPECTAaBUTh MIMPOKYI0 HNaHOPAMY
MHPOBOM MAapKCUCTCKOM MBICIIH.
B xosie paboThI HaJl KHUTOM OH KOH-
CYABTHPOBAJICS CO MHOTMMH OTEYE€CTBEHHBIMU H 3apyOekHBIMH (uiocoda-
mu: LA, Axaypunsim, K.X. JlenokapossiM, C.T. Mentoxunabim, M.b. Mutu-
vbIM, T.U. Oizepmanom, F0.B. CaukoBeiM u T. 1., I. I'epriem, V. Pé3ebeprom
(TAP), P. Puxroii (UCCP), B. KpaeBckum, I1. IlItomnka (ITHP), M. Mapxo-
BuueM (FOrocnasust), M. Baprodckum, JI. I'paxemom, 3. MakMysmiuHoM,
M. Kopudoprom, Y. HeroroHoM-Cmutom, P. Xappe (CLLA u BenmukoGpura-
HUS), €CIIM Ha3BaTh TOJIBKO CaMble H3BECTHBIE IMEHA.

MapxkcusM, cornacHo E. I1uaH, sBiseTcst HeIpOTUBOPEUUBOU «CBEPX-
Teopuen», ClocOOHON OOBSCHHUTH JIOOBIE SBJICHUSI COLUAIBHOM, TOTUTH-
YeCKOH JKM3HU, IKOHOMHYCCKOH 1 TEXHOJIOTHIECKON cep MIH IPOoIiecChl
B €CTECTBO3HAHUH, a IHAJICKTUKA [ ereis sBISETCS yHUBEPCAIBHOM € TON
TOYKH 3PEHHSI, YTO OHA CHOCOOHA KOHLENTYaJbHO OMHUCATh JIIOOOH Mpo-
uecc. Unes pa3BUTHs U1 €CTECTBO3HAHUS e Obl1a uyxaoi. UmeHHo mo-
3TOMY 3BOJIIOLMOHHAs Teopus JlapBHuHa cTana AJi1 OCHOBAaTeJIeld MapKCU3-
Ma TaKoH Ba)KHOM B CMBICIIE SMIIMPHUIECKO OCHOBBI U, COITIACHO DHTEIb-
CY, CBOETO pOjia MPEANOChUIKON UX YUeHHs (XOTs caMa TeopHus MOSIBIIIACh
no3xe (HOPMYITHUPOBKH KIIOUEBBIX UACH MAPKCH3MA).

C touku 3penus 1IusH, HEBEPHO AyMaTh, UTO IUAJEKTUYECKAs METO-
JIOJIOTHS TIpeanoaraitack MapKkcoM JIMIIb [T aHAJIN3a ICTOPUHU U COLINY-
Ma. OH uCKal BO3MOXKHOCTb HMPUIOKEHUS JUATEKTUKU K ONHCAHUIO MPH-
POABI Tak, YTOOBI 3BOJIOLMS IPUPOILI OblIa €CTECTBEHHBIM OCHOBAaHHEM
YeJI0BEYECKOM UCTOPUU. DHIEJIbC CMOT BOIJIOTUTD B KU3Hb ATY YCTAHOBKY
Y TIPEJIOKUI TOBOPUTH O «IHAIEKTUKE TIPUPOJIBD».

Radical Thinkers
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MAPKCHU3M U PNJITOCOPUA HAYKU M[L;

ITosTOMy yBIIEUEHHE MapKCUCTOB 3110XHU BToporo MHTepHannonana
HEOKaHTHAaHCKUMHU HAesIMH, coracHo I1IuaH, sSBiseTca OTKIOHEHHEM OT
MIEPBUYHOTO 3aMbICiIa OCHOBATeNed Mapkcu3Ma. MHOTHE mocie10BaTeNnu
HEOKAHTHAHCTBA CPEAN MAPKCUCTOB Pa3AeisUId U0 O TOM, YTO METOJBI
€CTeCTBEHHBIX HAyK U METOJbI T'YMaHUTApHBIX HayK pa3nnuHbl [Sheehan,
2017, p. 71]. IMeHHO IO3TOMY MapKCH3M, B CMBICIIE TIOJIMTUIECKOI U CO-
IMATBHON TeopuH, chopMyIHpoBaHHOW MapkcoM, U TeOpHusi DHIrelbca O
€CTECTBEHHOH MPHUPOJIE CTAITN BOCIIPHHUMATHCS KaK WEHHbBIE KOHIIETIIINU
pasnu4uHOM HanpaBieHHocTH. Ecin conmanpaas Teopust Mapkca o0bscHs-
€T MHOTHE COLMAJbHBIE MPOIECCH] U TOJNIe3HA IS ONPEAETICHHS OIUTH-
YEeCKOTO Kypca, TO TeOpHsl DHTelIbca B OMPEAETICHHOM CMBICIIE SBISIETCS
JUIIHER JUIA TeX, KTo OopeTtcs 3a mpasa pabounx. Kondnukt mMexmy cTo-
POHHHMKAaMHU 3TOW MO3HMIIUN U MAapKCHCTaMH, YOSKJICHHBIMI B HEOOXOH-
MOCTH TMAJIEKTHYECKOTO MaTepHaIn3Ma, ONpeAesii CIIOPhl 3TOTO BpeMe-
HHU 110 Bonpocy Guiiocohuu HayKu.

CnoXHON ¥ HEOJHO3HAYHOW B KHHTE TPEACTaBICHA NCTOPHS PyCCKO-
r0 MapKCu3Ma: Hjied OOJBIIEBHKOB B OMPEIEIIEHHONW CTETIeHN MpHUBJIeKa-
mn He Tonbko mocnenoBareneit PCIPII, HO u «ieraabHBIX MapKCHUCTOB)
U CTOPOHHHKOB HAEH «3KOHOMHYECKOTO AeTepMHHH3May». OTaenbHOe
BHHMAaHHUE aBTOP YIENSET BONPOCY MPOTHBOPEUUI MEXIY MaxuCTaMy U
JICHUHIIAMH T10 BOTIPOCY OTHOIIEHHS K TEOPUH HAyYHOTO TMO3HAHUS U Me-
CTa IMAJIEKTHYECKOTO MaTepuanuima B priocoduu Hayku. Peabumurarust
MIEPBUYHOTO 3aMbICiIa OCHOBAaTeNel MapKCHU3Ma MPOUCXOIUT, TI0 €€ MHe-
HUIO, IMEHHO B PyCCKOM MapKcH3Me, B cpejie OOJBIIEBHKOB U Onaroja-
ps dmnocodekum pasmbinuieHusM B.U. JlennHa. ABTOp BUIUT 31€Ch HE
TOJIBKO M HE CTOJIBKO MOJIMTHYECKHIA CMBICI, HO ¥ BO3SMOKHOCTh Pa3BUTHUS
JTUAJIEKTUIECKOTO MaTepHaIi3Ma.

ITocne Oktsi6pst 1917 1. cTaHOBIIEHHE PYyCCKOTO MapKCH3Ma WHTEHCH-
¢unmpyetcs. B xone MHOTHX CIIOPOB, KaK MPaBuIiio, OOJIE3HEHHBIX U JKECT-
KHX, MKy TTAPTUHHBIMY IESTEISIMH, YISHBIMH, KOTOPBIE IMEJIH HHTEPEC K
MIOJINTUKE WM HE UMEIH €T0, TUAIEKTHIECKHA MaTepralii3M CTajl BOCTIPH-
HHAMAThCS «CBEPXTEOpHei» onmucanms Hayku [Sheehan, 2017, p. 203-204].

MapkcucTckue uieu B PUIoKEeHNH K pruiocoduu HayKH CTaiu Tie-
pexomuts rparuibl CoBeTckoro Coro3a. OMHAM U3 BaXHEHIINX COOBITHN
Hadana 1930-x cTano BEICTYIUIEHHE COBETCKOH Jereranui Ha BTopom me-
KITYHApOTHOM KOHTpecce Mo UCTOPUH HayKH B TEXHUKH. B mocnenyromem
M3JI0KEHUH aBTOp HE pa3 o0pamiaeTcsa K BOIPOCY, Kak U B KaKOH CTETIeHU
JIOKJIaZIbl COBETCKOM JIEJIeTaIiy MOBIUSIIA Ha CTAHOBJIEHHUE TOTO UM WHO-
r0 MBICTTUTENsA-MapKkcucTa. OTHAKO CTATMHU3M H JILICEHKOBIIMHA MTOJIOXKH-
JIU KOHEI BCSIKUM CTIOpaM U, IPOYHO YTBEPAWB MOHOIIOJIIEHOE ITOJIOKEHHE
JTUAJIEKTUIECKOTO MaTepHalii3Ma B JKECTKOM OpPTOJOKCAaJbHOM BHIE, HE
MO3BOJIMIIA PAa3BUBATHCS ATOM TEOPUH ITACTHYHO U TIOTOMY 3 deKkTuBHO.
Oco0eHHO cephe3HBIM yIap OKa3aJICs 10 COBETCKOM FeHETHKE: HCCIIeI0Ba-
HUS B 3TO# 00nacT ObUTN PaKTUYECKH CBEPHYTHI.
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CranHU3M TakKe CTall MPEMATCTBHEM IJIsl Pa3BUTHSA CBOOOTHOU
JTUCKYCCHH O ITUAJIEKTHYECKOM MaTeprajIn3Me MEeXIy YYeHbIMH U (QHIIo-
coamu, KoTopsle UMenH oTHolleHne Kk KomuHTepHy. B mocnenneit ya-
ctul kKHurH LnsH yaenseT 3HaYUTEIbHOE BHUMaHNE (POPMUPOBAHUIO HIIEH
«OPTOMOKCATEHOTO» Mapkcu3Ma B EBpomne — Benrpun, Mtannu, AHDINH,
Opanmun — a Takke B CIIIA. OHa oTMedaeT, 9To SKCIaHCHS MapKCHCT-
CKUX MM TOPMO3HMIIACH MOJIMTHYECKUM JaBlIeHHEM co cTOpoHbl CoBeT-
CKOTO peXHMMa, YTO BO MHOTOM OOBSCHSET, TOYEMY 3TH HI€U B KOHIIE KOH-
IIOB OKA3aJIUCh 3a0BITHIMH.

[vsH ybexxaeHa B TOM, 9TO CYIIECTBYET TECHAs! CBSI3b MEXIY TOJH-
TUKOH U prnocodueit, punocoduelt Haykn U TPAKTHKOW HAYYHOTO HCCiIe-
noBanus. [TonuTHueckre MpeanodYTeHUs ONpeaesaioT punocodckue yoe-
JKJICHUS, @ OHH, B CBOIO OYepe/b — PaKypC MOHUMAaHHUS HAyYHOTO 3HAHUS U
ero mMecTa B Kyasrype. [lpu aToM 11 aBTOpa BOIMPOC HANPaBIEHUS STOTO
OTIpeJIeTICHNs] — OT TIOJHMTUKU K puiaocoduu W K MHTEPIpPETAINN HAyKH
W OT HAYYHOTO MCCIIENOBAHUS K PHIIOCO(DHH, a 3aTEM K TTOJIUTHKE — SIB-
nsietcst pakToM OuorpaduveckuM, WiH NpodecCHOHAIBHBIM, WIH JIaxe
TPaIUIIMOHHBIM IS TOW KyJIBTYPBI, K KOTOPOH OTHOCHT cebs aBTOD.

Tak, Ha cTpaHHIaX MOHOTpadUU BCTPEUAETCS] XapaKTEPUCTHKA yde-
HBIX, KOTOPBIC HAIILUIM B JUHAJIEKTUYCCKOM MapkcusMe (unocodckoe 00-
OCHOBaHHME CBOMX OXHAAHWH, CHOPMUPOBAHHBIX B «I1aboparopum» (Ha-
npumep, k. Xomneitn, [x. beprnan, X. Jlesn, JI. Xor6en, /. Hunam),
1 pm10co(OB-MaPKCHCTOB, KOTOPBIC HCXOAMIH U3 YOSKICHUS B TOM, YTO
JTUAJIEKTUIECKUI MaTepruatn3M ¢ HEOOXOAUMOCTBIO IOJDKEH OIHCATh Pa3-
BuTHe Hay4yHoro 3HaHus [Sheehan, 2017, p. 384]. dnsa meicnuTenel BO
@paHIK TPUBIEKATENBHON cTaja uaes paiuoHAIbHOCTH B MapKCH3Me B
OTHOIIEHUH BHEIPEHHS PE3yJabTaTOB HAYYHOTO MO3HAHUS B COLMAJIBHYIO,
9KOHOMHYECKYI0, TEXHOJOTHIECKYIO U YIIPABIEHYECKYIO MTPAKTHKY.

[y H mog9epKUBaeT MBICHb, YTO HayKa sBIsgeTCs (popMoil conmab-
HOM MpaKTUKH, KOTOpas O3BOJISIET OOIIECTBY pa3BUBaThCs Hanbosee 3¢-
¢dexTuBHBIM 00pa3oM. [ToaToMy Hay4yHOe 3HaHWE JOJDKHO CTaTh (yHHa-
MEHTOM COBPEMEHHOTO MHPOBO33PEHHS, CIOCOOHBIM ONPOKHHYTH PEIH-
THUO3HBIN, HICATUCTUYECKUN U SK3UCTEHIIUAIBHBIN ITOIX0bI K IIO3HAHUIO
MHpPa, BO MHOTOM TOpMO3sIue 3 HEKTHBHOE pa3BUTHE OOIIECTRA.

Junemma, kotopasi O0€CITIOKOUT aBTOPA, 3aKIFOYAETCS B TOM, MOXKET JIH
cama Hay4yHas KapTHHa MHpa c(OpMHPOBATH TAaKO€ MHUPOBO33pEHHUE HITU
HEoOX0mMMo chopMHUpPOBaTH 0CO00E MHPOBO33PEHUE, B KOTOPOM B Kade-
cTBe ee (DyHIAaMEHTaIbHOM YacTH OyleT Hay4Has KapThHa Mupa. MoxkeT
T HAyYHOE 3HaHWE OBITH (POPMO MHUPOBO33PEHUS WIIN HEOOXOIUMO MH-
POBO33pEHNE, MOTHOCTHIO KOTEPEHTHOE Hay4yHOl kaptuHe mupa? usu
yBEpEeHa, YTO MUPOBO33PEHHE TOJIKHO XapaKTepHU30BaThCS [IEIOCTHOCTHIO,
TO €CTh BCE €T0 IEMEHTHI — IIOIUTHYECKHUE MTPEeANoUYTeHus, priocodckue
yOexxIeHus 1 MOaX0/l K MpoheCCHOHATBHON AEATEIHHOCTH — JOIDKHBI CO-
CTaBIIATH COOO0 CTPYKTYpY, Oa3upyronryrocs Ha oqHOM (pyHmamente. B o1-

214



MAPKCHU3M U PNJITOCOPUA HAYKU M[p;

HOIICHUH TIPO(eccun yIeHoro 3To o0Iee MpaBuiIo JOHKHO OBITH TAKUM
Xe: TOTUTUYECKHE MPEAIOUTEHNs, MUPOBO33pEHHUE, TTOAX0 K prstocodun
HayKH W HalpapJieHWE HAyYHOTO MOWCKA JOJDKHBI (POPMUPOBATHCS CHH-
XpOHHO. DTOI ycTaHOBKE, 10 MHEHHUIO 11IM3H, OTBEUaET TOINBKO MAPKCHU3M.
Coruanus3M B BOINPOCE paclpeneiCHus MaTepHalibHBIX Onar Mmo3BoJisieT
HMMETh K HUM JIOCTYTI IIUPOKOMY KpyTy Jnll. Hayka MOXeT mpeocTaBUTh
KOHKpPETHBIE pe3ybTaThl, KOTOPhIE MOKHO HCIIOJIB30BATh B ATOM pacIipe-
JeTICHUU. A Upe3BbIYaiiHas 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTD OOLIECTBA B pe3yJibTaTax
Hayky OyAeT CTUMYJIHUpPOBATh HAy4HBIH IIporpecc.

n3H KPUTHYECKH OTHOCUTCS K YOXKIECHUSIM MapKCHCTOB, CUUTAIO-
IIMX, YTO HayKa SIBISETCS HAJCTPOWKOW KamUTalM3Ma M MOTOMY HOBOE
COLIMATTMCTHUYECKOE MUPOBO33PEHUE JOHKHO HEUTPAIbHO OTHOCHUTHCS K
HayKe Kak SBICHUI0 Ooyee paHHETo (MEHEee MPOTPECCUBHOTO) COIHAIh-
HOTO NOPAJIKA.

Mapkcusm siBisieTcs: cpeiod OPMUPOBAHUS HIICH €AMHCTBA TOJIHUTH-
K4, punocopuu U HayKH, HO KOHKPETHBIN pe3ylbTaT MapKCH3Ma B 3TOM
OTHOIIEHUN — (urocodusi TUANEKTHYECKOTO0 Marepuanusma. [loatomy
[JIaBHBIN acTIeKT CTAHOBJICHUS U Pa3BUTHsI MapKCUCTCKON puiocoduu Ha-
YKH — BOIPOC O MECTe TEOPUHU TUAIEKTHIECKOTOo Marepuanuima. Corma-
JIU3M, KaK OH IPEJICTaBJIEH B MapKCU3Me, IPEATNoNaracT MaTepruaJIucTye-
cKoe omucanue mupa. Mcropust MapkcucTckoid GuiIocopuu HayKu — 3TO
yepeaa CMEHSIOIIKX ApYyT Apyra JUCKyccui. B nx neHTpe Bompoc: MOXHO
JIU TIPEICTaBUTh CTAHOBIIEHHUE €CTECTBEHHOHAyYHOW KapTHHBI MUpPa BHE
BCsAKOM (hriocoduu, YToOBI 3TOro OBUIO JOCTATOYHO ISl 0OOCHOBAaHUS
MaTepuann3Ma, Wi JUaJeKTHIeCKH MaTeprualiniM Kak Guiaocodus aoi-
YKEH OIpEeNeNsITh HHCTPYMEHTApUI ONMCAHUS HAYKH B HCTOPUYECKOM ac-
MIEeKTE ¥ MMPAKTUKE HAYYHOTO ITO3HAHUS?

[usH nognep’uBaeT TUHUIO JUAJEKTUYECKUX MaTepHaIlCTOB, IPH-
4yeM OHa yOejeHa, 4TO UIMEHHO B 9TOM W COCTOSUT NEPBUYHBIA 3aMBbICEI
KJIACCHKOB MapKcu3Ma. MexIy TeM TpaauLUUOoHHbIE [Tl Guiaocohun HayKu
BOIIPOCHI POCTa HAYYHOTO 3HAHHA W MCTOPHH HAyKH — TO €CTh HACKOJIBKO
3¢ PeKTHBEH TOT MOAXOM B UX PELLICHUH — OCTAIOTCSI HA BTOPOM IUIAHE.

Uccnenosanme 1llnsH B camom o01ieM CMBICIIE TPEACTaBISAET COO0U
0OBsICHEHNE, KaK WAEU JHAJEKTUYEeCKOTO MaTepraln3Ma yCTaHOBWIIKCH,
KaK M KEM IPUHUMAIINCH B KAUECTBE «CBEPXTEOpUN». MHOTHE U3 MapKCH-
CTOB HOCTYIUPOBaIH 3()(HEKTUBHOCTH 3TON Teopuu. OTHAKO KOHKPETHBIE
HapaOOTKH OBUIM Yy HEMHOTHX, HallpUMep, 1Mo uctopuu Hayku b.M. T'ec-
cena, A.®. Uodpde, H.U. Basunosa, B.®. Murkesuua!, cTUMyIoM cTa-
HOBJICHUSI HAyYHOH TEOPUM [UAJEKTUYECKUHA MaTepuaau3M CTal Uil
JIx. XonpeliHa, KOTOPBIA PEJIOKUIT TEOPHUIO TPOUCXOAKACHUS KUBOTO U3
Hexxusoro, win k. Hugama, KOTOpBIi ¢ SKCTEPHAIIMCTCKUX MO3UIUN U3-
yuan Hayky B Kurae [Sheehan, 2017, p. 330].

' Ilnxan HEBEPHO NMPUBOAUT €r0 HHULUAIIBI.
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usH maneka ot yOexIeHHUs B TOM, YTO MapKCHCTCKas Quiaocodus
HAyKH — 3TO OMHAKABI CHOPMYIMPOBAHHAS W HABCETHIA JaHHAs TEOpPUSI.
HanpoTuB, AucKyccuu U CIIOPBI MEX]y MapKcHcTaMu sBIsFoTcst 3ddek-
TUBHBIMHU JUIsI CTAHOBIICHUS TEOPHH. 37eCh OHA KacaeTcs pa3HOITIachil
mexay J. Jlykagem, K. Kopmem u A. ['pamim, KOTOpbIE CTadl BaKHBI-
MU (pakTOpaMu B Pa3BUTUHU JTUANIEKTHYECKOro marepuanusma [Sheehan,
2017, p. 255]. ImMeHHO B 3TOM OTHOIIEHUY CTATWHU3M U JILICCHKOBIIMHA,
JUKBUANPOBABIINE GopMar cBOOOTHOM JUCKYCCHH, BOCIPENSTCTBOBAIH
(hopMHPOBaHHIO MapKCUCTCKOH (prtocodru HayKu H ONIPEIeIIITN pa3phiB
MEXTy MTOKOJIEHUSIMU MapkcucToB [Sheehan, 2017, p. 418].

B crpemnenun npeononeTs npexyOekIeHus M0 OTHOIIEHUIO K Map-
kcucTcko unocodpun Hayku [IusH oOparraercs: ¢ BonpocoM 00 ocBe-
IIEHUH HEKOTOPBIX MPOOJIEM K IIIABHBIM «KOHKYPEHTaM» MapKCHUCTOB Ha
3TOM TIOJIE — K MMO3UTHUBHUCTAM. B OTBET Ha OOBHMHEHUS B BYJIblrapU3alluU
Y MUCTH(UKAIINN HAYKU MPH UCTIONH30BAHUH JUATEKTHIECKOTO METO/a
OHa cTapaeTcsi 000CHOBATh Y30CTh MO3UTUBUCTCKOTO TOAX0/A K AaHAIIN3Y
HayKH, BKIIIO4as MpeacTaBuTeNied BeHCKoro Kpyxka, MHOTHE U3 KOTO-
PBIX, KaK U3BECTHO, MPHUICPKUBAIKCH JIEBBIX B3IsOB [Sheehan, 2017,
p. 402]. DTO WPOSBISIETCSA B TOM, UTO, 10 MHEHHIO aBTOPA, MTO3UTHUBHU3M
MpeajaraeT paccMaTpuBaTh HayKy OTIAEIHHO OT WHBIX (TMONMUTHYECKHX,
SKOHOMHYECKHX, COIIMAIBHBIX) cep deroBeueckoil akTuBHOCTH. Men
TeX MOCTIO3UTHBHUCTOB, KTO O0pamaercs K 3TUM MpodiieMaM, COITIacHO
aBTOpY, CYIIECTBEHHO BTOPWUYHBI, TOCKOIBKY JIUIIH MOBTOPSIIOT TO, YTO
¢dakTudecku yxe cHopMyaHpoOBaHO DHTENBCOM: «...3amoiro ao KyHa
MBI [MapKCHCTBI| 3HAJIM, YTO HayKa MPEACTAaBISIET COO0M CIOXKHYIO CO-
[UaJFHYIO CHCTEMY, Pa3HOBHIHOCTD YEJIOBEUYECKON JAESITENIbHOCTH. .. 3a-
nonro 1o Ilommepa MBI TOBOPUIIM O BaXKHOCTH TIPEJBHUJICHUS B HayKe...
3a01T0 10 DMUHOYPICKOM IMIKOIBI MBI YKa3bIBAIH HA POJIb COIUATBHBIX
HHTEPECOB B Hayke... MapkcucTckue uiaeu chopMupoBanu QyHIaMEeHT
MHO)KECTBA JUCUUIINH: COI[MOJIOTUN HAyKH, UICTOPUH HAyKH, UCTOPUU
TEXHUKH M TEXHOJIOTMH, OHHM OKa3ajll 3aMETHOE BIUSHWE HA HeMmap-
KCHUCTCKYIO MBICITb, HanpuMep, Ha K. Manxeiima u P. Meprona» [Shee-
han, 2017, p. 4].

Kuaura [IusH HaBOOUT Ha pa3MBITIUICHUS O MIPUPOJE BBIOOpa CcTpa-
Teruu uccienoBanus. C OJHOM CTOPOHBI, IKCTPANOIALNS HEKOTOPBIX
ujeil Ha nmpoOiieMbl GUIOCOMUN HAYKH OKa3bIBA€TCS YPE3BBIYANHO d(-
(beKTHBHOI, ¢ APYTOHl XK€ — MPUHITHE HEKOTOPOIl TEOPHH 3acTaBiseT
HMCKYCCTBEHHO «IOATATHBATH» K HEW pe3ylbTaThl MCCIENOBAaHWUN, Ha-
puMep He o0palarh BHUMaHUS Ha «aHOMAaJUW», KOTOPhIE HE BIUCHI-
BaroTCcs B Teoputo. C OMHON CTOPOHBI, BOBHHKAET BOIPOC, MOXET JIH
CYIIECTBOBAThH J00ast JUCIUIUINHA 0e3 MpUHITONH 0a3WCHON Teopuu, C
JIPYroil )xe — 4TO JOJKHO CTaTh OCHOBAHUEM 3TOM TEOPUU — KOHKPET-
HBIe HaOMIoeHNS 1 0000IIeHHsI WIH pa3fesseMbie 3apanee (B TOM 9HuC-
Jie IOJINTUYECKue) yOeK IeHHUS.
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E. lllmeH 7nMYHO HWCHBITaTa HEKOTOPhIE «IIPENECTH» MapKCHCTCKOU
myONMMKanOHHON mpakTuky. Korma oHa momama CTarbio B MEXKIyHApPOI-
HBIN KXypHaT «IIpobraembl Mupa u conmanmuimMay, u3naBaeMslii B [Ipare, To
IJIaBHBIA penakTop 31oro xypHana M. T. @ponoB HACTONBKO «BapBapCKU»
OTPENAKTUPOBAJL €€ TEKCT, YTO MHOTHE yTBEpkKACHUS [1IM3H n3mMeHnnu cBoi
CMBICII Ha MPOTHBONONIOXKHBIN [Sheehan, 2017, p. 432]. Oto sSBHIOCEH IIO-
CJeJIHEeN KaIljieil, KoTopasi 3acTaBujla €€ BHIMTH U3 KOMMYHHUCTUYECKOW nap-
THH, HO TEM HE MEHEEe COXPAHNUTh UCKPEHHIOIO PETaHHOCTh 3TOMY YUEHHIO.

B mocnecnoBun 2017 . oHa 3aKJIFOYAET, YTO MAPKCHU3M IMOTEPIIEIT
JIMIIIb BpEMEHHOE Mopa)keHue, 4To «OUTBa elle He npourpana» [Sheehan,
2017, p. 433], 410 «...B MOCJIENHEE BpEeMs BIMSIHHEC MapKCcH3Ma 3aTeHS-
JIOCHh PA3INYHBIMU MOJHBIMHU TE€UEHUSIMH — OT HEOTO3UTHUBU3MA JI0 TOCT-
MOJIEPHM3Ma, 3CKajalfel KOMMepIHalu3aliel HayKd, HO HEU3MEHHO
MapKCHCTCKasl MBICIIb TIPOJIUBAET CBET U BHOCUT SCHOCTH B TEMHBIE U MYyT-
HBIE BONPOCHL... Sl MPOIOIKal0 BEPUTH, YTO HUYTO HE MOXKET 3aMEHHTH
MapKCH3M B IO3HAHUH MPUPOIBI HAYKH, Ja © MHOTO JPYTOTO 32 ee Ipee-
samu» [Sheehan, 2017, p. 442].

Moaxon E. usH k ¢wmnocodun Hayku OyneT yOemUTENbHBIM JUIS
TeX, YTO COMIACEH MPHUHSITH TPH yCIOBH. Bo-TepBhIX, cOIMaNn3M SBIIS-
eTcs HanboJiee MporpeccuBHON 1 A ekTuBHON (HOopMOIT 00IIEeCTBEHHO-
IO yCTPOWCTBA, BO-BTOPHIX, COLMAIM3M IPEATIONaraeT MoCiea0BaTeIbHOe
MaTEepHAIMCTHYECKOE MCTOJIKOBAaHME MHpA, W, B-TPETHUX, MaTepHaIU3M
MOJKET OBITh TOJBKO JUAIEKTHYECKIM HITH )K€ HeINaJeKTHIeCKUM (MeTa-
(pm3nYECKUM B MApKCUCTCKON TEPMHHOIIOT

uu). SICHO, YTO 3TH YCJIOBHUS CaMH JOJDKHBI OBITH TIOHATHI B OIpeEe-
JIEHHOM MCTOPUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE, CKBO3b MIPU3MY €BPOCOLHAJI3MA U €B-
pOMapKcHu3Ma, HO OHH BC€ PaBHO HAJAraloT CIUIIKOM CHIIbHbIE OTpaHHYe-
HUS Ha COIMAIbHYIO TEOPHIO U KCTOPHIO U PUIOCO(PHIO HAYKH.
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