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Not every man is ready to think about the so-called philosophical problems in every 
moment of his life. On the contrary, in the conditions of his quiet present existence, he leaves the 
problems of the future to the “future self”, while the problem of the ideal and others like it usually 
appear to him as something as far removed from these conditions as possible, not connected with 
them in any way. There is a curious paradox in this: for thinking, which, according to Ewald 
Ilyenkov, philosophy makes its subject, “permeates” every human action at every moment of his 
life. Man thinks, thinks not only when he is in the posture of a Rodinovian thinker discussing the 
fate of existence, but also – and above all – when he acts. “Thinking is the universal ideal form of 
activity” – Ilyenkov's chiseled formulation is widely known, but, like everything that is familiar 
and well known, it is not immediately really known. After all, knowledge is not at all a set of 
information that is passively “stored” somewhere in the neurodynamic structures of the brain, in 
the depths of memory, in the manner of a hard computer disk. Memory itself, knowledge, as Kant 
has so beautifully demonstrated, is an active ability of the individual. And this knowledge 
functions only in the process of activity, as its own-other accompanying each moment of 
conscious being of an individual. This does not mean that thinking is an “epiphenomenon” and 
that the processes of activity could go on “in the dark” (as the analytical philosophy of 
consciousness represented by John Searle and David Chalmers argues). On the contrary, activity 
as a human activity is possible only when it is a conscious activity: it constantly resolves the 
contradiction between the consciousness of the external world (the conditions of activity, the 
objective circumstances of being) and the self-consciousness of man. Outside the process of 
resolving the contradiction “we share with animals all forms of understanding”, as Friedrich 
Engels pointed out, i.e. those very forms which abstract from dialectics, react to the contradiction 
with indifference or hysteria1. This resolution of the contradiction occurs continuously in the form 
of movement of the “I” along the contours of objective being, according to its, being's, logic and 
represents the mutual co-measurement of notion and reality, the identification of the universal 
measures of being itself and their transformation into man's own measures. This transformation 
does not occur in a direct way, but in such a way that the development of the notion’s subject in 
reality passes (continues itself) into the development of the notion of the subject in thinking, and 
this transition itself is also (and the same) development. Valeriy Bosenko, a friend and like-minded 
Ilyenkov, rightly points out that the misunderstanding of transformation, of the dialectical role and 
“mechanism” of the process of mediation and mediating forms comes from ignoring the unity 
(identity) and absolutising the struggle in the key dialectical principle of the unity and struggle of 
opposites, “so that the basis (that common) on which their transition could take place is eluded” 
(Bosenko 2010). It is this absolutisation and this neglect, as we shall see below, that is the main 
epistemological strategy of the line that has opposed that of Hegel, Marx and Ilyenkov over the 
last 150 years. 

The tranquil existence of the common man, however, shifts into a kind of “turbulence 
mode” at the turning points of historical epochs, when opposites are exposed and public opinion 
becomes polarized. Differences, however much Gilles Deleuze and his supporters may wish to 
the contrary, do reach, develop into opposites, and people increasingly begin to reason according 

 
1 This refers to Ivan Pavlov's experiments in the so-called “tower of silence”, which Ilyenkov often cites as an 
illustration of the inability of understanding, animal “thinking” to withstand the tension of contradiction, as opposed 
to the proper human, dialectical, reasoned one. Such an inability, however, is common among human individuals in 
the contemporary world, which is explained by the objective non-essentiality of the production of reasoned, fully 
human, forms for the functioning of modern virtualized capitalism, a theoretical analysis of which is presented in 
Marina Burik's book (Burik 2022). 



to the principle “friend-or-foe”, “either-or”. The reason for this is the development of an inner, 
essential contradiction to direct antagonism (the two are by no means to be confused), when the 
latter is expressed in an external collision. At such a moment, it is especially important to go deeper 
from the appearance to the essence, to reduce the external movement to the internal one, to find a 
clever solution: antagonism is not resolved by a leap, it is only overcome by an explosion (and 
these two concepts should not be confused either), but the consequences of this explosion can be 
radically opposite. The famous dilemma put forward by Rosa Luxemburg (“socialism or 
barbarism”) should be modified today, and, alas, only in the direction of more pessimism. Without 
a new round of social development, humanity today is threatened not just by barbarism but by total 
annihilation. This side of the dilemma may exist in two forms: a terrible end (a nuclear 
catastrophe) or horror without end (a continuous chain of world wars). An intelligent solution 
to the dilemma is only possible when the subjective division into “friends” and “foes” coincides 
with the objective division, i.e. on the boundary of the division of society in reality itself, and a 
mediation between the two sides of “either-or” is made, a transition is traced. But this very division 
must be traced as far back as possible to the emergence of antagonism in acute form. This brings 
us to the need for dialogue, which aims to purify opinions and elevate them to truth. Dialogue 
between “opinion leaders” always draws people's attention – the relatively recent “debate of the 
century” between Slavoj Žižek and Jordan Peterson is a prime example. This is doubly true of the 
attention of researchers who have immersed themselves in the issues under discussion. Marek Jan 
Siemek, a Polish colleague of Ewald Ilyenkov who studied the problem of intersubjectivity on the 
material of classical German philosophy (the concepts of Fichte and Hegel), wrote that for 
productive dialogue to emerge as a form of human-human interaction, fundamentally opposed to 
violence, mutual recognition, the detection of each other as Other Selves by the parties is 
necessary (Siemek 1998). Dialogue between traditions is important for the production of new 
meanings which can be found in the points of contact between traditions: this is why such points 
in Ilienkov's work are very interesting to observe (a few but important intersections are mentioned 
by A. Maidansky (Maidansky 2015)) 

The need to find such an intelligent solution breaks through in a certain number of attempts 
to make sense of humanity's past historical and theoretical experience, although such attempts have 
the character of a kind of “post-traumatic syndrome” received by leftist intellectuals as a result of 
the collapse of the first attempt to build a new type of society in the 20th century. This also applies 
to attempts to reform the theoretical legacy of Hegel and Marx, attempts to construct a “new 
materialist dialectic”. The main gnoseological defect of this critical approach lies in the authors’ 
challenge to “invent the umbrella”: the attempt to justify materialistic dialectics “somehow 
different” from existing projects. The problem, however, does not lie in the uselessness of classical 
logic, but in the lack of understanding of this logic: this is especially true for the doctrines of 
Spinoza, Hegel and Marx. This problem, with attempts to create a “new dialectic”, is demonstrated 
both by the work of Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek. This is particularly evident in the position 
adopted in such attempts to deny totality, the most important Hegelian category, in the inability 
to stay within the monistic logic of wholeness, in the attempts to solve the problem of radical 
negativity by assuming a split of the Whole. Badiou formulates this position as the main thesis of 
his (anti)philosophy: The One does not exist. Žižek, polemicizing with Ilyenkov, also criticizes 
precisely this position: we need to reject the “pre-modern” reality as a self-regulating Whole. 
Following Deleuze, they rely on a “pure multiplicity” which allows us to ground the subject as a 
“crack in the real” thus preserving the space for the act of subjective freedom.  

Not long ago Žižek devoted a separate critique to Ilyenkov, in which he made the main 
claim against the Soviet thinker like this:  

“Ilyenkov’s mistake resides in his very starting point: in a naïve-realist way, he 
presupposes reality as a Whole regulated by the necessity of progress and its reverse. 



Within this pre-modern space of a complete and self-regulating cosmos, radical negativity 
can only appear as a total self-destruction. The way out of this deadlock is to abandon the 
starting point and to admit that there is no reality as a self-regulated Whole, that reality is 
in itself cracked, incomplete, non-all, traversed by radical antagonism” (Žižek 2019). 

This position captures an important point: the bifurcation of the unified notion of the 
Whole, of totality, as requiring justification in its own-other, which as a category Hegel does not 
have. Indeed, Hegel's “identity of identity and non-identity” turns out to be rather assumed as a 
principle, but not quite explicitly substantiated. This means that for the Hegel-Marx-Ilyenkov 
theoretical line to be carried out quite consistently, the abstractness of the category totality needs 
to be removed, to show the mediation within it itself. This is done by the author in developing 
fractality as a logical category. To define their relation further is to remove the abstractness of 
totality, to comprehend it through its complete negation, mediating its own-other. In our opinion, 
this own-other turns out to be the notion of fractality, which crystallizes in the theory as an answer 
to very complicated problems: the dialectical form of development identified by Hegel somehow 
fails, universal logical development is irreplaceable, but it can “stall” when faced with an obstacle 
(meaning the discontinuity of development cycles at every point, the constant incompleteness, the 
failure of these cycles, the unattainability of reaching a new “turn” – all this is a real problem for 
Hegelian dialectics, which also explains all the diverse empirical “setbacks” and failures of social-
educational activity). It is this side that critics of Hegelian dialectics clearly show by demanding 
that thinking be taken out of the grip of binary oppositions. In order to justify fractality as a 
category, it is necessary to show its necessity in a cumulative movement, in a universal 
development. 

In her dilemma, Rosa Luxemburg does not consider the possibility of a third way: the 
potentially indefinite “fading” of the status quo. The existing order has masterfully learned to 
prolong its life by incorporating any of its negation into the commodity logic2, and even by 
“borrowing” its modes of reproduction from the non-capitalist order: modern capitalism, at its 
virtualization stage, appears as a vivid embodiment of the logic of fractality, for the modes of 
direct human production (for things) are now a condition for the further self-reproduction of 
commodity society. 

Discontinuity, fragmentariness, is an essential characteristic of contemporary society. The 
universal attitude of fragmentation – it is what should be called fractality, i.e. total fragmentation 
(as well as fragmentation of the totality) – is noted by many authors as the definition of the 
functioning of the late stage of the society of developed commodity production and has a historical 
(ultimately, socio-economic) conditionality. G. Lukacs writes about this in a reversal of the 
problem of the relation between the rational and the irrational in capitalist society: the behaviour 
of individuals, rational in each individual act, leads to the irrationality of society as a whole 
(Lukács, 2003). 

This motif of technological rationality is developed in the works of H. Marcuse and other 
representatives of the Frankfurt School. Fragmentariness permeates the world as a whole, which 
finds expression in the antisubstantial concepts characteristic of non-classical philosophy (from 
Arthur Schopenhauer's ideas about the groundlessness of the world to the modern justification of 
contingency in the speculative realism of Quentin Meillassoux). It is characteristic of the historical 
process (“collision philosophy” and Louis Althusser's “aleatoric materialism”), which is 
subjectless (spontaneous). Fragmentariness is reflected in ideas and works on clip thinking 
(Girenok 2021; Burik 2016) the atomisation of society, the fragmentation of collectives and 
individuals (which would now be more accurately defined as “dividuals” – because human 

 
2 See (Tomin, 2014) on this subject. 



subjectivity itself is being severed) – in short, it is present at all scales of being (micro, macro and 
mega-levels) and this allows us to speak of a fractal universe. Fractality here reflects self-
similarity, but only as one of its moments. It is by no means exhausted by self-similarity: the 
special representation in this notion of the above problems (discontinuity, randomness, 
irrationality, radical negativity, anti-substantiality, pure multiplicity) constitutes the specific 
problematics of fractality as a logical category, which forms an “own-other” for category of 
totality, which occupies an exceptional place in Hegel's system of Logic. It is this exclusivity (by 
the standards of Logic itself) that necessitates another exclusivity, which is fractality. 

Its uniqueness lies in the fact that it is assumed in every act of Hegelian Logic, but is not 
grasped by it in the form in which Hegel left his system. Hegel rightly concentrates on 
development in pursuit of his goal: to show the development of the Absolute Idea. The moments 
of regression, decay are marked by him only in passing, but invariably carefully: while seemingly 
arbitrarily passing from one category to another, he strictly traces all possible variants of 
development, and through their exhaustion comes to the transformation of the categories. 
Consequently, fractality cannot be removed by mere appeal to Hegelian arguments. 

In dialectical logic, the process of development is represented as a spiral, a “circle of 
circles”. But it is not only a matter of visual representation. It is not a matter of representation at 
all, but of the notion of development, which, in its essence, is a contradiction – the identity of 
opposites, the resolution of which is the exit to a new cycle, a new “coil” of development. And 
these cycles can often remain incomplete, as Bosenko notes: “The cycle of negation of negation is 
often disrupted by certain phenomena from the aggregate movement that intrude on the limits of 
this process of negation of negation and violate the logic of its formation” (Bosenko 2001, 103). 
Fractal at the visual-geometrical level and in essence of the development process itself is a 
“crumpling”, deformation of this “pure form” of development, its “slippage” through breakdown 
of cycles. “Drowning” in the spurious infinity of fractal iterations on the logical level is expressed 
in Deleuze's concept of differences and repetitions. Deleuze's concept of difference is a 
counterbalance to Hegel's notion of difference. Difference, as Deleuze points out, does not reach, 
“should not reach” contradiction and its removal, and for this it must be “taken out from under the 
power of identity”. The fractal is a category of motion, but of “wandering” motion; fractal 
structures emerge close to the critical point. It represents the process of transformation into another 
state, but this transformation is as if it were “frozen”, like a constant balancing on the edge, like 
movement without movement. 

Ilyenkov writes of totality as synonymous with concreteness in Marx, it is understood by 
Ilyenkov as the field of cognitive activity, as its goal and result (Ilyenkov 2019a). The abstract 
from this point of view is a means of thinking, necessary to achieve a given goal. In his analysis 
of the process of theoretical work, Ilyenkov separates the stage of the production of theoretical 
abstractions and the stage of the application of the unfolded theory to practice. In the first case, 
the centre of gravity is the internal links of the subject itself, and the researcher must necessarily 
abstract away from contingencies and logically “straighten” the historical process. In the second 
case, the criterion of significance includes the human choice, the human goal. But it is no great 
revelation that this goal does not always coincide with the “pure form” of the goal in essence; only 
the Whole itself can be this pure form, which is detached in a particular subjectivity as the Goal. 
However, there are historical periods when the achievement of truth (the understanding of the Goal 
as determined by the needs of the Whole) does not coincide directly with the goals of certain 
groups and strata of people, and these goals themselves are situated several “structural levels” 
below the understanding of the Universal Goal: they are situated in the zone of the “small being” 
(Mikhail Lifshitz) of these people. Truth, however, has as its condition the desire to reveal the real 
situation of these groups of people: it is quite clear that not all representatives of the various social 
groups are interested in this. Lukács writes about truth as the weapon of the proletarian class for 



precisely this reason. However, the disorganized proletariat, which has not yet grasped the Whole 
that has been laid down for it as its own Goal, is not a subject of history: hence the periods in 
question can be characterized as periods of historical subjectlessness and constitute continuing 
revolutionary moments (periods of leap, interruption). Does such a period come to fruition or not, 
does becoming come to fruition? This is precisely what Deleuze and Hegel are arguing about. 

The principle of fractality which conditions, explains and justifies this lack of subjectivity 
is the logical reflection of a real overturning of the end and the means, resulting in an 
analyticism retreating into a “spurious infinity” and a metaphysical way of thinking, an example 
of this overturning being demonstrated by Marx in the transition from classical to vulgar political 
economy, that is the dissolution of political economy. But it is about the theoretical side precisely 
insofar as this theoretical (logical) side only represents a real overturning (circulation, 
circumvention, negotiation – all Verkehr senses). This real shift of purpose to means takes place 
in reality itself, in social practice: the production of goods for the sake of use-values (C-M-C) 
shifts to the production of money for the sake of money (M-C-M'), the purpose becomes abstractly-
unilateral (profit, the production of money, which was until then a means of circulation, becomes 
the sense and purpose of the entire economic process), and this causes a deformation of all 
superstructural spheres, including the logics. Sergey Mareev, commenting on Lukács, points out 
this very point: “The capitalist is not interested in science in itself, in objective truth in itself. He 
is interested in the result, the effect, which can be counted and measured – in tons, kilometres, 
rubles, etc. Herein lies one of the fundamental contradictions of contemporary scientific and 
technological progress: on the one hand, the need to develop science, and on the other hand, the 
complete loss of interest in science and scientificity itself. The loss of that interest, which was 
characteristic, for example, of classical German philosophy, which investigated Science as such” 
(Mareev 2010, 66). The movement from the abstract to the concrete is here replaced by a 
'movement' (more accurately, a state or wandering) from the abstract to the abstract: an abstract 
“fractured” form “crumples” practice, makes it imaginary. This is vividly illustrated by Lukacs' 
discussion of the rationality of capitalist society, which is based on calculus (Lukács 2003). 

A vicious circle is formed: a non-true practice generates a non-true theory, which “goes to 
ground” and generates – again! – the un-true practice. How do we get out of it, when it seems as 
if the whole world is “standing on its head”? To do so, one must find the source, the beginning of 
the fragmentation. This question has long been answered by Karl Marx: the source of 
fragmentation is “the division of labour, with which man himself is also divided”. 

Contingency, an essential feature of fractality, is contained in every step of logical 
movement, so the question of transformation, development is always an open question at the stage 
of freedom. For while in nature necessity manifests itself in the form of blind chance through the 
enumeration of variants (necessity forces its way), in the case of its manifestation in the form of 
freedom the basis of human action may be a conscious orientation towards the non-conformity 
with the objective logic. And although locally it may give some benefit, globally it puts the world 
on the brink of destruction. Since the goal of the individual acting in this way is not coordinated 
with the global goal (the need of the Whole, into which he is included), interrupt, rupture, breaking 
the cycles of development, this “getting stuck” is the way of existence of a stagnating, 
disintegrating system. Anton Makarenko rightly wrote about stoppage of development as a form 
of death of the collective (Makarenko 2019, 223). 

The sublation of this rupture, that is, the removal of the principle of fragmentation itself, 
involves answering the question that Fichte posed to Kant (“must logic itself obey its own rules?”) 
– in other words, must totality itself be total? In Hegel, totality has no “otherness of its own” and 
therefore has to be grounded in a mediation of fractality in order to be a truly concrete organic 
totality. It is not difficult to see that this question of abstract and concrete totality is linked to the 



relationship of formal and real communalisation; history has shown very convincingly that, in 
order for it to arrive at its ultimate goal – the Personality, the “expropriation of expropriators” 
alone is far from sufficient. 

Research into the question of the relation between the total and the fractal shows that there 
is a deep dialectic between these principles which has an important social dimension. The sublation 
of fractality therefore appears to be a problem of historical movement and is not possible in an 
external way, but in its own discontinuous-fragmentary logic. The fractal is a total rupture, but 
giving birth to a new totality at each “point”. A coherent solution to the problem of radical 
negativity in a monistic way is possible through the intervention of the ideal, bringing 
rationality into development. The ideal is understood as a necessary product of the development 
of matter, arising from the needs of substance itself, without which at a certain stage this 
development is hindered, stalled, becomes impossible. The challenge lies only in a more rigorous 
and consistent justification of this position, ruling out both theological and abstract-teleological 
interpretations of it. 

The historical-critical attitude to actual being enables us, at the micro-level, to find 
wholeness (in-dividuality), to look at ourselves through the eyes of all humanity, to take up the 
position of the absolute subject (Fichte), to rise from “small being” to a movement along the logic 
of the whole and to reach the universal problematics, to embrace the world within it, from the 
origin to the transition. That is, as a Whole. And to see through the prism of this Whole a measure 
of the truth of determinate being. And to see oneself and the limit of one's own movement and 
efforts in this determinate being. This is what allows man to understand his own meaning: the 
image of the Whole, his needs for development are “projected” to the individual level as a Goal. 
Therefore, teleology contains no mysticism whatsoever – we need only think of it as an individual 
expression of the universal in which this universal is reflected, as the world in the Leibniz monad. 
Truthfulness therefore becomes here not a luxury, not something we could acquire at will, but a 
condition for comprehending the most intimate and subtle layer of human existence, in which “all 
the existential and historical meanings of actuality collapse to the center of gravity – in the point 
of the Self” (as Gennady Lobastov aptly put it). 

In this way, a “fracture” of fractal movement is made on the individual scale, then spreading self-
similarly to all higher levels. The key to this “fracture” is the role of the ideal in bridging the gap 
and continuing the development of universal matter (Bosenko). Ilyenkov's work shows that this 
role is fulfilled by the ideal at all structural levels of being: from the emergence of the human 
psyche (Ilyenkov 2009) to the change of historical epochs, and culminates in the rebirth of the 
universe (Ilyenkov 2019b). 

Аlexey Penzin argues that Ilyenkov's “Cosmology” legitimises the event, the singularity: 
the existence of the universe depends on the singular act of man (Penzin 2018). But this is not 
entirely accurate. It does depend on the act of man: but such an act is every free act. The universe 
is “restarted” by thinking (the gap is closed) forever and constantly: the movement towards “world 
fire” cannot be understood as homogeneous and linear. Every point of the Universe, where there 
is a mind, represents such a singularity, the identity of the fractal and the total. This is the 
anagogical meaning of Ilyenkov's cosmological thought of the dependence of being on thought, 
which incidentally belongs to Hegel: if a single speck of dust is destroyed, the world collapses. 
The world eternally and infinitely rests on itself, in each point of the “I” giving birth to a “nested” 
new totality embracing the wholeness of the world. This is the logic of fractality as its-other of 
totality, where the continuity of the world consists of discontinuities-singularities, each of which 
carries the world as a whole; this logic monistically removes the problem of including radical 
negativity in development. Lifshitz notes that the singular individual is representative of the 
universal, that he embodies a fragment of this universal. Here it becomes clear that the path from 



fragment to fractal is a necessary requirement of universal development. Only the fragment, 
which has become a fractal, carries the richness of the whole, and represents this whole. 

The solution in the spirit of this identification is presented by Asimov in his novel “The 
Gods Themselves” (Asimov 1976). Where human mind not only actively “intervenes” in 
communication between parallel universes, saving them from global catastrophe, but also gives 
life to new universes, shackled before in a singularity (“cosmic egg”). This is consonant with the 
thought of Heraclitus: “They do not know that God (i.e. people – “the gods themselves”! – M. M.) 
heals great bodies in the cosmos. He smoothes out their excesses, connects the fragmented, 
warningly sets the dislocated, picks up the scattered, adorns the ugly, applies form to the formless 
and makes visible the unrecognisable. It penetrates all of nature, moulding, smoothing, 
decomposing, freezing, melting” (Heraclitus 1989, 184). It is also proof of the attributivity of 
reason, of the non- meaninglessness and non-accidental nature of its origin and existence; it is here 
that the boundary between the proponents of the principles of the One (totality, substanceality, 
wholeness) and the Many (fractality, contingent nature, partiality) is drawn. 

Abstractly understood totality and fractality do not provide a coherent picture of 
development. In the first case we fail to cope with the problem of radical negativity and are forced 
to assume an initial discontinuity that violates the logic of wholeness, and, reasoning sequentially, 
we arrive at absolute discontinuity – fractality. But further reasoning in the now obtained principle 
leads us to a complete disconnect in thinking, living, being, not only one's own, but that of the 
whole world. Eternal “stasis” or infinite pulsation without purpose and cause of arising universes 
is a weighty argument for a pessimistic view of the world. 

This pessimism is only a reflection of the prevailing state of affairs in society. The 
ontologisation of the principle of present existence is nothing new: Aristotle thought of the world 
as a slave system, medieval philosophers as a hierarchical system in which God is the main feudal 
lord, and Modern Age thinkers as a mechanical aggregate consisting of individual particles. 
Nowadays, when randomness is a principle of functioning of social market relations, Meillassoux 
elevates it to the status of the foundation of the world under the name of contingency. And the 
relations of discontinuity in social relations are expressed in the recognition of fractality as a 
universal principle of being. 

The point is to understand the fractal as a moment of totality, at the point where the one 
transforms into the other and through this other exists, at the point of their identity. This can also 
be visualised in the counter-movement of scales: fractality “works” only when one goes deeper 
into the thing. Totality, on the other hand, implies an increasing distance from the thing in an 
attempt to mentally “gaze” at the world in its entirety. These two movements meet at the point of 
identity; and it is the fractal self-similarity that gives grounds to speak provably about the identity 
of macro- and microcosm: this idea appears in human history in the ascending moments of 
development for a reason. Fractality understood as logic of degradation, decay is fractality itself. 
But taken in relation to totality, this definition becomes poor, abstract. Fractality mediates totality, 
acting as its own-other, necessary limit, without which totality turns into absolute 
indistinguishability, of which Hegel writes in the first volume of The Science of Logic, considering 
the Transition into Essence. Fractality is an expression of disclosure of the totality's organic links 
(G. Batishchev), its internal motor and potential for self-movement and self-renewal. Fractality, in 
its turn, is itself mediated by the total, represented ideally in each point of rupture.  

The fractal in which “spirit finds itself in its rupture” (Hegel) is the totality of the human 
Self, which has become a universally evolved Personality, which has finally conquered alienation 
by identifying itself with world substance through the coincidence of objective laws of 
development for them. This idea goes back to Benedict Spinoza's famous position: “The 



connection and order of ideas is the same as the connection and order of things”. Here also lies the 
solution to the totalitarianism-individualism contradiction, where history achieves its ultimate 
goal, restoring the lost identity of Mine and Ours to the unity mediated by the long history of their 
rupture, and moves away from the relationship of domination-subordination to the genuine 
relationship of Man to Man. Thinking, the subject's free action, his creativity – in a word, the Self 
in the fullness of its definitions is a kind of “stopper” in the recursive-contingent production of the 
bad spurious of differences and repetitions, these products of the “inhibition” of the continuing 
interruption, the leap. But in order for the self to find its wholeness, it needs to see itself through 
the eyes of the Other. For the totality is essentially the interaction of its moments, where every 
cause is at the same time an effect (Marx); therefore the exploration of the possibilities to bridge 
this gap must be directed towards the problems of intersubjectivity, the dialogical exchange of 
freedom (Fichte) and the production of the very form of communication in the formation of 
the historical subject. 
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