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MaHajoToB Kaduiuanoiu
6e3 BpegHoOCT:
COBETCKo-Oyrapckara
cuHTe3a’

Bbuorpadcka 6enewka
Cranumup ITaHAjOTOB € JIOKTOPAaHT MO0 KOMIIADATHUBHU

pOZOBH CTyAUHU Ha LIeHTpaJHOEBPOIICKUOT YHUBEP3UTET BO
Byaumnemra.

IIpuemot Ha MapkcoBuot Kaiiuitian Bo Byrapuja e oco-
0eHO KOMILIHITUPAH IIPeIMET HAa UCTPAKyBamhe 07 JIBe
npuuuHu: 1) Tpeba /1a ce medpuHUpPa MHOTY KOHITU3HO
IIITO TOYHO Oellle ,,COBETCKUOT MapKCH3aM“ camo 80
Byeapuja, u 1o koja Mepka OWI OyrapcKUOT MapKCH-
3aM MOpa3JIUYeH Of] COBETCKUOT Mapkcuzam? 2) Tpeba
IIOCTOjaHO /ia Ce CJIe/IN TPaHUIaTa IIoMel'y HCTOpHjaTa Ha
M3/IaBalbeTO U MAaPTUCKUTE JIUHUU - BO HAIIIUOT CJIy4aj,
BJIAJZIEEHETO Ha bByrapckara KOMYHHCTHUYKA IapTHja
(BKII). Bo oBoj Hamuc ce obuiyBaM Jia ce OCBpHaM Ha

1 HamucoT e u3Ba [0k 0] OJOJIT paKkouuc. JIeJI0BH o7
pakomnucoT 6ea nmpeseHTrpany Ha [[Ikosara 3a MOJUTHKA U
KPUTHKA Ha 27 JyHU 2017 T., Bo Oxpuz, MakeoHuja, Kako
¥ Ha 12 HOEMBPH 2017 T. BO IIAHEJIOT ,,J[uceMuHanujaTa
Ha Kaiiuitianoiti Ha Mapkc Bo cBerot (1867-2017 1.)“ Ha
xo(depennujata Historical Materialism 2017, Bo JIoH0H.
Jlpyru [1eJIOBH 0J1 OBOj PAKOIIKC 34 UCTOPHUjaTa ¥ IPUEMOT Ha
Katiuttianoii Bo Byrapuja ke 6uzaar otneuateHu Bo Routledge
Handbook of Marx’s Capital: A Global History of Translation,
Dissemination and Reception, ed. by Marcello Musto and
Babak Amini (London and New York: Routledge, 2018,
forthcoming).
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The reception of Marx’s Capital in Bulgaria is a
particularly complicated subject of research for two
reasons: 1) One needs to define very succinctly what
exactly was “Soviet Marxism” in Bulgaria alone, and to
what extent was Bulgarian Marxism different from Soviet
Marxism? 2) One needs to constantly patrol the border
between publishing history and party lines - in our case,
the rule of the Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP). In
this article I attempt to address both issues by looking at
the publishing history and dissemination of Capital in
Bulgaria and some examples of scientific contradictions

1 This article is an excerpt from a longer manuscript. Parts of
the manuscript were presented at the School for Politics and
Critique on June 27, 2017 in Ohrid, Macedonia, as well at
the panel “The Dissemination of Marx’s Capital in the World
(1867-2017)” at the Historical Materialism 2017 conference
in London, UK, on November 12, 2017. The remaining other
parts of this manuscript, those on the history and reception
of Capital in Bulgaria, will be published in Routledge
Handbook of Marx’s Capital: A Global History of Translation,
Dissemination and Reception, ed. by Marcello Musto and
Babak Amini (London and New York: Routledge, 2018,
forthcoming).
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JIBETe Ipalllarha PEeKy pasIJie/lyBalbe Ha UCTOpHjaTa Ha
U3/1aBabeTo U mupewero Ha Katiuiianoit Bo Byrapuja
U HEKOW TpPHUMEpPH Ha HAYYHH KOHTPAUKTOPHOCTH
1o/l TPAaKTHUKaTa Ha O(UIHjaTHO CAHKIHOHUPAHHUOT
MapKCH3aM U HAyYHHUOT KOMyHU3aM BO KOMYHHUCTHUYKA
Byrapwuja. TBpyiam zieka, 3a ja ce pa3bepe peslakcupa-
HaTa WPEJIEBAaHTHOCT HA KPUTHKATa HAa IOJUTHYKATA
ekoHOMHja BO Byrapwuja, Tpeba /1a ce 300pyBa MOBeke
3a ,COBETCKO-Oyrapcka cuHTe3a“ Kora ce 300pyBa 3a
»,MapKCU3MOT“ MITO ja IMPAKTUKyBaja HAyYHOTEXHUY-
KaTa WHTEJINTEHIH]ja 1Mo/ OyrapcKOTO BJIaJIeehe BO ca-
TEJIMTCKU cTuiI. Bo Toa mrro cienu, a) ke ce obumaM BO
IIUPOKH MOTe3U Jja 00jacHaM HEKOW aHAJIUTHIKH OCO-
OeHOCTH TOBP3aHMU CO IMHpemeTo Ha Kailuilianoii BO
Byrapwuja®, u Toram 6) ke ce obuzaM /Ja ro onpapaam
KOPHCTEHETO Ha TEDMHUHOT ,,COBETCKO-Oyrapcka (Mapk-
CHCTHUYKA) cUHTEe3a"“.

L.

Ha 27 anpui, 1990 r., akaieMCKHOT COBeT Ha Bumuor
€KOHOMCKHU UHCTUTYT ,,Kaps Mapkc“ (BEN) Bo Coduja
H3rjaca Jia ce CMeHU MMeTO BO YHUBEP3UTeT 3a Hallu-
oHasmHa U cBercka ekoHomuja (YHCE). OBaa mpome-
Ha Ha UMeTO He Oellle ofjpa3 camMO Ha KOHIENTyasIHa
JIEKOMYHH3aI[{ja: 110 OJITyKaTa cJiezierie 6p3o u OykBas-
HO OTCTpaHyBame Ha craryaTa Ha Mapkc o7 IIpe/iHaTa
nopra. Kamenobesnara 6ucra Ha Mapkc croelie Tamy o
5 nekeMBpH 1978 T. 710 1990 r. BEU ro ycBou maTpoH-
CKOTO UMe Ha 24 MapT, 1953 I., a T0 CMeHHU BO 1995 I.5.

2  JleraJITHUOT UCTOPHCKH IIperyies ke ouzie orneuaTeH Bo Musto
and Amini, Routledge Handbook of Marx’s Capital, Bunete
Gestenika 1.

3  ,¥xas3 No. 89“, H3gecmus, No. 23, 20 Maprt 1953; ,CTaHOBHIIIE
na YHCC: 3a namernuka Ha Kapsa Mapkc“, BecmHuk Ha
YHCC, No. 598, 28 jynu 2012, 5.

under the practices of officially sanctioned Marxism and
scientific communism in communist Bulgaria. I claim
that, in order to understand the relaxed irrelevance
of the critique of political economy in Bulgaria, one
should rather speak of a “Soviet-Bulgarian synthesis”
when discussing the “Marxism” being practiced by the
scientific-technical intelligentsia under the Bulgarian
satellite-style rule. In what follows I will a) try and
explain in broad strokes some analytical peculiarities
related to the dissemination of Capital in Bulgaria,?
and will b) try and justify the use of the term “Soviet-
Bulgarian (Marxist) synthesis.”

L.

On April 27, 1990 the Academic Council of the Karl
Marx Higher Economic Institute (HEI) in Sofia voted
to change its name to University of National and World
Economy (UNWE). This name change did not reflect
merely a conceptual de-communization: the Council’s
decision was followed by the prompt and quite literal
dismantling of Marx’s statue at its front gates. Marx’s
stone-white bust stood there from December 5, 1978
until 1990, while HEI adopted his patron name on
March 24, 1953 and lost it in 1995.% In a surprising turn
of events, on May 21* 2008, UNWE’s Academic Council
decided to reinstate the bust, which until then was kept
in the university’s depot.* However, the bust no longer
welcomed students, faculty and staff at the front gates: it
was re-installed in the University’s background spaces.

2 The detailed historical account will be published in Musto and
Amini, Routledge Handbook of Marx’s Capital, see note 1.

3 “Ukaz No. 89,” Izvestiya, No. 23, March 20, 1953; “Stanovishte
na UNSS: Za pametnika na Karl Marks,” Vestnik na UNSS, No.
598, June 28, 2012, 5.

4  See the short documentary Who Is that One on the Monument?
(Sofia: The Marxist Club in UNWE, 2016), www.dokumentalni.
com/?p=4117.
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Bo u3HeHa[yBauku MpPeCBPT HA HACTAHUTE, HA 21 Maj,
2008 1., akageMckuot coBet Ha YHCE o/ytyun s1a ja Bpa-
TH OHcTaTa Koja J0TOTAIll ce YyBasa BO JIETIOTO HA YHU-
Bep3urteToTt. MeryToa, 6ucraTa Beke He TH JJOUEKyBallle
CTyZleHTUTe, TpodeCOpUTE U NMEPCOHAIOT HA IpeJHaTa
mopTa: Taa belre mpeMecTeHa BO 3aJJHUTE TPOCTOPUHU Ha
YHUBEP3UTETOT.

Ja Hyzjam oBaa Kyca IIpUKa3Ha 3a /1a ja u3pa3am borarara
COZIp’KUHA Ha cynbuHaTa Ha MapkcoBuot Katiuitian BO
OyrapCKHOT COITO-eKOHOMCKH I1ej3ak. Bo Hea nma Tpu
KJIYYHU UCTOPUCKHU obeJiexkja: mpBo, BEU ro n3bpa ma-
TPOHCKOTO UMe BO 1953 T., roJiuHaTa Kora rnoynHa Cra-
JIMH, caMo 19 JieHa T10 HeroBaTa rigor mortis 1mTo Ipe-
JIU3BUKA TPAjHU MOCJIEIUITN 3a Tpudakamero Ha Mapke
BO IIE€JIMOT COIUjJICTHYIKH OJIOK U CATEJTUTCKUTE 3€MjHU
Ha BapuraBckuoT nakT, BKIy4yBajku ja u byrapuja; BTo-
PO, KAaMEHHMOT U/Ie0JIOLIKY U MeMOpHjasieH ¢peTUIn3am
Ha Mapkc 6uJI IpeKHHAT TOKMY HCTaTa TOJMHA KOTa
BKII ycneasna ma ro ormevyatu 49-MOT TOM Ha Oyrap-
ckoto MEGA uznanue, He yclieasa Jia TO U3/1aJle CaMoO
MIOCJIEIHUOT 50. TOM®; TPETO, IOBTOPHOTO Bpakame Ha
O6ucrara 6mI0 JOTOBOPEHO BO OypHaTa 2008 T., TOAH-
Ha Ha MOCJeAHUOT I106aseH GUHAHCUCKU HeycllexX Ha
KalUTIU3MOT. Bo 2008 ., TEKCTOT Ha CIIOMEHHUKOT
O6u1 aXKypupaH, He caMo 3a /ia T0 UCTOpPU3Upa HEroBo-
TO IPUCYCTBO HA YHUBEP3UTETOT, TYKY U 32 /ia YIIaTH Ha
ankerata Ha bu-bu-Cu oxm 2008 r. ,Hajrosem duio-
30(¢ Ha HaIIleTO BpeMe, 20. BeK", BO Koja Mapkc 61t u3-
OpaH 3a mobegHuK. KoHeuHO, HE MOJKe J1a ce MIPOIYIITH
iiotiocoill Ha IOBTOPHOTO IIOCTaBYyBambe - 3aTHUOT ZIBOP,
ftiotioc KOj MO3Ke IIPOCTO JIa TO OIUIIE UHTEJIEKTyaTHO-

4  Bwupere ro kycuor nokymenTapeH ¢uiM Koj e Ha
ctiomenuxoiti? (Copusi: Mapkcuctku kiy6 Ha YHCC, 2016),
www.dokumentalni.com/?p=4117.

5  TomoT 6uMJI TOATOTBEH 3a U3/]aBaibe, HO HUKOTAIIl He O
usnaznes. [Ipodecopor Ilerap-Emun Mutes ce o6usien 1a ro
U3/1aJ1e, HO U3/1aBaY0T KOj MMPBOOUTHO IOKAKAJI MHTEPEC, CE
TOBJIEKOJI.
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Offering this brief story is a way to express a rich epitome
of the fate of Marx’s Capital in Bulgaria’s socio-economic
landscape. There are three crucial historical markers
here: one, HEI chose its patron name in 1953, the year of
Stalin’s death, just 19 days after his rigor mortis that will
have lasting consequences for Marx’s reception in the
entire Socialist Bloc and satellite Warsaw Pact countries,
including Bulgaria; two, the stone-clad ideological and
memorial fetishism of Marx was terminated in the exact
same year that the BCP managed to publish Vol. 49 of
the Bulgarian MEGA edition, falling short of publishing
just the last Volume 50;° three, the bust’s re-installment
was arranged in the tumultuous 2008, the year of the
last global financial meltdown of capitalism. In 2008,
the statue’s inscriptions were even updated not only to
historicize its presence at the University, but also to refer
to BBC’s 2008 In Our Times’ Greatest Philosopher of XX
Century poll, which picked Marx as the winner of history.
Finally, one cannot miss the topos of that re-instatement
- the back garden, a topos that can easily describe also
the intellectual reception of Marx in Bulgaria post-1990,
which I will not discuss here.

The aim here is not to prove a wholesale correlation
between these events and historical markers. One should
resist seeing 1953 as a “Bulgarian opening” to “critical
Marxism.” In fact, the reception of Capital and Marx’s
economic theories in Bulgaria remain enigmatically
and paradoxically unoriginal, as destalinization did
not bring about an intellectual thaw beyond the
confines of historical materialism (hereafter histmat).
As Dimitar Tsatsov claims, “[d]espite Stalin’s death in
1953, the intellectual inertia towards ignoring humanist

5  The volume has been prepared for publication but was never
published. An attempt has been made by Prof. Petar-Emil
Mitev to publish it, but the publisher who initially revealed an
interest withdrew.
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To mpudakarwe Ha Mapkc Bo Byrapuja mo 1990-ture, 3a
IITO HEMA Jia TOBOPaM TyKa.

IesiTa He e 71a ce JOKake roJIeMOIIPO/IAYKHA KopeJsialja
noMery OBHE HACTaHHU U UCTOPUCKHUTEe Mapkepu. Tpeba
Jla ce ofjoyiee /a ce Iyiela HA 1953 TI. Kako Ha ,0yrap-
CKO OTBOpame“ KOH ,KPUTUIKHUOT Mapkcusam“. Beymi-
HoCT, npudakamwero Ha Katiuttianoii u Ha Mapkco-
BUTEe €KOHOMCKU Teopuu BO Byrapuja ocraHyBa eHUT-
MaTHYHO U IapaJIOKCAJIHO HEOOPUTHHAIHO, Ouaejku
JlecTaJIMHU3aNMjaTa He /oBesja J0 HHTEeJEeKTYaJlHO
O/IMp3HYyBame KOe TU HaJMUHAJIO0 OrpaHHUYyBamaTa
Ha HCTOPUCKUOT MaTepujasim3aM. Kako mTo TBpAu
Humurap Ilamos, ,nokpaj cmpTtra Ha CrasuH BO 1953
r., IPOJOJKYyBa WHTeJIEKTyaJlHaTa WHepIUja KOH
UTHOPHPAmbeTO0 Ha XyMaHMCTHUYKATa MpobseMaThKa“®.
Cemnak, HeoueKyBaHaTa HPOHUja HA UCTOPHjaTa € HeO0-
JINBA BO CJIy4ajoB: JIO/IEKA € TEIIKO Jla ce JIOKaKe JieKa
n300pOoT HA MaTpoHCKOTO uMe Ha BEM umasio Bpcka co
cmptTa Ha CrasivH Bo 1953 TI.7, BO 1990 T. - TO/IMHATA BO
Koja Bo byrapuja ce ciyuuja npBure c0601Hu n360pu
Ha 10 U 17 HOEMBPHU - HECOMHEHA € KopeJalyjara Mery
OTCTpPaHyBameTO Ha cTaTyaTa ¥ IpoMeHaTa Ha PesKUMOT.

6  Humutsp llanos, Joemamuyu u pegusuoHucmu 8 6sa2apckus
Mmapkcussm (KOHmMexkcmsm Ha Npou3soocmaeo Ha duroco@peku
3HaHus npes 60-me 200unu Ha XX eex) (Copus: ®abep, 2013),
25.

7 Wwma 1BpeTu 0Ka3u ieKa TOTalHuoT npeTceaBay Ha BKII,
Basko YepBeHKOB (1900-1980), ro cJIeZie]1 pUuropo3Ho CEeKoj
yekop Ha CranuH, Buziere John D. Bell, “Bulgaria: The
Silent Partner,” in East Central Europe: Yesterday, Today,
Tomorrow, ed. by Milorad M. Drachkovitch (Stanford,
California: Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace,
1981), 225, 32 Toa KaKO BO 1953 T. Ce TJIeIAJI0 HA BOBEAYBAHETO
Ha Hos npaBerr Ha Baiko YepBeHOB, BOBEyBajKkH ,,KOJIEKTHBHO
BOJICTBO®, HAUMH HAa BJIaJIe€Ihe TPE3eMEH 07 HETOBHUOT
HacJieqHUK AHTOH JyroB (1904-1991). 3amaiHUTE MO3HABAYH,
kako BeJ1, yecTo ro 3aHeMapyBaaT (PaKTOT /ieKa BIa/IEEHETO HA
YepBeHKOB BeKe 6110 KoMpomuc co CTaIMHOBHTE KeJIOH 3a
IIeJIOCHA COBETCKA IeHTpan3anyja Ha BKII.

problematic continues.”® Yet the aleatory irony of history
here is irresistible: while it is hard to prove that HEI'’s
pick up of its patron name had to do with Stalin’s death
in 1953,7 in 1990 - the year which saw Bulgaria’s first
free elections on November 10 and 17 - the correlation
between dismantling the statue and the regime change
is unquestionable. The Council’s 2008 decision, too, is
not a matter of historical contingency: the UNWE is to
this very day, despite the loss of Marxian patronship, an
important (not to say the only) center of political economy
in Bulgaria, where Marx’s economic theories are actually
taught. There is a good deal of Marxist economists still
teaching there, and in 2011 the Department of Political
Economy was re-established.®

This embodied brief account of Marx’s fate in the front
and theback of Bulgaria’s foremost economic educational
institution not only offers a seductive narrative on the
politics of memory but also coincides with the publishing
history of Marx’s reception in general and Capital’s
reception in particular. Stalin’s 1953 death opened the

6  Dimitar Tsatsov, Dogmatitsi i revizionisti v balgarskiya
marksizam (kontekstat na proizvodstvo na filosofski znaniya
prez 60-te gofini na XX vek) (Sofia: Faber, 2013), 25.

7 There is strong evidence that the then BCP chairman Valko
Chervenkov (1900-1980) followed Stalin rigorously in every
step, see John D. Bell, “Bulgaria: The Silent Partner,” in East
Central Europe: Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow, ed. by Milorad
M. Drachkovitch (Stanford, California: Hoover Institution on
War, Revolution, and Peace, 1981), 225, concerning how 1953
saw the inauguration of a New Course by Valko Chervenkov
introducing “collective leadership,” a governance method
taken up by his successor Anton Yugov (1904-1991). Western
scholars, such as Bell, often neglect the fact that Chervenkov’s
rule was already a compromise with Stalin’s wishes for a
complete Soviet centralization of the BCP.

8  Some of the noteworthy names are Vasil Prodanov, Svetla
Toshkova, Boyan Durankev.
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Opsykata Ha COBETOT 0] 2008 T., ICTO TaKa HEMA BPCKA
co ucropucka ciaydajuoct: YHCE 10 sieHeleH fieH,
MIOKPaj TyOemeTo Ha MapKCOBOTO MaTPOHCTBO, € BaXKEH
(kako U €TMHCTBEH) IIeHTap Ha IMOJUTHYKA eKOHOMHja
Bo byrapwuja, kajie ITo BCYIIHOCT ce MpeaaBaaT Mapk-
COBHUTE eKOHOMCKU Teopuu. VIma yiTe MHOTY MapKCH-
CTUYKU €KOHOMUCTH IIITO CE YIITE IIPeJlaBaaT TaMy U BO
2011 T., 6MJI TOBTOPHO BocrocTaBeH O/IeIOT 3a MOJIH-
TUYKa eKOHOMUja®,

OBoj Kyc nperyie]; Ha cynbrHaTa Ha MapKc BO IPETHUOT
¥ BO 3aJJHUOT JIeJI Ha HajrosiemMaTa Oyrapcka eKOHOMCKaA
0oOpa3oBHA UHCTUTYIIMjAa HE CaMO IIITO HYJU 3aBOJJINBA
Hapangja 3a MOJIUNTUKAaTa Ha MeMOpHjaTa, TYKy ce IIO-
KJIOIIyBa U CO UCTOpUjaTa Ha U3/1aBakhETO Ha TeHePATHO-
TO pudakamwe Ha MapKc, 1 KOHKPETHO, pudaKkameTo
Ha Katiuttianoia. CtaJimHOBaTa CMPT BO 1953 T. HE ja OT-
BOpMJIAa BpaTaTa caMo 3a Mapkc Ha npejiHaTa IopTa Ha
BEU, TyKy u 3a IeCTaIMHU3UPAHOTO U KPUTUUKO U3/1a-
Hre Ha MEGA, koe Beke 6ui0 Bo Tek Bo Pycuja®. buo
BO Tek U Bo Bbyrapuja no 1948 r. Cenak, camo 1o ceGe,
TOA He MPHUJO0HENO 32 IOPeJaKCUPAHO CTYAUpame WIN
WHTEeJIEKTyaJIeH Iapasiein3aM Mery MapTUUTe, MacuTe
¥ eKOHOMHMjaTa BO IOTpara Io JA0BEPJIUBA UJIE0JIOTH]A.
Cnenu obua fa ce objacHAT 3ayIIyBAaUKUTE YCIOBH 3a
npudakame Ha Mapkc o7 BKII u Hej3nHaTa HayYHa WH-

dpacrpykTypa.

8 Hexou oz noucrakHaTuTe MMHUKBA ce Bacun IIpomanos, Ceetia
TomkoBa, Bojan lypaHkes.

9 B0 1956 r. B0 Pycuja 6m10 u3naieHo noceGHOTO U3iaHue
Ha Mapkc u DHrenbe, M3 parHux npoussederuti (Mocksa:
T'ocynapcTBeHHOE U3ATENIBCTBO IOJTUTHIECKOH JIUTEPATYPHI,
1956); BUJIETE TO U UHAEKCOT 0] 1967 T. o7y ”HCTUTYTOT MEJIC
IIITO ja U3HECYBA HCTOPHjaTa HAa U3/]aBathe HA PYCKHU, KJIIyUYHA
3a CTyIUpameTO Ha OyrapckuTe peBoau Ha Mapkce 1 DHTreJbC,
Aadasummptil ykazamens npoudgedeHuil, 8ouedwix 60
emopoe usdaxue couurenuil K. Mapxca u @. dnzeavca
(MockBa: 13/1aTeIbCTBO OJIUTHYECKOH JIUTEPATYPBIL, 1967).
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gate not only to Marx at the HEI’s front doors but to a
destalinized and critical edition of MEGA, which was
already under way in Russia.’ It was also under way in
Bulgaria after 1948. Yet in itself, this was not to bring a
more relaxed study or intellectual parallelism between
party, masses and economy in the pursuit of a reliable
ideology. What follows is an attempt to explain the
stifling conditions of the reception of Marx by the BCP
and its scientific infrastructure.

II.

As will be demonstrated below, the mention of Russia/
USSR in Bulgaria’s reception of Capital is unavoidable
and is exactly what leads us towards the term “Soviet-
Bulgarian synthesis”: the Bulgarian post-1948 MEGA
edition, which hosts Capital, Vols. 1-4, is translated
from and follows the Russian MEGA translations."
Unsurprisingly, the Russian influence comes from one of
the founders of the first socialist party in political history
- Dimitar Blagoev (1856-1924), a Bulgarian who lived in
Petersburg until 1885 and who then was extradited to
his homeland, and who became the first translator of
Capital in Bulgarian in its entirety." It is thanks to this
episode and Blagoev’s appearance on the radar of the

9 1956 saw the publishing in Russia of the specialized edition
of Marx and Engels, Iz rannyikh proizvedenii (Moscow:
Gosudarstvennoe izdatelstvo politicheskoy literaturyi, 1956);
see also the 1967 index by the MELS Institute which provides
the publishing history in Russian, crucial for the study of
Bulgarian Marx and Engels translations: Alfavitnyi ukazatel
proizvedenii, voshedshih vo vtoroe izdanie sochinenii K.
Marksa i F. Engelsa (Moscow: Izdatelstvo politicheskoy
literaturyi, 1967).

10 The complete reconstruction of this story will be published in
Musto and Amini, see note 1.

11 “Dimitar Blagoev,” in Balgarska kniga. Entsiklopediya, ed. by
Ani Gergova (Sofia: Pensoft, 2004), 78.
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II.

Kako m1To ke 6ujie mprKa)kaHO I0J[0JIy, CIOMHYBAHETO
Ha Pycuja/CCCP Bo Oyrapckoto mpudakame Ha
Katiuttianoiti € ocobeHO Hen30eKHO W € OHa IINTO He
BOJIM KOH TEPMUHOT ,,COBETCKO-Oyrapcka cuHTe3a“: 0y-
rapckata equija Ha MEGA nocie 1948 1., Koja ru coa-
pxu T. 1-4 Ha Kailuiuanaoil, e npesefieHa O U TU CJIeu
pyckute npeBoau Ha MEGA™. HezauyayBauku, pycKo-
TO BJIMjaHUeE Jl0ara O] eZieH Of] OCHOBAUUTE Ha IIpBara
collMjajIuCTUYKA MapTHja BO IOJHUTHYKAaTa HCTOpUja -
JOuvurap biaroes (1856-1924), ByrapuH koj >KuBeeJs BO
IMTerporpazn o0 1885 r. ¥ KOj MOoTOA OUJI eKCTPaZpaH BO
cBOjaTa TaTKOBHHA, U KOj CTaHAJI IIPBUOT IIpeBelyBad HA
Katiuitianot Ha 6Gyrapcku Bo Herosa riesiocHoct" . biaro-
JlapeHue Ha 0Baa eN130/1a U Ha [10jaByBameTo Ha biiaroes
Ha paJIapoT Ha IApHCTUYKaTa MMOJIUIHja nTpudakameTo
Ha Katiuitianoii ycueBa - kako u mnpudakamero Ha
MapKcU3MOT Bo byrapuja. IHAUKATHBHO € HITO 3a II0-
MAaJIKy O7] JIBa Mecella 10 IIOCTaBYBameTo Ha OucTaTa Ha
Mapxkc Ha BEU BO 1953 T., 7 Maj 1953 T., UCTO Taka Ouia
OTBOpEHA crioMeH-Kykara Ha biaroes Bo Coduja.

BpakameTo Ha biiaroes Bo Byrapuja ro HaBeJio /1a ro mo-
myJIapu3upa /1eJIoTo Ha Mapke u a kpeupa Oyrapcka
MapkcucThuka ucropuorpaduja. Bo 1885 r., mounan
Jla To u3naBa cnucanuero Coe8pemeHHuUll nokazamen',

10 IlesocHaTa peKOHCTPYKIIMja Ha OBaa MpUKa3Ha ke OGujie
o6jaBeHa Bo Musto and Amini, moBTopHO, BuieTe Gesternka 1.

11 Jlumutsp Braroes®, Bo bsazapcka kHuea. EHyukaonedus,
cwer. Aau 'eprosa (Codus: Ilercodr, 2004), 78.

12 Emilia Mineva, “On the Reception of Marxism in Bulgaria,”
translated from the Bulgarian by Regina Raycheva, Studies in
East European Thought, Vol. 53, No. 1/2 (June 2001), 72 n.11.
Bo nperxoanara 3abenemka, MuHeBa ' HaBe/lyBa IIPBUTE
crioMHyBamba 3a Mapkc u Edresic (BKIy4uyBajku ro o6pakarbero
na Enresic 10 Kpactjo PakoBcku [1873-1942]), ucroro
nozieTatHo To paBu Marin Pundeff, “Marxism in Bulgaria
before 1891,” Slavic Review, Vol. 30, No. 3 (September

tsarist police that the reception of Capital kicked off, so
didthe reception of Marxism in Bulgaria. Significantly,
in less than two months after the 1953 installment of
Marx’s bust in HEI, on May 7%, 1953 Blagoev’s house
museum was opened in Sofia, too.

Blagoev’s return to Bulgaria led him to popularize
Marx’s work and in effect to create Bulgarian Marxist
historiography. In 1885, he began publishing the journal
Savremennii pokazatel,”” and in 1897 he established
Novo vreme, titled after the German Die Neue Zeit, of
which he was the editor-in-chief until 1923, when the
journal ceased to exist, and which was relaunched again
in 1947. This first decade after Bulgaria’s liberation from
the Ottoman empire in 1878/9 saw also the first steps
towards the development of a distinct Bulgarian class
consciousness in what scholars have called “party without
proletariat.”*® Despite the catastrophic historiographical
thesis prevalent in Bulgaria’s early communist period,*

12 Emilia Mineva, “On the Reception of Marxism in Bulgaria,”
translated from the Bulgarian by Regina Raycheva, Studies in
East European Thought, Vol. 53, No. 1/2 (June 2001), 72 n.11.
In the preceding note Mineva lists the first mentions of Marx
and Engels (including Engels’ address to Krastyo Rakovski
[1873-1942]), as does in more thorough details Marin Pundeff,
“Marxism in Bulgaria before 1891,” Slavic Review, Vol. 30,
No. 3 (September 1971), 524-5, with notes. However, these
mentions do not constitute anything beyond an ideatic striving
towards political consolidation often confused with ideals of
national liberation and post-liberation Revival.

13  See Boris Popivanov, Changing Images of the Left in Bulgaria:
An Old-and-New Divide? (New York: ibidem Press, 2015), 57
ff., who discusses Joseph Rothschield’s analysis; but consider
Pundeff’s comment that “[a]rticulate political radicalism
among Bulgarians before 1878 was represented only in their
colonies abroad,” Pundeff, “Marxism in Bulgaria before 1891,”
526, meaning the Bulgarian inteligenti studying abroad.

14 This thesis, which propagates that all Islamization was forced,
was gradually nurtured in the theoretical organ of history from
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences’ (hereafter BAS) Institute of
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1 Bo 1897 T. ro ocHOBaJ cnucanuero Hoeo epeme, Ha-
peueHo criopesi repMmaHckuoT Die Neue Zeit, Kajie 1ITO
OWJI rJ1aBeH YPEIHUK 10 1923 T., KOTa IIpecTaHaJIo Ja 1mo-
cTou cnucaHueTo. IIoBTOpHO OGO JTaHCUPAHO BO 1947
r. Bo oBaa mpBa sekazia mo 6yrapckoTo oca000/1yBame
0/ oTOMaHCKata umriepuja Bo 1878/1879 r. ce ciayuu-
Jie ¥ IPBUTE YEKOPHU KOH Pa3BOj HA U3/IBO€HA Oyrapcka
KJIaCHA CBECT 32 OHA IIITO IO3HABAYUTE IO HApEKyBaJie
JnapTuja 6e3 nposterapujat ', [Tokpaj katacrpodarHa-
Ta ucTopruorpadCcka Te3a Koja mpeoByaayBaia Bo Oyrap-
CKHOT PAaHOKOMYHUCTUYKH II€PHOJ'4, KOja IPETIoCTa-
ByBa Jeka OTOMaHUTE ja HA3aJWIe COIMOKYJITYpHATA
MOOWIN3AaIMja, PEATUCTUYHO € JIa ce TBPAU JIeKa YJIO-

1971), 524-5, co 3abesemku. Cenak, OBHe CIIOMHYBakba

He IIPETCTaByBaaT HUIIITO MOBEKE Of UJI€jHOTO TEKHEEHHE
KOH TIOJTUTHYKO KOHCOJIMIUPAEHE IIITO YECTO CE MEIIa CO
HJIeJINTE Ha HAIIUOHAJIHOTO 0CJI000/TyBatbe 1 06HOBATA TI0
0CJI000/1yBaKHETO.

13 Bupmete Boris Popivanov, Changing Images of the Left in
Bulgaria: An Old-and-New Divide? (New York: ibidem
Press, 2015), 57 ff., koj pacmpaBa 3a ananuzara Ha [lozed
PoTinmiz; HO 3eMeTe ro peABU KOMeHTapoT Ha Ilyamed
JIEKa ,N3PA3EHUOT [IOJIUTUYKH pafiiKaan3aMm Mery Byrapure
mpen 1878 r. 611 MpeTCTaByBaH caMO BO HUBHUTE KOJIOHUH BO
crpancTBo®, Pundeff, “Marxism in Bulgaria before 1891,” 526,
ce MUC/IH Ha O6yrapcKuTe UHilleUuzeHIiu KO CTyJUpaJe BO
CTPAHCTBO.

14 OsBaa Te3a Koja mpoIarupa ieka ceta ucjamMusanuja ouia
HACHUJIHA, TTOCTENeHO OMIa HeTyBaHa BO TEOPETCKUOT OPTaH
Ha ucropujara Ha HCTHUTYT 3a ucTtopuja Bo Byrapckara
akajzieMuja Ha HaykuTe (moHatamy Bo TekeroT BAH) -
Hcmopuuecku npeened, Ha uesio co Anexcanzaap Bypmos
(1911-1965), 1 o/101THA € Haj106pO HeryBaHa o Becenun
XaynHUKOJI0B (1917-2003), XpucTo XpucToB (1915-1992), U
Xpucro I'anzes (1907-1987); 3a KpUTHUKA aHA/IA3a HA Te3aTa,
Buziere Rossitsa Gradeva, “Conversion to Islam in Bulgarian
Historiography: An Overview,” in Religion, Ethnicity and
Contested Nationhood in the Former Ottoman Space, ed. by
Jorgen Nielsen (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 173-87.
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which posits that the Ottomans retarded socio-cultural
mobilization, it is realistic to claim that Bulgaria’s
role in the first wave of socialist political mobilization
toying with Marx’s ideas was in line with the historical
developments immediately after the liberation. But with
the proviso that such immediacy was already mediated
by the Russian literary influence brought by Blagoev.

There are two major and full translations by Blagoev and
Bakalov. I will divide the publishing history of Capital
here in two sub-stages that fall under the general period
1886-1944: 1) the legal period of the BCP, 1891-1923
(marked by the so-called September Uprising), and
2) the illegal period of BCP, 1923-1944 (i.e., until the
seizure of power on September 9, 1944). Both of these
translations are before the illegal period.

Blagoev was versed in several languages and could offer,
though initially in part, a direct translation to the avid
audience awaiting Capital. His 1909 translation was
the first full translation of Capital, Vol. 1 in Bulgarian,
translated from the German. The publisher is The
Party’s Socialist Bookshop and Printshop, which in
1909 stands for Bulgarian Workers’ Social Democratic
Party - Narrow Socialists,” and was published in Sofia,

history - Istoricheski pregled, headed by Alexander Burmov
(1911-1965), and later on is best articulated by Vesselin
Hadzhinikolov (1917-2003), Khristo Khristov (1915-1992),

and Khristo Gandev (1907-1987); for a critical analysis of the
thesis, see Rossitsa Gradeva, “Conversion to Islam in Bulgarian
Historiography: An Overview,” in Religion, Ethnicity and
Contested Nationhood in the Former Ottoman Space, ed. by
Jorgen Nielsen (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 173-87.

15 In 1903, a decisive split happened in what was already
a Blagoev-led compromise, i.e., The Bulgarian Workers’
Social Democratic Party (Balgarska rabotnicheska
sotsialdemokraticheska partiya; BRSDP) - the split between
so-called broad and narrow socialists. The “broads” identified
themselves with class collaboration and Bernsteinianism,
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rata Ha byrapuja Bo mpBHOT OpaH Ha COIHMjaTMCTUYKO-
MMOJINTUYKATa MOOMIM3aIlMja KOja CH UTpasia CO UIEUTe
Ha Mapkc 6uia BO COTJIaCHOCT CO UCTOPUCKUTE HACTAHU
BeJ[HAIII 110 0CJI000/TyBaHETO HO, CETIaK, CO pe3epBa JieKa
TaKBaTa HEIOCPEIHOCT BeKe Omsia mocpeayBaHa Off Py-
CKOTO JIN'TEPAPHO BJIMjaHUeE IOHECEHO o7 biiaroes.

HMma nBa morosieMu W LIeJIOCHU IIpeBoja Ha biiaroes u
Ha Bakasos. Ke ja mosiesiam ucropujara Ha u3jaBame Ha
Katiutianoiti Tyka Bo ABe noAdasu IITO ce Jiesl O OIl-
ITUOT Tepuos 1886-1944 T.: 1) JIETAJIHUOT MEPHO]T HA
BKII (oGenexana co TakaHapeueHOTO CemnTeMBPHCKO
BOCTaHUeE), U 2) HeseraaHuoTr nepuoxa Ha BKII, 1923-
1944 1. (T.e. 10 0/I3eMabETO Ha CHJIa HA Q CENTEMBPH,
1944 r.) U aBara oBue mpeBojia ce Ipej HE3aKOHCKUOT
MEPHUO/I.

BiaroeB 360pyBas1 HEKOJIKY ja3UIlH U MOJKEJ Jla U I0-
HY/[Y, 1aKO IIPBO CaMoO JIeJIYMHO, IUPEKTEH IPEBOJ] Ha
JKeJTHaTa ImyOJIMKa Koja ro ouekyBasa Katiuttianoia. He-
TOBUOT IIPEBOJ 07 1909 T. OWJI IPBUOT LI€JIOCEH IIPEBOJ
Ha Kailuitianoil, ToM 1 Ha Oyrapcku, IIpeBeieH O/ Tep-
MaHCKH, u3faneH of; ConujasicTUUKaTa KHUKAPHUIIA
Y ITIeYaTHUIA Ha ITapTHUjaTa, Koja BO 1909 T. ja MOJIPKY-
Bawla byrapckata pabOTHHYKA COIMjaIIEMOKpATCKa
nmapruja - TecHU conmjanuctu’®, Bo Coduja, HoBaTa mpe-
crosnanHa Ha Byrapuja. HaBogHo, n3manmuero 6mio oT-
meyaTeHo BO 1910 T. (Taka e HaBeJ[EHO Ha CTPAHHIATA
Ha UMIIPECYMOT), HO Ha HACJIOBHATa CTPAHUIA MHIIIyBa
1909 r. He MokeB 7ja TO JIOKa)KaM TOa, HO WJIU CTaHY-

15 Bo 1903 r., K010 10 PACKUH BO TOA IITO BeKe OUII0
KOMIIDOMUC BOJEH O] B.T[aI‘OGB, T.€. BO ByrapCKaTa pa60THH‘IKa
conmjanaemokparcka napruja (BPC/III) - pacKuHOT
HOMef’y TaKaHapE€4Y€HUTE INUPOKU U TECHU COHI/Ij AJIMCTH.
LupokuTe” ce naeHTHGUKyBase cebecu co KaacHaTa
copaboTka ¥ BepHIITajHU3MOT, JI0/IeKa ,TeCHUTE" OCTaHaJIe Ha
PeBOJIyIIOHEPHATA TIaTeKa U o[0vIe copaboTKa. 3a TECHUTE,
IIOHATaMy BO TEKCTOT Ke ja kopucraM KpaTeHkaTa TC, a 3a
IIUPOKUTeE, Ke kopucram 1I1C.

Bulgaria’s new capitol. Allegedly, the publication was
printed in 1910 (the impressum page states so), but the
title page is credited to 1909. I was not able to prove this,
but this is either a typo (unlikely) or was Blagoev’s way
to acquire primacy over the other translation from 1910,
that of Georgi Bakalov, of which he should have known
and to which I now turn.

Georgi Bakalov published his translation, again from the
German, in his hometown Stara Zagora. The publisher
was The Liberal Club, which is a printshop rather
than a publisher proper, and which helped dispersing
the ideas of broad socialists, and later on hosting
debates between the two factions in the journal Borba
(published intermittently after 1913 in Sofia).’ He was
also a member of Bulgarian Social Democratic Party as
of 1891 and, likely much similar to many of the early
Bulgarian socialists, was active in education and so-
called uchitelsko delo (teachers’ affairs). In 1891-93 he
studied in Geneva and quickly befriended Plekhanov,
whom he translated in the 1890s.”7 In 1903-5 Bakalov
was in the vanguard of the NS line. After 1905, he joined
the anarcho-liberals’ faction and moved on decidedly
to the side of Blagoev’s rivals, the BS, also known as
obshtodeltsi (commoners).

while the “narrows” kept on the revolutionist path and refused
collaborationism. For the narrows, I will use the abbreviation
NS, and for the broads, I will use BS hereafter.

16 By “liberal” one should read “national-liberal”; this naming is
also a reflection of the relations between Bakalov and Stefan
Stambolov (1854-1895) and in general the closer ties developed
after 1903/1923 between broad socialists, (national-)liberals
and agrarian radicals.

17 Pundeff, “Marxism in Bulgaria before 1891,” 548 n.86; Augusta
Dimou, Entangled Paths Towards Modernity. Contextualizing
Socialism and Nationalism in the Balkans (Budapest and New
York: Central European University Press, 2009), 21.
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Ba 300p 3a mevyaTHA rpemrka (IITo € HeBEPOjaTHO) MU
Baaroes Ha TOj HAaUWH ce 00uesT Aa Ouze Ipes APYTHOT
TIpeBoJ oI, 1910 T., Toj Ha I'opfu Bakasos, 3a Koj TOj 6u
Tpebasio 1a 3Hae U Ha KOj ce OCBPHYBaM cera.

T'opfu BakasoB ro 06jaBH CBOjOT IIPEBOJ, MOBTOPHO
0J1 TEPMAHCKH ja3WK, BO CBOjOT pozeH rpaxa Crapa 3a-
ropa. MzmaBador cera e JInbepasiHUOT KiIyD, MOBeke
MeYaTHUIIA OTKOJIKY H37laBayka KyKa, KOj MOMOTHAJI
Jla ce TMPOIIUPAT UJIEUTE Ha IIUPOKHUTE COIHjaJIUCTH,
a IMojionHa OMJI JIOMaKWH Ha JebaTuTe MmoMery JBeTe
dpakuu Bo cnimicanuero bopba (M3maBaHO CO MPEKH-
Hu 110 1913 T. Bo Coduja)’. Bun unen u Ha Byrapckara
coljaieMOKpaTCKa mapTyja off 1891 I. U, KaKO IITO
OWI0 HOpMaJIHO 3a paHUTe OYrapcKU COIUjaJTHUCTH,
OW aKTHBEH BO OOpa30BaHHETO M TaKaHAPEYEHOTO
yuuitiencxo geno. Bo 1891-3 r. cryqupasn Bo KeHeBa u
Op30 ce crpujaTenui co I1exaHoB, KOj TO MpeBeayBaI
BO 1890-THuTe". Bo 1903-5 ., BakasioB 6m1 Bo aBaHTap-
nara Ha TC. I1o 1905 T., ¥ ce MPUKIyYINI Ha dpakiujaTa
Ha aHapXxoJubepayiuTe W OJJIyIHO ce HpedpJyua Ha
cTpaHara Ha puBaiute Ha biaroes, IIIC, ucro Taka mo-
3HATH KaKo obwodeauu.

IToTexsi0TO Ha pasujyBarbaTa BO OYrapCKUOT MapK-
cuzam ce cBemyBa Ha pazzenoT mery TC u IIC koj mo
1909-10 T. Beke JepuHHUPAJ ABe MapayieTHUA Kpeia Ha
COLIMjaTU3MOT, a CO TOA U JiBa IEJIOCHU IIPeBO/a Ha
Katiutianoiu, Tom 1. Cenak, kako mrTo Beau Jlumoy,

16 Ilop ,siubepanu” Tpeba aa ce moapasdepe ,HAIMOHAT-
sinbepayin®; 0BOj HA3UB € MCTO TaKa 0/ipas Ha OJ[HOCHUTE
nomery Bakasios u Creban Ctam60510B (1854-1895) u omiiro,
MOOJIMCKUTE BPCKU Pa3BUEHU 110 1903,/1923 T. IOMery
IIUPOKHUTE COIUjaTHCTH, (HAIMOHAI-)JIHOepaIi U arpapCKu
PaJVKaIH.

17  Pundeff, “Marxism in Bulgaria before 1891,” 548 n.86; Augusta
Dimou, Entangled Paths Towards Modernity. Contextualizing
Socialism and Nationalism in the Balkans (Budapest and New
York: Central European University Press, 2009), 21.
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The genesis of differentiations inside Bulgarian Marxism
comes down to the NS-BS split which by 1909/10 had
already defined two parallel credos of socialism and
two full translations of Capital, Vol. 1 along with that.
However, as Dimou says, “[t]he debate between the two
factions was not about Marxism versus non-Marxism,
but rather about the appropriate understanding and
application of Marxist principles in Bulgarian society.”®
By all means the division stemming from BRSDP
debates and clashes until 1903 has had the consequences
of appropriating an ideological attachment to Marx’s
Capital, which later in 1919 will help Bulgarian narrow
socialists to evolve in their own identity from “social-
democrats” and “socialists” to “communists.”

In the illegal BCP period between 1923-44, the
republications of both Blagoev’s and Bakalov’s
translations appeared, and they each received one new
edition, in two subsequent years (1930/31), both edited
by Todor Pavlov. In this period, one can already see
the consequences of political prosecution stemming
from a sound identification with and political work
on Marxism (consider that Todor Pavlov’s edition
of Bakalov’s translation is credited to “Zh. Ivanov” -
Bakalov’s pseudonym,” and that Blagoev very early
on have used pseudonyms, too, such as “Zheliazkov”).
Most important, this period is marked by the arrival
of Todor Pavlov (1890-1977) on the scene of Bulgarian
philosophy and Marxism. In 1919 he joined Blagoev’s
the newly split off communist party at the time, by
way of its joining the Third International.® In this

18 Dimou, “Entangled Paths,” 174.

19  On pseudonyms among Bulgarian socialists, see Pundeff,
“Marxism in Bulgaria before 1891,” 535-36 n.46.

20 “Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP),” in Historical Dictionary
of Marxism, 2" edition, ed. by Elliott Johnson, David Walker,
and Daniel Gray (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield,
2014), 60; Bell, “Bulgaria,” 220.
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LJaebarara Ha aBere ppaknuy He OMIa 3a MAapKCHU3MOT
HACIIPOTH HEMApPKCU3MOT, TYKy HOBeKe 3a COOJIBETHOTO
pasbuparme 1 MpuMeHa Ha MAPKCUCTHYKUTE TPUHITUITH
BO Oyrapckoro ommrectBo“®, Bo cekoj caydaj, moce-
JIUITATE O] TojiesibaTa Koja IpOU3JIeryia oj jiebaTture
u cyaupute Ha BPC/IIT 10 1903 T. OMJI0 HIE0JIONIKOTO
npusp3yBame 3a Mapkcosuor Kailuilian, Koe IOHa-
Tamy, BO 1919 T., K€ UM IIOMOTHe Ha OyrapcKurte Tec-
HH COIIMjaJINCTH Jia TO Pa3BHjaT CBOjOT UIEHTUTET OJ
»COITjAJIZIEMOKPATH “ 1 ,,COIUjAJTUCTH  BO ,,KOMYHHUCTH .

Bo Heneramnunor nepuon Ha bBKII, 1923-44 r., ce
MojaBUJIe IOBTOPHU M3JlaHUja Ha IMpeBoAuTe Ha biaro-
eB 1 Ha bakaJsioB, u cexoj o HUB OO HOBO U3/IaHHE,
BO JIBE MOCJIeIOBATEIHN roauHu (1930/31 T.), U JIBETE
ypenenu oz Tomop I1aBoB. Bo 0BOj meproz, Moxke ia ce
3abeJsiekaT MOCIEUITUTE O MOJTUTUUYKHOT IIPOTOH KOU
MPOU3JIETYBaaT O/ CUJIHA UAeHTU(HUKAIIHja CO U TIOJIH-
TUYKa paboTa 3a MapKCHU3MOT (BO OBOj CJIyuaj, UMajTe
npensuy Aeka uzganuero Ha Togmop IlaBioB Ha mpe-
BOZOT Ha bakajyioB My ce mpunuiiysa Ha , K. FIBaHoB®
- IICeBJIOHUMOT Ha bakasos, Ho bsiaroeB HMcCTO Taka
KOPHCTEJ TICeBJIOHUMU, Kako , KejaskoB“, yiire o
nperxoiHo). 1IITO € HajBaXKHO 3a MOjOT IpeEryes, 0BOj
mepuoy; To obesnexyBa goaramero Ha Tomop IlaBioB
(1890-1977) Ha cnenara Ha Oyrapckata ¢unosoduja
1 MapkcudaM. Bo 1919 T., i1 ce NPUAPYKUI HA KOMY-
HHUCTUYKaTa MapThja Ha biiaroeB Koja ce paszaenwia
MIPUKJTydyBajku M ce Ha Tperara WHTepHaIlMOHaIa>.
Bo oBa Bpeme, I1aBs0oB, KOj TOTOA CTaHAJ MPB PEreHT
Ha KpasctBoTo Byrapuja o ip;kaBHUOT yiap BO 1944 T.

18 Dimou, “Entangled Paths,” 174.

19 3a ICceBIOHMMHUTE Ha GYrapCKUTE COIM]aIUCTH, BUIETE
Pundeff, “Marxism in Bulgaria before 1891,” 535-6 n.46.

20 “Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP),” in Historical Dictionary
of Marxism, 2™ edition, ed. by Elliott Johnson, David Walker,
and Daniel Gray (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield,
2014), 60; Bell, “Bulgaria,” 220.

time, Pavlov, who then became the first regent of the
Kingdom of Bulgaria after the 1944 coup and the most
influential Bulgarian Marxist philosopher deep into the
early 1960s, had just received amnesty (1929) for being
complicit with the Sveta Nedelya bombing in Sofia in
1925. After having edited the two translations in 1930/1,
he fled to Russia in 1932 where he became a professor in
dialectical materialism (hereafter diamat) in Moscow at
the Institute for Red Professorship and came back home
only in 1936. Pavlov experienced the fury and brutality
of the Bulgarian anticommunist reaction, being arrested
in 1923 and 1925, and interned in various camps in the
period 1941/43 after his 1936 return.

Pavlov’s influence and power will be felt for the years to
come - in fact, he was already shaping the reception of
Marx and the direction of Marxism in the tumultuous
illegal period of BCP. Yet I cannot emphasize enough how
important is the fact that both Blagoev’s and Bakalov’s
translations were made from the German, and this fact
should be juxtaposed to the Russian literary influence
that the ilk of Pavlov brought with their reintegration
in Bulgarian society after 1944. The ensuing publishing
history of Capital post-1944 is a direct reflection of a
gnoseological isomorphism between satellite loyalty
in both the party and in the language shaped by the
institutional Marxist-Leninist establishments derivative
of Moscow. Given that Blagoev was able to provide a
direct translation of Capital, and given that Pavlov could
edit the translations most likely in comparison to the
Russian translation of Skvortsov-Stepanov (a fact I was
not able to prove), it is unfortunate (though somewhat
expected) that the publishing history of Capital after
Pavlov’s re-editions will rely almost exclusively on the
Russian translations. What followed after Blagoev’s
and Bakalov’s translations was, lexically speaking, an
unfortunate turn to the Russian gravitational pull:
unfortunate not because the Russian translations are




Identities

Y HAjBJIMjaTEJTHUOT OYTapCKU MapKCUCTUUKU (HUI0300
cé 10 paHuTe 1960-TH, IITOTYKY 00K aMHecTHja (1929
T.) 3aT0a IIITO CE COTJIACHJI cO OoMOapaupameTo Ha Ka-
tenpanata ,CBera Hemena” Bo Codwuja Bo 1925 r. Ilo
ypeayBameTo Ha JBaTa IpeBoja Bo 1930/1931 T., u3be-
raj Bo Pycuja Bo 1932 I. Kajie ITO cTaHa mpodecop o
JIUjaJIeKTHIKH MaTepujain3aM Bo MockBa Ha THCTHTY-
TOT 3a I[PBeHU POodEeCcOpH U ce BPATHJI JIOMa AYPU BO
1936 r. [1aB/IOB ' UCKYCHJI JIyTUHATA U OpyTaJTHOCTa Ha
OyrapckaTa aHTUKOMYHHCTHYKA peakIuja; O yarnceH
BO 1923 I. ¥ 1925 T. 1 OWJI BO pa3HU KaMIIOBH BO IIEPHO-
JIOT 1941-43 TI0 BpaKameTo BO 1936 T.

Biujanmero u mokra Ha IlaBjiOB ce YyBCTByBaJsie BO
CJIETHUTE TOJAWHH - BCYIIHOCT, TOj BeKe TH OOJIUKYBaJI
npudakamero Ha Mapkc U MpaBeroT HA MapKCU3MOT
BO OypHuoOT HeserasieH nepuoa Ha BKII. Cenak, He Mo-
’KaM J1a HCTaKHaM JIOBOJITHO KOJIKY € BakeH (PaKTOT IITO
npeBouTe Ha byiaroeB u Ha bakasioB Ouiie HalpaBeHU
O/l TEpPMaHCKHU, U 0BOj ¢akT Tpeba sa Ouze pasriesaH
HACIIPOTH PYCKOTO JIUTEPAPHO BJIMjaHUE IITO TAaKBUTE
kako IlaBjOB ro JloHejle cO HUBHATa peuHTerpaiuja
BO OyrapcKOTO OIIITECTBO MO 1944 r. Mcropujara Ha
u3/laBameTo Ha Kaitiuitianoil Koja Cyeiu 1o 1944 T. €
JIUPDEKTeH Ofipa3 Ha THOCEOJIONIKHOT Hu30Mopdursam
mmoMery caTeJIMTCKaTa JIOjaJTHOCT U Ha IapTujaTa U Ha
Ja3UKOT OOJIMKYBAaHU O] MapKCHUCTUYKO-JIEHUHUCTUY-
KUTe MWHCTUTYIUHU Ipoussie3deHu o Mocksa. Co oryepn
Ha Toa mrto biaroesB Moxkes fia /1ajie IMPEKTEeH IPEBOJL
Ha Kaiiuttiaaoiu u co oriyen Ha Toa nrro IlaBioB Mmoxkest
Jla TH ypejlyBa IPEBOJINTE HajBepOjaTHO CIIOPEIyBajKku
T co pyckuot mpeBosa Ha CkBopuoB-CrenaHoB (¢axt
KOj He ycIleaB /ia To JoKakam), mrera € (Mako JioHe-
KaJle ¥ OYEKyBaHO) IITO M3/][aBaUKaTa MCTOpHja Ha
Kaiiuitianoid, o noBTOpHUTE ypeayBama Ha 1laByios,
ke 3aBHCAT PEYUCH HCKIYIUBO OJ PYCKUTE IIPEBOY.
Ona 11TO Cciefesio 1o npeBojuTe Ha biaroeB u Ha ba-
KaJIOB OMJIO, JIEKCHYKH Ka)KaHO, HECPEKHO CBPTYBAIHE
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flawed (though they could certainly be, ideologically),**
but because the Bulgarian audience was able to read
translations from the original from early on. The fact
that Bulgarian and Russian are from the same Slavic
Sprachbund and that at the late nineteenth century there
was already a Russophile movement which certainly
bore an imprint on the Bulgarian (Marxist) vocabulary
does not explain away the party line followed later by the
BCP to use Russian editions and re-translations. And
whatever Pavlov had to learn from these two translations
could not and was not integrated in the future editions
overseen by the Party. For all of the above reasons, one
should be very skeptical in qualifying the Bulgarian
reception of Capital a “Bulgarian” one indeed. It is a
synthesis of the already existing Rossophile-influenced
literature, translations from the German, and the post-
1944 political satellite structure of Bulgarian science.

III.

A new period in Capital’s dissemination and reception
opened after 1944. It is this period that is centerpiece in
my attempt to figure out the so-called relaxed irrelevance
of the critique of political economy under Bulgarian
Marxism and histmat. We can call this the systematic
period. There is no edition of Capital between Pavlov’s
overseen translations in 1930/31 and 1948. This changed
in 1948 (the so-called Dimitrov’s constitution was voted
in 1947) with a full re-translation of Capital, Vol. 1 from
Russian. The first truly systematic edition of Vols. 1-3 is
from the Bulgarian MEGA edition in Vols. 23-25, 1968.

21 See, as an example in surveying the Bulgarian history
of Marx-Engels translations, Stanimir Panayotov, “Za
‘samoizmenenieto,” in Marks: heterogenni prochiti ot XX
vek, ed. by Haralambi Panitsidis, Emilia Mineva and Stanimir
Panayotov (Sofia: Anarres, 2012), 652-7.
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KOH pycKaTa IpaBUTAIlMCKa TeXKa: HECPEKHO He 3aToa
IITO PYCKUTE IMPEBOAY CE CO TPEIIKU (MaKO CeKako Ou
MOKeJe Jla OuaaT, UAEOJIONIKY TJIeZIaH0)>, TYKy 3aToa
mTo OyrapckaTa Imy0OJMKa MoOKesa Jla TH YUTa IIPEBO-
JIUTE OJ OPUTUHAJIOT YIITE MPeTXOAHO. DAaKTOT IITO
OyrapcKUOT ¥ PYCKHOT ja3UK CE OJf UCTUOT CJIOBEHCKHU
Sprachbund u mTo Bo JOITHUOT 19. BEK BEKE MMAJIO PY-
coUIJICKO JIBMKEHE IITO CeKaKo HoceJlo obesexja Ha
Oyrapcku (MapKCHUCTUUYKH) BOKaOysap, He ja OIpaB.y-
Ba IapTHCKaTa JIMHHja caeaeHa mogoiHa oy BKIT ga ce
KOPHCTAT PYCKUTE W3/IJaHMja U MOBTOPHU IpeBoau. U
IITO ¥ JIa UMaJI /ja Hay4du [1aBJIoB 0/1 OBHeE /iBa IPEBO/IH,
He MOJKeJIO U He OWIO BKJIYUYEHO BO WITHHUTE U3JJaHUja
Kou TW HaarienyBasa Ilaptujata. O cute morope Ha-
BeJIeHU NPUYNHY, Ou Tpebasio Aa ce Oujie MHOTY CKeIl-
TUYEH BO KBUIM(UKYBAHETO HA OYrapCKUOT IPHUEM Ha
Katiutianoti kako BUCTHHCKH ,,0yrapcku®. Toa e cuH-
Te3a Ha BeKe IMOCTOjHATa JIUTEPATYpa MO/ PyCOPUICKO
BJIMjaHUE, IPEBO/IUTE O/ TEPMAHCKH ja3UK U MOJIUTHY-
KaTa CaTeJUTCKAa CTPYKTypa Ha OyrapckaTa Hayka IO
1944 T.

III.

ITo 1944 T. ce OTBOPWJI HOB IIEPHO/] HA IIUPEHHE U MIPHU-
eM Ha Kailuitianoili. MeHe Me UHTepecupa 0BOj IEPUO/T
BO OOWJIOT Jla ja OTKpHjaM TaKaHapeuyeHaTa pPeJIaKCH-
paHa HMpeJIeBaHTHOCT Ha KPUTHKATA Ha IOJUTUYKATA
€KOHOMMja IoJT OyrapcKUOT MapKCHU3aM M UCTOPHCKU-
ot Marepujanu3aM. OBOj IepHoj| Ke TO HapedyeMe CHU-
crematcku. Hema uspmanuja Ha Katiutianoiti momery

21 Bwuzere, Kako IpUMep BO UCIIUTYBAKHETO Ha OyrapckaTa
ucropuja Ha npesoaute Ha Mapkc u Enresc, CranuMup
[TanaiioTos, ,3a ,camon3MeHeHueTo“, Bo Mapxc:
xemepozeHHu npouumu om XX eek, cbCT. Xapamamou
Maaunuauc, EMmunnsa Munesa u Ctanumup I[lanaiiotos
(Codus: Auapec, 2012), 652-7.

The 1948-1956/66 full edition (including the three sub-
volumes of Vol. 4) is not easily labeled “systematic.”

Itisimportant to look at the publishing history of Capital
via the Russian re-translation here because this history
indexes the Bulgarian reception of Capital precisely as a
Soviet scientific extension, while at the same time having
political and institutional consequences much beyond
the lexical concerns. There is a lot of ambiguity in the
Bulgarian MEGA edition as to which volume is translated
from Russian or German. Karl Sabitaev, a Germanist
who worked in the Bulgarian MEGA team, certainly
translated it from German, but his involvement in later
editions of Capital as a translator cannot have been that
profound, as those of the credited translators of Vol. 1,
for example, in the 1955 Partizdat edition credits the
names listed in the 1948 Russian translation. Whatever
Sabitaev’s (and others Germanists’) contributions to
diversifying the 1948 Russian retranslation of Capital/
MEGA in Bulgarian with expertise in German was, it
is very likely that there is no translation from German,
instead the translation was a result of what became the
standard practice in socialist publishing - consultation
and corroboration (sverka) of the Bulgarian re-
translation from the Russian with the German original.

The conjuncture in this case involves two factors: the
satellite structure of Bulgarian communist science since
1947 (see below, next paragraph) and the scientific
community’s parochialism stemming from close
institutional collaboration with (not to say subjugation
by) Soviet educational and scientific elite entities. Not
that the post-1953 Soviet scientific world imposed
that, on the contrary. In short, the efforts by Bulgarian
Germanists such as Sabitaev should be seen as harnessed
to prevent translation whims from Russian, and not
towards building a conceptual translation in line with
Bulgarian lexis and local Marxist concept-making.
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Ha/IrJIeAyBaHuTe mpeBoAu Ha IlaBjoB o1 1930/1931 T.
1 1948 1. OBa ce CMEeHUJIO BO 1948 1. (TakaHApEeUYeHUOT
ycraB Ha JIluMHUTPOB OWII M3TJIacaH BO 1947 T.) CO IEJI0-
CeH IIOBTOPEH IpeBoy, Ha Kaiiuiiaaoil, TOM 1 OJf pycKu
jasuk. [IpBOTO BUCTHHCKY CHCTEMATCKO U3/IaHUE HA TO-
MOBHTE 1-3 e o7 Oyrapckoro usganne Ha MEGA, Bo To-
MOBUTE 23-25, 19068 . He e j1eCcHO IIOTIIOJIHOTO U3IaHUe
1948-1956/66 r. (BKIy4yBajKu TH TPUTE MOATOMOBH O]
TOM 4) Jla ce eTUKeTUpPa KaKo ,,CHCTeMaTCKO®.

BaxxHO e TyKa /J1a ce ITOIJIe/IHE HCTOPHjaTa Ha U3/]aBAEeTO
Ha Kaitiuiianoiu mipeKy pyCKHOT IIOBTOPEH IIPEBO/ 3a-
TOa IIITO OBaa MCTOPHja ro HaBeayBa OYrapCKHOT MPU-
eM IPeIU3HO KaKO COBETCKO HAy4YHO IPOJIOJIKEHHE U
MMa MOJIUTUYKUA U UHCTUTYIMOHAJIHU MOCIENUIN KOU
MHOTY ja HQ/IMUHYyBaaT JIEKCUUKaTa obsact. Fima MHOTY
HejacHOCTH BO Oyrapckoto uzaanue Ha MEGA Bo ogHOC
Ha TOa KOj TOM € IIpeBefieH OJi PYCKH WU repMaHCKU.
Kapsn CaburaeB, repMmaHucT Koj pabores Bo Oyrapcku-
oT TuM Ha MEGA, cekako mpeBejlyBaja O/ TepMaHCKHU,
HO HeroBaTa BKJIyUEHOCT BO IIOJIOITHEKHUTE W3JlaHUja
Ha Kailuianaoit kako mpeBe/iyBay, He MOKeJia /1a ouzne
TOJIKY KOMIIETHA KaKO Taa Ha HaBeJleHUTe IIpeBe/lyBa-
Yy Ha TOM 1, Ha IpUMep, BO uszianuero Ha [laptusnar
0]1 1955 T., HaBeJIeHU Ce UCTUTEe NMHUIbA KaKO BO PYCKU-
oT IpeBoy, 071 1948 r. KakBu u /1a Orie mpuioHecuTe Ha
CabwuTaesB (¥ Ha APYTH TEPMAHUCTH) BO PA3BUBAHETO HA
PYCKHOT IIOBTOPEH NpeBoJt 071 1948 r. Ha Kailuiianoit/
MEGA Ha 6yrapcku, BepojaTHO € JieKka HeMa IIPEBO/I
0]l TEPMAHCKHU, TYKY - KaKO IITO CTAaHAJIO CTaH/AApP/ BO
COIHjaJTUCTUYKOTO HM3/IABAIlITBO - KOHCYJITAIMja U CO-
pabotka (ceepka) Ha GyrapCKUOT ITOBTOPEH IIPEBOJ, O]
PYCKH CO TepMaHCKUOT OPUTHHAJ.

Bo oB0j cityuaj ce pabotu 3a iBa haKTOpa: caTeINTCKaTa
CTPYKTypa Ha OyrapckaTa KOMyHHUCTHYKA HayKa 011 1947
r. (BUzeTe Mooy, CJIefieH CTaB) U MaJIorparaHCTBOTO
Ha Hay4yHaTa 3aeHUIA KOe MPOU3JIeryBa Of TeCHATa
WHCTUTYIIMOHATHA copaboTKa co (1a He peyam IOTYHU-
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Now, I will turn to explaining some connections between
Bulgarian Marxism and the party infrastructure. If 1953
was something of an illusionary thaw, then the local
reignition of scientific enthusiasm had to find its own
institutional reins. Thus, the very same 1953 saw the
founding of the Institute for the History of BCP, itself
preceded by the earlier Central Party School, founded
in 1945, which in 1957 became the Stanke Dimitrov
Higher Party School. The Institute reported directly
to the Party’s Central Committee; the same became
true for the Stanke Dimitrov School in 1969, when
it transformed into the Academy of Social Sciences
and Social Management (ASSSM), which, with its ten
institutes, was hardly distinguishable from the BCP
Institute. Unsurprisingly, it disappeared from the radar
of history in 1990 just as the HEI Marx bust did. It was
the headquarters of ASSSM that after 1990 were re-
appropriated for the establishment of the New Bulgarian
University; other countryside buildings became the
hosts of three newly established universities. The fate
of Capital, political economy, statues and memorials,
buildings and institutions seem to be interlocked in the
historical juncture of 1953.

Much of the post-1990 Bulgarian democracy-makers
turned neoliberals, with the adjacent revisionist
historiography of the past, were trained in ASSSM in so-
called scientific communism; the same is true for those
unapologetic Marxists who remained in the background
of the new historical situation. Representatives of HEI,
some of whom still teach at UNWE, were also trained
in ASSSM. Today UNWE hosts the only department of
political economy, and unapologetically so,** offering a

22 See Svetla Toshkova, “Politicheskata ikonomiya stava vse po-
neobhodima,” Vestnik na UNSS, No. 598, June 28, 2012, 7.
Note Toshkova’s articles is featured in the same issue in which
UNWE defended the reinstatement of Marx’s bust against the
protests of an anonymous mothers’ organization, see above
note 3.
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HETOCT OJ) COBETCKUTE E€JTUTHU OOpPA30BHH W HAYYHHU
Tesia. He Jieka HAyYHUOT CBET 110 1953 T. TO HAMETHYBAJI
TOa, HaIpoTUB. Hakyco, Ha HamopuTe Ha OyrapcKuTe
repMaHUCTH, Kako CabuTtaes, Tpeba Jja ce ryieia Kako Ha
METO/] 32 CIIpeYyBamkhe Ha MPEeBeAyBAYKN CIIOHTAHU WH-
TEPBEHIINH O] PYCKHOT, a He KaKO I'paJiehe Ha KOHIIE-
TyaJsIeH IPEBOJI BO COTJIACHOCT €O OyrapckaTa JIEKCHUKA U
JIOKAQJTHOTO MapPKCHUCTHUYKO CO3/IaBakhe KOHIIEITH.

Cera ke objacHaM HEKOH BPCKH IIOMely OyrapcKHOT
MapKcHu3aM U MapTUckaTa MHPpacTpykTypa. AKo 1953
r. Omja WiIy30pHO OJIajlyBarbe, Torall IOBTOPHOTO JIO-
KaJIHO pa3ropyBame Ha HAyYHUOT eHTy3H1ja3aM Mopajo
Jla Haj/le CBOU UHCTUTYIMOHAIHU y311. Bo ncrara 1953
r. ce popmupasn MHCTUTYTOT 3a ucropuja Ha BKII, Ha
KOoj My mperxozesna paHara IlIkosa Ha IleHTpaiHaTa
MapTHja, OCHOBaHA BO 1945 rO/INHA, KOja BO 1957 TOAUHA
cranasna Bucoka naprucka mkosa ,,Cranke JJuMuTpoB®.
WHCTUTYTOT JUPEKTHO My IOJHeCyBasl HU3BeIITau Ha
[JeHTpaJTHUOT KOMUTET Ha IapTUjaTa; UCTOTO Ce CIIYyUU-
JIo M co mKosara ,Cranke J[TuMUTpOB® BO 1969 T., KOTa
ce IIpeTBOpMJIA BO AKa/leMHUja 3a ONIITECTBEHU HAyKU
U omnirecTBeHO ynpasyBawe (AOHOY), koja co cBoure
JleceT UHCTUTYTH, €JIBaj ce pa3juKyBaja o HCTUTYTOT
Ha BKII. HensHeHasyBauky, ucue3Hana off HCTOPUCKU-
OT pajziap BO 1990 T., UCTO KAaKO IITO Hcue3Hasa bucra-
ta Ha Mapkc Ha BEU. Cegumrero Ha AOHOY 1o 1990
r. 6MJI0 TOBTOPHO IIPHCBOEHO 32 OCHOBame Ha HoBuOT
Oyrapcku YHUBEP3UTET; a JIpyTY PYpPaJHU 3TPaJIU CTa-
HaJjle CeJlUIlITa Ha TPU HOBOOCHOBAHU YHHUBEP3UTETH.
Cynbunara Ha Kaiiuitianoil, IOJTUTHYKATa EKOHOMH]a,
CTaTyuTe U IaMeTHUIUTE, 3rpaJiuTe U HHCTUTYILIUUTE, Ce
YUHeJIe 3arJlaBeH! BO UCTOPUCKUOT ja30s Ha 1953 T.

MHory oz OyrapcKuTe TBOPIM Ha JeMOKpaTHjaTa IIO
1990 T. KOU CTaHaJIe HeoJnbepasiu, co OJMCKaTa pe-
BU3MOHUCTUYKA HcTOpHuorpaduja Ha MUHATOTO, OWIe
obyuyBanu Bo AOHOY, BO TakaHapeuyeHHOT Hay4YeH
KOMYHH3aM; UCTOTO BaXKU U 32 TBPAOKOPHUTE MApPKCH-

degree programme as of 2011; this time, however, the
UNWE and Toshkova in particular seek to legitimize
the programme by referring to prestigious western
universities offering similar degrees in much the same
way as UNWE'’s Council seeks to defend the bust’s re-
installment by citing BBC’s 2008 poll.

To understand the reception of Marx’s political economy
and the way it intersected with a Soviet/satellite notion
of histmat, I will give several examples in trying to
unearth the “originality” of the Soviet-Bulgarian
synthesis in various institutional and genre outlets, and
through them I will also try to explain the retardation of
that originality. Due to lack of space I will here discuss
only the post-1944 literature and the institutional
circumstances.

Post-Stalinist Bulgaria did not see an interest in
questions of human subjectivity which received a relative
popularity among other satellite states such as Hungary
and Poland. On the contrary, BCP heaped scorn on
internal oppositions throughout Warsaw Pact countries
and, in line with its own 1956 April Plenum line, and
playing ‘holier than thou” with the USSR, indulged in
demonstrative demonization of the Hungarian revolt.
Thus, as Tsatsov claims, one of the characteristics
of Bulgarian Marxism until the late 1960s, when a
theoretical reorganization around the topic of “activity”
happened, is the lack of interest in humanitarian and
anthropological questions, instead, “emphasis was
put on social-ideological questions and those that are
ontological-epistemological.”*® Tsatsov calls this “hard
philosophizing,” which transformed into party-licensed
apologetic of Stalinist dogmatism.

Following the BS line, one could partly see how the
Soviet-Bulgarian Marxist synthesis evolved - through
a struggle for theoretical legitimacy mediated by the

23 Tsatsov, Dogmatitsi i revizionisti, 23.
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CTU KOU OCTaHaJle BO 33/IHMHATAa Ha HOBATa MCTOPHCKA
cutyanuja. IIpercraBuuiiure Ha BEU, oy kou Hekou u
nenec npenasaaT Ha YHCE, ucto taka 6use oOyuyBaHU
BO AOHOY. Jlenec Ha YHCE ce Haora eIuHCTBEHHUOT
o/i/iesT 3a TOJIUTHYKA €KOHOMHUja>® M HyJIU aKaJeMCKa
nmporpama o 2011 r., cernak YHCE u, ocobeno, Torko-
Ba, cakaaT /ia ja OIpaB/laaT Mporpamara HaBeAyBajKH
MIPECT>KHY 3aMa/IHA YHUBEP3UTETH IIITO HY/IaT CJINUYHU
aKaJIeMCKHU MPOrpamMu; MoBeke Wiu nmoMaiky, CoBeTor
Ha YHCE ro 6panu BpakamweTo Ha O¥cTaTa, IOBUKYBajKH
ce Ha aHkeTaTa Ha bu-bu-Cu ox 2008 1.

3a nma ro pazbepeme MpUEMOT HA MOJIUTUIKATA EKOHO-
Muja Ha Mapkce 1 HAUMHOT Ha KOj ce KOceJia CO COBETCKa/
caTeJINTCKA UJieja 3a UICTOPUCKU MaTepUjaIn3aM, 1aBam
HEKOJIKY IIPUMEPH 34 /Ia ja OTKPHjaM ,,OpUTHHATHOCTA®
Ha COBETCKO-OyrapckaTa CHHTE3a BO PAa3HHU HHCTUTYIIH-
OHAJIHU W JKaHPOBCKU M3pa3y, U MPEKy HUB, UCTO TaKa
Ke ce obuyiam Jia ro objacHaM peTapAupameTo Ha Taa
opurrHaTHOCT. [Topasu orpaHuYyBame Ha IPOCTOPOT,
Ke IMCKYTHPpaM caMo 3a JINTepaTypaTa U 32 HHCTUTYIIH-
OHAJTHUTE OKOJIHOCTH 110 1944 T.

Ha mocrcranmmuuctnuka Byrapuja He u Ouiie uHTEpEC-
HU TIpalliamaTa 3a YOBeuKaTa Cy0jeKTHUBHOCT KOH CTa-
HaJIe PEJIATUBHO TOIyJIAPHU ITOMery CaTEJIUTUTE KaKo
VYarapuja u IToscka. Hamporus, BKII ru Hanarama uH-
TEPHHUTE CIPOTHUBCTAaByBama BO 3eMjuTe Ha Bapmias-
CKHOT TaKT ¥, BO COIVIACHOCT CO COIICTBEHATA JINHUja
071 ATIpWJICKUOT IUIEHYM BO 1956 T., U TIPAaBEjKU ce I0-
cBeta o7 CCCP, noyHana IEMOHCTPAaTUBHO Ja TO IEMO-
HU3HWpa YHTrapcKuoT peBoiaT. Kako mro tBpau llamos,

22 Bugerte CBetsia Tomkosa, ,JlomuTryeckaTa MKOHOMHUS CTaBa
Bce mo-Heobxoauma“, Becmuuk Ha YHCC, No. 598, 28 jyHu
2012, 7. Umajte mpeaBuy ieka HanucoT Ha ToIKoBa e J1ajieH
BO HCTOTO u3zianue Bo koe YHCE ro 6paHu BpakameTo Ha
MapxkcoBaTa 61cTa ¥ IOKpaj IPOTECTUTE HA AHOHUMHA
opraHu3allyja Ha MajKH, BUIeTe IIOrope, 3a0. 3.
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construction of a proletariat and its class history. In
this period the literature did see a continuation of the
NS-BS debates to a lesser extent, and in philosophical
circles mostly, but the histmat methodology practically
ended them. This does not mean that the concern with
“the applicability of Marxism” did not rule the day, but
on the contrary, it can even be seen as a compensatory
reaction. The literature was dominated by a newly found
enthusiasm in publishing and translating, now free from
persecution; in fact, the importance of translation will
remain central also throughout the 1970s and 1980s at
ASSSM and Sofia University.

The norm of (Soviet) histmat in Bulgarian historiography
quickly arrived* and then expanded to other fields of
interest, especially philosophy, until it gradually blurred
the lines between Soviet and Bulgarian “Marxism.”
The best example pertains to the attacks on Dimitar
Mikhalchev, who is now glorified as an “anti-communist
philosopher,” but who partially accepted histmat’s
dogmas: that history is progress and that historical
cycles follow patterns of human activities. Mikhalchev
did remain active until the late 1940s, when he coexisted
with Pavlov in Sofia University, but the price he had
to pay for his particular compromised Marxism - a
syntheses with Johannes Rehmke’s work - was to be
publicly attacked and stained as “revisionist” in the
philosophical press throughout the 1950s and 1960s.?

24 See note 14.

25 The best study pertaining to Mikhalchev’s Marxism and
Rehmkeanism is by Dimitar Tsatsov, Osnovonauchnata
filosofska shkola v Balgariya. Vtorata polovina na XX vek
(Sofia: Marin Drinov, 2011). A very representative attack is
the 1954 (here republished) text by Elka Panova and Dobrin
Spasov, “Krayat na balgarskata burzhoazna filosofiya (po povod
Logikata na akad. D. Mikhalchev),” Filosofski alternativi, No.
2 (2013), 16-49. The philosopher responsible for receiving
Mikhalchev as anti-communist is Mikhail Buchvarov, one of
the chief historians of Bulgarian philosophy since the 1960s.
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e/lHa O] KapaKTEPHUCTUKUTE Ha OyrapCKUOT MapKCH3aM
JIO JIOITHUTE 1960-TH OMJIa, KOTa ce CIy4Yuyia TEOpeTcKa
peopraHusaiyja OKOJIy TeMaTa ,aKTUBHOCT®, HEMambe
WHTEPEC BO XyMaHUTAPHUTE U aAHTPOIIOJIOIIKUTE
mpailama: ,aKIeHTOT OWJI CTaBeH Ha COIHO-UeO0JI0II-
KU U OHTOJIOIIKO-eIIMCTEMOJIONIKY IIpamrama‘“. Ilamos
0Ba o HaApeKyBa ,,»KECTOKO Puto30dupame” Koe ce mpe-
TBOPHJIO BO MAPTUCKHU JIMIIEHIIMPAHO OIpaB/AyBambe Ha
CTAJIMHUCTUYKUOT JOTMaTU3aM.

Cnenejku ja smHujata Ha IIIC, Moxke JeIyMHO Ja ce
BU/IM KAaKO Ce pa3BUBajJia COBETCKO-OyrapckaTa MapK-
CHCTHYKA CUHTe3a: IpeKy Oopba 3a Teopercka Jieru-
TUMHOCT IIOCPeJlyBaHa CO I'pa/iele Ha IpoJieTapujaTr u
HeroBsa KJjlacHa ucropuja. Bo oBoj mepuop, BO juTepa-
TypaTa UMaJyIO0 IIOMaJIKy IIPO/IOJIXKyBama Ha JiebaTaTa
Mmery TC-IIIC u r;aBHO BO (prt030¢pCKUTE KPYTOBH, HO
METO/I0JIOTHjaTa Ha UICTOPHUCKUOT MaTeEPHjaIn3aM IpakK-
TUYHO TU IpekrnHasa. OBa He 3HAYU /ieKa 3arPUKEHO-
CTa OKOJIY ,,IPUMEHIUBOCTA HA MAPKCU3MOT" He BJIafiee
U JIeHeCcKa - HallpOTUB, JypU MOKe Ha Hea /ia ce Iyesa
KaKO Ha KOMIIeH3aTOpHa peaknuja. Bo siureparypara
BJIaJlees] HOBOOTKPDUEH €HTY3Hja3aM BO H3/IaBAETO U
MpeBEYBAETO, KOe cera 0110 0C/I000/1EHO O] ITPOTOH;
BCYIITHOCT, BQXKHOCTA HA IIPEBOJIOT K€ OCTaHE IIEHTPAJI-
Ha ¥ BO TEKOT Ha 1970-Tute u 1980-tute Ha AOHOY u
Ha CobuCKHUOT YHUBEP3UTET.

HopmaTa Ha COBETCKHOT HCTOPUCKH MaTepHjaau3am
Bo Oyrapckara uictopuorpadwuja mpUCTUTHAIA Op30°* 1
[OTOa ce MPOIIMpPHIA HA JAPYTU IOJIMEa HA WHTEPEC,
ocobeHO BO dumio3odujara, /IofeKa He TH 3aMayvKaia
TPaHUIIUTE Mery COBETCKHOT M OyTapCKUOT MapKCHU3aM.
Hajnobpuot npumep ce ogHecyBa Ha HanaauTe Bp3 u-
Mutap MuxaaueB, KOj cera ro BeJIMYaaT KaKO ,aHTHU-
KOMYHUCTUYKUA (Pumo30d“, HO KOj JIeJIyMHO THU IPU-

23 Hauos, /Joemamuyu u pesusuoHucmu, 23.

24 Bupere 3a6enemika 14.

A late example of this is a discussion documenting one
debate between both on a 1963 publication on Hegel
by Mikhalchev, which reveals the party fervor and
antagonism exercised.?® Mikhalchev was neither an
avid reader of Marx, nor purely an anti-Marxist, but the
orthodoxy of Pavlov, now in power in BAS’ Institute of
Philosophy (1949-1952 and 1960-1977), was relentless
in its demonstrativity. There is no debate between
Pavlov and his circles and Mikhalchev and his circles
about the Capital or issues pertaining to the analyses
of capital’s contradictions, etc. The debates are purely
gnoseological. Mikhalchev advocated “presentationism”
of the scientific object (easily identified with “bourgeois
idealism” and anti-Leninist materialism), while Pavlov
advocated a “representative realism” closer to a monistic
mind-matter correspondence theory. Its analytical
subtleties like these that reveal what was at stake for party
ideologues like Pavlov, who was also the chief philosopher
in the country: questions of concern where closer, at
best, to Lenin’s Marx. But the attack on Mikhalchev was,
strictly speaking, instrumental rather than conceptual
one. For Pavlov, the real problem was not Mikhalchev’s
Remhkeanism, which is contemporaneous to the rise of
diamat, but that there is no place for such philosophy
after the arrival of Michurin’s and Lysenko’s ideas in
1949.% It is biological, not economic, debates that put
Mikhalchev away from the radar of the admissible.

In the period, when it comes to the educational
dissemination of Marxist political economy, the
influence of Alexander Leontiev’s works was felt as they
were used as some of the early textbooks.? It is the

26 “Todor Pavlov sreshtu Isak Pasi,” Kultura (2009), www.
kultura.bg/media/my_html/mainpage/anty/33.htm.

27 Tsatsov, Domatitsi i revizionisti, 30-1.

28 Rakovodstvo po politicheska ikonomiya: marksicheska
shkola. Sustav. po Marks, Borhard, Leontiev (Sofia: BCP,
1945); Alexander Leontiev, Kapitalat na Marks, translated
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(daTun morMuTe Ha UCTOPUCKUOT MaTepHjaIu3aM: JieKa
HCTOpHjaTa € HAMPEIOK U JIeKa UCTOPUCKUTE IUKIIYCH
cJIefIaT MeMU Ha YOBEYKU aKTUBHOCTH. MuxaadeB OWI
aKTUBEH /IO JIOIHUTE 1940-TH U OWI COBpPEMEHUK Ha
[TaByioB Ha COpUCKHOT YHUBEP3UTET, HO I[€HATa IITO
MOpaJI Jia ja IUIaTA 32 CBOjOT JIMUEH KOMIIPOMHTHUPAH
MapKCcH3aM - CHHTe3a CO /IeIoTo Ha JoxaHec Pemke -
Owmsta jaBeH Hamaj U obeJielKyBambe KaKo ,,peBU3HOHED”
Mery Gun030(pcKuTe U3/1aBavd BO TEKOT HA 1950-TUTE
U 1960-Tute®. ITofoHeXKeH TPUMEp € JUCKycHujaTa co
KOja ce JIOKYMeHTHpa efHa AebaTa Mery jBajiara 3a
nmybsimkanuja Ha MuxairdeB o7 1963 T. 3a XereJ, Koja
I'M OTKPHBA IIOCTOjHATA MApPTUCKA JKECTUHA U aHTaro-
Huzam>®. MuxanueB He OWJI HUTY CTPACTE€H YUTATEJ
Ha Mapkc, HUTy BUCTHHCKH aHTHMAapKCHCT: HO OpTO-
nMoKcHocTa Ha IlaBioB, cera AoMuHaHTHA Ha WHCTH-
TyTOT 3a ucropuja Ha BAH (1949-1952 u 1960-1977),
O0wia HEeMWIOCpPAHA BO CBOjaTa JIEMOHCTPATHBHOCT.
Hema nebara momery ITaBjoB M HEroBUTE KPYTrOBU U
MuxamueB U HeroBure Kpyrosu 3a Kaiiuiliasroiti ninu
mpamiama KO IPOU3JIEryBaaT Off aHaJu3aTa Ha KOH-
TPAJUKIIUUTE HA KAUTAJIOT, UTH. /lebaTuTe ce YUCTO
THOCEOJIOMKK: MuxadyeB ce 3ajaras 3a ,lIpe3eHTaTUB-
HOCT“ Ha HayIHUOT 00jeKT (KOj JIeCHO ce UeHTUDUKY-

25 Hajnobpara cTynuja koja ce onHecyBa Ha Muxamr4eBUOT
MapKcu3aM U peMKeaHu3aM e of Jumutsp llaros,
OcHosonayunama gunocogcxa wxona 8 boazapus.
Bitopaita iionosura Ha XX eex (Codusa: Mapun JIpuHOB,
2011). MHOTI'y pelipe3eHTaTUBEH HAIa/l € TEKCTOT Of 1954 T.
(moBTopHO u3nanue) Ha Enka [Tanosa u lo6puH Criacos,
»KpaaT Ha 6psirapckara O6yprkoasHa dpuiocodus (1o
noBoj JIo2ukaitia Ha akazn. []. Muxanues)®, @uaocogcku
aamepramusu, No. 2 (2013), 16-49. ®P11030¢h 0T OATOBOPEH
3a npudakame Ha MUxayeB KaKO aHTUKOMYHUCT € Muxauu
BauBapoB, efieH o] IJIAaBHUTE UCTOpUUYApH Ha Gyrapckara
dunozoduja ox 1960-TuTe.

26 ,Tomop ITaesoB cpemry Hcak ITacu“, Kyamypa (2009), www.
kultura.bg/media/my_html/mainpage/anty/33.htm.
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same Leontiev that the Johnson-Forest Tendency in
the US was targeted as the one to have unconsciously
admitted that the labor theory of value has ceased to
operate in the USSR’s Stakhanovist model.* (See below
how JFT’s thesis is inadvertently taken up by Bulgarian
sociologists.)

To understand the lack of originality in the Soviet-
Bulgarian synthesis until the 1970s in this stage of
the reception of Marx, I will return to the intellectual
production of the Stanke Dimitrov School/ASSSM. A
look at the bibliographical catalogue of philosophical
periodicals in particular (such as those of Filosofska
misal and Izvestiya/Nauchni trudove na AONSU
pri TsK na BKP - filosofski serii) reveals little about a
particular and significant Bulgarian commentary on
Capital. Unsurprisingly, on the other hand, looking up
at the index of an interwar journal such as Filosofski
pregled (published 1929-1943), one finds only one
publication on Marxism - and it is by Mikhalchev. The
alleged anti-systemic quality Pavlov, Sava Ganovski and
others wanted to find in Mikhalchev was certainly out of
touch; but this did not make him an “anti-Marxist.”

Without wanting to derogate the contributions of the
likes of Pavlov and his famous theory of reflection,*®

from the Russian by Renata Zh. Nathan (Sofia: Narodna
kultura, 1949).

29 Raya Dunayevskaya, “Stalinists Falsify Marxism Anew. State of
Teaching Marxism in the Soviet Union,” Fourth International,
Vol. 9, No. 7 (September 1948), 204-209, retrieved from
Marxist Internet Archive, www.marxists.org/archive/
dunayevskaya/works/1948/stalinists-falsify.htm.

30 Originally published in Russian in 1936, it was preceded
by his Remkeanstvo i materializam [Rehmkeanism and
Materialism] (1930), which laid the grounds for his own
original thought, see Todor Pavlov, The Philosophy of Todor
Pavlov (Sofia: Sofia Press), 1970; see also Mineva, “On the
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Ba CO ,0yp:KOACKH HeaNn3aM” U aHTUWIEHHHUCTHYKU
MaTepujanuszam), nofeka IlaBjoB ce 3anarain 3a ,pe-
Mpe3eHTaTHUBEH peajin3aM”, MOOJIM30K /10 MOHUCTHUYKA-
Ta TeOpHja 3a KOPECIIOH/EHIIMja Ha YMOT-MarepHjara.
BakBuTe aHJIMTUYKU CYNITUJIHOCTH OTKPUBAAT IITO TU
yeKasio MapTUCKUTe U/1e0s103u Kako I1aByoB, kou Ousie
HCTOBPEMEHO U TJIaBHU U JJIOMUHAHTHU Guio30¢pu BO
3eMjaTa: IpallamaTa KOU Ce pasrjeayBajie Ouie Io-
0113y 10, HajUpelNM3HO Ka)kaHo, JIeHHHOBHOT Mapkc.
Ho namazior Bp3 MuxaimueB 611, KOHKPETHO TOBOPEjKH,
MOBeKke WHCTPYMEHTAJIEH OTKOJIKY KOHIENTyasJeH. 3a
[TaByioB, BUCTHHCKUOT IpobsieM He 6w MuxarueBu-
OT peMKeaHH3aM, KOj Ce I0jaBUJI BO HCTO BpEME CO
JUjaJIEKTUIKUOT MaTepUjain3aM, TYKy TOa IIITO HEMAJIO
MeCTO 3a TakBa Guiro30duja Mo MPUCTUTHYBAKHETO HA
uznente Ha MuuypuH u JluceHko BO 1949 r.%. buosori-
KUTe, a He eKOHOMCKUTe JlebaTu ro Tpraasie Muxamyes
o/l paZlapoT Ha pudaTIuBOTO.

Bo TOj mepmoxa, mTo ce omHecyBa A0 0OOPa3oBHOTO
pacupocTpaHyBake Ha MAapKCUCTUYKAaTa IIOJIUTHYKA
€KOHOMMja, BJIMjaHUETO Ha Jieylata Ha Asiekcangap Jle-
OHTHEB Ce MOYYBCTBYBAJIO KOTa C€ KOPHCTEJIE BO HEKOU
oz npBuTe yueOHunu>®. Ce paboTH 3a UCTUOT JIEOHTHER
rro rpynara [loucoun-®opect Bo CAJl ro oapeinia Kako
OHOJj KOj HECBECHO ITPU3HAJI JIeKa TPy/loBaTa TeopHja Ha
BpeZIHOCTa IpecTaHaia ga GyHKIuoHupa Bo CraxaHo-
BuoT Moies1 Ha CCCP*. (BuzaeTe moioiry Kako Te3aTa Ha

27 anos, Joemamuyu u pesusuoHucmu, 30-1.

28 PsK0800cmME0 N0 NOAUMUYECKA UKOHOMUSL: MAPKCUYECKA
wkona. Cecmas. no Mapxkce, Bopxapo, /leonmues (Codus:
BKII, 1945); Anexcanabp Jleontues, Kanutanst Ha Mapke,
nipeBoy, oT pycku Penara K. Haran (Codus: Hapogua
KYJITypa, 1949).

29 Raya Dunayevskaya, “Stalinists Falsify Marxism Anew. State of
Teaching Marxism in the Soviet Union,” Fourth International,
Vol. 9, No. 7 (September 1948), 204-209, retrieved from
Marxist Internet Archive, www.marxists.org/archive/
dunayevskaya/works/1948/stalinists-falsify.htm.

which after all defined the scientific snowballing of
diamat in the entire Soviet bloc and beyond, the relevant
periodicals reveal that original research and commentary
began surfacing in the 1970s and intensified between the
mid-1970s and the late 1980s.

Two other historical examples will illustrate the
conceptual passivity of “Bulgarian Marxism.” 1) After
the April Plenum, the Institute of Philosophy at BAS
organized a series of meetings in March-April 1956
spearheaded by a report from Raycho Karakolov called
“The Principles of Building a Programme of Dialectical
and Historical Materialism in Higher Education
Institutions.” The distinction between dogmatists
and revisionists (with the latter suffocated and being
exactly the ones who would have been allegedly able to
produce original scholarship not on the Capital, but in
general on Marx) that Tsatsov has studied and which
was centered around the work of Lysenko and Michurin
was in this process continued along the more specific
lines of histmat’s scientific and party role as organizing
principle for the “cultural-creative intelligentsia.” Svetla
Koleva has studied this in detail: at this meeting, one
can detect the genesis of a Soviet subservient Marxism
as it produced two groups. The first one argued for the
role of histmat as part and parcel of Marxist-Leninist
philosophy which should be separated from diamat
- so this histmat coincides with what would otherwise
be Marxist sociology proper. The other group, which
eventually lost the debate, treated histmat within the
systematization provided by diamat by arguing for a
principle of convergence between logics and history. This
division’s result was that in as much as histmat is thought
of as the Marxist science of society par excellence, there

Reception,” 66; Nina Dimitrova, “Balgarski filosofski kanon?,”
Nota Bene, No. 14 (2010), www.notabene-bg.org/read.
php?id=149.
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rpymara [loacoH-®opect HeoOMuUCIEHO OMIa TIpe3eMe-
Ha o] OyrapCcKUTe COITUOJIO3HU).

3a j1a ro pazbepeMe HeJIOCTUTOT O] OPUTHHAIIHOCT BO CO-
BETCKO-OyrapckaTa CHHTe3a JI0 1970-TUTe BO oBaa dasa
Ha npudakame Ha Mapkc, ke ce HaBpaTaM Ha UHTEJIEK-
TyaJIHaTa MPOAYyKIKja Ha YumauireTo ,,Ctanke Tumu-
TpoB“/AOHOY. Ilorsnenor Ha GuorpadCKHOT KaTaysor
Ha, KOHKDETHO, (PuI030(CKUTE MEeCEeYHU CIHCAHUja
(cmrmunm Ha oHUe Ha Puaocogeka mucea u Mzgecmus/
Hayunu mpydose na AOHCY tipu I[K na BKII - ¢puno-
cogcku cepuu) OTKpUBA MaJIKy 3a KOHKPETEH U BayKeH
koMmeHTap Ha Katiuiiaaotd. He nu3HeHatyBa ITO OA PY-
ra cTpaHa, IJIeJlajku ro WHAEKCOT Ha €IHO MelyBOEHO
crucanue kako Quaocogcku npezned (U3IaJIEHO BO
1929-1943 T.), MOXKe JIa ce Hajjie caMO egHO U3/TaHUe 3a
MapKCU3MOT - 1 Toa € o MuxanueB. HaBogHUOT aHTH-
cucreMaTtcku kpasauteT kou IlaBios, CaBa 'aHOBCKU U
JIDYTHU cakaJie Jia To Hajaat kaj MuxaiueB 6wt Hepodat-
JIUB; HO He OWJI IIOpa/iu TOA ,aHTUMAaPKCHCT .

He cakajku f1a ru moTileHyBa NPUJIOHECUTE HA CJINY-
HUTe Kako IlaBjoB m HeroBaTa IIO3HaTa TeopHja 3a
pednekcuja’®, mro Hajmocse ro JjedUHUPATO Ha-
YYHOTO MAacoBHO Ipudakame Ha JIHjaIEKTUIKHOT
MaTrepHjayn3aM BO I[€JIUOT COBETCKH OJIOK U IOUIUPO-
KO, peJIeBaHTHUTEe CIMCAaHMja OTKPUBAaT JieKa OpUTHU-
HQJIHWTe UCTPa)KyBakha U KOMEHTAapH IOYHaJle Jla ce
[10jaBYBAaaT BO 1970-TUTE U ce UHTEH3UBHUPaJIe Mery cpe-
JIMHATA Ha 1970-TUTE U AOIHUTEe 1980-TH.

30 OpuruHanHO 00jaBeHa HA PYCKH BO 1936 T., I IPETXO/IEN
HEeroBUOT TpyA Pemiearcmeo u mamepuaiussm (1930), KOj
'l [IOCTABUJI OCHOBUTE HA HETOBATA COIICTBEHA OPUTHHAIHA
mucia, Buzere Todor Pavlov, The Philosophy of Todor Pavlov
(Sofia: Sofia Press), 1970; Buzere ucto Mineva, “On the
Reception,” 66; Huna JluMutpoBa, ,,bearapcku ¢pumocodcku
kaHoH?“, Nota Bene, No. 14 (2010), www.notabene-bg.org/
read.php?id=149.
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is no sociology proper.®* And yet it is exactly in Bulgarian
sociology where we will find original Marxist research
(see below). 2) A meeting of philosophical workers took
place on November 11-13, 1959, organized by the Science,
Education and Arts section of BCP’s Central Committee.
It was based on a decision of the XXI Congress of CPSU,
as well as a Zhivkov report to the National Assembly
and a report of the same year on the development of
science. This meeting saw the cracks opened between
dogmatists and revisionists centered around the schools
of idealism (Weissman) and materialism (Lysenko) in
genetics. A fierce debate opened whether Weissmanism
isidealist. As with Mikhalchev, the problem was whether
it was possible to make an already existing current (here
Weissmanism) cohabitate with diamat? And the answer
was no.

IV.

Against this background, it is Bulgarian sociology,
spearheaded in the early 1960s by Zhivko Oshavkov,
which will resist the Soviet histmat consensus. As Petar-
Emil Mitev notes, the paradox to which the ilk of Zhivkov
would respond later was that “the ideological setting
of the 1930s, a conflictual period in the history of the
Kingdom of Bulgaria, turned out to be more favorable for
the creative freedom of the Marxist Ivan Hadzhiiski than
the dogmatic setting under the dominance of Marxism-
Leninism that Zhivko Oshavkov faced.” This is the
time of the mid-aged Zhivkov, who, as Bell describes

31 Svetla Koleva, Sotsiologiyata kato proekt. Nauchna
identichnost i sotsialni izpitaniya v Balgariya 1945-1989
godina (Sofia: Pensoft, 2005), 141, 135.

32 Petar-Emil Mitev, “100 g. ot rozhdenieto na Zhivko Oshavkov:
Ivan Hadzhiiski, Zhivko Oshavkov i nie,” in Gradat i seloto
- predizvikatelstvata na XXI vek, ed. by Galina Koleva and
Dona Pikard (Sofia: Omda, 2014).
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JIBa JTOTIOJTHUTEJIHU WCTOPUCKU IPUMEPH Ke ja HIIy-
CTpUpaaT KOHIENTyaJIHaTa MacUBHOCT HA ,,0yrapCKUOT
mapkcuzam“. 1) I[To Anpuickuotr mwienyMm, HCTHUTYTOT
3a ¢umozoduja Ha BAH opranusmpasn cepuja cocra-
HOIIM BO MapT-alpuj 1956 T., IOTTUKHAT O] U3BEIITA]
Ha Pajuo KapakonoB nHapeueH ,Ilpunnunure Ha
rpajierbe Ha MporpaMaTa Ha JUjaJIeKTHIKU ¥ UCTOPUCKH
Marepujajin3aM BO IOBHUCOKHUTE OOPA30BHH WHCTUTY-
nun“. Paznaukara mely AorMaTHyapyuTe M PeBU3UOHU-
crute (IOCJIEAHUTE ce 3a/yIIeHN U ce OHMEe KOU HaBO-
JTHO Ou OmsIe BO MOXKHOCT J]la IPOU3BEAAT OPUTHHATIHO
yuemwe He 32 Katiuitianoi, TyKy ommTo 3a Mapkce) 1ro
ja crynupan I{aoB 1 Koja ce 3acHOBaJsIa Ha JiejlaTa Ha
JIucenko u MudypuH, BO OBOj IIpoIiec Ousia mpojonKe-
HAa 110 nocnenupUIHUTE HACOKU HA HAyYHATa U MapTH-
CKaTa yJiora Ha HCTOpHjaTa Ha MATEPUjIM3MOT KaKo
OpraHU3UPAYKU MPUHIUI 32 ,KyJITyPHO-KpEaTUBHATA
uHTenureHuja“. Cpeta KosieBa ro cryzmupasa oBa Jie-
TAJIHO: Ha OBaa cpenba Moxe Jja ce 3abeJiesku TeHe3a-
Ta Ha COBETCKU IO/IPEJIEH MapKCHU3aM KOj CO37ajl JiBe
rpynu. [IpBara ja aprymeHTHpasia yjorata Ha UCTOPH-
CKHUOT MaTepHjain3aM KaKo JIeJl O/ MapKCUCTUYKO-JIe-
HUHHCTHYKaTa dumozoduja koja itipeba ga e ogeoe-
Ha 0g gujanexiiudKUOil Mailiepujaau3am - Taka, OBOj
HCTOPUCKU MaTepujain3aM ce IOKJIOIMyBa CO OHA IITO
MHAKy O OMJ1a BUCTUHCKA MapKCUCTHUYKA COIIUOJIOTH])A.
Ipyrara rpyna, Koja Hakpaj ja u3rybuia aebarara, ro
TpeTHpasia UCTOPUCKUOT MaTepujan3aM 60 pamkuile
Ha cHCTeMaTH3alyjata Koja ja Jaj UjaleKTHIKHOT
Marepujaju3aM apryMeHTHPajKu NPUHIOUI HAa KOH-
Beprupame IMoMely JIOTUKAaTa W HcTopujara. Pesys-
TAaTOT Ha Pa3/esoT OWJ TOj IITO KOJIKY U Jla C€ MUCU
3a HUCTOPUCKHOT MarepHjajn3aM Kako par excellence
MAapKCHCTUYKa HayKa 3a OIIITECTBOTO, HE MOCTOU BH-
CTHUHCKA cOIHoJIoruja’’. A cemak, TOKMy BO OyrapckaTa

31 Csemna Kosera, Coyuosnozuama kamo npoexm. Hayuna
udeHMuYHOCM U COYUAAHU UBNUMAaHUA 8 Boazapus 1945-
1989 2oduna (Codus: Ilencodr, 2005), 141, 135.

him, “has been a consistent, loyalist voice denying the
possibility of genuine communism apart from the Soviet
model and apart from Soviet leadership.”®® This was
registered in the scientific activities much earlier (the
1949 example with the arrival of Lysenkovism), and it
eventually led to an opposition between sociology as a
“bourgeois science” and histmat/scientific communism,
which was already seen as the science of the society. But
from the late 1950s onwards, which saw the division
between dogmatists and revisionist, communists’ own
proprioception in science registered as its great successes
“[the] geological science which helped to find and utilize
in industry new resources, as well as biological sciences
... the biggest number of philosophical workers was in
the area of biology.”**

Oshavkov and Jacques Nathan made sure that HEI
will develop a distinct sociology of labor by 1969. The
vanguard of research can be attributed to Oshavkov’s
Istoricheski materializam 1 sotsiologiya [Historical
Materialism and Sociology®**] (1958), credited to have
reinstated the sociological correspondence between
theory and empirical data, so much in need under the
eye of dogmatists. One specific way in which others have
followed in his footsteps is the work on the behavior of
young people. For example, Petar-Emil Mitev took up
the Institute for the young at BAS (1967-8) and carried as
a new method the “indirect poll,” utilizing Jenny Marx’s
questionnaire to his father, which gathered enormous
interest and results and let the team to the notion of
individualization/juvenalization - a notion that will

33 Bell, “Bulgaria,” 234.
34 Tsatsov, Dogmatitsi i revizionisti, 30, 32.

35 Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1970; see also Zhivko Oshavkov,
“Glavni etapi na prehoda ot kapitalizma kam komunizma,”
Filosofksa misal, No. 1 (1961), 26-46.
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COIIMOJIOTHja Ke HajeMe OPUTHHAIHO MapKCUCTHYKO
ucTpakyBame (Buzere mozosty). 2) Cpeaba Ha duo-
30 cku pabOTHUIIU ce O/IpKaJIa O] 11-13 HOEMBPH 1959
r., opranusupana oz O/ies1oT 3a Hayka, 00pa30BaHUE U
YyMeTHOCT Ha neHTtpasHuot komureT Ha BKII. buia 3a-
cHoBaHa Ha ojtykaTta Ha XXI konrpec Ha KIICC, kako u
Ha u3BemnTajot Ha JKuBkoB 70 HanmonaaHoTo cobpaHue
Y U3BEIITAjOT O/ UCTATa TO/IMHA 32 PA3BOjOT HA HAyKaTa.
Ha oBaa cpezi6a ce mojaBuie MyKHATUHH [TOMeLy I0rMa-
TUYapUTE U PEBU3HOHUCTUTE COOPAHU OKOJIY IIKOJIUTE
Ha uneanusam (Bajeman) u marepujanuzam (JIuceHko)
BO reHernkara. Ce OTBOpHUJIA KECTOKA Jie6aTa OKOJIy TOA
Jlajid BajcMaHU3MOT e uaeannsaM. Kako u co Muxai-
yeB, mpobsieMoT 6mi: Jlaymu MoKe Jja ce HAIIpaBU Beke
IIOCTOjHA cTpyja (BO CJIy4ajoT BajcMaHU3MOT) /ia IIOCTOU
3a€/THO CO JIMjJIEKTUYKHOT MaTepujanuzam? OJroso-
pot 6u, He.

Iv.

Co BakoB ucTOpHUjaT, TOKMy Oyrapckara COIIMOJIOTH])a,
MOTTUKHATa BO paHuTe 1960-tu o7, KuBko O11aBKOB,
ke My ce CIIDOTHBCTAaBH Ha KOHCEH3YCOT Ha COBETCKH-
OT MCTOPUCKU MaTepujaymuszaM. Kako mTo 3abesnexyBa
[Terap-EMun MuteB, mapaJlokcOT Ha KOj TAKBUTE KAKO
’KuBKOB Ke 0/IroBopaT IOJIOI[HA OWJI JeKa ,WIe0sI0MI-
KaTa cpeJluHa Ha 1930-TUTe, KOHQPJIUKTEH IepUoy] BO
ucropujata Ha KpasncrBoro Byrapuja, msserosn mormo-
BOJIEH 3a KpeaTWBHaTa cj100607ja HA MapKcucToT VBaH
XayMuuckKu o1 JoTMaTCKaTa MOCTaBKa IO/l JOMUHAIM]jA
Ha MapKCU3MOT-JIEHUHU3MOT €O KOj ce coouyBas JKus-
ko OmaBkoB“**. OBa e BpeMeTo Ha cpeioBeuHuoT 7KuB-
KOB, KOj, Kako IITO Tro omnwuinyBa be, ,0un1 mocrojan
JIOJATUCTUYKH TJIaC KOj ja HeTHpaJl MOXKHOCTAa 3a BHU-

32 Ilersp-Emun Mures, ,,100 T. OT poxxaeHueTo Ha 2KuBko
OmaBkoB: MBan Xamxuiicku, 2Kusko Om1aBkoB 1 HHE®, BO
I'padsm u cenomo - npedussuxameacmeama Ha XXI gex,
cber. 'ammna KoseBa u Jlona ITukapa (Codusa: Omaa, 2014).
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eventually describe a shortage of personal space among
the young people of the 1960s generation.3®

This was a relative relaxation in practicing social sciences
after the dramatic 1950s, which offered a politically
instrumentalized version of Marxism. As with genetics, a
debate on sociology vs histmat from the 1950s followed.
The evidence gathered by Koleva, Nenkova and Treneva
through interviews sheds some light on the opposition to
sociology’s political instrumentalization as histmat pure
and simple, and the need to engage meaningfully with
Marx, a phenomenon that will blossom in philosophy in
the 1980s due to the work done by Mitev and his student
Emilia Mineva’s work on the young Marx.

In his interview Kiril Vasilev says that “we developed
sociology as science without prejudice. Capital is alright,
the ‘Economic Manuscripts’ - too. What ideology is
there! While The Communist Manifesto is ideology,
its entire pathos is ideological.” Vasilev refers to
the period after Khruschev’s 1956 “secret speech.” As
Stefan Donchev says, “Marxism was the state ideology
until 1955 for the Todor Pavlov and his movement, the
Marxism-Leninism.”?® And Stoyan Mihaylov states that
“[we wanted] to integrate a real Marxist approach and
a real Marxist atmosphere in the party.”® Apparently,
Bulgarian sociologists saw potential to do so by wishing
to engage with Capital in some ways. Mihaylov further
states that the most unfortunate dogma in Bulgarian
scientific communism/Marxism was the idea that

36 “Interview with Petar-Emil Mitev,” in Sotsiologiyata prez
pogleda na pokoleniyata (intervyuta s balgarski sotsiolozi),
ed. by Svetla Koleva, Diana Nenkova and Simona Treneva
(Sofia: Pensoft, 2012), 111.

37 Ibid., 21.
38 1Ibid., 133.
39 Ibid., 45.
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CTHHCKH KOMYHH3aM ITOKpPaj COBETCKHOT MOJEI M OfI-
BOEHO O] COBETCKOTO BOCTBO“*. OBa cekako OMiIo
pPErucTpupaHo BO HayYHHTE aKTHBHOCTH MHOIY IIOpa-
HO (IPUMEPOT O 1949 T. CO MPUCTUTHYBAIHETO Ha JIU-
CEHKOBHM3MOT) U IIOTOA JIOBEJIO JI0 OIO3WIIHja ITOMery
COITMOJIOTHjaTa KaKo ,OypsKoacka Hayka“ HacCIpOTH
HCTOPUCKUOT MaTepHjaan3aM/HaydHHOT KOMYHH3aM,
Ha KOj Beke ce IJIeZlajio KaKO Ha HayKa 3a OIIIITECTBO-
t0. HO of1 mo1HUTE 1950-TU MOHATaMy, IIEPUOJ, BO KOj
HacTaHaJ pasfieJl Mely JJorMaTUYapuTe U PEBU3HUOHU-
CTUTE, BO COIICTBEHATa IIPOIPHUOIEINIIHja HA KOMYHU-
CTUTE BO HayKaTa Ouia perucTpHpaHa Kako HHUBEH ro-
JIEM yCIIex ,,reosiolikalTa] Hayka Koja IIOMOTHaJIa Jia ce
HajIaT ¥ MCKOPUCTAT HOBU PECYypCH BO HH/yCTpHjaTa,
KaKo U OWOJIONIIKM HAYKH ... HajTOJIeMUOT Opoj duiio-
3odcku paboTHUIM OHIe BO obs1acta Ha Gmostormjara‘“s.

OmaskoB u XKak Hatan ce norpuxuie BEU na passue
JIUCTUHKTUBHA COIIMOJIOTHja HA TPYZOT 70 1969 T. Ilo-
YeToIUTe Ha UCTPA)KyBameTO MOXKe Jla ce IOBP3aT CO
Hcemopuuecku mamepuaaudsm u coyuoao2usn (1958)%
Ha OIIaBKOB, KOMy My Ce IIPUIIUIIYBaaT 3acIyTr 3a I0-
BTOPHO BOCIIOCTaBYBa€ Ha COITMOJIOLIKATA IpernucKa
Mely TeopHjaTa W TMOTPeOHUTE €MIIUPHCKU II0JIaTOIU
101 OKOTO Ha iorMatudapute. KOHKpeTeH HauuH Ha KOj
JIDYTU TU cJieJleJie HeTOBUTE CTAIlKU € paboTemeTo Ha
ofHecyBameTo Ha muiaaurte. Ha nipumep, Ilerap-Emun
MureB ro npesen UHcCTUTYTOT 32 Miiaju suiia Ha BAH
(1967-1968) 1 KaKO HOB METO/T ja KOPUCTEJI ,,[IOCPETHA-
Ta aHKeTa“, KOPUCTEJKH ro MPalIATHUKOT Ha KOj [leHu
Mapkc ro KopucTesa 3a HEJ3UHHOT TaTKO, KOj Ipeu-
3BUKaJI OTPOMEH UHTEPEC U Pe3Y/ITaTU U My ja IIpeTcTa-
BWJI WJI€jaTa 3a UHAUBULYATU3UPahe/IOAMIIAIyBabhe

33 Bell, “Bulgaria,” 234.
34 Hauos, /foemamuyu u pesusuoHucmu, 30, 32.

35 Codusa: Hayka u u3KycTBo, 1970; BueTe ucTo JKuBKO
O11aBKoOB, ,[JTaBHU €TaN{ Ha MPEX0/ia OT KAMUTATIU3Ma KbM
koMyHu3Ma“, @uaocogcka mucoa, No. 1 (1961), 26-46.

capitalism is incapable of development.*® Others,
like Chavdar Kyuranov claim there was no feeling of
“oppression by the ideology, but oppression from the
party bureaucracy.” Mincho Semov’s observation is
central to this analysis: he claims that the “specific
research work was destroying dogmatism.”** According
to him, the dogmatism was the byproduct of Bukharin’s
thesis that historical materialism is science, and that
therefore there is no need for sociology as there is
already scientific communism (and the identity with
histmat therewith).

It seems that over time those sociologists who disagreed
with the identity of sociology with histmat dominated
by the March-April 1956 events found ways to subvert
Soviet-style formalism. The cracks of the Soviet-
Bulgarian synthesis were opened by sociologists by
looking critically at value theory. As Zakhari Staykov
claims, “Marxism was devoid of the most important
teaching of Marx - surplus value.”* Here, it is worth
recalling that Dunayevskaya, a JFT representative,
when attacking Leontiev’s pedagogical streamlining of
Capital, has said that “[w]ith the demand for a theory of
value that was not at the same time a theory of surplus
value, the Stalinists tried to divest the labor theory of
value of its class content.”** Put in relative scientific
isolation, Bulgarian sociologists observed the same
phenomenon, hence Staykov’s comment that “[s]ociety
becomes wealthier only if it works more! Because wealth
equals surplus value. Which is what Marxists under
[Bulgarian] socialism wanted to get rid of.”* If we are to

40 1Ibid., 53.
41 1Ibid., 81.
42 1Ibid., 88.
43 Ibid, 120.
44 Dunayevskaya, “Stalinists Falsify Marxism.”

45 Koleva, Nenkova and Treneva, Sotsiologiyata prez pogleda,
127.
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- UJieja MITO BO KpajHa JIMHUjA Ke IO OIHIIE HEJ0CTa-
TOKOT Ha JIMYEH IIPOCTOp IOMery MJIajiuTe JIMIAa Ha
reHepanujarta oz 1960-ture?®.

OBa mpercTaByBajJi0O peJIaTUBHO peJIaKCUPAame BO
IIPAKTHUKYBAHkETO ONIITECTBEHU HAYKH I10 J[paMaTHYHU-
Te 1950-TH, KOU MIOHY/AWJIe TOJTUTUYKN UHCTPYMEeHTaIN-
3MpaHa Bep3uja Ha MapKcu3MoT. Kako 1 co reHeTHKaTa,
071 1950-TaTa ciefesia febara 3a COIMOJIOTHjaTa Ha-
CIIPOTH UCTOPUCKUOT MaTepujaiu3aM. [lokasure cobpa-
Hu on KoneBa, HenkoBa u TpeHeBa mpeKy WHTEPBjya,
I'H pa3jacHUJIe CIIPOTHUBCTABYBAKETO HA OIIITECTBEHA-
Ta MOJIUTUYKA WHCTPyMeEHTAIN3alija KaKko YUCT U efl-
HOCTaBeH MCTOPUCKU MaTepHjain3aM U morpebaTa of
o/1y1ab0K aHTaHXMaH co Mapke, ¢peHOMeH IITO Ke ce
pasBue Bo duwio3odujata Bo 1980-TUTe MOPAJIU JieiaTa
Ha MwuTeB u HeroBara cTyAeHTKa Emmimja MuHeBa 3a
MIaguoT Mapkc.

Bo cBoero muTepBjy, Kupun BacuieB Benm nieka ,ja
pa3BUBME COITMOJIOTHjaTa KaKo Hayka 0Oe3 mpezapa-
cynu. Katiutianoii € BO pefl, UCTO Taka U ,EKOHOM-
ckute pakonmcu’. KakBa wujeosoruja e BO mpamiame!
Komynucittiuuxuotti maHugecili € uieoIoTHja, a 1MeIMOT
rmaToc e umeosomku“?’. BacuieB 360pyBa 3a IepHOIOT
10 ,,TajHUOT roBop“ Ha XpymryoB. Kako mrro Benu Cre-
dan JlonueB ,Mapkcu3MOT OWJI JIp;KaBHA HE0JIOTHja
10 1955 T. 3a Tomop IlaBjiOB M HETOBOTO ABUKEHE,
MapKcu3MoT-TeHuHU3MoT?®, M Crojam Muxajios
BEeJIM JIeKa ,[cakaBMe] /Ja WHTerpupamMe BHUCTUHCKHU
MapKCUCTUUYKH IIpHCTAall W BHUCTUHCKA MAapPKCHUCTHY-
ka atMocdepa Bo maprujata“®. HaBomHo, Oyrapcku-

36 ,UnTtepsio ¢ Ilersp-Emun Mures®, Bo Coyuoaozusma npes
noezaeda Ha noxoneHusama (uHmepsroma c 6s12apcku
couuoaoau), cber. Ceetia Kosesa, Jluana Henkosa u CuMoHa
Tpenesa (Codus: ITencodrt, 2012), 111.

37 Ibid., 21.

38 1Ibid., 133.

39 Ibid., 45.
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trust all of these accounts, then Capital under the Soviet-
Bulgarian synthesis was devoid of its greatest value (or
so they thought) - surplus value theory.

Another way in which Bulgarian sociology managed
to salvage Marx and be original was through Hegelian
accounts. This is also to some extent due to Oshavkov’s
work: as Stefan Donchev says, Oshavkov “managed to
connect the systemic approach and in fact the structural-
functional one with Hegel, with his Greater Logic, which
is actually the systemic approach. Marx uses the systemic
approach. And he [Oshavkov] struggled to prove that he
derives from Marx, so that he is not blamed for practicing
Weberianism.”® Similarly, Viktor Samuilov says that
back in the 1960s he decided to pursue philosophy after
he graduated from political economy because “in order
to understand Capital you have to understand Hegel’s
Logic.”¥ Later, representatives of Bulgarian sociology
will nurture a particular and dear relationship to Hegel’s
Logic, yet not always in order to either praise Marx
or merely divert productively from party lines to save
their personal and professional spaces. As Mark Baskin
has observed in the late 1980s and early 1990s, while
“Zhivkov’s ancien régime began to decay, a genuine
Bulgarian critical Marxism emerged as an effort to revive
a spirit of opposition and mass movement within the
BSP.”* This did not prevent Niko Iakhiel to claim as late
as 1988 that “our sociology is the party’s science...,”*
perhaps being unable to delink histmat from “sociology”
for all the wrong reasons.

46 Ibid.,129.
47 1Ibid., 186.

48 Mark Baskin, “Bulgaria: From Critique to Civil Society?,” in
The Road to Disillusion: From Critical Marxism to Post-
communism in Eastern Europe, ed. by Raymond C. Taras
(Armonk, New York: M.E. Sharpe, 1992), 153.

49 Cited in ibid.
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T€ COLUjAJIMCTH BHJeJe MOTEeHIHjas Ja To HalpaBaT
Toa mpeky Katiuttianoiti. MuxajjioB moHATaMy BeJIU
JleKa HajHeCpeKHaTa JIorMa BO OyrapCcKHOT HaydeH KO-
MyHHU3aM/MapKcu3aM Ouiia wjejaTa JeKa KamuTaJln3-
MOT HeMa MOXKHOCT 3a pasBoj*’. [Ipyru, kako YaBmap
KjypaHoB TBp/aT JleKa HEMaJIO YyBCTBO Ha ,,yTHETEHOCT
OJ1 U/Ie0JIOTHjaTa, TYKY Ol ITapTHUCKaTa OMpoKpaTuja“+'.
CornenyBamero Ha MuH4yo CeMOB e TJIaBHO 3a OBaa
aHaJIM3a: TOj TBPJHU JieKa ,KOHKPETHATa UCTPaKyBauKa
paboTa ro yHUIITyBasia jormatu3dMotr . Criopes; Hero,
JIOTMaTU3MOT OWJI HyCIIPOU3BO/] Ha Te3aTa Ha ByxapuH
JIeKa UCTOPUCKHOT MaTepujajiu3aM e HayKa U JieKa 3a-
TOa HeMa MoTtpeba o/ COIMOJIOTHja, OUIejku Beke uMma
Hay4yeH KOMyHU3aM (1 co Toa, UIEHTUYHOCT CO UCTOPH-
CKHOT MaTepujaan3am).

Ce unHU JleKa cO TeK Ha BpeMe, COI[MOJIO3UTE IITO He
ce coryiacyBaJle CO UJIEeHTUYHOCTA Ha COI[HOJIOTHUjaTa CO
HMCTOPUCKUOT MaTepHjain3aM, HeIlITO LITO IIPeOoBJIaJly-
BaJIO BO HACTAaHUTE O] MapT /10 anpui 1956 T., Hallle
HauMHU J]a TO NMOTKomaaT (GOpMasM3MOT BO COBETCKU
crui. IlykHaTHHUTE BO COBETCKO-Oyrapckara CHHTe-
3a TM HallpaBWJIe COIMOJIO3UTE KOW KPUTHUUKU IJieJia-
Jle Ha TeopujaTa Ha BpenHocT. Kako mrto TBpau 3axa-
pu CrajKoB, ,MapKCU3MOT OWJI JIUIIEH O HajBa’KHOTO
yuerme Ha Mapkc - BUIIIOKOT BpeAHOocT 4. Tyka Tpeba z1a
ce moTceTuMe Ha JlyHajeBCcKaja, MpeTCTaBHUK Ha Tpyma-
ta [loHcon-Popect, Koja, Kora ro Hanara JIEOHTHEBOTO
MeJarouiKo panuoHann3upamwe Ha Kailuitianoil, pexia
JleKa ,[c]o 6apameTo TeopHja Ha BPEAHOCT IIITO He Oria
BO HCTO BpeMe TeopHja Ha BUIIOKOT BPEHOCT, CTaJIU-
HUCTHUTE ce 0Ou/Iesie 1a ¥ ja o/13eMaT KJIacHaTa COPIKU-
Ha Ha TpyJloBaTa Teopuja Ha BpeHocTa“t. CTaBeHU BO

40 1Ibid., 53.
41 Ibid., 81.
42 1Ibid., 88.
43 Tbid, 120.
44 Dunayevskaya, “Stalinists Falsify Marxism.”

Along with the Hegelian influence, the decisive line of
original research will be pursued due to the visit of the
Georgian philosopher Merab Mamrdashvili to Bulgariain
the 1970s. There he spoke to the then younger generation,
and left an imprint upon Bulgarian sociological culture,
leaving an odd sociological reception that will slowly help
emancipate Marxist scholarship, in particularly due to
his writing on “non-classical rationality” and his article
on Marx’s “verwandelten formen.” There was already an
interest at the Faculty of Philosophy in the work of Evald
Ilyenkov and his Dialectical Logic. Deyan Deyanov will
take up the project of rewriting the logic of Capital in a
series of scattered articles that appeared mostly in the
1990s; yet the defining moment was the intellectual
production of what was called the “Marx Seminar,” which
was predominantly a synthesis between Marx and other
writers (Freud, Weber, Simmel, etc.) and represented
an attempt at exercising phenomenological sociology.
Delchev’s dissertation seems to be a good example of
how one can engage with Hegel by indulging in the logic
of Capital®® Perhaps the word “autonomous” rather
than “original” describes better these scientific activities
centered as they were on Marx and/via Hegel, nurtured
under the influence of Oshavkov and Stoyan Mihaylov.

50 See “Interview with Deyan Deyanov,” in Koleva, Nenkova and
Treneva, Sotsiologiyata prez pogleda, 280-81; some examples:
Deyan Deyanov, Kolyo Koev and Deyan Kyuranov, “Mladiyat
Marks kato kritik: ot zhurnalistika kam teoriya,” Filosofska
misal, No. 11 (1983), 85-94; the dissertation of Krassimir
Delchev, Sravnitelen analiz na nyakoi dialekticheski momenti
v glava parva na Kapitalat na Marks i Naukata logika
na Hegel (Sofia: Sofia University, 1987); as well as Deyan
Kyuranov’s dissertation published as: Ot opozitsiya kam
pozitsiya. Hegel, Foyerbah, Marks - iz metodologiyata na XX
vek (Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1989); Deyan Deyanov and Georgi
Kapriev, “Hegelovata logika’ na Marks,” Filosofska misal, No.
9 (1988), 66-9.
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peslaTUBHA Hay4YHa HU30Jjalija, OyrapcKUTe COIHOJIO3U
ro 3abesexasie HCTHOT (eHOMEH, OTTaMy KOMEHTapOT
Ha CrajKkoB Jieka ,[o]mImTecTBOTO cTaHyBa IT0OOTaTO
caMmo ako paboru moBeke! BoraTcTBOTO € eHAKBO Ha
BHIIIOK BpeaHocT. Toa e oHa 07 IITO MapKCHUCTUTE BO
[6yrapckuoT] comujasu3am cakaar Jia ce oco0omaT Y.
AKO MM BepyBaMe Ha CHTE OBHE IJIEJIMIITA, TOTAII
Katiutianoiti oy, coBeTcKo-Oyrapckara CHHTE3a OWJI
JIVIIIIEH OJT CBOjaTa HajrojieMa BpeaHOCT (MJIM Taka MHC-
Jiesie) - TeopHjaTa Ha BUIIIOK BPETHOCT.

Jpyr HaumH Ha Koj Oyrapckara COIHOJIOTHja YcIiea-
Jla 1a ro cnacu Mapkc u a 6use opuruHajaHa e mpe-
Ky XereJIMjaHCKHU BuAyBama. OBa JJ0HEKazie ce JI0JIKU
Ha AesoTo Ha OmaBkoB: Kako 1ito Beau Credan JloH-
yeB, OIIAaBKOB ,ycHeas Jla IO IOBpP3€ CUCTEMATCKUOT
IIpUCTall ¥ BCYLIHOCT, CTPYKTYPHO-(UHKIIMOHAIHHUOT,
co XereJ, co Heropata Haykailia n02uka mWTO € BCYIII-
HOCT cucreMarcku npucra. M toj [OmaBkoB] ce mavesn
Jla ToKake JieKa ce Ha/I0Bp3yBa Ha Mapkc, 3a J1a He TO
obBuHAaT 3a BeOepujanuzam“*®. Ciimuno, Bukrop Camy-
WJIOB BeJIU JieKa BO 1960-TUTe OJUTyYMJI Jla ce 3aHUMa-
Ba co ¢uwio3oduja OTKAKO AUIUIOMUPAJ IOJTUTHYKA
eKOHOMI/Ij a 3aToaIlTo ,3a 1aro pa36epeTe Katiuinanaoi,
Mopa Ja ja pasbepere XeresoBata Jlocuxa“¥. Ilomon-
HEKHHUTE IPETCTABHUIM Ha OyrapckaTa COIIHOJIOTHja
HeryBasie ocobeH U 6JIM30K O/THOC KOH XeresioBaTa JIo-
2UKa, HO cellak He ceKoral 3a Jia ro ¢asat Mapkc unu
IIPOCTO IIPOYKTUBHO /la CKPIIHAT O] NapTUCKUTE JIU-
HUM 32 /la U cllacaT CBOUTE JIMYHU U IPOodeCUOHATHU
npocropu. Kako mto 3abenexa Mapk backuH 3a ao11-
HUTe 1980-TU U paHUTe 1990-TH, Ao7eKa , KUBKOBUOT
ancien régime ToO4YHyBaJI Jla ce pacrara, ce IojaBuJI aB-
TeHTUYeH Oyrapckyu MapKch3aM Kako OOHJI 1a ce O¥KH-

45 Konesa, Henkosa u Tpenesa, Coyuoi02usma npes nozaeoa,
127.

46 1bid.,129.
47 1Ibid., 186.
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A more engaged and non-subversive approach can
be found in the work of Mitev. In 1973 he was the
scholar who, by surveying a huge archive of articles
from Voprosyi filosofii, showed that the Soviet Marxist
literature gradually abandoned Marx’s Capital in the
period 1948-55, listed as the third most cited text by
both Marx and Engels, but the next two periods - 1956-
63 and 1964-71 respectively - saw the advancement
of this work on the second and then the first place of
quotations.>* Mitev effectively published a contribution
to the sociology of philosophy in the USSR and his data®
do suggest a correlation between the use of Capital in
Soviet Marxism and a return to Lenin’s materialism
(which does not mean that Lenin’s agenda from his
Philosophical Notebooks should be read as the ignition
behind the Bulgarian sociological interest in Hegel and
the logic of Capital). Mitev showed that the period 1948-
1971 saw an increase of the quotations of Marx from
4.19% to 32.49%. He specially emphasized that 1953 saw
an unexpected and huge increase in quoting Capital, not
leaving Stalin’s death out of the equation; and that 1955
saw the increased interest in Economic-Philosophical
Manuscripts of 1844.5 Bulgarian Marxism was not the
subject proper for Mitev’s study, i.e., he did not compare
quotation trends in Bulgaria and USSR - but if we were
to find a correlation between the quotation trends in

51 Petar-Emil Mitev, “Savremennoto savetsko marksovedenie,”
in Izsledvaniya varhu istoriyata na marksistkata filosofiya,
ed. by Petar-Emil Mitev (Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1973), 14-
15. In a paper from 2008, Mitev’s student Boris Popivanov
has presented data from the same journal extending it to
the period 1948-2007, which reveals similar correlations
between works quoted and the ideological transformations
in the conjuncture. Boris Popivanov, “Aktualizatsiyata na
Marks,” Literaturen klub (2008), www litclub.com/library/fil/
bpopivanov/index.html.

52  See all figures in Mitev, “Savremennoto,” 16 and ff.

53 Ibid., 18-19.
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Bee JIyXOT Ha OMO3UI[HjaTa U HA MACOBHOTO JIBUIKEHHE
Bo pamkure Ha BCIT“. OBa He ro cmpeuwio Huko
Jaxuen za TBpAM IOJOIHA, BO 1988 T., Jleka ,Hamara
COIIMOJIOTHja € HayKaTa Ha MapTrujaTa...“°, Moxebu He
MOZK€JKH J1a TO O/IBOU UCTOPUCKHUOT MaTepHjaIu3aM O/
,COITHOJIOTHjaTa“, O/ MOTPEITHU MPUYUHU.

ITokpaj xerejwjaHCKOTO BJIMjaHUE, OJIydyBadyKaTa
JINHUja Ha OPTUHAJIHOTO UCTPAXKyBaIbe Ke ce CIIeIH 10-
pazu rmoceTaTta Ha rpy3uckuot ¢punozod Mepab Mamap-
JamBuiu Bo byrapuja Bo 1970-tute. Tamy TOj 11 360py-
BaJI Ha TOralll IOMJIa/iaTa TeHepalyja, U OCTaBUJI Ileyar
Bp3 Oyrapckara COITMOJIOIIKA KYJITypa, OCTaBajKU Uy-
JIeH COIIMOJIOIIKY IIPHEM KOj I0JIeKa ke IIOMOTHE J1a ce
eMaHIIUNUpa MapKCHUCTUYKOTO y4eme, 0co0eHO mopa-
JI1 HETOBOTO NUIIYBame 3a ,HeKJIaCUYHaTa palloHa-
HocT” ¥ Hamuc 3a MapkcoBure ,,verwandelten formen®.
Bexke nmaso naTepec Ha PakysteToT 3a Gumo3oduja 3a
nesnata Ha EBanya MtjeHkoB u HeroBata /[ujarexiiudka
no2uka. Jlejau JlejaHoB Ke TO 3al0YHE MMPOEKTOT 3a I0-
BTODHO IIUIllyBake Ha Jiorukara Ha Kaiiuiuaaoii BoO
cepuja pacdpiaHu HAITUCH KOU ce I0jaByBaJie HQjMHOTY
BO 1990-THUTe; CeNaK O/IyqIyBauKUOT MOMEHT OWJIO UH-
TeJIeKTYaJTHOTO IPOU3BO/ICTBO HAa OHA IIITO Ce HapeKyBa-
J10 ,MapKcoB ceMHHAap*®, IIITO TJIABHO OWJIO CHHTE3a Mery
Mapkc u npyrute apropu (®Ppoja, Bebep, Cumert, utH.) u
IIPETCTaByBaJIO OOUT J]a ce mMpuMeHyBa (GeHOMEHOJIONI-
KaTa cornuosioruja. [ucepranujara Ha JleueB ce YUHU
nmobap mpuMep 3a Toa KaKO HEKOj MOJKe J]a ce 3aHUMaBa
co XereJ HaBJIETYBajKU BO JIOTHKaTa Ha Katiuiianoit™.

48 Mark Baskin, “Bulgaria: From Critique to Civil Society?,” in
The Road to Disillusion: From Critical Marxism to Post-
communism in Eastern Europe, ed. by Raymond C. Taras
(Armonk, New York: M.E. Sharpe, 1992), 153.

49 Iutupaso Bo ibid.

50 Bupnere ,uTepsio ¢ esH [lesanos”, Bo Konesa, Henkosa
u TpeneBa, Coyuonozuama npes nozaeoa, 280-1; HEKOU
npumepu: [ean Jlesnos, Koabo Koes u lesan KiopaHos,
»sMuanuar Mapkc KaTo KpUTHK: OT JKyPHATHUCTHKA KbM

Soviet Marxism and the Bulgarian satellite one, there
might be such a correlation, even though one can hardly
find a local “interpretation” of Lenin and Stalin.>*

The rise of original scholarship from the 1980s out of
Bulgarian sociology can be also seen as the byproduct of
the first two generations trained ideologically by ASSSM,
as well as philosophically, mostly at the Sofia University.
Tsatsov’s research leads him to conclude that professors
employed at the Sofia University can be labeled
revisionists.”® The aforementioned interest in the young
Marx was something of a dissident activity at a time
when the subject matter was no longer a scandal.’® The
sociological circles discussed here are neatly networked
with other disciplines, and the resulting formations
were commonly called “the Seminar”, which included
the so-called Marx Seminar. It is now well documented
and commented upon.”’

54 But see for example from the same period, among a variety
of texts, Tsvetan Tsanev, “Leninovata teoriya za imperializma
i razvitieto na savremenniya kapitalizam,” Leninizmat-
marksizam na nashata epoha, Vol. 43 of Izvestiya/Nauchni
trudove na AONSU pri TsK na BKP - filosofski serii (1970), 47-
76; and in the same volume: Sava Ganovski, “Leninizmat - nov
etap v razvitieto na marksizma,” 5-22.

55 Tsatsov, Dogmatitsi i revizionisti, 40.

56 Baskin calls them “in-house critics,” see “Bulgaria: From
Critique to Civil Society?,” 153.

57 See Miglena Nikolchina, “The Seminar: Mode d’emploi.
Impure Spaces in the Light of Late Totalitarianism,”
differences: A Journal of Feminist Cultural Studies, Vol.

13, No. 1 (2002), 96-127; the special issue devoted on “The
Academic (Under)ground 1981-1989” of Piron, No. 8 (2014),
ed. by Galina Goncharova, www.piron.culturecenter-su.org/
category/akademichen-underground; and Koleva, Nenkova
and Treneva, Sotsiologiyata prez pogleda, 364, for a list of
participants.
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Moskebu TEPMHUHOT ,,aBTOHOMHH“ HAMECTO ,,0PUTHHAJI-
HH“, MO/I00pO TH ONUIIYBA OBHE HAYYHU AKTUBHOCTU
3acHOBaHU Bp3 Mapkc u/mpeky Xeres, HETYBaHU IO/
BimjaHuero Ha OmaBkoB U Ha Ctojan Muxajios.

IToaHra>kupaH W HENOTKOIyBayKU IPUCTAl MOXe Ja
ce Hajze Bo paborata Ha MureB. Bo 1973 r. T0j 61 HC-
TPa’KyBa4yoT KOj, IpPerJieZlyBajkl OrpOMHa apXuBa Ha
Hanucu of; Boiipocwlt unocoguu, mokakas JieKka coBeT-
cKaTa MapKCHUCTHYKa JINTeEpPATypa IIOCTeNeHO I'o HaIlyIlI-
ta MapkcoBuoT Kailuitian BO IepuoAoT o/ 1948 1o
1955 ., HaBeJIeH KaKO TPET HajUUTHUPAH TEKCT O] CTpa-
Ha Ha Mapkc u Ha EHresic, HO BO CJIeJHUTE JiBa IIepPUO-
JA - 1956-63 U 1964-71 T. - OBa J1eJI0 OWJIO YHATIPEZEHO
Ha BTOPO, a MOTOA ¥ HA NPBO MECTO MO IIUTUPAHOCT>.
MureB edeKTUBHO 00jaBMJI IIPUJIOT 32 COIMOJIOTHjaTa
Ha ¢dwmrozodujara Bo CCCP u HeroBure momaToIu®

teopus”, duarocogcka mucea, No. 11 (1983), 85-94;
nokropaToT Ha Kpacumup [lerueB, CpasHumenen aHaaus
Ha HAKOU QuaneKMmuyuecKu MOMeHMU 6 21a6d N'sp8a Ha
Kanuranst Ha Mapxc u Haykara sioruka Ha Xezea (Codusi:
Codwuiicku yHUBEpPCUTET, 1987); KAKO U AOKTOPATOT Ha JlesH
KropanoB o6jaBen kako: Om ono3uyus kem noguyus. Xezen,
dotiepbax, Mapxc - uz memodoaozuama Ha XX eex (Copust:
Hayxa u uskycrtBo, 1989); [lesn JlessnoB u I'eopru Kamnpues,
»XereyoBaTa‘ joruka Ha Mapxkc“, @uaocogcka mucea, No. 9
(1988), 66-9.

51 Ilerpp-Emun Mures, ,,CbBpEMEHHOTO ChbBETCKO
MapKcoBesieHue", Bo M3caed8aHus 8spxy uCmopusma Ha
Mmapkcucmkama ¢guaocogus, cuet. Ilersp-Emun Murtes
(Codus: Hayka u uzkycrBo, 1973), 14-15. Bo ecej om 2008
T., CTyAeHTOT Ha MurteB, bopuc IlonuBaHoB, IpeTCTaBUI
MIOAATOLH OJT UCTOTO CITFICAHUE U I'O IIPOLIUPUII HA TIEPUOJOT
1948-2007 T., NITO OTKPUBA CIMYHU KOPEJIAIAU Mery
OUTHPAHUTE JIeJIa U UIE0JIOUIKUTE TPaHCHOpMAITU BO
KoHjyHKTypaTa. bopuc IlonuBaHoB, ,,AKTyann3anusara Ha
Mapxkc®, Jlumepamypex kay6 (2008), www.litclub.com/
library/fil/bpopivanov/index.html.

52 Bwuzere ru cute 6pojku kaj Mures, ,,ChbBpeMEHHOTO, TI0 CTP.
16.

Journal for Politics, Gender and Culture / Vol. 14, No. 1 / 2017

A serious scholar cannot claim that there is a particularly
original reception of Capital in the Bulgarian literature
until 1990. The literature, in the two periods I have
outlined, and with the notable exceptions of the
logicians/phenomenologists and some representative
of the sociology of youth, can easily fall into the
label of what Koleva very succinctly calls “orthodox
Marxism-based discourse,”® which applies the histmat
perspective of sociology to treat issues such as forms of
social development, social laws, the structure of Marxist-
Leninist science, all devoid of empirical data.

There were few more ways for Bulgarian scholars to
develop their Marxism. One was commemorative
editions. There are five significant editions in the period
1933-1987 which are commemorative for each of the
decades until the 1980s, and whose published papers are
far from original research. One of the purposes of those
editions was also to systematically collate bibliographies.
To this period we can add two more editions which
are, again, textbooks on Capital rather than research
proper.”® Both are editions of ASSSM, for internal use,
and are transcribed and edited lectures - which is still
esoteric literature.

The latter leads us to another very important outlet for
the reception of Marx’s writings - the so-called “internal-
use translations” carried either in university faculties
or the ASSSM. I have seen and consulted copies of
translations from the 1970s onwards by “bourgeois”
Western Marxists such as Fromm, Marcuse, Korsch, etc.,
but also by orthodox ones such as Lukacs’ History and
Class Consciousness, done by ASSSM students and staff,
and which were never published - but often they were not

58 Koleva, Sotsiologiyata kato proekt, 179.

59 Zlatko Zlatev, Kapitalat - tom 1 na Karl Marks: Lektsiya
(Sofia: ASSSM, 1984); Mira Jovanovich, Kapitalat na Karl
Marks - vtori i treti tom: Sbornik lektsii (Sofia: ASSSM, 1988).

H

B


http://www.litclub.com/library/fil/bpopivanov/index.html
http://www.litclub.com/library/fil/bpopivanov/index.html

54|

Stanimir Panayotov | Capital without Value: The Soviet-Bulgarian Synthesis

HABECTyBaaT KopeJyanuja IoMelry KOPHUCTEETO Ha
Kaiiuitianoiti BO COBETCKMOT MapKCH3aM U Bpakarme Ha
MapKCU3MOT Ha JIeHuH (IIITo He 3HAYH /IeKa areH/1aTa Ha
JlenuH o Quaosogckuilie ietlipailiku Tpeba 1a ce YuTa
KaKO MMPUYHHA 32 MOTIATyBamke Ha OYyrapCKUOT OIIIIITe-
CTBEH MHTepec 3a Xeres W JIOTHKaTa Ha Katiuiianoil).
MureB mokaxka Jieka BO NMEPUOAOT 1948-71 I. UMaJo
3rojieMyBamhe Ha IUTUpameTo Ha Mapke, of1 4,19 % Ha
32,49 %. OcobeHo McTaKkHaI AeKa BO 1953 T. UMaJIO He-
OYEKYBAHO U OTPOMHO 3T0JIEMyBakhe Ha IUTUPAETO Ha
Katiuitianoit, vHe NCKIIydyBajKku ja cMpTtTa Ha CTayvH of
PaBEHCTBOTO; U JIeKa BO 1955 T. Ce 3roJIeMIJI UHTEPECOT
3a Exonomcro-gunosogckuitie paxotiiucu og 1844 2.5,
ByrapcknoT MapkcusaM He OFJT BUCTUHCKH IIPEAMeET Ha
cryaujata Ha MUTEB, T.€. He TU CIIOPE/IyBaJl TPEH/IOBUTE
Ha ruTupame Bo Byrapuja u Bo CCCP - HO ako Gapame
KopeJianifja momMery TPEeH/JIOBUTE BO COBETCKHOT MapK-
CU3aM U BO CAaTEJIMTCKUOT OyrapCcKu, MOXKeE /1a ©UMa TaK-
Ba KOpeJIanyja, Hako eBaj MOXKe JIa Ce Haj/ie JIOKATHO
»TOJIKyBame"“ mypu v Ha JlenuH u Cramua>*.

Ha nopacTtot Ha OpUTHHAIHOTO yueme 0f] 1980-TUute o/
OyrapckaTa COIIMOJIOTHja MOJKeE Jia ce IyIefla KaKo Ha Hy-
CIIPOU3BO/I HA NPBUTE JIBe reHepanuu o0ydyBaHU CIIO-
pen uneosnorujata Ha AOHOY, kako u dunozodcky,
rinaBHo Ha CodUCKUOT yHUBeEpP3UTET. VCcTpaKyBambeTo
Ha llanoB Bojiu /10 3aKJIy4OK Jieka BpaboreHure Ha Co-
(ucKknOT yHUBEP3UTET MOKe /Ia ce eTUKeTUPaaT IJIaBHO

53 Ibid., 18-19.

54 Ho BuzeTe mpuUMep 07 HICTHOT MEPHO/T, Mely pa3HHUTE
TekcToBY, l|BeTaH 1{anes, ,JleHuHOBaTa Teopusa
3a UMIIEpUAIN3MAa U Pa3BUTHETO HA CbBPEMEHHUS
KalUTIN3BM, JIeHUHUBMBM-MAPKCU3H®M HA HALLAMA enoxa,
T. 43 o M3eecmus/Hayunu mpydose Ha AOHCY npu I[K Ha
BKII - ¢punocogcku cepuu (1970), 47-76; ¥ BO UCTHOT TOM:
CaBa 'aHOBCKHY, ,,JIECHUHU3MBT - HOB €Tall B Pa3BUTHETO HA
MapkcuzMa“, 5-22.

meant to in the first place.®® The role of such translations
was to provide something of a platform for premeditated
and informed non-consent with Western Marxism.
But access to such translations circulating between
colleagues, which was quite exclusive, did contribute
to Bulgarian Marxist scholars’ knowledgeability and
opening toward Marxist humanism or Althusserian anti-
humanism that in the 1980s will become itself something
of a platform for internal opposition, as Baskin suggests.®
The “economistic” Marx was never under attack by
party-led scientific establishments once the labor theory
of value was purged of the notion of surplus value, which
can be seen in the unofficial interest of translations of
this kind. But the economistic Marx was not the object of
desire either. Hence Capital and departments of political
economy were not scrutinized intensely for party loyalty
the way philosophical cadre was. Political economy was
already synthetically mortified.

A final way in which philosophical workers managed
to experiment with ideas off the party radar was the
genre of forewords. Bulgarian socialist publishing did
excel in both the quality of the delivered product and
its ideological vacuum. The foreword was the two-
edged sword of the cultural-creative intelligentsia, at
once serving to check the author’s/the specialist’s party
loyalty and being instrumentalized for the purposes
of novelty and unorthodoxy. As one writer claims, the
foreword was the excuse used to defy censorship. This
is true for both literary and scientific publications. In
short, “the foreword has to explain why translating
into Bulgarian the given work is not detrimental, and
to show that the book has been published elsewhere -

60 Mineva, “On the Reception,” 70, labels something along these
lines as a “re-leninization of Bulgarian Marxism,” in line with a
return to the “philosophical Lenin.”

61 He does so by analyzing the works of Zhelyu Zhelev and
Blagovest Georgiev.
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KaKO PEBU3HOHHUCTH®. [IPeTXOAHO CIIOMEHATHOT MHTE-
pec Bo MutaaroT Mapke 6wt JoHeKazie IUCHIEHTCKA aK-
TUBHOCT BO BpEMe KOora TemMara Beke He ce cMeTasa 3a
ckaHzano3Ha’®. COIMOJIOMIKUTE KPYTOBU 3 KOH CE JHC-
KyTHpPa TyKa Ce YPEIHO BMPEKEHU CO APYTH JTUCIIUILIN-
HHU, U 32 UCXOAHUTE (DOPMAIUH CE KOPHUCTEJT 3a€HUUKU
Ha3WB ,,CEMUHAPOT", KOj IO BKJIy4yBaJl TAKAHAPEUEHHOT
~MapkcoB cemuHap“?.

He muciaMm zexka cepuo3eH IIO3HaBad MOKe Jla TBpPAU
Jleka uMa ocobeHo opusuHaneH npueM Ha Katiuitianott
BO Oyrapckara siurepaTypa 10 1990 T. JIuteparypara BO
JiBaTa Iepuo/ia IITO T HaBeJIOB, U CO 3a0esIe;KIUBUTE
HCKJIyYOLIM Ha Jioruyapute/peHOMeHOJIO3UTe U HEKOU
IIPETCTAaBHUIIU Ha COIIMOJIOTHjaTa Ha MJIAJUTe, MOXKe
JIECHO J1a IIOTHaZHe 110/ eThKeTaTa Ha oHa mto Kosiea
MHOT'Y KOHII3HO I'0 HapeKyBa ,,0OpTOAOKCEH AUCKYPC 3a-
CHOBAaH Ha MapKCU3MOT“*®, KOj Il TpeTHUpa Ofi epCIeK-
THBA HA MCTOPUCKUOT MaTepHjajin3aM COI[HOJIOIIKUTE
Ipamiama, Kako GOpMHUTe Ha OIIITEeCTBEH Pa3Boj, OIl-
LITEeCTBEHU 3aKOHU, CTPYKTypaTa Ha HayKaTa Ha MapK-
CU3MOT-JIEHUHU3MOT, 6€3 eMIIMPUCKHU II0/IaTOLH.

NwmaJo yiirte HEKOJIKY HAUMHU Ha KOU OyrapcKuTe I0-
3HaBa4U ro pa3BUBaJje CBOjoT MapkcusaM. Exen 6mi ko-

55 Hanos, Joemamuyu u pesusuoHucmu, 40.

56 bBackuH ru HapeKyBa ,,JJOMAIlIHU KPUTUYAPU", BUJIETE
“Bulgaria: From Critique to Civil Society?,” 153.

57 Bumere Miglena Nikolchina, “The Seminar: Mode d’emploi.
Impure Spaces in the Light of Late Totalitarianism,”
differences: A Journal of Feminist Cultural Studies, Vol.

13, No. 1 (2002), 96-127; cuenujasHUOT 6POj IOCBETEH HA
“Axamemuunuart (Under)ground 1981-1989” Ha ITupoH, No. 8
(2014), cber. Fanuna FonuapoBa, www.piron.culturecenter-su.
org/category/akademichen-underground; u Konesa, Henkosa
u Tpenesa, Coyuoiozusma npes nozneoa, 364, 3a CIIMCOK Ha
YUYECHUIIH.

58 Konesa, Coyuoaozusma kamo npoexkm, 179.
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preferably in the Soviet Union.”®* Intellectual currents
in retrieving the young Marx, for example, did not
follow suit in this case, as the specialized Russian 1956
edition was not translated, so the genre is not a universal
remedy. But when it comes to meeting one of the
socialism’s beloved genres, sci-fi, with the technological
utopias of state socialism, the genre was universally
important for the series “Galactica” published by the
Varna press eponymically called Georgi Bakalov. Yet
the main controlling mechanism of the genre has been
self-censorship, and not party censorship provided by
so-called “reading groups,”® as one journalist, Petko
Bocharov, testifies (echoing Kyuranov’s comment
above.)

Finally, for lack of space I will only mention that two
other avenues of research remain to be pursued are the
history of reading groups between 1878 and 1923/1944
and philosophical clubs between 1944 and 1990, as
well as a closer inspection of the university doctorates
defended both until and after 1990 and both in and
outside Bulgaria by Bulgarian-born scholars.*

V.

What exactly is the synthesis I am discussing here
synthesizing? The term Soviet-Bulgarian synthesis I
use is, as indicated, borrowing some of the analytical

62 Maria Velkovska, “Prochit na istoriyata: Predgovorat
pri sotsializma - izvinitelna belezhka pred tsenzurata,”
Dnevnik, December 25, 2012, www.dnevnik.bg/
razvlechenie/2012/12/25/1966587_prochit_na_istoriiata_
predgovorut_pri_socializma_-/.

63 Ibid.

64 Ihave consulted the lists published on the website of the

Institute of Philosophy at BAS but decided to leave out this line
of research due to lack of space.

55
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MeMOpaTUBHUTE U3iaHuja. FiMa et 3HaYajHU U3IaHuja
BO MEPHUOJIOT 0/ 1933-87 I'. KO ce KOMEMOPATHUBHH 3a
cekoja Jekaza 1o 1980-Tute, U YUM 00jaBEeHU €Cceu ce
JlaJieKy OJT OpUTHHAJIHO UCTpaKyBambe. EJHa o 1ieiuTe
Ha OBHE M3/laHHWja OMJIO CHCTEMATCKOTO CpejlyBarbe Ha
oubuorpaduure. KoH TOj mepro; MoxkeMe Jia 1o71ajie-
Me YIIITe JIBe U3/]JaHHja KOH, IIOBTOPHO, ce YUeOHUIIH 3a
Katiutianotu, a He BUCTUHCKO UCTpakyBame™. J[BeTe ce
usnanuja Ha AOHOY 3a nHTEpHA ynoTpeba U ce TpaHC-
KpUOUpaHU U ypeIeHU TIPe/laBamba - IIITO € CE YIITE €30-
TepUYHAa JINTepaTypa.

[TocsieHOTO HE BOAM JI0 IPYT BaXKEH OTBOP 32 IIPHEM HA
cnucure Ha Mapkc - TakaHapeyeHUTe ,[IPeBOJY 3a UH-
TepHa yrnorpeba“ KOu r'd UMajio Ha YHUBEP3UTETCKUTE
daxynrern unu Ha AOHOY. Cym Bujies1 U KOHCYJITUPA
KOIIUM HAa MPEBOJM O 1970-TUTe HaTaMy o/ ,,0ypkoa-
CKH“ 3amaJlHu MapKCHUCTU Kako 1mTo ce ®pom, Mapky-
3e, Kopiit, uTH., HO 1 0] OPTOAOKCHU, Kako JIykaimoBaTta
Hcitiopuja u knacHa ceecili, HAIpaBeHM Of CTYAEHTH U
nepconan Ha AOHOY, kou Hukorai He 6use o0jaBeHU
- HO 4YecTo Toa He HH 6wia mpBobuTHaTta men®. Ilen-
Ta Ha THe MpeBoju Owia jia ce 06e30enu miatdhopma
3a OOMHCJIEHO U CBECHO HECOIJIacyBame CO 3alaJ[HUOT
Mapkcu3aM. Ho mpucramnoT /10 Tue NMpeBoAU KOU ITUP-
KyJIupajie Mery KOJIETUTE, IIITO OUJIO J0CTa eKCKIy3UB-
HO, BJIMjaeJi0 BP3 3HAEHETO U OTBOPAHETO Ha I03Ha-
BauuTe Ha OyrapckuoT MapKcu3aM KOH MapKCHCTHUY-
KHOT XyMaHU3aM WU AJITUCEPOBUOT aHTHUXyMaHHU3aM,
IITO BO 1980-TUTe CTaHAJI B/, IIaTPopMa 3a UHTEepHA

59 3natko 3sateB, KanutansT - mom 1 Ha Kapa Mapxe: Jlexyus
(Codusi: AOHCY, 1984); Mupa Mosanosuu, Kanutarst
Ha Kapa Mapxc - emopu u mpemu mom: COOpHUK nexyuu
(Codus: AOHCY, 1988).

60 Mineva, “On the Reception,” 70, HelITO CIMYHO BAKBO
e€TUKETHPA KaKO ,[TOBTOPHO JIEHUHU3UPakhe Ha OyrapCcKUoT
MapKcu3aM“, BO COTVIACHOCT €O BpaKameTo Ha ,,pra030GCKHOT
JleHuH".

might of Koleva’s notion “orthodox Marxism-based
discourse.”® The orthodoxy itself is not the issue. If
one can claim there is no significant and systematic
Bulgarian contribution to the study of Capital in a sense
that will define Bulgarian science and party development
by dint of officially sanctioned world-outlooks, this is
due to the particular constellation of factors concocted.
The synthesis of Bulgarian histmat historiography that
sought, and was unable, to see a pure communist line
of continuity in the pre-1944 past®® with transposing the
scientific USSR infrastructure; the synthesis of German-
speaking Russia-bred political figures and translators
with the occasional anti-Russian skepticism and the
Pavlovian editorial Russian orbiting; the trust in the
Soviet literary expertise synthesized with the occasional
sverka, the final (and perhaps only) touch of scientific
autonomy in the Bulgarian MEGA edition.

Most importantly, the Soviet-Bulgarian Marxist
synthesis left out of the politico-educational equation
in scientific communism surplus value theory, and
triumphantly assumed that its other, capitalism, was at
a stand-still. And for such a synthesis between domestic
scientific optimism from within and pessimism projected
to the outside to work politically and domestically, it was

65 There is, of course, a certain sense of methodological
nationalism in this qualification and in my own approach,
but my aim here is not to de-internationalize the project
of communism in its Zeitgeist and design, but rather to
problematize the scientific compromises induced by the failure
of globalizing communism and the consequences of pursuing
the socialism-in-one-state model.

66 For example, see Stefan Minkov, “Historiography 1918-Today:
Bulgaria (South East Europe),” in 1914-1918 Online.
International Encyclopedia of the First World War, ed. by Ute
Daniel et al. (Berlin: Freie Universitéat Berlin, 2014; October 8,
2014), n.3, ff., www.encyclopedia.1914-1918-online.net/article/
historiography_1918-today_bulgaria_south_east_europe.
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OIIO3MIIMja, KaKo IITO Beau Backuu®. ,ExoHOMMCTOT®
Mapkc HUKOTraIl He OWJI HamajHaT Off IAPTUCKU BOJIe-
Ha YyCTaHOBa OTKAKO TPyJOBaTa TeOpHja Ha BPEIHOCTA
OmJIa UCUMCTEHA OJ1 UJiejaTa 3a BUIIIOKOT BPEHOCT, IIITO
MOJKe Jia ce BUIU CIIOpe] HeodUIMjasiHaTa 3anHTEpe-
cupaHocT 3a TakBuTe npeBoAau. Ho ekoHomuctotr Mapkc
He HU OWJI TocaKyBaHUOT npeaMer. 3aToa Katiuitianoit
U OZIJIEJIUTE 32 MOJIUTHYKA EKOHOMHUja He Oujie KOHTPO-
JIMpaHU WHTEH3WBHO 32 MapTHCKa JIOKAJTHOCT KaKo IIITO
6un ¢umozodckuor kanap. IlomuTmykata eKOHOMHja
Beke OMJIa CHHTEeTUYKHM IIOTHCHATA.

Koneuen HauyuH Ha Koj ¢uao3odckutre pabOTHUIN
ycreasie /ja eKCIIEpUMEHTHPAAT CO H/IeH HaZ[BOP Of] ITap-
THUCKHOT pazap OWI jkaHPOT mpeAroBopu. byrapckoro
COIIMjJIICTUYKO M3/IaBAIITBO Ce IIOZ00PIIIO B BO CMUC-
Jla Ha KBAJIUTET HA WCIOPAYaHHUOT IPOU3BOJ U UE0-
JIOIIKUOT BakyyM. [IpearoBopoT 6m1 Med co iBe OCTpH-
U 32 KyJITYpPHO-KpeaTHBHATA WHTEJIUTEHINja, HUCTOB-
PEMEHO CJIyKeJI 3a IPOBEPYBAabe HA JIOjaJTHOCTA HA aB-
TOPOT U Ha CHEIUjAJIUCTOT U 32 HHCTPYMEHTIN3UPAHE
32 HOBUHH U 32 HEOPTOIOKCHOCT. Kako mTo TBpiu eHA
aBTOPKA, IPEATOBOPOT OV U3TOBOP IPOTHUB I[€H3YypaTa.
OBa e TOYHO U 32 JINTEPAPHUTE U 32 HAYIHUTE ITyOJIH-
kanuu. Hakyco, ,,ipeAroBOPOT Mopa /1a 06jacHU 301IIITO
IIPEBEYBAETO HA €JTHO JIeJI0 Ha OyrapcKy He e pa3op-
HO, U /Ia Ce IOKaKe JIeKa KHUraTa Owia u3fasieHa u Ha
JPYTO MECTO - IoxkKeJIHO, Bo CoBerckuot Cojys“®?. NuTe-
JIEKTyQJTHUTE CTPYU KOHU ce Bpakaa Ha MJIaIuOT Mapkc,
Ha MpUMep, He TO cJje/esie OBOj NpUMEpP, OujejKu
CIENMjTM3UPAHOTO PYCKO U3/IaHUE O] 1956 T. He OMJIO

61 Toa ro mpaBu aHATU3UPAjKH TH JiesaTa Ha JKesby XKeses u
Bnarosect 'eoprues.

62 Mapusa Benkoscka, ,,IIpount Ha ucropusara: Ilpearosopsr
MU COLMATN3MA - U3BUHUTETHA OesiexKa mpey
neHsypara“, /[HesHuk, 25 nekeMBpH 2012, www.dnevnik.bg/
razvlechenie/2012/12/25/1966587_prochit_na_istoriiata_
predgovorut_pri_socializma_-/.
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necessary to debilitate the very idea of capitalism’s crises
as a quantum leap towards fully fledged imperialism.

The synthesis I am proposing here captures the fact
that the scientific appeal and use of Capital in Bulgaria
was ultimately ornamental for the party lines which
sought to elevate Marxism to an (allegedly) living
ideology and scientific measure of all human activity,
but measured only in its party dimensions, parading as
they did ideologically and thus petrifying the domain
of everyday life, which in turn was gradually unhinged
from the ideological practices of histmat and the belief
in it thereof. The relatively boring activity of studying
Capital’s (Bulgarian) publishing history reveals a
stultifying scientific self-debilitation: the 1948 re-
translation from the Russian Skvortsov-Stepanov
translation (which Lenin preferred as opposed to the
earlier one by G.A. Lopatin and N.F. Danielson, which
Marx highly praised) highlights a political proclivity
towards infrastructural scientific subservience. Beyond
this ornamental ideologization, it is difficult to prove the
influence of Capital as an influential pool of ideas that
fed into original analysis particularly from historical
and philosophical perspectives. The living battle for
ideational activity and originality took place outside
the critique of political economy - in biology, genetics,
and gnoseology. Only few de-potentialized morsels of
Marxian ideas were left to intersect - or synthesize - with
those debates.

As a result, the official adoption and implementation of
Marxist-Leninism as a state ideology, together with the
constitutionally secured leading role of the BCP, led to a
regression in the quality and independent nature of the
Bulgarian reception of Marxism that was once a given
during the time of Blagoev.”” This comment is neither
nostalgic, not a Russophobic one, as I do not deem

67 Mineva, “On the Reception,” 69.



file:///F:/!%20Musterii%20Marija%202017/ISSHS/Identiteti%2014/tekst/ 
file:///F:/!%20Musterii%20Marija%202017/ISSHS/Identiteti%2014/tekst/ 
file:///F:/!%20Musterii%20Marija%202017/ISSHS/Identiteti%2014/tekst/ 

58

Stanimir Panayotov | Capital without Value: The Soviet-Bulgarian Synthesis

IpeBeIEHO, TaKa IIITO KAaHPOT He OWJT yHUBEP3aJIEH JIEK.
Ho 1mrto ce omHEecyBa 10 cpeKaBameTO Ha €JIeH 0]1 OMUJIe-
HUTE JKaHPHU Ha COIMjaIM3MOT, HaydyHaTa (paHTaCTHKA,
CO TEXHOJIOIIKUTE YTOITUHY Ha JAPKABHUOT COIHjaT3aM,
JKaHpPOT OMJI YHUBEP3aJTHO Ba)KeH 3a cepumrte ,,lamak-
TUKA“ U3/1aJieHU of1 ,BapHa mpec” o1 eHOHUMOT f‘opr/I
Bakasios. Cenak, IJIaBHUOT KOHTPOJTUPAYKH MEXaHU3aM
Ha JKaHpPOT OMJIa aBTOLIEH3ypaTa, a He IMapTHUCcKaTa IeH-
3ypa, O/ TAKAHAPEUEHHTE ,dUTAYKH TPYyIIu“®3, KaKko 1ITo
CBeZI0UH e7leH HOBUHAP, [leTko BouapoB (moTBpAyBajku
ro KoMeHTapoT Ha KjypaHoB /ajieH mmorope).

KoneuHo, mopasii orpaHUdYeH IPOCTOp, Ke ClioMeHaM
caMo J[Be JIPYTY HAaCOKU Ha MCTPa’kKyBarbe KOU IPO0JI-
JKyBaaT Jia ce cJIefilaT, a Toa Ce UCTopHjaTa Ha YHhTad-
KuTe rpynu of, 1878 u 1923/1944 1. u punosodckure
KJIyOOBH Mery 1944 T. 4 1990 T., KaKO U MOOJIHUCKOTO
pasryieyBarme Ha YHUBEP3UTETCKUTE JIOKTOPATH O710pa-
HETH JIO ¥ TTOCJIE 1990 T. 071 OyTapCKU UCTPAXKyBauH BO U
HazBOD ox Byrapuja®.

V.

[IITo BCYyHTHOCT CUHTETU3UPA CHHTEe3aTa 3a Koja 300py-
BaM Tyka? TepMHHOT IITO TO KOPHCTaM, COBETCKO-0y-
rapcka CHHTEe3a, KaKO IITO CIIOMEHaB, € I03ajMyBambe
Ha JleJ O/ aHAJINTHYKaTa MOK Ha uziejata Ha KosieBa 3a
,OPTOZOKCEH JIMCKYPC 3aCHOBAH Ha MapKcu3MoT“®. Ca-

63 Ibid.

64 I'u KOHCYITHPaB cMCOLUTe 00jaBeHU Ha BeO-JIOKAMHTe HA
Nucruryror 3a ¢punoszoduja Ha BAH, HO ce ofyryuuB ia He
0JlaM BO Taa HacoKa II0pajii HeJJOCTUT HA IIPOCTOP.

65 Cexako, UMa ofipe/ieH MeTOZI0JIOIIKY HallMOHAIN3aM BO 0Baa
kBanuUKaIKja ¥ BO MOjOT IIPUCTAIl, HO MojaTa IieJI TyKa He
e Jla To IeMHTePHAI[MOHAIN3UPaM NIPOEKTOT Ha KOMyHU3MOT
BO HETOBHOT Zeltgeist U IU3ajH, TYKy Zia TH IpobyieMaTu3upam
Hay4yHUTe KOMIIPOMMCH IIOTTUKHATHU O HEYCIIEXOT J1a ce

the Russian/Soviet influence inherently degenerative
onto Bulgarian Marxism (after all, USSR Marxism was
highly original), all the more so since both Blagoev and
Pavlov were strongly embraced in Russia, respectively
politically and theoretically. But the fact remains that
there is a correlation between the Russian re-translation
and the scientific USSR isomorphism upheld in Bulgaria,
resulting in the near impossibility to excavate an
“interpretation.” To insist on the qualifier “Bulgarian,”
then, is not to be nationalistic, but to avoid misleading
analyses, and to open opportunities to, indeed, see an
interpretation. For all of the above, in the Bulgarian case
words such as “reception” and “Bulgarian” are polite
misinterpretations. What we are left with is researching
a bygone methodological triumphalism with the
instrument of a “synthesis” that needs to discriminate
terminologically in order to adjudicate theoretically.
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MaTa OPTOJIOKCHOCT He € MPpo06JIeMOT. AKO HEKO] MOXKe
Jla TBPAU JIeKa HeMa 3HaYaeH W cuciliemailicku oyrap-
CKU TPHUAOHEC KOH CTyaupawmeTo Ha Kaliuiiaaoid,
Toa Ke ru AedpuHUpa OyrapckaTa Hayka U pa3BOjOT Ha
maprujaTa Kako OQUIIUjaTHO CAHKIUOHHPAHU CBETO-
IJIeJIN, OBA € TTOPa/Iu MoceOHaTa KOHCTEIAMja Ha CMIC-
snenute ¢pakropu. CuHTE3aTa Ha ucropuorpadujaTa Ha
OyrapCcKUOT UCTOPUCKH MaTepPHjaIn3aM Koj caka (1 He
MOJKeJT) Jia JI0jle IO YucCilia KOMyHUCTHYKA JIMHUja Ha
KOHTUHYUTET BO MUHATOTO IIPeZ] 1944 I.°° coO MeHyBambe
Ha HayuyHaTa uH(pactpykrypa Ha CCCP; cuHTe3aTa
Ha MOJIUTUYKUTE (PUTYPU U IIPEBElyBayd KOU rOBOpAT
TepMaHCKHU U ce U3pacHaTu Bo Pycuja co moBpeMeHHOT
AQHTHPYCKH CKENTHUI[M3aM U IaBJIOBCKOTO YPEAyBauyKO
pycKo opbuTHupame; BepbaTa BO COBETCKATA JINTEPATYP-
Ha eKCIepTHU3a CUHTEeTHU3UpaHa CO MOBpPEMeHa Ce8epKa,
duHATHUOT (M BEPOjaTHO €JUHCTBEHUOT) JOTIUP HA Ha-
y4Ha aBTOHOMHOCT BO OyrapckoTo uszanue Ha MEGA.

HajBaxkHO, coBeTcKO-Oyrapckara MapKCHUCTHYKA CHH-
Te3a Oellle UCKJIyYeHa O] MMOJIUTHIKO-eKOHOMCKATa pa-
BEHKAa BO TeOpHjaTa 3a BUIIOK BPEJHOCT BO HAYYHUOT
KOMYHH3aM, U TPUyMQAaJIHO IMPETIOCTABU JieKa py-
rOTO, KaIIUTAJIU3MOT, € BO TOUKAa HAa MHUpYBame. 3a J1a
(yHKIMOHMPA TOJIUTHYKY U JIOKATTHO TAKBA CHHTE3a HA
JIOKaJIeH Hay4YeH ONTUMU3aM U IIeCHMI3aM ITPOEKTUPaH
HaHaJIBOP, HEOIIXOIHO € /Ia ce 0cyIabu camara mujeja 3a
KAIIUTAJTUCTHYKATA KPU3a KAaKO KBAHTYMCKHU CKOK KOH
11eJIOCEH UMIIEPHjTHU3aM.

106aIM3upa KOMyHU3MOT U TTOCTIEAUITUTE OFf CIIeIEhe Ha
MOJIEJIOT COIIMjain3aM BO e/IHA APIKaBa.

66 3anpumep, Busete Stefan Minkov, “Historiography
1918-Today: Bulgaria (South East Europe),” in 1914-1918
Online. International Encyclopedia of the First World War,
ed. by Ute Daniel et al. (Berlin: Freie Universitét Berlin, 2014;
October 8, 2014), n.3, ff., www.encyclopedia.1914-1918-online.
net/article/historiography_1918-today_bulgaria_south_east_
europe.
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CuHTe3aTa Koja ja mpejjiaraM TyKa IO JOJI0ByBa ¢ak-
TOT JleKa HayYHaTa IPUBJIEYHOCT U KOPHUCTEHEe Ha
Katiutianoiti Bo Byrapuja 6myie BO KpajHa JIMHUja Op-
HAMEHTAIHU 3a MApPTUCKUTE JIMHUU KOU CakKaje /ia To
MMOUTHAT MapKCHU3MOT Ha HUBO Ha (HABOJHO) JKHBa
WJIe0JIOTHja U HAayYHA MepKa 3a CEeKaKBa YOBEYKa aK-
THUBHOCT, HO Me€pP€eHa caMO BO CBOUTE MAPTUCKU TUMeH-
31M, Tapaiupajku, KaKo IITO IpaBeJie, UAEOJIONIIKH, U
CO TOA, CKaMEHYBajKH T'O JOMEHOT Ha CEKOjIHEBHUOT
’KHBOT, IIITO O/ CBOja CTpaHAa OWJIO MOCTENEHO OTKa-
YEHO O WJIEOJIONIKUTE IMPAKTUKA HAa HCTOPUCKHUOT
Marepujasn3aM U BepbaTa Bo Hero. PeslaTUBHO 3/10/1€B-
HaTa aKTHUBHOCT Ha CTyauparbe Ha (Oyrapckara) msza-
Bauka ucropuja Ha Kaiiuiianoili OTKpUBA 3aTalyBad-
KO HAy4YHO caMoocsa0yBambe: MMOBTOPHUOT IIPEBOJ, O]
1948 r. oz pyckuot npeBoa Ha CkBopoB-CrenaHoB (Koj
JIeHUH To MPETHOYUTAJI BO OJHOC HA MPETXOHUOT Ha
I'. A. Jlonatun u Ha H. ®. JlanuesncoH, koj mak Mapkc
MHOTY TO IIeHeJI) HarjacyBa MOJIUTHYKA CKJIOHOCT KOH
nH@pacTpyKTypHa HayuyHa notunHeTtocT. Haz oBaa op-
HaMEHTAJIHA H/IE0JIOTH3allhja, TEIIKO € Jla Ce JOKaXKe
BiIMjaHUeTo Ha Katiuilianoi Kako BIMjaTeJIeH U3BOP Ha
HJIEU IITO BJIETYBAJI€ BO OPUTUHAHU aHATTU3H, 0COOEHO
oz uctopucku u ¢unozodceku nepcrnektusu. Kupata
OuTKa 3a WJiejHa aKTUBHOCT ¥ OPUTHHAITHOCT Ce CIIy4y-
BaJIa HA/IBOP O KDUTUKATA HA TIOJIUTUYKATA EKOHOMU]ja
- Bo Omosiorujara, TeHeTHKaTa U THoceosioryjara. Camo
HEKOJIKY JIeTIOTeHIjaIu3UPAaHN TPOIIKA HA MapK-
CUCTUYKUTE WJIEW OCTaHAJIe 32 IPECEKyBambe - WU
CUHTETU3HPAhE - CO THE AebaTH.

Kako pesysnratr Ha Toa, oduIHjaTHOTO HpHUdaKame
U CIOpOBeAyBambe HA MAapPKCU3aM-JIEHUHU3MOT KaKoO
JIp>KaBHA U/1€0JI0OTH]a, 3a€JHO CO YCTaBHO 00e306e/ieHaTa
Bozieuka ysora Ha BKII, nosesio 10 HamasyBame Ha KBa-
JIITETOT ¥l HE3aBUCHATA MPHUPO/Ia Ha OyrapCKUOT IIpUEM
Ha MapKCHU3MOT IIITO HEKOTAIII ce IMoJipa3bupas BO Bpe-
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meto Ha Biiaroes”. OBoj KOMEHTap He € HUTY HOCTaJIT1-
YyeH HUTY pycodobuueH, Ouejku He TO CMeTaM PYCKO-
TO/COBETCKOTO BJIMjaHHE KaKO CYIITUHCKU JeTeHepa-
TUBHO 3a OyrapcKuoT Mapkcu3aMm (Hajmociie, MapKCHU3-
Mot o7, CCCP 6ui1 KpajHO OpUTHHAJIEH), 4 U 3aTOAa IITO
Bnaroes u IlaBioB O6uie cuiHO mpudareHu o Pycuja
U MOJINTUYKU U TeopeTcku. OcTaHyBa (GAKTOT JieKa nMa
KopeJianifja Mer'y pyCKHOT IIOBTOPEH IIPEBO/T U HAyUHU-
ot nzomoppuszam Ha CCCP mogmp:kyBan on Byrapwuja,
KOj Pe3yJITHPAJI CO PEYHCH HEBO3MOXKHOCT /1a Ce HC-
Koma , TOJIKyBame“. Bo Toj ciydaj, 1a ce MHCHUCTHUPA Ha
oJpeHUIATA ,,0yTapCKHU“ HE € HAITHOHAJIMCTUYKU, TYKY
€ HaUuuH Jia ce u30erHe 3acTpaHyBauKa aHAJIN3A U 1A Ce
OTBOpaT MOKHOCTH HaBHCTHHA A4 C€ BUAU TOJIKYBalbe.
3apajy ceTo CIIOMEHATO IOTOpe, BO OYTapCKUOT CIIy4aj,
300pOBHUTE KaKO IIITO Ce ,IpueM“ U ,0yrapcku® ce Ha-
MEpHHU IMOTPEIIHU TOJKyBawka. OHA IITO OCTaHyBa €
HCTPaKyBambeTO Ha MUHAT MeTO0JIOMIKY TpuyMdaiu-
3aM CO HMHCTPYMEHTOT ,,CHHTe3a“ IIITO MOpa /ia JUCKPH-
MUHHPA TEPMUHOJIONIKY 32 Ia ApOUTPUPA TEOPETCKU.

IIpeBoz O aHTJIUCKU:
Ponna PyckoBcka

67 Mineva, “On the Reception,” 69.
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