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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

The first edition of Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism was highly acclaimed by the
Soviet and international Communist press. A great many propagandists and teachers of
Marxism acknowledged its value as a useful educational aid, easy to understand while
being at the same time a competent scientific exposition of the fundamentals of Marx-
ism-Leninism as an integral science. The book was translated into many languages
(English, French, German, Italian, Spanish, Chinese, Japanese, etc.).

The present, second edition, while preserving the structure and main content of the
first edition, has been enriched by the valuable new ideas of the most outstanding work
of modern Marxist-Leninist thought—the Programme of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union—and by the basic propositions of the other documents of the Twenty-
Second Congress of the C.P.S.U. Account has also been taken of the very important
conclusions and appraisals of the Meeting of Representatives of Communist and Work-
ers’ Parties held in 1960. To avoid increasing the size of the book many passages have
had to be shortened although this was not otherwise required by the content of the previ-
ous text. During the work on the present edition attention has been paid to many sugges-
tions contained in reviews of the book and also in letters from readers.

The main work of preparing the second edition has been carried out by O. V.
Kuusinen (leader of the group of authors), Y. A. Arbatov, A. S. Belyakov, S. L.
Vygodsky, A. G. Mileikovsky and L. M. Sheidin.

Work on the revision of individual chapters has also been carried out by F. M.
Burlatsky, N. L. Ivanov, B. M. Leibzon, A. A. Makarovsky, and Y. P. Sitkovsky.
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THE MARXIST-LENINIST WORLD OUTLOOK

Introductory Remarks

“Marx’s teaching is all-
powerful because it is true.”

(Lenin)

Mastery of the fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism requires serious and thoughtful
study and, consequently, much work and time. What are the fruits of such a study?

Put briefly, the answer is that it gives us an integral world outlook, the most progres-
sive outlook of our time, one in which the cardinal components of the great teachings of
Marx and Lenin are blended in a harmonious, integral system. In this book they are pre-
sented in the following order:

Marxist-Leninist philosophy, including the materialist conception of history;

Marxist-Leninist economic theory;

the theory and tactics of the international communist movement, including the
Marxist-Leninist appraisal of the most important mass trends in the present-day democ-
ratic movement;

the theory of socialism and communism.

It need hardly be said that one book cannot encompass all the wealth of Marxism-
Leninism. This book deals only with its fundamentals.

There are various kinds of world outlook, whether progressive or reactionary. Some
of the latter are based on ancient beliefs and superstitions and seek to persuade religious-
minded people that they must remain blindly dependent upon some supernatural being
and his vicars and anointed regents on earth. Other philosophies, while not openly as-
serting the existence of a deity and even avowing faith in science, resort to subtle but
false arguments in an effort to destroy man’s conviction of the real existence of the ma-
terial world.

That is the method used by the exponents of the most fashionable trends in modern
idealism. Many of them do not themselves believe in the existence of supernatural forces
but, influenced by the traditional conventions and prejudices of bourgeois society, are
unwilling to close all doors against belief in the supernatural. New discoveries in sci-
ence, they say, cast doubt on the materiality of nature. And the theologians and clerics
support them, on the assumption that people who can be induced to believe in the non-
materiality of nature are capable of believing anything.

Not everything that imitates science is real science, just as not everything that glit-
ters is gold. And particularly in our time many varieties of idealist philosophy eagerly
assume a scientific guise in order to conceal their anti-scientific substance. In reality,
they fear the weighty evidence of scientific facts and seek to hush up or distort these
facts.

Marxism-Leninism has great merits that distinguish it from all other philosophical
systems.
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It does not recognise the existence of any supernatural forces or creators. It rests
squarely on reality, on the real world in which we live. It liberates mankind, once and
for all, from superstition and age-old spiritual bondage. It encourages independent, free
and consistent thought.

Marxism-Leninism regards the world such as it actually is, without adding an in-
vented hell or paradise. It proceeds from the fact that all nature, including man himself,
consists of matter with its different properties.

Nature, as well as all its individual phenomena, is in constant process of develop-
ment. The laws of that development have not been ordained by God and do not depend
on man’s will. They are intrinsic in nature itself and are fully knowable. There are no
inherently unknowable things in the world; there are only things which are still un-
known, but which man will increasingly get to know.

The Marxist-Leninist world outlook stems from science itself and trusts science, as
long as science is not divorced from reality and practice.

Marxism-Leninism teaches that not only the development of nature, but the devel-
opment of human society too, takes place in accordance with objective laws that are in-
dependent of man’s will.

By revealing the basic laws of social development, Marxism raised history to the
level of a genuine science capable of explaining the nature of every social system and
the development of society from one social system to another. That was a tremendous
victory for scientific thought.

Bourgeois sociologists, economists and historians could not refute the materialist
conception of history, nor oppose to it a theory acceptable to the majority of bourgeois
scientists. Yet many bourgeois scientists obstinately repudiate historical materialism.
Why? Because it refutes the “eternity” of the capitalist system. For if the transition of
society from one system to another takes place in accordance with objective laws, then it
must follow that the capitalist system is bound to give way to another, more progressive
social structure. And that is something not only the capitalists, but the scientists depend-
ent on them materially and spiritually find it hard and bitter to acknowledge.

Never in the history of class society has the ruling class believed in the inevitable
doom of its system. The slave-owners felt sure their system would last for ever, for had
it not been established by divine will? The feudal lords who superseded them likewise
believed their system had been established by divine will and for all time. But they were
forced to give way to the bourgeoisie, and then it was its turn to seek comfort in the illu-
sion that capitalism was “eternal” and “unassailable”. And many learned sociologists
and historians, reluctant to break with capitalism, try in every possible way to refute the
fact that the development and change of social systems follow intrinsic laws that do not
depend on the will of the ruling classes and their ideologists.

Hence, bourgeois ideologists wage war on the Marxist conception of history not be-
cause it is wrong, but precisely because it is true.

By revealing the laws governing the operation and development of the forces of na-
ture and society, genuine science can always foresee the new. The Marxist science of the
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laws of social development enables us not only to chart a correct path through the laby-
rinth of social contradictions, but to predict the course events will take, the direction of
historical progress and the next stages of social advance.

Thus, Marxism-Leninism gives us an instrument with which to look into the future
and see the outlines of impending historical changes. This “time telescope” has revealed
to us the magnificent future of humanity freed from the yoke of capitalism, from the last
exploiting system. But when progressive science invites bourgeois scientists (who claim
that “nothing can be predicted”) to apply the Marxist “time telescope”, they simply shut
their eyes—they are afraid to look into the future.

But Marxists have no fear of the future. They represent the class to which the future
belongs and have no use for illusions, which are shattered the moment they come into
contact with the facts, with science.

Headed by Lenin, the Russian Marxists foresaw the socialist revolution in Russia as
a task which history had matured. Accordingly, they rallied the working class for deci-
sive struggle against the exploiting system, organised the storming of its bastions and
achieved complete victory.

The Marxists-Leninists of the Soviet Union foresaw the possibility of building so-
cialism in their vast country, rallied the working people for the accomplishment of that
great task and led them to the victory of socialism.

The Marxists-Leninists of the Soviet Union and other countries foresaw the prob-
ability of a second world war being unleashed by fascist Germany. They warned all the
nations and predicted Germany’s defeat. During the Second World War, it was chiefly
the heroic efforts of the Soviet people and its glorious army that routed the forces of the
German aggressor and his allies.

The Marxists-Leninists of the People’s Democracies foresaw the possibility and his-
toric necessity of overthrowing capitalist rule in their countries, of establishing the
power of the working people, led by the working class, and carrying out the necessary
socialist changes. Alive to these pressing needs of social development, they led the peo-
ple along the path of building socialism, in which they have already achieved consider-
able success. Led by the working class and the Communist Party, People’s China has
risen to its full gigantic stature, has defeated its external and internal enemies and has
coped with the difficult problem of a bourgeois-democratic revolution. It has launched a
bold plan of socialist construction and is devoting the utmost energy to its fulfilment.

Crucial developments in the first half of the century thus provide irrefutable proof
that the Communists, armed with the Marxist theory, on the whole, correctly predicted
the general course of history. The truth of the Marxist-Leninist conception of history has
been fully borne out in practice.

But the Marxist-Leninist theory is not a dogma, it is a guide fo action. Like life it-
self, this theory does not stand still but develops and becomes richer as the historical
conditions alter and new tasks arise in the struggle of the progressive forces of mankind.
Genuine Marxism-Leninism is always living, creative Marxism-Leninism. A powerful
contribution to the creative development of Marxism-Leninism is the new Programme of
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the C.P.S.U. It is the fruit of the collective theoretical work of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union and of its Leninist Central Committee.

The Marxist-Leninist theory illumines the path ahead. One has only to know how to
apply it correctly. Without the Marxist-Leninist theory, even progressively-minded peo-
ple have to grope in the dark, without a genuine and profound understanding of the
events taking place around them.

Marxist-Leninist theory provides a scientific basis for revolutionary policy. He who
bases his policy on subjective desires remains either a futile dreamer or risks being
thrust into the background by history. For history does not conform to man’s wishes if
these are not in accordance with the laws of history. That is why Lenin emphasised the
need for a sober scientific analysis of objective situations and the objective course of
evolution as the basis for defining the political line of the Party and for subsequently
carrying it out with all revolutionary determination. Marx said:

“We must take things as they are, that is, uphold the revolutionary cause in a form
that corresponds to the changed circumstances.”""

The Marxist theory, which has grown out of the revolutionary experience and revo-
lutionary thought of all nations, corresponds to the historical mission of the working
class as the vanguard and leader of the great movement for emancipation of all the op-
pressed and exploited. In the proletariat the Marxist world outlook has found its material
weapon, just as the proletariat has found in Marxism its spiritual weapon.

Marxism-Leninism therefore represents a most valuable source of strength for all
working people, for every progressive man or woman who wants to acquire a correct
understanding of the world, who does not want to be at the mercy of circumstances but a
conscious contributor to the events that are unfolding in the world. There are already
millions of such men and women, and their number is increasing all the time. Ever wider
numbers of ordinary people are coming into motion—-they do not want to live without a
purpose, they want to be conscious and active participants in historical progress. For
them Marxism-Leninism is an inestimable aid and guide. That applies in particular to the
young generation—Marxism-Leninism enables them to reach more quickly the political
maturity that comes with experience of life and helps them to direct their youthful ener-
gies along the correct path of serving mankind.

The Marxist-Leninist world outlook is also a true compass in every sphere of scien-
tific endeavour, not only in the social but also in the natural sciences. For is it not true
that a correct understanding of the world and its general laws, interrelations and proc-
esses greatly helps the natural scientist in his creative research? That understanding is
provided by Marxism-Leninism.

It is no accident that their research experiences are now leading many eminent scien-
tists either fully to accept Marxism, or tacitly to adopt some of its elements, in order to
gain a more profound knowledge of the secrets of nature and be in a better position to
serve the interests of humanity.

" See list of quoted literature.

18



The Marxist-Leninist outlook opens up splendid prospects to workers in the arts and
literature. It directs their creative efforts towards a deeper and richer reflection of reality
through artistic media. Without the beneficial influence of a clear, progressive world
outlook, the work of contemporary writers and artists is at the best anaemic.

Whereas bourgeois literature is more and more succumbing to moods of hopeless-
ness and unrelieved pessimism, the work of progressive writers and poets is imbued with
a life-asserting optimism. Their artistic creation is inspired by faith in a brighter future
and calls for the building of that future.

Whereas Western bourgeois ideology is caught in a desperate crisis of disbelief in
man and the future of civilisation, the Marxist-Leninist world outlook inspires a desire to
work for noble social ideals.

Thorough mastery of Marxism-Leninism gives one a profound conviction not only
of the correctness of the workers’ cause, but of the historical inevitability of the coming
triumph of socialism throughout the world. Marxism-Leninism is a source of strength,
even to the weak; a source of steadfast political .principle. It instils the unshakable ideo-
logical conviction that enables one to withstand all trials and ordeals.

Millions in every part of the world have already drawn from this rich source the
great ideals of their movement, and the boundless energy needed to translate these ideals
into life.

Life without a progressive world outlook—can any intelligent person accept that to-
day? Worse still is to depend on wretched substitutes for a world outlook that are satis-
factory only to inferior minds.

It is a thousand times better to make the effort necessary for thoroughly mastering
the fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism and so acquire the spiritual wealth and superior-
ity needed in the struggle against the dark forces of the imperialist enemies of mankind.
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PART ONE

THE PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE MARXIST-
LENINIST WORLD OUTLOOK

CHAPTER 1
PHILOSOPHICAL MATERIALISM

The indestructible foundation of the whole edifice of Marxism-Leninism is its phi-
losophy—dialectical and historical materialism.

That philosophy regards the world as it actually is, views it in the light of the data
provided by progressive science and social practice. Marxist philosophical materialism
is the logical outcome of scientific knowledge gained over the centuries.

1. The Development of Progressive Materialist Science in Struggle Against
Reaction and Ignorance

The history of science has been marked by the ceaseless struggle of progressive sci-
entists and philosophers against ignorance and superstition, against political and ideo-
logical reaction. In every exploiting class society there are forces, the reactionary social
classes, that stand to lose by the dissemination of progressive scientific views. In the
past they either directly opposed science and persecuted progressive scientists and phi-
losophers—even burning them at the stake or imprisoning them—or sought to distort
scientific discoveries so as to deprive them of their progressive, materialistic implica-
tions.

In ancient Greece, the materialist philosopher Anaxagoras was banished from Ath-
ens as an atheist. The works of the outstanding materialist philosopher Democritus, one
of the founders of the atomic theory of matter, who rejected divine intervention in nature
and human affairs, were subjected to destruction during several centuries, as a result of
which not one of them has come down to us.

The ancient Greek materialist philosopher Epicurus, a disciple of Democritus, who
sought to liberate man from fear of God and to assert the validity of science, was for two
thousand years anathematised by the leaders of the Church, who falsely depicted him as
an enemy of morality and disseminator of vice.

After Christianity had been made the state religion of Rome, the memorials of an-
cient civilisation were ruthlessly wiped out by the priests and monks. In particular, in
391 A. D. a horde of fanatical Christians tore down the ancient cathedral of Serapis and
destroyed what was left of the greatest library of the ancient world, that of Alexandria.
Pope Gregory 1 (590-604), an inveterate enemy of secular science and learning, de-
stroyed many valuable works of ancient authors, notably the works of materialist phi-
losophers.

The Inquisition, the papal invention for suppressing all opposition to the Catholic
Church, savagely persecuted all progressive thinkers. In 1600, on the orders of the In-
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quisition, Giordano Bruno, the great philosopher and scientist who upheld the Coperni-
can doctrine, was burnt at the stake. In 1619, another great thinker, Lucilio Vanini, was
done to death in Toulouse, France—on the orders of the Inquisition, his tongue was torn
out and he was then burnt at the stake. The Inquisition tried to force Galileo, the famous
Italian astronomer who upheld the Copernican theory, to renounce his views. Voltaire,
the great French philosopher of the Enlightenment, was imprisoned in the Bastille, and
another eighteenth-century French materialist philosopher, Diderot, was also sent to
prison.

It should not be imagined that the struggle of the reactionaries against science was
confined to ancient or medieval times. It is being waged in the capitalist era too. The
capitalist class is interested in promoting the natural sciences—physics, chemistry,
mathematics, etc.—that are closely connected with technical advance, but it is not at all
interested in spreading the materialist philosophy, the scientific world outlook that en-
ables men correctly to apprehend reality and to know how to react to it in their activities.
That is why bourgeois ideologists do everything they can to prevent people from draw-
ing materialist and atheistic conclusions from scientific discoveries, for they consider
such conclusions dangerous to capitalist domination.

Marxism-Leninism and its philosophy, dialectical and historical materialism, are es-
pecially hateful to the reactionary bourgeoisie. A veritable army of bourgeois professors
specialise in “refuting” Marxism.

True, in our day the reactionary bourgeoisie does not burn progressive scientists and
philosophers at the stake. But it has other means of exerting pressure on them: dismissal
from universities and scientific institutions, factual deprival of opportunities to publish
their works, moral and political discrediting, etc. In recent years, all these methods of
combating “dangerous thoughts” have been widely employed in the United States and a
number of other countries. By these methods and by the propaganda of reactionary ide-
ology, the ruling class “conditions” people’s minds, instilling ideas it wants them to ac-
cept and obstructing the spread of progressive, materialist ideas.

But thorny as the path of science and materialist philosophy is, and despite the many
ordeals they have to face in an exploiting society, they are able, in the end, to surmount
all obstacles and make steady headway.

The strength of progressive materialist science and philosophy resides in the fact
that they reveal the laws of nature and society, teach us to apply these laws in the inter-
ests of mankind and dispel the darkness of ignorance with the light of genuine knowl-
edge.

2. Materialism and Idealism

Philosophy deals with the most general features of the world outlook.

Materialist philosophy is based on recognition of the existence of nature—the stars,
the sun, the earth with its mountains and valleys, seas and forests, animals, and human
beings endowed with consciousness, with the ability to think. There are no supernatural
phenomena or forces, nor can there be. Man is only a particle of multiform nature, and

21



consciousness is a property, a faculty, of man. Nature exists objectively, that is, outside
and independent of the human mind.

But there are philosophers who deny this. They assert that only mind, thought, spirit,
or idea are primary, while the physical world is derived from and dependent on the
spirit.

The question of the relation of the human mind to material being is the fundamental
question of all varieties of philosophy, including the most recent. Which is primary—
being or thinking? Philosophers are divided into two great camps according to how they
answer this question.

Those who consider that the material basis—nature—is primary and regard thought,
spirit, as a property of matter, belong to the camp of materialism. Those who maintain
that thought, spirit or idea existed before nature and that nature is, in one way or another,
the creation of spirit and dependent upon it, comprise the camp of idealism. That is the
only philosophical meaning of the terms “idealism” and “materialism”.

From the most ancient times a fierce, undying struggle has been waged between the
supporters of the materialist and idealist views. In fact, the whole history of philosophy
is the history of the struggle between these two camps, these two parties in philosophy—
materialism and idealism.

Spontaneous Materialism

In their practical activities men do not doubt that the objects around them and the
phenomena of nature exist independently of their consciousness. This means that spon-
taneously they adopt the standpoint of materialism,

The spontaneous materialism “of any healthy person who has not been an inmate of
a lunatic asylum or a pupil of the idealist philosophers,” Lenin wrote, “consists in the
view that things, the environment, the world, exist independently of our sensations, of
our consciousness, of our Self, and of man in general.””

Man cannot live by ideas and concepts alone, cannot subsist on his own sensations,
the products of his imagination. In practice this is perfectly well known to everyone,
including the philosophers who invent idealistic theories inferring the existence of mate-
rial things from sensations, concepts and ideas. Time and again they have had to ac-
knowledge that they live in defiance of their own philosophy, and that if there were no
material things in the world, people would die of starvation.

This spontaneous, unconscious materialism is characteristic of the vast majority of
natural scientists. They do not as a rule delve into philosophical problems, but spontane-
ously follow the logic of the scientific facts with which they have to deal. Nature, the
subject of their research, reveals at every step the materiality of the phenomena they in-
vestigate. For whatever the field of investigation— celestial bodies or molecules and
atoms, electricity and magnetism or plant and animal life—the scientist is always deal-
ing with objective processes, with material things and their properties, with laws of na-
ture that exist independently of the human mind.

In bourgeois society only the boldest and most consistent scientists openly proclaim
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themselves adherents of philosophical materialism. Most scientists are under such strong
pressure from official bourgeois ideology, the Church, idealist philosophy and other en-
vironmental factors, that they do not venture openly to side with materialism, waver and
often make idealist statements or reservations. However, in their scientific studies they
find themselves compelled, by the very character of the subject matter, to express what
are basically materialist views.

There is the example of T. H. Huxley, the nineteenth-century English naturalist. He
did not call himself a materialist, but in his studies in zoology, comparative anatomy,
anthropology and evolution, he upheld materialist views, stating that philosophical ideal-
ism leads only to confusion and ignorance. Engels described scientists of this type as
“shamefaced materialists”, and Lenin said that Huxley’s anti-materialist reservations
were only a fig-leaf to cover up his spontaneous natural-scientific materialism.

Often enough, modern natural scientists who attempt a philosophical interpretation
of their scientific discoveries arrive at idealistic conclusions. But as long as they keep to
the scientific field, to practical work in the laboratory, factory or experimental farm—as
long as they do not indulge in philosophical theorising, but concern themselves with the
natural phenomena they are investigating, they behave like spontaneous materialists.

One of the greatest physicists of our time, the late Albert Einstein, was influenced
by idealism in some of his philosophical conceptions, but in the realm of science he is
known for his theory of relativity, the real content of which is materialistic.

Another eminent scientist, Max Planck, founder of modern quantum physics, al-
though he, too, did not call himself a materialist, in his work on physics and philosophy
defended the idea of a “healthy world outlook™ that recognises the existence of nature
independent of the human mind. Planck combated philosophical idealism and was, in
fact if not in name, a materialist.

Not infrequently, however, idealism adversely affects the scientist’s interpretation of
his scientific data. This makes it evident that spontaneous materialism is an inadequate
defence against idealism. Only conscious acceptance of dialectical materialism is a reli-
able safeguard against idealist errors.

Materialism—a Progressive Philosophy

Unlike spontaneous or naive materialism, philosophical materialism scientifically
substantiates, elaborates and consistently applies materialist conceptions based on the
findings of progressive science and social practice.

Materialist philosophy is an effective weapon against the pernicious influence of
spiritual reaction. It provides a guide throughout life, showing the correct way of solving
the philosophical problems that agitate men’s minds.

For centuries the Church has tried to instil contempt for earthly life and fear of God.
It taught people, and above all the mass of oppressed humanity, that their destiny was to
toil and pray, that happiness was unattainable in this “vale of tears”, that it could be
achieved only in the next world, as the reward for obedience and meekness. The Church
threatened with the wrath of God and torment in hell those who dared rise against the
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divinely established rule of the exploiters.

The great historic service rendered by materialist philosophy is that it helped man to
break free of all superstitions. Ever since ancient times it has taught him not to fear
death, not to fear gods and other supernatural forces.

It teaches us not to hope for happiness beyond the grave, but to prize life on earth
and strive to improve it. For the first time materialism gave man the realisation of his
dignity and intellect, proclaiming that man was not a worm condemned to crawl in the
dust, but nature’s supreme creation capable of mastering the forces of nature and making
them serve him. Materialism is imbued with the utmost faith in the human intellect, in
the power of knowledge, in man’s ability to fathom all the secrets of the world around
him, and to create a social system based on reason and justice.

The idealists often calumniate materialism, presenting it as “an uncanny, a sinister, a
nightmare view of life” (William James). Actually, it is idealism, especially its latter-day
versions, that is a philosophy of gloom. It is idealism, not materialism, that denies man’s
ability to acquire knowledge and preaches distrust in science. It is idealism, not material-
ism, that extols the cult of death. It is idealism that has always been the ideological
source for the most abhorrent manifestations of anti-humanism—racist theories and fas-
cist obscurantism.

Philosophical idealism refuses to recognise the reality of the external material world,
repudiating it and proclaiming it unreal and advancing instead an imagined, non-material
world.

In contrast, materialism gives us a true picture of the world without any superfluous
additions in the shape of spirit, God, the creator of the world, etc. Materialists do not
expect aid from supernatural forces. Their faith is in man, in his ability to transform the
world by his own efforts and make it worthy of himself.

Materialism is in its very essence an optimistic, life-asserting and radiant philoso-
phy, entirely alien to pessimism and Weltschmerz. That is why, as a rule, it is the world
outlook of progressive social groups and classes. Its supporters fearlessly look ahead and
are not tormented by doubts of the justice of their cause.

The advocates of idealism have always sought to slander materialism, maintaining
that materialists have no moral values and lofty ideals, these being the prerogative only
of supporters of idealist philosophy. In point of fact, the dialectical and historical mate-
rialism of Marx and Engels, far from rejecting progressive ideas, moral principles and
lofty ideals, lays great emphasis on them. It considers that successful struggle for pro-
gress, for a progressive social system, is impossible without noble ideals that inspire
men in struggle and bold creative work.

The struggle of the working class and the Communists convincingly refutes the stu-
pid idealist lie that materialists are indifferent to ideals. For this struggle is being waged
for the highest and noblest ideal of all, communism, and it produces legions of intrepid
fighters supremely devoted to that ideal.
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Dialectical and Historical Materialism — the Highest Stage in the Development of
Philosophical Thought

Modern materialism is the dialectical and historical materialism created by Marx
and Engels. It did not appear out of thin air, for the philosophy of Marx and Engels is the
culmination of a long process of development of philosophical thought.

Materialism arose about 2,500 years ago in China, India and Greece. Materialist phi-
losophical thought in these countries was closely linked with the everyday experience of
their peoples, with the first rudiments of the knowledge of nature. But science was only
just coming into being then, and the ancient materialist philosophers’ conceptions of the
world, though they contained many brilliant conjectures, lacked a solid scientific basis
and remained extremely naive.

The materialism of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was much more mature,
for progress in the natural sciences and technology stimulated philosophical thought. At
the same time, materialist philosophy stimulated the study of nature. For instance, the
view of Francis Bacon, the seventeenth-century English materialist, that experiment is
the basis of knowledge, and his statement that knowledge is power, greatly stimulated
the development of the natural sciences.

In this period the biggest advances were made in mathematics and the mechanics of
terrestrial and celestial bodies. This laid its imprint on the philosophical generalisations
of materialists, including their conception of matter and motion. A very important part in
the development of the new form of materialism was played by the physics of the seven-
teenth century French philosopher Rene Descartes, who was a materialist as regards his
conception of nature, the mechanistic theory of man advanced by the English materialist
Thomas Hobbes, and, in particular, the mechanics of Isaac Newton. The materialist phi-
losophers regarded all phenomena of nature and social life from the standpoint of me-
chanics and by its aid hoped to explain these phenomena. Hence their materialism came
to be known as mechanical materialism. Its exponents in the eighteenth century were
John Toland and Joseph Priestley in England, Julien la Mettrie, Paul Holbach, Claude-
Adrien Helvétius and Denis Diderot in France.

This close connection of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century materialism with the
natural sciences was its positive aspect. But it also had its defects. Engels pointed to
three basic limitations.

First, its mechanistic approach. In those days mechanics was the model science for
the materialist philosophers and this limited their field of vision. They tried to reduce all
processes, all types of motion to mechanical motion, failing to understand the peculiari-
ties of organic nature and the specific features and laws of social life.

Their second limitation was an inability to understand and explain development in
nature, even when the facts of such development were noticed by them. Their vision of
nature as a whole was of something immutable and unchangeable, eternally repeating
the same cycle. That view of nature is called metaphysical and, consequently, mechani-
cal materialism was a metaphysical doctrine.

Lastly, these materialists, like all the materialists before Marx, were unable to apply
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materialism in interpreting social affairs. They failed to see its material basis and con-
sidered that the transition of society from lower to higher forms was due to progress in
knowledge, a change in the views and ideas prevailing in the society. Such an explana-
tion, however, is an idealist one.

Moreover, the pre-Marxian materialists did not understand the part played by the
practical-critical, revolutionary activity of classes, of the masses, in changing reality, in
refashioning social life. True, they insisted on the need for replacing the feudal system
by the bourgeois system, but at the same time they rejected the struggle of the masses
for a new social order. Their fear of mass struggle was indicative of their bourgeois class
limitation.

A step forward was made by the early nineteenth-century German philosopher
Ludwig Feuerbach and, more especially, by the Russian revolutionary democrats Alex-
ander Herzen, Vissarion Belinsky, Nikolai Chernyshevsky and Nikolai Dobrolyubov.
Feuerbach was able, to a certain extent, to overcome the mechanistic limitations of his
eighteenth-century predecessors, but shared their other defects. Furthermore his philoso-
phy was divorced from practical social and political activity. The Russian materialists,
on the other hand, endeavoured to combine their materialist understanding of nature
with dialectics; that was their outstanding achievement.

More, as ideologists of the revolutionary Russian peasantry, they saw in philosophi-
cal theory not only an explanation of what exists, but a method of reforming, refashion-
ing the existing for the benefit of the people.

Materialism reached a new, its highest, stage in the dialectical and historical materi-
alism of Marx and Engels, the great teachers and leaders of the proletariat, the most pro-
gressive and revolutionary class of modern society. Marx and Engels achieved a verita-
ble revolution in philosophy.

Conversant with the highest achievements of contemporary social and natural
science, and having mastered and creatively interpreted everything of value in the
preceding development of philosophical thought, Marx and Engels created dialectical
and historical materialism, a new form of materialism free of the shortcomings of its
forerunners.

In Marxist philosophy, materialism is combined with dialectics to form an organic
unity. In their development of dialectics, Marx and Engels proceeded from the very rich
heritage of social thought, including the achievements of German philosophy, especially
the idealist dialectics of Hegel.

They took as their basis also a higher level of science, new discoveries in the natural
sciences, of special importance among which were the law of conservation and
transformation of energy, the discovery of the cell, and Darwin’s theory of the origin of
species. The achievements of natural science provided a strictly scientific foundation for
the theory of development, and of the unity and universal interconnection of natural
phenomena.

Instead of the one-sided mechanistic view of nature and man, Marx and Engels pre-
sented their theory of development, which embraces all spheres of reality and, at the
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same time, takes into account the specific character of each: inorganic nature, the or-
ganic world, social life, and human consciousness,

Marx and Engels were the first to extend materialism to the understanding of social
life. They discovered the material motive forces and laws of social development, thus
converting the history of society into a science.

Lastly, they converted materialist philosophy from an abstract theory into an effec-
tive means for the transformation of society, into an ideological weapon of the working
class in its struggle for socialism and communism.

The philosophical doctrine of Marx and Engels has won wide recognition among the
working people in all countries. It is a genuine philosophy of the masses.

3. The Philosophical Concept of Matter

In Marxist philosophical materialism the concept “matter” is used in its broadest
sense—to denote everything that exists objectively, that is, independent of our mind and
reflected in our sensations. “Matter,” Lenin wrote, “is the objective reality given to us in
sensation.”

It is very important to understand this broad meaning of the concept “matter”. Most
of the old, pre-Marxian materialists regarded as matter only physical bodies and the tiny
particles—atoms or corpuscles—of which these bodies are composed. Democritus and
Epicurus, for instance, believed that the world consisted of atoms moving about in
empty space, the Void; things were merely combinations of atoms. Subsequently, phys-
ics confirmed the ancient materialists’ brilliant conjecture of the atomic structure of mat-
ter. The concept of matter as confined only to atoms, however, was an oversimplifica-
tion that led to an inadequate understanding of the material world. Yet this view of mat-
ter was revived in modern times and persisted in science up to the close of the nineteenth
century.

The term “matter” as used in Marxist philosophical materialism designates objective
reality in all its multiform manifestations. Matter is not only the tiny particles of which
all things are composed. It is the infinite multitude of worlds in an infinite universe; the
gaseous and dust clouds of the cosmos; our own solar system with its sun and planets;
the earth and everything existing on it. It is, also, radiation, the physical fields that trans-
fer the action of one body or particle to another and connect them: electro-magnetic, nu-
clear and gravitational fields. Everything existing outside and independent of our mind
is of a material nature.

All sciences devoted to the study of objective reality study matter, its different quali-
ties and states.

The physical sciences deal with the physical states of matter. Modern physics has
established that the atom is a complex structure, and by no means a simple, indivisible
and immutable particle, as the old atomists believed. The scientists have also established
that the atoms of one element can be converted into the atoms of another element by
transformation of atomic nuclei. For instance, uranium atoms placed in a nuclear reactor
are converted into plutonium atoms.
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The new physical phenomena discovered in the opening years of the century (radio-
activity, X-rays, etc.) proved the divisibility and highly complex structure of the atom,
led to new theories of the structure of matter and demolished the old concepts of classi-
cal physics. On the ground that the atom could not be regarded as an immutable and in-
divisible particle of matter, many idealist philosophers and physicists who had suc-
cumbed to idealistic delusions drew the conclusion that science had refuted the material-
ist conception of nature. There was talk of the “disappearance of matter”. These asser-
tions were profoundly erroneous. Marxist philosophical materialism has never commit-
ted itself to any one-sided theory of the structure of matter, and has never sought to re-
duce matter to some set of unchangeable “bricks of the universe”. It has always under-
stood matter to mean one thing and one thing only, namely, objective reality existing
outside the human mind and reflected in it. Materialism and idealism hold opposite
views on the source of knowledge, on the relation of consciousness to the external
world. Materialism teaches that the world exists objectively, and that consciousness is a
reflection of the world. The philosophical concept of matter is used to designate the en-
tire objective world. As for the physical structure of the world and its physical proper-
ties, these are studied by physics, and as science develops our views on the physical
structure of matter change. But those changes, however great, cannot shake the proposi-
tion of philosophical materialism that there exists an objective world and that physics,
like many other sciences, deals with this objective, material world. “For the sole ‘prop-
erty’ of matter with whose recognition philosophical materialism is bound up,” Lenin
wrote, “is the property of being an objective reality, of existing outside our mind.””

That understanding of matter is the only correct one. It embraces all the diversity of
the material world, without however reducing it to any one form of matter. He who is
guided by this Marxist conception will not be misled by the idealist philosophers who
assert that the new discoveries in physics are proof of the disappearance of matter.

Matter is uncreatable and indestructible. It is eternally changing, but not a single
particle can be reduced to nothingness by any physical, chemical or other processes.

Science provides ample corroboration of this thesis of philosophical materialism.
Let us cite one example. Modern physics has established that, under definite conditions,
such material particles as the positron and electron disappear to produce quanta (por-
tions) of light, photons. Some physicists call this phenomenon the “annihilation of mat-
ter” which literally means complete destruction, transformation into nothingness. Ideal-
ist philosophers point to this phenomenon as a fresh “proof” of the disappearance of
matter. Actually, there is no disappearance: conversion of positrons and electrons into
photons is the transition of matter from one state to another, from a solid body to light.
Nature knows also the reverse process—conversion of photons into positrons and elec-
trons, that is, the conversion of light into solid matter. All these transformations conform
to the law of conservation of mass and energy.

The world presents a picture of great diversity: inorganic nature, organic nature,
physical phenomena, chemical processes, plant and animal life, social life. Science and
materialist philosophy reveal the unity within this diversity. This unity consists in the
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fact that all these infinitely diverse processes and phenomena are different states of mat-
ter, its different properties and manifestations, Engels said: “The real unity of the world
consists in its materiality.”* It consists also in the fact that consciousness belongs to the
same material world in which we live, and not to some other world of the hereafter, that
consciousness is a property of matter organised in a special way.

The conviction of the unity of the material world was formed and strengthened in
battle against the religious doctrine that divides the world into Earth and Heaven; in bat-
tle against dualism, which regards spirit and body, mind and matter, as separate and un-
connected entities; in battle against philosophical idealism, which sees the unity of the
world in its being a product of mind, of spirit.

4. Universal Forms of the Existence of the Material World
Eternal Motion in Nature

Nature and society do not know absolute rest, immobility, immutability. The world
presents a picture of constant motion and change.

Motion, change, development is an eternal and inalienable property of matter. “Mo-
tion is the mode of existence of matter,” Engels said. “Never anywhere has there been
matter without motion, nor can there be.”” Every material body, every material parti-
cle—the molecule, atom or its components—are by their very nature in a constant state
of motion and change.

The philosophical understanding of motion implies more than the movement of a
body in space. As a mode of existence of matter, motion embraces all the processes and
changes taking place in the universe. Among these changes an especially important part
is played by the processes of development of matter, the passage of matter from one
state to another, higher state, marked by new features and properties.

There are no permanently fixed, ossified things in the world, only things undergoing
change, processes. This means that nowhere is there absolute rest, a state that would
preclude motion. There is only relative rest. A body may be in a state of rest only in rela-
tion to a definite point on the earth’s surface. But that body moves with the movement of
the earth, with the movement of the entire solar system. Besides, its component parts,
molecules and atoms, are in motion too, and complex processes are at work within these
components. In short, the state of rest is only relative. Only motion is absolute, without
exceptions.

Forms of Motion of Matter

Corresponding to the diversity of matter is the diversity of its forms of motion. The
simplest form of the motion of matter is mechanical movement of a body in space. A
more complex form is thermal processes, the random motion of molecules that make up
a physical body. Science has established that light, electro-magnetic radiation and intra-
nuclear processes are also specific forms of matter in motion. Another form of motion is
seen in chemical processes of the transformation of matter by combination and recombi-
nation of atoms and molecules. The life of organic nature, the physiological processes in
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plants and animals, the evolution of species—these too are specific manifestations of the
universal property of matter, viz., motion.

A much more complex form of motion is seen in human social life: the development
of material production, economic life, etc.

Since the end of the nineteenth century, scientists have discovered and successfully
studied a number of new, previously unknown forms of matter in motion: motion of
atomic particles around the nucleus, intricate transformation processes within the atomic
nucleus, etc. It can be safely assumed that science will discover still more forms of mat-
ter in motion.

The various forms of motion are not isolated from one another, but are intercon-
nected and become transformed one into another. Thus thermal processes can give rise
to chemical transformations and light phenomena. At a definite stage of development,
chemical processes led to the formation of proteins and the enzyme systems associated
with them. This was the basis of the origin of life, that is, of the biological form of the
motion of matter.

One form of motion can pass into another and this has found expression notably in
the fundamental law of natural science, viz., the law of transformation and conservation
of energy.

Different forms of motion correspond to different stages in the development and
complication of matter. The lower, simpler forms become constituent parts of the higher,
more complex forms. Nevertheless, there is a qualitative difference between the differ-
ent forms of motion, and the higher forms cannot be reduced to the lower forms. For
instance, physiological processes include mechanical motion—the movement in space of
elements taking part in these processes—but they cannot be reduced to, and are not ex-
hausted by, the mechanical movement of these elements.

The old, pre-Marxian mechanistic materialists believed that all life, in nature and
human society, could be reduced to the mechanical movement of bodies and particles in
space. Marxist philosophical materialism, with its broad view of motion as change in
general, overcomes the narrow and oversimplified mechanistic conception of the motion
of matter.

Space and Time

Matter can move only in space and time. All bodies, including man himself, and all
material processes taking place in the objectively existing world, occupy a definite place
in space. They are located near or far from one another; separated by distance; a moving
body proceeds along a definite path. All this expresses the property of material things
and processes known as extension.

Space is a universal mode of the existence of matter. There is not and cannot be mat-
ter without space, just as there cannot be space without matter. The difference between
the extension of an individual body and that of the whole material world is that the for-
mer is limited, finite, that is, has a beginning and end, whereas the material world is lim-
itless, infinite.
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Distances in the universe are incomparably greater than the distances we are accus-
tomed to on the earth. Modern telescopes enable us to detect stellar systems the light
from which takes hundreds of millions of years to reach the earth, though light travels at
a speed of 300,000 kilometres a second. But even these magnitudes, being finite, do not
give us a real picture of the vastness of the universe, which is infinite. Its infinitude lies
beyond the bounds of imagination and can only be expressed as a scientific concept.

The existence of physical bodies and of man himself has a duration in time—
minutes, hours, days, etc. Everything in the world undergoes change. Every body, every
phenomenon of nature, has its past, present and future. These are expressions of time.
Time, like space, is a universal mode of the existence of matter. Every individual thing,
every process, and the material world as a whole, exist in time.

But again there is a difference between the duration of existence of an individual
thing and of nature as a whole: the existence of individual things is restricted in time,
while nature as a whole exists eternally. Every thing arises, undergoes change and sub-
sequently ceases to exist. Nature, on the other hand, has no beginning and no end. Indi-
vidual things are transient, but the connected finite things constitute an eternal nature
that knows neither beginning nor end.

The figures relating to the age of the earth and the development of life on earth
strike the imagination. Man, as we know him today, appeared about 50,000 or 70,000
years ago. The transition forms from ape to man arose about a million years ago. The
first primitive forms of plant and animal life appeared more than a thousand million
years ago, and the earth itself several thousand million years ago. Such is the time scale
of the earth’s history. But neither these figures, nor even bigger magnitudes, can give us
a real conception of the eternity of nature, for that eternity implies its infinite existence
in time; it implies that nature has always existed and always will exist.

Space and time are interconnected as modes of the existence of the objective world
and are inseparable from matter in motion.

That was convincingly demonstrated by one of the greatest scientific theories of our
time, Einstein’s theory of relativity. It refuted the view previously prevailing in physics
that space is independent of matter, an unchanging void into which material bodies had
been inserted by some external force, and that time flows at a uniform rate and does not
depend on the motion of matter.

Space and time, being universal modes of the existence of matter, are absolute; noth-
ing can exist outside of time and space. But their properties are changeable: space and
time relations depend on the speed of motion of matter; the properties of space and time
change in various parts of the universe in accordance with the distribution and motion of
material masses. In that sense, space and time are relative.

Attempts to Deny the Objective Existence of Space and Time

Man’s day-to-day experience over the centuries and scientific data prove that space
and time exist objectively, though this is denied by many idealist philosophers.
The German idealist philosopher, Immanuel Kant, claimed there was no such thing

31



as objective space and time existing independent of our consciousness. In his view,
space and time are merely modes of apprehending phenomena. He supposed that it is in
the nature of human cognition to perceive all phenomena located in space and taking
place in time: if there were no human consciousness, there would be no space or time.

The view of space and time as subjective methods of perceiving phenomena is cur-
rent also in modern idealist philosophy, though it is contradictory to, and refuted by, sci-
ence, experience and practice.

Let us take this example. If you have to travel from Paris to Moscow you know be-
forehand that the distance is 2,500 kilometres—a real, not imaginary distance. To trav-
erse it you will need time, and the length of time will depend not on your imagination,
but on the objectively existing distance between these two cities, and also on the means
of transport. By rail, the journey will take not less than two days; by jet plane it can be
covered in a matter of three or four hours.

Science tells us that the world existed prior to man and his consciousness. But if that
is so, we must conclude that space and time are independent of human consciousness,
because the material world cannot exist otherwise than in space and time.

In our day, when people scientifically and technically equipped are able to penetrate
cosmic space, a new blow is being dealt to idealist views of the subjective character of
space and time.

The teaching of philosophical materialism that the external world exists in space and
time refutes the religious doctrine of a God existing outside of space and time. Theology
asserts that God existed before there was a world, that he created nature but remains out-
side nature, in an incomprehensible, supernatural “somewhere”. The theologians assert
that God alone is infinite and eternal, while nature has a beginning and an end, both in
space and time.

Science has conclusively shown the untenability of such fantasies. There is no place
for God in the true, scientific conception of the world. The eighteenth-century French
astronomer Joseph Lalande remarked that he had searched the skies but did not find any
God there.

Nature is its own cause. That thought was expressed in the seventeenth century by
the materialist philosopher Spinoza. That materialist formula signifies that nature is in
no need of a creator standing above it, that nature itself possesses the attributes of infin-
ity and eternity which the theologians falsely ascribe to God.

By proving the uncreatedness, eternity and infinity of nature, the Marxist materialist
philosophy provides a firm basis for atheism.

5. Consciousness—a Property of Matter Organised in a Special Way
Thinking—a Result of the Evolution of Living Matter

The ability to think, characteristic of man, and found also in an elementary form in
the higher animals, is the product of a long historical development along the paths of the
increasingly complex reflection of the external and internal world by living beings.

The material basis of life is protein, a complex product of the development of mat-
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ter. Protein compounds, especially in the form of enzyme systems, play a decisive part
in metabolism, the basis of the vital activity of every organism. Associated with metabo-
lism are other features of life: reproduction, irritability, etc. Irritability enables living
beings to respond to influences of the internal and external environment by adaptive re-
actions. This is an elementary form of reflex activity. In the higher stages of the devel-
opment of the organic world, this property of irritability, which is characteristic of the
simplest organisms, becomes the basis for higher nervous activity, and what is called
psychic activity.

Even in unicellular organisms there is a differentiation of elements particularly sen-
sitive to various external stimuli. With the appearance of multicellular animals, speciali-
sation of the cells of the organism occurs, with the appearance of special groups of cells
(receptors) that are capable of receiving external stimuli and of converting the energy of
stimulation into excitation. As the animal organism grows more complex, these cells
gradually evolve into the nervous system and its central organ, the brain.

The nervous system is an organ which by its structures and processes reflects all the
diverse energetic and spatial-temporal properties of the external world, at the same time
co-ordinating the work of organs within the organism itself.

In vertebrates, the central nervous system is composed of the spinal cord and the
brain with its various divisions. In most fish, the brain is relatively small, with hardly
any development of the cerebral hemispheres. In amphibia, the brain is bigger and there
are the beginnings of the forebrain, the basis for the development of the cerebral hemi-
spheres. In reptiles, the brain is still more developed and the surface of the hemispheres
for the first time shows nerve cells from which the cortex is formed. In birds, the cere-
bral hemispheres are still bigger, but the cortex little developed. The hemispheres are
much more developed in mammals, owing to the development and complexity of the
cortex. The higher mammals have an extensive cortex with many irregular ridges and
fissures, and the hemispheres cover all the other parts of the brain.

The highest development of the brain, and especially of its cortex, is to be found in
man. The cerebral cortex constitutes an apparatus in constant interaction with the entire
nervous system and is the organ of higher nervous activity, of the highest and most
complex forms of connection with the external environment. Ivan Pavlov, the great Rus-
sian physiologist, said: “Mental activity is the result of the physiological activity of a
definite brain mass.”® This is the conclusion drawn by all modern natural science.

The excitation of the sensory nerve-endings resulting from external and internal
stimuli is transmitted through the centripetal nerves to the appropriate parts of the brain.
From there impulses are carried by the centrifugal nerves to various organs of the body,
stimulating their activity. What we have is a reflex action of the given organ, and the
whole organism, to one or another stimulus.

For example, when you draw your hand away from something hot, that is a reflex
action. It is of the kind that psychologists call unconditioned reflexes. They are innate
both in animals and man.

These unconditioned reflexes (defensive, food, etc.) are the basis for conditioned re-
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flexes, which are formed in the course of individual experience. For instance, a dog se-
cretes saliva when it grabs a piece of meat; that is an unconditioned reflex. But saliva-
tion can be caused by the sight or smell of meat, or even by the sight of a person who
usually feeds the animal. Analysis of this and similar phenomena enabled Pavlov to
prove that if feeding is accompanied by a flash of light or the sound of a bell, a new type
of reflex response can be developed—the dog will secrete saliva on seeing the light or
hearing the bell. Pavlov called these conditioned reflexes, because they are produced by
combining some conditional stimulus (light, sound, etc.) with an unconditioned stimulus
that evokes a reflex action.

Conditioned reflexes are temporary nerve connections. They arise under definite
conditions and last for a longer or shorter period without the aid of unconditioned stim-
uli. Their importance is due to the fact that they enable organisms to adapt themselves to
changed conditions of their environment. It is well known, for instance, that many wild
animals show no alarm on seeing human beings for the first time. Only when man be-
gins to hunt them do they change their behaviour, hiding themselves as soon as they see
or sense him. They have acquired a new, conditioned reflex, and a very useful one for
them: the sight of a man immediately evokes an unconditioned defensive reflex, the sig-
nal for purposive adaptive reaction.

It has been found that any object or natural phenomenon, if combined with uncondi-
tioned reflexes, can serve as a signal for conditioned reflex activity. This system of sig-
nals, common to both animals and man, Pavlov called the first signalling system.

At the same time, Pavlov emphasised the specific character of the higher nervous
activity of man as compared with animals. He showed that speech is a new system of
signals characteristic only of man, and one that becomes a source of conditioned reflex
activity. This system, peculiar to man, Pavlov called the second signalling system.

A fundamental aspect of Pavlov’s discovery of signalling activity is that the adapta-
tion of living beings to impending, i.e., future, events, which had always been the pre-
rogative of idealist psychology, henceforth became an object of materialist scientific
investigation.

Pavlov discovered the physiological laws of higher nervous activity in animals and
man, and he showed the features common to both and the fundamental difference be-
tween them. His work has laid a sound scientific basis for an understanding of human
mental activity.

The Role of Labour and Speech in the Development of Human Thought

Mental activity in man has its precursor in the rudimentary forms of this activity in
animals. But the qualitative differences between them must also be seen. The human
mind, human thought, is the highest stage in the development of the mental activity. The
labour activity of man as a social being has determined the extremely high level of his
mental life, his thinking.

The great English scientist, Charles Darwin, proved that man and the anthropoid
apes have common ancestors. In the distant past, man’s animal ancestors were marked
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by the high development of their fore limbs. They learned to walk erect and began to use
natural objects as tools to procure food and to defend themselves. Subsequently, they
proceeded to fashion tools, and this marked the gradual transformation of the animal to
the human being. The use of tools enabled man to master such a natural force as fire and
made it possible for him to improve and vary his food, which in turn helped to develop
his brain.

The use of tools changed man’s relation to nature. The animal passively adapts itself
to nature, making use of what nature itself provides. In contrast, man adapts himself to
nature actively—he purposively changes nature, creating for himself conditions of exis-
tence that he does not find ready-made. Labour has played a decisive part in the devel-
opment and perfection of man’s brain; in a certain sense, man and his brain have been
created by labour.

The tremendous progress in man’s adaptation to the conditions of his environment,
which took the form of changing the external world, only became possible through an
extensive development of the human brain’s capacity to appraise the results of behav-
iour, of labour activity. A powerful impetus to the development of this capacity was
given when the ancestor of modern man made the first tool. In its turn, the capacity of
the brain to appreciate the results of the labour process served also as the physiological
basis for a rapid improvement of the instruments of labour themselves.

This more complex interaction of man and nature led to more complex relationships
between men themselves For collective labour, men had to associate with one another,
and for this the limited stock of sounds that had sufficed for animals was no longer ade-
quate. In the course of labour activities, the human throat gradually developed and
changed. Man learned to pronounce articulate sounds, which gradually developed into
words, language. Joint labour would have been impossible without the faculty of speech.

Without words, concepts of things, and their relation to one another could not have
arisen; human thought would have been impossible. The emergence and development of
speech, in its turn, influenced the development of the brain.

Thus man’s social labour, and later, in association with it, speech, were the decisive
factors influencing the development of the brain, the development of the capacity to
think.

Consciousness Is a Property of the Brain

Consciousness is a product of the activity of the human brain, which is connected
with the intricate complex of sensory organs. In essence, consciousness is a reflection of
the material world. It is a manifold process that includes various types of mental activity,
such as sensation, perception, conception, thought, feeling and will. Without the proper
functioning of the brain there can be no normal mental activity. Derangement of this
functioning by illness, say, or alcohol, impairs the capacity for sound mental activity.
Sleep is a partial, temporary inhibition of the activity of the cerebral cortex as a whole—
thinking ceases and consciousness is obscured. Recent achievements in influencing se-
lectively and in any desired direction human mental states and pathological emotions by
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means of various drugs once again proves the primary character of the material cerebral
processes underlying the formation of consciousness.

But from these correct materialist views it does not follow that thought is a sub-
stance secreted by the brain. The nineteenth-century German materialist Karl Vogt de-
fined thought as a special substance secreted by the brain, just as our salivary glands
secrete saliva or the liver bile. That was a vulgar conception of the nature of thought.
Mental activity, consciousness, thought, is a special property of matter, but not a special
kind of matter.

On the fundamental question of philosophy we counterpose consciousness and mat-
ter, spirit and nature. Matter is everything that exists independent and outside of our
consciousness, and it is therefore a gross error to regard consciousness as part of matter.
Lenin said: “To say that thought is material is to make a false step, a step towards con-
fusing materialism and idealism.”” And indeed, if thought is the same thing as matter,
that removes all difference between matter and thinking; it makes them identical,

The idealist opponents of Marxism persist in ascribing to it the view that conscious-
ness is of a material nature. They do so in order to make it easier to “refute” Marxist phi-
losophical materialism. It is a time-honoured device—first to ascribe some absurdity to
your opponent and then to subject it to “annihilating” criticism.

Actually, this identification of consciousness and matter belongs not to dialectical,
but to the vulgar materialism. Marxist materialist philosophy has always combated this
view, always drawing a distinction between consciousness—the reflection of the mate-
rial world—and matter itself.

But this difference should not be exaggerated, not made into an absolute break. Such
a break between consciousness and matter is characteristic of psychophysical parallel-
ism, which maintains that thought, consciousness, are processes taking place parallel to,
but independent of, material processes occurring in the brain. Science rejects that stand-
point. It proves that human mental activity is only a special aspect of the vital activity of
the organism, a special function of the brain.

Dialectical materialism rejects any break between consciousness and matter. For
such a break would, in essence, signify a return to the primitive, ignorant views of early
human history, when all the phenomena of life were explained as due to a soul that was
supposed to enter the body and control it.

In solving the psychophysical problem, i.e., the problem of relation between man's
mental activity and its organ, the brain (as a material organ, a physical body), one must
see both the difference and the connection between them. It is important to bear the dif-
ference in mind, because identifying consciousness with matter leads to a sheer absurd-
ity. But neither should consciousness be separated from the brain, for consciousness is a
function of the brain, i.e., of matter organised in a special way.

6. Opponents of Philosophical Materialism

By recognising the material unity of the world, Marxist philosophical materialism
adopts the standpoint of philosophical monism (from the Greek monos, meaning one).
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Marxist philosophical materialism is a consistent and harmonious doctrine because its
explanation of all phenomena proceeds from a single material basis.

But there are other philosophical doctrines that are not ready to admit either the pri-
macy of matter or the primacy of spirit. Their underlying philosophical principle is dual-
ism (from the Latin duo, meaning two), and they seek to prove that the world has two
primary bases, independent of each other and absolutely different in nature—matter and
spirit, body and consciousness, nature and idea. Such was the view of Descartes.

Butt dualism is incapable of explaining the well-known fact that influences affecting
the human body cause changes in consciousness, and, conversely, that thought can result
in bodily motion. The standpoint of philosophical dualism is inconsistent and half-
hearted, and, as a rule, leads to idealism.

The idealist philosophers who seek to explain the world from a single but idealist
basis are monists too. Their monism, however, rests on an erroneous, anti-scientific
foundation, since it takes as its starting-point that idea, thought, consciousness are pri-
mary, and nature physical things, the human body are secondary and derived from the
spiritual basis. In their opinion, everything is consciousness or the product of conscious-
ness.

Objective Idealism

The idealist view of the world in its most primitive, but still most widespread, form,
finds expression in the religious doctrine of a non-material spirit, or deity, which is sup-
posed to have existed before the physical universe and to have created it. The whole his-
tory of science refutes such views. For science has proved beyond doubt that mental
phenomena and processes arise at a very high stage in the development of matter and are
necessarily associated with definite material processes in the cerebral cortex and nervous
system. There can be no mental phenomena without these material, physiological proc-
esses. Hence, the religious doctrine of mind existing prior to matter and nature is false
and completely at variance with reality.

A more subtle and abstract form of these views is to be found in the idealist philoso-
phical systems. The creators of these systems asserted that the basis of all things must be
sought in spiritual or non-material causes, elements or essences that existed before the
appearance of material things. Such views were propounded by the great idealist phi-
losophers, Plato, Leibniz and Hegel, who made a considerable contribution to the devel-
opment of philosophical thought. Plato called these non-material causes “forms” or
“ideas”. Leibniz considered that the ultimate basis of all things lay in a peculiar kind of
spiritual “atoms” of being—spiritually active “units” (monads). Hegel saw the ultimate
basis of all things in the “idea” as an objectively existing and self-developing concept.
“The idea,” he wrote, “is the true primacy and things are what they are because of the
activity of the concepts intrinsic to them and disclosed in them.”® According to Hegel,
nature as a whole is also the product of the concept, the idea—not an ordinary human
idea, but one that exists independent of man, the Absolute Idea, which is equivalent to
God.
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The philosophy of Plato, Leibniz and Hegel is termed objective idealism because it
recognises the existence of some “objective” spiritual basis, distinct from human con-
sciousness and independent of it.

The views of the objective idealists will not stand criticism. Ideas, concepts exist
only in human thought, they reflect the general features and properties of reality itself,
they reflect generalised characteristics of the material world. Such, for instance, are the
concepts man, society, socialism, nation, etc. Concepts, ideas that are supposed to have
existed prior to nature and to have produced nature are simply a fantasy of the idealists.
Lenin wrote: “...Everybody knows what a human idea is; but an idea independent of
man and prior to man, an idea in the abstract, an Absolute Idea, is a theological inven-
tion of the idealist Hegel.””

Subjective Idealism

Besides objective idealism, which derives nature from some divine idea, there is
also subjective idealism, which asserts that material things are only the sum total of our
sensations, thoughts. This philosophy makes the world part of the consciousness of the
subject, i.e., of the cognising human being.

The subjective idealist asks: What do I know of the things around me? And his an-
swer is: Only the sensations of colour, taste, odour, density, form, etc. I do not and can-
not perceive in things anything more than the sum of these sensations; is it not, then,
reasonable to suppose that things are only the sum total of my sensations, and that no
things exist outside or independent of sensations?

From this reasoning of the subjective idealists, it follows that man is surrounded not
by things, but by complexes of his own sensations, that the whole of nature is merely the
sum total of sensations.

That view was expounded early in the eighteenth century by the English bishop
Berkeley. He frankly stated that the sole object of his idealist philosophy was to refute
materialism and atheism and substantiate the existence of God.

Subjective idealism is a crude distortion of the actual relation between our percep-
tions and things. It identifies human perception with the things perceived.

The logical conclusion to be drawn from the basic tenet of subjective idealism is
this: things and the perception of them are one and the same. But in that case we must
conclude that the whole world is created by myself, by my consciousness, and that all
other individuals, including my parents, are only perceptions of my mind and do not ex-
ist objectively. Hence, subjective idealism inevitably leads to solipsism (from the Latin
words solus meaning alone and ipse meaning self), an absurd philosophy which asserts
that only I myself exist, and that the whole world, including all other people, are merely
figments of my imagination.

Every form of subjective idealism is bound to lead to solipsistic conclusions, and
this is convincing proof of its falseness.
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The Attempt to Lay Down a “Third” Line in Philosophy

Besides idealist doctrines that frankly make consciousness the basis the world, there
are doctrines that seek to conceal their idealism and create the impression that they stand
above both materialism and idealism and represent a “third” line in philosophy. One
such trend is positivism.

Positivism arose in the first half of the last century. It has now become one of the
most influential philosophical trends in the bourgeois world and has gained currency
among natural scientists. The positivists denounce all preceding philosophy as meta-
physics, understanding the term to mean futile, scholastic discussion of problems that
are beyond the scope of experience and incapable of scientific solution. This, they say,
applies above all to the fundamental question of philosophy: which is primary, nature or
consciousness? Science, the positivists tell us, must confine itself to such facts as lend
themselves to observation and not seek for an underlying basis of them, whether mate-
rial or spiritual. Any philosophy that seeks for such a basis is useless. Science can get
along very well without philosophy; science is its own philosophy.

The positivists claim they are neither materialists nor idealists, but investigators of
empirical facts, men of science. Behind that facade, however, there lurks in fact the phi-
losophy of idealism. For by refusing to answer the fundamental question of philosophy
and affirming that it cannot be answered by science, the positivists seal themselves off
from the material world, isolate themselves within the framework of their own con-
sciousness and thus slide into the position of subjective idealism.

That is apparent also because by “facts”—a word much bandied about by them—
they understand our perceptions. The positivists maintain that only our sensations and
perceptions are immediately given to us, and we should limit ourselves to the study of
them.

The bourgeois positivist philosophers insist that they stand “above” materialism and
idealism. Actually, they combat materialism together with the idealists, in whose camp
they belong. They denounce materialism as metaphysics although Marxist philosophical
materialism is irreconcilably opposed to all metaphysics,” including the metaphysics that
talks of non-existent “substance”. It rejects both the metaphysics of idealism with its
invented “ideal” basis of the world, and the metaphysics of religion with its preaching of
a divine being and immortal soul. But Marxist materialism also resolutely rejects the
positivists’ attempt to describe as metaphysics the doctrine of a material world existing
outside our mind. Positivism ascribes its own sins to others. Under cover of its verbal
attacks against an imaginary “materialist metaphysics” it, in effect, propagates the meta-
physics of subjective idealism.

The whole history of philosophy demonstrates that there is not and cannot be any

" In philosophy, the term “metaphysics” is used to denote two things: firstly, an anti-dialectical
view of the world, and, secondly, speculative anti-scientific and scholastic inventions of the
“true,” supersensible essence of being. A more detailed account of metaphysics will be found in
Chapter 2.
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“third” line in philosophy besides materialism and idealism. The sooner that is realised
by the adherents of positivism among Western scientists and technologists, the sooner
will they be free from positivist confusion and base themselves on the firm, scientific
ground of materialist philosophy.

At the turn of the century, positivism manifested itself as Machism after Ermst Mach,
the Austrian physicist and philosopher, also known as empirio-criticism (the criticism of
experience).

Mach and his followers, notably his Russian disciple A. Bogdanov, claimed to have
overcome the “one-sidedness” of materialism and idealism. But in actual fact Mach’s
philosophy was basically a variety of subjective idealism.

Mach affirmed that the primary “elements” of the universe were sense impressions.
Every thing is a “complex of elements” (or sense impressions) and the whole of nature,
the sum total of “sequences of elements” which are “arranged” by man in thinking about
the world. Everything that surrounds us can be reduced to our sense impressions—such
is the essence of the Machian understanding of the world.

However, the Machians were careful to conceal the subjective-idealist essence of
their views by claiming that these elements (sense impressions) were “neutral”, neither
materialist nor idealist, and were neither of a physical nor of a mental character.

The same purpose of masking idealism was served by the claim that their philoso-
phy was based entirely on “experience”, and that experience was the source of all
knowledge.

The reactionary philosophy of Machism was criticised by Lenin in his book Materi-
alism and Empirio-Criticism. Lenin pointed out that the Machians’ reference to “experi-
ence” does not make their philosophy a scientific one. For “experience” can be inter-
preted in a materialist and an idealist way. The materialist recognises that all our knowl-
edge derives from experience, but, at the same time, he emphasises that this experience
deals with the external objective world, in other words, our experience has an objective
content. The Machian, while agreeing that our knowledge derives from experience, de-
nies the existence of objective reality, given in experience. Instead, he maintains that
experience is concerned not with the objective world, but merely with our sensations,
perceptions and conceptions and our investigation must be confined to these. In short,
the Machian in reality adopts the standpoint of subjective idealism.

Lenin also denounced as philosophical trickery the Machian attempt to rise above
materialism and idealism by means of such a term as “neutral element”. He wrote:

“Everybody knows what human sensation is; but sensation independent of man, sen-
sation prior to man, is nonsense, a lifeless abstraction, an idealist artifice.”'® Lenin
showed that these “neutral elements” were in reality sensations, and that a doctrine
which sought to make them the basis of the world was subjective idealism.

Did nature exist prior to man, Lenin asked the Machians. If nature is the creation of
the human mind, if it can be reduced to sensation then, consequently, man made nature,
and not the other way round. Yet we know from the natural sciences that nature existed
long before man.
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Does man think with the aid of the brain, Lenin asked the Machians. From their doc-
trine it follows that the human brain is itself a “complex of elements”, of sensations, that
is, a product of man’s mental activity. But in that case we must infer that man thinks
without the help of the brain, that the brain is only a “construction” of thought invented
in order to provide a better explanation of mental activity.

Do other people exist besides myself, Lenin asked the Machians. The inescapable
inference of Machian philosophy is that all other people are merely complexes of sensa-
tions, that is, the product of my brain.

The Machian philosophy led to solipsism, and this was conclusive proof of its un-
tenability. It enjoyed wide influence at the beginning of the century. In the twenties it
gave way to new forms of positivism.

Roots of Idealism

Idealist philosophy gives us an incorrect, distorted view of the world. It misrepre-
sents the real relation between thought and its material basis. In some cases it is a result
of a deliberate desire to distort or conceal the truth. That is frequently the object in our
time, when bourgeois philosophers are eager to curry favour with the ruling class by
preaching idealism. But the history of philosophy knows many instances of idealist doc-
trines resulting from the “honest error” of philosophers who were sincerely seeking the
truth.

The process of cognition (as the reader will learn from Chapter 3) is very complex
and has many aspects. Hence, there is always the possibility of a one-sided approach to
it, the tendency to exaggerate and absolutise the significance of one or another of its as-
pects, making it independent of everything else. That is the procedure of the idealist phi-
losophers. The Machians and other subjective idealists, for instance, absolutise the fact
that all our knowledge of the surrounding world is derived from sensations, which they
divorce from things that give rise to the sensations and then draw the idealist conclusion
that the world consists of nothing but sensations.

Lenin pointed out that cognition always contains the possibility deviation from real-
ity into fantasy, of the substitution of imaginary interconnections for real ones. Narrow-
ness and one-sidedness, subjectivism and subjective blindness—such are the epistemo-
logical roots of idealism, that is, its roots in the very process of cognition.

But for these roots to produce a “plant”, for the errors of cognition to be embodied
in an idealist philosophical system opposed to materialism and materialist natural sci-
ence, requires definite social conditions and, moreover, that these erroneous views
should be to the advantage of definite social forces and enjoy their support. A one-sided
and subjectivist approach to cognition of the world leads to the swamp of idealism
where, Lenin wrote, it is “consolidated by the class interests of the ruling classes”™—
slave-owners, feudals or bourgeoisie. In this lie the class roots of idealism.

The reactionary nature of philosophical idealism is clearly apparent from its ties
with theology, religion. Lenin pointed out that every variety of philosophical idealism is,
in the final analysis, subtle defence of theology, of clericalism. Even when it does not
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openly announce its leaning towards religion, philosophical idealism, in actual fact, has
the same basis as religion. That is why the Church has always zealously supported it and
has been hostile to philosophical materialism, persecuting its exponents whenever possi-
ble.

7. Contemporary Bourgeois Philosophy

Recent philosophy, Lenin pointed out, is as partisan as philosophy was two thousand
years ago. In other words, today as in the past, the philosophers are divided into two mu-
tually opposed camps, materialism and idealism. In the final analysis, the struggle be-
tween them is an expression of the tendencies and ideologies of opposed social classes
and groups. In the modern world a grim struggle is going on between the communist and
bourgeois ideologies. The Programme of the C.P.S.U. appraises this struggle as “a re-
flection, in the intellectual life of mankind, of the historic process of transition from
capitalism to socialism”."" The reactionary bourgeoisie, of course, wages war not only
against the ideas but also against the practice of scientific communism.

The philosophy of dialectical materialism is the ideology of the working class, of the
progressive social forces of our time. On the other hand, the different trends in idealist
philosophy express the world outlook of the reactionary forces, the imperialist bourgeoi-
sie. Anti-communism more and more becomes an inseparable feature of all modern
bourgeois ideology. In the philosophical field it finds expression in endless but ineffec-
tive attempts to refute the teachings of Marx, Engels and Lenin, to uphold the position of
bourgeois philosophy in the struggle against these teachings, and to defend the capitalist
order of things.

Modern bourgeois philosophy is split into a multitude of trends and schools, but ba-
sically they are merely different variants of open camouflaged idealism, that is, variants
of a false and illusory world outlook.

In our day, philosophical idealism has become even more reactionary and decadent
than at the close of the last century. Irrationalism has become a fashionable trend; it
holds that the universe and life have no rational meaning, and that the human mind is
incapable of apprehending reality. Also widespread are diverse doctrines that exploit
scientific discoveries for the perversion of science. Lastly, there is the growing influence
of outspoken theological doctrines.

Intellectual life in the capitalist countries is characterised by this paradox: science is
irresistibly advancing, deepening our knowledge of the material world, and, in co-
operation with technology, indefinitely increasing man’s mastery over nature. A genu-
inely scientific explanation of phenomena in nature and society is offered by dialectical
and historical materialism, the progressive materialist philosophy that has been develop-
ing for more than a century. But many philosophers—and sometimes even scientists—
continue to insist that the external world has no objective existence, that the statements
of science do not contain objective truth, that man cannot know the real nature of things,
so that the wisest course is to place one’s trust in the supernatural and accept the teach-
ings of the Church.
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Why is this? How can intelligent men, including honest-minded scientists, hold ide-
alist views that run counter to science and social practice?

The decisive obstacle to acceptance of materialism is the class interest of the bour-
geoisie and the anti-communist prejudices of bourgeois intellectuals. If consistently ap-
plied, modern scientific materialism, i.e., dialectical and historical materialism, logically
leads one to the position of the working class and acceptance of scientific socialism.
That is one of the reasons why those who are reluctant to break with the bourgeoisie—
and they include scientists—are afraid to adopt materialism. The outspoken, active de-
fenders and ideologists of imperialism see in dialectical materialism their relentless
theoretical opponent and have made it their aim to refute it by any means. They employ
all the media of ideological and moral pressure for this purpose: the press, radio, televi-
sion, the class-room and pulpit, learned treatises and journalism. This propaganda is kept
up day after day, year after year, and is naturally bound to have its effect.

An examination of the basic trends in modern bourgeois philosophy will reveal
some of the other reasons why idealism has proved so tenacious.

Philosophy Against Reason

The pessimism, irrationalism and hostility to a scientific world outlook characteristic
of the ideology of the present-day bourgeoisie are very clearly seen in one of the most
fashionable philosophical doctrines of the bourgeois world, viz., existentialism. Its foun-
der, the German idealist philosopher Martin Heidegger, borrowed much from the doc-
trine of Soren Aabye Kierkegaard, the early nineteenth-century Danish mystic. Among
other German existentialists, Karl Jaspers is prominent on account of his reactionary,
pessimist views. In France existentialism does not constitute an integral trend. Its left
tendency is linked with the name of Jean-Paul Sartre (“atheistic existentialism”), and the
right tendency with Gabriel Marcel (“Christian existentialism”).

The most general problem raised by the existentialists is that of the meaning of life,
of man’s place in the universe, and the path he chooses in life. It is an old problem, but
at the present time it has acquired special importance for the many people who feel they
must determine their place in the complex and contradictory conditions of bourgeois
society and express their attitude to the worldwide struggle between progressive and
reactionary forces.

Existentialism, therefore, touches on one of the burning questions of the time, but
the solution, it offers is based on a decadent, idealist world outlook. Its starting-point is
the consciousness of the individual isolated from and standing opposed to society and
living by his own thoughts and feelings. That wrong starting-point predetermines the
fallacy of the whole doctrine.

The adherents of existentialism claim that it is a doctrine of being in general; actu-
ally, it deals exclusively with the “existence” of the individual. Disregarding the argu-
ments of some existentialists about the “hereafter”, or, in other words, about God, the
sole reality they recognise is the consciousness that “I exist”. The external world is de-
picted as a mystery inaccessible to reason and logical thought. Like all subjective ideal-
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ists, the existentialists deny the objective reality of nature, space and time. According to
Heidegger, the world exists only inasmuch as man exists: “If there is no existence, nei-
ther can the universe exist.”

By contending that the most important thing for man is the fact of his existence, the
existentialists indulge in fine-spun reasoning about human existence having an end and
man’s whole life being lived in fear of death. The function of philosophy, in their view,
is to awaken and keep alive this fear. To philosophise, says Jaspers, is to learn to die.

The existentialists realise, of course, that the easiest way to indoctrinate this feeling
of fear is to sever the individual from society, make him feel isolated and helpless. Ac-
cordingly, they seek to instil the idea that the individual is “alone” in an alien and hostile
world, that in relation to other men his is an “unreal” existence, that society robs him of
his individuality.

The existentialists adroitly exploit the indubitable fact, tragically felt by many peo-
ple, that capitalist society does oppress the individual, that it does suppress his personal-
ity. But the feeling of protest against the oppressive capitalist system arising among a
section of the intellectuals is directed by this philosophy along the false path of protest
against society as such. For, in the existentialist view, although the individual cannot
exist without intercourse with other individuals, he nevertheless remains in complete
solitude, and only by withdrawing into himself can he acquire freedom. The existential-
ists do not recognise obligations imposed on the individual by the community or gener-
ally accepted ethical standards: the hero of existentialist plays and novels is usually a
person without firm convictions and often of an amoral nature. All human activity and
struggle are futile, the world is a kingdom of absurdity, and all history meaningless.

The subjective-idealist philosophy of existentialism is above all false because it re-
duces all reality to the existence of man and his emotions and, at the same time, com-
pletely distorts the very nature of man. For man’s life is bound up with society. What
has raised him high above the level of the animal world? His life and labour as a mem-
ber of society. It is in society that man develops his mind and emotions, will and con-
science, acquires a meaning and purpose in life. He who lives a full social life and is
inspired by progressive ideas, is concerned with the problem of life, not death—how to
shape his life as a useful member of society, what contribution he can make to its pro-
gress. But once a person is artificially severed from society, he becomes a trembling,
frightened being, always in fear of death and not knowing what to do with his life.

Existentialism involuntarily demonstrates the degree of spiritual emptiness and
moral degradation resulting from bourgeois individualism.

The decadent “philosophy of existence” is profoundly reactionary. It has a demoral-
ising effect on those who have succumbed to its influence, especially the youth. Its
preaching of fear, hopelessness, and the meaninglessness of existence fosters anti-social
inclinations and justifies amorality and lack of principle. In certain situations, the exis-
tentialist can easily become a pawn of the most reactionary forces and be converted from
an hysterical malcontent into a fascist thug. In Germany, existentialism, along with some
other reactionary doctrines (neo-Hegelianism, the “philosophy of life”, etc.), played a
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definite part in the preparation of fascism. In France the political positions of the exis-
tentialists were of a different nature. During the War, Sartre and some other existential-
ists actively participated in the Resistance movement, and in the post-war period they
repeatedly came forward as supporters of peace and as opponents of the French govern-
ment’s war in Algeria. However, continuing to be adherents of extreme individualism,
they counterposed the latter to the principles of class solidarity and organisation of the
proletariat and its Communist Party.

Pseudo-"Philosophy of Science”

Another philosophical trend that enjoys wide currency in the capitalist world is neo-
positivism, or “logical positivism”. In recent times it has most often made its appearance
under the name of “analytical philosophy” and it is vociferously advertised by its sup-
porters as the “philosophy of science”. At first sight it might appear to be the antithesis
of the irrational philosophy of existentialism, but actually it is an idealist doctrine defi-
nitely related to existentialism, and shares its pessimism, disbelief in human reason and
capacity for cognition.

The basic tenets of neo-positivism were formulated by Bertrand Russell and the
Austrian philosophers Wittgenstein, Schlick and Carnap. Its most prominent exponents
today are Quain and Pape in the U.S.A. and Ryle and Ayer in Britain. The neo-
positivists tried to answer certain questions raised by the rapid development of science
and new methods of research, by the appearance of new fields of mathematics and the
rise of such an important subject as mathematical logic. They set out to find a reliable
criterion of the scientific authenticity of every theory, to apply it to philosophy itself,
and to analyse thoroughly the epistemological and logical bases of mathematics, etc. But
the neo-positivists formulated these important philosophical and logical problems in
such a way as to preclude in advance a materialist solution of them, for from the outset
the founders of neo-positivism were convinced opponents of materialism, and especially
of Marxist materialism. In the final analysis neo-positivism proved to be nothing but a
renovated variety of subjective-idealist philosophy, in particular of Machism, more or
less adapted to the modern level of physics, mathematics and logic.

Its underlying idea is that the basic problems of world outlook have no place in phi-
losophy, which should deal solely with “logical analysis of language”. These problems,
and above all the fundamental problem of philosophy, we are told, are only “pseudo-
problems” from the scientific point of view. Philosophy cannot give us any knowledge
of the external world and its laws; it should confine itself exclusively to logical analysis
of the language of science, that is, analysis of the rules for applying scientific concepts
and symbols, the combination of words in sentences, the deduction of one proposition
from another, etc., and “semantic analysis”* of the meaning of scientific terms and con-
cepts. But though logical analysis of the language of science may be important, reduc-
ing all philosophy to such analysis is tantamount to abolishing it altogether.

* Semantic—relating to the meaning of words.—FEd.

45



The neo-positivists are right when they argue that science must he based on the data
of experience, on facts. But like the Machians, they refuse to admit the validity of the
facts of experience. In their judgement, for instance, the question whether a rose exists
objectively is absurd: all that can be said is that I see the red colour of the rose and smell
its perfume. Only that fact, they allege, is scientifically valid. In other words, they inter-
pret facts to mean not objective things, events or phenomena in the objective world, but
sensations, impressions, perceptions and other phenomena of our consciousness. In spite
of their own assertion that inquiry into the essence of reality is meaningless, they in fact
deny only the material character of the world, thereby, in effect, ascribing to it a spiri-
tual character.

What, then, is the function of science? Its primary function, they assert, is only to
describe “facts”, i.e., human sensations, for science cannot know the objective world,
and knowledge based on experience can have no objective authenticity.

This description of facts, arbitrarily selected, furnishes the material for scientific
theories constructed with the aid of logic and mathematics. The neo-positivists assert
that in contrast to the empirical sciences, which are based on the data of experience,
logic and mathematics rely on a system of axioms and arbitrarily selected rules that are
just as conventional as the rules of chess or a game of cards.

The conceptual elements of a theory must not contradict these conventional rules,
and that is all that is required for the theory to be accepted as true. In applying this to
concrete problems the neo-positivists arrive, for instance, at the anti-scientific conclu-
sion that to take the sun, and not the earth, as the centre of the solar system is purely
conventional.

Needless to say, such an interpretation of scientific theory deprives science of all
value as a method of objective cognition and turns it into a sort of parlour game.

Paradoxical though it may seem, these absurd views, which to all intents and pur-
poses negate science, are held by eminent scientists who have made significant contribu-
tions to modern learning. The intricate methods employed in modern science, the com-
plexity of the phenomena it studies, and the difficulties that arise in explaining some of
these phenomena, create the possibility of idealist waverings among scientists, and
bourgeois environment helps to turn this possibility into reality.

Thus, the discovery of non-Euclidian geometry (by Lobachevsky, Riemann and oth-
ers) reflecting the objective laws of space in conditions different from those we are ac-
customed to, led some scientists to conclude that no geometry can be regarded as true
and that its basic principles are merely conventional.

The abstract mathematical nature of physical theory, the impossibility of construct-
ing graphic models of microparticles, or of directly observing them, are chiefly respon-
sible for idealistic interpretations of physical phenomena.

For the physicist cannot observe the microparticles (electrons, protons, mesons, etc.)
he studies even with the most powerful optical instruments, nor reproduce them in a
model. All the experimental physicist can see is the recordings of his instruments,
flashes on the screen, etc. His conclusions about the existence of microparticles and their
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properties are founded on complex theoretical arguments and mathematical calculations.
When the physicist experiments, he acts as a spontaneous materialist. But his reflections
on the general problems of science, in the absence of clear-cut philosophical views,
might well lead him to the distorted opinion that the microparticles, with all their proper-
ties, do not exist in reality, but are merely a theoretical concept, a “logical” or “seman-
tic” construction, or a complex aggregate of symbols created for the express purpose of
co-ordinating and predicting the recordings of his instruments.

One of the greatest physicists of our day, Werner Heisenberg, has expressed the
opinion that the elementary particle “is not a material particle in space and time but, in a
way, only a symbol on whose introduction the laws of nature assume an especially sim-
ple form”."?

As for the theoretical physicist, who is concerned with mathematical treatment of
the results of observation obtained by other investigators, the very nature of his work,
and the constant replacement of one scientific theory by another, might lead him, if he
does not understand dialectics, to the erroneous conclusion that his hypotheses and theo-
ries are arbitrary and their underlying principles purely subjective. James Jeans, the dis-
tinguished astronomer, held the idealist view that the “objective and material universe is
proved to consist of little more than constructs of our own minds”."

However, though we cannot build models of microparticles, or observe them di-
rectly, this in no way refutes their materiality, which consists in the fact of their exis-
tence outside and independent of human consciousness. That has been proved by the
progress of science and by the technical application of data obtained from the study of
microparticles.

Today, as fifty years ago when Lenin wrote his Materialism and Empirio-Criticism,
the idealist philosophers play on these difficulties encountered by science, on the vacil-
lation of scientists, on their hesitation to uphold and apply the materialist standpoint.
That is why the battle against idealism requires knowledge of modern science and ability
to solve its problems in the light of dialectical materialism.

Modern positivism has found its way also into the social sciences— sociology, phi-
lology, psychology. Its adherents, exponents of what is termed “universal semantics”,
claim that social reality depends on what people say about it, and that social evils arrive
from wrong conceptions and wrong usage of words. Hence, to change social life one has
only to change language, the significance attributed to words. H Stuart Chase, an Ameri-
can semanticist, even suggests that words like “capital” and “unemployment”, etc., are
meaningless, and that if there were no such “evil” word in our vocabulary as “exploita-
tion”, there would be no exploitation.

The neo-positivists reject as unscientific not only “metaphysical” judgements, but
also ethical and moral valuations and judgements. Any ethical judgement, they say, is
necessarily subjective, that is, is only a personal view, an expression of the emotional
outlook of the speaker. From that standpoint, the judgement that aggressive wars are
unjust would have to be regarded merely as a subjective opinion, and no more valid than
the opposite opinion that aggressive wars are just. Thus, neo-positivism, which is seem-
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ingly far removed from politics, proves to be a very suitable instrument for justifying
reactionary policies. At the same time, it invites people who are unwilling to abandon
ethical principles having objective validity to seek such permanent standards outside the
realm of science, primarily in religion.

By disparaging science as incapable of giving us an objective and true picture of the
world, the neo-positivists play into the hands of the theologians and fideists, who preach
implicit faith in religion. Nor is that denied by the neo-positivists themselves. The well-
known idealist physicist, Pascual Jordan, says that “the positivist conception offers new
possibilities of granting living space to religion without contradiction from scientific
thought™."

Lenin wrote: “The objective, class role of empirio-criticism consists entirely in ren-
dering faithful service to the fideists in their struggle against materialism.”"> These
words fully apply to the neo-positivists.

Revival of Medieval Scholasticism

Fideism is being widely and vigorously disseminated in contemporary bourgeois so-
ciety. The Church and its diverse organisations have also become more active. Clerical-
ism acquires ever greater importance in the political and ideological arsenal of imperial-
ism. Ruling class ideologists harp on the argument that “only religion is the serious
business of the human race”*'® and that the only solution of pressing social issues “lies
in a more effective infusion into our lives of the spirit of Christianity”."”

Intensified religious propaganda is attended by the spread among bourgeois intellec-
tuals, and the bourgeoisie generally, of all manner of mystical doctrines—spiritualism,
astrology, chiromancy and other types of superstition.

The class implications of this were revealed by Lenin: “The bourgeoisie, out of fear
of the growth and increasing strength of the proletariat, is supporting everything back-
ward, moribund and medieval.”'®

Medieval philosophy is being revived in the literal sense: the doctrines of Thomas
Aquinas, the Catholic philosopher of the Middle Ages, have been resurrected in neo-
Thomism, which the Vatican has officially recognised as the philosophy of the Catholic
Church.

It might be thought that this preaching of a frankly religious philosophy that at-
tempts to re-establish medieval scholastic doctrines as “eternal philosophy”, would have
little or no appeal to the scientist. That is not so. Neo-Thomism is a subtle and crafty
doctrine and, in the capitalist world, often misleads not only ordinary people, but men of
science.

The fundamental basis of neo-Thomist doctrine is recognition of God as the creator
and omnipotent ruler of the world. Nature is the “realisation of divine ideas”, and history
the “realisation of a divine plan”. But unlike the neo-positivists, existentialists and simi-
lar subjective idealist schools, the neo-Thomists recognise that the external world, being
a world created by God, has a real existence independent of man and his consciousness
and can be known through feeling and reason. In fact, they even criticise existentialist
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irrationalism and are loud in defending reason, with which, they affirm, God endowed
man in order that he might aspire to know truth.

Such views are readily accepted by people who are not satisfied with the sophistry
of positivism and irrationalism, but who are unwilling or unable to accept philosophical
materialism. They consider that neo-Thomism successfully blends a correct, healthy atti-
tude to scientific cognition with a faith in God that satisfies the religious needs of the
individual.

That, however, is entirely erroneous. For neo-Thomism cannot be reconciled with
reason and science. Its fundamental idea is that science is subordinate to religion, and
knowledge to faith. The neo-Thomists interpret “reason” to mean a mode of thinking
that does not transcend the teachings of the Church, and, conversely, denounce as unrea-
sonable, as a “revolt against reason”, defence of scientific propositions that contradict
religious dogma.

They indicate three ways of arriving at truth: science, philosophy and religion. The
lowest of them is science, and the knowledge it provides, we are told, is untrustworthy
and restricted to the corporal shell that conceals the genuine spiritual truth of the world,
the latter being inaccessible to science though it is partially accessible to philosophy, or
“metaphysics”. In contrast to science, philosophy deals with the primary cause of the
world, and reaches the conclusion that this first cause is a supreme spiritual principle or
divine creator. But supreme truth is reached only through revelation, religious faith, with
which all the fundamental conclusions of science and philosophy of importance for a
world outlook have to accord.

The ultimate object of theoretical science, according to the neo-Thomists, is to fur-
nish evidence of the existence of God, evidence that “Catholicism and science were
made for each other”. All the difficulties confronting science, all its unsolved problems,
are exploited for the benefit of the dogmas of the Church,

One of the favourite proofs of the divine creation of the world that Catholic philoso-
phers put forward is the theory of the “expanding universe”. It is based on the discovery
in 1919 of the displacement of the lines towards the red end of the spectrum in the case
of radiation reaching us from the very distant galaxies. Science has not yet fully estab-
lished the cause of this, but the most probable explanation—the rapid recession of the
galaxies from our solar system—was immediately seized on by idealist philosophers as
proof that the universe began from a God-created “primordial atom” in which at one
time all matter and energy were concentrated.

There is absolutely no scientific justification for that conclusion, if only because we
are not justified in extending conclusions based on facts observed now, and confined to
a limited portion of the universe, to the whole infinite universe and to a time separated
from us by thousands of millions of years.

Nonetheless, this and similar “theories” were used by Pope Pius XII in his address
of November 22, 1951, “Proofs of the Existence of God in the Light of Modern Science”
for the statement: “Thus, creation in time; and hence a creator, and, consequently, God!
That is the admission... we demand of science, the admission our generation expects
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from it.”"

That example is typical of how the idealist philosophers and theologians utilise in-
completely explained scientific data for idealist and fideist conclusions. Only by firmly
adhering to philosophical materialism and consistently applying the dialectical method
can the scientist avoid vacillation and steer clear of the traps the idealists set at each dif-
ficult point in the advance of science.

The neo-Thomists often claim that unlike the subjective idealists, they lay great
stress on moral questions. But the morality they preach is one of meek submission, the
doctrine that man should be concerned not so much with life on this earth and his sinful
body as with his “immortal soul”, “eternal life”, and God. It is a morality of passive ac-
ceptance and, consequently, justification of the existing social evils, exploitation and
inequality; a morality that substitutes prayer and appeal to God in place of protest and
struggle against social injustice; hence a morality of advantage to the ruling exploiter
class.

As regards their social and political doctrine, the neo-Thomists combine attacks on
socialism with “criticism” of some of the defects of capitalism. The existing evils of so-
ciety, the Catholic philosophers argue, are due to the fact that many people, among them
capitalists, have forgotten their religious beliefs and ceased to be good Christians. That
type of “criticism” shows that the neo-Thomists have no intention of combating capital-
1sm and are, in effect, its defenders.

There are many other philosophical trends and schools in the capitalist world—
instrumentalism,” neo-realism, phenomenology, personalism, etc.—but all of them come
within the framework of idealism and possess the same reactionary features and tenden-
cies that are more clearly expressed in the typical idealist doctrines discussed above.

Idealist philosophy cannot give us a correct answer to scientific and social problems.
Imbued with hostility to the scientific, Marxist world outlook and social progress, it is an
expression of the deepening decline of capitalism and the crisis of capitalist culture.

8. Towards a Scientific World Outlook

Bourgeois ideology is in a state of profound crisis. More and more people in the
capitalist countries are becoming convinced that bourgeois theories and schools are in-
capable of providing a scientific answer to the questions that life raises and they are
abandoning the bourgeois world outlook.

Idealist philosophy too is in the grip of a crisis. More and more it runs counter to
both the development of science and progressive social movements. It arouses the pro-
test of conscientious, honest-minded scientists, as indeed of all those who put the inter-
ests of the people and a radiant future for mankind above those of the capitalists.

In the countries which the apologists of imperialism hypocritically call the “free
world”, the ideological struggle between the progressive and reactionary world outlooks,
between materialism and idealism, is becoming more and more intense. The Marxists

" Instrumentalism, or pragmatism, is discussed in Chapter 3.
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organised in the Communist Parties are in the vanguard of this struggle. Even many
bourgeois intellectuals realise the reactionary role of philosophical idealism and have
come out in opposition to it.

One example is the progressive American philosopher Barrows Dunham, a coura-
geous fighter against spiritual and political reaction and a trenchant critic of retrograde
philosophical doctrines and social myths. Dunham exposes the disparagement and deg-
radation of philosophy by the pragmatists and positivists and upholds the dignity of phi-
losophy, which he regards as the expression of the interests and aspirations of the peo-
ple. “To my mind the most endearing thing about philosophy is its source in people,” he
writes in his book Giant in Chains. For Dunham, philosophy is not a scholastic analysis
of language”, but “the guide of life”, “philosophy is theory of human deliverance”.*’

The Japanese philosopher Yanagida Kenjuro, who joined the struggle for peace, for
the democratic rights of his people and their liberation from foreign dependence, came
to the conclusion that idealist philosophy weakens man and dupes his mind with illu-
sions. Kenjuro had the courage to abandon this deceptive philosophy, criticise it and
embrace the scientific materialistic outlook. In his book, My Voyage to Truth, he writes:

“The ruins of idealist philosophy have given way to the new, Marxist materialist
philosophy, which has gripped the minds of our youth. That is understandable, for the
more acute social contradictions become in our occupied country, the clearer do the
broad masses see the truth of dialectical materialism.”'

Dunham and Kenjuro are not isolated cases. Many other progressive philosophers
and scientists are combating philosophical idealism and defend and propagate dialectical
materialism.

Among prominent champions of materialism in the United States are Harry Wells,
Howard Selsam, and other Marxists. The well-known progressive philosopher, John
Somerville, has done much to acquaint Americans with the Marxist-Leninist world out-
look. Other Americans who have helped to expose idealist doctrines and are closely as-
sociated with materialist philosophy are Roy Wood Sellars, Corliss Lamont and Paul
Grosser. Among British materialists who have earned wide recognition are Maurice
Cornforth, John Lewis, Arthur Henry Robertson and such eminent scientists as J. D.
Bernal and J. B. S. Haldane, who have made a considerable contribution to the advance
of a progressive world outlook. The French and Italian Marxists Roger Garaudy, Jean
Canapa, Mario Spinella, Cesare Luporini and many more have rendered valuable ser-
vices in disseminating progressive philosophical ideas. The works of Eli de Gortari
(Mexico) and H. Theodoridis (Greece) show that in other countries, too, the materialist
philosophy is gaining ever increasing support.

Materialism is not only being defended by those who came to adopt it through active
social activity and philosophical reflection. It is also winning increasing support among
leading representatives of contemporary natural science, for many important discoveries
in recent decades have furnished convincing proof of the truth of Marxist philosophical
materialism.

Einstein’s theory of relativity demonstrated the inseparable link between space and
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time and moving matter and confirmed the dialectical-materialistic view of space and
time as modes of the existence of matter. Modern physics, by its disclosure of the intri-
cate structure of the atomic nucleus and its discovery of new elementary material parti-
cles, provided fresh confirmation of the Marxist materialist thesis that matter is inex-
haustible and its forms infinite. Gradually, physicists came to accept the dialectical view
of the microparticle as the unity of corpuscular and wave properties.

Progress in physics has been accompanied by progress in chemistry, biology and
physiology. Achievements in theoretical natural science have led to immense advances
in technology. Three great scientific and technical discoveries—atomic energy, electron-
ics and rocket techniques—have ushered in a new era in the history of the productive
forces of mankind and have immensely increased man’s power over nature. Artificial
earth satellites and man’s travel beyond the bounds of the earth’s atmosphere have ush-
ered in a new era, that of the conquest of illimitable cosmic space. The application of the
latest physical and chemical methods in biology has made it possible to obtain a deeper
insight into the structure of proteins and to come closer towards solving the riddle of
life, and in particular towards elucidating the problem of the origin of living beings.

These and other discoveries and achievements confirm the truth of dialectical mate-
rialism and often compel positivist-minded scientists to revise their views. This is indi-
cated, for example, by the fact that in the closing years of his life Finstein more and
more frequently made statements that supported materialism, and that such distinguished
scientists as Leopold Infeld and Louis de Broglie, former adherents of positivism, have
finally come over to materialism.

Some world-renowned scientists (Niels Bohr, Werner Heisenberg), for many years
the recognised leaders of positivist physics, later began to reject and criticise many of
the theses of positivism. Among the scientists and philosophers who support positivism,
there are already a number who have begun to waver and are gradually turning to mate-
rialism.

The recent discoveries in natural science are of specially great importance because
they undermine the old metaphysical world outlook and bring to the fore the dialectical
conception of the world. V. I. Lenin, summarising in his Materialism and Empirio-
Criticism the new developments in physics in the early years of the century, had every
justification to state: “Modern physics is in travail; it is giving birth to dialectical materi-
alism.”** The development of modern physics confirms the correctness of Lenin’s fore-
cast.

By its very development, contemporary natural science leads to the acceptance of
materialist dialectics. This was realised by such outstanding physicists of our time as
Paul Langevin, Frédéric Joliot-Curie and many others. They became determined expo-
nents of dialectical materialism.

Ours is a time when successful struggle against reactionary philosophy and ability to
defend the materialist world outlook require more than acceptance of materialism; they
require that one be an enlightened exponent of dialectical materialism.
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CHAPTER 2
MATERIALIST DIALECTICS

Marxist materialist dialectics is the most profound, comprehensive and fruitful the-
ory of motion and development. It is a summing up of the many centuries of our cogni-
tion of the world, a generalisation of the boundless data of social practice.

Materialist dialectics and philosophical materialism are inseparably connected. They
are interwoven, being two aspects of the single philosophical system of Marxism.

By the “art of dialectics” the ancient Greek philosophers meant the ability to estab-
lish the truth by means of disputation or discussion that revealed the difference in the
views of the disputants. In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, German ide-
alist philosophers, particularly Hegel, understood by dialectics the development of
thought through the contradictions disclosed in thought itself. Hegel gave a careful de-
scription of the basic forms of dialectical thought. However, in developing his dialectics
he proceeded from an erroneous, idealist point of view, according to which dialectical
development was ascribed solely to thought, the spirit, the idea, but not to nature. As
Marx said, Hegel’s dialectics was “standing on its head”. To be correctly conceived,
dialectics had to be put on its feet. This Marx and Engels did, creating materialist dia-
lectics and imparting a new content to the term “dialectics”.

The founders of Marxism, proceeding from the principle of the material unity of the
world, began to denote by dialectics the theory of universal connections, of the most
general laws of development of all reality. “Dialectics” was thus transformed from
Hegel’s idealist doctrine of the motion of thought into a materialist theory of the general
laws of the development of being. Thus, the dialectics of development of our notions
(subjective dialectics) was found to be a reflection in scientific thought of the dialectics
of development of being itself (objective dialectics).

The various branches of science study the forms of motion and laws of different
spheres of reality. Dialectics is a special science. It devotes itself to the most general
laws of all motion, change and development. The universality of its laws lies in the fact
that they operate in nature and society, and that thought itself is governed by them.

Marx and Engels saw in dialectics not only a scientific theory, but also a method of
cognition and a guide to action. Knowledge of the general laws of development makes it
possible to analyse the past, to understand correctly what is taking place at present and
to foresee the future. For this reason it is a method of approach to research and to practi-
cal action based on its results.

Throughout its history, dialectics has had to fight against metaphysics, a method of
thinking and a world outlook that is hostile to it, and that fight continues today.

In Marxist philosophical literature the word “metaphysics” is used in a different
sense to that in pre-Marxian and modern bourgeois philosophical literature. In pre-
Marxian literature this Greek word, or rather expression, denoted a special section of
philosophy, in which philosophers tried, and still try, to apprehend by purely speculative
thought the allegedly immutable eternal essence of things.
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In criticising the unscientific, artificial systems of metaphysics, Marx and Engels
used the word “metaphysics” to denote the method of investigation and thought em-
ployed by the founders of these systems, which was contrary to the dialectical method,
instead of using it to denote a section of philosophy or speculative cognition. At present
the term is used in Marxist philosophy almost exclusively in the sense given it by Marx
and Engels.

The basic defect of metaphysics is its one-sided, limited, inflexible outlook upon the
world—its tendency to exaggerate and make absolute individual aspects of phenomena
and to ignore other, no less important aspects. The metaphysician, for example, discerns
the relative stability, the definiteness of a thing, but does not notice its change and de-
velopment. He concentrates his attention on the features that distinguish a particular
phenomenon from all others, but he is incapable of discerning its many-sided relations
and profound connections with other things and phenomena. He recognises only final
answers to all questions confronting science, and does not understand that reality itself is
in a state of development and that a scientific proposition possesses meaning only within
definite bounds.

The metaphysical method is more or less adequate for day-to-day usage and the
lower phases of scientific development, but inevitably breaks down when the attempt is
made to use it for explaining complex processes of development. Natural science and
socio-political affairs reveal at each step the inadequacy of metaphysics and the need to
replace it by dialectics.

In spite of this, metaphysics has not been discarded as obsolete today whether in
philosophy or the special sciences.

How to explain the survival of metaphysics? There was a time when scientific
thought was in the main not dialectical, but metaphysical. The metaphysical mode of
thought as a method of science took final shape and became widespread in the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries, the time of the emergence of modern science. At that
time, natural science was engaged mostly in collecting information about nature, de-
scribing different things and phenomena, and classifying nature and its phenomena into
distinct classes. In order to describe any particular thing it had to be isolated from the
totality of other things, and examined separately. This approach gave rise to the custom
of studying things and phenomena a isolation, outside their universal connection. This
prevented people from seeing the development of things, their origin from other, differ-
ent things. It was thus that the metaphysical mode of thought came into being, viewing
things in isolation from one another and ignoring their development. Metaphysics
reigned supreme in man's consciousness for a long time and became a tradition of scien-
tific thought.

Nothing can justify the application of the metaphysical method in our time. It is a
backward method, a backward world outlook, and has a very adverse effect on scientific
cognition and socio-political affairs, because it leads easily to gross errors and miscon-
ceptions.

A second reason why metaphysics has survived is the hostile attitude which the ide-
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ologists of the bourgeoisie have long displayed towards materialist dialectics.

“In its rational form it is a scandal and abomination to bourgeoisdom and its doctri-
naire professors,” wrote Marx, “because it includes in its comprehension an affirmative
recognition of the existing state of things, at the same time also, the recognition of the
negation of that state, of its inevitable breaking up; because it regards every historically
developed social form as in fluid movement, and therefore takes into account its tran-
sient nature not less than its momentary existence; because it lets nothing impose upon
it, and is in its essence critical and revolutionary.””

It is not surprising that, under the political and ideological influence of reaction,
many scientists and philosophers in the capitalist countries are to this day afraid of dia-
lectics, do not know it and do not study it, regard it with prejudice and take their cue
from metaphysics.

Marxist materialist dialectics provides a reliable weapon against metaphysics, for a
scientific examination of all the phenomena of developing reality.

1. The Universal Connection of Phenomena

The world that surrounds man is the scene of a prodigious diversity of phenomena.
The simplest observations show that between these phenomena there are definite and
more or less stable connections. A definite permanence, a regularity, is found in the
world. Day follows night, and winter is followed by spring. An oak, and not a pine or
birch, grows out of an acorn. A chrysalis becomes a butterfly, and never becomes a cat-
erpillar again.

Even in distant antiquity people came to realise that the things and phenomena of
the surrounding world were bound up with one another and that there was a natural nec-
essary connection between them, independent of man’s consciousness and volition.

True, the understanding of this connection was for long impeded by superstitions
and religious notions, according to which natural phenomena might be produced by su-
pernatural forces or Gods capable of violating the natural connection of things. How-
ever, science and materialist philosophy insisted that miracles and supernatural occur-
rences did not and could not exist, and that only the natural connection of things and
phenomena existed in the world. Gradually, this truth penetrated deeply into the human
mind.

In the course of the scientific and philosophical cognition of the world, many forms
and manifestations of the universal connection of phenomena were discovered, and con-
cepts (categories) arose to express these, such as causality, interaction, necessity, law,
accident, essence and appearance, possibility and reality, form and content. This section
of Chapter 2 deals chiefly with categories directly associated with the conception of the
necessary character of universal connections and the determination of phenomena, i.e.,
the principle of determinism, which is the corner-stone of any genuinely scientific ex-
planation of the world.
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The Connection of Cause and Effect

The most familiar form of connection, observed everywhere and always, is the con-
nection of cause and effect.

The cause of a phenomenon usually denotes that which brought about its existence.
The phenomenon produced is called the effect or consequence. The wind, for example,
is the cause of the movement of a sailing vessel.

There is a definite sequence in time between cause and effect. The cause comes first,
and is followed by the effect. But “subsequent” by no means necessarily means “conse-
quent”. For example, day always follows night, and night follows day, but day is not the
cause of night and night is not the cause of day. It is well known that the cause of the
alternation of day and night is the rotation of the earth about its axis, resulting in the il-
lumination first of one side and then of the other.

Effect is necessarily connected with cause. If a cause exists, the effect will inevita-
bly follow, provided nothing interferes with it. If you press the trigger of a loaded rifle, a
discharge is bound to occur. But we know that sometimes no discharge occurs. Does this
mean that the causal connection has lost its necessary character? No, it only means that
some other cause has prevented the discharge. Possibly, the spring of the trigger had
weakened, or the gunpowder was moist, or the cartridge spoilt, etc. By investigating all
the circumstances we can determine the cause which prevented the expected phenome-
non from occurring. Thus, the break in the causal connection is here really only a seem-
ing one.

la order that a cause should produce an action, certain conditions are always re-
quired. The conditions are those phenomena which are necessary for the occurrence of a
given event, but do not bring it about of themselves. For example, various conditions are
necessary in order that an airplane may rise into the air, such as a suitable airfield, fa-
vourable weather conditions, etc. But these conditions of themselves are, of course, in-
sufficient for the take-off, which requires the operation of the plane’s motors as an im-
mediate cause.

Quite often, particularly in complicated cases, cause is easily confused with the oc-
casion. Such confusion is due to a superficial view of things and an inability to discern
the true, deep-lying causes of phenomena. The occasion of itself cannot give rise to any
phenomenon, but it acts as an impulse which brings the actual cause into operation. For
example, the assassination in Sarajevo of the Austrian crown prince, Franz-Ferdinand,
was the occasion for the First World War. Yet we know that the war was not caused by
this assassination, but by the increasingly bitter rivalry of the imperialist powers.

To grasp events correctly in practical affairs, in politics, and to separate the essential
from the non-essential, it is especially important to be able to distinguish actual causes
from conditions and occasions.

Against the Idealist Conception of Causality

Causal connection is universal in character and applies to all the phenomena of na-
ture and society, whether simple or complex, whether known or unknown to science.
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Causeless phenomena do not and cannot exist. Every phenomenon necessarily has a
cause.

It is the cardinal purpose of science to determine causal connections. To explain a
phenomenon, one must find its cause. By investigating and cognising the world, science
penetrates to the roots of phenomena—from the surface of events to their immediate,
direct causes, and from these to more profound, general and essential causes. Ignorance
of the true cause of a phenomenon not only makes it impossible for man consciously to
produce or prevent it; it tends to give rise to unscientific and fantastic notions, supersti-
tions, and mystical, religious explanations of nature.

This is why the problem of causality has long been the subject of bitter controversy
between materialism and idealism. Idealist philosophers have often either totally denied
the objective nature of causal connection or sought its source not in nature, but in some
spiritual principle.

In the opinion of David Hume, the eighteenth-century English philosopher, experi-
ence does not reveal the necessary connection of phenomena. That is why, he claimed,
we can only say that one phenomenon follows another, but are not justified in saying
that one phenomenon produces another.

Immanuel Kant understood that there could be no science, unless the obligatory na-
ture of causal connection was recognised. But like Hume, he assumed that there was no
such connection in observable phenomena. Kant sought the source of causality and ne-
cessity in the human mind, whose peculiar design allegedly imparts a causal connection
to the phenomena we perceive.

Many modern idealists aver that there is neither cause nor effect in nature and that,
as L. Wittgenstein put it, “the belief in the casual nexus is superstition”.**

These idealist views are conclusively refuted by the whole history of science. The
raison d’étre of natural and social sciences is concerned principally with discovering
and studying the causes of phenomena. But the most convincing proof of the objective
character of causal connection is provided by man’s practical productive activities. By
discovering causal dependencies in nature and then making practical use of this knowl-
edge, people produce the effects they require and arrive at desired results. “In this way,
by the activity of human beings.” Engels wrote, “the idea of causality become estab-
lished, the idea that one motion is the cause of another.”*

Idealism and religion oppose the materialist causal theory with the doctrine of ends,
or so-called teleology (derived from the Greek “felos "—purpose). To the causal expla-
nation which replies to the question why a natural phenomenon has occurred, teleology
counterposes the conjecture for what ends it has occurred. According to the teleological
viewpoint, the existence, design and development of a thing are determined by the pur-
pose, or “final cause”, for which it is meant. Teleology is an extremely convenient doc-
trine for religion and idealist philosophy, because it leads inevitably to the conclusion
that a supreme reason (God) exists and achieves its ends in nature.

As proof of their views, supporters of teleology usually point to the purposive struc-
ture of organisms (e.g., the protective colouring of animals). Marxist dialectics does not
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deny purposiveness in the anatomical structure and activity of living organisms. But it
declares that this has its basis in objective causes. The mechanism by which these causes
operate was revealed by Darwin’s theory. Alteration of plants and animals arises
through their interaction with changed conditions of life. If these alterations prove bene-
ficial to the organism, i.e., if they help it to adapt itself to the environment and to sur-
vive, they are preserved through natural selection, become hereditary, pass from one
generation to another, producing that purposive structure of the organism, that adapta-
tion to the environment, which so often strikes the imagination.

Interaction

The theoretical and practical significance of the causal connection of phenomena is
tremendous. But it does not exhaust the multiformity of relations in the objective world.
Lenin wrote that “causality... is but a small particle of the universal connection””® and
that the “human conception of cause and effect always somewhat simplifies the objec-
tive connection of the phenomena of nature, reflecting it only approximately, artificially
isolating one or another aspect of a single world process.””’

This means that the interconnection of phenomena in nature and society is more ex-
tensive and complex than the connection expressed by the relation of cause to effect. In
particular, cause and effect are subordinate to the broader relation of interaction.

Nature constitutes a single whole, all parts of which are connected in one way or an-
other. In this universal interconnection, any phenomenon, itself the effect of some cause,
also acts as a cause in some other connection, giving rise to new effects. The evapora-
tion of water in the seas and rivers owing to the action of the sun's rays, for example,
leads to the formation of clouds. These, in turn, produce rain, which moistens the soil
and feeds the brooks and streams.

Interaction is also observed in the influence exerted upon each other by cause and
effect within one and the same process; in this sense, the two change places—the cause
becoming the effect, and vice versa. The continuous thermonuclear reaction in the sun is
an example of such interaction, for the process in which hydrogen atoms are converted
into helium atoms creates a high temperature (of the order of millions of degrees) which,
in turn, necessarily causes the synthesis of helium atoms from hydrogen atoms.

We often observe interaction also when studying social affairs, for example, a
greater popular demand for a commodity stimulates greater production of it. In turn, the
growth of production produces increased demand. Cause and effect change places. De-
mand affects production, and production affects demand.

Hence, cause and effect should not be viewed metaphysically as ossified, uncon-
nected, absolute opposites. They should be viewed dialectically as interconnected, inter-
convertible, “fluid” conceptions.

However, it is not enough to demonstrate the interaction of different factors or dif-
ferent phenomena. We still have to find out which side is the determining one in this
interaction. It is only when we have discovered this that we can understand correctly the
sources of the process, appraise the forces involved in it, and see the main line, the di-
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rection of development.

And to give a proper idea of the interaction between growth of demand and growth
of production in the example cited above, it should be stressed that growth of production
is the determining factor in this interaction.

Necessity and Law

By recognising that all phenomena are necessarily subject to causality, we recognise
the existence of necessity. The inception and development of phenomena that follow
from the most essential relations lying at the root of a process are called necessary. Nec-
essary development is the development that cannot fail to take place under the given
conditions. For example, in the history of the organic world less adapted organisms are
necessarily replaced by those more adapted.

Necessity in nature and society is most completely revealed in laws. Recognising
necessity in the origin and development of phenomena involves recognising that they are
subject to certain regularities that exist independently of man’s will or desire.

Each law is a manifestation of the necessity that governs phenomena. For example, a
body raised above the surface of the earth will necessarily fall back to earth, provided it
is not held up by some force acting in the opposite direction. This example illustrates the
law of gravitation.

What is a law? A law is a profound, essential, stable and repeated connection or de-
pendence of phenomena or of different sides of one and the same phenomenon. The law of
Archimedes, for example, establishes a stable connection between the weight of a fluid or
gas displaced by a body immersed in it and the magnitude of the “upward thrust” exerted
upon the body by the fluid or gas. Laws may be less general, operating in a limited field
(e. g., Ohm’s law), or more general, applying to a very wide field (e. g., the law of conser-
vation of energy). Some laws establish the precise quantitative dependence of phenomena
and may be expressed mathematically (e. g., the laws of mechanics). Other laws do not
lend themselves to precise mathematical formulation (e. g., the law of natural selection).
But all laws express the objective, necessary connection of phenomena.

Knowledge of the laws of objective reality makes possible a deeper understanding
of the causes of events and therefore constitutes a reliable basis for man’s purposeful
activities.

However, no law can embrace all aspects of a phenomenon. It expresses only the
latter’s most essential features.

To discover the law governing any particular set of phenomena, it is necessary to
leave out of account all subsidiary circumstances and to isolate in its pure form all the
essential, decisive connections between the phenomena. Science does this both by spe-
cially contrived experiments and by logical isolation, or abstraction, of the essential as-
pects of the phenomena. The law of freely falling bodies (the law of Galileo), for exam-
ple, does not take the resistance of the air into account and establishes that all bodies fall
with the same acceleration. But in the earth’s atmosphere a body may fall swiftly like a
stone, or descend slowly, like a dry leaf, or may even rise for a time, like the seeds of the
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dandelion or other plants.

Galileo’s law holds good in all these cases. But this law alone is insufficient to ex-
plain fully the falling of a body in specific conditions. Such an explanation requires
knowledge not only of the law, but of the circumstances in which it operates.

Necessity and Accident

Among the diverse phenomena of nature and society are some that do not necessar-
ily follow from the law-governed development of a given thing or a given series of
events and which may or may not occur, may happen in one way, or in another way.
These are accidental phenomena.

If the farmer’s crop is damaged by hail, for example, this is accidental in relation to
his labour and the laws governing the growth of plants.

The problem of accident has been the subject of much dispute in science. The per-
fectly correct principle that causality holds good for all phenomena in nature and human
society has led many scientists and philosophers to draw the incorrect conclusion that
only necessity exists in the world, and that no phenomena are accidental. Accident, from
their point of view, is a subjective concept which we use to denote effects whose cause
we do not know.

This viewpoint is entirely wrong, because it makes the two different conceptions—
necessity and causality—identical. It is true that there are no causeless phenomena in the
world, and that accidental phenomena are causally determined. But this does not make
accidental phenomena necessary. Take the following example. A train jumps the rails
and is wrecked. We may find that the cause of the wreck was, for example, loosened
rails which the linesman had overlooked. Yet disaster was an accident, not a necessity.
Why? Because it was brought about by a circumstance not necessarily connected with
the laws of motion of railway traffic, since it is technically quite possible to provide
conditions in which such disasters will not occur.

The denial of objective accidentality leads to conclusions that are harmful from the
scientific and practical points of view.

One who regards everything as necessary will be incapable of discriminating be-
tween the essential and the non-essential, between the necessary and the accidental. As
Engels put it, necessity itself would then be reduced to the level of accident.

A correct understanding of the concepts of necessity and accident involves seeing
not only the difference between them, but also their connection. Necessity makes its way
through a maze of accidents. The dialectics of necessity and accident consists in the fact
that accident appears as a form in which necessity manifests itself, and is supplementary
to necessity. Therefore, accident has its place also within a necessary process.

Here is an example. In winter in northern latitudes the weather becomes cold and
snow falls. That is a necessity. But on what particular day the temperature drops below
zero and snow falls, how cold it is, how much snow falls, etc.—all that is accidental. Yet
there is necessity in these accidents, because both cold and snow are necessary signs of
winter in that region.

60



In the earlier example of the derailed train the disaster was an accident. But if the
railway is badly organised, if discipline is poor, and the personnel inefficient, then disas-
ters will become a necessary result of the unsatisfactory working of the railway, instead
of a rare accident. Of course, in that case too, the specific circumstances of a disaster,
and its time and place, will still be more or less accidental.

Further, accidents may influence the development of a necessary process, accelerat-
ing or retarding it. Frequently, accidents enter so considerably into the development of a
necessary process that they become necessity. Thus, according to Darwin’s theory, min-
ute accidental changes in an organism which are beneficial to it become established
through heredity and strengthened in the process of evolution, resulting in a change in
the species. Accidental differences thus become necessary characteristics of a new spe-
cies.

The above is evidence that necessity and accident are not absolutely separate from
each other. They interact and pass into one another in the process of development.

It follows from this connection of accident and necessity that accidental phenomena
are also governed by certain laws, which may be studied and become known.

For example, it has been statistically established that in the United States the aver-
age expectation of life is higher among Whites than among Negroes. This regularity
does not mean, however, that every white man lives longer than every Negro. Some
Whites die young, while some Negroes live to a ripe old age. But the above regularity
holds good on the average, as a whole, and reflects the adverse situation of the Negroes
in the U.S.A., racial discrimination, inferior living conditions, lower wages, etc.

The regularities governing accidental phenomena have been generalised in a number
of scientific theories, and particularly in the mathematical theory of probability.

Determinism and Modern Science

The principle of determinism, always upheld by the materialists, consists in the rec-
ognition of the objective character of universal connection, the causative determination
of phenomena, the rule of necessity and regularity in nature and society.

Determinism is the basic principle of all genuinely scientific thinking, since it is
only by knowing the causes of phenomena that their origin can be scientifically ex-
plained, and only by knowing the law governing phenomena that their further develop-
ment can be predicted. However, the conception of determinism underwent a change in
the course of the development of science. Natural science in the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries, which confined itself to studying the “macrocosm”, i. e., the world of
relatively large bodies and their parts, and based itself chiefly on Newton’s mechanics,
was dominated by mechanical determinism. Its distinguishing feature, which was also its
defect, was that it made every cause a mechanical one.

This viewpoint was justified and confirmed by practice in the study of the motion
and mechanical interaction of celestial bodies and also of macroscopic terrestrial bodies
and parts of bodies. It was by the method of mechanical determinism that scientists
could predict the visible positions of the sun and planets and could calculate how to con-
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struct machines and engineering works.

However, all attempts to apply the principle of mechanical determinism in studying
more complex phenomena proved a failure. Biological phenomena, physiological and
mental processes, and the social activities of people, could not be explained merely by
mechanical determinism.

The second extremely important defect of mechanical determinism was that it did
not recognise the objectivity of accidental phenomena. Its adherents rejected accident as
being identical with causelessness.

The inadequacy of mechanical determinism became particularly evident when the
progress of science and technology led to cognition of the microcosm and the properties
of the so-called elementary particles, i. e., the minutest and simplest particles known to
modern science (electrons, positrons, mesons, etc.).

Accident plays an extremely important part in the microcosm, and for processes oc-
curring in it quantum mechanics takes into account both necessity and accident.

Discoveries in regard to the microcosm, and the development of quantum mechanics
were in themselves a formidable achievement of science and involved a dialectical con-
ception of the world. It was shown that the properties and relations of material bodies,
and of their particles, were not as homogeneous and uniform as the old physics had as-
sumed, and that matter was inexhaustible in its diversity.

However, physical discoveries also served for drawing idealistic conclusions, which
have been upheld not only by idealist philosophers, but also by some prominent scien-
tists in the capitalist countries who have been influenced by religion and idealism.

The school of “indeterminism” made its appearance in modern physics and the phi-
losophy of natural science. Its representatives reject the very principle of objectively
necessary connection. They proceed from the erroneous assumption that determinism is
only possible in its old mechanical form, which disregards accident, and on the basis of
the scientifically proved inadequacy of this mechanical determinism they conclude that
any form of determinism is untenable. Thus, voluntarily or involuntarily, they allow su-
perstition and belief in miracles to have a place in science. Some of them go so far as to
attribute “free will” to the electron. From their point of view, the progress of science
itself has made it possible to reconcile and combine science with idealism and religion.

In reality, however, modern physics has not refuted determinism, but has revealed
that in the microcosm it operates in a special way. Study of the laws governing the phe-
nomena of the microcosm is the main subject of quantum mechanics, which is being
successfully applied in the calculations of scientists and engineers. And this is testimony
that in this field, too, we are dealing with the objectively necessary connection and de-
termination inherent in all the phenomena of reality.

2. Quantitative and Qualitative Change in Nature and Society

The first thing to do in investigating the various phenomena of reality is to distin-
guish the particular phenomenon under study from all others.
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Qualitative and Quantitative Definiteness of Things

The totality of the essential features that make a particular thing or phenomenon
what it is and distinguish it from others, is called its quality. The philosophical concept
of quality differs from the notion of it in everyday life, where it is associated with value.
In that sense people speak of the good or bad quality of, for instance, food, manufac-
tured articles or artistic productions. The philosophical concept of quality does not con-
tain any element of value. It is only a concept that denotes the inseparable distinguishing
features, the inner structure, constituting the definiteness of a phenomenon and without
which it ceases to be what it is.

It should be borne in mind, of course, that no quality exists by itself. There are only
things or phenomena which are characterised by qualitative definiteness.

But inside things, or totalities of them possessing a distinct qualitative definiteness,
there may also be more or less significant qualitative differences. In the animal world,
for example, vertebrates differ qualitatively from arthropoda. But within the general sub-
type of vertebrates there are qualitative differences between mammals, birds, fish, rep-
tiles and amphibia. Furthermore there are, in turn, qualitative differences among mam-
mals.

The demarcation and identification of the features and distinctions that constitute the
quality of a phenomenon are only the beginning of cognition. Besides quality, each thing
has also a quantitative aspect, marked by the special quantitative characteristics in which
its quality exists.

The quantitative definiteness of a thing may refer to its external features. For exam-
ple, a thing may be big or small. But it may also characterise the internal nature of a
thing. Thus, every metal has its own heat conductivity, its own coefficient of expansion,
and every liquid has its own heat capacity, its own boiling-point and freezing-point,
while every gas has its own temperature of liquefaction, etc.

The quantitative characteristics of qualitatively different materials and processes are
particularly important in technology. Modern industry relies on them at every step.

It was only when quantitative measurements relating to the phenomena were com-
bined with qualitative descriptions that natural science achieved appreciable progress.
Observations of the stars and of the visible movements of the planets were begun very
long ago. But astronomy did not develop as a science until the first measurements were
made of the visible positions of the stars in the sky and of the angular distances between
them, etc. In other fields of science as well, the progress of scientific knowledge was
bound up with the development of measuring and computing devices, the development
of methods of measurement, etc.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the founders of the science of modern times, such
as Galileo, regarded analysis of the quantitative relations and properties of phenomena
as the main task of natural science.

However, the scientists of that time went to extremes. They reduce all “qualities” to
“quantities” that corresponded to them, and failed to see the basic qualitative differences
behind the quantitative differences of phenomena,

63



The purely quantitative approach to natural phenomena led to the mechanism typical
of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century science, i. e., to the conviction that mathematics
and mechanics provided an adequate basis for cognition of the whole world and that any
phenomenon could be understood if explained by the laws of mechanics. According to
the theory of René Descartes,” for example, animals were simply complex machines
whose activities were wholly explicable by means of mechanical causes. And La Met-
trie, the French eighteenth-century materialist, went so far as to argue in his essay, Man-
Machine, that not only animals, but men as well, were nothing more than machines.

The mechanistic view of nature was progressive for its time, because it required a
strictly scientific approach to all natural phenomena and rejected all idealist and theo-
logical “explanations”. But it was soon discovered that the quantitative approach alone
was insufficient and that cognition of objects and phenomena required the discovery of
their peculiarities, their specific distinguishing features. The external world is full of
diverse qualities and can only be understood and explained if the qualitative as well as
the quantitative aspects of all phenomena and processes are taken into account. The
problem, therefore, is not one of simply reducing the quality of a phenomenon to its
quantity, but of understanding what relation there is between the quantitative definite-
ness of a phenomenon and its qualitative definiteness.

The development of science demonstrated that there are quantitative relations com-
mon to many qualitatively different objects and processes. For example, the mathemati-
cal formulae of the wave theory are applicable to phenomena of various physical
types— mechanical vibration, electro-magnetic oscillation, thermal fluctuation, and oth-
ers. This is possible because all these phenomena objectively possess certain common
features, common regularities, which may be quantitatively expressed.

At the contemporary stage of the development of science, mathematics, which deals
with quantitative relations, is being increasingly applied to scientific investigation in a
number of qualitatively different fields of reality and in technology. This is unques-
tionably a sign of progress.

However, the very possibility of applying a particular quantitative relation to quali-
tatively different processes presupposes a concrete study of all the qualitative peculiari-
ties of each of them.

Quantitative Changes Turn into Qualitative Ones

One-sided emphasis of either the quantitative or the qualitative aspect indicates a
metaphysical approach. Metaphysics is blind to the inherently necessary connection be-
tween quantity and quality. Dialectical thought, on the other hand, achieved an impor-
tant advance by establishing that the quantitative definiteness and the qualitative defi-
niteness of things are not entirely external and indifferent opposites, but that there is a
profound dialectical connection between them. In its most general form, this connection
consists in the fact that quantitative changes of a thing inevitably bring about a change in
its quality.

We are surrounded on all sides by examples of such conversions of quantitative
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changes into qualitative ones.

Thus, a change in the length of electromagnetic waves is attended by the marked
qualitative differences shown by radio waves, infrared radiation, the spectrum of visible
radiation, ultra-violet waves, X-rays and, last but not least, so-called gamma rays.

Innumerable qualitative changes brought about by quantitative changes can be ob-
served in chemistry. Take the synthetic substances (rubber, plastics, synthetic fibres),
which are so prominent in industry and everyday use. Their molecules, marked by their
great size, are formed by the combination of many small molecules each of identical
composition. This combination of small molecules (monomers) into large ones (poly-
mers) results in qualitative changes, for polymers have many remarkable properties that
monomers lack.

Quantitative modifications proceed more or less gradually and are often scarcely no-
ticeable. In the beginning they do not modify the qualitative definiteness of a thing to
any substantial extent. Subsequently, however, they accumulate and finally lead to a
radical qualitative modification. “Quantity,” it is said, “passes into quality.”

Thus, steel retains its solidity when heated. But when its temperature reaches the
critical point the metal ceases to be a solid and becomes a liquid.

The dialectical transition of quantity into quality is of particularly great importance
for understanding the process of development, because it explains the emergence of new
quality, without which there is no development.

For example, in the early stages of social development there was a natural economy,
with each community producing all it needed for its own existence. Subsequently, as
production increased, exchange of commodities began. It became more frequent, grew
quantitatively, and this led finally to very substantive qualitative changes in the eco-
nomic life of society. Natural economy was replaced by commodity economy, in which
people produced things for exchange rather than their own consumption, and obtained
the things they needed by means of exchange.

If a new quality arises from quantitative changes, it will have a new quantitative
definiteness. This is the “passage of quality into quantity”. Thus, a qualitatively new
model of a machine results in a higher productivity of labour. Socialist economy, quali-
tatively different from capitalist economy, develops at a higher rate.

The passage of quantitative changes into radical qualitative changes, and vice versa,
constitutes the universal dialectical law of development. It operates in all the processes
of nature, society and thought—in all spheres where the old is replaced by the new.

What Is a Leap?

The transition of a thing, through the accumulation of quantitative modifications,
from one qualitative state to a different, new state, is a leap in development. The leap is
a break in the gradualness of the quantitative change of a thing. It is the transition to a
new quality and signalises a sharp turn, a radical change in development.

For example, the emergence of man was a leap—a radical turning-point in the de-
velopment of the organic world.
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Leaps, transitions from one quality to another, are relatively rapid. However, the
slowness of the quantitative modifications and the rapidity of the qualitative change are
relative. The leaps are rapid in comparison with the preceding periods of gradual accu-
mulation of quantitative modifications. This rapidity varies, depending upon the nature
of the object and the conditions in which the leap occurs.

The term evolution is used to denote quantitative changes both in nature and in soci-
ety. Sometimes it is used not only to denote gradual quantitative changes, but, in a
broader sense, to denote development in general, which embraces both quantitative and
qualitative changes. We often describe modern Darwinism as a theory of the evolution
of the organic world, implying that this evolution covers both qualitative and quantita-
tive changes. Leap-like qualitative changes in social life are designated by the concept of
revolution. By a revolution in the development of society is meant above all qualitative
changes in the social system. But revolutions also occur in other fields of social life—in
technology, production, science and culture.

There is an internal necessary connection between evolution and revolution. The
evolutionary development of society is inevitably consummated by leap-like qualitative
transformations, by revolutions. Revolutionary changes of quality are the starting-point
of a new period of evolutionary changes.

The doctrine of materialist dialectics on the passage of quantitative into qualitative
changes is an important weapon in the struggle against Right-wing and “Left-wing” op-
portunists. It helps to reveal the fallacy of reformism, which denies the necessity of so-
cialist revolution and asserts that the transition to socialism can be effected through re-
forms—the gradual “growing” of capitalism into socialism. On the other hand, dialectics
demonstrates the complete theoretical untenability of all ultra-Leftist trends, which ig-
nore the natural development of events and under-estimate the importance of everyday
work among the masses, of preparing them for revolution, of building up the revolution-
ary forces.

Against the Metaphysical Notion of Development

Marx and Engels created materialist dialectics in the course of combating the meta-
physical view of nature, which denied development. Since then the situation has
changed. In the second half of the nineteenth century the idea of development spread far
and wide (mainly owing to Darwin’s theory). However, the metaphysical point of view
did not disappear. It took the shape of a distorted, one-sided conception of development
itself. At present, the struggle of dialectics against metaphysics centres chiefly round the
question of how to understand development, and not of whether there is development.

One of the varieties of the metaphysical conception of development consists in the
contention that nature develops exclusively by small, gradual, continuous quantitative
changes, by way of evolution, and that it does not admit of leaps, of sharp qualitative
changes. “Nature does not make leaps,” say the adherents of that view. Since they see
nothing in development besides evolution, they are called “trite evolutionists”. It was
Herbert Spencer, the nineteenth- century English philosopher and sociologist, who
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founded the school of “trite evolutionism”.

According to Spencer, development takes place smoothly, without the slightest in-
terruption of its gradualness, solely through the quantitative addition of elements, the
stages of the evolutionary process not differing qualitatively, but only quantitatively.

Spencer’s theory of “trite evolutionism” exercised a considerable influence on many
positivist trends in philosophy and natural science. It was adopted by many bourgeois
and revisionist theorists and used in the struggle against Marxist materialist dialectics,
against the teaching of Marx and Engels on proletarian revolution.

The obvious fallacy of “trite evolutionism™ and its variance with the facts led to the
emergence of another notion of development, which was externally its very opposite, but
was just as one-sided and metaphysical. This is the so-called theory of “creative evolu-
tion”, which became fashionable in the twentieth century.

The adherents of “trite evolutionism” saw in development only quantitative changes,
while the adherents of “creative evolution” saw in it nothing but qualitative changes.
They stressed that development was “creative”, and that it consisted in the appearance of
new forms. But they did not see the obligatory connection between these qualitative
changes and the preceding quantitative modifications. They asserted that the appearance
of the new in the process of development could not be explained by the operation of
natural causes and that the only possible explanation was a mysterious “creative force”
of a spiritual kind, which directed development and engendered new forms.

Thus this new theory of “creative evolution” leads to the old idea of God, which
clearly exposes its anti-scientific character.

The metaphysical conception of development is opposed by the genuinely scientific
dialectical conception which recognises both gradual quantitative changes and leap-like
qualitative ones.

3. Division into Opposites Is the Chief Source of Development

We saw that the process of development is the passage of an old quality into a new
quality at a definite stage of quantitative modification.

But what is the motive force, the source, of all development? A most important task
of materialist dialectics is to answer that question. The starting-point for its answer is the
contradictory nature of reality itself.

A Note on the History of Dialectics

Even in ancient times people noticed that opposed properties, forces and tendencies
were clearly evident and played a very important part in the infinite diversity of the ex-
ternal world. They noticed, furthermore, that opposites not only coexisted side by side,
but that they were interconnected and that they arose in one and the same object or phe-
nomenon, that they constituted different sides of a single thing or process.

Many philosophers of ancient China, India, Greece and other countries held that the
origin and existence of things could only be explained by understanding what opposites
went to form them. In those times, hot and cold, dry and moist, empty and full, being
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and non-being, etc., were thought to be such opposites.

The notion that the collision of opposites was the motive force in change was ex-
pressed already in antiquity. Thus, the ancient Greek philosopher, Heraclitus, taught that
“everything happens through struggle”, that struggle is the source—the “father”—of all
things. The ancient dialecticians also noticed that opposites are not something ossified
and immutable, that they are relative, that they differ from each other only in a certain
sense, and that in certain circumstances one passes into the other, and vice versa. These
were essentially brilliant conjectures, although often expressed in a naive form.

In feudal society, where the Church persecuted all independent study of nature, the
idea of the unity and struggle of opposites faded into oblivion. At the time of the emer-
gence of capitalist society the question of opposites again attracted attention. Such out-
standing thinkers as N. Kuzansky (15th century) and Giordano Bruno (16th century)
taught that where the ordinary mind sees only irreconcilable opposites (the infinite and
the finite, the crooked and the straight, etc.), a more profound mind detects the unity or
the “coincidence of opposites”.

Mechanistic natural science, which prevailed in the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies, did not favour the development of dialectics and, in particular, the doctrine of
opposites. However, even at that time penetrating thinkers who observed the events and
relations of the pre-revolutionary epoch, which was full of acute conflicts and collisions,
voiced far-reaching thoughts about the significance of opposites in social life and his-
tory. (See, for example, Diderot's Rameau's Nephew or Rousseau’s The Origin and the
Reasons of Inequality).

The significance of opposites attracted the attention of a number of German phi-
losophers at the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth century, while
with Hegel it became one of the basic principles of his philosophy. Hegel conceived the
process of development as movement from a unity through the disclosure of opposites to
a new unity, as the passing of a thing or phenomenon into its opposite. He called the
combination of opposite aspects in a phenomenon its “contradiction”. But being an ide-
alist, he regarded the contradictions of reality as contradictions in the logical develop-
ment of the absolute idea.

The founders of Marxism, who remodelled Hegel’s dialectics materialistically, pre-
served the term “contradiction”, but gave it a different, materialist meaning.

Dialectical Contradiction and Its Universal Character

By a dialectical contradiction Marxism understands the presence in a phenomenon
or process of opposite, mutually exclusive aspects which, at the same time, presuppose
each other and within the framework of the given phenomenon exist only in mutual con-
nection.

For the ancient dialecticians, the doctrine of opposites and their “coincidence” was
no more than a conjecture made on the basis of immediate perception of reality, and
thinking about it. For Marxist dialectics it is a conclusion from the facts accumulated by
science as a result of investigating all fields of reality.
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Indeed, the study of the phenomena of nature, social relations or man’s mental activ-
ity reveals contradictions, i. e., conflicts of opposed aspects or tendencies.

It stands to reason that so long as we examine a thing at rest, in a static state, we see
in it merely different properties and features, and may overlook the “struggle” of oppo-
sites and, consequently, fail to see any contradictions. But as soon as we try to follow
the movement, the modification, the development of a thing, we instantly discover the
existence in it of opposed aspects and processes.

For example, when examining a prepared slide of a plant or animal cell under the
microscope, we see no more than its structure, i. e. the cell wall, the nucleus, the proto-
plasm, etc. But if we observe a living cell, we shall see taking place in it the opposed
processes of assimilation and dissimilation, the growth and dying away of its component
parts.

Opposites and contradictions are encountered in all fields of science. Mathematics
deals with the opposed operations of addition and subtraction, differentiation and inte-
gration; mechanics wit action and reaction, attraction and repulsion; physics with posi-
tive and negative electric charges; chemistry with the combination and dissociation of
atoms; the physiology of the nervous system with excitation and inhibition in the cere-
bral cortex; and social science with the class struggle and many other opposites and,
consequently, contradictions.

Human thought and cognition are also governed by the principle of dialectical con-
tradiction. In the process of cognition, for example, we observe continuous conflicts of
opposite views, contradictions between old theories and new facts, etc.

Development as the Struggle of Opposites

The concept of contradiction is of crucial importance in analysing the process of de-
velopment. In nature, social life and human thought, development proceeds in such a
way that opposite, mutually exclusive sides or tendencies reveal themselves in an object;
they enter into a “struggle”, which culminates in the destruction of the old forms and the
emergence of new ones. Such is the law of development. “Development is the ‘struggle’
of opposites,” wrote Lenin.

It stands to reason that this proposition must not be understood too simply. The
struggle of opposites in the direct, literal sense of the word occurs chiefly in human so-
ciety. It is by no means always possible to speak of struggle in its literal sense as regards
the organic world. And as regards inorganic nature the term is to be understood still less
literally. That is why Lenin puts the term in quotation marks. These qualifications are
necessary for a correct idea of the struggle of opposites.

The division of a unity into opposites and the mutual counteraction or “struggle” of
these opposites is the most fundamental and universal law of dialectics. As Lenin em-
phasises, the division of unity and the cognition of its contradictory parts is one of the
most fundamental features of dialectics, it is indeed “the essence of dialectics”.”’

All development, whether the evolution of the stars, the growth of a plant, the life of
a man or the history of society, is contradictory in its essence. In fact, development in its
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most general sense signifies that at any given moment a thing retains its identity and at
the same time ceases to retain it. Its definiteness remains, but at the same time it changes
and becomes different.

“There is a contradiction in a thing remaining the same and yet constantly changing,
being possessed of the antithesis of ‘inertness’ and ‘change’,” Engels wrote.”” A devel-
oping thing has within it the embryo of something else. It contains within itself its own
antithesis, a “negating” element which prevents it from remaining inert and immutable.
It contains an objective contradiction; opposite tendencies operate within it and a mutual
counteraction or “struggle” of opposite forces or sides takes place, leading eventually to
the resolution of the contradiction, to a radical, qualitative change of the thing.

For many thousands of years the organic species which existed in, say, the so-called
Tertiary period of the earth's geological history remained unchanged and their forms
were constant. But this constancy was relative. Changes accumulated in the organisms in
the course of interaction with the changing environment. These changes were transmit-
ted hereditarily and led ultimately to the origin of entirely new species of plants and
animals. The constant interaction, or “struggle”, within each species between the anti-
thetical tendencies of heredity and variability forms the inner basis of the evolution of
the organic world.

It follows that the stability of a thing, which presupposes a certain balance or equi-
librium of opposites, can only be temporary and relative. Only the motion of matter,
which continuously rejects old forms and gives rise to new ones, is eternal and absolute.
In formulating this crucial proposition of dialectics, Lenin wrote: “The unity of oppo-
sites is conditional, temporary, transitory, relative. The struggle of mutually exclusive
opposites is absolute, just as development and motion are absolute.””'

The dialectical conception of development as the unity and struggle of opposites is
opposed to the metaphysical conception. As Lenin stressed, one of the principal defects
of the metaphysical conception of development was that it overlooked the internal mo-
tive force of the development of matter, that it ignored self-movement and considered the
source of development to be external. In the final analysis, God was this external source
which imparted motion to matter, but was itself outside matter. The metaphysical con-
ception not only advanced a one-sided, and therefore distorted, notion of development,
but led to fideistic conclusions, i.e., the recognition of a divine principle, and therefore,
to the betrayal of science.

The dialectical conception of development is profound and full of meaning. “It alone
furnishes the key to the ‘leaps’, to the ‘break’ in continuity, to the ‘transformation into
the opposite’, to the destruction of the old and the emergence of the new.” According to
this conception, Lenin wrote, “it is to knowledge of the source of self-movement that
attention is chiefly directed”.*” Since it sees in the internal contradictoriness of all things
and phenomena the key to the comprehension of self-movement and development, the
dialectical conception of development does not require any supernatural source of mo-
tion. It rejects the intervention of “transcendental” forces in the life of nature, and there-
fore remains loyal to science.
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Contradiction Is Always Concrete

The above description of development as a struggle of opposite is, of course, very
general. It is applicable to every process of development and is therefore in itself inade-
quate for explaining any particular one, because there are no such things as opposites “in
general”; opposites are always concrete and definite.

Each thing or phenomenon contains innumerable interacting aspects. Moreover,
each phenomenon is connected with the things and processes that surround it. This is
why diverse external and internal contradictions can be found in all phenomena. In order
to understand the development of a phenomenon, one must find out which is the princi-
pal, determining contradiction in the given process, what concrete opposites interact
within it, what form their- “struggle” assumes, and what role in that “struggle” is played
by one aspect or another of the contradiction.

The contradictions inherent in a phenomenon are not immutable and eternal. Like
everything else in the world, they arise, develop and are finally resolved, causing a tran-
sition from the old qualitative state to a new one.

In all cases, when studying the process of development, it is essential to make a con-
crete analysis of the forms assumed by the struggling opposites and of the stages passed
through by the developing contradiction.

The higher the stage reached by matter in its development—from inorganic nature
through the organic world to human society— the more complex and ramified the proc-
ess of development becomes. In this process the struggle of such opposites as new and
old becomes more and more important, and the differentiation and antithesis of the
“revolutionary” and “conservative” aspects in the developing phenomenon become pro-
gressively sharper. Here too, of course, contradictions are not confined to the struggle of
new and old, but in the final count it is this struggle—in the course of which the new
overcomes the resistance of the old and asserts itself in life while the old, which has out-
lived its time, perishes—that determines the character of development.

The dialectical leaching of development focuses the investigator’s attention on a
concrete analysis of the opposing tendencies disclosed in each phenomenon and de-
mands active support for what is new, growing and progressive.

Antagonistic and Non-Antagonistic Contradictions

In relation to social life, it is important to distinguish between antagonistic and non-
antagonistic contradictions.

Contradictions between social groups or classes whose basic interests are irreconcil-
able are called antagonistic. Such are the contradictions between oppressors and op-
pressed, exploiters and exploited. In our time this applies above all to the contradictions
between the working class and the capitalists. These will not disappear until the capital-
ist class has been deprived either by peaceful or non-peaceful means of political power
and of the means of production, and thereby of the very possibility of exploiting work-
ing people. This can only take place through a socialist revolution.

In politics, in practical activities, it is very important to bear in mind the antagonistic
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nature of the basic class contradictions in an exploiting society. To deny it leads inevita-
bly to reformist mistakes. Opportunists and revisionists, for example, do not recognise
the antagonistic character of the contradictions between the bourgeoisie and the working
class, and because of this advocate the reconciliation of classes. But such a policy is
mistaken and harmful. It weakens the position of the working class and undermines the
struggle of the working people for emancipation.

Antagonistic contradictions are a historical phenomenon. They are engendered by an
exploiting society and exist as long as this society exists.

When the exploitation of man by man comes to an end, antagonistic contradictions
gradually disappear as well. But this does not mean that no contradictions of any kind
remain under socialism. “Antagonism and contradiction are by no means the same
thing,” Lenin wrote. “Under socialism the first will disappear and the second will re-
main.”*

Non-antagonistic contradictions will remain after the survivals of class distinctions
are removed. For contradictions arise in society not only between classes, but also be-
tween different aspects of social life, for instance between production and consumption,
between different sectors of the economy, between the requirements for development of
the productive forces and the existing forms of economic management, etc. That is why
there is nothing abnormal about the dialectical contradictions that arise in life.

True, contradictions often involve anxieties and difficulties in life, work and strug-
gle. Much energy has to be devoted to surmounting them. But there is no advance with-
out contradictions, without the struggle to resolve them.

The principal place among social contradictions is held by the contradictions be-
tween the forces that fight for the new and those that defend the old. It is evident that
there can be no development without the birth of the new and without its assertion in
life, without struggle for the new. The coming into being of some phenomena and the
obsolescence of others, contradictions and conflicts between them, and the triumph of
the new over the old, are objective, regular features of social development.

In the struggle to resolve contradictions, people tear down outmoded institutions and
relations, overcome inertia and routine and rise to face new, more complex problems
and attain more perfect forms of social life.

What are the concrete contradictions occurring under socialism? “They are, in the
main,” N. S. Khrushchov points out, “contradictions and difficulties connected with the
rapid progress of socialist economy, with the growth of the material and cultural re-
quirements of the people, contradictions between the old and the new, between the ad-
vanced and the backward.”**

The contradictions of socialist society are overcome by the working people under
the leadership of the Marxist-Leninist Party through the rapid and continuous develop-
ment of its material and technical resources and the further development of the eco-
nomic system, and through improving administrative forms and promoting the socialist
consciousness of the working people. The resolution of these contradictions leads to the
further consolidation of the socialist system and advances society towards communism.
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Bourgeois Ideologists Distort Dialectics

In their efforts to refute materialist dialectics, many opponents of Marxism attack
primarily the dialectical theory of contradictions. Most often they maintain that contra-
dictions are always the result of logical inconsistency in thinking and that there cannot
be any contradictions in reality itself.

This “criticism” of the dialectical law of the unity and struggle of opposites is alto-
gether baseless. In speaking of “contradictions”, materialist dialectics is concerned pri-
marily with the contradictions existing in objective reality. These, of course, must be
distinguished from contradictions that arise from inconsistent thinking and confused
ideas.

Contradictions due to incorrect thinking should not be confused with the objective
contradictions existing in objective things. Although the word “contradiction” is the
same in both cases, it means different things.

The opponents of Marxism resort to yet another method of combating materialist
dialectics.

One of the most reactionary trends of idealist philosophy—neo-Hegelianism—
became widespread in a number of capitalist countries after the First World War and has
not lost influence to this day. Its followers distorted Hegel’s idealist dialectics, threw
aside everything that was really valuable in it and tried to use it in combating Marxist
philosophy for a sophistical justification of anti-scientific and politically reactionary
ideas.

In particular, some neo-Hegelians began to assert that the nature of life is such that it
is inevitably marked by antagonisms, acute conflicts and tragic clashes, and that owing
to the “tragic dialectics” of human life people will never be able to surmount the eternal
contradictions that afflict society, that they will never be able to build their life on a ra-
tional and just foundation.

These philosophers declare that the effort of the workers to replace the capitalist sys-
tem with its contradictions by a socialist system pursues the unrealisable aim of putting
an end to the dialectical development of society.

By interpreting contradictions in this way these bourgeois philosophers seek to per-
petuate capitalism and at the same time to discredit the working-class struggle for com-
munism.

Every concrete form of contradictions, including social contradictions, is indeed re-
solved in the long run. The triumph of socialism in the U.S.S.R. and other countries
proves conclusively that the contradictions inherent in capitalism are not eternal, just as
capitalism itself is not eternal, and that these contradictions can be overcome.

4. Dialectical Development from the Lower to the Higher

The material world exists eternally. But this eternal life of matter is made up of a
constant change of its various forms. They come into being, exist and disappear, being

" Sophistry is the art of substantiating an untrue proposition by fallacious reasoning.
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replaced by other forms.

Stars come into being and perish in the infinite expanse of the universe. Geological
epochs succeed one another in the history of the earth. Species of plants and animals
come into being and disappear in a countless succession of new-born and dying genera-
tions. Forms of social life are not eternal either. They arise, develop, strengthen, later
grow old and are replaced by others. Thus, before our eyes capitalism is being replaced
by the socialist system of society.

It is in the continual birth of new forms, the incessant replacement of obsolete forms
by new ones, that the eternal motion and development of matter is manifested.

Dialectical Negation

In elaborating his idealist dialectics, Hegel introduced the concept of “negation”. He
asserted that in the logical development of the absolute idea one category “negates” an-
other, although preserving all that was valuable in it. By negation Marxist dialectics un-
derstand the law-governed replacement in the process of development of an old quality
by a new one, which arises out of the old one. Often this replacement of an old quality
by a new one in the process of development takes the form of the transformation of a
thing into its opposite.

Marx wrote that “no development that does not negate its previous forms of exis-
tence can occur in any sphere”.”” The negation of a old quality by a new one in the proc-
ess of development is the natural result of the operation of the law of the unity and
struggle of opposites. For a struggle of mutually exclusive aspects and tendencies occurs
in each object, phenomenon or process, and this struggle leads ultimately to the “nega-
tion” of the old and the appearance of the new. But development does not cease when
one phenomenon is “negated” by another that comes to replace it. The new phenomenon
that has come into being contains new contradictions. At first these may be unnotice-
able, but in the course of time they are bound to show themselves. The “struggle of op-
posites” then begins on a new basis and in the long run leads inevitably to a new “nega-
tion”. As a whole, the objective world is eternal and infinite, but all the things that com-
prise it are limited in space and time, transient and subject to “negation”. No “negation”
is the last. Development continues and every successive “negation” is itself, in turn,
“negated”.

Materialist dialectics does not concern itself with every kind of negation, but with
dialectical “negation”, that is, with negation which involves the further development of a
thing, object or phenomenon.

Such “negation” must be distinguished from mechanical “negation”, in which the
object “negated” is destroyed as a result of outside intervention. If we crush an insect or
grind a grain of wheat; that will be mechanical “negation”. It may not be purposeless in
itself (in this case, the destruction of harmful insects and the conversion of wheat into
flour), but it terminates the development of the object.

“Negation in dialectics,” Engels says, “does not mean simply saying no, or declaring
that something does not exist, or destroying it in any way one likes.”*
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Continuity in Development

Dialectical “negation” presupposes not only the destruction of the old, but also the
preservation of the viable elements of former stages of development; it presupposes a
certain connection between the outgoing old and the new that is coming to replace it.

When the socialist social system is built upon the ruins of capitalist society, the “ne-
gation” of capitalism does not imply complete destruction of everything created by
mankind under capitalism. The productive forces and the valuable achievements of sci-
ence and culture are preserved and continue to develop. Far from being destroyed by the
proletarian revolution, everything of value that was created by capitalism serves as a
basis for further progress, for the building of socialism.

Speaking against people who denied the importance for socialism of the old culture
created under the bourgeois system, Lenin said that a new, socialist culture could not be
created out of nothing, that “it is not something that has sprung nobody knows whence,”
and that it “must be the result of a natural development of the stores of knowledge which
mankind has accumulated under the yoke of capitalist society.”’

Nihilism, empty negation, failure to see the successive connection that exists be-
tween the new and the old and the need carefully to preserve the positive content ac-
quired in the preceding stages of development, are not only theoretically wrong, but lead
to gross errors in practice.

'It is not negation for the sake of negation, not blank negation, not sceptical nega-
tion,” Lenin wrote, “that is typical and essential in dialectics, which unquestionably con-
tains an element of negation and, what is more, as its most important element. No, it is
negation as a factor of connection, as a factor of development, with a retention of the
positive.”*®

“Negation” by a new quality of the old quality is a universal law of reality. As to
how “negation” occurs concretely, what forms it assumes, and what character, these are
extremely diverse and depend on the nature of the object negated, the character of its
contradictions, and also on the conditions in which the object develops. Thus, for exam-
ple, in the development of unicellular organisms which multiply by division into two
new organisms, ‘“negation” proceeds differently from negation in the development of
multicellular organisms, which die upon giving birth to new organisms. The inorganic
world, as well as the history of human society at different stages of its development, also
furnish distinct forms of “negation”.

The Progressive Nature of Development

Since only what has become obsolete is “negated” in the process of development,
while all that is sound and viable is preserved, development is a progressive movement,
an ascent from lower stages to higher stages, from the simple to the complex. In other
words, development is progress.

Often, something like the return to stages previously passed through occurs during
this development, when certain features of outlived and replaced forms are repeated, as
it were, in the new forms. Engels illustrates this proposition with a widely known exam-
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ple. “Let us,” he writes in Anti-Diihring, “take a grain of barley. Billions of such grains
of barley are milled, boiled and brewed and then consumed. But if such a grain of barley
meets with conditions which are normal for it, if it falls on suitable soil, then under the
influence of heat and moisture it undergoes a specific change, it germinates; the grain as
such ceases to exist, it is negated, and in its place appears the plant which has arisen
from it, the negation of the grain. But what is the normal life-process of this plant? It
grows, flowers, is fertilised and finally once more produces grains of barley, and as soon
as these have ripened the stalk dies, is in its turn negated. As a result of this negation of
the negation we have once again the original grain of barley, but not as a single unit, but
ten-, twenty- or thirtyfold.”*

True, strains of cereals change slowly and, as a rule, the grain of a new harvest dif-
fers but little from the sown seed. However, it is possible to create conditions of devel-
opment in which change occurs much more rapidly and the result of the “negation of the
negation” will differ qualitatively from the point of departure and will, for instance, con-
stitute a new plant variety.

Processes in which a return to the old seems to occur may be observed in the history
of society, as well as in the field of cognition.

For example, the primitive-communal tribal system, in which there was no exploita-
tion, was replaced in the course of history by an exploiting society (slave, feudal, or
capitalist). With the transition to socialism, however, the exploitation of man by man is
abolished, and in this respect socialist society resembles primitive communal society.
But this resemblance conceals a vast, fundamental difference, conceals the history of the
progressive development of society through many thousands of years.

Thus, social development did not proceed in a circular course, nor a straight line, but
a spiral. It reproduced some features of the past, but it reproduced them at an immeas-
urably higher level. Lenin described this essential feature of the dialectical conception of
development as follows: “A development that seemingly repeats the stages already
passed, but repeats them otherwise, on a higher basis (‘negation of negation’), a devel-
opment, so to speak, in spirals, not in a straight line.”*

In the process of development, deviations from the progressive line can and do hap-
pen. There may be zigzags, or regression, and there may be periods of temporary stagna-
tion. Yet history demonstrates that in the long run progressive movement overcomes all
these temporary deviations and obstacles, and makes headway. Any natural or social
form now in existence has a long history that recedes far into the past and represents the
result of a long process of development, of progressive movement from the simple to the
complex, of ascent from the lower to the higher.

The solar system materialised out of cosmic dust. Modern plants and animal organ-
isms developed out of initially extremely simple organisms. Society has travelled a long
way from the primitive tribe to the contemporary forms of social life. Technology has
unceasingly progressed from the original primitive tools to the most complex mecha-
nisms of our time. From the conjectures of the ancient philosophers, which were blended
with fantasy, human knowledge has arrived at the present complex and ramified system
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of the sciences embracing all spheres of reality.

By tracing this progressive development of nature, society and human thought, ma-
terialist dialectics gives people a scientifically-based historical optimism, helping them
in their struggle for new, higher forms of life and social organisation.

5. Dialectics as a Method of Cognition and Transformation of the World

By revealing the most general laws of development of nature, society and human
thought, materialist dialectics provides us with a scientific method of cognition and of
practical transformation of the real world on the basis of this cognition.

Importance of Dialectics for Science and Practice

Owing to their universal character, the laws of dialectics are of methodological im-
portance and serve as pointers for research—a guide along the road of cognition.

Indeed, if everything in the world takes place according to the laws of dialectics,
every phenomenon must be approached from the dialectical standpoint to be understood.
Knowing how development occurs enables us to know how developing reality should be
studied and what to do to change it. Herein lies the tremendous importance of dialectics
for science and the practical remodelling of the world.

Materialist dialectics cannot, of course, take the place of the separate sciences and
solve their specific questions and tasks. But every scientific theory is a reflection of the
objective world, an elucidation and generalisation of the facts of experience, and pre-
supposes use of general concepts, the art of using which is taught by dialectics. True,
even a scientist who knows nothing of dialectics may, by following the logic of the fac-
tual material which he studies, arrive at valid conclusions. However, a conscious appli-
cation of the dialectical method is of invaluable assistance to the scientist and facilitates
his task.

The propositions and laws of materialist dialectics are not derived from the data of
any single science, but are a generalisation of the entire history of cognition of the
world. Knowledge of dialectics enables the scientist, when dealing with problems of his
own science, to stand at the highest level of scientific methodology and the scientific
world outlook, and to conduct his concrete research with the aid of the generalised ex-
perience of all the sciences, all social practice.

Dialectics sharpens our vision when focussed on the study of facts and the laws of
reality. It equips the mind of the scientist, politician, technician, educationalist and artist
with insight, and gives them the flexibility and receptiveness in relation to new phenom-
ena that are as necessary to them as the air they breathe. It purges the mind of dogma,
prejudice, preconceived notions and false “eternal truths"', which entrammel thought and
retard scientific development. It teaches us to keep in touch with life and not to be
bogged down in the past, it teaches to perceive the new and always to go forward.

Dialectics expresses the very spirit of scientific research, constant dissatisfaction
with the knowledge achieved, and continuous concern and an undying urge for truth, for
an increasingly profound cognition of reality.
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Dialectics excludes all subjectivism, narrowness and one-sidedness. It develops a
broad view of the world and encourages an all-embracing approach to phenomena under
study. It calls for an objective, all-round view of things, in their motion and develop-
ment, in their connections and intermediations, and in their mutual transitions. It teaches
the student to see the internal along with the external, to take account not only of the
content but also of the form of a phenomenon, not to stop at a superficial description of
phenomena, but to probe farther, deeper, into their substance, and yet to bear in mind
that the external aspect is also essential and should not be neglected. Dialectics draws
attention to the opposite tendencies in each developing phenomenon. It sees what is sta-
ble in what is changing, and it discerns the germ of coming changes in what seems to be
unshakable.

Dialectics, Lenin wrote, is “"/iving, many-sided knowledge (with the number of
sides eternally increasing) with an infinite number of shadings of every sort of approach
and approximation to reality.”*'

The study of dialectics and its application in practice is a powerful educational
means. Dialectics develops a distinct pattern of thought and a special style in practice
which are hostile to subjectivism, stagnation and dogmatism and are responsive to what
is new, growing and progressive.

Dialectics is the true soul of Marxism. The study of materialist dialectics is of great
help not only to the scientist and political leader, but to every one who wants to have a
thorough grasp of the developments taking place around him and to participate con-
sciously in social life.

Impelled by the very development of science and social life, progressive scientists
are increasingly abandoning their prejudice against dialectics and are beginning to un-
derstand its tremendous importance for science and life.

The Creative Application of Dialectics

It is by no means easy to apply dialectics correctly to science and practical activities.
Dialectics is not a handbook with cut-and-dried answers to questions of science and
practice. It is a living flexible guide to action, sensitive to life and its trends.

The laws and propositions of dialectics should not be regarded as a pattern into
which all facts of reality can be arbitrarily ‘fitted”. That is a fallacious, scholastic and
dogmatic conception.

The laws of dialectics are universal. They apply to the development of all things and
phenomena. Yet it should be borne in mind that they operate differently in different
spheres of the material world, in qualitatively different processes. They manifest them-
selves in one form in the organic world, and in another in the inorganic world. Their na-
ture in the development of society is different from that in the evolution of the species.
They operate in one way in the life of socialist society and differently in the life of capi-
talist society.

In order to apply dialectics in the process of cognition and in practical activities,
mastery of the principles of dialectics is not enough; a profound knowledge of concrete
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facts and circumstances is required. Only after a most careful and thorough study of
each concrete situation can it be discovered how and in what form dialectical laws oper-
ate in a particular case, how the situation should be appraised, and what the line of ac-
tion should be if we wish to succeed. That is why dialectics has always to be used crea-
tively.

This is made easier by the splendid examples of the use of the method of materialist
dialectics to be found in the works of the founders of Marxism-Leninism, Marx, Engels
and Lenin, and in the decisions and activities of the Communist Party of the Soviet Un-
ion and the other Communist and Workers’ Parties.

One of the important reasons for the great victories won by the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union and other Marxist parties lies in the fact that in their policy, in all their
activities, Marxist parties are guided by the method of materialist dialectics and develop
that method creatively. Deviation from dialectical materialism, neglect of its laws and
propositions, lead in the final count to failures both in theoretical analysis and practical
activity. The Declaration of the Meeting of Representatives of the Communist and
Workers' Parties of the Socialist Countries, held in Moscow, November 14-16, 1957,
says rightly:

“Should the Marxist political party in its examination of questions base itself not on
dialectics and materialism, the result will be one-sidedness and subjectivism, stagnation
of human thought, isolation from life and loss of ability to make the necessary analysis
of things and phenomena, revisionist and dogmatist mistakes and mistakes in policy.”**

Dialectics is not only a method of studying reality. It is a method of revolutionary
change of reality. It emphasises the importance of an active, effective approach to the
world that surrounds us. It is in practice—in work, labour, the class struggle and the
building of communism—that the propositions, the laws of materialist dialectics, are
tested. Practice yields a wealth of material for the further development of dialectics, for
the further elucidation of its propositions, for a fuller and deeper study of its laws. This
is why the creative application of Marxist dialectics consists, first and foremost, in its
use as an instrument of practical activity, a means of transforming life.
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CHAPTER 3
THE THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

Man’s cognition of the surrounding world has a long history. It is a gradual move-
ment from ignorance to knowledge, from incomplete and imperfect knowledge to in-
creasingly full and profound knowledge. The special features and laws of this process
are revealed by the Marxist theory of knowledge.

To understand the laws of cognition it has to be viewed in its development, in its
coming into being and in the struggle of its internally contradictory tendencies. Like all
processes of development, cognition is governed by the universal laws revealed by ma-
terialist dialectics. Dialectics, Lenin wrote, is the Marxist theory of cognition. The Marx-
ist theory of knowledge is distinguished by its dialectical approach to the problems of
cognition from all the theories developed by pre-Marxian materialists.

1. Practice Is the Basis and Purpose of Cognition

Cognition of the surrounding world—the investigation of distant galaxies and of
minute particles of matter, the study of the origin of life on earth and of the history of
ancient cultures, the solution of complex mathematical problems and the analysis of
cosmic radiation, etc., etc.—all this is a most fascinating occupation, which is a source
of great satisfaction to the research worker and often his whole purpose in life. But peo-
ple do not engage in science simply for pleasure. Knowledge furnishes man with tre-
mendous power in his daily labour and struggle with nature, and also in his social activi-
ties, i.e., in all the practical affairs on which the existence of each individual and of soci-
ety as a whole depends.

Idealist philosophers often tried to counterpose cognition to practical activity, to
separate it from practice. They proceeded either from the view that cognition was the
fruit of the human spirit’s eternal urge for truth and did not depend upon practice, or that
practical action was not connected with cognition of the world, that man’s intellect was
designed only to master things and to act successfully, while genuine cognition of the
world was either totally impossible (Friedrich Nietzsche and others) or possible only
through supersensory intuition * (Henri Bergson).

Both these views distort the true relation of cognition and action, theory and prac-
tice.

The history of the rise and development of the sciences demonstrates convincingly
that science and cognition arise in general from the requirements of practice, and that
practice is a necessary condition and basis for cognition.

In his practical activities man enters into immediate intercourse with the surrounding
world. By being acted on and changed, things and objects reveal to man their previously
unknown properties. To use a thing is at the same time to cognise it. The possibilities of

* Intuition in idealist philosophy denotes “immediate” supersensory perception of “truths”
without the help of scientific experience or reasoning.
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cognition become much broader when practice is richer and more varied.

All sciences, including the most abstract, came into being in response to the re-
quirements of man’s practical life. Geometry, as the name itself suggests, was originally
connected with the measurement of land; astronomy with navigation, the calculation of
agricultural cycles and the compilation of calendars; and mechanics with the art of
building and fortification, etc.

It is not just in the distant past that we observe the dependence of cognition on prac-
tice. Natural science began to advance rapidly when, with the emergence of capitalism,
industry began to develop by leaps and bounds. At the present time, too, science is in-
separably connected with practical life. This connection has become more complex and
indirect as far as its abstract theoretical branches are concerned, but practice remains, as
it always has been, the fundamental basis of cognition, its principal stimulus and motive
force.

One of the most serious defects of all pre-Marxian materialism was precisely the in-
ability to grasp the connection between cognition and practice. Materialist philosophers,
it is true, frequently spoke of the importance of scientific knowledge for man’s life. In
the seventeenth century, for example, the materialist progenitor of modern philosophy,
Francis Bacon, declared that mastery over nature for the improvement of man’s life was
the most important purpose of science. But although the older materialists guessed the
importance of knowledge for practice, they did not understand the importance of prac-
tice for cognition. The old, pre-Marxian materialism was contemplative. It viewed cog-
nition as the purely theoretical activity of the scientist, who observed nature and re-
flected upon it.

They did not see the connection of cognition with either the social and political or
the productive activities of the mass of the people. Moreover, they thought it natural and
inevitable that the acquirement of knowledge should be the privilege of the few, while
“low”, practical activities and physical labour were the lot of the ignorant majority.

Marx and Engels alone, being free from the prejudices characteristic of the theorists
of the exploiting classes, grasped the decisive part played by man's practical activities in
the process of cognition. They drew the conclusion that man’s daily practical activities
in production, which created the material basis of social existence, were also of great
theoretical significance for cognition. They established, as Lenin pointed out, that “the
standpoint of life, of practice, should be first and fundamental in the theory of knowl-
edge.””

In contrast to pre-Marxian materialism, Marxism includes practice in the theory of
knowledge, viewing practice as the basis and purpose of the cognitive process and as the
criterion of the trustworthiness of knowledge.

By introducing the standpoint of life, of practice, into the theory of knowledge,
Marxism directly connects cognition with industry and agriculture, with the research
laboratory and the social activities of the masses. Marxism regards theory as the elucida-
tion and generalisation of man’s practical experience, and not as something differing in
principle from practice.
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Practice and theory are opposites, just as man's material and mental activities are
opposites. But these opposites penetrate each other and form a unity of two inseparably
connected and interacting aspects of social life.

The Unity of Theory and Practice

Practice not only poses tasks for theory to solve, directing the scientist’s attention to
the study of aspects, processes and phenomena of the objective world that are important
for society. It also creates the material means for their cognition. Practice, in this case
primarily industry, furnishes science with instruments and apparatus, and enables the
scientist to make experiments involving very complex equipment.

Material production enables man to amplify his sense organs, to multiply their cog-
nitive possibilities to a tremendous degree. The microscope magnifies the image of ob-
jects a hundred- and a thousandfold, and the electron microscope even many thousand-
fold, enabling scientists to see and photograph minute particles of matter invisible to the
naked eye. By means of the telescope man is able to perceive the light of stars hundreds
of millions of light-years distant from the earth, and modern radio devices enable him to
receive signals and scientific information from sputniks and space rockets hundreds of
thousands of kilometres away.

Is modern science conceivable without the proton synchrotron which generates bil-
lions of electron volts in microparticles, or without atomic reactors, powerful telescopes,
and electronic computers capable of tens of thousands of calculations per second? Of
course not.

But science, too, engendered as it is by practical requirements, exerts a most power-
ful and ever increasing reciprocal influence on practice. The tremendous technical suc-
cesses and great development of the productive forces in the twentieth century were pos-
sible solely through the broad and all-embracing application of scientific discoveries in
industry, agriculture, transport and communications, and through the embodiment of
laws and formulas in machines and devices, and in technological processes.

With knowledge of the laws of nature, the human mind directs man’s material pro-
ductive activities and is becoming a force capable of reshaping his environment. Lenin
said in this connection that “man’s consciousness does not only reflect the objective
world, but also creates it.”**

Thus, the connection and interaction of theory and practice, of science and produc-
tion, with the accent on practice, is a necessary condition for society’s material and
technical progress.

Social and political life is also the scene of the constant interaction of theory and
practice. Here, too, theory arises in response to the requirements of social life, and of the
class struggle, and, in its turn, influences the social process. True, a genuine social sci-
ence was first developed by Marx. But even pre-Marxian progressive social theories,
containing at least some elements of scientific knowledge, played a most progressive
part, helped the progressive forces of society to apprehend their immediate practical
aims and problems, and supported and inspired these forces in their struggle against re-

82



action and outdated institutions.

The importance of theory for social life and the relations between people grew im-
measurably after Marx and Engels had developed the scientific materialist conception of
society.

The victory of the socialist revolution and the immense achievements of the
U.S.S.R. and other countries of the socialist camp would not have been possible if the
Communist Parties had not been guided in all their undertakings by the theory of Marx-
ism-Leninism, the principle of the unity of theory and practice.

Theory serves the practice of the working-class struggle, and practice takes its bear-
ings from theory. Otherwise, theory and practice both suffer. Divorced from practice,
theory is barren. Unguided by theory, practice is doomed to grope in the dark.

Under socialism the development of theory and the achievements of practice go
hand in hand. The practice of socialist and communist construction in the countries of
the socialist camp is guided by the Marxist-Leninist theory, while theory is enriched by
the practice of the mass of the people who are building a new society. "‘Every practical
question of the building of socialism,” N. S. Khrushchov says, “is at the same time also
a theoretical question, directly related to the creative development of Marxism-
Leninism. The one cannot be separated from the other.”*’

The fact that Marxism recognises practice as the ultimate purpose of scientific cog-
nition does not mean in the least that it belittles theory, and has nothing in common with
a narrow practicalism. The demand that science and life should be connected is directed
against the isolation of science from practical tasks, against turning theory into barren
mental exercise. But it does not mean loss of perspective and the limitation of the tasks
of theoretical research to serving merely immediate practical needs. Far-reaching "“pro-
spective” theoretical research, which discovers new connections and laws of reality and
creates theoretical “reserves” for subsequent scientific and technical progress is indis-
pensable for the continuous growth of science and technology. Marxism does not toler-
ate any attempts to distort scientific truth to suit the requirements of the moment.

The Marxist demand for partisanship is directed against violations of objectivity in
research, against distortion of facts, whatever they might be. Both in the period of its
struggle for emancipation from capitalist exploitation and during socialist and commu-
nist construction, the working class is vitally interested in genuine knowledge, including
knowledge of the laws of social development, because they are the laws of its inevitable
final victory.

The bourgeoisie has long since lost interest in impartial scientific research, particu-
larly in the sphere of social science. Its principal concern in that sphere is to refute
Marxism and find arguments in favour of the capitalist system.

Even in the natural sciences the bourgeoisie is not so much interested in genuine
knowledge as in the immediate benefits to be derived from it. Its approach to science is
purely utilitarian. This, of course, refers to the bourgeoisie as a class, and not to honest,
incorruptible scientists living in bourgeois society.

In socialist society, scientific research knows no impediments. The understanding
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that cognition of the world is not the private affair of individual scientists, but a matter
of the utmost social significance, inspires all honest men of science to serve truth with
loyalty and self-devotion.

2. Knowledge Is the Reflection of the Objective World

The Marxist theory of knowledge is a theory of reflection. This means that it regards
cognition as the reflection of objective reality in the human mind. Opponents of dialecti-
cal materialism usually object to this conception of knowledge. They assert, for exam-
ple, that it is meaningless to speak of reflection of the laws of nature, which are invisi-
ble, and that there is no reality of which mathematical formulas and logical categories
(e.g., “essence”), and ethical concepts (e.g., “justice”, “nobility”), could be the reflec-
tion. However, these and similar objections are based on a very primitive and crude con-
ception of reflection.

By defining knowledge as reflection, dialectical materialism implies that knowledge,
being the reproduction of reality in man’s consciousness, can be nothing but a reflection
of the objective world. It is not the things themselves, or their properties and relations,
that exist in man’s consciousness, but mental images or reflections of them, which con-
vey more or less accurately the characteristics of the objects cognised and are, in this
sense, similar to them. And conversely, it is not formulae and concepts that exist in the
material world of reality but objective things and relations which are reflected by these
concepts and formulae.

The materialist theory of reflection makes a distinction between consciousness and
matter, between cognition and its object. Yet it does not counterpose consciousness to
matter in an absolute sense, since it is objective reality that is reflected in man’s con-
sciousness, and since consciousness itself is a property of matter.

Recognition that mind is a property of highly organised matter, the brain, involves
the conclusion that there is not, and cannot be, any fundamental, impassable border-line
between thought and the material world.

Spiritual, mental phenomena can, of course, be the object of cognition, as well as
material things. However, this does not by any means alter the nature of cognition, since
such phenomena are in themselves a reflection of the objective reality outside man’s
consciousness.

Furthermore, man's cognitive faculties are not a mysterious gift divinely bestowed,
but the result of a prolonged development that took place in the process of cognition, or
reflection of the material world, on the basis of practical activity. In the course of this
process the sense organs developed and thinking improved.

Such are the basic principles of Marxist philosophy in the problem of knowledge. Its
starting-point is man’s ability to cognise and reflect the world around him, and it opens
boundless horizons for the progress of human knowledge.

Against Agnosticism

Many philosophers of the idealist camp, and even some scientists under their influ-

84



ence, oppose the materialist teaching that the world is cognisable.

They uphold the standpoint of agnosticism (“a” is the Greek for “no”, and “gnosis”
is knowledge). An agnostic does not always say that we cannot know anything. Often he
“merely” suggests that there are problems insoluble in principle, that there are spheres of
reality which will remain out of the reach of cognition in principle, no matter how much
science and technology may progress and the human intellect may improve.

The Scottish eighteenth-century agnostic, David Hume, for example, claimed that
only sense-perceptions were within our reach and that the purpose of science was merely
to arrange and systematise them. In his opinion, we can know nothing of what is behind
our sense-perceptions and of what causes them. He declared therefore that the funda-
mental question of philosophy is insoluble. He said that we could not tell what the world
was based on—whether matter or spirit, consciousness. We do not know, and shall never
know, because we are unable to go beyond the circle of our sense-perceptions.

Immanuel Kant, his German contemporary, did not deny that our sense-perceptions
were caused by things existing independently of man and his cognition. He claimed,
however, that these things (he called them “things-in-themselves”) were in principle in-
accessible to cognition.

Agnosticism is very closely related to the religious doctrine that the “ways of God
are unfathomable”, that human reason is fallible and that man requires a different, non-
scientific path to truth. Kant himself confessed that he had had to “give up knowledge,
in order to make room for faith”. Agnostic philosophers are always allies of the Church,
even in those cases when they themselves do not believe in God. The reason is that ag-
nosticism, which puts forward the false notion that the world is unknowable, undermines
science and reinforces theology, and inclines man to blind faith, inducing him to trust
religious doctrines.

Agnosticism in all its forms is refuted by the facts of life. The history of science
shows how man advanced, slowly at first and then more and more rapidly, from igno-
rance to knowledge, and how nature gradually revealed to him its seemingly incompre-
hensible secrets.

Five hundred years ago people still thought that the earth was the centre of the finite
world and that the stars were attached to a celestial firmament resembling a spherical
glass vault. The great thinkers of the Renaissance—Copernicus, Bruno and Galileo—
overthrew these false notions, shattered the glass dome of the cosmos and extended it to
infinity. But even a hundred years ago the composition and structure of celestial bodies
appeared to some people bound to remain for ever an insoluble riddle. The positivist,
Auguste Comte, asserted categorically that mankind would never learn what the stars
consisted of. But only two years after his death, in 1859, the method of spectral analysis
laid the basis for investigations of the chemical composition of celestial bodies. At the
beginning of the twentieth century, astronomy was still incapable of going beyond the
limits of our galaxy, the Milky Way, whereas modern means of research have now re-
vealed millions of other stellar systems and have given man an idea of the structure of
the universe over distances that defy the imagination.
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Man penetrates not only into the boundless expanses of outer space. He penetrates
deep into the microcosm, getting closer and closer to solving the riddle of the origin of
life. Everywhere, in all spheres of science, we find evidence of the boundless power of
scientific cognition.

But the most convincing refutation of agnosticism is practice, human activity, pro-
duction. Engels says that as soon as we can cause or produce some phenomenon in ac-
cordance with our notion of it, making it, moreover, serve our purpose, we can be sure
that within certain limits our notion of the phenomenon constitutes real and trustworthy
knowledge.*®

Beginning with laboratory experiments and theoretical calculations, physicists
learned not only to produce a chain reaction of disintegration in uranium atoms, but also
to control this reaction in atomic piles. Production of atomic energy in industrial reactors
proved the correctness of the propositions of theoretical physics that were the starting-
point of the scientists’ work, and demonstrated that we have a true knowledge of some
of the laws of intranuclear processes.

Tsiolkovsky’s hypothesis made on theoretical grounds of the possibility of using jet
engines and rockets for space travel has, before our very eyes, given a start to space
navigation. The development of jet aviation, artificial earth satellites and spaceships has
shown that the views of Tsiolkovsky and his successors were correct and their calcula-
tions well founded.

Modern technology and industry offer an endless number of proofs of the power of
knowledge.

3. The Theory of Truth

The problem of truth is the central problem of the theory of knowledge and the most
important question of every science. If a scientific theory does not furnish true knowl-
edge, it is not worth a brass farthing.

The question of truth arises whenever we are concerned with the relation of our
knowledge to objective reality. Since the objective world exists independently of con-
sciousness, it is clear that in the process of cognition our notions, ideas and theories
should correspond to reality. Facts cannot be adjusted to suit our notions about them. On
the contrary, our notions must be made to agree with the objective facts. Those who act
differently are bound to succumb to empty subjectivism, to lose their sense of reality, to
make the wish father to the thought, and ultimately fail in their practical activities.

If our sensations, perceptions, notions, concepts and theories correspond to objective
reality, if they reflect it faithfully, we say that they are true, while true statements,
judgements or theories are called the truth.

It is often said that the aim of cognition is to find the truth, to discover the truth, etc.
It stands to reason that this must not be taken to mean that truth exists of itself and that
man stumbles upon it, or finds it. It only means that cognition aims at attaining true
knowledge. This should be borne in mind, because some idealist philosophers claim that
truths as such have an independent existence and that, under certain conditions, man can
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contemplate and describe them. In reality, the notion of “truth” applies solely to human
knowledge, ideas, theories, concepts, etc. What exists in the objective world is not
truths, but the things, phenomena, relations, processes, etc., that are reflected in man’s
true notions and ideas.

Objective Truth

Although truth arises in the process of human cognition, the properties and relations
of things reflected in it do not depend upon man. This is why we say that truth is objec-
tive.

Consequently, by objective truth we mean human knowledge that correctly reflects
the objective world, its laws and properties, and in this sense, as Lenin said, it “does not
depend on a subject, ... does not depend either on a human being, or on humanity....”"’
Man has no power over truth. He can change the world around him. He can change the
conditions of his life. But he cannot change the truth as he thinks fit, because it reflects
that which exists objectively.

Every truth is objective truth. It must be distinguished from subjective opinion
which does not correspond to reality, from an invention, or an illusion. Not all the things
which people considered, or consider, true are really true. For example, it was thought
for a long time that the sun revolved round the earth. But this was an erroneous view. On
the other hand, the teaching of modern astronomy that the sun is the centre of our system
around which the planets, including the earth, revolve within their orbits, is an objec-
tively true teaching. Why? Because it reflects reality correctly. Because it reflects the
actual character of the solar system, which is independent of man.

The Process of Cognition

Reflection of the objective world in man’s consciousness should not be understood
metaphysically as a single act. Cognition is a process with many aspects and comprises
distinct, though interconnected stages. Describing it, Lenin wrote:

“From live contemplation to abstract thinking and from that to practice—such is the
dialectical process of cognising the truth, of cognising objective reality.”**

As we have already said, knowledge is acquired by man not so much through a pas-
sive perception of his environment, as in the process of active practical relations to
things. It is practice, which connects man directly with the outer world, that gives rise to
various sensations, constituting the point of departure in the cognitive activity of the in-
dividual and in the history of human cognition generally. To sum up, the first stage of
cognition consists of sensations.

Sensations Are Images of Things and of Their Properties

Since, in the final analysis, all knowledge proceeds from sensations, the question of
its truth depends primarily on whether or not our sensations are truthful and whether
they can faithfully reflect material things and their properties. The Marxist theory of
knowledge, based as it is upon the fundamental principles of dialectical materialism,
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answers that question in the affirmative. There is an objectively true content in every act
of human cognition, beginning with sensation. Man’s sensations, like his perceptions
and notions, are reflections or images of things and their properties.

There are, however, philosophers and natural scientists who deny this.

In the middle of the nineteenth century the well-known German physiologist, Jo-
hann Miiller, while investigating the mechanism of our sense organs, showed that, for
example, the sensation of light could be caused not only by the light rays, but also by
excitation of the visual nerve by an electric current, mechanical irritants, etc. On this
basis, Miiller drew the mistaken conclusion that our sensations conveyed no more than
the state of the corresponding sense organs and told us nothing about things and their
properties outside us. Miiller’s doctrine became known as “physiological idealism”.

Another prominent German nineteenth-century scientist, Hermann Helmbholtz, also
expressed mistrust of the perceptions of the sense organs.

Those who share the viewpoint of these scientists consider that sensations are not
images but merely conventional signs, symbols, hieroglyphics, which denote a phe-
nomenon, which point to it, but do not reflect its objective nature. This point of view
turns sensations into an insuperable barrier that shuts man off from the outer world,
rather than a bridge that connects him with it. From this point of view cognition of
things is impossible. What is more, this agnostic viewpoint is liable to lead to a denial of
the objective existence of things, inasmuch as objective reality by no means necessarily
corresponds to the conventional sign, or symbol. In the history of philosophy the road to
subjective idealism lay through just this denial that sensations are the reflection of the
objective properties of things. But this denial contradicts the experience of mankind and
the facts of science.

A study of the evolution of the animal world shows that the sense organs of animals,
and later those of man, developed and improved in the process of the interaction of the
body and its environment. In the course of long evolution the sense organs became
adapted to the external world in such a way as to be a good guide to surrounding condi-
tions. Lenin wrote that “man could never have adapted himself biologically to the envi-
ronment if his sensations had not given him an objectively correct presentation of that
environment.”* If sensations did not give us a more or less true knowledge of things and
their properties, thinking could not be true either, because it springs from sensations and
is based upon them. Then there would be no true knowledge at all, man would be in a
world of phantoms and illusions, and his life would be impossible.

There is, of course, also a subjective element in sensations, because they are linked
with the activities of the sense organs and man’s nervous system, with his mind. No im-
age can be identical with the thing it reflects. It always conveys its features more or less
approximately and incompletely. But sensations are not merely subjective states of the
human mind. “Sensation is a subjective image of the objective world” (Lenin).”’

Hence, sensations contain objective truth. Such is the only scientific, materialist
point of view. “To be a materialist,” Lenin emphasised, “is to acknowledge objective
truth, which is revealed to us by our sense organs.”"
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Sensations, perceptions and notions acquired through sense experience form the ba-
sis of knowledge, its point of departure. But cognition does not stop there. It goes far-
ther, rising to the level of abstract thought.

Thought Is Cognition of the Essence of Phenomena

The Marxist theory of knowledge recognises the qualitative difference between
these two levels. Far from divorcing them, however, it perceives their dialectical inter-
connection.

Although it is the highest form of cognitive activity, thought is also present at the
level of sensation. When man feels, he already thinks, becomes conscious of the results
of his sense-perceptions, and comprehends what he perceives. At the same time, it is
only sensations and perceptions that provide thinking with the empirical material that
constitutes the foundation of all our knowledge.

The possibilities of sense cognition are limited. The cognition of phenomena that are
out of the reach of sensation occurs through abstract thought. We cannot, for example,
directly perceive through our senses, or visualise, the velocity of light, which is 300,000
km per sec. But that velocity exists, and we can think of it readily. What is more, we can
measure it with instruments on the basis of theoretical calculations. We are unable to
perceive a duration of a few hundred-millionths of a second, which is the life span of
such elementary particles as some of the mesons. But we can think it. Mathematics deals
continually both with infinite and infinitesimal quantities, which cannot be visualised.

Elementary generalisations are made even at the level of sense cognition. We per-
ceive common properties, e.g., the whiteness of such different bodies as snow, salt,
sugar, foam, paper, etc. But sense knowledge does not reveal the inner nature of phe-
nomena, their necessary relations and connections. To discover the laws that govern
phenomena, to penetrate to their essence, i.e., to attain a scientific knowledge of the
world around, us, we require a qualitatively different cognitive activity—thinking,
which takes the form of concepts, judgements, inferences, hypotheses, and theories.

No law as such is perceived by the senses. People watched bodies fall to earth in-
numerable times, but it required considerable scientific progress and the genius of New-
ton to discover and formulate the law of gravity, which embraced all those innumerable
facts and was the basis of them.

We know that sensations caused by the direct effect of things on our sense organs
are subjective images of the objective world and, therefore, contain objective truth. Can
the same be said of the products of thought, which are abstract concepts not immediately
connected with material things? Yes, of course.

Sensations and perceptions always deal with individual, concrete facts, with the ex-
ternal aspect of phenomena. They reflect all this with a greater or lesser degree of accu-
racy. Abstract concepts are also reflections of reality containing objective truth. But ab-
stract concepts reflect the deeper, internal “stratum” of reality. They do not confine
themselves to the external sensory aspect of phenomena, but specify the essential rela-
tions and connections that lie at their root. The senses show us, for example, that thunder
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and lightning are followed by a downpour. This knowledge may suffice for certain prac-
tical acts, such as seeking shelter when a thunderstorm breaks out. But it is entirely in-
sufficient to explain the phenomena observed in a thunderstorm. That involves thinking
in abstract concepts.

The relations between the capitalist and the worker may take the most diverse forms
in particular cases—from open coercion to external loyalty, democracy and friendliness.
But the essence of the relation of the capitalist to the worker will always be the same—
that of exploitation. A description of various concrete facts and incidents is insufficient
to reveal this true essence of class relations, which requires a deep theoretical analysis
exposing the nature of capitalism and involves abstract concepts adequate to express its
laws.

Lenin wrote that “thinking which rises from the concrete to the abstract, does not
depart... from truth, but approaches truth. Abstraction of matter, a law of nature, abstrac-
tion of value, etc., in a word, all scientific (correct, serious, not flighty) abstractions re-
flect nature more deeply, more correctly, more fully.”

The power of thought lies in its capacity for abstraction, its ability to exclude par-
ticulars and to reach generalisations expressing the main and most essential thing in
phenomena.

The power of thought lies in its capacity to go beyond the bounds of the immediate
moment, to understand past developments, and to foresee those of the future by means
of the objective laws that it has discovered. Thought is an active process—a process of
creating concepts and operating with them. But thought and its products (concepts) are
connected with the objective world not directly, but indirectly through practical activi-
ties and sensations. The advantage of concepts is in that they are not tied to particular
sense-facts, and are relatively independent of them. Owing to this, thought is capable of
a comprehensive study and analysis of phenomena, of an infinite approximation to con-
crete reality, of a more and more precise reflection of the world.

But in so doing there is always the danger of thought ignoring reality, of groundless
fantasy and of the process of thought being converted into something self-contained,
into an end in itself. That is the path to idealism.

The reliable antidote to this is the link with practice, with life, with production, with
the experience of the people. Genuine science advances because it always returns to
sense-experience, to practice, however high the theoretical thinking of the scientist may
soar. The continuous interaction of practice, experiment, and theoretical thought is the
guarantee of the successful advance of science.

It is through the joint work of his hands and brain that man was able to discover nu-
merous laws of nature, to understand them thoroughly and to become the master of na-
ture and its powerful forces.

Infinite Cognition of the Infinite World

Human cognition as a whole is a developing, endlessly continuing process.
The objective world which surrounds man is infinite. It changes ceaselessly and de-
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velops; it gives rise endlessly to a multitude of new forms. However deeply cognition
may penetrate into the expanse of the universe, it will always have an inexhaustible field
for new research and generalisation, for discovering new laws and investigating still
more essential, profound and universal connections.

Not one of the sciences at man’s disposal has yet fully elucidated all the phenomena
and all the regularities in its field, and will never be able to do so owing to the infinite
character of nature. To cognise the world completely would, as Engels said, be the mira-
cle of counting infinity. It is just as impossible to exhaust all nature through cognition as
it is to count an infinity of numbers.

Cognition is infinite not only because the object of cognition—nature and society—
is infinitely diverse, but also because cognition itself has no limits. The progressive de-
velopment of production and social relations confronts science continuously with new
technical and theoretical problems, and creates new requirements. Man's urge for
knowledge knows no bounds. Each newly discovered truth opens new horizons to man
and raises new questions, prompting further penetration into the object of cognition and
the improvement of earlier knowledge.

The doctrine of dialectical materialism on the inexhaustibility of the world and the
infinity of knowledge is hostile to all agnosticism. Dialectical materialism recognises the
historical limitations of knowledge in each epoch, but it firmly rejects the false notion of
the existence of an absolute boundary that science cannot cross.

Man’s cognition is all-powerful. It has no bounds, no limits. But this all-powerful
cognition is acquired by individuals, whose potentialities are limited by their abilities, by
the level of knowledge achieved, the existing technical facilities, etc.

This contradiction between the limited cognitive possibilities of the individual and
the essentially infinite nature of knowledge is overcome in the course of the succession
of generations and by the collective labour of mankind at each moment of its existence.
Human thought “exists only as the individual thought of many milliards of past, present
and future men”,” said Engels.

Scientific truths do not arise at once in a finished form, but take shape gradually as a
result of the long process of scientific development and the accumulation of knowledge
by many generations of people. “Cognition is the eternal, endless approach of thought to
the object. The reflection of nature in man’s thought should not be conceived as being
‘dead’, as being ‘abstract’, without movement, without contradictions, but as in an eter-
nal process of movement, the inception of contradictions and their solution.”>*

Absolute and Relative Truth

At each given historical moment the knowledge achieved by science is somewhat
incomplete, unaccomplished. Progress in the cognition of truth consists in gradually
eliminating and diminishing this incompleteness, while the accuracy and fullness of the
reflection of phenomena and laws of nature constantly increase.

One must distinguish between deliberate lies, such as are often used by the enemies
of scientific progress, and mistakes or misconceptions arising in the process of cognition
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owing to objective causes: the inadequate general level of knowledge in a given field,
the imperfection of technical devices used in scientific research, etc. The dialectical con-
tradictoriness of knowledge is also demonstrated by truth often developing side by side
with error, and it happens sometimes that one-sided, or even incorrect, theories serve as
a form of the development of truth.

During the nineteenth century, physics held to the wave theory of light. Early in the
twentieth century it was found that the wave theory of light was one-sided and inade-
quate, since light possessed both an undulatory and corpuscular nature. However, the
one-sided wave theory enabled scientists to make a large number of important discover-
ies and to explain numerous optical phenomena.

Hegel’s development of the dialectical method on a false, idealistic foundation may
serve as an example of truth developing in the form of a mistaken theory.

The incompleteness and imperfection of human knowledge and of the truths accu-
mulated by man is usually described as the relativity of knowledge. Relative truth is im-
perfect, incomplete truth.

But if we were to stop at this point, with the affirmation of the relativity of human
knowledge, and did not go on to the question of absolute truth, we should be making the
mistake often committed by many contemporary physicists, which is adroitly used by
idealist philosophers for their own ends. They see in human knowledge only relativity,
weakness and imperfection, and thus arrive at the denial of objective truth, at relativism
and agnosticism. Any sophistry or false conception can be justified from the point of
view of such one-sided relativism, because it regards everything as relative and nothing
as absolute.

Lenin said that materialist dialectics recognises the relativity of all our knowledge;
however, it does not do so “in the sense of denying objective truth, but in the sense that
the limits of approximation of our knowledge to this truth are historically conditional”.”

In our always relative knowledge there is an objectively true content which is re-
tained in the process of cognition and serves as a basis for the further development of
knowledge. This intransient content in the relative truths of human knowledge is termed
its absolutely true content or, simply, absolute truth.

The recognition of absolute truth proceeds from the recognition of objective truth.
Indeed, if our knowledge reflects objective reality, then, in spite of inevitable inaccura-
cies and miscalculations, it must contain something that has an unqualified, absolute
meaning. Lenin pointed out that “to acknowledge objective truth, i. e., truth not depend-
ent upon man and mankind, is, in one way or another, to recognise absolute truth.”*®

The materialist philosophers of ancient Greece were the first to say that life origi-
nated from lifeless matter and that man originated from animals. Thus, in the opinion of
Anaximander (6th century C.) the first living beings took shape out of sea slime and man
originated from fish. The progress of science showed that the notions of the ancient
Greek philosophers on the origin of life and man were very naive and incorrect. Yet, in
spite of this, there was an element of absolute truth in their hypotheses, viz., the idea of
the natural origin of life and man, which science has retained and confirmed.
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Its recognition of absolute truth separates dialectical materialism from the views of
the agnostics and relativists, who refuse to see the power of human knowledge, its all-
conquering power, which no secrets of nature are able to withstand.

It is often said that human knowledge is in possession of very few absolute truths
and that these are confined to trivialities, i.e., to universally known propositions. For
example, such propositions as “twice two is four” or “the Volga flows into the Caspian
Sea” are absolute, final truths, but, some may say, these truths are of no special value.

It may be argued, however, that in actual fact human knowledge contains a profu-
sion of extremely important, absolutely true propositions, which the further progress of
science will not modify. Such, for example, is the proposition of philosophical material-
ism about the priority of matter and the secondary nature of consciousness. The proposi-
tion that society cannot exist and develop without producing material values is an abso-
lutely true proposition. Darwin’s idea of the evolution of organic species and man’s ori-
gin from animals is an absolute truth.

Such absolute truths are contained in the theories and laws of science and man is
guided by them in his practical and theoretical activities.

Dialectical materialism, however, which views cognition as a process, has the same
approach to absolute truth. By absolute truths, Marxist philosophy does not only mean
individual final truths, such as “Napoleon died on May 5, 1821”. It imparts a broader
meaning to the notion of absolute truth. Absolute truth is the constantly expanding abso-
lutely true content of relatively true knowledge. It is the process of an ever fuller, deeper
and more accurate reflection of the objective world.

The Dialectical Unity of Absolute and Relative Truth

Everywhere in the history of science we see that there is absolutely true content in
what were relative truths as originally formulated. But they also have a content that is
subsequently discarded as erroneous. We see how the absolutely true content expands
and grows as truth develops, while the element of error continually decreases. We see
how relative truth constantly approximates to absolute truth. We see how absolute hu-
man knowledge develops out of the sum of relative truths.

“Human thought by its nature,” Lenin says, “is capable of giving, and does give, ab-
solute truth, which is compounded of a sum total of relative truths. Each step in the de-
velopment of science adds new grains to the sum of absolute truth, but the limits of the
truth of each scientific proposition are relative, now expanding, now shrinking with the
growth of knowledge.””’

This dialectical conception of absolute truth is highly important in combating meta-
physics and dogmatism in science. Very many philosophers and scientists were inclined
to declare that the knowledge they had obtained was eternal, consummate, absolute truth
that needed neither further development nor further verification. Hegel, for example,
declared the entire content of his idealist philosophical system to be absolute and eternal
truth, thus contradicting his own dialectical method. In relation to knowledge metaphys-
ics consists in the failure to understand that absolute truth also develops and is a process.
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Marx and Engels developed dialectical materialism—a new form of materialism that
was free from the defects of the previous metaphysical materialism. But this did not
mean that Marx and Engels had consummated the development of philosophy and ex-
hausted all philosophical truths. Lenin said: “We do not regard Marxist theory as some-
thing completed and inviolable; on the contrary, we are convinced that it has only laid
the corner-stone of the science which socialists must¢ further advance in all directions if
they wish to keep pace with life.””®

Does this also apply to the laws and principles of Marxist dialectics? Yes, of course.
Dialectics is a science, and as such it is bound to develop. The comprehension of the
general laws and categories of dialectics, like that of the laws of other sciences, is bound
to deepen with the modifications of practice and the development of science. It is bound
to be enriched by new experience, new knowledge. The general laws of dialectics oper-
ate differently in different historical conditions. For this reason the knowledge of the
laws of dialectics is enriched by the investigation of these new conditions.

Yet the development of dialectics as a science cannot lead to nullifying the basic
propositions that were developed in the course of the long and arduous history of human
thought; it means only a progressively deeper and thorough comprehension of them.

Truth Is Concrete

The truths acquired by human cognition should not be viewed abstractly, or in isola-
tion from life, but in their connection with concrete conditions. That is the meaning of a
very important thesis of materialist dialectics, viz., that there is no abstract truth, truth is
concrete.

Is the Euclidian geometry, which we learn in school, true? It is unquestionably true,
but only in relation to the dimensions that we usually deal with. It becomes inadequate
in relation to both the microcosm and inter-galactic space, where we have to apply non-
Euclidian geometries, such as Riemann’s geometry, for example.

Speaking of bourgeois democracy, Lenin noted that it was an immense advance
compared with the feudal system. A democratic republic and universal suffrage under
the conditions of capitalist society gave the proletariat an opportunity of establishing its
own economic and political organisations, through which it waged a methodical struggle
against capitalism. “There was nothing even approximately resembling this among the
peasant serfs, not to speak of the slaves.””

At the same time, Lenin vigorously exposed the limitations and narrowness of bour-
geois democracy compared with Soviet democracy — a democracy for the vast majority
of the people, springing from the creative revolutionary initiative of the masses.

The dialectical materialist thesis of the concrete nature of truth warns us against
general formulas and ready-made schemes in the treatment of facts. Dialectics teaches
us to pay regard to facts, to take account of the concrete interrelations of phenomena, to
analyse changed conditions and to adapt our course of action to them. Dialectics requires
that general principles and laws should be applied in conformity with the concrete situa-
tion. This is the approach that corresponds to the requirements of practice.
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Importance of the Marxist Theory of Truth for Science and Practice

The teaching of materialist dialectics on absolute and relative truth and the concrete
nature of truth is of immense importance for science and practice. In his analysis of the
development of physics in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, Lenin pointed
out that the idealist mistakes made by many scientists of that period were due to their
ignorance of the dialectics of the cognitive process. One who thinks along metaphysical
lines assumes that truth is either absolute or totally non-existent. For a long time scien-
tists thought that the theories of classical physics were absolute truths. But when new
discoveries upset the old scientific notions and revealed the inadequacy of previous
theories, some scientists lost their bearings. It seemed to them that there was no absolute
or objective truth at all, that all our knowledge was merely relative, conditional, subjec-
tive. This relativist attitude caused them to fall victim to idealist philosophy.

Knowledge of dialectics not only enables scientists to avoid idealist errors, it enables
them to overcome the difficulties confronting science.

The dialectical conception of absolute and relative truth shows the proper approach
to errors committed in the process of cognition, in science. The truth does not arise
ready-made. Cognition is a difficult and complex process, leaving room for mistakes,
misconceptions, and one-sided theories and views. But the ideas advanced by science
are gradually sifted through the sieve of criticism, tempered in the furnace of practice,
and all the false elements in them are cast off or burnt away, while the objectively true,
absolute content remains and becomes a permanent asset to science.

No one can claim to be absolutely infallible. But although errors are inevitable in
man’s cognitive activities, this does not at all mean that each concrete act of cognition
by each individual scientist must necessarily involve mistakes. A scientist must do his
best to avoid making mistakes in research. The way to avoid mistakes is through master-
ing the dialectical method of scientific research, maintaining close contact with practice,
making a thorough all-round study of the matter in hand, and collectively discussing the
problems and their suggested solutions, etc.

No one is guaranteed against making mistakes. What matters is, firstly, to make no
gross errors and, secondly, not to persist in an error when it has been established as such.

Criticism and self-criticism is the force that reduces the possibility of mistakes both
in cognition and in practical activity, and reveals them when they occur. The battle of
opinions in science, a critical attitude to one’s own scientific effort and a heedful ap-
proach to the criticism of others — these are conditions for the normal work of every
scientist. Ignoring or suppressing criticism in any way is extremely harmful to the scien-
tist himself, and to science.

The dialectical conception of truth helps, too, in combating dogmatism and revision-
ism, which are hostile to Marxism and ignore the teaching of dialectical materialism on
relative and concrete truth, though they may swear allegiance to it. Dogmatism views
theoretical propositions as absolute, universal truths that can be applied equally in all
cases, regardless of the concrete situation and the emergence of new phenomena. Revi-
sionism, on the other hand, as far as its methodology is concerned, adopts an extreme
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relativism and attributes no more than a relative character to every truth, disowning the
fundamental principles of Marxism, which constitute its revolutionary essence.

Marxist dialectics exposes the metaphysical faults of both dogmatism and revision-
ism. By recognising the relative nature of our knowledge, dialectics prevents theoretical
formulae from becoming ossified and turning into dogma. It requires a concrete applica-
tion for all general truths. At the same time, dialectics proceeds from the fact that grains
of absolute truth are formed and accumulated in the process of cognition. This applies,
among other things, to the key principles of Marxist-Leninist theory. They can and
should be developed, enriched and given concrete form in accordance with the data of
social practice and science, but they must not be discarded because that would be a be-
trayal of truth.

4. Practice Is the Criterion of Truth

To be serviceable to society, an idea or scientific theory must be true. To establish
whether a theory is true or false, it has to be compared with reality.

But how is this to be done? This problem was rightly considered a very difficult one
and for a long time philosophers could not find the correct approach to it. Marx alone
succeeded in solving it. He realised the fallacy of trying to find a criterion of truth in
consciousness alone, and he established that man could prove the truth, the power of his
thought, solely in carrying out his practical activities.

Indeed, man has no other means of establishing the truth of his knowledge except
through practice. It is his practical activities — the basis and ultimate goal of cogni-
tion—that constitute the supreme yardstick with which to determine whether knowledge
that has been gained is true or not. Practice is the criterion of truth.

Dialectical materialism defines practice as a process in which man, a material being,
acts upon his material environment. Practice is the entire activity of man in altering the
world, and primarily his productive and social and revolutionary activity.

In industrial production, the most widespread form of practically verifying scientific
and technological ideas is factory tests and the mass use of machines, instruments and
technological processes.

In scientific research, practice often takes the form of experiment, i. e., man’s active
interference in natural phenomena, when on the strength of definite theoretical assump-
tions conditions are created artificially for reproducing or, reversely, terminating the
phenomenon in question.

Where an immediate influence on the object under study is impossible, as in the case
of a star, our conceptions about it are tested by comparing them with the results of all
astronomical observations and with the data of related fields of science (e.g., physics).

Sometimes new ideas may be tested indirectly, i.e., by comparing them with scien-
tific theories and laws that have already acquired the nature of objective truth. In many
cases, the systematic knowledge already possessed by mankind enables some ideas to be
appraised without new experiments. If an inventor, for example, were to design a new
“perpetual motion” machine, no scientific institution in the world would bother to con-
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struct a model of it for a practical test, or even to examine it. The idea of a “perpetual
motion” machine is contrary to the fundamental laws of nature; its falsehood is obvious
and needs no new test. This does not mean that the criterion of practice is lacking in this
case. No, it is there, but applied indirectly rather than directly, through already tested
and confirmed truths, through the experience of past generations of scientists.

Practice is also the criterion of truth in the social sciences. Practice here does not
mean the actions of individuals but the activities of large social groups, classes or par-
ties. Personal practical experience, which is inevitably narrow and limited, must not be
counterposed to the collective experience of a class or party. The criterion of the truth of
social theories can only be the productive and practical revolutionary activities of the
masses.

The Great October Socialist Revolution was a brilliant confirmation of Marx’s
analysis of the capitalist mode of production and of his conclusion that capitalism would
inevitably perish and be replaced by the socialist mode of production.

In making practice the criterion of truth, dialectical materialism does not at all ig-
nore the significance of thought. Marx wrote that all the secrets of theory “find their ra-
tional solution in human practice and in the comprehension of this practice”.®” Thought
plays a most important part in establishing the truth of ideas and theories. Practice as the
criterion of truth is not an instrument whose indicator automatically points to “true” or
“false”. In his practice, man achieves a certain result, the significance of which has still
to be comprehended and elucidated.

For example, it is not always possible to conclude that the design of some new
model or invention is worthless because the first test was a failure. The result obtained
can be correctly appraised only by carefully analysing the underlying idea of the inven-
tion and all the conditions for its realisation.

Practice does not stand still, it continually changes, develops and advances. The
sphere of man’s activities and the possibilities of his penetration into the surrounding
world grow ever larger. It may take considerable time for practice to be able to confirm
an idea. But a true idea is bound to be confirmed sooner or later. The idea that the earth
was round, for example, was long considered untrue and regarded as heretical, until Ma-
gellan’s voyage round the world in 1519-22 removed all doubt on that score once and
for all.

Practice grows and develops. Hence, it too can contain both old and new elements.
That is why not all practice is a reliable criterion of truth. Conservative-minded people
also frequently refer to practice in combating new ideas. But they refer to outdated prac-
tice. Progressive theory rests on progressive practice, for it is this that provides data for
appraising the truth of a theory and new material for science, rouses thought and ad-
vances it.

Just as relative truth has a certain absolute content, so also practice, although histori-
cally limited at any given time, has also a permanent significance, being a constant and
indispensable form of man’s connection with the objective world.
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Pragmatism Is the “Philosophy of Advantageousness”

A philosophical trend known as “pragmatism” (from the Greek pragma—-business, a
thing done) is widespread in the capitalist countries, particularly the U.S.A. Its founder
was the eminent American logician Charles Pierce, who devised a complicated and con-
tradictory idealist philosophical system in which he tried to combine certain scientific
ideas with the interests of religion. The doctrine of pragmatism, which he put forward in
the seventies of the last century, was part of this system. Twenty years later the well-
known American psychologist William James rescued this doctrine from oblivion,
adapted it to the intellectual horizon of the American businessman and philistine, and
put it on the “idea market”, where it speedily came into fashion and practically became
the official philosophy of the American way of life.

Some bourgeois philosophers try to liken pragmatism to Marxism on the ground that
pragmatism continuously harps on action and relies on the practical test of ideas and
theories. The revisionists, too, joined bourgeois propaganda in slandering Marxists and
accusing them of pragmatism. In reality, Marxism has nothing in common with pragma-
tism, which is a false idealist doctrine that has been adopted as a weapon by the ideolo-
gists of the imperialist bourgeoisie. While speaking of practice and pretending to be a
“philosophy of action”, pragmatism advances a bourgeois-individualistic, subjective
conception of practice based on the unscientific notion that the world is irrational and
unknowable.

The leitmotiv of pragmatic philosophy is the idea that man has to act in a world
about which he can have no trustworthy knowledge. From the viewpoint of pragmatism,
the accessible world is a chaos of sensations and emotions devoid of inner unity and be-
yond rational cognition. “We may be in the universe,” William James wrote, “as dogs
and cats are in our libraries, seeing the books and hearing the conversation, but having
no inkling of the meaning of it all.”®'

But where is man to take guidance if he is deprived of knowledge? Instead of
knowledge, James suggests instinctive, irrational belief— above all religious faith,
which rules out logical thought.

Other pragmatists, headed by John Dewey, recommend “instrumental” or “experi-
mental logic”, which amounts essentially to searching by the method of trial and error
for the type of behaviour most advantageous in a given situation. From the pragmatic
point of view thought does not supply knowledge, but merely the ability to find a way
out of a difficulty and to achieve success.

Accordingly, the pragmatists assert that scientific concepts, laws and theories are not
reflections or copies of objective reality, but merely “guides to action”, “tools” or “in-
struments” for the realisation of ends. If an idea or theory “works” and promotes suc-
cess, it is good, i.e., true; if not, it is bad, i.e., false.

The pragmatists consider religious dogma highly useful, and hence true. They apply
the principle of advantage not only to knowledge, but also to all forms of intellectual and
practical activity. The old Jesuitical motto that “the end justifies the means” expresses,
indeed, the essence of their approach to life.
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The pragmatists deny the objective reality of the surrounding world and regard it as
the raw and indefinite material of “experience” that may adopt any form to suit man’s
purpose. The world, they say, is “plastic’"; it is always what we make of it and “yields
readily to human coercion”. There are no objective, “stubborn” facts, they say, there are
only the interpretations that we give them. All reality is thus made completely dependent
upon the subject and his will.

Consequently, the philosophy of pragmatism is based on a distorted conception of
practice. It greatly exaggerates the active, volitional character of human activity and
makes it the basis of reality. Contrary to the assertions of the pragmatists, however,
man’s activity does not create the external world. It only changes and transforms reality,
which exists independently of man. To be successful, conscious human activity must be
based on a knowledge of the objective properties of things and of the laws that govern
them. Action does not exclude knowledge, as the pragmatists assert, but presupposes it.
Naturally, there may be isolated cases when a partial, temporary success may be
achieved by acting upon a false idea. But it is usually a short-lived success—as short-
lived as the “success” of Hitlerism, which rested on a spurious fascist mythology.

By depicting the world as “plastic”, absolutely pliable reality, the philosophy of
pragmatism encourages the false idea that volition, energy and determination to act are
capable of achieving any set goal, irrespective of objective conditions and laws.

Pragmatism is, first and foremost, the world outlook of “vigorous money-
grabbers”—the U.S. financial magnates and monopolists who regard themselves as om-
nipotent masters of the capitalist world. By ignoring objective facts, the idealist philoso-
phy of pragmatism fosters adventurist, aggressive tendencies in political thought and
provides a theoretical basis for the policy of acting “from positions of strength”. By its
failure to recognise the objective difference between truth and falsehood and by identify-
ing truth and utility, pragmatism encourages unprincipledness and enables the ideolo-
gists of the ruling class to justify every profitable lie, and every criminal act. The justifi-
cation of aggression, violence and fraud that follows from the very essence of the prag-
matic philosophy suits the interests of the most reactionary imperialist groups. No won-
der Mussolini admitted that he had learned much from William James and thought
pragmatism “the corner-stone of fascism”.

At the same time, by subordinating all practical and theoretical activities to consid-
erations of immediate advantage, pragmatism furthers the development of a subjective,
narrowly utilitarian, opportunist approach to life. Applied to the working-class move-
ment, it means advocating the policy of petty affairs and the “fight for a farthing”, it
means loss of perspective and betrayal of the class interests of the proletariat.

Pragmatism is bitterly hostile to the scientific progressive world outlook.

5. Necessity and Human Freedom

The great importance of Marxist philosophy lies in its equipping the working people
with a knowledge of the laws of the development and transformation of the objective
world. It is a powerful weapon in the struggle for the liberation of the working people
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from all forms of oppression, for the building of a new, free life.

But is human freedom possible? Is man capable of shaping his own fate? These
questions have troubled people since ancient times, but no one could give a convincing
answer.

Discussing the question of freedom, philosophers arrived at different but always in-
correct conclusions.

Some of them adopted the fatalist viewpoint, which denied freedom. Fatalism ex-
pounds the eternal predestination of all man’s actions. Religious fatalism (the Moslem
faith and Calvinism) declares that man’s will is predetermined by God. The old meta-
physical materialists (such as Holbach) spoke of the necessity of nature, which, they al-
leged, bound man hand and foot and left him no freedom of action.

Many idealist trends, on the other hand, deny natural necessity, inasmuch as they de-
rive the entire world from consciousness, from man’s will. They consider man to be
completely free and go so far as to assert absolute absence of law. Such philosophical
theories of freedom are representative of indeterminism, of which the “philosophy of
existentialism” discussed earlier may serve as an example.

Of the pre-Marxian philosophers, Hegel produced the deepest solution of the prob-
lem of freedom and necessity, but he developed it, like all his doctrine, on an idealist
foundation. He tried to link freedom and necessity by defining freedom as recognition of
necessity. But by necessity he understood the necessary development of the absolute
idea, while freedom, according to his doctrine, was realised solely in the realm of the
spirit.

The basic fault of the doctrines of Hegel and all other idealists is that they conceive
freedom solely as freedom in spirit, in consciousness, totally evading the question of the
real conditions of human life. What is more, they speak invariably about freedom of the
individual and ignore the question of the emancipation of the masses.

Dialectical materialism provides a scientific solution to the question of the relation
of freedom and necessity. While it takes necessity as the basis, materialist dialectics at
the same time acknowledges the possibility of human freedom. Man’s true freedom is
not an imaginary independence of natural and social laws (no such independence is in
fact possible). It lies in knowing these laws and in actions based on that knowledge.

People are not supernatural beings. They cannot overstep the bounds of natural laws
any more than they can avoid breathing. Furthermore, people live in society, and cannot
be immune from the operation of the laws of social living. They can neither arbitrarily
revoke the existing laws of social development, nor introduce new ones.

But people can cognise the laws of nature and society and, knowing the nature and
direction of their operation, they can utilise them in their own interests, put them to their
own service.

All modern technology which, far from ignoring the laws of nature, is based on the
purposeful use of these laws, is proof that they can be used in the service of man.

It is much more difficult for man to master the laws of social life, which for thou-
sands of years have ruled him as an alien and hostile force. The working man was en-
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slaved by the spontaneous laws of economic life and by the power of the dominant ex-
ploiting classes.

Man’s liberation from social, class enslavement, his achievement of freedom, is a
long and arduous historical process. It is only in our epoch that it gained momentum and
embraced many millions of people roused by the teaching of Marxism-Leninism to the
struggle for communism. The building of a communist society will mean a leap for
mankind from the realm of necessity to the realm of freedom.

In the course of the centuries of human social development, while submitting to ob-
jective necessity that lies outside his own will, man has increasingly mastered the ele-
mental forces of nature and created the premises for his own social emancipation. This
historical process is governed by its own special social laws, distinct from the laws of
nature. The study of these laws, which govern the development of human society, forms
a special part of Marxist-Leninist philosophy, viz., historical materialism which we shall
now deal with.
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PART TWO
THE MATERIALIST CONCEPTION OF HISTORY
CHAPTER 4
THE ESSENCE OF HISTORICAL MATERIALISM
1. A Revolutionary Upheaval in Man’s View of Society

From ancient times men have sought for answers to the questions: are social systems
a matter of accident or are they the result of some invisible yet powerful causes? Is it
possible to change these systems, to achieve well-being and freedom for all and not only
for the minority? If so, how? And who will lead humanity to the achievement of these
much-desired aims? And finally, which way is humanity going—towards a golden age
of progress or towards stagnation and decline?

Thinkers of all times and all nations have tried to answer these questions. But for
many centuries their theories and conceptions were invariably overthrown not only by
the criticism of other scholars, but also by the criticism of time, by the whole develop-
ment of history. In the field of social studies the path to knowledge has proved particu-
larly long and arduous.

The point is that the life of society is a great deal more complex than the develop-
ment of nature. Within the limits of our direct observation the phenomena of nature re-
cur comparatively uniformly, regularly, and this makes it easier to understand their es-
sence. But to trace a similar regularity, a similar recurrence in the life of society is far
more difficult. This naturally makes it harder to understand and hinders us in detecting
any definite law in its development.

There is another distinction of no less importance. In nature, we have to deal with
the operation of impersonal, elemental forces. In the history of society, we are dealing
with the actions of people, who are endowed with consciousness and will-power and are
always pursuing some kind of aim. At first glance it would appear that in this field the
main task is to elucidate the motives that make people act, to find out what aims a cer-
tain person has set himself, and this will tell us why he acted in one way and not another.
This kind of psychological explanation of the life of society, which was predominant in
pre-Marxist sociology and prevails to this day in bourgeois theories of society, is super-
ficial and insufficient.

Of course, everyone is guided in his actions by certain motives and pursues certain
aims. But first, the question arises why a particular man should have those particular
motives and aims, and not others. And secondly, even a superficial acquaintance with
history shows that the aims and interests of different people, and, consequently, their
actions, have always come into conflict, and that the ultimate result of this conflict—a
historical event—is often very different from what any of its individual participants in-
tended.

Thus, many of those who took part in the French Revolution of 1789-94 thought that
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they were establishing the reign of reason and eternal justice, creating a society based on
natural equality and the inalienable rights of man. Very soon, however, it transpired that
they were in practice merely clearing the way for the class domination of the bourgeoi-
sie. In place of the old inequality—between feudals and serfs—there came a new ine-
quality—between the bourgeoisie and the workers.

This contradiction between the conscious activity of each separate individual, on the
one hand, and the spontaneity of social development as a whole, on the other, was de-
tected long before Marx. But the philosophers were unable to give a correct explanation
of it. In their examination of the actual course of history they got no further than conjec-
tures about the aims and motives of certain historical figures and thus turned the histori-
cal process into a mass of chance occurrences. Those of them who attempted to regard
history as a process governed by necessity very soon lapsed into fatalism and began to
regard it as a result of the action of some external force (God, the “absolute idea”, “the
universal mind”, and so forth) that was supposed to determine men’s actions.

The idealist view of history fostered by the very complexity of social development
has been vigorously encouraged by the exploiting classes, who have an interest in con-
cealing the true causes of economic and social inequality, the causes responsible for the
wealth and power of some and the poverty and lack of rights of others. Thanks to the
efforts of these classes, idealist views of society influence people to this day and are
widespread in the capitalist countries.

A fundamental revolutionary upheaval in the very approach to the study of social
problems was needed in order to explain what it is that conditions people’s ideas, opin-
ions and conscious actions. This upheaval became possible only after the establishment
of capitalism had laid bare the material economic roots of the class struggle, after the
working class had stepped into the historical arena as the first class in history which, as
will be shown later, not only does not fear a consistently scientific explanation of soci-
ety, but has a direct interest in such an explanation.

Only in these historical circumstances did the way lie open for the scientific
achievement of Marx and Engels, who extended dialectical materialism to the study of
society and its history and evolved a scientific theory of the general laws of social de-
velopment. This theory is historical materialism, the materialist conception of history,

The revolution wrought by Marx and Engels in social science lies primarily in the
fact that they proved that there are no mysterious supernatural forces at work in society,
and showed that men are themselves the makers of their history. This struck a crushing
blow at all mystical views of society and paved the way for understanding history as a
natural process not requiring any interference from without.

On the other hand, Marxism proved that people make their history not arbitrarily but
on the basis of the objective material conditions they have inherited from past genera-
tions. This struck a mortal blow at voluntarism and subjectivism and paved the way for
understanding history as a process governed by natural laws. In appraising the signifi-
cance of the Marxist theory for the science of society, Lenin wrote that this materialist
theory “for the first time made a scientific sociology possible... that only the reduction of
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social relations to production relations and of the latter to the level of the productive
forces, provided a firm basis for the conception that the development of formations of
society is a process of natural history”.%

Marx formulated the initial proposition of historical materialism as follows: “It is
not men’s consciousness that determines their being, but, on the contrary, their social
being that determines their consciousness.” In other words, in society, as in nature, be-
ing, material life, is primary, is the determining factor in relation to spiritual life, to con-
sciousness.

According to Marxism, social consciousness is the sum total of the political and le-
gal theories, the religious, philosophical and moral views of a given society; in addition,
social consciousness includes the social sciences, art and social psychology (social feel-
ings, moods, customs, and so on). Social being, on the other hand, is the material life of
society in all its complexity and with all its contradictions.

What exactly is meant by the material life of society, which, as historical material-
ism has established, determines the whole face of society, its structure, its views and its
institutions?

2. The Mode of Production as the Material Basis of the Life of Society

The primary component of the material life of society is the labour activity which
people devote to the production of the necessities and comforts of their life—food,
clothes, housing, etc. This activity is an eternal natural necessity, an essential condition
on which the very existence of society depends. As Engels says, mankind must first of
all eat, drink, have shelter and clothing, before it can pursue politics, science, art, relig-
ion, etc.

The geographical environment, on the one hand, and population, on the other, form
the natural material prerequisites for the process of production. However, although these
natural material conditions exercise a considerable influence on the course of social de-
velopment, either accelerating or delaying it, they do not form the basis of the historical
process. Different social systems can exist in one and the same natural environment, and
density of population has an unequal effect in various historical circumstances.

Unlike animals, which passively adapt themselves to the external environment, man
exercises an active influence on his environment and obtains the material values needful
to his life by means of labour, which presupposes the use and making of special instru-
ments. Society cannot arbitrarily choose these instruments. Every fresh generation that
enters life inherits the instruments of production that have been created by the efforts of
previous generations and carries on production with the help of these instruments, only
gradually improving and changing them.

Moreover, the development of these instruments follows a definite sequence. Hu-
manity could not, for example, pass straight from the stone axe to the atomic power sta-
tion. Each new improvement and invention can be made only on the basis of those that
have preceded it, and must rest upon gradually accumulated production experience, the
labour skills and knowledge of the people of the given country, or of another, more ad-
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vanced country.

But the instruments of labour do not function of themselves. The principal part in
the process of production is played by human beings, the working people, who are able
to create and use these instruments because they possess definite skills and working ex-
perience.

The means of production created by society, and above all the instruments of labour
by which material wealth is created, and the people carrying out the process of produc-
tion on the basis of a certain degree of production experience, constitute the productive
forces of society.

The material life of society is not, however, confined to its productive forces.

Production is carried on not by an isolated individual like Robinson Crusoe on his
uninhabited island. It always has a social character. In the process of producing material
wealth, people, whether they like it or not, find themselves in some way or other linked
with one another, and the labour of each producer becomes a part of the social labour.

Even in the early stages of history, people had to unite in order to survive, and with
the help of the most primitive instruments to obtain the means of subsistence in combat
with wild beasts, the elements, and so on. With the development of the social division of
labour this dependence of some people on others increased. Thus, with the appearance
of craftsmanship the peasants began to depend on the craftsmen, while the craftsmen
depended on each other and the peasants, and so on. The producers thus find themselves
linked together in manifold relationships.

These relationships are not confined to the ties between producers engaged in vari-
ous branches of production. At a certain stage of development of the productive forces,
as we shall see later, the ownership of all or, at any rate, the basic means of production is
separated from the direct producers and becomes concentrated in the hands of a few
members of society. From then on the producers and the instruments of labour cannot
unite and the process of production cannot begin unless the owners of the means of pro-
duction and the producers enter into certain relations. The relations that are established
between people in the course of production become the relationships between classes—
large groups of people, some of whom own the means of production and appropriate for
themselves the results of the labour of others who are deprived of the means of produc-
tion either completely or partially and are compelled to work for the former. In capitalist
society, for example, the capitalist class does not work, but by owning factories, mills
and railways, it can appropriate the fruits of the workers’ labour. And the workers,
whether they like it or not, can earn a living only by selling their labour-power to the
capitalist, since they are deprived of the means of production.

The relationships that people enter into in the course of producing material values
were called by Marx and Engels production relations. They are also called economic
relations.

The production relations are formed independently of human consciousness, and in
this sense have a material character. The character of production relations is determined
by the level of development and the character of the productive forces. The economic
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relations peculiar to, let us say, slave-owning would be impossible in primitive society.
In the first place, the instruments of labour were then so simple to produce (the club, the
stone axe) that almost anyone could make them, so that exclusive, private ownership of
these instruments was impossible. And secondly, men could not exploit each other be-
cause at the level of productivity which then existed they produced only just enough to
live on and it was physically impossible to support parasitic classes.

From this example alone it is evident that the relations which people enter into in the
process of production, and also the productive forces, exist not isolated from one another
but in a definite unity. This unity of the productive forces and production relations is
expressed by historical materialism in the concept of the mode of production.

How Production Develops

From the most ancient times to our day social production displays incontestable
progress, the constant replacement of one mode of production by another, higher one.

How does this development take place? What moves it forward?

The facts show that the sources of the development of production are to be sought
not outside but within that development itself. This was emphasised by Marx, who de-
fined history as the “self-developing social state”® of mankind.

In the process of labour, people act upon external nature and change it. But while in-
fluencing nature they at the same time change themselves. They accumulate experience
of production, labour skills, and knowledge of the world around them. All this makes it
possible to improve the instruments of labour and the ways of using them, to invent new
instruments, and to introduce various improvements in the process of production. And
each improvement or invention of this kind brings in its train fresh improvements, which
sometimes effect a real revolution in the techniques and productivity of labour.

As has been shown already, however, production inevitably presupposes certain re-
lations not only between man and nature, but also between the people who take part in
production. These relations in their turn exert an influence on the development of the
productive forces. They determine the stimuli of the activity of those who are directly
engaged in production and of the classes that have command of the instruments of la-
bour. On the nature of the production relations depend the economic laws of every mode
of production, the living and working conditions of the workers, and other factors influ-
encing the development of the productive forces.

Interaction of Productive Forces and Production Relations

The unity of the productive forces and production relations that is expressed in the
mode of production in no way excludes the possibility of contradictions between them.

The causes that bring about these contradictions lie in the fact that the two elements
of the mode of production—production relations and productive forces—develop in dif-
ferent ways. Generally speaking, the techniques, production skills and working experi-
ence that people possess—whether it is a matter of history as a whole or of one mode of
production taken separately—improve and increase more or less constantly. They are the
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most mobile, changing element of production.

As for the production relations, although during the existence of a given mode of
production they undergo certain changes, their essential nature remains unchanged.
Thus, for example, the state-monopoly capitalism of the present day, as we shall see
later, is distinctly different from the capitalism of the nineteenth century. However, the
basis of capitalist production relations—private ownership of the instruments and means
of production—remains the same and, consequently, the basic laws of capitalism still
hold good. Radical changes of production relationships are bound to have the character
of a leap, a break in gradualness, which entails the liquidation of the old production rela-
tions and their replacement by new ones, i. ., the appearance of a new mode of produc-
tion.

Hence it is clear why any harmony between the production relations and the charac-
ter of the productive forces in the history of each mode of production can be only tran-
sient, temporary, until the socialist epoch is reached. Usually such harmony exists only
in the initial stage of development of a mode of production, the stage that is marked by
the establishment of new production relations corresponding to the given level of devel-
opment of the productive forces. After this, however, the development of technology
and the accumulation of labour skills, experience and knowledge do not come to a stop,
but are as a rule accelerated, thus graphically demonstrating the positive effect of pro-
duction relations on the development of the productive forces. When production rela-
tions correspond to these forces, their development proceeds comparatively smoothly
and without hindrance.

But the development of the production relations themselves cannot follow con-
stantly that of the productive forces. In class society these relations, having once arisen,
become consolidated legally and politically in forms of ownership, in laws, in class poli-
tics, in the state and other institutions.

With the growth of the productive forces the discrepancy that inevitably arises be-
tween them and the production relations eventually develops into a conflict, since the
obsolete production relations hinder the further development of the productive forces.

Thus, the relations of feudal society based on the feudal lord’s ownership of land
and the personal dependence of the peasants on the feudal lords did at one time corre-
spond to the productive forces which society had at its disposal, and therefore aided their
development. But in the age when industry (manufacture, followed later by machine
industry) began to forge ahead at enormous speed, the situation changed. Serfdom be-
came a brake on the growth of industry, which needed workmen who would, on the one
hand, be personally free and, on the other, not possess any means of production, and
whom hunger would drive to the mills and factories to work under the yoke of the capi-
talist. A striking example of the discrepancy between production relations and produc-
tive forces is shown by modern capitalism, under the conditions of which the vastly in-
creased socialisation of production is constricted within the narrow framework of private
capitalist ownership. This discrepancy finds expression in destructive crises, wars, the
slowing up of economic development, and so on.
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The conflict between production relations and productive forces leads to a sharpen-
ing of the contradictions in various spheres of the life of society, and above all between
classes, some of which are interested in the old production relations, while others are
interested in the new production relations that are maturing.

Sooner or later this conflict is resolved by the revolutionary abolition of the old pro-
duction relations and their replacement by new ones corresponding to the character of
the productive forces that have grown up, and to the requirements of their further devel-
opment. A new mode of production arises. There begins—at a higher level— a new cy-
cle of development, which passes through the same stages and, in the case of societies
composed of antagonistic classes, again culminates in the destruction of the old and the
birth of a new mode of production.

3. Basis and Superstructure

The state of the productive forces determines, as we have seen, the character of
men’s production relations, i. e., the economic structure of society. This economic struc-
ture in its turn constitutes the basis, the foundation, on which there arise many kinds of
social relations, ideas and institutions. The ideas of society (political, legal, philosophi-
cal, religious, etc.), the institutions and organisations (state. Church, political parties,
etc.) which arise on a given basis, constitute the superstructure of society. The theory of
basis and superstructure explains how in the final analysis the mode of production de-
termines all aspects of social life and reveals the link between the socio-economic rela-
tions and all the other relations of a given society.

Every society known to history has its specific basis and corresponding superstructure.

The social division of society, its class composition, depends on the dominant form
of ownership, and this class composition in its turn determines the character of the soci-
ety’s political institutions and legal standards. A monarchy is inconceivable under so-
cialism, and universal suffrage would be impossible in a slave-owning society. Feudal
production relations presuppose, as we shall see later, not only the material but also—in
one form or another—the personal dependence of the peasant on the landowner (serf-
dom). In feudal law this is expressed in the form of legal inequality between peasants
and feudals.

The transition to capitalist production relations brought changes also in legal rela-
tions. The substitution of the “discipline of hunger” for direct coercion and personal de-
pendence found its juridical expression in the fact that the law formally declared the
equality of worker and capitalist. But since bourgeois law is based on the system of pri-
vate property the equality it proclaims, in reality, merely strengthens the dominant posi-
tion of the property-owning classes. Consequently political and legal relations are de-
rived from economic relations and are determined by them.

The same must be said for philosophical, religious, moral, artistic and other social
ideas and conceptions. We know, for example, that in primitive society the prisoners
who were captured during wars between various tribes were killed and sometimes even
caten. Later on it became customary to turn them into slaves. Why did such a “soften-
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ing” of social morals take place? Because the growth of labour productivity had made
possible the appropriation of the labour of others, the exploitation of man by man. And it
was on this economic basis that the new customs and new views characteristic of the
epoch of slavery were born.

The changes in the production relations that occur under socialism bring about a
radical change in the views, morals and standards of conduct of the members of society.
Under capitalism, speculation is considered just as much a profession as, say, the profes-
sion of doctor or barrister, a profession which at best may be controlled by regulations
(operating in favour of the large-scale speculators against the smaller ones), but always
remains legal, just as the institutions (the stock exchange, for example) which serve this
form of activity are legal. It could not be otherwise in a society based on the exploitation
of the labour of others, where money is the highest value, the measure of all virtue. Un-
der socialism, however, such activities are not only morally condemned by society, they
are also punishable by law.

From the fact that the basis determines the superstructure it follows that every
change of basis, i. e., of production relations, entails a change of superstructure, radical
changes in the sphere of the state, law, political relations, morals and ideology. The su-
perstructure in its turn exercises an influence on production relations and can either de-
lay or accelerate their replacement. It is quite clear, for example, that the political insti-
tutions of the modern bourgeoisie (the state, above all), its law and ideology, are playing
an important part in the preservation of capitalist ownership and delaying its long over-
due replacement by socialist (public) ownership.

In the superstructure of any class society the ideas and institutions of the ruling class
are dominant. But in addition to these the superstructure also includes the ideas and or-
ganisations of the oppressed classes, which help these classes to fight for their interests.

Thus, the fact of the division of bourgeois society into workers and capitalists is
sooner or later reflected in the consciousness of both classes. The result of this is that
alongside the class ideology and organisations of the bourgeoisie—its state, political
parties, press, etc.—there also appear and develop in society the ideology and organisa-
tions of the working class. The workers sooner or later become conscious of themselves
as a special class, they become aware of their common interests and of the incompatibil-
ity of these interests with those of the capitalists. Awareness of class interests results in
the workers beginning to unite for a joint struggle against the capitalists. The advanced
section of the working class unites in a political party; trade unions and other mass or-
ganisations of the working people are created. The relations binding the proletarians in a
class organisation—political party, trade unions—are relations that must pass through
people’s consciousness before becoming established, for the workers join a party con-
sciously, out of ideological considerations and of their own free will. Class solidarity
develops among the workers and they acquire a morality of their own that is opposed to
the ruling bourgeois morality.

Thus, on the real basis of class relations there arises a whole pyramid of different
world outlooks, social attitudes, political and other organisations and institutions, every-
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thing that goes to make up the concept of the superstructure.

In no society is the combination of its various aspects—the productive forces, econ-
omy, politics, ideology, etc.—a matter of accident.

The character of the productive forces and the level of their development predeter-
mine the relations into which people enter in the process of production, and these rela-
tions form the basis on which a distinct political and ideological superstructure arises.
Every society therefore constitutes an integral organism, a so-called socioeconomic for-
mation, 1. e., a definite historical type of society with its own characteristic mode of pro-
duction, basis and superstructure.

The concept of the socio-economic formation is of enormous significance for the
whole science of society. It makes it possible to understand why, in spite of an immense
variety of concrete details and peculiarities, all peoples travel what is basically the same
path. The history of every people is ultimately conditioned by the development of the
productive forces, which obeys the same internal laws. The development of society pro-
ceeds through the consecutive replacement, according to definite laws, of one socio-
economic formation by another. Moreover, a nation living in the conditions of a more
advanced formation shows other nations their future just as the latter show that nation its
past.

The doctrine of socio-economic formations tears the mystical veils from the history
of humanity and makes it comprehensible and know- able. “The chaos and arbitrariness
that had previously reigned in the views on history and politics gave way to a strikingly
integral and harmonious scientific theory, which shows how, in consequence of the
growth of productive forces, out of one system of social life another and higher system
develops...” (V. I. Lenin).**

4. History as the Development and Change of Socio-Economic Formations

Historical materialism does not impose preconceived patterns on history and does
not adapt the events of past and present to fit its own conclusions. On the contrary, it is a
scientific generalisation of history.

The conclusion that the history of mankind constitutes a succession of socio-
economic formations is based on scientifically verified knowledge of the past. Mankind
as a whole has passed through four formations—primitive-communal, slave, feudal, and
capitalist—and is now living in the epoch of transition to the next formation,, the com-
munist formation, the first phase of which is called socialism.

In what follows, we shall try to describe only the most general features of the vari-
ous socio-economic formations and refrain from entering into the details and secondary
features in which the history of every country and every epoch abounds.

The Primitive-Communal System

The primitive-communal system was historically the first form of society that arose
after man emerged from the animal world, having acquired through a long process of
labour the qualities which distinguish him from all other living creatures.
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The instruments of labour that mankind possessed in the early stages of the primi-
tive-communal system were of the most primitive kind—the club, the stone axe, the flint
knife, the stone-tipped spear, followed later by the bow and arrow. The means of subsis-
tence were obtained by hunting and collecting natural foodstuffs; much later tillage by
means of a hoe made its appearance. The only motive force employed in that epoch was
man’s muscular strength.

Production relations between people were in accordance with the level of develop-
ment of the productive forces. With the instruments of labour then available it was im-
possible by acting in isolation to fight the forces of nature and to secure the means of
subsistence. Only labour performed in common (common hunting, fishing and so on) by
all the members of the primitive commune, their unity and mutual assistance enabled
them to acquire the necessary means of subsistence. Common labour entailed common
ownership of the means of production, which constituted the basis of the production re-
lations in that epoch. All members of the commune shared the same relationship to the
means of production; no one could deprive other members of the commune of the means
of production and turn them into their own private property.

Since there was no private property there could be no exploitation of man by man.
The primitive instruments of labour, even when employed in common, provided such a
meagre subsistence that there was scarcely enough to feed each member of the com-
mune. There was simply no surplus that could be taken away from a producer and kept
for other members of society. But since there was no exploitation of the labour of others
there was also no need for a special apparatus of coercion. The simple functions of ar-
ranging the common affairs were either performed collectively or else entrusted to the
most respected and experienced members of the commune.

The special features of this formation are thus determined by the low level of pro-
duction and the helplessness of man in the face of his formidable natural surroundings.
Man’s dependence on nature, which confronted him as something alien and incompre-
hensible, was reflected in childishly naive religious ideas. People lived in submission to
the power of the commune, clan and tribe, and they blindly followed tradition and cus-
tom. During this period co-operation and mutual aid applied only to the members of a
given tribe. At times bloody conflicts broke out between the tribes. The primitive-
communal system, though free of the deformities and repulsive features later inflicted
upon society and people by the domination of the system of exploitation, was by no
means a “golden age” for man.

In the course of time the primitive-communal system reached a state of decline. The
ultimate causes of the destruction of primitive society lay in the development of the pro-
ductive forces. Men gradually mastered the secret of smelting metals. Stone and wooden
implements were replaced by those of metal. The plough with a metal coulter, metal
axes, bronze and iron tips for spears, arrows, etc., became widespread. Agriculture un-
derwent further development. Domestication of animals and their use as draught power
for tillage greatly increased the productivity of labour. The development of the produc-
tive forces—instruments of labour and production skills and the experience of the
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workmen—Ied to important social changes. Social division of labour arose. Agriculture
and animal husbandry and then handicrafts emerged as special kinds of labour activity.
Exchange of the products of labour began to develop, first between tribes, then within
the commune itself. Gradually the need for common labour practised by the whole
commune disappeared. The tribe and the clan broke up into families, each of which be-
came an independent economic unit. Labour became split up, private property appeared,
and with it the possibility of exploitation, for production had now developed to such an
extent that human labour power had begun to produce more than was required for the
bare subsistence of the workman.

People were prompted to improve their instruments of labour and develop their
skills by necessity, and by the desire to make their work easier and build up stocks
against natural disasters. But by changing their instruments of labour they, unwittingly,
unconsciously, not even suspecting what social consequences this would have, were
paving the way for a profound social revolution—the replacement of the primitive-
communal formation by the slave formation. The expanded productive forces of society
required new production relations among people.

The Slave System

The foundation of the production relations of this system was private property not
only of the means of production, but also of the workmen themselves—of slaves. The
slave-owner's property right over the slaves and over all they produced was determined
by the level of development of the productive forces of that epoch. This level was suffi-
ciently high to give rise to the possibility of exploitation of the working people. But at
the same time it was still so low that exploitation of the workmen and appropriation of a
part of what they produced could be accomplished only by reducing their consumption
to the minimum and leaving them just enough to prevent them from dying of hunger.
This could be done only by depriving the exploited of all rights, by reducing them to the
position of “speaking tools” and using the cruellest methods of compulsion.

The change of production relations gave rise to a revolution in other spheres of so-
cial life, too.

The relations of co-operation and solidarity that had been characteristic of the primi-
tive commune were superseded by a relationship involving the domination of one sec-
tion of society over the other, by relations of exploitation, oppression and implacable
enmity. Society was divided into antagonistic classes—the class of slaveowners and the
class of slaves.

The epoch of slavery placed terrible burdens and hardships on the working people.
“The lowest interests—base greed, brutal sensuality, sordid avarice, selfish plunder of
common possessions—usher in the new, civilised society, class society; the most outra-
geous means—theft, rape, deceit and treachery—undermine and topple the old, class-
less, gentile society.”® Thus Engels describes the period of transition from the primi-
tive-communal system to that of slavery.

The brutal exploitation of the slaves evoked bitter opposition on their part. In order

112



to crush this opposition a special apparatus of coercion—the state—had to be created in
place of the former clan and tribal institutions of administration. It was the function of
the state to protect the property of the slave-owners and to ensure a constant supply of
slaves from prisoners of war and also from bankrupt debtors, who were turned into
slaves. The birth of the state gave rise to the birth of law, a system of juridical standards
and prescriptions expressing the will of the ruling class and protected by the coercive
power of the state. New customs and the specific ideology of slave society appeared.
Scorn and contempt for physical labour, which now came to be considered an occupa-
tion unworthy of a free man, gradually spread among the oppressors; the idea of the ine-
quality of men took firm root.

Nevertheless the slave system was an important step forward in human progress. It
brought a further development of the social division of labour—between agriculture and
town crafts, and also between the various branches of handicrafts. In its turn, the divi-
sion of labour entailed specialisation, improvement of tools, and an increase in skills.
New branches of agriculture (cultivation of vegetables, fruit, etc.) came into being along
with the production of grain crops. Instruments of labour such as the wheeled plough,
the harrow and the scythe were invented. In addition to his own muscular power, man
began to make extensive use of the strength of animals. The application of the labour of
masses of slaves made possible the construction of dams and irrigation systems, roads
and seagoing ships, water mains and large city buildings. And the liberation—thanks to
the exploitation of the slaves—of a section of the members of society from direct par-
ticipation in production created conditions for the development of science and art.

But the time came when the possibilities of progress inherent in the slave mode of
production were exhausted, when its production relations turned more and more into
fetters hampering the development of the productive forces. Having in their possession
cheap slave-labour, the slave-owners made no effort to improve the instruments of pro-
duction. What was more, the slave, who was not interested in the results of his labour,
could not be entrusted with complex and costly tools. More and more insistently the
needs of the development of the productive forces demanded the abolition of the old
production relations.

This could only be accomplished by a social revolution. The classes and groups that
suffered most from the slave system and therefore had most to gain from its abolition
formed the driving force behind that revolution. For the most part, they were slaves and
the poorest section of the freemen. As the contradictions in the old mode of production
came to a head, the class conflict grew more and more acute. It took all kinds of forms—
from deliberate breaking of the instruments of labour to uprisings involving tens of
thousands of people. In the end, under the combined blows of the uprisings of the work-
ing classes and the attacks of neighbouring barbarian tribes, which the slave-owning
state, weakened by internal contradictions and conflicts, could no longer resist, the slave
system crumbled. It was replaced by a new formation—feudalism.
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The Feudal System

The foundation of the production relations of this system lies in the feudal lords’
ownership of the means of production, primarily of the land (the very concept known as
“feudalism"’ is derived from the Latin word “feodum ”, the name given to the lands dis-
tributed by the king to his vassals in return for their military allegiance). The peasants
were personally dependent on the feudals, but were no longer completely their prop-
erty.* The feudals had the right to the labour of the peasants, and the latter were obliged
to do service for their lords.

Feudal society was marked also by the peasants and craftsmen possessing their per-
sonal holdings: the peasant serf had his own plot of land, his personal holding, the prod-
ucts of which remained at his disposal after his obligations to the feudal lord had been
met.

This special character of the production relations opened up new possibilities for the
growth of the productive forces. The direct producer now had a definite material interest
in the results of his work. Accordingly, he no longer broke or spoiled his tools, but, on
the contrary, looked after them carefully and went out of his way to improve them. Ag-
riculture made further progress, the three-field system of cultivation was evolved and
methods of land fertilisation were more and more widely adopted.

Even more significant successes were achieved by the crafts supplying agricultural
instruments, articles of daily life used by feudals and merchants, various kinds of uten-
sils, and also weapons and military equipment. The development of crafts and trade led
to the rise of towns. In the course of time the towns became powerful economic, politi-
cal and cultural centres, the cradle of the new capitalist mode of production.

In the epoch of feudalism, many outstanding discoveries that had a great influence
on the course of human history were made, Man learned to produce iron out of pig iron,
to build sailing-ships with keels that were capable of making long voyages, to fashion
simple optical instruments (spectacles, telescopes); the compass, gunpowder, paper,
book-printing, and mechanical clocks were invented. The muscular power of men and
animals was supplemented on an ever wider scale by the force of the wind (windmills
and sailing-ships) and of falling water (the water-mill and water-wheel were the simple
and widespread engines of the Middle Ages).

The replacement of slave production relations by feudal ones brought about changes
in the whole life of society.

The principal change was in class structure. The feudals, the owners of the land, be-
came the ruling class. The other basic class of feudal society was the serfs. The relations
between these two classes were antagonistic in character and based on an irreconcilable
opposition of class interests. The forms of exploitation, although slightly milder than
those of slavery, were of a very cruel kind. The exploitation of the peasants was still

* In some countries, for example, Russia, the personal dependence of the peasants on the
feudals assumed particularly crude forms, approaching slavery. The landlord could buy and sell
peasants, etc.
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based on non-economic coercion. The serf experienced the economic stimulus of mate-
rial incentive only when working on his own personal holding. The greater part of his
time was devoted to working for the feudal lord, for which labour he received no reward
whatsoever. Here the main incentive to work was fear of punishment, of physical vio-
lence, and also of the danger of losing all his personal property, which could be confis-
cated by the landlord.

Compared with that of slave society, the class struggle in feudal society rises to a
higher level. Peasant uprisings sometimes embrace large territories. The strength of the
peasants’ resistance to the feudals is shown by the peasant wars which shook one coun-
try after another: Wat Tyler’s Rebellion in England (14th century), the Jacquerie in
France (14th-15th centuries), the Hussite wars in Bohemia (15th century), the Peasant
War in Germany (16th century), the Taiping Rebellion in China (19th century), the Sikh
uprisings in India (17th-18th centuries), the uprisings of Bolotnikov and Razin (17th
century) and of Pugachov (18th century) in Russia, etc.

The political and ideological superstructure of feudal society reflects the forms of
exploitation and class struggle peculiar to it. To exploit and hold down the serfs, the
feudal state had constantly to resort to armed force, which was at the disposal not only
of the central authority but also of each feudal lord, who was the absolute master within
his own domains and could condemn and punish at will.

The social and economic inequality of feudal society is embodied in legislation.
Classes and their various internal strata constitute estates (feudal society being divided
into such estates as the nobility, the clergy, the merchants, and the peasantry). The rela-
tions between the estates and within each of them are based on a system of strict subor-
dination and personal dependence. The rigidity of social barriers impedes movement
from one step of the feudal hierarchy to another. The spiritual life of feudal society is
ruled by the Church and religion.

In the course of time, the development of the productive forces comes into contra-
diction with the production relations prevailing in feudal society and the political and
ideological superstructure determined by them. The peasants fight ever more stubbornly
against feudal oppression for the right to dispose freely of the products of their economic
activity. They endeavour to free themselves from feudal exactions so as to obtain the
means for improving their husbandry, etc. Large manufacturing establishments based on
craft techniques but making extensive use of the division of labour and employing the
labour of workmen free from personal dependence spring up alongside the small artisan
workshops.

The towns—the bulwark of the young bourgeoisie—vigorously developed. Trade
assumed ever wider scope. Merchants with the help of the king’s forces seized new
markets in overseas countries. The growth of exchange led in its turn to the rapid devel-
opment of production, which was also facilitated by the scientific and technical discov-
eries of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

In the midst of the feudal system a new, capitalist mode of production is gradually
formed. Its development demands the abolition of the feudal order. The bourgeoisie—
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the class that now appears as the sponsor of the new mode of production—needs a
“free” labour market, i. e., workers who are free both of serf dependence and of prop-
erty, and whom hunger will drive to the factories. It needs a national market, the re-
moval of tariff and all other barriers created the feudals. It achieves the abolition of the
taxes that pay for the upkeep of the court and the numerous retinue of the nobility, and
the destruction of the privileges of the estates. Its aim is to be able to control affairs in
all spheres of the life of society.

The bourgeoisie rallies round it all the classes and groups that are dissatisfied with
the feudal order, from the peasant serfs and lower strata of the towns, who live in condi-
tions of poverty, humiliation and oppression, to the advanced scientists and writers, who,
regardless of their origin, are stifled by the spiritual tyranny of feudalism and the
Church.

Thus begins the epoch of bourgeois revolutions.

The Capitalist System

The production relations of capitalism are based on the private ownership by capital-
ists of the means of production. The capitalist class exploits the class of wage-workers,
who are free from personal dependence but are compelled to sell their labour-power be-
cause they are deprived of the means of production.

The production relations of capitalism opened up broad opportunities for the devel-
opment of the productive forces. Large-scale machine production, based on the harness-
ing of powerful forces of nature such as steam, and later electricity, and on the wide ap-
plication of science to the process of production, comes into being and develops at a
rapid pace. Capitalism brings about the division of labour not only within separate coun-
tries but between countries themselves, thus creating a world market, and then a world
economic system.

And again the changes in the mode of production are followed by changes through-
out the life of society.

The capitalist class and the working class become the main classes of society. As be-
fore, the relations between them remain antagonistic in character, since they are based
on exploitation, on the oppression of the propertyless by the possessors of property.
They are the relations of an implacable class struggle. But the methods of exploitation
and oppression have radically changed, the prevailing form of compulsion has become
economic. The capitalist, as a rule, does not require physical force to make people work
for him. Deprived of the means of production, the worker is compelled to do so “volun-
tarily”— under threat of death by starvation. The relations of exploitation are veiled by
the “free” hire of workers by the master, by the buying and selling of labour-power.

The changed methods of exploitation bring about a change in the methods of politi-
cal rule. The transition takes place from the undisguised despotism of previous epochs to
more refined forms of rule, to bourgeois democracy. The unlimited power of the heredi-
tary monarch gives way to a parliamentary republic (or at least a constitutional monar-
chy), suffrage is introduced, citizens are declared to have certain political freedoms and
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to be equal before the law. This kind of system is most in accord with the principles of
free competition and the free play of economic forces on which capitalism for a long
time was based.

All the differences between the political and ideological superstructure of bourgeois
society and that of feudalism do not, however, alter the basic fact that it is still a super-
structure erected upon relations of private ownership and exploitation. The dominant
part of this superstructure is composed of the institutions and ideas of the oppressor
class—the bourgeoisie—whose task it is to preserve bourgeois class domination and to
ensure the obedience of the exploited masses.

As has been proved today not only in theory but in social practice, the capitalist
formation is also temporary, transitory. Increasingly profound antagonisms, above all
the contradiction between the social character of production and the private form of ap-
propriation, matured and deepened in the very heart of the system.” The only way out of
these contradictions is to effect the transition to social ownership of the means of pro-
duction, i.e., to socialism.

But, as in the past, the transition to a new mode of production is only possible
through a social revolution. The force destined to effect this revolution is generated by
capitalism itself in the shape of the working class. Rallying to its side all the working
people, the working class overthrows the power of capital and creates a new, socialist
system free from the exploitation of man by man.

The Socialist System

The socialist mode of production is based on social ownership of the means of pro-
duction. The production relations of socialist society are therefore relations of co-
operation and mutual assistance among workers liberated from exploitation. They corre-
spond to the character of the productive forces, the social character of production being
based on social ownership of the means of production.

Unlike the primitive-communal system, the socialisation of the moans of production
occurs now on the basis of tremendously developed productive forces, culture and man’s
power over nature. The new system opens up for humanity unlimited opportunities of
progress, both in the development of the productive forces and in all other spheres of the
life of society.

* * *

Such is a very general outline of the basic stages of the development of human soci-
ety.

Our knowledge of the past provides us with striking confirmation the scientific va-
lidity of the materialist conception of history, the essence of which Marx formulated as
follows in the preface to his book A4 Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy:

" Parts three and five of this book are devoted to a special analysis of the capitalist and socialist
modes of production.
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“In the social production of their life, men enter into definite relations that are indis-
pensable and independent of their will, relations of production which correspond to a
definite stage of development of their material productive forces. The sum total of these
relations of production constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation,
on which rises a legal and political superstructure and to which correspond definite
forms of social consciousness. The mode of production of material life conditions the
social, political and intellectual life process in general. It is not the consciousness of men
that determines their being, but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their
consciousness. At a certain stage of their development, the material productive forces of
society come in conflict with the existing relations of production, or—what is but a legal
expression for the same thing—with the property relations within which they have been
at work hitherto. From forms of development of the productive forces these relations
turn into their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. With the change of the
economic foundation the entire immense superstructure is more or less rapidly trans-
formed.”®

5. Laws of History and Man’s Conscious Activity

The development of society is a process governed by laws and subject to a certain
historical necessity which does not depend on people’s consciousness. The most impor-
tant aim of the social sciences, the prerequisite for the application of objective laws in
the interests of society, is to discover the nature of this necessity, to find out what laws
determine the development of history and how they operate.

How Social Laws Operate

The Marxist thesis of history as a process governed by laws is directly opposed not
only to the subjectivist conceptions of history as an agglomeration of accidents, but also
to fatalism, which denies the significance of the conscious activity of men and their abil-
ity to influence the course of social development.

The fatalist point of view is organically alien to the materialist conception of history.
The laws according to which society develops do not operate automatically, of their own
accord. Formed as the result of men’s activity, these laws determine in their turn the
general direction of human activity.

This conception of historical necessity fundamentally distinguishes Marxists from
opportunists who, for example, from the correct proposition that the victory of socialism
is determined by laws arrive at the completely false conclusion that there is no need to
fight against capitalism, that it is only necessary to wait for the time when the “laws of
history”” themselves bring about the replacement of capitalism by socialism.

In fact, historical laws themselves, without people, do not make history. They de-
termine the course of history only through the actions, the struggle and the consciously
directed efforts of millions of people.

The bourgeois critics of Marxism try to accuse it of a contradiction on the grounds
that, on the one hand, Marxists speak of the inevitability of the replacement of capital-
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ism by socialism, and on the other create a political party to fight for socialism. It would
never occur to anyone, they assert, to create a party for bringing about an eclipse of the
sun, if it were already known that such an eclipse was bound to occur.

This argument arises from the failure of bourgeois “critics” to think things out and
shows their inability or lack of desire to understand the theory of Marxism and the
course of history. Unlike an eclipse of the sun, which takes place without any human
participation, the transition from capitalism to socialism is a change of the social order,
which takes shape as a result of men’s activity and which cannot change of its own ac-
cord. Conscious human activity is itself an indispensable component part of the law-
governed movement of society towards socialism. When people say that objective laws
will ultimately take effect, they do not mean that certain necessary changes will occur in
society by themselves, but that sooner or later social forces interested in the realisation
of these laws will arise, and these forces will by their struggle put these laws into effect.

Marxism-Leninism, which regards social laws dialectically, sees that they operate in
the form of a dominating tendency of development in given social relations. This means
that a law determines the general direction of movement necessarily ensuing from cer-
tain objective conditions. But social development is contradictory, antagonistic forces
operate in it, and the concrete course of events depends on the actual correlation of class
forces, on the policy of the warring classes and many other specific conditions. When
Marxists assert that capitalism will inevitably be replaced by socialism, they have in
mind the following: the objective laws of capitalist society inevitably lead to the sharp-
ening of its economic and political contradictions; this gives rise to a constantly intensi-
fying struggle of the working class and all the working people against the capitalist sys-
tem, which will culminate in the downfall of capitalism and the triumph of socialism.
The struggle of the working class expresses historical necessity, but its success at any
particular moment is influenced by many -circumstances—the level of class-
consciousness and organisation of the working class, the degree of influence of the
Marxist parties, the policy of the Socialist Parties, the policy of the bourgeois state and
many other things. The effect of some of these factors may be to hasten the ultimate
success of the struggle of the working class, the effect of others may be to delay it. In the
final analysis, however, the triumph of the working class and the victory of socialism are
inevitable. Therefore, by promoting the development of the struggle for emancipation of
the working class and all the working people, by encouraging the growth of their politi-
cal consciousness and organisation, the Communists and their allies accelerate the natu-
ral course of history and alleviate the “birth pains” of the new society.

Thus, while acknowledging the necessity, the law-governed nature of the historical
process, Marxist theory at the same time emphasises the decisive role of the active
struggle of people, of the progressive classes. “Marxism,” wrote Lenin, “differs from all
other socialist theories in the remarkable way it combines complete scientific sobriety in
the analysis of the objective state of affairs and the objective course of evolution with
the most definite recognition of the importance of the revolutionary energy, the revolu-
tionary creative genius and the revolutionary initiative of the masses—and also, of

119



course, of individuals, groups, organisations and parties that are able to discover and
exercise contact with various classes.”®’

The Role of Ideas in the Development of Society

The fact that the laws of history are manifested in men’s conscious activity involves
recognition of the enormous role of social ideas.

Bourgeois critics of Marxism contend that historical materialism belittles or even
wholly denies the role of ideas in history. This is shown, so they think, by the fact that
Marxists consider the spiritual life of society a reflection of its material being. But to
indicate the source of origin of social ideas certainly does not mean denying or belittling
their significance. In fact, Marxism by no means denies the significance of ideas, social
ideals, human passions and aspirations, man’s inward motives in general. Communists
would contradict themselves if, on the one hand, they tried to give the working people a
scientific, communist ideology, a feeling of class solidarity, internationalism, and so on,
while on the other, they denied the importance of the subjective factor, i.e., of conscious
human activity in history.

Marxism merely states that people’s ideas and sentiments are not the ultimate causes
of historical events, that these ideas and sentiments themselves have their roots in the
conditions of people’s material life. But Marxism at the same time emphasises that the
conditions of material life can stimulate people’s actions only by passing through their
consciousness and being reflected there in the form of definite views, ideals, aims, etc.

The history of the social thought of all peoples shows that the origin of particular
ideas is closely linked with the requirements of the development of the material life of
society. Ideas calling for a change in the social order arise and spread when the devel-
opment of the material life of society confronts people with new tasks. These tasks are
comprehended by people in one form or another and find expression in corresponding
ideas. Consequently, the origin and spread of revolutionary ideas calling for changes in
the social order are not something accidental. They are a natural reflection of changes
occurring in the material life of society. Engels wrote, for example, that scientific social-
ism is, in fact, the reflection in human thought of the conflict between the new produc-
tive forces and the capitalist production relations, a reflection in the minds of the work-
ers who suffer directly from this conflict.

Having arisen owing to the maturing of certain material requirements of society,
ideas in their turn exercise an influence on the course of social development. How does
this occur?

Ideas, of course, cannot directly, of their own accord influence the material life of
society. They originate and exist in people’s minds, and therefore their influence on the
course of social development can make itself felt only when they are embodied in defi-
nite deeds and actions, in human conduct. If the ideas correspond to the current needs of
social life, sooner or later they reach the consciousness of the broad masses, become
their own ideas and weld them into a single mighty army, inspired by a single aim and
will. The spontaneous discontent and spontaneous stirring of the masses is transformed
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into a conscious and organised struggle. The ideas cease to be merely ideas and are em-
bodied in a cause: they unite and organise people and stimulate definite practical ac-
tions. That is why Marx said that ideas, when they take possession of the masses, be-
come a material force.

The social consciousness of any given society is, of course, a complex and contra-
dictory phenomenon. Social being is not homogeneous and contains advanced, revolu-
tionary phenomena and tendencies as well as old and reactionary ones. This is reflected
also in the social consciousness. On the one hand, it contains old, reactionary ideas ex-
pressing the interests of the decaying classes and reflecting social conditions that have
already exhausted their possibilities. Such, for example, is the contemporary bourgeois
ideology, which strives to perpetuate the decaying capitalist system. On the other hand,
we have the rise and increasing influence of the ideology of the advanced, revolutionary
classes reflecting the new requirements of social life and urging people forward along
the path of progress.

Even when the ruling class has become reactionary, its ideology remains dominant
for a long time. In the first place, it rests on force of habit and tradition; secondly, it is
actively imposed by the whole machinery of power (above all, the state) and by the nu-
merous institutions of the ruling class (the Church, press, and so on), and thus at the
same time hinders the spread of new ideas. However, the progressive ideology possesses
a decisive advantage in that it reflects the demands of social development. Revolution-
ary ideas can be forbidden but they cannot be destroyed. Sooner or later they take pos-
session of the masses, spur them to action, and then comes the end of the old system.
Thus social ideas are interwoven in the natural course of historical development.

This important role of ideas in history gives them immense value in the struggle for
the revolutionary transformation of society. It was not for nothing that Lenin proposed to
begin the creation of a Marxist party in Russia with the publication of the newspaper
Iskra, i. e., with spreading the revolutionary ideas of Marxism among the workers, and
then to reinforce ideological unity by a material organisation, a political party. Until the
progressive ideas gain possession of the minds of the advanced classes the tasks with
which society is confronted by the development of its material life cannot be accom-
plished. The higher the level of revolutionary consciousness, the more widespread revo-
lutionary ideas become among the masses, the sooner and easier the problems confront-
ing society are solved.

Spontaneity and Consciousness in Social Development

The development of all the social formations preceding socialism took place in such
a way that objective laws operated spontaneously, as a blind necessity which hewed a
path for itself through the fortuitous, uncoordinated actions of individuals. These objec-
tive laws ruled over people and were felt by them to be an alien and incomprehensible
force to which they were compelled to submit.

The explanation of this is, of course, not merely that people knew nothing about
these objective laws of society. The main cause of the spontaneity of social development
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lay in the fact that the basic sphere of social life—material production—was outside the
control of society. Private ownership of the instruments and means of production does
not allow men to direct consciously the development of society as a whole. Each man
acts at his own risk in his own business, in his own workshop, on his own plot of land,
while the development of society as a whole takes place spontaneously, outside the con-
scious control of men. Split up into hostile classes, society has no common will that
could guide its development in the direction dictated by objective laws.

The domination of blind social forces has made a deep impression on men’s minds.
It is enough to recall such mystical ideas as the belief that the life and death of men and
nations is controlled by fate, by destiny, and also, of course, the whole idea of religion.

But even in an exploiting society, men’s conscious activity begins to play a big part
on some occasions. This occurs especially in periods of social revolutions, which pre-
suppose that the revolutionary class or, at least, its vanguard, has a conscious concep-
tion, even if only a very general one, of its main historical tasks. Although the ideolo-
gists of the revolutionary French bourgeoisie of the eighteenth century did not know the
full meaning of the economic laws dictating the replacement of feudalism by capitalism,
they more or less correctly formulated the practical demands ensuing from these laws
(abolition of the personal dependence of peasants and guild restrictions, abolition of the
privileges of the nobility, and so on), since the bourgeoisie was vitally interested in these
measures. But even here correct slogans were mingled with illusions, and the French
representatives of enlightenment would probably be both surprised and disillusioned to
see instead of the “rule of reason” for which they sincerely fought, the triumph of ruth-
less hard cash.

The proletariat is the first class in history to be liberated of all illusions. It stands in
no need of self-deception, for the objective course of history does not contradict, nor
will it contradict, its interests and aims, but, on the contrary, will lead to their realisation,
because the very aims of the working class are the result of awareness of the require-
ments of social development; neither does it need to deceive others, for it does not seek
to gain privileges at the cost of other working people—the working class cannot free
itself without freeing all the rest of humanity, without destroying all exploitation of man
by man.

The conscious application of the laws of history by the working class begins already
in the midst of capitalist society, when it acquires a scientific theory, creates a political
party, rallies to its side all the working sections of the people and guides the struggle in
the direction that is dictated by the objective laws of capitalism itself—toward the transi-
tion to socialism. The social revolution of the proletariat is the first revolution in history
in which the revolutionary vanguard of the working masses— the Marxist-Leninist
party—clearly realises the objective significance of its historical actions and consciously
guides the struggle of the masses to achieve a revolutionary change of the existing sys-
tem.
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Mastery of the Laws of Social Development

But the era of the genuine mastery of social laws begins only with the victory of so-
cialism, when, thanks to social ownership of the means of production, people are able to
bring under their control production on the scale of the whole society. They can estab-
lish scientifically balanced proportions between the various branches of the economy,
between consumption and accumulation, between the production of consumer goods and
the income of the population, and so on. Concentration of the basic means of production
in the hands of socialist society allows it to conduct a planned economy, which ensures
its rapid development. At the same time, by putting the fundamental basis of social
life—material production, economic relations—under control of their collective intelli-
gence, people are enabled consciously to adjust all the other relations between them.

Man’s conscious application of social laws does not abolish their objective charac-
ter, but it does enable society to find its bearings easily in a given situation and, taking
into account the objective conditions, to make planned progress towards a pre-
determined goal, which is elaborated on the basis of knowledge of these laws. In princi-
ple, the situation is the same here as in applying the laws of nature. Man cannot abolish
the law of gravity, but a knowledge of the laws of aecrodynamics enables him to build
aircraft which can rise into the air, overcoming the attraction of the earth. In exactly the
same way, society cannot arbitrarily establish proportions between the branches of the
national economy, but a knowledge of the objective requirements to which these propor-
tions should correspond enables it consciously to plan its further development, taking
into account its requirements and without fear of crises and disproportion. Thus the ne-
cessity that is characteristic of social phenomena becomes a known necessity and is thus
converted into the freedom with which society directs its own development.

The consequences of the conscious mastering of the laws of social development are
of exceptional importance.

In the first place, people cease to be slaves of these laws; with a knowledge of scien-
tific theory they can foresee and prepare in advance for such and such an effect of the
laws, and direct it into the channel they require, and so on. In short, people become mas-
ters of the relations between them themselves and of the laws that control these rela-
tions. Under socialism this finds expression primarily in the activity of the Marxist party
and the socialist state in guiding economic life. The deeper their knowledge of the objec-
tive laws of socialist economy, the more confidently the party and state act in determin-
ing the path of the country’s economic development, the higher the level of the man-
agement of the national economy, the fewer disproportions and accidents occur in the
course of social production and the more effective the national economic plans become.

Secondly, knowledge of these objective laws makes it possible to gain a clear per-
spective of the ultimate aim against the background of the whole course of social devel-
opment. Understandably, if one knows what one’s aim is, one can reach it more directly
and save both energy and resources. It is not possible to jump over the various stages,
but the time taken to pass through them can be reduced, avoiding unnecessary sacrifices
and waste of effort and material values.
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Thirdly, the harmony between the objective line of development of society and the
interests, strivings and desires of the majority of the members of society awakens their
creative initiative and inspires them with exceptional energy and determination to reach
the desired goal, which tremendously hastens the development of society.

6. Bankruptcy of Bourgeois Sociology
Fear of the Laws of History

While historical materialism reveals the objective laws of social development and
points the way to their comprehension and application in the interests of society, bour-
geois sociology tries in all kinds of ways either to prove that there are no historical laws,
or to distort the nature of these laws.

Bourgeois sociologists did not acquire this attitude by chance. At one time, when the
bourgeoisie was a progressive class, its ideologists regarded society as a part of nature
and tried to discover the “natural laws” of its development. And although these attempts
never ultimately went beyond the limits of the idealist view of history, they had a pro-
gressive significance for the development of the social sciences. It is quite a different
matter in modern times, when capitalism is nearing its end.

How is one to explain the highly important events that have made world history in
modern times, such as the victory of the Great October Socialist Revolution, the forma-
tion of the world socialist system, the collapse of the colonial system of imperialism, and
so on?

To acknowledge them as historically necessary would be to acknowledge the inevi-
tability of the downfall of capitalism and the triumph of socialism, i. e., to break away
from bourgeois ideology. But that would mean ceasing to be a bourgeois sociologist.
Denial of the part played by objective laws in contemporary events inevitably leads,
however, to rejection of the idea of historical necessity in general, to abandonment of the
scientific investigation of social relations. It is this, above all, that is a characteristic fea-
ture of modern bourgeois sociology. Fear of the laws of history, which spell the doom of
capitalism, causes bourgeois sociologists to make violent attacks against Marxism-
Leninism, and to distort the real situation.

Description Instead of Explanation

A distinguishing mark of modern bourgeois sociology, especially in the U.S.A., is
its pronounced descriptive and empirical character. Bourgeois sociologists describe a
multitude of the most diverse forms and phenomena of social life, including extremely
insignificant ones. They regard this descriptive character as the chief guarantee against
the subjectivism and speculation characteristic of sociological theories in the past. We
do not put forward any positive programme, they say, we merely set out the data we
have obtained, and this is the most that “objective science” can give.

Thus, they pay lip-service to the scientific, objective investigation of social rela-
tions. Their “scientific”, attitude, however, means nothing more than a mere description
of isolated facts that does not rise to the level of any broad generalisations. This is fre-
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quently justified by means of highly plausible references to the complexity of social life,
the danger of schematism, and so on. Since there are no two persons in the world who
are exactly the same, and no two events have ever occurred in exactly the same way,
there cannot be any general laws of historical development, say these sociologists.

But this line of argument is quite unfounded. Of course, every historical event is
unique, unrepeatable. There cannot be a second Napoleon, there cannot be a second sui-
cide of Hitler. But the uniqueness of any given event or process does not exclude the
fact that this individual process contains certain general, repetitive features, the generali-
sation of which makes it possible to discover a definite law. No matter how different the
concrete circumstances of the origins of the First and Second World Wars may be, sci-
entific analysis reveals that they were ultimately both due to the same causes—the
sharpening of the contradictions between the imperialist powers due to the unevenness
of their economic and political development. Study of the general, repetitive features of
social development does not lead to schematism and dogmatism, as bourgeois sociolo-
gists assert. On the contrary, it is an essential condition for the investigation of social
phenomena, since it provides the scientific basis for comparing them.

Bourgeois sociology, however, fears such generalisations because they inevitably
reveal that the capitalist system is doomed. The investigation, however, of isolated de-
tails or statistical tendencies divorced from general laws of historical development not
only diverts attention from very important social problems but often even obscures
them. Moreover, the majority of the investigations made by bourgeois sociologists serve
the needs of the ruling class in capitalist society. The bourgeois sociologists conceal
glaring class inequality behind average figures of the distribution of the national income
and disguise the rule of monopoly capital by calling it the “welfare state”. They regard
capitalist society as eternal and immutable and make it their aim to help individuals to
“adapt” themselves to the needs of this society. Usually such investigations prove of
“practical value” to the capitalists, being of assistance to them in the better organisation
of propaganda, advertising and so on. But it would be useless to seek in them a scientific
answer to the burning questions of the present day.

The Search for a Generalising Theory

The bulk of the works of modern bourgeois sociologists consists of particular em-
pirical investigations. But these sociologists themselves more and more frequently admit
that they need some sort of generalising theory for successfully combating Marxism.
Almost every month it is triumphantly announced in the West that such a theory has
been found. But it soon becomes clear that these sensational “discoveries” are destined
to live only for a day.

Some bourgeois sociologists try to make biological data a substitute for historical
laws (Social-Darwinism, Malthusianism, racism). Since man, they say, is a part of na-
ture, the development of human society must, therefore, obey the same laws as the de-
velopment of other biological species. In nature, we have natural selection, the survival
of the fittest through the struggle for existence; consequently, the same thing must hap-
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pen in society. From this the conclusion is drawn that the class struggle is only a mani-
festation of the eternal struggle for existence, and that the system of capitalist exploita-
tion, colonial oppression, and so on, are phenomena inherent in the very biological na-
ture of man. The strong must always vanquish the weak, and it cannot be otherwise.
Thus, the laws of the capitalist jungle are given a biological justification and are pro-
claimed inevitable and eternal.

Yet there could be nothing more false than such theories, which form the basis for
the most repulsive racist and other kinds of prejudice. “Nothing is easier,” wrote Lenin,
“than to tack an ‘energeticist’ or ‘biologico-sociological label on to such phenomena as
crises, revolutions, the class struggle and so forth; but neither is there anything more
sterile, more scholastic and lifeless than such an occupation.”® The laws of the devel-
opment of human society are special laws, qualitatively different from the laws of na-
ture. Unlike animals, who adapt themselves passively to natural conditions, man himself
produces the material comforts he needs. For this reason in particular all attempts to ex-
plain by the laws of biology the disasters which capitalism brings upon the working
people are beneath criticism. Despite the assertions of some bourgeois sociologists, dis-
ciples of the reactionary Malthus, about the “over-population” of the earth, mankind has
every opportunity of satisfying its growing material requirements. The system of exploi-
tation of man by man, and the class struggle that it engenders, are not an expression of
the “struggle for existence” but the result of a definite, historically transient, socio-
economic system. As the experience of building socialism in the U.S.S.R. and the coun-
tries of People’s Democracy has shown, the socialist system destroys both the class ine-
quality and the competition that bourgeois sociologists proclaim to be the eternal driving
force of progress, not to mention unemployment, which these sociologists regard as a
proof of over-population. In exactly the same way, the awakening of the colonial and
dependent peoples of the East and their rapid progress in the socio-economic and cul-
tural sphere is a fact that makes sheer nonsense of the repulsive “theories” of the “inferi-
ority” of the “coloured” peoples, and of the “biological right” of the white race to rule
the world.

Sensing the shakiness of biological analogies, the majority of modern bourgeois so-
ciologists look to psychology for the key to understanding social life. Moreover modern
bourgeois sociology deals with the human mind itself in the spirit of irrationalism, de-
picting man not as a conscious being, but as a creature who acts mainly under the influ-
ence of unconscious impulses and biological instincts. From the point of view of the
Austrian psychiatrist and sociologist, Sigmund Freud, who had a powerful influence on
bourgeois sociology, all human behaviour is determined by animal instincts, above all
the sexual instinct, and human consciousness forms merely a superstructure on uncon-
scious instincts and urges. Hence bourgeois sociologists conclude that it is impossible to
exert a conscious influence on social relations, to prevent wars, and so on. Revolutionary
movements are declared to be manifestations of “mass hysteria”.

Bourgeois sociology not only slanders the masses who are consciously waging a
struggle for democracy and socialism, but also seeks to discredit the very aim of this
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struggle by trying to prove that man’s animal nature cannot be changed. We have al-
ready seen, however, that the individual psychology of people does not determine their
social relations but itself depends on historical conditions. The “savage instincts”, such
as greed, the “property instinct”, etc., of which bourgeois sociologists write, are in fact
the product of a definite social environment. The remoulding of human consciousness in
the course of the socialist revolution in the U.S.S.R. and the People’s Democracies, the
appearance of new spiritual traits (collectivism, for example, as opposed to bourgeois
individualism) convincingly refute the bourgeois sociologists’ assertion that human na-
ture cannot be changed.

As Lenin pointed out, “the expulsion of laws from science means, in practice, drag-
ging in the laws of religion”.*”” The empiricism prevailing in bourgeois sociology is sup-
plemented by the revival of an openly mystical, religious philosophy of history. The
well-known British historian, Arnold Toynbee, in his twelve-volume work 4 Study of
History, writes plainly of “the mysterious power of Providence” that directs the course
of history. The neo-Thomist philosophers argue seriously about “divine predestination”
in the historical process and its “transcendental meaning”. Innumerable Catholic soci-
ologists and publicists vigorously discuss the question of the “end of history” and even
undertake to forecast when it will take place. All this is obviously anti-Communist in its
tendency.

Like idealist philosophy with which it is closely connected, bourgeois sociology will
not stand the test of history and cannot give a scientific answer to the problems that life
raises. Ideological justification of the rule of the monopolies and of their aggressive,
anti-popular policy, justification of exploitation, attempts to discredit social ownership
and collectivism—such are the basic ideas of all bourgeois social science today.

7. The Significance of the Materialist Conception of History
for Other Social Sciences and for Social Practice

Historical Materialism and the Social Sciences

From what has been said it is clear what immense importance historical materialism
has for the specialised social sciences and for the practical activity of the revolutionary
parties of the working class. The social sciences—history, political economy, law, eth-
ics, aesthetics and so on—study various aspects of social life or the concrete history of
particular countries and peoples. Political economy studies the laws of development of
social production and the distribution of material goods; jurisprudence studies the politi-
cal superstructure of society, the law and the state; ethics is concerned with the morals of
society, and so on. Historical materialism is the science of the general laws of the devel-
opment of society. The propositions and conclusions of historical materialism—on the
dependence of social consciousness on social being, on changes of the social system in
accordance with changes in the productive forces, on the relation between the basis and
the superstructure, and so on—formulate the laws of the life of society as a whole. None
of the specialised social sciences is concerned with such broad generalisations as histori-
cal materialism. Therefore it is the basis of all the social sciences. Historical materialism
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does not claim to take the place of the other social sciences; it serves them as a method
of cognition and in its turn draws on them in arriving at its generalisations. Knowledge
of the general laws revealed by historical materialism makes it possible to understand
the development of various aspects of social life, the concrete history of a particular
country. None of the social sciences can correctly comprehend its particular field of so-
cial life without elucidating that field’s connection with other aspects of the life of soci-
ety, without discovering its place among all the phenomena of social development.

At the same time, the materialist conception of history is not a universal key which
has only to be applied to any historical situation or phenomenon and its explanation will
at once be forthcoming. Equipped with the materialist conception of history, the investi-
gator has in his hands an accurate compass that will help him to reach a true understand-
ing of historical events. But the events themselves and the conditions that gave rise to
them must still be studied in the light of concrete facts. This means that in every case a
thorough study must be made of the data, of the historical facts. Only in this way can
one discover the internal connection between events and explain each one, so as not only
to understand the past and the present but also scientifically to foresee the future.

Scientific Prevision

Bourgeois philosophers and sociologists, who deny that social development pro-
ceeds in conformity with objective laws, hold that scientific prevision of the future is
impossible on the grounds that the future depends on people’s intentions and desires,
which no one can prophesy.

But, as we have seen, the plans and aspirations of the mass of the people are deter-
mined by the objective conditions of their life. Therefore, knowledge of the tendencies
resulting from the laws of development of contemporary society enables us to foresee
the future course of events. After all, the future does not arise out of nothing but merely
realises the possibilities inherent in the present.

Of course, knowledge of the laws of development of society makes it possible to
foresee only the general direction of historical development but not its details, not its
concrete forms. The concrete form and duration of many social processes are shaped
under the influence of a multitude of fortuitous circumstances that cannot be foreseen by
even the most brilliant mind. But foreseeing the general line of development has im-
mense practical significance.

Marx and Engels over a hundred years ago, in the period when capitalism was still
in the ascendant, foretold its inevitable decline and downfall as the result of its own in-
ternal contradictions. That prophecy is steadily coming true in our time.

Long before the First World War, Engels predicted the possibility of its occurrence
and its consequences. He wrote that as a result of the coming world war many monar-
chies would topple and crowns would be lying about in dozens, that the mechanism of
trade and industry would be thrown into complete confusion, and so on. “One result,” he
wrote, “is absolutely certain: universal exhaustion and the creation of conditions for the
final victory of the working class.””® And indeed, as a result of the First World War the

128



chain of imperialism was snapped at its weakest link—in Russia, where the working
class came to power.

More than half a century ago, Lenin foresaw that in connection with the transference
of the centre of the world revolutionary movement to the east the Russian proletariat
would become the vanguard of the socialist revolution. In the period of the First World
War he foresaw the possibility of the victory of socialism at first in one or several coun-
tries. History has provided brilliant confirmation of both these predictions.

Marxists have on a number of occasions predicted events many years in advance of
their occurrence, such as the victory of national-liberation movements in the colonies
and the dependent countries, the victory of revolution in China, the destruction of the
fascist regime in Germany, the victory of the democratic countries headed by the
U.S.S.R. in the Second World War, and many others. All these predictions have proved
true because they were founded on objective, strictly scientific analysis of reality in the
light of its chief law-governed tendencies. On the other hand, the countless prophecies
of bourgeois politicians and sociologists about the inevitable collapse of socialism, a
great revival of capitalism, and so on, have proved a disgraceful fiasco because they ig-
nored the real laws of history and were the products of wishful thinking. Such will be
the fate, too, of the many hysterical babblers of the present day who shout about the
“crisis of communism” and foretell the “destruction of human culture”.

Historical Materialism and the Practical Activity of the Working-Class Movement

As the science of the general laws of development of society and as a method of un-
derstanding social phenomena, the materialist conception of history constitutes the theo-
retical basis of all scientific communism, and of the strategy and tactics of the Commu-
nist Parties.

By showing the inevitability, in accordance with natural law, of the replacement of
the capitalist formation by a socialist formation, the teaching of Marx and Lenin inspires
the working people with certainty in the ultimate victory of their great cause. It accus-
toms those who participate in the working-class movement to think broadly, to link up
the current interests of the day with the ultimate aims of the working class, to examine
the deeper interconnection of social events, and to see through individual happenings to
the broad historical prospect beyond. The man who is armed with knowledge of the laws
of social development becomes a conscious participant in the historic struggle for com-
munism.

At the same time, the dialectical-materialist method encourages people to make a
concrete analysis of every given situation, of the special features existing in their coun-
try and the world at any given time. Every revolutionary party of the working class has
to act in special circumstances, under specific national conditions. The success of its
activities depends to a considerable extent on how accurately, how scientifically it is
able to assess the objective conditions of its struggle, and to define its ends and means in
accordance with the actual course of historical events.

Mastering this method does not mean learning by heart the theses and formulae of
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historical materialism. It is not hard, for instance, to remember that the conflict between
the productive forces and production relations constitutes the basis of the social revolu-
tion. But the working-class party that confined itself to stating this one general truth and
did not study in what concrete forms this conflict is expressed in its particular country,
what the relation of the class forces is there, and so on, would be of little value. Master-
ing the materialist conception of history means assimilating the essence of the material-
ist and dialectical approach towards the analysis of social phenomena, learning to use it
when studying concrete conditions of the struggle of the working class at any given
moment, learning to generalise the rich practical experience of the revolutionary move-
ment.

That is why the materialist conception of history occupies such an important place in
the world outlook of the revolutionary parties of the working class, in the world outlook
of every conscious fighter for socialism, of every person who wants to understand the
laws of social development and with a sound knowledge of the job in hand further the
progress and well-being of toiling humanity.
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CHAPTER 5
CLASSES, CLASS STRUGGLE AND THE STATE

The life of society is marked by great complexity and multiformity. During its his-
tory various, often diametrically opposite, strivings of many people have come into con-
flict, struggles have ensued between them, and the most diverse contradictions have
arisen and been resolved. In addition to the struggle within society there have been con-
flicts and struggle between peoples and between societies. Periods of revolution and re-
action, of rapid progress and stagnation, of peace and war, alternate constantly in his-
tory. It was Marxism that first provided the guiding thread which led to the discovery of
a law in this seeming labyrinth and chaos, namely, the theory of the class struggle.

Only on the basis of this theory is it possible to explain the hidden motivating
springs of all the important events and changes which take place in a society based on
exploitation. For the working class this theory provides the scientific basis of the tactics
of its struggle for emancipation.

1. The Essence of Class Distinctions and of the Relations Between Classes

The contradictions and conflicts between people of different social status led ad-
vanced thinkers even before Marx to the idea of the existence of different social classes
and of struggle between them. Their conceptions of what classes were, however, re-
mained extremely vague and ill-defined. Out of the multitude of features that distinguish
people belonging to different classes these thinkers were unable to select the main and
decisive one. Consequently, the principles of class division that they proposed did not
contain the essence of the problem and were often accidental and arbitrary. This is an
even more characteristic feature of modern bourgeois sociology.

Bourgeois sociologists admit that society is not homogeneous, that it consists of a
large number of different strata and social groups. But what lies at the basis of this strati-
fication? Various answers are offered. Some sociologists give pride of place to the spiri-
tual principle, a common psychology, common religious views, and so on. But we have
already seen that people’s social consciousness depends on their social being. Others
consider that the basic principle of class division is material well-being: size of income,
living conditions, etc. But size of income depends on what position a given class occu-
pies in social production, whether it is the owner of the means of production or whether
it is an oppressed, exploited class. On this depends its role in political life, its level of
education and its everyday existence.

Since the chief and decisive aspect of social life is material production, the basis of
the division of society into classes must be sought in the place occupied by a particular
group of people in the system of social production, in their relation to the means of pro-
duction.

The fullest definition of classes was given by Lenin in his work 4 Great Beginning:
“Classes are large groups of people which differ from each other by the place they oc-
cupy in a historically determined system of social production, by their relation (in most
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cases fixed and formulated in law) to the means of production, by their role in the social
organisation of labour, and, consequently, by the dimensions and mode of acquiring the
share of social wealth of which they dispose. Classes are groups of people one of which
can appropriate the labour of another owing to the different places they occupy in a
definite system of social economy.””!

Hence it is not the “will of God” and not man’s nature as an individual, as the ide-
ologists of the exploiting classes have always tried to prove, but membership of a par-
ticular class which explains the dominating, privileged position of some and the oppres-
sion, poverty and lack of rights of others.

This does not mean, of course, that all differences and relations in society apart from
those of class are of no importance. In the course of man’s historical development quite
a number of stable forms of social community have been formed that do not coincide
with the class division. Such, in particular, is the national community, the nation.

Class and Nation

National ties are marked by their great stability. On this ground, bourgeois sociolo-
gists often try to present them as “inherent”, “natural” relations having greater signifi-
cance than class relations. This view, however, is deeply mistaken.

First of all, national relations, like those of class, are not something eternal. They are
the product of prolonged historical development. The various forms of human commu-
nity are closely linked with the character of the social system and change together with
the latter. Under the primitive-communal system, the basic form of human community
was the clan and the tribe. The chief feature distinguishing the members of the clan from
other people was their common origin, their blood relationship. With the break-up of the
primitive-communal system the stability of the clans and tribes gradually collapsed and
the significance of blood ties weakened. The amalgamation of several tribal unions into
one gave rise to the nationality. People belonging to one nationality were no longer
bound by ties of kinship; the features which they shared in common (language, territory
and culture) had a social, historical origin. The unity of the nationality, however, was
still extremely unstable. In the conditions of the slave and feudal systems there could not
exist the kind of unity of economic life that is the essential condition for firm territorial
unity and stable community of culture. The prerequisites for the conversion of the na-
tionality into a nation are formed only in the epoch of arising capitalism, which destroys
feudal isolation and leads to the formation of a single national market.

National community should not be equated with the conception of race, as is done
by many bourgeois sociologists. Division into races is a division of people according to
the inherited features of physical structure. Depending on a number of features (colour
of skin, shape of skull, hair and so forth) science distinguishes three basic races: the
Caucasian (or white), the Negroid (or black), and the Mongolian (or yellow). Unlike
those of national community, racial characters are biological in nature and are formed as
the result of prolonged adaptation of the human organism to certain natural conditions.
Different nations may belong to one and the same race. On the other hand, a given na-
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tion may be composed of people with different racial characters (Negroes, Whites and
Indians, for example, in certain Latin-American countries). There is also no internal
connection between race and language. For example, the English language is the native
language of both Whites and Negroes in the United States. Therefore, such concepts as
the “Germanic race’" or the “Anglo-Saxon race” simply have no meaning. The racists’
assertion that some races or nations are superior to others, and that the “coloured” peo-
ples lack the abilities of the “white” race is refuted both by scientific data and by the
evidence of world history, which proves that all peoples of the globe are capable of cre-
ating cultural values and that the measure of their contribution to world culture is deter-
mined not by the colour of their skin or the shape of their skull but by the special fea-
tures of their historical development.

What then are the basic features of a nation? In Marxist literature the term nation is
usually meant a historically constituted, stable community of people, formed on the ba-
sis of a common language, territory, economic life, and psychological make-up mani-
fested in a common culture.

National community cannot abolish class differences within a nation. On the con-
trary, these differences permeate its whole life and divide it into warring camps. Thus,
national community not only does not exclude class antagonism; unless that antagonism
is taken into account the national movement itself cannot be correctly understood.

On the other hand, class solidarity reaches beyond the confines of the separate na-
tion. American, German and French capitalists speak different languages. But they are
all brought together by the fact that they belong to one class, and this unites them against
socialism, the working-class movement and the national-liberation movement of the co-
lonial peoples. In exactly the same way the workers belong to different nationalities and
races but they remain primarily proletarians, and this determines the community of their
international interests, aims and ideology, in face of which other differences are rele-
gated to the background. Politically conscious workers, realising that national strife and
aloofness harm the international interests of the working class, fight all forms of national
or race discrimination.

Division of Society into Classes Is a Historically Transient Phenomenon

In justifying social inequality the ideologists of the propertied classes have always
tried to present it as an eternal, inseparable feature of any human society. This is not
true. The division of society into exploiters and exploited did not exist under the primi-
tive-communal system and it finally disappears under the conditions of socialism.

The origin of classes is directly connected with private ownership of the means of
production, which makes possible the exploitation of man by man, the appropriation of
the labour of one group of people by another group.

During a certain stage of development, the division of society into classes was inevi-
table and historically necessary. So long as human labour was still so little productive
that it provided but a small surplus over and above the necessary means of subsistence,
Engels writes, any increase of the productive forces, extension of intercourse, develop-
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ment of the state and of law, or foundation of art and science, was possible only by
means of a greater division of labour. And the basis for this was the great division of
labour between the masses engaged in simple manual labour and the few privileged per-
sons directing labour, conducting trade and public affairs, and, at a later stage, occupy-
ing themselves with art and science.” Moreover, the class that held the reins of society
missed no opportunity of imposing on the masses an ever increasing burden of labour
for its own personal advantage.

But after the development of the productive forces has confronted society with the
urgent task of replacing private ownership by social ownership and abolishing relations
of exploitation, the grounds for the existence of classes also disappear. Not only does the
preservation of classes become superfluous, it becomes an obstacle in the path of the
further development of society.

In socialist society there are no longer any exploiting classes, the relations between
the classes of the workers and the peasants are the relations of two friendly classes, ex-
cluding exploitation, the domination of one class over another. An epoch begins during
which the remaining differences between the classes are erased. Finally, with the transi-
tion to communism classes disappear altogether.

Thus, the division of society into antagonistic classes, and hostility between them, is
an inseparable feature only of the age of private ownership.

Class Structure of Society

Classes are divided into basic and non-basic classes according to the place they oc-
cupy in society. The classes described as basic are those without which the mode of pro-
duction prevailing in society could not exist and which have been brought into being by
this very mode of production. In slave society the basic classes are those of the slave-
owners and slaves, in feudal society those of the feudals and peasants, in bourgeois soci-
ety those of the capitalists and workers. These then are classes one of which is the owner
of the basic moans of production and exercises power, while the other constitutes the
basic mass of the exploited. The relations between these classes always remain antago-
nistic, based on conflicting interests. The capitalist, for example, has an interest in com-
pelling the worker to produce as much as possible while paying him as little as possible.
The worker, naturally, is interested in exactly the opposite. The incompatibility of eco-
nomic interests between antagonistic classes gives rise to an implacable struggle be-
tween them. “Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and
journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one
another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time
ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin
of the contending classes.””

But besides these basic classes there are other, non-basic classes in exploiting soci-
ety. For example, in slave society there existed free peasants and craftsmen; in capitalist
society, apart from the bourgeoisie and the working class, there is still the peasantry and,
in many countries, landlords, and so forth. The existence of these non-basic classes with
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their special interests, along with various social groups (the intelligentsia, for example),
considerably complicates the pattern of class relationships.

Classes of Bourgeois Society

The basic classes of bourgeois society are the capitalists (bourgeoisie) and the
wage-workers (proletariat).

The bourgeoisie is the class of the owners of the basic means of production, which
lives by exploiting the hired labour of the workers. It is the ruling class of capitalist so-
ciety.

The bourgeoisie at one time played a progressive part in the development of society
by leading the struggle against the obsolete feudal system. In pursuit of profit and
spurred on by competition, it brought into being powerful productive forces. But as the
contradictions of capitalism developed the bourgeoisie was transformed from a progres-
sive class into a reactionary one and its supremacy became the main brake on the devel-
opment of society.

The creator of the colossal wealth appropriated by the bourgeoisie is the working
class, the chief productive force of capitalist society. At the same time it is a class de-
prived of ownership of the means of production and compelled to sell its labour-power
to the capitalist.

As capitalism develops, the wealth of the biggest capitalists increases, but so does
the oppression and indignation of the working class, which is “disciplined, united, or-
ganised by the very mechanism of the process of capitalist production itself” (Marx).”

Thus as capitalism grows so does its grave-digger—the working class, the vehicle of
a new, higher, socialist mode of production.

But there is no capitalist country in which the composition of society is confined to
these two classes alone. There never has been capitalism in such “pure form” anywhere.
Capital penetrates all branches of the national economy and transforms them, but no-
where does it completely destroy the old economic forms.

For this reason, large-scale ownership of land by landlords survives in many bour-
geois countries. These landlords reorganise the economy of their estates on capitalist
lines, acquire industrial enterprises if the opportunity arises, become shareholders in
joint-stock companies and turn into capitalists. Numerous representatives of the landlord
class enter the state machine, and also the armed services as members of the officer
corps. In their interests, views and political leanings the big landowners as a rule adhere
to the most reactionary section of the bourgeoisie, and tend particularly to become one
of the bulwarks of fascism (e.g., the Prussian landowning Junkers).

The peasantry also passes from feudal to capitalist society. With the exception of its
richest stratum (the rural bourgeoisie, the kulaks), it is an exploited class. Exploitation of
the peasants takes various forms: rent paid to the landowners, enslaving loans and ad-
vances received from capitalists, direct exploitation of the labour of the poor peasants,
who are compelled to work on the fields of landlords and kulaks, and so forth. In addi-
tion, the mass of the peasants are obliged to pay tribute to powerful capitalists in the
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form of high prices for industrial goods bought from them.

The peasants who work on their own land, along with the craftsmen, small traders
and artisans form a fairly numerous group, the petty bourgeoisie. These are people who
have possession of small means of production, but unlike the big bourgeoisie, do not live
by exploiting the labour of others. The petty bourgeois occupy an intermediary position
in capitalist society. As owners of private property, they adhere to the bourgeoisie, but
as representatives of the strata who live by their own labour and are exploited by the
bourgeoisie, they adhere to the workers. This intermediary position of the petty bour-
geoisie gives rise to its unstable and wavering attitude in the class struggle.

The development of industry, technology and culture in capitalist society results in
the formation of a broad stratum, the intelligentsia, consisting of persons engaged in
mental work (technical personnel, teachers, doctors, office employees, scientists, writ-
ers, etc.). The intelligentsia is not an independent class, but a special social group which
exists by selling its mental labour. It is recruited from various strata of society, chiefly
from the well-to-do classes and only partially from the ranks of the working people. As
regards its material position and way of life the intelligentsia is not homogeneous. Its
upper strata, the high officials, prominent lawyers and others, are closer to the capital-
ists, while the lower strata are closer to the working masses. As the class struggle
spreads in capitalist society the advanced section of the intelligentsia goes over to the
Marxist-Leninist position and participates in the revolutionary struggle of the working
class.

In bourgeois society there exists yet another stratum, the declassed elements—the
lumpen proletarians—the “dregs” of capitalist society, consisting of bandits, thieves,
beggars, prostitutes, and so on. This stratum is constantly being reinforced by individu-
als from various classes who have been thrown into the “dregs” by the conditions of
capitalism. Anarchists used to claim that the lumpen proletariat is the most revolutionary
element of capitalist society. But the history of the past century has proved the complete
correctness of Marx and Engels, who characterised the lumpen proletariat as a stratum
which owing to its conditions of life, is ready to be the bribed tool of reactionary in-
trigue.” In Hitler Germany, large numbers of criminals joined fascist organisations such
as the storm-trooper and SS detachments. In the United States, gangster bands are
widely used for beating up workers, Negroes and progressives.

When characterising the classes and strata of capitalist society one must also take
into account the differences within them. Of particular importance are the differences
between the monopolist and non-monopolist bourgeoisie (and in the colonies, between
the national bourgeoisie and the strata of it that are in league with the colonialists).
These differences, which have widened in our times, play, as we shall see, a large part in
the political life of contemporary bourgeois society.

Thus, bourgeois society presents an extremely complex and many-sided picture of
class distinctions and relationships, a clear understanding of which is essential for the
correct policy and tactics of the working class and its parties. But it is no less important
to see behind all this diversity the chief class contradiction of bourgeois society — the
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antagonistic contradiction between the working class and the bourgeoisie. All social
phenomena must be approached from the point of view of this contradiction. No matter
what changes capitalism may undergo, no matter how complicated its class structure and
the relations between the classes may become, it remains a society based on exploita-
tion. And in such a society the chief factor in the relations between classes remain the
relations of irreconcilable struggle between the exploited and the exploiters.

2. The State as an Instrument of Class Domination

The Marxist-Leninist theory of classes and the class struggle provides the key to un-
derstanding one of the most complicated phenomena in the life of human society—the
state. It scientifically explains its essence, its origin and development, the replacement of
certain types of state by other kinds, and the inevitability of the withering away of the
state.

Origin and Essence of the State

History shows that the origin of the state is linked with the appearance of classes. In
the early stages of human development, under the classless primitive-communal system
there was no state. The functions of managing the affairs of society were carried out by
society itself.

But when private ownership had come into being, and along with it economic ine-
quality, when society had split up into hostile classes, the system of managing public
affairs underwent a radical change. These affairs could no longer be settled on the basis
of the agreed will of the whole or the majority of society. The dominating position was
seized by the exploiting classes. Since they composed only an insignificant minority of
society, these classes had to rely on direct coercion as well as on their economic power
to maintain the system that suited them. For this a special apparatus was required—
detachments of armed men (army and police), courts, prisons, etc. Control of this appa-
ratus of coercion was placed in the hands of men devoted to the interests not of the
whole of society but of the exploiting minority. In this way the state was built up as a
machine for maintaining the domination of one class over another. With the help of this
machine the economically dominant class consolidates the social system that is to its
advantage and forcibly keeps its class opponents within the framework of the given
mode of production. For this reason, in an exploiting society the state, in essence, always
represents the dictatorship of the class or classes of exploiters.

In relation to society as a whole, the state acts as an instrument of direction and gov-
ernment on behalf of the ruling class; in relation to the opponents of this class (in an ex-
ploiting society this means the majority of the population), it acts as an instrument of
suppression and coercion.

Thus, the state is the result of the irreconcilability of class contradictions, It “arises
when, where and to the extent that class antagonisms objectively cannot be
reconciled”.” The political power of the economically dominant class—such is the
essence of the state, the nature of its relations with society. But in addition to this, it has
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other characteristics.

One can speak of the state as such only when the political power of this or that class
extends over a certain ferritory and over the population living on that territory—its citi-
zens or subjects.

Size of territory, as well as the number and composition of the population may, of
course, influence the power of the state and, in a number of cases, its structural form.
But the essence of the state is not determined by these features but by its class character.

Types and Forms of State

States, past and present, form a motley picture. They include the ancient despotisms
of Assyria, Babylon and Egypt, the republics of ancient Greece, the Roman Empire, the
principalities of Kiev Rus, the monarchies of the Middle Ages, the modern parliamen-
tary republics, and finally the socialist republic. These are all different types and forms
of state.

The type to which a state belongs depends on which class it serves, that is to say, it
depends in the final analysis on the economic basis of a given society. The type of state
therefore corresponds to a socio-economic formation. History knows three basic types of
exploiting state: the slave, the feudal, and the bourgeois. The characteristic feature
common to them all is the domination of exploiters, i.e., a small section of society, over
the exploited, who comprise its overwhelming majority. The socialist state, where the
working people headed by the working class are in power, is a new and quite different
type of state. The highest form of socialist state is the socialist state of the entire people,
which arises under the conditions of the complete victory socialism and, for the first
time in the history of states, loses its class character (this is dealt with in more detail in
chapters 24 and 26).

Whereas the type of state expresses its class nature, the form of the state primarily
indicates how the organs of power and administration are constructed and what kind of
political regime is maintained. Thus, the form of the structure of the supreme organs of
power distinguishes a monarchy, where one person (a king or emperor) not elected by
the population stands at the head of the state, from a republic, where power is based on
suffrage. There are also states which combine certain features of both these forms, the
constitutional monarchy, for example, where the power of the king or the emperor is
limited by law, by the constitution, and a large part is played by elected organs of gov-
ernment.

The political system may vary even in states of the same type. Thus, the bourgeois
state is to be found not only in the form of a democratic republic but also in the form of
a terroristic fascist regime. The rise of various forms of state, their development and
flowering, their decline and replacement by other forms takes place in conformity with
natural laws.

The variety of forms to be found in states of the same type depends mainly on
changes in the economic structure, in the relation of class forces and the various group-
ings within the ruling classes.
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The decentralised state with its weak central government and great political inde-
pendence of its individual feudal lords corresponded to the period of feudal disunity,
when each estate was essentially a self-supporting economy and the economic ties be-
tween them were still very weak. In the period of the decay of feudalism, the growth of
commodity-money relations and economic ties between separate localities and also be-
tween states, and the strengthening of the economic role of the bourgeoisie, the central-
ised state comes into being, the so-called absolute monarchy.

But other factors, too, influence the form of the state—national traditions, the se-
quence in the development of political institutions, the level of political consciousness
among the people, relations with foreign states (particularly the degree of danger of for-
eign attack), and so on.

The science of Marxism-Leninism attaches great importance to the form of the state.
For example, where the bourgeoisie is in power the more democratic form of state offers
far more favourable opportunities for social progress, for the development of culture and
science, and for the struggle of the working masses against oppression and exploitation.

But no form, not even the most democratic, can change the essence of the exploiting
state as an instrument for the domination of one class over others. In Egypt, the slave
state took the form of an eastern despotism with an unrestricted monarch, the Pharaoh, at
its head; in Athens, the form of a democracy; in Rome, the form of an: aristocratic re-
public, and then an empire, and so on. In spite of the great variety of forms, the essence
of all these states was the class domination of the slave-owners over the slaves.

The Bourgeois State

The bourgeois state can also take various forms: a democratic republic, a constitu-
tional monarchy, an open dictatorship of the fascist type. But in any form it remains an
instrument in the hands of the bourgeoisie, and therefore primarily an instrument for the
subjugation of the working masses.

The bourgeois-democratic state was a big step forward in comparison with its
predecessors. The bourgeois revolution destroyed the regime of the absolute monarch,
which the people hated. It set up a representative system of government, trial by jury,
and other democratic institutions. Under pressure from the revolutionary masses of the
people, bourgeois constitutions embodied many principles of democracy.

But just as the economic system of capitalism did not abolish the exploitation of the
working masses but merely altered its form, so bourgeois democracy did not change the
anti-popular nature of the political power of the exploiters. The democratic institutions
introduced by the bourgeoisie are of a formal nature and do not really enable the work-
ing people to make use of the rights that are proclaimed. And it could not be otherwise,
for the economic system of capitalism is incompatible with real equality and freedom.
Even the most democratic bourgeois state safeguards and sanctifies the capitalist system
and private ownership, and suppresses the working people who wage a struggle against
1t.

This is particularly characteristic of the present epoch, when the imperialist bour-
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geoisie is throwing overboard the democratic institutions and forms that have been won
by the people and attacking the rights and freedoms of the individual. The fascist state—
the dictatorship of the most reactionary and aggressive section of the monopolist bour-
geoisie, which existed in Italy (1922-43), and Germany (1933-45), and which still exists
in Spain, Portugal and certain other states—provides vivid confirmation of this fact.
Tendencies towards intensifying the dictatorship of the monopolies are characteristic of
the U.S.A., France and the German Federal Republic.

The bourgeoisie’s desire to abandon democracy encounters opposition from the de-
mocratic and socialist forces led by the working class and its Marxist parties, and this
opposition becomes increasingly more organised and powerful.

Such are some of the basic propositions of historical materialism on the state. They
do not, of course, cover the whole of the Marxist-Leninist teaching on the state. The ex-
perience of the present age, particularly the experience of the working people who have
created a new type of state, the socialist state, contributes much that is new to this teach-
ing. This will be dealt with in Part Five of this book.

3. The Class Struggle as the Driving Force of the Development
of an Exploiting Society

Reactionary ideologists, frightened by the working people’s resistance to exploita-
tion, try to represent the class struggle as an obstacle to progress, a dangerous deviation
from the normal course of social development. Nothing could be further from the truth.
In reality, far from hindering progress, the class struggle is on the contrary the driving
force of development of society.

The Law of Class Struggle

The class struggle permeates the whole history of exploiting society. Its creative,
progressive significance is felt even under conditions of the “peaceful”, evolutionary
development of each formation.

The bourgeoisie likes to take the credit for the immense technical progress achieved
in the epoch of capitalism. But the capitalist is least of all interested in the development
of technology as such. He would prefer to swell his profits by such “simple” and
“cheap"’” methods as cutting wages and lengthening the working day. Not only competi-
tion, but also the persistent struggle of the working class for the protection of its own
interests to a great extent forces the capitalist to seek other sources of increased profit,
such as the introduction of new machinery, improvement of technological processes and
adoption of inventions.

The struggle of the oppressed classes plays a tremendously progressive part in po-
litical life. It is known, for example, that the French bourgeoisie in the epoch of bour-
geois revolutions did not set themselves the aim of creating a republic, that they were for
retaining the monarchy as a form of government which would make it easier to suppress
the working people. But gradually, under the influence of the constantly widening strug-
gle of the proletariat and all the working people, they were, as Lenin writes, “completely
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transformed into republicans, re-educated, retrained, and regenera‘[ed”,77 and were com-
pelled to set up a political system more acceptable to the working people.

If it were not for the persistent struggle of the working classes, the political life of
the present-day capitalist countries would present a very different picture. We know that
in the epoch of imperialism the bourgeoisie does all it can to cut down and abolish de-
mocratic freedoms, to limit the power of representative bodies, of parliaments in particu-
lar, and to crush all that is democratic and progressive in the culture of the capitalist
countries. Only the determined class struggle of the working masses, led by the proletar-
iat, is able to check these anti-popular tendencies. In present-day circumstances such a
struggle can bring excellent results in defending peace, democracy and national sover-
eignty, and barring the way to fascism, reaction and war.

The more persistent the struggle of the oppressed classes against their exploiters, the
more successful their resistance to their oppressors, the more rapid, as a rule, is the pro-
gress made in all spheres of the life of society.

Social Revolution

The part played by the class struggle as the driving force in the development of an
exploiting society is particularly evident in a period when one socio-economic formation
is being replaced by another, i.e., in a period of social revolutions.

The conflict between the productive forces and production relations, which forms
the economic basis of the social revolution, matures slowly and gradually, in the course
of the evolution of the old mode of production. The solution of this conflict, however,
requires a fundamental break-up of the prevailing production relations, and this can
never be achieved by means of gradual changes. For the interests of the ruling classes
remain inseparably bound up with these relations even when the latter have ceased to
correspond to the level of the productive forces. The ruling classes can carry on their
parasitic existence and maintain their power and privileged position only while the form
of property prevailing in the particular society remains inviolate. Hence no exploiting
class ever has given up, or ever will give up, its property voluntarily.

The obsolete ruling class is not simply a small group of people with interests that dif-
fer from the rest of society; it is an organised force, which has held the reins of power for a
very long time. It controls the state, a powerful apparatus of coercion; its interests are de-
fended by the political and ideological superstructure. The dominant position of the old
production relations rests on the whole apparatus of the economic, political and spiritual
domination of the class in power. That is why the replacement of these relations by new
ones demands not evolution but revolution, which sweeps aside all the obstacles in the
path of the development of new economic relations, including in the first place the politi-
cal domination of the obsolete classes. Resolute struggle on the part of the oppressed
classes is needed to achieve such a social revolution. The key question of revolution is the
question of political power, of its transference into the hands of the class that embodies the
new production relations. It is this new political power that is the force that introduces the
changes in the economic and social relations of society that have matured.
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But not every political upheaval is a revolution. An upheaval aimed at restoring ob-
solete institutions and social relations is, on the contrary, a counter-revolution. It brings
not progress but stagnation, social retrogression, and multiplies the sacrifices and suffer-
ings of ions of people to no purpose.

Although the transition from one formation to another, higher formation is deter-
mined in the final analysis by the development of the productive forces, this situation
should not be understood to mean that under all historical conditions social revolution
begins in those countries that have reached the highest level of technical progress and
productivity. In the highest, imperialist stage of capitalism, when the capitalist system as
a whole has grown ripe for the transition to socialism, the socialist revolution may occur
first in the less developed countries, if the social and political contradictions there have
become sufficiently acute. This conclusion of Lenin’s, which will be further discussed in
later sections, has been confirmed, as we know, by the practical experience of history.

The Character and Driving Forces of Social Revolutions

History knows of various kinds of social revolution. They differ in character and in
their driving forces. By the character of a revolution is meant its objective content, i. e.,
the essence of the social contradictions it resolves and the system it ultimately estab-
lishes. Thus, the revolution of 1789 in France was bourgeois in character, because it was
confronted with the tasks of liquidating feudal relations and establishing a capitalist sys-
tem. The October Revolution of 1917 in Russia had the aim of abolishing capitalist rela-
tions and setting up socialist relations. Thus it was socialist in character.

The driving forces of a revolution are the classes that carry it out. They depend not
only on the character of the revolution but also on the concrete historical conditions un-
der which it is accomplished. For this reason revolutions of the same type, the same
character not infrequently differ as regards their driving forces. Thus, the driving force
of the bourgeois revolutions of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in the West
European countries was not only the bourgeoisie, but also the peasantry, the poor
townspeople, and the petty-bourgeois strata. The leader of these revolutions was the
bourgeoisie. But in Russia, in the revolution of 1905-07, and in the bourgeois-
democratic (February) revolution of 1917, the bourgeoisie, which had become a reac-
tionary force, frightened by the struggle of the revolutionary proletariat, far from being
the leader, did not even act as a driving force; the bourgeois-democratic revolution was
carried out by the working class and the peasantry.

Creative Role of the Social Revolution

The ruling classes have a panic fear of revolution and try to portray it as a blood-
thirsty monster, a blind destructive force that brings nothing but death, suffering and
ruin.

As regards sacrifices, bloodshed and human suffering, they abound throughout the
history of societies based on exploitation and oppression of the working masses. This is
true even of the periods of evolutionary development of such societies. The creation of a
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centralised state in place of the scattered petty principalities of feudalism, for example,
constitutes a bloody page in the history of many countries. In exactly the same way the
evolutionary development of capitalism has inflicted upon mankind incomparably
greater sufferings and sacrifices than any social revolution.lt suffices to recall the world
wars, the horrors of fascist terror, and the atrocities of the imperialist powers in the co-
lonial countries. As regards sacrifices and sufferings, the social revolution, when it is
placed on the agenda by historical development, helps to diminish them. And, on the
contrary, postponement of a revolution that is due multiplies the bloody tribute that an-
tagonistic class society exacts from humanity.

This does not mean, of course, that the social revolution occurs without sacrifices. It
is, after all, the culmination, the peak of a struggle between classes. A victorious revolu-
tion is unthinkable without the overcoming of the resistance of the obsolete classes,
which, as a rule, do not stop at the use of force. But the social revolution by no means
consists merely of uprisings and battles at the barricades. Such forms of struggle are
characteristic only of certain of its stages (political revolution, suppression of counter-
revolution, etc.).

But even in those cases when owing to concrete historical circumstances armed
struggle played a large part in social revolution, it was not an aim in itself. The chief aim
in every social revolution is the creation of conditions for society’s rapid advance along
the path of progress. Like the surgeon’s knife, it removes what is preventing the
development of the social organism, what is causing stagnation and all kinds of social
disasters.

But revolution is not only the amputation of everything that is obsolete, rotten and
an obstacle to progress. In place of what is destroyed it creates a new, advanced social
system and social relations. The solution of such creative tasks is, as we shall see later,
particularly characteristic of the socialist revolution.

On the other hand, the upheaval caused by the social revolution by no means in-
volves complete rejection of everything in the old society, denial of all its achievements.
If this were the case, the development of society in general would be inconceivable; af-
ter every social revolution society would have to be rebuilt from nothing, and mankind
would simply mark time at the most primitive level. In reality, social revolution rejects
by no means everything that existed in the old society but merely that which has become
out-of-date and hinders social progress. All the rest is retained and developed further.
This fully applies to the productive forces and to a very great to culture—to science, lit-
erature and art—where they are not directly concerned with defence of the old system
and with the biology of obsolete classes.

Revolutions are periods when the struggle between the classes reaches maximum in-
tensity. In these periods the political consciousness, will-power and emotional energy of
the masses show themselves with particular force. Never, wrote Lenin, is the mass of the
people capable of becoming such an active creator of a new social system as during a
revolution. At such times social development is tremendously accelerated and society
makes its most rapid and resolute advance along the path of progress. That is why Marx
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called revolutions the “locomotives of history”.

Thus, both in the evolutionary and the revolutionary periods of the development of
antagonistic class society the class struggle is the chief driving force of the historical
process.

Hence it follows that those who gloss over class contradictions, who propose aban-
doning the struggle of the working classes, who try to blunt and weaken it, and preach
peace between the classes are, no matter what fine words they use for concealment,
enemies of progress, defenders of stagnation and reaction. Such a position is not accept-
able to the workers, or to any progressive people, who regard it as their task to develop
the struggle of the oppressed classes against the exploiters. From the point of view of
both the immediate and the more remote tasks confronting society this struggle is in the
interests of the majority of mankind and furthers its progress.

4. The Basic Forms of the Class Struggle of the Proletariat

The class struggle of the proletariat proceeds in various forms economic, political
and ideological.

Economic Struggle

The economic struggle is that waged for improving the workers’ conditions of life
and labour: increased wages, a shorter working day, etc. The most widespread method of
economic struggle is for the workers to state their demands and, if these demands are not
satisfied, to carry out strikes. To defend its economic interests the working class creates
trade unions, mutual assistance funds and other organisations.

Every worker, even the least politically developed, realises the need to protect his
immediate economic interests. It is therefore with economic struggle that the workers’
movement begins. But this does not mean that economic struggle is a thing of the past in
the class struggle of the proletariat. Defence of economic demands plays a large part
also under present-day conditions, even in those countries where a powerful and well-
organised working-class movement exists.

In the first place, the economic struggle offers definite possibilities of improving the
lot of the working class even under conditions of capitalism. This is shown by the ex-
perience of many countries, where the workers have wrung important concessions from
the bourgeoisie. Communists—the most consistent fighters for the interests of the work-
ing class and all working people—therefore devote much attention to the organisation of
the proletariat’s economic struggle.

Secondly, the fight for economic demands, being the most accessible and compre-
hensible to the masses, draws the broadest sections of the workers into movement and
serves them as a necessary school of anti-capitalist struggle, of education in class-
consciousness. Hence, to a large extent the success of the higher forms of the working-
class movement depends on this fight.

Economic struggle, however, has definite limitations. Since it does not affect the
foundations of the capitalist system it cannot bring satisfaction of the workers’ basic
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economic interest, it cannot free them of exploitation. What is more, the successes of
economic struggle, if they are not reinforced by political gains, cannot be at all secure.
The bourgeoisie will seize every chance of withdrawing its concessions and launching
an offensive against the economic interests of the working class.

That is why Marxism-Leninism holds that where the workers’ struggle amounts only
to a struggle for their immediate economic interests the working-class movement cannot
achieve considerable successes.

The genuine class struggle of the proletariat begins when this struggle goes beyond
the narrow limits of defence of the workers’ immediate interests and develops into a po-
litical struggle. For this the first requirement is that the advanced representatives of the
working class of the whole country should begin to wage a struggle “against the whole
class of capitalists and against the government that supports that class” (Lenin).”®

Ideological Struggle

The working class, like any other class, wages a struggle in its own interests. These
interests are the outcome of the economic relations of capitalist society, which condemn
the working class to exploitation, oppression and bad living conditions. The workers’
class interests are not something that has been invented by some theoretician or party,
they exist objectively.

But this does not mean that the working class arrives at once, automatically, at an
awareness of its interests. The proletariat’s conditions of life give rise, of course, to cer-
tain attitudes of mind on the part of every worker. He is constantly encountering facts of
injustice and social inequality. This engenders among the workers a feeling of discon-
tent, of spontaneous protest and indignation. But such feelings still do not amount to an
awareness of class interests. Class-consciousness, as Lenin defined it, “means the work-
ers’ understanding that the only way to improve their conditions and to achieve their
emancipation is to conduct a struggle against the capitalist factory-owner class.... Fur-
ther, the workers’ class-consciousness means their understanding that the interests of all
the workers of any particular country are identical, that they all constitute one class,
separate from all the other classes in society. Finally, the class-consciousness of the
workers means the workers’ understanding that to achieve their aims they have to work
to influence affairs of state....””””

Such awareness does not dawn in the mind of every worker of its own accord.

Above all, it is not so simple for the worker to become aware of himself as a repre-
sentative of a special class. The bricklayer and the engine-driver, the skilled turner and
the labourer, the miner and the navvy all have different conditions of labour, and often
different standards of life. It is no accident that the working-class movement of many
countries has passed through the stage of craft unionism, where the guiding principle of
unification is the narrow speciality, the trade. Working on the same railway, for in-
stance, the guards, stokers and couplers may be united in trade unions that are quite
separate from each other. And it has happened that the aims of these unions have been
confined to winning concessions for their “own” workers at the expense of the others.
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But that is not the whole story. The individual worker by no means always correctly
understands his oppressed position in capitalist society. He may, for instance, regard this
position as the result of personal failure. His discontent may then express itself in at-
tempts to “get on in the world” by any means, even at the expense of his comrades. A
few individuals may possibly succeed in doing so, but the lot of the millions remains the
same.

The workers’ spontaneous protest may be directed against the wrong opponents. For
example, in the age of the industrial revolution of the eighteenth and nineteenth centu-
ries the movement for wrecking machinery (the Luddites) became widespread among
the proletariat. The workers saw that the introduction of machinery was worsening their
lot but they could not understand that the root of the evil lay not in the machines them-
selves but in the fact that these machines belonged to capitalists, who were using them to
intensify the exploitation and ruin of the working people.

The difficulty experienced by the workers in becoming aware of their class interests
is increased by the corroding influence of bourgeois ideology, of the propaganda that the
bourgeoisie conducts with the definite aim of misleading the working people. The de-
velopment of class-consciousness among the workers may be hindered particularly by
spreading among them ideas about the eternity and immutability of the system of exploi-
tation, about the possibility of improving the workers’ position by agreement and com-
promise with the bourgeoisie, and by ideas of national dissension calculated to split the
ranks of the working people, and so on.

The formation of the class-consciousness of the proletariat is therefore a complex
process. It may proceed faster or slower, with ease or difficulty, depending on the con-
crete conditions in different countries. This process has been delayed in certain coun-
tries, where to a great extent the proletariat remains, as Marx expressed it, “a class in
itself”, and not a “class for itself”, a class that has become conscious of itself as a special
class, that has understood where its basic interests lie.

The best school of class-consciousness for the workers is the day-to- day struggle,
including the struggle for their immediate interests, but that alone is not enough. For the
working class to reach a high level of class-consciousness a special, ideological form of
struggle is needed.

The ideological struggle of the proletariat involves, above all, the working out of a
world outlook, a scientific theory which will show the working class the path to libera-
tion. The struggle of the working class for its immediate interests, the trade-union strug-
gle in particular, is not sufficient to give birth to socialist views. The doctrine of social-
ism could be created only on the basis of the most advanced philosophical, economic
and political theories. This task was performed by the great thinkers Marx and Engels,
who devoted their whole lives and creative work to the emancipation struggle of the
working class. They evolved a teaching which reveals with scientific accuracy the basic
interest of the working class—the need for it to free itself from exploitation; and the way
of achieving that aim— the revolutionary destruction of capitalism and the building of
socialism, and also the fundamental tactics of the working-class movement.
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But the scientific world outlook of the working class that Marx and Engels created is
not a list of cut-and-dried answers to the questions that may confront the working people
at later stages in history, under new conditions and in new circumstances. For this world
outlook to remain always a sharp weapon that the working class can use in its struggle
for the building of socialist society, it must be constantly substantiated, developed and
enriched by means of fresh scientific data and fresh experience of the class struggle of
the millions. This creative theoretical work has been and will continue to be an impor-
tant task for the Marxist-Leninist parties of the working class.

To play its part in the liberation struggle the scientific world outlook of the working
class must become the possession of the masses of the workers. Hence the need for in-
troducing this scientific world outlook into the working-class movement from outside
the economic struggle and the sphere of relations between the workers and their em-
ployers. This task is performed by the Marxist-Leninist party. According to Lenin’s
definition, the party is in fact the combination of the ideas of socialism with the mass
working-class movement.

Another important task of the ideological struggle is to preserve under all circum-
stances the purity of the socialist world outlook of the working class, to prevent the en-
emy from distorting it and thus knocking this sharp weapon out of the hands of the pro-
letariat. As we know, no sooner had Marxism-Leninism become a powerful ideological
force than the enemies of the working class began to wage war on it not only from the
front but also from the rear, using its agents within the working-class movement. Under
the pretext of “improving” Marxism they constantly strive to distort it and make it harm-
less to the bourgeoisie and useless to the workers. This is what the “theoretical” work of
opportunists of all kinds, reformists and revisionists, amounts to. To combat them is an
essential task of all politically conscious workers and, above all, of the Marxist-Leninist
parties.

But the proletariat’s ideological struggle is not confined to the tasks of developing
class-consciousness among the workers and propagating the ideas of Marxism-Leninism
among them. The working class does not carry on its emancipatory straggle in isolation
but in alliance with all the working people, of whom it is the vanguard. The liberation of
the non-proletarian masses—the peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie and the intelligentsia—
from the influence of bourgeois ideas, and winning them over to socialist ideas, is there-
fore yet another important task in the workers’ ideological struggle.

Political Struggle

The highest form of the workers’ class struggle is political struggle.

The proletariat first experiences the need to wage this form of struggle in the course
of defending its economic demands. On the side of the capitalists stands the bourgeois
state, which helps them to sabotage and crush strikes and hinders the functioning of the
trade unions and other workers’ organisations, and so on. Thus, life itself leads the
working class to fight not only their own bosses but also the bourgeois state, which pro-
tects the interests of the class of capitalists as a whole.
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On the other hand, fully developed political struggle is possible only when the work-
ing class or, at least, its advanced section becomes imbued with class-consciousness and
correctly comprehends its interests.

The political struggle of the working class embraces the whole sphere of social life
connected with its attitude to other classes and strata of bourgeois society, as well as to
the bourgeois state and its activities. “Working-class consciousness,” wrote Lenin, “can-
not be genuinely political consciousness unless the workers are trained to respond to a//
cases, without exception, of tyranny, oppression, violence and abuse, no matter what
class is affected....”™ This presupposes a close connection between the defence of the
interests of the working class and the fight for democratic rights and freedoms generally,
the fight against the anti-popular foreign policy of the bourgeoisie, and in many coun-
tries the fight for national independence, and so on.

All these directions of working-class political activity are extremely important in
themselves, especially in present-day conditions. But to claim that they comprise all the
tasks of the political struggle would be incorrect. “It is not enough,” wrote Lenin, “that
the class struggle becomes real, consistent and developed only when it embraces the
sphere of politics.... Marxism acknowledges the class struggle as being fully developed,
‘nation-wide’, only when it not merely embraces politics but when it goes to the very
core of politics—the system of state power.”®' Here lies the distinction between the
Marxist and the ordinary liberal, who is prepared to acknowledge the class struggle even
in the sphere of politics, but on one condition—that it does not include the workers’
struggle to overthrow capitalism and capture state power.

From what has been said it is clear why Marxist-Leninist theory, while perceiving
the root cause of all conflict between classes in their material, economic interests, at the
same time stresses the primacy of politics over economics, singles out the political form
of working-class struggle as the highest form, and regards all class struggle as political.
Economic and ideological forms of struggle are not an aim in themselves; both of them,
important though they may be, are subordinate to the workers’ higher, political aims and
tasks, to their political struggle, which alone can secure the basic economic need of the
working class — freedom from exploitation.

Depending on the situation the working class wages its political struggle by a great
variety of methods, ranging from demonstrations, political strikes (i. e., strikes in de-
fence of certain political demands) and campaigning at elections and in parliament, to an
armed uprising. The aims and methods of political struggle demand different, higher
forms of working-class organisation, above all the creation of a political party of the
proletariat. As experience has shown, the appearance of such a party is a natural phe-
nomenon in the history of the working-class movement. Political struggle also demands
not only nation-wide but international unity of effort on the part of the working class and
all working people.

Proletarian Revolution

The highest stage of the proletariat’s class struggle is revolution.
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The enemies of communism depict the proletarian revolution as a coup carried out
by a small group of communist “conspirators”. That is a deliberate lie. Marxism-
Leninism does not recognise the tactics of “palace revolutions”, putsches, and seizure of
power by armed minorities. This follows logically from the Marxist conception of social
processes. The causes of revolution lie fundamentally in the material conditions of the
life of society, in the conflict between the productive forces and production relations.
This conflict finds its expression in a clash between large masses of people, classes,
which rise to the struggle under the influence of objective causes that do not depend on
the will of separate individuals, groups or even parties. The Communist Party organises
the actions of the masses, directs the masses, but does not attempt to make a revolution
“for them”, with its own forces.

A number of important features distinguish the socialist revolution of the working
class from all previous social revolutions. Chief among them is the fact that all previous
revolutions led merely to the substitution of one form of exploitation for another,
whereas the socialist revolution puts an end to all exploitation and leads ultimately to the
abolition of classes. It is the most profound of all transformations in history, a complete
reorganisation of social relations from top to bottom. The socialist revolution marks the
end of the history of exploiting class society that has lasted for thousands of years, the
liberation of society from all forms of oppression, the beginning of an epoch of genuine
brotherhood and equality among people, the establishment of eternal peace on earth, the
complete social regeneration of humanity. Herein lies the tremendous significance of the
proletarian revolution for the whole of humanity. It marks a vital turning-point in the
development of mankind.

The new role of the masses in a revolutionary upheaval is determined by the charac-
ter of the socialist revolution. The masses of the working people took an active part also
in former revolutions against slave-owners and feudal lords. But then they were no more
than a striking force that cleared the path to power for a new class of exploiters. For the
result of the upheaval was merely the substitution of one form of exploitation for an-
other.

The working-class revolution is a different matter. Here the workers, who constitute
a large (in some countries the largest) section of the working people, are not merely a
striking force; they are also the inspirers and leaders of the revolution. Moreover, the
victory of the working class leads to the complete abolition of exploitation of man by
man, to the liberation of the working people from all oppression.

This means that the proletarian revolution is a revolution of the mass of the working
people themselves, which they make for themselves. It is not surprising that in the
course of a socialist revolution the working people reveal enormous creative power,
produce from their own ranks splendid leaders and revolutionaries, and create new
forms of government that are different from anything that has been known in history
before.

A socialist revolution in any capitalist country covers a fairly long period. First of
all, it presupposes a political revolution, i. e., the capture of state power by the working
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class. The transition from capitalism to socialism can take place only through the set-
ting-up of working-class power.

The historic mission of the socialist revolution is the abolition of capitalist private
ownership of the means of production, and of capitalist production relations, their re-
placement by public, socialist ownership of the means of production, and by socialist
production relations. But this replacement is impossible as long as the bourgeoisie holds
power. The bourgeois state is the principal obstacle in the way of changing the capitalist
system, for it serves the exploiters and guards their property with the utmost devotion.
To take away the property of the ruling classes and hand it over to the whole of society,
state power must be taken from the capitalists and put in the hands of the working peo-
ple. The bourgeois state must be replaced by a state of the working people.

The creation of such a state is essential also because it is only with the help of state
power that the working class can carry out the tremendous constructive tasks with which
it is confronted by the socialist revolution.

Former revolutions were faced mainly with destructive tasks. This is clearly seen in
the example of the bourgeois revolutions. Their chief aim was to sweep away feudal re-
lations and thus break the fetters which the old society had placed on the development of
production and clear the path for the further growth of capitalism. In so doing the bour-
geois revolution fulfilled the greater part of its mission. Capitalist economic relations,
however, had been developing for a long time within the framework of the feudal sys-
tem. This was possible because bourgeois and feudal property are two types of private
property. Although there were contradictious between them, they could coexist for a
time.

The socialist revolution also performs the task of destroying obsolete relations—
capitalist relations, and quite often feudal relations, too, which have survived as more or
less powerful remnants of the past. But added to the tasks of destruction there are now
constructive socio-economic tasks on a grand scale and of great complexity, forming the
main substance of the revolution.

Socialist relations cannot come into being within capitalism. They arise affer the
working class has gained power, when the working people’s state has nationalised the
capitalist-owned means of production, factories, mines, transport, banks, etc., and turned
them into public, socialist property. It is clearly impossible to do this before power has
passed into the hands of the working class.

But nationalisation of capitalist property is only the beginning of the revolutionary
transformations the working class has to accomplish. To achieve socialism, it is neces-
sary to establish socialist economic relations throughout the economy, to organise the
people's economic life along new lines, to create an effective planned economy, to re-
construct social and political relations on socialist principles, and solve complex tasks in
the field of culture and education. All this means immense constructive work and in car-
rying it out the socialist state plays an exceptionally important part. It is the chief tool
that the workers possess for building socialism, and subsequently communism. To claim
therefore, as do the opportunists, that socialism can be built while political power re-
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mains in the hands of the bourgeoisie is to deceive the people and give them harmful
illusions.

The political revolution of the working class may come about in various forms. It
may be carried out by means of an armed uprising, as in Russia in October 1917. Under
particularly favourable conditions it is possible for power to be transferred to the people
peacefully, without an armed uprising and civil war. But no matter what form the prole-
tarian revolution takes it is always the highest stage of development of the class struggle.
As the result of the revolution the dictatorship of the proletariat is established, that is to
say, state power passes into the hands of the working people led by the working class.

Having gained power, the working class is faced with the question of what to do
with the old state apparatus, with the police, the courts, the administrative bodies, and so
forth. In former revolutions, when the new class came to power, it adapted the old state
apparatus to its needs and ruled with its aid. This was possible because these revolutions
led to the replacement of the domination of one exploiting class by that of another class,
also composed of exploiters.

The working class cannot take that course. The police, security services, the army,
the courts and other state institutions that for centuries have served the exploiting classes
cannot simply pass into the service of those whom they formerly oppressed. The state
apparatus is not an ordinary machine that operates whoever controls it; its very nature is
such that the bourgeois apparatus cannot serve the working class. The composition and
structure of the bourgeois state apparatus are adapted to fulfil its principal function, that
of keeping the working people in subordination to the bourgeoisie. That is why Marx
said that all previous revolutions merely improved the old state machinery, while the
task of the working-class revolution was to smash it and replace it with its own, proletar-
ian state.

The creation of a new state apparatus is also important because it helps to attract the
broad masses of the people to the side of the working class. The population is constantly
coming into contact with government bodies. And when the working people see that
men from the people are working in the state apparatus, when they see that government
bodies are striving to satisfy the vital needs of the working people and not those of the
rich, this convinces the masses better than any propaganda that the new government is
government by the people.

How the destruction of the old state apparatus proceeds depends on many circum-
stances, the main one being whether the revolution was achieved peacefully or by force.
Under all circumstances, however, the destruction of the old apparatus of state power
and the creation of a new one remain a task of the first importance for the proletarian
revolution.

Only the working class can be the chief and decisive force behind the socialist revo-
lution. But the working class does not act alone. The interests of the working class coin-
cide with those of all working people, i. €., the overwhelming majority of the population.
Hence the possibility arises of an alliance of the working class as the leader of the revo-
lution with the broadest masses of the working people.
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The mass allies of the working class usually come to support the slogan of socialist
revolution and establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat not all at once, but
gradually. Historical experience shows that a proletarian revolution may develop from a
bourgeois-democratic revolution, from a national-liberation movement of oppressed
peoples, from an anti-fascist, anti-imperialist struggle of liberation.

The proletarian revolution makes enormous demands on the parties of the working
class. Resolute and skilful direction, carried out by the Marxist parties, of the struggle of
the masses is the chief condition for the victory of the proletarian revolution.

The epoch of socialist revolutions is a whole stage in the development of mankind.
Sooner or later socialist revolutions will embrace all peoples and all countries. Proletar-
ian revolutions in the various countries take specific forms depending on the concrete
historical circumstances, on national peculiarities and traditions. But in all countries so-
cialist revolutions develop in accordance with the general laws discovered by Marxist-
Leninist theory.
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CHAPTER 6

THE ROLE OF THE MASSES AND
THE INDIVIDUAL IN HISTORY

The ideologists of the exploiting classes take special pains to distort the problem of
the role of the masses and the individual in history. In order to justify the “right” of an
insignificant minority to oppress the majority they have always tried to belittle the role
of the masses of the people in the life and development of society. The people, ordinary
men and women, the working masses are represented as a dull-witted mob, ordained by
their very nature to submit to the will of others and obediently suffer poverty and hu-
miliation.

For those who hold such views the masses are merely a passive factor in the histori-
cal process, at best unthinking performers of the will of “great men”—Xkings, generals,
lawgivers, etc. Such subjectivist theories not only justify a system by which a handful of
exploiters is able to oppress the majority of the population, they also give grounds for a
domestic policy aimed at abolishing democracy and setting up a fascist system. Such a
system, the ideologists of reaction assure us, enables great men to act freely, without
interference from the mob, and to “make” history by putting their will into practice. This
was how the subjection of the masses and the omnipotence of the Fuhrer (leader) was
justified by the Nazis and other fascists.

Besides the subjectivist view of the role of the individual in history, the fatalist
view, according to which man is incapable of exercising any influence at all on the
course of events, is also to be found among bourgeois ideologists. This point of view is
urged with particular zeal by the churchmen, who maintain that life and the development
of society are the result of divine predestination, blind fate, destiny. “Man proposes but
God disposes” is the essence of their philosophy.

The fatalist theory, no less than the subjectivist theory, belittles the role of the
masses in the development of society. Both of them arise from the mistaken opinion that
social development proceeds independently of the activity and struggle of the masses of
the working people, and each in its own fashion serves the ideological purposes of the
exploiting classes, who are interested in casting disdain upon the working people.

Marxist theory has exposed the falsity both of the fatalist and the subjectivist con-
ceptions of history. By revealing the laws of the historical process, Marxism-Leninism
shows that historical necessity finds its main expression through the masses, the force
that plays the determining role in social development.

1. The Masses Are the Makers of History

The masses are primarily the classes and social strata that set social production in
motion and that live by their own labour, that is to say, they are the masses of the work-
ing people. Taken as a whole, they comprise the bulk of society, its overwhelming ma-
jority. What actual classes and strata go to make up the masses depends on the epoch, on
the character of the social formation in question. Consequently, using the concept of
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“the masses” by no means does away with the need to approach society from the point
of view of class, to determine the actual class content of the movement in which the
masses are involved.

The Production Activity of the Masses Is the Decisive Factor
in the Life and Development of Society

The production activity of the masses is of primary importance in the life of society.
The masses create the instruments of labour, improve them, accumulate labour skills and
hand them down from generation to generation, and produce all the material values
without which society could not exist for a single day.

With the replacement of one socio-economic formation by another the class nature
of the producers changed, but their production activity always was and will be a natural
necessity, the prime condition of the existence of society. “...Whatever changes took
place in the upper, non-producing ranks of society,” Engels stresses, “society could not
live without a class of producers. This class, then, is necessary under all circumstances
though the time must come, when it will no longer be a class, when it will comprise all
society.”"

The daily labour activity of millions of ordinary people developing production not
only provides society with all that is necessary existence but also creates the material
basis for consecutive replacement of socio-economic formations, i.e., for progressive
development, for human progress.

The production activity of the masses alone would suffice for them to be acknowl-
edged the real creators of history. But their role in social development does not stop
there.

The Masses in Politics

The masses also play a large part in political life. Without their political activity, the
very development of society and, above all, social revolutions would be inconceivable.
No matter what class comes to power as a result of revolution, its chief driving force has
always been the masses of the people.

In periods of revolution the creative role of the masses becomes particularly appar-
ent. “Revolutions are the festivals of the oppressed and the exploited,” wrote Lenin. “At
no other time are the masses of the people in a position to come forward so actively as
creators of a new social order as at a time of revolution. At such times the people are
capable of performing miracles.”™

The role of the masses is equally great in the struggle for national liberation, in de-
fence of the motherland from foreign invaders, in just wars.

The exploiting classes have always posed as the sole defenders of the national inter-
ests. But, as the facts show, at times of great national stress the outcome is decided not
by a handful of exploiters, but by the people, the masses, who rise up in arms to defend
their country and fight devotedly for its independence.

The selfless and devoted struggle of the broad masses of the Russian people played

154



a decisive part in the liberation of Russia from the Tatar yoke, and also in ridding the
country of Napoleon’s hordes in 1812. Many other countries, too, owe their national
independence to the heroism of the working people—Italy, which long suffered under
foreign domination; Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece and other Balkan countries, which lan-
guished under the Turkish yoke, and so on.

In our own day it was the great masses of the working people who saved Europe
from fascist enslavement and defeated fascism. An outstanding part in this historic vic-
tory was played by the peoples of the Soviet Union, who bore the chief burden of the
anti-fascist war.

Thanks to the selfless struggle of the mass of the people of the colonial and depend-
ent countries, many of these have freed themselves of colonial oppression, and others
are on the way to freedom and national independence.

During “peaceful” periods of history the role of the masses in the political life of an
exploiting society is not so obvious. By using every instrument of physical and spiritual
coercion—the police and army, religion and the judiciary, the administrative apparatus
and the schools—the ruling classes strive to reduce the role of the masses in politics to a
minimum, to crush their political activity or divert it to a channel that is safe for the ex-
ploiting classes. This is an inseparable feature of a social system based on exploitation.
The working people can be oppressed and the fruits of their labour appropriated only by
subordinating the masses politically and ensuring the domination of the parasitic classes
in political life. The masses of the working people can therefore determine policy only
when the power of the exploiters has been overthrown.

But this does not mean that the masses play no part in political life under conditions
of domination by capitalists or other exploiters. Politics are a field of stubborn class con-
flict, primarily conflict between the exploiters and the exploited. Its final results depend
not only on the will of the ruling class but on the persistence and resolution with which
the working people defend their interests, on the actual balance of forces in this conflict.

Even under capitalist conditions the masses can exercise a considerable influence on
ruling class policy by preventing the execution of the anti-popular plans of the reaction-
ary forces and compelling the ruling circles to make concessions in many important mat-
ters of internal and foreign policy. As noted in the preceding chapter, this day-to-day
political struggle waged by the working people plays a large part in the development of
society.

Role of the Masses in the Development of Culture

Reactionary ideologists, who deny the creative ability of the working people, of or-
dinary men and women, show particular zeal in distorting the role of the masses in the
development of culture. Culture, they claim, is the work of “the elect”, mankind owes
the development of science, literature and art to a small handful of men of genius.

At first sight such assertions may appear to be correct. Indeed, in almost every field
of intellectual creation one can mention a few dozen names, such as Newton, Lo-
monosov and Einstein in physics, Mendeleyev and Butlerov in chemistry, Darwin and
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Michurin in biology, Shakespeare and Tolstoi in literature, Beethoven and Chaikovsky
in music, without whom it would be hard to imagine culture as we know it today.

Marxists fully acknowledge the services of the great masters. But they are well
aware that an invaluable contribution to culture has been made by the working people,
by the masses. It is the masses who have laid the foundations of all man’s spiritual cul-
ture, who have created the conditions for its progress.

We know, for instance, that literature and art developed for a long time exclusively
as folk art. Folk epics, folk tales, legends, proverbs and songs were the foundation on
which literature was developed by professional writers and poets. In exactly the same
way, the fine and applied arts practised by the people, and folk architecture, laid the
foundation for the subsequent work of artists and architects. Even today folk art still
possesses intrinsic artistic value; it is an inexhaustible treasure-house of imagery and
means of expression, a source inspiration to writers and artists. It is in folk art that the
national form of the art and literature of every country is conceived and takes shape.

The creative genius of the people also laid the foundations of science. We are
amazed by the achievements of gifted scientists who discover new sources of energy and
miraculous vaccines, who invent wonderful machines and new materials transforming
our life. But no less astonishing than these achievements was the creative feat of the
masses of the people, who bit by bit in their daily work wrested the first secrets from
nature, who discovered fire, evolved ways of cultivating cereals and smelting metals,
invented and perfected the first instruments of labour, and stored up our first knowledge
of the things and phenomena by which man is surrounded.

In the early stages of the development of culture, therefore, the working people were
the direct creators of all cultural values.

There was bound to be a change in the situation after the separation of mental labour
from physical labour, after activity in the field of literature, art and science, along with
state activity, was monopolised by the exploiting ruling classes and the social strata that
served their interests. All kinds of measures, economic and political, were used to make
every kind of mental work, including work in the sphere of culture, a privilege of the
propertied classes. In the hands of the exploiters alienation of the masses of the people
from culture, the imposition of ignorance, became one of the guarantees of class su-
premacy

Such conditions, naturally, limited the active participation of the toiling masses in
the development of science, art and literature.

The ideologists of the modern bourgeoisie make great play with this fact. They ar-
gue that complex kinds of intellectual work connected with the direction of politics and
the economy and with creative activity in the sphere of culture can be understood only
by the “elect”, that is to say, representatives of the ruling classes of exploiting society.
These bourgeois theoreticians proclaim that the masses, the working people, are intellec-
tually “inferior” and capable only of “crude” physical labour.

But in reality, brains and talent are not a class privilege. It is only the opportunity for
intelligence and talent to show themselves in politics, science, art and literature that be-
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comes such a privilege in an exploiting society. In class society this opportunity is, as a
rule, presented to people from the propertied classes.

One cannot but be amazed by the strength of mind, talent and will-power of the
many thousands of working people who even in the conditions of an exploiting society
have been able to come to the fore; and make considerable contributions to the most di-
verse fields of intellectual culture, or even to become outstanding figures in political life.
History shows many such examples. Newton and Lomonosov, both of them sons of
peasants, lived to become the greatest scientists of their age. Abraham Lincoln, a rail-
splitter, played an outstanding part in the American Civil War and was elected President.
A child of poor townspeople, Maxim Gorky became a great writer. Many other names
could be mentioned. But for every one of them there are hundreds and thousands of
gifted sons of the people who died without showing their ability. The history of exploit-
ing society is a veritable graveyard of popular talent.

One of the greatest advantages of socialism is that it puts an end to this senseless
waste of the greatest wealth that society possesses—human talent. By abolishing all es-
tate, political and economic privileges socialism creates conditions for the all-round de-
velopment and rational use of people’s abilities, which in itself leads to an enormous
acceleration of progress in all fields of social life.

Significance of the Marxist Thesis of the Decisive Role of the Masses in History

In the theory of Marxism-Leninism the thesis of the decisive role of the masses in
the development of society occupies an important place. It provides social science with
the key to understanding the historical process and removes the basic defect of all pre-
Marxian theories of history, which did not take into account the activity of the masses.
The study of society now becomes directed towards investigating the activity of the
masses of the people and their conditions of life, without which the course of history
cannot be understood.

For the Marxist-Leninist parties, for every member of these parties, a correct under-
standing of the role of the masses in history serves as a guide in their practical activity. It
helps them to distinguish the most important aspect of their work, viz., organisational,
ideological and educational work among all kinds of working people, and to concentrate
their attention and energy on this field. Quite a number of parties in history (including
parties created for the purpose of defending the interests of the working people) have
disappeared from the political arena precisely because they failed to understand the im-
portance of such work and were unable to rally the support of the masses. Thus, one of
the basic causes of the collapse of the Narodnaya Volya (People’s Will)" party in Russia
was that its leaders under-estimated the masses, relied entirely on the activity of “criti-
cally-minded individuals”, and reduced their struggle against the oppressors to individ-

“Narodnaya Volya (see footnote Narodniks, p. 182)—a revolutionary terrorist organisation
formed in Russia in 1879. Members of this organisation assassinated Tsar Alexander II in 1881.
It was suppressed by the tsarist police in the eighties.—Ed.
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ual acts of terrorism.

The Marxist-Leninist thesis of the people as the creators of history is also of great
importance to the masses of the working people themselves. By dethroning one of the
cherished myths of all exploiters—the myth that human society owes everything to a
handful of the élite, without whom it could not live and develop—this thesis awakens
the consciousness of the masses, inspires them to fight for emancipation, imbues them
with faith in victory, in the feasibility of a society in which the masses themselves will
be the full masters.

The Marxist thesis of the decisive role of the masses in history at the same time
awakens in the working people a profound feeling of responsibility for the fate of soci-
ety. It shows them that it is no use relying on a “saviour”, that the only hero who can
free the peoples from oppression and remould society in accordance with the aspirations
of the majority of mankind are the workers themselves.

2. The Role of the Individual in History
Individual Leadership Is an Essential Element of the Historical Process

While it proves the decisive role of the masses in the history of society, Marxist the-
ory at the same time allots an important place to the activity of outstanding people, of
leaders and organisers, and shows that they perform a function that is essential to soci-
ety. This refers not only to scientists, writers and artists without whose work the devel-
opment of science and culture would be inconceivable in present-day conditions, but
also to men engaged in public affairs and politics, the leaders of the masses, of the pro-
gressive classes and political parties.

No class of society can govern without the help of some kind of organisation. And
to be effective, every class organisation must have leadership and, consequently, leaders.
This is true both of parties and other social organisations, and of the state. The leaders
work out and formulate the policy of a class, state or party, organise its practical execu-
tion and direct the activities of millions of people.

Leaders are especially essential to classes that are coming to the fore, that are wag-
ing a revolutionary struggle for power, because the chief force that an oppressed class
can counterpose to the state organisation of the ruling class is the force of revolutionary
organisation. But revolutionary organisation is inconceivable without experienced,
skilled and energetic leaders. “No class in history has achieved supremacy without pro-
ducing its own political leaders, its own advanced representatives, capable of organising
the movement and directing it,”* wrote Lenin.

There is therefore an objective necessity for the activity of leaders. It is this circum-
stance that gives rise to the illusion that the leaders, certain outstanding figures, are the
creators of history. The activity of the leaders is seen on the surface of events, it is more
visible, more noticeable, it strikes the eye more rapidly. Confining themselves to the
surface of events, bourgeois ideologists try to prove that certain outstanding individuals
“create” all events, that the cause of the revolutions and wars that took place in Europe
in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, for example, was the activity of the
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leaders of the French bourgeois revolution and of Napoleon, or that the class struggle
waged by the workers is due to “incitement” by communist leaders.

In reality, the course of history is determined by the struggle of large social groups,
classes and masses. The role of great men in history can be understood only by examin-
ing their activity in relation to the class struggle, to the activity of large social groups
and to the struggle between these groups.

What Is the Source of the Strength of Outstanding Historical Figures?

Outstanding public figures are not the creators of events and movements but the
leaders of the masses, of social classes. The support they receive from large social
groups is, in fact, the source of their strength. No matter how gifted and intelligent these
leaders may be in themselves, without such support they are powerless and incapable of
exercising any significant influence on the course of events, “When, therefore,” Engels
stated, “it is a question of investigating the driving powers which—consciously or un-
consciously, and indeed very often unconsciously—lie behind the motives of men who
act in history and which constitute the real ultimate driving forces of history, then it is
not a question so much of the motives of single individuals, however eminent, as of
those motives which set in motion great masses, whole peoples, and again whole classes
of the people in each people.”® The motives of the masses, of classes are not formed by
chance. They express historical necessity, the law of history.

The fundamental mistake of the subjectivists lies in the fact that they cannot even
correctly formulate the problem of the relation between the law-governed character of
social development and the activity of outstanding people, because they regard social
laws and this activity as mutually exclusive forces. They see the greatness of leaders in
the ability to “have their own way” in spite of everything, to enforce their will.

Of course, among the leaders of various social movements there have been and still
are people who go against the objective laws of history. Such leaders are typical of the
reactionary classes, for these classes have a stake in defending the obsolete social forms
with which their existence and well-being are bound up. It is no accident therefore that
the deeds of the leaders of these classes bear the stamp of adventurism. A striking exam-
ple of such adventurism is provided by the activity of Hitler, or by the contemporary
imperialist politicians who dream of destroying communism. But such activities eventu-
ally always end in failure. The history of states and peoples has proved a thousand times
that no man, even of the most exceptional will-power, even if he possesses absolute au-
thority, can arbitrarily annul the laws of history or reverse their effect.

The activity of all people, great men included, proceeds under definite social condi-
tions. These social conditions determine the objective laws of development, the tasks
that confront society. The outstanding people produced by the advanced classes are great
because they recognise better and earlier than others what these tasks are, what society
needs in its progressive movement, and what is needed by the class that is fighting for
progress. They indicate the aim of the struggle, the path towards the achievement of this
aim, and they fight for it with tremendous energy, attracting the support of other repre-
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sentatives of their class, organising them and leading them.

Many people have made their mark in history because of the role they have played
in it. But far from all of them can be called great. The great men of history are only
those outstanding figures whose deeds further the development of society, who serve the
cause of social progress. Their activity can accelerate the course of history, hasten the
victory of the new, make the path to that victory easier for the advanced classes and so-
ciety and alleviate the birth pains of the new in the life of society.

Social Need and Great Men

Whether people with exceptional abilities come to the fore or not is inseparably
connected with the operation of historical law.

There are always talented, gifted people in society. But only the appearance of a so-
cial need for people possessing certain capabilities, certain qualities of mind and charac-
ter, can bring such people to the fore and create the necessary conditions for this. This is
seen particularly strikingly in an epoch of revolutions, when hundreds and thousands of
people come to direct public affairs, people who shortly before were quite unknown and
who under the conditions of the old system could find no application for their talents and
abilities. In exactly the same way the social demand in time of war creates conditions for
the promotion of people possessing qualities of generalship.

Who it is who comes to the fore under certain social conditions remains, of course, a
matter of chance, but the actual fact of the promotion of people whose qualities corre-
spond to the needs of the age has the character of a natural law.

Engels wrote: “That such and such a man and precisely that man arises at a particu-
lar time in a particular country is, of course, pure chance. But cut him out and there will
be a demand for a substitute, and this substitute will be found, good or bad, but in the
long run he will be found. That Napoleon, just that particular Corsican, should have
been the military dictator whom the French Republic, exhausted by its own warfare, had
rendered necessary, was chance; but that, if a Napoleon had been lacking, another would
have filled the place, is proved by the fact that the man was always found as soon as he
became necessary: Caesar, Augustus, Cromwell, etc.”*

Whether a particular outstanding public figure arises or not is a matter of chance, but
this does not mean that anybody could occupy his place and carry out his historical mis-
sion. To perform that task appropriate qualities and abilities are needed. It is usually
therefore people possessing such qualities to a greater or lesser degree who come to the
fore as leaders.

As for the nature of these qualities, they may be infinitely varied depending on the
sphere of action of the people in question, on the conditions of the age, on the class na-
ture of the social movements that produce these leaders, and so on.

Each class produces leaders in accordance with its social character, its position in
society, the tasks it has to perform. For the leaders of the working class, for example,
special qualities are needed: the revolutionary determination and daring that are de-
manded by the very nature of the proletariat’s historic mission; theoretical ability, essen-
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tial because the struggle of the working class relies on scientific theory; close ties with
the Party and the masses; ability and experience in organising the masses; faith in the
creative power of the working people; the ability not only to teach the masses but also to
learn from them, and so on.

The Cult of the Individual Contradicts Marxism-Leninism

Marxism-Leninism proceeds from the fact that the decisive role in history is played
by the activity and struggle of the classes, the activity of the masses of the people. The
real part played by leaders can be understood only when it is related to the class strug-
gle, the activity of the masses, to the social demands created by this struggle.

Such an understanding of history is incompatible with the cult of the individual—the
worship of an outstanding leader, to whom superhuman merits and virtues are ascribed.
The cult of the individual is an ideology contrary to Marxism, an ideology that has its
roots in the world outlook of feudalism and bourgeois individualism.

Moreover the cult of the individual provides a breeding ground for bad practical ac-
tivity that runs counter to the needs and interests of the socialist movement.

Unrestrained adulation of a leader, exaggeration of his merits, whether intended or
not, exercises a harmful influence on the masses and prevents them from being educated
in the correct spirit. The cult of the individual instils in the masses the erroneous idea
that the tasks confronting the working people can be performed by someone else, that
the leader’s abilities and merits are such that the millions who are led can rely on a great
man and passively follow the plans and directions of “the chief”, who is supposed to
know everything and foresee everything, thus freeing the rank-and-file members of the
socialist movement from the duty of thinking, of showing initiative, of creating, of ac-
tively influencing the course of events. Such views weaken the sense of responsibility of
every working man and woman for the fate and success of the socialist movement, they
weaken that invaluable feeling of being master of one’s destiny, which is so clearly and
convincingly expressed in the lines of the Party anthem, the Internationale:

To make the thief disgorge his booty,
To free the spirit from its cell,

We must ourselves decide our duty.
We must decide and do it well.

But that is not all. When transferred from the sphere of ideology to that of practice,
the cult of the individual inevitably narrows and undermines the profound democracy
that is organically inherent in the socialist movement. It leads to the limitation of those
standards of life evolved through practical struggle that help the masses to take an active
part in the movement, and its leaders to learn from the masses by generalising the ex-
perience gained from their struggle and activity. Instead, other standards become ac-
cepted that endow leaders with excessive rights and transfer the centre of gravity of
leadership to the decisions, instructions and directives of a single person. Such practices
not only undermine the desire of the masses to show initiative and develop their creative
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activity to the full, they make it impossible for them to do so.

Thus the cult of the individual prevents the broad masses from being drawn into the
struggle against capitalism and for the construction of the new socialist society. And yet
one of the greatest advantages of the socialist movement is that it is capable of awaken-
ing millions of working people to active participation in the creative work of making
history. In the struggle for the abolition of capitalism and the building of socialism it is
important to use this advantage to the maximum. Even the most brilliant intelligence is
no substitute for the collective intelligence of the masses and the Party, even the richest
and most varied personal experience is no substitute for the collective experience of mil-
lions of people, even the greatest personal feat cannot replace that of the masses of the
working people who have risen to fight against capitalism and build socialism.

Hence it follows that the cult of the individual does direct harm to the socialist
movement by limiting the opportunities of using its tremendous historical advantages.

Moreover, in the atmosphere created by the cult of the individual there may be in-
troduced into the socialist movement fortuitous, unnecessary and even harmful features
that are foreign to its nature, being connected with certain negative traits in the character
of a particular leader.

As we stated above, a man becomes the leader of a class or movement thanks to cer-
tain essential qualities. It is these qualities that enable him by and large to reflect in his
activities the needs of this class or movement. But besides these essential qualities, a
man who has become a leader may possess other personal traits which, though secon-
dary, may in certain circumstances have a harmful influence on his social activities.

J. V. Stalin, for instance, rose to a position of leadership because he possessed a
number of qualities essential for a leader of the revolutionary movement, qualities such
as devotion to the cause of the working class, organising abilities, implacability in fight-
ing the enemy. Stalin had merits also in the theoretical field, mainly, it is true, as a popu-
lariser of Marxism-Leninism. All this enabled him to occupy an outstanding position in
the Party and the state, as well as in the international working-class movement.

But Stalin's character possessed other features, to which Lenin had already drawn
the attention of the Party. “Comrade Stalin, having become General Secretary, has con-
centrated boundless authority in his hands,” Lenin wrote, “and I am not sure whether he
will always be capable of using that authority with sufficient caution....” “Stalin is too
harsh”, Lenin pointed out, indicating also other features characteristic of Stalin—
intolerance, disloyalty, an inattentive attitude to comrades, caprice, etc.®” In the course of
years, Stalin’s negative qualities became still more marked, especially in the last period
of his life.

The circumstances in which Stalin was acting were complex. The building of social-
ism in an economically backward country, under conditions of capitalist encirclement,
of bitter class struggle and of attacks by trends hostile to the Party demanded a special
degree of centralisation; Stalin tried to carry this to extreme lengths. He took the path of
serious violation of Lenin’s behests, rudely trampled underfoot Lenin’s principles of
leadership, acted arbitrarily and abused his authority. Under such circumstances his
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negative personal characteristics began to affect his social and Party activities. This gave
rise to certain phenomena which were deeply alien to Marxism-Leninism and socialism
as a social system: departure from democratic principles in a number of important ques-
tions of policy, grave violations of socialist legality, mass acts of repression against hon-
est Soviet people, the promotion to important posts of certain people completely unsuit-
able for the Party and alien to it, who wormed their way into positions of trust by means
of flattery and servility.

The enemies of socialism tried to use these facts as proof that abuse of power and
other distortions are a consequence of the very nature of the socialist system. This, of
course, is a crude slander. On the contrary, socialism presupposes all-round development
of collective leadership, effective control over leaders by the masses, wide democracy
for the working people, criticism and self-criticism. Stalin’s violation of these standards
was in direct contradiction to the laws of life of socialist society and was not at all a re-
sult of them.

These negative phenomena did not, of course, change the socialist nature of Soviet
society. During that period, too, it continued to develop along the socialist path, the path
of consolidating socialist ownership of the means of production, rapid growth of the
productive forces, and raising the standard of life, culture and consciousness of the
working people. In spite of all the negative consequences of the cult of Stalin’s personal-
ity, the peoples of the Soviet country achieved in that period outstanding victories.
However, their successes would have been even greater but for Stalin’s mistakes and the
cult of the individual.

The cult of the individual is therefore alien to the whole spirit and requirements of
the socialist movement and incompatible with Marxism-Leninism. It was no accident
that Marx, Engels and Lenin always fought against any manifestation of this cult, were
incapable of tolerating flattery and adulation, and more than once warned the working
class and its Party against the practice of magnifying and over-praising its leaders.

Inspired by these traditions of the revolutionary movement, the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union waged a resolute struggle against the cult of Stalin’s personality. Of
course, even before the Twentieth Congress of the Party it was possible to foresee that
the decision to tell the people the whole truth about the abuses of power and an open
condemnation of the cult of Stalin’s personality would evoke a certain bitterness in the
Party’s ranks and in the nation; result in certain losses and create temporary difficulties
for the C.P.S.U. and other Marxist-Leninist parties. But the Party boldly took this step. It
was an act of great political courage, a new proof of the high political maturity of the
C.P.S.U. The Party was confident that in the final analysis the cause of Communism
would gain immeasurably from the resolute break with the legacy of the cult of the indi-
vidual.

The struggle of the C.P.S.U. against the cult of the individual included, on the one
hand, educational and ideological work, and,’ on the other, measures aimed at preventing
any possibility of a re-appearance of the cult of the individual, at developing socialist
democracy and restoring Leninist standards of Party life. Defining the laws of Party life,
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the Programme of the C.P.S.U. adopted by the Twenty-Second Congress, points out that
“the cult of the individual, and the violations of collectivism in leadership, of inner-Party
democracy and socialist legality arising out of it, are incompatible with the Leninist
principles of Party life”. These propositions are embodied in organisational form in the
new Rules of the C.P.S.U., which provide for measures against the possibility of exces-
sive concentration of power in the hands of individual officials and their escape from
control by the collective (systematic renewal of the composition of all leading organs,
strengthening of the principle of election and accountability, and so on).

The struggle of the C.P.S.U. against the cult of the individual of fundamental impor-
tance for the world communist movement. The bourgeoisie together with reformists and
revisionists of all varieties tried to use the criticism of the cult of Stalin’s personality to
slander the Soviet Union and the socialist system, to undermine the moral authority of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and to sow discord and confusion in the work-
ing-class movement. But these attempts ended in failure. In spite of all the efforts of
these servants of imperialism, the ultimate outcome of the struggle against the cult of the
individual has been a further upsurge of the socialist movement and the strengthening of
its solidarity and unity.

The Marxist-Leninist parties have also been able to give a timely rebuff to nihilistic
views on the role of leaders and to the anarchistic moods carefully fostered by the ene-
mies of socialism. Reaction has long pursued the aim of slandering and compromising
the leaders of the working people in order to undermine and disorganise the working-
class movement. But the overwhelming majority of the working people realise that the
prestige and popularity of outstanding leaders of the working class has nothing in com-
mon with the cult of the individual, which the Party has condemned. Prestige and popu-
larity are not only the natural result of the activity of the best working-class leaders.
They are at the same time an important weapon of the working-class movement in the
fight for socialism. This is shown by the whole experience of the workers’ struggle for
emancipation. Without authoritative leaders who have close ties with the masses and are
popular among them there can be no organised workers’ movement, there cannot be
great victories in the struggle for socialism. As Lenin wrote, “the working class, which
throughout the world leads the difficult and stubborn struggle for complete emancipa-
tion, needs authoritative leaders”.* The best leaders of the working class, who have
close ties with the people and successfully direct the people’s struggle for their vital in-
terests ideals, play an outstanding part in history and deserve the of the people.

3. The Role of the Masses in Socio-Political Life at the Present Time

The Marxist thesis that the people are the makers of history is true of all periods and
all ages. But the activity of the masses must be examined in its development. The social
conditions in which the work and struggle of the masses take place vary from one for-
mation to another and the role of the masses in the life and development of society
changes accordingly. Ever since the division of society into classes these changes have
been in the general direction of a growing influence of the working masses on the devel-
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opment of various sides of social life, above all, on politics.
Growth of the Role of the Masses in Politics

In a society based on exploitation, the functions of ruling society, of conducting its
external and internal affairs, are monopolised by the dominant exploiting classes. Resis-
tance to the exploiters, the class struggle, is the only means of influencing politics at the
disposal of the masses. In these circumstances the role of the masses of the people in
political life is entirely determined by the level of the working people’s class struggle
against their oppressors. This level constantly rises as society passes from one socio-
economic formation to another.

The history of slave society contains not a few examples of self-sacrificing struggle
by slaves. But the slave class was a mass of people from different races speaking differ-
ent languages who had difficulty in uniting to form a powerful social force and pos-
sessed an extremely low level of class-consciousness. As a rule, those who took part in
slave uprisings had no thought of fighting the slave system and were merely striving to
return to their own country and so achieve freedom.

The transition to feudalism opened up for the working people wider possibilities of
struggle against their oppressors. The serfs lived and worked in their own country, they
spoke the same language, and to a far greater extent than slaves were aware of their soli-
darity in the struggle against their feudal lords. They gradually learned to make contact
with the poor townspeople and sought alliance with them. The peasant struggle quite
often took the form of uprisings embracing large districts. Nevertheless, the peasant
movements also had their organic defects, connected with the character of the peasantry
as a class—the limited local character of the uprisings, organisational weakness, etc.

The working class has raised the struggle against the exploiters to its highest level. It
is the most organised of all oppressed classes in history. The working class is the only
class that enters the struggle fully armed with a scientific world outlook. It is not only a
national but an international force, welded together by strong links of proletarian soli-
darity. All this makes the workers’ class struggle particularly powerful and enables it
even in non-revolutionary, “peaceful” periods to play an immense part in political life.

The development of this struggle achieves its peak in the period of the socialist
revolution. This marks a vital turning-point in history. From now on the masses of the
working people, led by the working class and its Party, themselves begin to determine
and direct policy. From being an object of official policy they become its subject. This
follows from the nature of socialist society and is guaranteed by its whole way of life.

The Masses Are the Decisive Political Force of Modern Times

The growth of the part played by the masses in socio-political life is therefore a law
of historical development. The more difficult the tasks confronting society, the more
profound and fundamental the social changes required to solve these tasks, the more do
the broad masses act as conscious makers of history, as the agents of social change. This
proposition, Lenin emphasised, is one of the profoundest, and most important in Marxist
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theory.” In particular, it explains why in our epoch—the epoch of the final collapse of
the reign of the exploiters and the building of communism—the role of the masses in
social life is growing at exceptional speed. “History is now being made by millions and
tens of millions of people independently,””® wrote Lenin.

What actual evidence is there of this?

The main evidence is that in countries whose total population amounts to a third of
mankind the masses have achieved a fundamental historical change and broken away for
ever from a system that condemned them to ignorance, oppression and humiliation. In
the socialist countries the working people have become masters of their own life, the
sole force determining the fate of society. By so doing they have exploded the myth cre-
ated by the exploiters that without oppressors a society, with its economy, civilisation
and culture, would inevitably decline and perish.

In the colonial and dependent countries, too, huge masses of working people have
awakened to action. The time when the imperialist rulers discounted them entirely and
treated them as if they were cattle has passed and will never return. The working people
of these countries have proclaimed to the whole world that they are people with rights as
much as anyone else and demand human conditions of existence. The break-up of the
colonial system has put end to the division of the population of our planet into a handful
of privileged nations deciding the fate of the world, and the mass of the oppressed and
exploited peoples, whom the imperialists bossed with impunity for so long.

Great changes have also taken place in the position of the working people of the
capitalist countries. They have not yet freed themselves from oppression. But can their
role in political life be compared with what it was a few decades ago, not to mention
past historical epochs? Today the working people, even in the countries where exploiters
still rule, have become a great force with which the imperialist bosses are compelled to
reckon. The working people have their political parties, quite frequently they have con-
siderably representation in elected government bodies, they have their own press and all
kinds of organisations. The interest of ordinary men and women in social and political
problems, even in those problems that until a short while ago were solely the concern of
professional politicians, has grown enormously. The advanced section of the working
people has acquired a clear understanding of its interests and is showing increasing mas-
tery of the essential forms of struggle for these interests.

The growing influence of the masses in the bourgeois countries on politics opens up
before them broad prospects of successful struggle for their immediate economic and
political interests. Particularly important is the fact that with a powerful socialist system
in existence and a constantly expanding zone of peace the masses of the people have for
the first time in history the opportunity of preventing a new war, which with destructive
techniques at their present level would threaten the very existence of hundreds of mil-
lions of people.

Intensification of the political activity of the working people also offers them fresh
possibilities in the struggle for their ultimate aims, hastens the birth of a new, socialist
society, makes it less painful and difficult, and under favourable circumstances make
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possible a peaceful transition to socialism.

Enlisting the millions of the working people in the making of history is thus of tre-
mendous significance to the life of contemporary society.

The reactionary bourgeoisie sees in the growing influence of the masses of the peo-
ple on social life a threat to the existence of the capitalist system, a permanent obstacle
to pursuing the domestic and foreign policy that suits it. The conscious participation of
millions of working people in the task of making history therefore arouses the deepest
alarm and confusion among bourgeois politicians and ideologists. They speak with hor-
ror of an era of “the mass society”, an era of “mob rule”, which, they claim, will upset
the normal course of history and threaten society with all kinds of disasters.

But the bourgeoisie not only slanders the masses. It makes every effort to reduce the
role of the working people in politics to the minimum, to deprive them of the opportu-
nity of influencing the life and development of society. Evidence of this is provided by
the campaign of the imperialist bourgeoisie against democracy, its persistent attempts to
introduce a fascist system, the aim of which is to eliminate the influence of the masses
on the life of society.

At the same time the reactionary bourgeoisie resorts to a skilled campaign of lies
and demagogy designed to attract the masses and subordinate them to its influence. This
is the last gamble of the anti-popular forces. The dangers of such trickery should not be
under-estimated. The imperialists have on their side financial resources running into bil-
lions, they have a powerful propaganda machine, they have also immense experience of
spiritual enslavement of the working people, accumulated over centuries of the rule of
capital. Taking advantage of the backwardness of some sections of the masses, particu-
larly the petty-bourgeois elements, the reactionary bourgeoisie has more than once suc-
ceeded in tempting to its side considerable sections of the population and making them
the instrument of their policy. That is what happened in Nazi Germany and fascist Italy.
A not inconsiderable part of the working people of the capitalist countries is still under
the influence of the bourgeoisie today.

Even in countries where the working class has gained power, the world bourgeoisie
does not miss the smallest opportunity of sowing dissension in the ranks of the working
people and makes use of the slightest weakness, the slightest mistake to bring part at
least of the masses under its influence.

But no matter how hard the bourgeoisie tries, no matter what ruses it adopts, the
masses refuse to follow its lead. It may deceive part of the working people for a time,
but since it remains an exploiting, oppressor class it can never establish a firm alliance
with the masses. That is why the growing role of the masses in socio-political life is a
source of weakness to the reactionary bourgeoisie, an omen of the approaching collapse
of its domination.

The working class is in a different position. It itself constitutes a considerable part,
in many countries the greater part, of the working population, the mass of the people.
What is more, the working class is linked with all working people by basic common in-
terests both in the period of struggle against the bourgeoisie and in the period of building
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a new, socialist society. That is why the enhancement of the role of the masses in the life
of society is a source of strength to the working class, consolidates the positions of so-
cialism, and is the great historical achievement of this class.

But this does not free the most conscious section of the working class, its Marxist-
Leninist vanguard, from the responsibility of strengthening its ties with the masses. The
struggle for the masses remains the basis of the policy of the Marxist-Leninist parties.
The drawing of fresh millions of people into socio-political life makes rallying, organis-
ing and training them even more imperative.

The increasing role played by the masses in socio-political life leads to a tremendous
acceleration in the rate of historical development of social progress. This rate has in-
creased to such an extent in our times that every decade of the present age in its signifi-
cance for human progress may be compared to whole centuries of previous history.

Acceleration of development in the present age means faster progress towards so-
cialism and communism.

Lenin wrote: “Victory will go to the exploited, for with them is life, the strength of
numbers, the strength of the masses, the strength of inexhaustible sources of all that is
unselfish, high-principled, honest, forward-straining, and awakening for the task of
building the new, all the gigantic store of energy and talent of the so-called ‘common
folk’, the workers and peasants. Victory lies with them.”"
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CHAPTER 7
SOCIAL PROGRESS

1. The Progressive Character of Social Development

The development of society as a whole takes an ascending line, represents progress,
a forward movement from lower to higher forms. Marxist theory reaches this conclusion
by scientific analysis of the historical process, based not on subjective desires and hopes
but on strictly objective criteria, which make it possible to judge what type of society,
what epoch of its development is the more progressive.

Criteria of Progress

The objective criteria of progress vary in different spheres of life. Progress in the
sphere of health and material welfare, for example, can be judged by the average expec-
tation of life. Indices such as the percentage of literacy, and of people with secondary
and higher education, the number of schools, libraries, scientific institutions and thea-
tres, etc., give one an idea of the progress of culture. Similar criteria of progress can be
found for many other spheres of social life.

To form an estimate of the progressive development of a whole society and not
merely certain individual aspects of it, a criterion of a different kind, an all-embracing
criterion is required. The science of Marxism-Leninism considers such a criterion, i.e.,
an indicator of the progressive nature of a given formation, to be the development of the
productive forces. The more progressive formation is that which opens up fresh possi-
bilities for the development of the productive forces, raises them to a higher level and
ensures faster rates of their growth.

Why do Marxists attach prime importance to this criterion?

Mainly it is because the development of the productive forces is a direct index of
progress in such an important sphere as the production of the means of human existence.
By developing techniques and accumulating labour skills and knowledge of his natural
environment, man gradually frees himself from domination by the blind forces of nature,
masters them, makes ever wider use of them and transforms nature in his own interests.
Thus the degree of development of the productive forces determines the extent to which
man rules nature. But this is not all. In the final analysis progress in other fields of social
life—social relations, culture, etc.—also depends on the development of the productive
forces.

We know, for example, that only after human labour began to yield surplus products
in addition to the means of subsistence essential for sustaining the life of the producers
themselves, were some of the members of society able to free themselves from physical
labour and engage in science, art and literature. And this led to the first notable progress
in culture.

The development of the productive forces, which in the final analysis determines the
consecutive replacement of one formation by another, results in socio-political changes
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that make progress possible in various important spheres of social life. In the course of
the history of class society the crudest forms of personal dependence and oppression of
the working people—slavery and subsequently serfdom—have been abolished. As the
productive forces have developed, so the culture of the working people, their class con-
sciousness and organisation, have increased. As a result, the socio-political activity of
the masses, their role in the life of society, has grown from one formation to the next.

The development of the productive forces, which brings about changes in the eco-
nomic system, ultimately paves the way for the complete liberation of mankind from the
oppression of social forces that for thousands of years have operated just as blindly, vio-
lently and destructively as the forces of nature. We are referring to the social and eco-
nomic relations of a system based on exploitation, under which the people who produce
material wealth cannot dispose of it, and whole classes, comprising the majority of soci-
ety, fall into subjection to a handful of oppressors, losing the right to control their own
labour, their own destiny, and even their own lives.

The root cause of man’s enslavement by social forces that are alien to him lies in
private ownership of the means of production, exploitation of man by man, the division
of society into hostile classes. Only when the productive forces have reached a suffi-
ciently high level of development can man get rid of exploitation and free himself from
the enslaving social and economic relations of a society marked by class antagonism.
This occurs under socialism. With the victory of socialism and in the course of building
communism, man acquires mastery over the forces of social development, enabling him
to take a fresh decisive step forward in conquering the forces of nature, and to make
conscious and planned use of these forces in the interests of the whole of society,

“The whole sphere of the conditions of life which environ man, and which have
hitherto ruled man, now comes under the dominion and control of man, who for the first
time becomes the real, conscious lord of nature, because he has now become master of
his own social organisation...

“The extraneous objective forces that have hitherto governed history pass under the
control of man himself. Only from that time will man himself, with full consciousness,
make his own history— only from that time will the social causes set in movement by
him have, in the main and in a constantly growing measure, the results intended by him.
It is the ascent of man from the kingdom of necessity to the kingdom of freedom™*
(Engels).

Once we have recognised that the development of the productive forces is the deci-
sive criterion of progress, we inevitably come to the conclusion that the character of the
development of society is progressive. For at each stage of this development the level of
the productive forces has grown, every formation has revealed fresh possibilities of
technical improvement and increased productivity, and these changes in social produc-
tion have been followed by progressive changes in the whole life of society.

From the fact that the development of the productive forces lies at the root of social
progress there follows another deduction: the forward movement of society, the direc-
tion of its movement, is a historical necessity. This means that neither individuals nor
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classes can halt this movement or change its direction at will.

As we know, such attempts have been made more than once, but they have always
ended in complete failure. What desperate efforts imperialism made to restore the capi-
talist system in the Soviet Union! Yet all its efforts suffered ignominious disaster. The
imperialists of the United States suffered similar disaster when they tried to block the
path of the socialist revolution in China and other countries of people’s democracy and
to preserve the obsolete reactionary system there.

At the present time social progress is inseparably bound up with transition to social-
ism. Capitalism has exhausted its possibilities. Its production relations have become fet-
ters on the development of the productive forces. The preservation of these relations is
becoming more and more burdensome and dangerous to society. In defending the idea of
the progressive development of society Marxism-Leninism expresses the views and in-
terests of the most revolutionary class of modern times—the working class. This class
not fear the future, it is full of faith in progress, which will bring freedom both to it and
to the whole of mankind.

The Ideology of the Imperialist Bourgeoisie Is Hostile to Progress

It is a different matter with the present-day bourgeoisie. Having become a reaction-
ary, declining class, it rejects the idea of progress which its best representatives enthusi-
astically defended at the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth centu-
ries. In our times the bourgeoisie finds far more to its taste theories that justify not pro-
gress but stagnation or even retrogression on the part of society. This, incidentally, is the
secret of the success enjoyed in the bourgeois world by the theory of the historical cycle
which was evolved by the German reactionary philosopher Oswald Spengler, and which
is being preached today by the British historian and sociologist Arnold Toynbee. Ac-
cording to this theory, every society in its development passes through four essential
stages: spring, summer, autumn and winter, or childhood, youth, maturity and old age.
The completion of this cycle marks the destruction of the given society and its return to
the starting-point of its development. The new cycle brings not progress but merely an-
other revolution of the eternal wheel of history. Applied to the present age, this should
mean, according to Spengler, Toynbee and their followers, that although bourgeois civi-
lisation is in a state of decline (this not even the apologists of capitalism can deny), its
collapse and replacement by another, i.e., socialist, civilisation will not be progress but,
on the contrary, a transition to a lower stage of social development from which a new
cycle will begin.

Many apologists of the bourgeoisie choose another means of combating scientific
socialism. Denying the laws of history, they reject the very conception of social devel-
opment and progress and instead propose that we should speak only of “social change”.
In their opinion, this change is of an accidental nature, it may take any direction under
the influence of all kinds of circumstances. This view, states the West German sociolo-
gist L. von Wiese, makes it possible “to refrain from any judgement as to better or
worse, or even as to a causal connection between the past and the present, still less with
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future, and to determine merely alteration or change”. Thus for the sake of their class
interests modern bourgeois sociologists throw overboard the important achievement of
nineteenth-century science—the concept of progressive development, governed by ob-
jective laws.

According to theories that have gained wide currency in bourgeois ideology, pro-
gress, forward development, is possible only in science and technology but not in the
sphere of social relations, politics and morals (the so-called theory of “moral backward-
ness” or “moral lag”). These spheres of social life, say reactionary theoreticians, are de-
termined by the eternal and immutable qualities of “human nature”, which lead people to
commit acts of violence, crime, aggression, etc. The development of science and tech-
nology, they say, merely gives these destructive instincts new and more dangerous
weapons. Thus the calamities and ulcers caused by the rotting capitalist system are laid
at the door of a mythical “human nature”.

In their efforts to protect capitalism from criticism, the supporters of these views
single out science and technology as the chief evil. Quite often they openly preach a re-
turn to a feudal system, to rural life, to the domination of the Church in all spheres of
social life, and claim that only in this way can mankind still be saved from approaching
disaster.

Certain works of fiction, such as those of Aldous Huxley, enable us to judge how
dark and grim the ideologists of the bourgeoisie imagine the future of society will be.

In these novels there is not a trace of the bright hopes and faith in the future, of that
life-asserting optimism that permeated most of the utopian works of the past. The best
that the authors of contemporary bourgeois utopias can promise the world today is a so-
ciety where a certain material well-being is achieved at the cost of complete rejection of
democracy, culture and human dignity, a society inhabited by people who have nothing
human in them, people who have become mere appendages of the machine, its slaves.
Not infrequently they prophesy an even grimmer future for humanity—return to barba-
rism. All that will remain of civilisation, so these “prophets” tell us, will be the ruins of
cities and desecrated graves, where starving crowds of brutalised and degenerate crea-
tures will scavenge for clothing and ornaments.

A hopeless pessimism infects the whole ideology of the reactionary bourgeoisie of
today, and also its culture, giving rise to decadent trends in art and to amorality. These
gloomy moods are not accidental. The era of the supremacy of capitalism is drawing to a
close; capitalism now bars the path to social progress. And with the blindness character-
istic of the ideologists of a dying class the modern bourgeois theoreticians and writers
equate the fate of their class with the fate of humanity and represent the decline and in-
evitable ruin of that class as the decline and ruin of civilisation as a whole.

Theories that deny the possibility of progress reflect, however, not only the decline
of capitalism but also a definite political aim of the bourgeoisie. With the aid of such
theories its ideologists try to disarm the working people ideologically and imbue them
with the idea that the struggle against capitalism is pointless. Ahead lie only inevitable
retrogression, decline and ruin, so it is senseless to fight for a better, progressive system.
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That is what the servants of the bourgeoisie wish to prove to the working people.

In contrast to the gloomy prophecies of these bourgeois soothsayers, Marxism-
Leninism offers scientific arguments, based on facts, that the history of society presents
a picture of progress, of law-governed movement from lower to higher forms, that the
forward movement of society is a law of human history, both past and present, and that
ahead lies an inevitable and law-governed transition to the highest, progressive form of
society—communism. This view of history is an integral part of the world outlook of the
working class.

The fact that society is moving forward according to definite laws does not mean for
a moment that its movement occurs by itself, without the conscious activity of man. The
whole point is that the activity of people, of parties and classes for remaking society and
bringing about its progressive transformation proceeds according to definite laws. And
the more conscious, organised, resolute and purposeful this activity is, the more it em-
braces the broad masses, the more fundamental and rapid that progress will be. This has
been proved already by the immense acceleration of social development that is charac-
teristic of our epoch, when millions of people, who have been awakened to the task of
consciously making history, have swung into action. It is in their power to sweep aside
all obstacles that reaction may place in the path of progress.

The whole practical experience of society bears out the historical optimism of the
Marxist world outlook. This optimism expresses the confidence of the working class in
its future, its conviction of the advantages and invincibility of socialism. At the same
time the Marxist-Leninist conception of social progress is a powerful weapon of the
working people in their struggle for liberation. It gives them a sound perspective, en-
courages, and inspires them in their struggle for the building of a new, communist soci-
ety, and fosters cheerfulness and a firm faith in the success of that struggle.

2. Social Progress in an Exploiting Society and Under Socialism

While asserting that the history of society constitutes an ascending movement,
Marxist theory at the same time takes full account of the complexity and contradictory
nature of the historical process. History should not be thought of as harmonious, uninter-
rupted and unhindered social progress. The progressive nature of social development has
been proved by science. But it is also incontrovertible that this progressive movement is
only a general tendency, which operates through bitter struggle and by overcoming tem-
porary diversions and retreats.

Science has accumulated a number of facts that show that in the history of various
countries there have been many periods of stagnation and retrogression and even occa-
sions when certain civilisations have perished. It is on these peculiarities of the social
development of preceding eras that reactionary ideologists speculate in trying to refute
the very idea of progress.

In reality, such facts merely show the contradictory and uneven character of social
progress under the conditions of an exploiting system, “Since the exploitation of one
class by another is the basis of civilisation, its whole development moves in a continu-
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ous contradiction,”” wrote Engels of antagonistic class societies.

One of the manifestations of this contradictoriness lies in the fact that under condi-
tions of domination by exploiters the countries that forged ahead checked and stifled the
development of others which lagged behind, not infrequently throwing them even fur-
ther back, and built their own prosperity on the ruins of shattered civilisations. Thus for
a long time the progressive development of mankind proceeded along a very narrow
front and not in parade- ground style with all countries and peoples moving forward
shoulder to shoulder. Like a small but persistently trickling stream, progress forced its
way through innumerable obstacles, only gradually gathering strength and speed and
swelling into a mighty flood embracing the whole of mankind.

But this is not all. Even within one and the same society progress for some was
bound to mean regress for others, the liberation of one class, fresh oppression for an-
other.

The development of various aspects of social life also remained extremely uneven.
The replacement of slave society by feudal society in the countries of Western Europe,
for example, opened up broad prospects for the development of the productive forces.
But by subjecting spiritual life to the suffocating influence of the Catholic Church it
forced society back in matters of culture as compared with ancient Greece and Rome.
Only centuries later were the achievements of the ancient world in science, art and phi-
losophy rediscovered and then a higher level reached. Dozens of such examples could be
cited. The development of society, dominated by blind socio-economic forces unknown
to man and unsusceptible to his influence, could not proceed otherwise.

The history of capitalist society provides a classical example of the unevenness and
contradictory character of progress under conditions of a system based on exploitation.

Contradictions of Progress Under Capitalism

Capitalism was a big step forward along the path of progress. Suffice it to recall the
rapid development of the productive forces capitalism, the creation of great industries,
the speedy growth of engineering, and finally, the rise of the class struggle of the work-
ing people to a higher level than had been attained in any previous formation. But an
unbelievably high price was paid for these historical successes that capitalism brought
mankind.

The very birth of capitalist society involved agonising suffering for the masses of
the people. The setting up of capitalist production was inconceivable without the crea-
tion of an army of workers deprived of the means of production. The prologue to capital-
ism was therefore the expropriation of the masses, which was carried out with ruthless
cruelty. The deeds of this epoch, as Marx put it, have been written in the annals of man-
kind in letters of blood and fire.

After the victory of capitalist relations, every fresh step on the road of progress con-
tinued to bring benefit to some and misfortunes to others, advance in one sphere of the
life of society, decline in another. “In our days,” wrote Marx, “everything seems preg-
nant with its contrary. Machinery, gifted with the wonderful power of shortening and
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fructifying human labour, we behold starving and overworking it. The new-fangled
sources of wealth, by some strange weird spell, are turned into sources of want. The vic-
tories of art seem bought by the loss of character. At the same pace that mankind mas-
ters nature, man seems to become enslaved to other men or to his own infamy. Even the
pure light of science seems unable to shine but on the dark background of ignorance. All
our invention and progress seem to result in endowing material forces with intellectual
life, and in stultifying human life into a material force.”*

It is characteristic of capitalism that the development of some countries takes place
at the cost of suffering and disaster for the peoples of other countries. For the soaring
development of the economy and culture of the so-called “civilised world”—a handful
of capitalist powers of Europe and North America—the majority of the world’s popula-
tion, the peoples of Asia, Africa, Latin America and Australia paid a terrible price. The
colonisation of these continents made possible the rapid development of capitalism in
the West. But to the enslaved peoples it brought ruin, poverty and monstrous political
oppression. In the process of colonisation, “cultured” Europe not only destroyed many
civilisations of other continents (the Inca, Maya and Aztec civilisations in America, for
example, and many civilisations in Africa and the Asiatic countries), it also exterminated
whole peoples. Not one man of the aboriginal population of Tasmania survived the
colonisation of that country, for example. The aboriginal population of Australia was
reduced from 300,000 to 47,000. During the ‘“assimilation” of territories in America
nearly 30 million Indians were destroyed. And the “assimilation” of Africa led to the
extermination or forced transportation abroad, as slaves, of nearly 100 million Negroes.

In Europe itself the rapid development of some countries (those of Western Europe)
was accompanied by the economic enslavement of others (the East European countries)
which retarded their development.

The extremely contradictory character of progress under capitalism applies even to
different regions of one and the same country. The comparatively rapid development of
the towns and industrial centres is, as a rule, accompanied by lagging and decline in the
agricultural districts (the Southern States of the U.S.A., for example, or South Italy).

At the beginning of the twentieth century, when capitalism entered its final, imperi-
alist stage of development, its production relations turned into an obstacle in the path of
further development. In the sphere of social relations, politics, morality, culture and art,
the domination of the monopolies became a source of retrogression. Ample evidence of
this is provided by the experience of the fascist states and also the reactionary, fascist
tendencies in the social and political life of the larger capitalist countries. It is true that
even in the epoch of imperialism the rapid development of science and engineering does
not cease. But progress in this sphere under conditions of capitalism is used in the selfish
interests of the financial oligarchy and very often only brings new misfortunes for the
working people. The capitalist economy is more and more frequently shaken by crises
and the decline of production they involve. Under the conditions of a general slowing-
down of the rate at which production develops and shrinking markets, technical im-
provements condemn many millions of the working people to constant unemployment.
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The burden of militarism becomes ever more intolerable; the tremendous scientific and
technical achievements of modern civilisation are used for preparing the slaughter of
millions of people and destroying enormous material values.

Progress Under Socialism

These antagonistic contradictions of progress will not always accompany the pro-
gressive development of society. They are caused only by the specific conditions of an
exploiting society and disappear with it. This means that one should seek to get rid of
these contradictions not by returning to past stages of development, but by struggle for
more rapid progress, for socialism. Only after the victory of socialism, said Marx, “will
human progress cease to resemble that hideous pagan idol, who would not drink the nec-
tar but from the skulls of the slain”.”

What are the basic features of social progress under socialism?

Above all, it does not profit merely the chosen few but all working people. The rise
of all previous formations was unavoidably bound up with enslavement, with disaster
and deprivation for ever new sections of the population, for whole classes constituting
the majority of society. Slave society could arise only after the greater part of people had
been turned into slaves, feudal society only the free peasants had become feudal vassals
under the power of the overlords, capitalist society only after the ruin of the mass of
small property-owners. Socialism, on the contrary, liberates the oppressed and exploited.
It has no privileged classes. All the fruits of progress go to the working people. The
steady growth of the material well-being and culture of the masses, the flowering of de-
mocracy for the working people, is a law of socialist development.

All this does not mean, of course, that the building of socialism is achieved without
difficulties. Socialism has to be built in the face of bitter resistance from the imperialist
camp, which exerts every effort to crush the socialist countries. What is more, historical
conditions developed in such a way that the first countries to take the path of socialism
were those with a comparatively backward economy and culture. In the course of social-
ist construction the peoples of these countries have had to complete the work that w left
undone by capitalism—create modern industries, overcome survivals of pre-capitalist
formations in economy and culture, and in people’s minds. All this demanded additional
effort and sacrifice, from which the peoples of the economically more developed coun-
tries, when they undertake the building of socialism, will be free.

Further, a characteristic feature of progress under socialism is that progressive de-
velopment is not confined merely to one side of the life of society but embraces all its
aspects. Thus, the steady development of production and technical progress is accompa-
nied in socialist countries by a rapid development of culture, democracy, etc.

In contrast to capitalism, progress under socialism is not achieved at the cost of
other countries, regions or nations but embraces al socialist nations and countries and
every part and every member of the population of each country. This leads to an equal
level of development being attained by the various countries and regions. The more ad-
vanced lend a hand to the backward, thus eliminating the unevenness of economic, po-
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litical and cultural development of the peoples inherited from capitalism.

Under socialist conditions, social progress becomes increasingly the result of con-
scious and planned human activity. The planning of the economy leads to a considerable
acceleration of the rate of growth of the productive forces and saves society from many
losses. The planning of scientific research, and the planned development of culture and
of the training of personnel also yield great results.

The direct, active and conscious participation of the broadest masses of the people in
building the new society is a very important feature and a powerful factor of progress
under socialism. This something that is possible only in a society whose development is
wholly subordinated to the interests of the working people.

All these advantages of progress under socialism ensure a rate social advance never
achieved in history before. Since the establishment of Soviet power formerly backward
Russia has built up a powerful economy, abolished illiteracy” and raised culture, science
and art to a high level. The unprecedented possibilities of social progress constitute one
of the main advantages of the socialist system. “..Only under socialism will a rapid,
genuine, really mass forward movement, embracing first the majority and then the whole
of the population, commence in all spheres of public and personal life.””

This advance will continue at an even faster rate after the victory of communism, for
communism marks not the end of historical development but the beginning of extremely
rapid and practically infinite progress toward mastery of the forces of nature, develop-
ment of the energies and abilities of the human personality, and complete satisfaction of
the constantly growing material and spiritual requirements of all members of society.

3. Marxism-Leninism and the Ideals of Social Progress

The ideals of social progress, the general conception of the aims of the proletariat's
struggle, of the society that will be built as a result of that struggle, constitute an impor-
tant part of the world outlook of the working class.

The ideological hacks of the bourgeoisie in their efforts to weaken the attraction of
Marxism have worked hard to distort and falsify the Marxist view of social progress. To
listen to them one would think that in the world outlook of the proletariat there was no
place at all for humanism, civilisation, freedom of the individual and human happiness.
Such high ideals, say the critics of Marxism, are organically foreign to crude material-
ism, which is alleged to be concerned with nothing but the “low” material needs of hu-
man beings.

These assertions are a vicious caricature of Marxism and a shameless attempt to
make capital out of the philistine’s notion of materialism. Ridiculing this notion, Engels
wrote that “by the word materialism the Philistine understands gluttony, drunkenness,
lust of the eye, lust of the flesh, arrogance, cupidity, avarice, covetousness, profit-

" In 1906, a certain Russian magazine calculated that to abolish illiteracy in Central Asia it would
take (at the rate of growth of education that then existed) 4,600 years. Under socialist conditions
this task has been fulfilled hundreds of times faster.
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hunting and stock-exchange swindling—in short, all the filthy vices in which he himself
indulges in private”.”’

Marxist materialism has nothing in common with such a caricature. This is best
proved by the fact that the most consistent materialists, the Communists, have shown
themselves to be selfless fighters for the freedom, independence and happiness of the
people, fighters of a kind and quality that no other movement known to history has ever
produced.

True, unlike the ideologists of the classes forming the “haves”, who have never
known want and privation, Marxists consider that there can be no talk of human happi-
ness while the masses live in poverty and hunger. But this certainly does not mean that
they imagine the only aim of social progress to be that of clothing, feeding and freeing
from poverty all members of society. The Marxist’s ideals of social progress are far
richer and broader. They embrace all aspects of social life, not only the economy but
politics, culture and morality. Their embodiment is communist society.

The task of building communism, a society in which private property, exploitation,
the very existence of classes and the state, will be abolished once and for all, could be
undertaken only by the working class. But this does not mean that such features of so-
cialist and communist society as universal well-being, national equality, peace between
nations, political freedom and democracy, the flowering of culture, relations of brotherly
co-operation between individuals and between peoples, the all-round development of the
personality, and many other such things, are the ideals of the working class alone. In
reality they are shared by all working people, the overwhelming majority of mankind.

There is nothing surprising in this. Ideals of society—man’s conception of the high-
est aims of his activity, of a happy future—have their root, like all ideas, in the condi-
tions of the society in which people live. The conditions of a society based on exploita-
tion condemn not only the workers but all working people to every kind of hardship. The
inevitable result of this is that the workers and the representatives of other working
classes are united by many aspirations and desires that they have in common. Life itself,
everyday experience shows them the deformities from which society must be freed in
order that people may enjoy a free and happy, life.

The definite continuity that links the ideals of the working class of today with the
ideals of the toiling masses of the past can be explained by similarities in their condi-
tions of life. In both cases these ideals were born in the class struggle against exploiters,
in the course of defending the interests of the working people. Marxism, Lenin empha-
sised, is not a sectarian doctrine that has sprung up far away from the main road of de-
velopment of world civilisation. And this applies not only to Marxist philosophy and
political economy, which are a generalisation and summing-up of the whole develop-
ment of world science, but also to the Marxist conceptions of communism, which em-
body all that is best and progressive in the ideals of the working people and the progres-
sive classes of the past. Socialism and communism are the actual realisation of the most
noble ideals evolved by mankind on its arduous path.

This does not mean, of course, that the Marxist conceptions of social progress em-
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body all the ideals of the toiling classes of the past and present. Some conceptions of an
ideal social system found among non-proletarian sections of the people have contained
and still contain quite a lot that is wrong, unacceptable to the working class, and utopian,
which Marxism-Leninism had to cast aside or at least subject to critical revision.

The basic distinguishing feature of the Marxist ideal of social progress is that it rests
not on well-meaning desires but on scientific prevision of the subsequent stages of social
development. Marxist theory, based on a profound understanding of the laws of social
development, transforms the ancient dreams of a better future, of a just world into firm
knowledge of the stage of development of society to which the laws of history, the ob-
jective process of development of the productive forces and production relations, the
process of development of the class struggle in modern society must lead.

It may be asked, why have the laws of history, which previously have led merely to
the replacement of some forms of exploitation and oppression by others, now suddenly
revealed broad prospects of realising the brightest hopes and yearnings of mankind? Is it
just chance? A happy coincidence?

No, it is not chance. As we have already noted, the working people’s dreams of a
happy future arose on a definite material basis, and were engendered by the conditions
of life in an exploiting society. The substance of the working people’s social aspirations
has always in some way or another been connected with ridding people of the troubles
and disasters to which they are doomed by the system of exploitation. It is for this rea-
son that as soon as the law-governed development of society places the abolition of this
system on the agenda, the realisation of the ideals of the working class and all working
people becomes possible and essential, and they are transformed from a utopian dream
into a scientifically based prevision.

“Wherever you look you come at every step across problems which humanity is
quite capable of solving immediately,” wrote Lenin. Capitalism prevents this. It has
amassed enormous wealth—and has made men the slaves of this wealth. It has solved
the most complicated technical problems—and has prevented the application of techni-
cal improvements because of the poverty and ignorance of millions of the population,
because of the stupid niggardliness of a handful of millionaires.

Under capitalism civilisation, freedom and wealth call to mind the rich glutton who
is rotting alive through overeating but will not let what is young live on.

“But the young is growing and will emerge supreme in spite of all.””®

These words of Lenin’s have been confirmed by history, which has shown that al-
ready in socialist society many of the working people’s long-cherished dreams have
proved capable of realisation. The victory of socialism put an end once and for all to the
exploitation of man by man, to national oppression, to the poverty of the masses, and
created possibilities as yet unknown in history for the flowering of the human personal-
ity, the expansion of democracy, and so on. Other social ideals of Marxism that express
the ancient dreams of the people and of advanced thinkers will become reality under the
conditions of communism, when the supremacy of man over the forces of nature and of
social development will have immeasurably increased.
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In this lies one of the sources of the immense power of attraction of the socialist and
communist aims of the working class for the broadest working masses, for all progres-
sive people, irrespective of their social position. More and more people are coming to
accept these aims, becoming convinced that they express the sole practical way of realis-
ing the desires and hopes of all working people.

Even many hard-headed leaders of the reactionary bourgeoisie are beginning to un-
derstand that it is here and not in the “conspiracies” which they ascribe to the Commu-
nists that one must see the reason for the enormous success of the forces of progress and
socialism, and that, consequently, they can combat communism only with the help of
“constructive ideas’" and “high ideals”.

But the reactionary bourgeoisie neither has nor can have ideas and ideals capable of
attracting the broad masses to its side. That is why it resorts to deliberate deception and
tries to operate with the bourgeois-democratic ideals of its revolutionary youth which it
has denied and betrayed, or with ideals filched from the working people’s own fight for
liberation. Democracy, humanism, freedom, civilisation, peace—these words are today
constantly on the lip of bourgeois propagandists, although, as history has shown, imperi-
alism is in reality the bitterest enemy of peace and equality the peoples, of freedom and
democracy, humanism and civilisation.

The Communist and Workers’ Parties have always fought such attempts at decep-
tion, attempts to portray the inhuman way life of the exploiting system as “ideal”. The
opponents of Marxism would like to represent this fight on the part of Communists as an
attack on aspirations that are shared by the majority of mankind. But such assertions are
a piece of obvious falsehood and slander.

While exposing the falsity of bourgeois democracy, Communists remain convinced
defenders of democracy. They are against bourgeois democracy because they are support-
ers of real democracy, democracy for the people, which can be achieved only by getting
rid of the system of exploitation. While exposing the falsity of bourgeois humanism, they
do not oppose humanism in general. They are for real/ humanism, of which communism is
the embodiment. In exactly the same way, while opposing bourgeois individualism and
supporting collectivism, Communists in no way belittle the value, dignity and freedom of
the human personality. They reject only the counterposing of the individual to the collec-
tive, to the masses of the people; they reject the right of the bourgeois “individual” to de-
velop by humiliating and crushing hundreds and thousands of other individuals.

By revealing the deception of reactionary propaganda, which tries to beautify the
chains of capitalist oppression and exploitation, the Communist and Workers’ Parties
make a big contribution to the realisation of the ideals of social progress. “Criticism,”
wrote Marx, “has stripped the chains of the artificial flowers that adorned them not in
order that mankind should continue to bear these chains just as they are, without joy or
pleasure, but that it should throw off its chains and reach out for the living flower.””’

In our times the world has before it a real path to the achievement of the great ideals
cherished by the best representatives of mankind. That path lies through rebuilding soci-
ety on socialist and then on communist principles.
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PART THREE
POLITICAL ECONOMY OF CAPITALISM

Economic relations, as indicated earlier, determine the character of every social
formation. Hence, to understand social life it is necessary, in the first place, to investi-
gate the economic structure of society. Marxist political economy is concerned with this
study.

Political economy is the science that studies production relations between people,
the laws of development of social production and distribution of material wealth at the
various stages of human society. “It is not with ‘production’,” wrote Lenin, “that politi-
cal economy deals, but with the social relations of men in production, with the social
system of production.”'” Some elements of this science arose in the period of slavery in
connection with the management of household affairs. Thus, its original name “oikono-
mia” is made up of the Greek words oikos—household, and nomos—Ilaw. Political
economy began to develop as a science with the rise of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion. It was a weapon in the hands of bourgeois ideologists in their struggle against feu-
dalism.

When the bourgeoisie made its appearance on the historical scene as a progressive
class it had an interest in scientific knowledge of the laws of development of capitalist
production and in eliminating feudal relations which hampered capital from establishing
and consolidating its power. This period witnessed the rise of scientific bourgeois politi-
cal economy, which has been called classical political economy. Its founders were the
Englishmen William Petty (1623-1687), Adam Smith (1723-1790) and David Ricardo
(1772- 1823). English bourgeois classical political economy was one of the sources
drawn on by Karl Marx for the creation of the political economy of the working class.

From its inception, political economy developed as a partisan science based on class
interest. Owing to its bourgeois character, classical political economy, in spite of having
made a number of important discoveries, could not fully lay bare the contradictions of
capitalism. Bourgeois economists, as a result of class limitation, regarded capitalism as
the natural and sole possible form of organisation of social production. They did not and
could not see its historically transient nature.

With the advent of the working class as an independent and powerful force, bour-
geois economists abandoned the scientific analysis of the objective laws governing so-
cial development. By 1830, the antagonistic contradictions between the bourgeoisie and
the working class came into sharp relief in Western Europe. “Thenceforth,” wrote Marx,
“the class struggle, practically as well as theoretically, took on more and more outspo-
ken and threatening forms. It sounded the knell of scientific bourgeois economy. It was
thenceforth no longer a question, whether this theorem or that was true, but whether it
was useful to capital or harmful, expedient or inexpedient, politically dangerous or not.
In place of disinterested inquirers, there were hired prize-fighters; in place of genuine
scientific research, the bad conscience and the evil intent of apologetic.”'"'

Bourgeois political economy from then on became anti-scientific and its bankruptcy
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at that time was, noted Marx, “an event on which the great Russian scholar and critic, N.
Chernyshevsky, has thrown the light of a master mind”.'”> With the sharpening of the
class struggle, bourgeois political economy has become increasingly apologetic and anti-
scientific, and to expose the deceit and illusions that it spreads is one of the most impor-
tant tasks of Marxist-Leninist political economy.

There also arose a petty-bourgeois trend in political economy. Large-scale produc-
tion ruined the small peasant proprietor and drove the handicraftsmen out of their work-
shops, forcing them to become “free” proletarians and to submit to the barrack-like dis-
cipline of labour in capitalist enterprises.

Petty-bourgeois political economy reflected the ideology of the despairing small
proprietor. It fostered the illusion of a possible return to the “golden age” of the inde-
pendent production of peasants and handicraftsmen. Its founder was the Swiss econo-
mist Simonde de Sismondi (1773-1842), who put forward a petty-bourgeois criticism of
capitalism because he failed to appreciate its historical significance as a necessary stage
in the development of social production. Sismondi’s followers persistently concentrated
on the weak aspects of his theory, namely, the reactionary utopian idea of turning the
clock of history back through replacing large-scale production, which ensures higher
labour productivity, by the primitive small-scale production of a peasant commune, in
which agriculture should be combined with handicrafts.

The ideas of Sismondi were propagated in Russia by the Narodniks,” whose eco-
nomic views Lenin subjected to devastating criticism. Petty-bourgeois political economy
gained most influence in countries with poorly developed capitalist production and a
high proportion of petty production by peasants and handicraftsmen. Petty-bourgeois
political economy is incapable of correctly determining the trend of social development,
although it often plays a useful part by its criticism of the evils of capitalism and modern
imperialism.

Marx and Engels, the great leaders and teachers of the working class, made a genu-
ine scientific analysis of the capitalist mode of production, as well as of the preceding
primitive-communal, slave and feudal modes of production.

By disclosing the economic laws of the rise and development of capitalist produc-

" Narodniks (Populists)—participants in a petty-bourgeois trend in the Russian revolutionary
movement that emerged in the late sixties and early seventies of the last century, chiefly among
the democratic intelligentsia. The revolutionary youth “went to the people” (hence the name—
Populists) to arouse the peasants in a struggle against the autocracy, but met with no support. The
Narodniks maintained that capitalism would not develop in Russia, that the peasants and not the
proletariat were the revolutionary force, and that the peasant commune was the basis for the de-
velopment of socialism. They believed that history is made by heroes, by outstanding individuals
who are passively followed by the “crowd”. A part of the Narodniks (Narodnaya Volya) chose
terror as a method of fighting against the autocracy. In the eighties and nineties the Narodniks
abandoned the revolutionary struggle and went over to appeasement with tsarism. They advanced
a programme of petty, insignificant reforms in the countryside that were of benefit to the kulaks
alone. In other words, Narodism changed from a revolutionary to a liberal movement.—Ed.
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tion, Marxism not only threw light on the past of mankind, but also enabled it to see its
future. Marxism, the scientific accuracy of which was strikingly corroborated by the
course of history, determined the conditions under which capitalism would inevitably be
replaced by a more advanced mode of production—socialism and communism. The
principal work of Marx, Capital, is a most important theoretical weapon in the hands of
the working class. This work of genius possesses remarkable vitality, its logical force
and fiery militant spirit having stood the test of time. Half a century after the first vol-
ume of Capital appeared, Lenin’s Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism was
published. This book further developed the general theory of capitalism and concretely
examined its new stage—imperialism. Here, as in his other studies of the political econ-
omy of capitalism, Lenin gave a brilliant economic substantiation for the laws governing
the development of the proletarian revolution in the imperialist period.

Economic theory is a vital component of Marxism-Leninism. It discloses the action
of objective economic laws, the correct understanding of which is indispensable for the
successful practical activities of Communist and Workers’ Parties. It helps the working
people in capitalist countries to develop correct tactics in the class struggle against the
bourgeoisie. Marxist-Leninist parties in the socialist countries, guided by the laws of
political economy, are directing the economic life of their countries along the path to
communism.
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CHAPTER 8

PRE-MONOPOLY CAPITALISM
1. The Rise of Capitalist Relations

Two conditions are necessary for capitalist production: firstly, the concentration of
the basic means of production as the private property of capitalists, and, secondly, the
absence of means of production among the majority, or a considerable portion, of the
members of society. This compels those who possess nothing but their capacity to work
to become wage-workers in capitalist enterprises in order to keep starvation from their
door.

Landlords were the ruling class of feudal society. They exploited the peasants and
handicraftsmen who worked on their estates and on the feudal domains, these peasants
and handicraftsmen possessing their own means of production. The transformation from
feudal to capitalist society became possible only after considerable numbers of peasants
and handicraftsmen, that is, producers, had been deprived of their means of production.
Apart from this, it required that the feudal lords, as the ruling economic force, should be
replaced by capitalists possessing the monetary and material means for carrying on pro-
duction with the help of wage-workers.

To clear the ground for the development of capitalist production required an entire
historical epoch of transition from feudalism to capitalism. This period was character-
ised by the breaking-up of the feudal order, an agonising and bloody epic spelling the
ruin of peasantry and handicraftsmen; the accumulation of wealth in the hands of the
rising bourgeoisie by means of colonial plunder, the slave trade, usury, piracy, and other
forms of crime and violence. Those who were driven out of the villages and separated
from the land were compelled to become wage-workers. Growing capitalism used not
only the whip of hunger, but also brute force to drive the former peasants and handi-
craftsmen into the capitalist factories, where they were taught the discipline of wage-
labour by methods of bloody repression. The development of capitalism left thousands
and thousands of ruined and tortured persons in its wake.

“New-born capital,” wrote Marx, “comes dripping from head to foot, from every
pore, with blood and dirt.”'*

Two simultaneous processes—the appearance of wage-labourers (proletarians) and
the accumulation of wealth in the hands of capitalists—were designated by Marx as
primitive accumulation. This historical forerunner of bourgeois society should be distin-
guished from the accumulation of capital which continually occurs as a result of exploi-
tation in capitalist factories. However, primitive accumulation of capital relates not only
to the past, for some of its methods are still being applied today in the colonial and eco-
nomically underdeveloped countries.

Capitalist relations arose in the epoch of primitive accumulation of capital. A new
class of exploiters appeared—the capitalist class, and a new class of exploited—wage-
workers, or proletarians. The transition from feudalism to capitalism took place in West
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European countries through the bourgeois revolutions of the seventeenth to nineteenth
centuries, as a result of which the bourgeoisie became the ruling force politically as well
as economically.

In Russia, feudalism was abolished later than in many other countries, and its sur-
vivals persisted until the October Socialist Revolution. The abolition of serfdom in Rus-
sia in 1861 marked the beginning of the capitalist epoch, the replacement of feudal soci-
ety by capitalism.

2. Commodity Production. Commodities.
Law of Value and Money

Capitalism is the highest form of commodity production. Accordingly Marx, in
Capital, begins his analysis of capitalism with an examination of commodities. The ex-
change of commodities, wrote Lenin, appears as the “simplest, most ordinary, and fun-
damental, most common and everyday relation of bourgeois (commodity) society, a re-
lation encountered billions of times”.'* Marx disclosed that the embryonic contradic-
tions and peculiarities of capitalism lay hidden in the commodity and the exchange of
one commodity for another.

Commodity production is the production of goods for exchange or for sale. It re-
placed the natural economy that was the dominant form of production under slavery and
feudalism. Commodity production arose in the period of disintegration of primitive-
communal society and gradually acquired increasing importance. In its first stages it was
simple commodity production based on the private property and personal labour of the
small producers—the craftsmen and peasants—who did not exploit the labour of others.
The social division of labour and private ownership of the means of production are pre-
requisites of commodity production.

Commodity

Not every product of labour is a commodity. If the product of an individual’s labour
satisfies his own needs, or those of his family, then it is only a product, a thing, but not a
commodity. A product of labour becomes a commodity only when transferred to another
for consumption through exchange (purchase-sale). A commodity has a twofold charac-
ter. The capacity to satisfy some human want gives a commodity its use-value, A use-
value, such as bread, for example, is exchanged in the market for the use-value of an-
other kind, e.g., iron. The capacity of a commodity to be exchanged for another com-
modity gives it exchange-value. The exchange of one commodity for another shows that
they have something in common, which makes it possible to compare them by some
common measure. It is not their physical properties—weight, volume, form, etc.— that
they have in common; on the contrary, the physical properties of commodities are ex-
ceedingly diverse. Their common characteristic is that they are all products of human
labour. Every commodity is as it were a crystallisation of human labour. And, as the
embodiment of the labour it contains, a commodity is a value. The proportion in which
two different commodities are exchanged or one another is a definite, not an arbitrary
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one. Exchange-value, which reflects the quantitative relationship of exchange, expresses
merely the form in which the value contained in a commodity appears. A commodity
represents a unity of use-value and value.

The magnitude of value of a commodity is determined by labour, but not by that la-
bour which was expended for the production of the given article. Similar commodities
may be produced by different persons using different instruments of labour and expend-
ing varying periods of time, i.e., unequal quantities of labour. Value is determined, how-
ever, not by the individual period of labour, but by the quantity of labour required in a
given society for the production of the given type of commodity. This labour is called
socially-necessary labour. It can be measured by labour-time. “The labour-time socially
necessary,” wrote Marx, “is that required to produce an article under the normal condi-
tions of production, and with the average degree of skill and intensity prevalent at the
time.”'” The value of commodities is reduced with the growing productivity of social
labour, inasmuch as the production of a single commodity requires less and less labour,
less labour-time.

Labour Embodied in Commodities

The labour theory of value was first elaborated by Adam Smith and David Ricardo,
representatives of bourgeois classical political economy. Marx, however, was the first to
give a comprehensive and consistent development to this theory. He made a brilliant
discovery by disclosing the twofold character of the labour embodied in commodities,

Marx established that the dual character of a commodity—use- value and value—are
determined by the twofold nature of the labour embodied in it.

The use-value of a commodity is created by labour expended in a definite form—
concrete labour. Use-values are as diverse as the concrete kinds of labour of which they
are the product. The kinds of labour differ from one another in the methods and means
of labour applied. A definite kind of concrete labour is thus embodied in each use-value.
However, irrespective of its concrete features, labour is always an expenditure of human
energy—physical, mental and nervous—and in this sense it is homogeneous human la-
bour, labour in general. Labour considered as an expenditure of human labour-power
generally, without regard to its concrete form, is abstract labour, and it is this that cre-
ates the value of a commodity.

Abstract and concrete labour are two aspects of the labour embodied in a commod-
ity. “On the one hand, all labour is, speaking physiologically, an expenditure of human
labour-power, and in its character of identical abstract human labour, it creates and
forms the value of commodities. On the other hand, all labour is the expenditure of hu-
man labour-power in a special form and with a definite aim, and in this, its character of
concrete useful labour, it produces use-values.”'%

Just as one use-value differs qualitatively from another use-value, so one form of
concrete labour is qualitatively different from another. And just as the value of one
commodity differs only quantitatively from the value of another, so the abstract labour
embodied in the one commodity differs only quantitatively from that in the other.
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In exchanging commodities, producers equate the most varied kinds of labour with
one another. The social division of labour lies behind relations of exchange, which ex-
press the mutual relations in the market of commodity producers engaged in social pro-
duction. Thus, value and the value-relation therefore represent not a relation between
things, but a relation between people, between commodity producers. Value is a social,
production relationship which is only covered by a material envelope and is manifested
in the relations between things. The value of a commodity is created by the labour ex-
pended in its production, but it appears only in the course of exchange, only in equating
one commodity to another.

Money

Exchange, at first, was highly infrequent and a matter of chance. One product was
exchanged directly for another. With the development of the social division of labour,
exchange became increasingly regular. A growing number of products of labour were
produced especially for exchange, and the most marketable commodity gradually as-
sumed the role of universal equivalent, 1. ., the commodity acting as the medium of ex-
change. In place of direct barter by individuals for the articles required by them (which
necessitates finding a purchaser who possesses the product needed by the seller), people
began to exchange their goods for the universal equivalent, for which one could always
acquire any product. The role of universal equivalent was played in different localities
by various articles, e. g., cattle, fur, salt, copper, iron, etc. Later on, the precious metals,
gold and silver, became the universal equivalent.

By their very nature, the precious metals are particularly adapted to fulfil the role of
a universal equivalent. They always retain a uniform quality, do not deteriorate and are
easily divisible into the smallest portions. With the development of exchange, therefore,
they naturally came to act as the universal equivalent, fulfilling the function of money.

Money represents a special commodity which acts as the universal equivalent for all
commodities. It did not arise by decree, it was not the invention of any particular indi-
vidual or the result of an agreement between people. The precious metals were selected
out of the world of commodities and became money thanks to a long process of devel-
opment of commodity exchange. Money is a special commodity which serves in the ex-
change of all other commodities. Its suitability as a universal equivalent represents the
use-value of this commodity. The essence of money is expressed in those functions
which it fulfils in the commodity economy.

The fundamental function of money is to serve as a measure of value for all other
commodities. The value of every commodity is expressed in money terms. People do not
say that one pair of boots equals one metre of cloth, but rather that boots cost so many
rubles, dollars, pounds, or crowns as the case may be. The value of a commodity ex-
pressed in money is its price.

Money fulfils the function of circulation medium. The cloth-maker does not ex-
change his cloth for boots. He sells it for money, and uses money to buy boots. With the
appearance of money, the direct barter of products is replaced by the circulation of
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commodities, i. €., exchange by means of money. The formula for this circulation is:
Commodity—Money—Commodity

The amount of money needed for the circulation of commodities is determined by
the total of the prices of all commodities divided the number of turnovers of money
units. Thus, if the sum of the prices of all commodities in a country sold within a given
period, let us say one year, amounts to ten thousand million money units (dollars, francs,
marks, etc.), and each money unit performs 10 turnovers a year, then the amount of
money needed for the circulation of all commodities equals one thousand million.

In the process of circulation, gold coins were frequently replaced by silver and cop-
per, and later by paper money. The state issues paper money to take the place of gold as
circulation medium. Paper money represents gold, and the quantity issued must corre-
spond to the amount of gold required as circulation medium. If the quantity of paper
money put into circulation exceeds the amount of full-value gold money needed for
commodity circulation, then paper money will be depreciated. If one thousand million
gold units are needed in a given country for the circulation of commodities and the state
issues two thousand million paper money units, each unit of paper money, let us say 10
dollars, will be able to purchase only as many commodities as five gold dollars.

The history of capitalist money circulation since the First World War has been
marked by the extreme instability of paper money. It has often been depreciated as a
result of excessively large issues. This depreciation, known as inflation, leads to a reduc-
tion in the standard of living of the working people, who live on salaries and wages.

Money functions as a means of accumulation. It is a universal token of wealth, for
money can always buy any commodity. In bourgeois society, therefore, money is the
most mobile form of the accumulation of wealth.

In making purchases and sales on credit, money functions as a means of payment.
Thanks to credit, the amount of cash needed for circulation is reduced.

In trade between countries, money fulfils the function of universal money, gold be-
ing used for this purpose.

Law of Value

The law of value is the economic law of commodity production, according to which
the exchange of commodities is effected in accordance with the amount of socially-
necessary labour expended on their production. Under the influence of this law, the
prices of commodities gravitate towards their values. Under conditions of commodity
production, each producer works on his own account and produces commodities for the
market, where the demand is unknown to him beforehand. The equalisation of supply
and demand under the conditions of such anarchy of production can take place only as a
matter of chance, as a result of constant fluctuations. This leads to the prices of com-
modities continually diverging from their values, being either above or below them.
When the supply exceeds the demand, prices fall below values; and when demand is
greater than supply, commodities are sold at prices which are higher than their values.
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The prices of commodities, however, gravitate towards their values. If the price of a
commodity is higher than its value, this evokes an increase in production and conse-
quently a greater supply of the given commodity, which inevitably tends to reduce the
price to the level of its value. When the price of a commodity falls lower than its value,
production is curtailed, creating a shortage of the given commodity, and ultimately the
price will rise to the level of value. Thus, the deviations of prices above and below val-
ues, on the whole, mutually counterbalance one another. At any particular moment, the
price of a commodity may deviate from its value for a variety of reasons. But average
prices over an extended period fairly accurately coincide with values.

In a society based on private property, the law of value operating through the
mechanism of competition regulates the proportions in which social labour and means of
production are distributed among the different branches of the economy. Continual price
fluctuations force part of the commodity producers to leave those branches where supply
exceeds demand and the prices of commodities have fallen below their values. The drop
in prices affects various groups of commodity producers in different ways. Those who
are more clever, enterprising and powerful strengthen their position, while the weak are
ruined. Enrichment of the few at the expense of the mass of producers—such is the re-
sult of the continual fluctuations of prices and the deviations from their values. The mass
of small producers, however, are crushed by competition not merely because of the de-
viation of prices from value. They would not be saved by the sale of commodities at
their values. The law of value is the law of spontaneous development of the productive
forces. Commodity producers who utilise the latest techniques are in a more advanta-
geous position, inasmuch as they produce commodities with a smaller outlay than the
amount socially necessary. At the same time, the labour outlay per unit of production of
many producers exceeds the level which is socially necessary. They cannot compete
with their more powerful rivals. As a result, an insignificant minority of producers be-
come capitalists, while the mass of small commodity producers are ruined and com-
pelled to live by the sale of their labour-power. The means of production are thus in-
creasingly concentrated in the hands of the capitalists, and simple commodity production
is inevitably transformed into capitalist production.

Thus, the law of value operating in the commodity economy through the mechanism
of competition fulfils three important functions: it acts as regulator in the distribution of
labour-power and means of production between the various branches of production; it
acts as a motive force of technical progress; and it leads to the development of capitalist
relations, dooming the small commodity producer to ruin and destruction.

3. The Theory of Surplus-Value Is the Corner-Stone of Marx’s Economic Doctrine

Marx showed the antagonistic character of the relations between capital and labour
that form the axis about which the entire capitalist economy revolves. By his investiga-
tion of surplus-value he provided an exhaustive scientific explanation of the process of
the exploitation of the workers by the capitalists.

Marx’s analysis proceeds from the simple and well-known fact that capitalists first
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buy the commodities needed for production, and then sell their products for a greater
amount of money than they themselves expended.

Under simple commodity circulation, the owner of a commodity sells it to buy an-
other commodity. The ultimate end of simply commodity circulation is to satisfy wants,
and its formula is:

Commodity—Money—Commodity.

The process of circulation assumes a different appearance when a commodity is
bought not for satisfying a particular need, but for selling. The formula of this new proc-
ess is:

Money—Commodity—Money.

Buying for the purpose of selling makes sense only if more money is obtained as the
result of such circulation than was first expended. Whoever buys with the aim of selling
also buys to sell dearer. This augmentation of the initial value converts it into capital.
Capital is self-expanding value, and money is the initial form of capital. The capitalist
process of production begins with the purchase means of production and labour-power,
that is, the conversion of capital from its money form into the form of productive capital.
The capitalist sells on the market the commodities which have been produced, and
thereby transforms commodity capital into money capital. Thus, capital returns to its
original form. However, the capitalist gains more money than he expended to begin
with. The exchange takes place according to value (for if some sell dearer and others
cheaper these deviations are equalised on the scale the whole society). The question
arises: how can the owner of money; the capitalist, who buys and sells commodities at
their values, nevertheless extract a greater value from circulation? Marx provided the
answer, which bourgeois political economy was unable to give. The answer is that the
owner of money can do this solely because he finds a commodity on the market, whose
consumption possesses the special property of being a source of new value. This com-
modity is labour-power. Let us see what the specific features of the commodity are.
Engels develops the subject as follows.

Production of Surplus-Value

What is the value of labour-power? The value of any commodity is measured by the
labour necessary for its production. Labour-power exists in the form of a living worker,
who requires a definite quantity of the means of subsistence to maintain himself and his
family. The labour-time requisite for the production of these means of subsistence de-
termines the value of labour-power.

“Let us assume,” wrote Engels, “that these means of subsistence represent six hours
of labour-time daily. Our incipient capitalist, who buys labour-power for carrying on his
business, i.e., hires a labourer, consequently pays this labourer the full value of his day’s
labour-power if he pays him a sum of money which also represents six hours of labour.
And as soon as the labourer has worked six hours in the employment of the incipient
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capitalist, he has fully reimbursed the latter for his outlay, for the value of the day’s la-
bour-power which he had paid. But so far the money would not have been converted
into capital, it would not have produced any surplus-value. And for this reason the buyer
of labour-power has quite a different notion of the nature of the transaction he has car-
ried out. The fact that only six hours’ labour is necessary to keep the labourer alive for
twenty-four hours, does not in any way prevent him from working twelve hours out of
the twenty-four. The value of the labour-power, and the value which that labour-power
creates in the labour-process, are two different magnitudes.... On our assumption, there-
fore, the labourer each day costs the owner of money the value of the product of six
hours' labour, but he hands over to him each day the value of the product of twelve
hours’ labour. The difference in favour of the owner of the money is—six hours of un-
paid surplus-labour, a surplus-product for which he does not pay and in which six hours’
labour is embodied. The trick has been performed. Surplus-value has been produced;
money has been converted into capital.”'"’

This example vividly reveals the origin of surplus-value. The value of labour-power
is paid for, but this value is much smaller than that which the capitalist extracts from
labour-power in the course of its use, this difference, unpaid labour, is precisely the
share which falls to the capitalist, or more accurately, to the capitalist class.

All the non-working members of society are maintained by this unpaid labour. It
provides the payments for state and municipal taxes which fall on the capitalist class, the
ground-rent of land-owners, etc. Indeed, the whole capitalist social structure rests upon
it.

Capitalist Exploitation

During one portion of his labour-time, the wage-worker creates a product which is
necessary for his own maintenance. Marx calls this portion necessary labour-time, and
the labour expended during this time necessary labour. During another portion of his
labour-time, surplus labour-time, the worker creates surplus-value by his surplus-
labour, Surplus-value (m) is the value created by the labour of a wage-worker over and
above the value of his labour-power and appropriated without payment by the capitalist.

The essence of capitalist exploitation is the production of surplus-value. Capitalists
are not interested in producing means of production and consumer goods that are useful
and needed by society, but in extracting as much surplus-value as possible. In this re-
spect, their appetites are insatiable.

Capital

The exploitation of wage-workers under capitalism is a means of maintaining and
increasing values belonging to the capitalists, of extending the power and domination of
capital. Capital is value which produces surplus-value. Bourgeois economists assert that
every means of production is capital, and thus deliberately conceal the essential fact that
means of production become capital only when transformed into a means of exploiting
workers, and that capital is not a thing but a social relationship between the main classes
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of bourgeois society, a relationship of the exploitation of wage-workers by the owners of
the means of production.

The Marxist-Leninist understanding of capital as a social relationship reveals the es-
sence of the bourgeois mode of production—the exploitation by the capitalist class of
the class of wage-workers who live by the sale of their labour-power.

Two parts of capital should be differentiated: constant capital (c), which is spent on
the means of production (buildings, machinery, fuel, raw materials, etc.), and variable
capital (v), which is spent on labour-power. They play different roles in the production
of surplus-value. The means of production do not create any new value by taking part in
the process of production. The value of constant capital is transferred in whole or in part
to the finished product. Variable capital, on the other hand, acts quite differently. It
grows by creating surplus-value in the production process. The ratio of surplus-value to
variable capital (m/v) expresses the degree of exploitation of labour by capital and is
called the rate of surplus-value.

The growth of surplus-value takes place in two ways. The first way consists in pro-
longing the working day or intensifying labour (increased labour intensity, or greater
expenditure of human energy per unit time). Marx called this surplus-value absolute
surplus-value. The second way consists in decreasing the necessary labour-time. Marx
called this surplus-value relative surplus-value.

The capitalist would, if it were possible, extend the working day to 24 hours, since
the longer the working day, the greater the amount of surplus-value created. The worker,
on the other hand, has an interest in shortening the working day. Hence, a struggle en-
sues for reducing the length of the working day. This struggle, which began with the
first workers' actions in the early part of the nineteenth century, has never ceased. That is
why the capitalists are not able to extend the working day without limit. Today, the pro-
duction of absolute surplus-value takes place under capitalism mainly through intensifi-
cation of labour.

Relative surplus-value results from lengthening the surplus labour-time—while the
total length of the working day remains unchanged—by reducing the portion of labour-
time necessary for replacing the value of labour-power. This is a consequence of in-
creased labour productivity in the branches of industry manufacturing for the workers
those necessaries of life that determine the value of labour-power. The greater the pro-
ductivity of labour in these branches and the lower the value of their products, the
shorter will be the necessary labour-time and, therefore, the greater the surplus labour-
time in all capitalist enterprises.

A reduction in the necessary labour-time also takes place as a result of increased la-
bour productivity in those branches which produce the means of production used in
making consumer goods.

Individual capitalists may also obtain extra surplus-value. This accrues to the capi-
talist who introduces technical improvements which others do not possess. His expendi-
ture per unit of output will be lower, but he will sell his commodities at the generally
prevailing prices. Thus, the capitalist who employs advanced technological methods re-
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ceives surplus-value in excess of the usual rate of surplus-value.

However, the other capitalists also strive for additional surplus-value. Therefore,
they, too, introduce technical improvements in their hunt for extra surplus-value. Indeed,
competition compels them to do so.

In analysing the creation of relative surplus-value, Marx investigated three historical
stages of increasing productivity of labour lender capitalism: (1) simple co-operation, (2)
manufacture, and (3) large-scale machine industry.

Capitalist simple co-operation is the concentration of a more or less considerable
number of wage-workers under the supervision of a capitalist in order to manufacture
one and the same kind of product. Production is based on handicraft technique, and there
of labour. But the bringing together of many workers makes for a definite increase in
labour productivity.

Manufacture is capitalist co-operation based on the division of labour, but it still
rests on handicraft technique. It makes possible a significant rise in the productivity of
labour as compared with simple co-operation. However, manufacture was not able to
supplant petty production and to become the dominant form of production. Capitalism
was able to achieve complete supremacy only when it passed over to machine industry,
the highest form of development of large-scale capitalist production. Machine industry
led to the disintegration of petty production and expanded the sphere of the domination
of capital, thereby creating conditions for a maximum increase in surplus-value.

Marx’s theory of surplus-value reveals how the process of exploitation of the worker
by the capitalist takes place in bourgeois society. It demonstrates that only the labour of
wage-workers provides a constant and inexhaustible source of enrichment for the capi-
talists. This theory exposes the hypocrisy of the claim that the bourgeois social structure
is based on equality between worker and capitalist and on a harmony of interests. It re-
veals the irreconcilable an increasingly antagonistic nature of the interests of capital and
labour and mobilises the masses for the struggle against capitalism.

4. Wages

The theory of wages affects basic class interests in bourgeois society and is one of
the most acute problems of economics.

Under capitalism, wages are the price of labour-power. However the false impres-
sion is created that wages are the price of labour and that the capitalist pays the worker
for his labour, i.e., for whole of his expended labour. But the fact is that labour creates
value; labour itself has no value. Furthermore, the capitalist pays the worker not for his
labour but for his labour-power.

“Wages are not what they appear to be, namely, the value, price, of labour, but only
a masked form for the value, or price, of labour-power.”'™

Since wages seem to be something else than what they really are, Marx calls them
the transmuted form of the value, or price, labour-power.

The magnitude of wages comprises two elements: a) purely physical, which consists
of the value of the means of subsistence that are absolutely necessary for the worker’s
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existence, the maintenance of his ability to work and support his family; b) historical, or
social, which depends on the development of the vital needs a: cultural requirements of
the working class of a given country.

The capitalists seek to reduce wages to their physical minimum. The working class,
on the other hand, fights to raise its standard living. Consequently, the movement of
wages depends essentially on the class struggle waged by the proletariat, its organisa-
tional strength and the resistance it offers to the employers. The struggle of the working
class for the improvement of labour conditions and its standard of living, without alter-
ing the system of private ownership of the means of production and of political power in
the hands of the bourgeoisie, can make its position easier. However, this struggle does
not affect the basis of capitalism and cannot free the working people from the system of
wage slavery.

The basic forms of wages under capitalism are time-wages and piece-wages. Time-
wages directly reflect the hourly, daily, weekly or monthly value of labour-power. Under
this form, wages are paid by the hour, day, week or month. Piece-wages are fixed on the
basis of time-wages. Let us suppose that the hourly wage is 90 cents. If a worker can pro-
duce two articles of a particular kind per hour, he will receive 45 cents for each article.

Under the piece-wage system, the personal interest of the worker drives him to work
with greatest possible intensity. If the worker in our example begins to produce not two,
but three articles of a given commodity per hour, his wages will increase by 50 per cent.
However, the worker’s well-being is extremely short-lived. The capitalist will usually
modify the piece-rate immediately, and the benefit of the increased intensity of labour
will, in the final analysis, accrue to him. Even under the system of time-wages, the use
of the conveyor belt and other machinery, whose rate of movement compels the worker
to work uninterruptedly under tremendous pressure, permits the capitalist to achieve an
extraordinarily high intensity of labour.

Increased output at the expense of greater intensity of labour results in a rise in the
value of labour-power since more of it is expended. Consequently, a rise in wages
should take place, but such an increase, as a rule, does not correspond to the heightened
intensity of labour.

A rise in the price of labour-power does not at all mean that this price rises above its
value. “On the contrary,” noted Marx, “the rise in price may be accompanied by a fall in
value. This occurs whenever the rise in the price of labour-power does not compensate
for its increased wear and tear.”'”

A rise in wages under capitalism takes place only as a result of bitter class struggle
and appears each time as a lagging reaction to a rise in the value of labour-power conse-
quent to increased intensity of labour. It takes place following a reduction in wages (e.
g., during periods of economic recovery and boom subsequent to economic prises), or
under conditions in which a sharp drop in real wages has been brought about by inflation
or inflated monopoly prices of consumer goods, rent increases, higher taxes, etc. If the
workers were to renounce their day-to-day struggle with capital for the improvement of
their standard of living, in the words of Marx, “they would be degraded to one level
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mass of broken wretches past salvation”.'"’ The Communist and Workers’ Parties con-
sider it their sacred duty to carry on a struggle not only for the ultimate goal, but also for
the immediate needs of the working class.

5. Growth of Profit—Aim and Limit of Capitalist Production

In the economic practice of the capitalist, surplus-value appears as profit.

Profit is the excess of the value of a commodity over the expenses incurred by the
capitalist in its production or the increase of the whole capital advanced by him.

Profit is the motive force and main aim of every capitalist. For the capitalist, produc-
tion is solely a means of making profit. The requirements of the people in a capitalist
economy are taken into account only insofar as they are necessary conditions for extract-
ing profit. Apart from this, the concept “requirements of the people” has no meaning for
the capitalist.

Capital seeks in every way possible to augment the mass and rate of profit.

The rate of profit denotes the ratio of surplus-value to the total capital invested in an
enterprise. The rate of profit is an index of the profitability of a capitalist enterprise.

Differences exist between individual branches of industry in the process of produc-
ing surplus-value. In some branches the capitalist has to invest the larger portion of his
capital in the means production—buildings, machinery, etc., which in themselves not
bring in profit although they are essential for obtaining it. In other less technically
equipped branches, the larger proportion the capital is expended on hiring labour-power.
The proportion between constant and variable capital determines the organic composi-
tion of capital, whether in a particular enterprise or in the branch of industry as a whole.
The larger the relative share of constant capital in the total capital, the higher is the or-
ganic composition.

Average Profit

Equal capitals invested in different branches of production having varying organic
compositions produce different amounts surplus-value. The surplus-value created in
branches with a low organic composition of capital is larger than in those with a high
organic composition.

However, branches with different organic composition of capital could not coexist
unless capitalists received the same amount profit on capitals of equal size. Indeed, what
would be the sense of capitalist investing capital in a branch with a low rate of profit.
Experience proves that equal capitals invested in different branches of industry, regard-
less of organic composition, yield more or less the same profit. This is explained by the
fact that alongside the competition between capitalists within each branch for the sale of
commodities of the same kind, there exists competition between the capitalists of differ-
ent branches over the most profitable way of investing capital. The flow of capital from
one branch to another leads to the raising of prices in some branches and their lowering
in others. Capital forsakes those branches in which there is an overproduction of com-
modities, causing prices to fall sharply and enterprises to go bankrupt; it finds its way to

195



those branches where a shortage of commodities has caused prices to rise. Thus, the
spontaneous equalisation of rates of profit in branches of industry with different organic
compositions of capital leads to the formation of an average (or general) rate of profit.
Thanks to this flow of capital, the total amount of surplus-value produced by the work-
ing class is distributed among the various capitalists approximately in proportion to the
magnitude of their capital.

Price of Production

As a result of the equalisation of the rates of profit, the prices of commodities under
capitalism are determined by the price of production, which equals the cost of produc-
tion plus the average profit. Every capitalist seeks to sell his commodity at a price that
will bring him not only the cost of production but also the average profit which is nor-
mal for the given country at that time. The price of production of the individual com-
modity may, therefore, be higher or lower than its value. However, the sum of the prices
of production equals the sum of the values of all commodities.

Let us suppose, for example, that the value of commodities in branches with a high
organic composition of capital amounts to 120 monetary units (constant capital—90,
variable capital — 10, and surplus-value—20 units); and that in branches with a low
organic composition the total value is 140 units (constant capital—80, variable capital—
20, and surplus-value—40 units).

Under these conditions, the price of production, which equals the outlay of capital
and the average profit, amounts to:

100 + (20 +40) / 2 = 130 units.

The commodities of branches with a high organic composition of capital are sold at
10 units higher than their values, while the commodities of branches with a low organic
composition of capital—at 10 units lower than their values. Individual deviations from
value cancel one another, and the sum of values of all commodities (120 + 140 = 260)
coincides with the sum of the prices of production (130 + 130 =260).

The theory of average profit and prices of production is of great significance for un-
derstanding the basic tasks facing the proletariat in the class struggle. This theory dem-
onstrates that every capitalist has an interest in raising the degree of exploitation not
only of his own workers but of the working class as a whole, since, in the final analysis,
the profit of each capitalist represents his share in the total mass of surplus-value created
by the working class. It is understandable, wrote Marx, “why capitalists form a veritable
freemason society vis-a-vis the whole working class, while there is little love lost be-
tween them in competition among themselves”.'"!

The theory of average profit thus reveals the material basis of capitalist class solidar-
ity. To this capitalist class solidarity, which is based on the selfish aim of extracting as
much as possible out of the worker, the working class counterposes its own unity, which
is based on the legitimate aspiration to abolish capitalist exploitation. The struggle of the
working class against the rule of capital cannot be limited to action against individual
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employers for the improvement of labour conditions in a given enterprise, or a particular
branch. The ultimate goal of working-class struggle is the elimination of the capitalist
system of exploitation and the bourgeois social structure.

The theory of average profit shows that the competition between capitalists of dif-
ferent branches of production reduces the different profits to the usual average profit,
irrespective of the organic composition of capital in one or another branch. The average
rate of profit changes in the course of time, but for each country at any given period it is
sufficiently stable to be reckoned with by all businessmen.

A rise in the organic composition of capital implies a more rapid growth of constant
capital compared with variable capital. And since constant capital by itself yields no
profit, it is clear that the rate of profit (i.e., the ratio of surplus-value to the total capital
and not only to its variable proportion) tends to fall. To diminish this tendency capital-
ists try to raise the rate of exploitation, resorting to various methods of counteraction.
But this in its turn aggravates the contradictions between labour and capital.

Profit of Enterprise and Interest

Capitalist profit dis divided into profit of enterprise and interest. The capitalist en-
trepreneur usually does not limit himself to the use of his own capital. He also puts loan
capital into circulation. The portion of profit which the functioning capitalist surrenders
to another capitalist or bank in return for the use of capital is called interest. The part
which remains after interest is deducted from profit is call profit of enterprise. Under
capitalism banks act as intermediaries in settling accounts between capitalists, gather
money capital and receipts (through deposits and other operations) and place them at the
disposal of capitalists. By facilitating the development of capitalist production and the
centralisation of capital, banks simultaneously consolidate the rule of capital over la-
bour. They create the conditions under which big capitalists dispose not only of their
own capital but of an increasing proportion of the money and income of the other strata
of the population.

Profit Is a Limitation of Capitalist Production

Bourgeois economists extol capitalist profit as the greatest stimulus to technical pro-
gress and unlimited growth of production. They never mention that capitalist profit re-
sults from exploitation and the exhaustion of labour-power. They gloss over the fact that
the subordination of production to the principle of capitalist profit is not only a stimulus
but also a /imitation of capitalist production. Capitalists produce only those things, and
such amounts of them, that can yield a profit. It not infrequently happens that capitalists,
especially under present-day conditions, restrict production, hold back technical pro-
gress, and destroy masses of products in order to raise the rate of profit. Moreover, capi-
talist monopolies unleash wars, which cause mankind untold destruction, and all this is
done for the sake of profit.
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6. Capitalist Development in Agriculture. Ground-Rent

The economic laws of capitalism operate as inexorably in agriculture as in industry.

With the development of the social division of labour, agricultural products are pro-
duced for sale and become commodities. Agriculture is transformed into a branch of the
economy producing commodities. A fierce competitive struggle breaks out between the
individual commodity producers, making most precarious the position of the small culti-
vator who possesses the least amount of land, implements and draught animals, The
small producers are ruined en masse and thrown into the ranks of the proletariat. A con-
siderable share of production is concentrated in the hands of the capitalist upper strata of
the countryside. Two extreme groups develop there: on the one hand, poor peasants and
farm-labourers, and, on the other, the rural bourgeoisie—kulaks, capitalist farmers and
the more or less bourgeoisified landlords who continue to exist in many capitalist coun-
tries. The middle peasantry occupy an intermediate position between these two groups.

Agriculture lags considerably behind industry in the process of capitalist develop-
ment. This applies not only to backward countries where the development of capitalism
in agriculture is retarded by feudal survivals but also, in some measure, to the highly
developed capitalist countries. One of the most important reasons for this backwardness
lies in the fact that part of the surplus-value which is created in the agricultural economy
is appropriated by the parasitic class of landowners in the form of ground-rent.

Ground-Rent

In capitalist agriculture, as distinct from industry, all newly created value is divided
among three classes. The agricultural worker receives his wages, the capitalist tenant-
farmer receives the general average profit, and the landowner—rent. The question is: In
what way does the special share of surplus-value which is taken from the capitalist
farmer by the landowner in the form of ground rent arise, in addition to the normal profit
on capital?

In examining this question, Marx drew attention to certain economic peculiarities of
agriculture. Differences exist in the fertility of various cultivated pieces of land and in
their location with respect to markets. Given similar outlays, plots of land of better qual-
ity will yield richer crops than worse lands. The same holds true of differences in the
location of plots of land in relation to markets. Those farms which are situated nearer to
the market will be able to transport their products more cheaply and thus operate more
profitably.

For the sake of brevity, these two differences, i.e., varying fertility and location, may
be summarised as differences between better and worse lands. Since the output of the
best and medium-quality lands is insufficient to meet the demands of society, it is also
necessary to cultivate the worst lands. Moreover, not only the capitalists who farm the
best and medium plots of land, but also those who farm the worst lands must receive the
average profit in addition to compensation for their outlays. Hence, the price of produc-
tion of agricultural commodities equals the costs of production on the worst land plus
the average profit. Medium and best lands yield an excess profit—over and above the
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average profit—which the capitalist tenant-farmer must pay to the owner of the land.

Differential rent I is the excess profit obtained on lands of better quality, or on those
more advantageously situated with respect to the market, as compared with lands of
worse quality, or those more disadvantageously located; it comes about as a result of
difference in the quality of land. These differences in fertility and location of individual
plots of land, however, are only the conditions, the natural basis for the creation of dif-
ferential rent 1. Its origin is the surplus-value created by agricultural workers.

Excess profit may be obtained by a capitalist farmer on a plot of land of any quality
as a result of additional capital investment. This permits him to obtain a greater yield
than that from the worst land, the latter yield determining the price of a unit of produc-
tion The extra profit gained from cultivated plots of land as a result new capital outlays,
i. e., intensive farming, is called differential rent II. If it is acquired while the former
tenancy agreement is still in force, the differential rent II is appropriated by the capitalist
farmer himself. However, prior to concluding a new agreement, the landowner will usu-
ally take into account the results of intensive cultivation and will raise the rent to include
this differential rent II.

Bourgeois political economy seeks to explain differential rent through the alleged
existence in agriculture of a “law of diminishing returns”. Marx and Lenin have demon-
strated that this mythical “law of diminishing returns” is in no way related to the theory
of rent. It has been invented and is propagated by bourgeois economists to absolve capi-
talists and large landowners from responsibility for the high prices of agricultural com-
modities, the impoverishment of the masses and the barbarous exploitation of the soil.
All this is blamed on the operation of an eternal and inexorable “law”. One of the foun-
ders of vulgar political economy, the Rev. T. R. Malthus, on the basis of this “law”, de-
clared that the growth of population will always outstrip the increase in agricultural out-
put. Hence, wars, epidemics and the artificial restriction of child-bearing among the
poorer classes are necessary to maintain a certain “equilibrium”. Neo-Malthusians use
the same “law” to justify aggressive wars and the mass extermination of people.

The appropriation of differential rent by the landowners, who, as a rule, use it for
unproductive purposes, acts as a brake on agricultural development. Of even greater sig-
nificance in this respect is the role of absolute rent.

The worst lands, as already noted, do not yield differential rent. Bat, the owners of
these plots of land do not grant them to capitalist entrepreneurs without compensation,
without rent.

This brings us to an examination of the source of rent on the worst lands. To begin
with, only variable capital gives rise to surplus-value. In agriculture the technical level is
lower than in industry, for the capitalist who leases the land for only a given period is
unwilling to invest as much in machines, buildings, etc., as the industrialist invests in his
enterprise. As a consequence of the lower organic composition of capital, the amount of
surplus-value produced in agriculture on a given capital is greater than on a capital of
comparable size in industry. Let us assume that 100 money units are expended in pro-
duction: in industry — constant capital (90) and variable capital (10); and in agricul-
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ture—constant capital (80) and variable capital (20). Assuming a rate of exploitation
equal to 100 per cent, the surplus-value produced in industry will amount to 10 units,
and agriculture—20 units. The monopoly of private property in land, however, is an ob-
stacle to the free flow of capital into agriculture and consequently there cannot be an
equalisation of the rate of profit between industry and agriculture.

The prices of agricultural products are therefore established in accordance with their
value, and not their price of production. The difference between the value and the price
of production constitutes absolute rent. This difference simultaneously represents the
disparity between the higher surplus-value derived in agriculture as compared with in-
dustry (in our example—10 money units).

The tribute which society is obliged to pay the large landowners in the form of
ground-rent makes foodstuffs and industrial crops dearer. This worsens the conditions of
the working people both in town and country. Owners of land also exact a tribute from
mining and extractive industries, which increases the prices of minerals. Furthermore
rent paid for urban building lots increases the rental for dwelling-space. Finally, increas-
ing rents worsen the position of peasants who do not possess their own land.

Rent and the Ruin of Small and Middle Peasants

Rent paid by the capitalist farmer to the owner of land represents an excess of sur-
plus-value over the average profit. The landowner and the capitalist divide up between
them the unpaid labour of the workers. But the small and middle peasants are in a com-
pletely different position. Their rent to the landowners, as a rule, absorbs not only their
entire surplus product, but even a portion of their necessary product. The rent which is
demanded of the small peasant often dooms him to ruin.

The Marxist theory of ground-rent scientifically demonstrates the antithesis between
the interests of the mass of peasants and those of the large landowners. The entire course
of history has confirmed Marx’s analysis and shown that the working peasantry can de-
fend their rights only through alliance with the proletariat in the struggle against capital-
ism.

7. Reproduction of Social Capital and Economic Crises

New material wealth must be produced to replace the continually consumed means
of production and means of subsistence—machines, foodstuffs, clothing, etc. This proc-
ess of constant renewal of production is called reproduction. Reproduction takes place
within individual enterprises as well as on a social scale.

Reproduction may occur either as simple reproduction—with no change in the vol-
ume of production; or extended reproduction—with the volume of production increasing
from year to year. Extended reproduction is characteristic of capitalism.

Marx made the first scientific analysis of capitalist reproduction. The process of
simple reproduction yields to the capitalist a product of greater value than the capital
invested by him in production. By realising the commodities produced by the workers,
the capitalist once more becomes the possessor of capital, which provides him with the
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opportunity to exploit wage-workers. The proletarian, however, on completing the pro-
duction process possesses nothing but his labour-power and must seek employment from
the capitalist. Thus, it follows that in the course of capitalist reproduction the capitalist
relations of exploitation are constantly reproduced. The analysis of simple reproduction
of an individual capital also shows that a given initial capital investment in production
can be consumed very quickly by a capitalist. Indeed, under simple reproduction, the
entire surplus-value created by the workers goes to the capitalist’s personal consump-
tion. If $100,000 are invested in production and $10,000 withdrawn annually for his
needs, the capitalist will eat up his invested capital in 10 years if he does not gain any
profit. However, even at the end of the 10-year period the capitalist continues to receive
profit. Consequently, his entire capital represents in essence the accumulated surplus-
value which was created by the labour of the wage-workers and appropriated without
compensation by the capitalist.

Marx’s analysis of the simple reproduction of social capital discloses the laws of
motion of the capitalist economy as a whole. Marx showed that it was impossible to es-
tablish the law of the reproduction of social capital without dividing the whole of social
production into two major departments: the production of means of production (Depart-
ment I) and the production of consumer goods (Department II). Further, it was necessary
to combine the analysis of the motion of the produced social product in its natural form
of means of production and articles of consumption with the analysis of its motion in the
form of values. With this aim in view, the annual aggregate social product—the total
mass of means of production and consumer goods which society has produced in a
year—is divided with respect to value into three parts: the first part replaces the constant
capital expended during the year, the second replaces variable capital, and the third is
surplus-value. The value of the annual product of each department of social production
consists of these three component parts.

As shown by Marx, for all the capitalists to sell, i.e., realise the commodities pro-
duced in their enterprises, a certain relationship must exist between the first and second
departments. Under simple reproduction, it is necessary that the sum of variable capital
and surplus-value of Department I equals the constant capital of Department II: I(v + m)
= Ilc. In the process of the mutual exchange of these parts of the social product, the
workers and capitalists of Department I receive consumer goods, and the capitalists of
Department II receive constant capital for new production. Thus, Department I provides
the means of production for both departments, and Department II supplies consumer
goods to the workers and capitalists of both departments.

Under extended reproduction, the sum of the variable capital and surplus-value of
Department I is greater than the value of the constant capital of Department II: I(v + m)
is greater than Ilc. The difference between the first and second of these quantities forms
the excess which goes to accumulation. With the progress of accumulation, the share of
constant capital grows, while the share of variable capital diminishes. The more rapid
growth of constant capital as compared with variable capital is a law of accumulation of
capital. It follows from this that constant capital in each department grows more rapidly
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than the variable capital and surplus-value. Moreover, the growth of the constant capital
of Department I must outstrip even to a greater extent the growth of the constant capital
of Department II. The latter, as shown above, increases more slowly than the variable
capital and surplus-value of Department 1. Hence, under extended reproduction, the most
rapid growth occurs in the production of means of production for producing means of
production. This is followed by the production of means of production for turning out
consumer goods, while the production of consumer goods grows slowest of all.

Priority growth of the production of means of production is an economic law of all
extended reproduction. Without such priority growth, extended reproduction is not pos-
sible.

The motive for extended reproduction under capitalism is the endeavour to extract
more and more surplus-value. Competition spurs this process on. In the course of ex-
tended capitalist reproduction, capitalist relations of exploitation are reproduced on an
extended scale, the army of workers grows, and concentration and centralisation of capi-
tal takes place.

Marx’s analysis of simple and extended reproduction of social capital showed that
proportionality between Departments I and II, and between the individual branches
within each of them, can be established only through economic crises, and then for only
a very short period, and that antagonistic contradictions are inherent in capitalist repro-
duction making economic crises of over-production inevitable.

Economic Crises of Over-Production

The capitalist aim of unlimited expansion of production, under conditions of limited
demand resulting from the narrow bounds of mass purchasing power, finds expression in
increased output achieved mainly through increased production of means of production.
Under capitalism, expanding the production of means of production, while being a sign
of technological progress, is at the same time a kind of temporary escape from the mar-
keting difficulties engendered by insufficient mass purchasing power. However, this
increased production under conditions when the production of consumer goods is lim-
ited because of the low income of the masses periodically leads to economic crises of
over-production. Since the final goal of production is the production of consumer goods,
the ultimate cause of all economic crises, Marx pointed out, is the poverty and limited
purchasing power of the masses. This is an expression of the basic contradiction of capi-
talism—the contradiction between the social character of production and the private
capitalist form of appropriation.

The first economic crisis of general over-production broke out in Britain in 1825.
From then on, crises recurred at first at an average of every ten years, and later at less
definite intervals. Between 1825 and 1938, Britain experienced 13 economic crises. Cri-
ses made their appearance somewhat later in other capitalist countries—after they had
embarked on large-scale industrialisation.

Economic crises appear in the form of an over-production of commodities, acute dif-
ficulties in finding markets, a fall in prices and a sharp curtailment of production. During
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the crisis, unemployment increases sharply, the wages of workers still employed are cut,
credit facilities break down and many people are ruined, particularly small employers.

In the course of the crisis and the period of stagnation (depression) which usually
follows, accumulated stocks of commodities are gradually sold at reduced prices. Capi-
talists seek to make profits at the prevailing low prices by raising labour productivity
through the renewal of their plant and equipment. This creates a demand for means of
production. Little by little the market begins to revive, and then follows a period of
boom. This succession from crisis to depression, followed by recovery and boom, and
then again crisis, is evidence of the cyclic character of the development of capitalist pro-
duction; the phases of the cycle are repeated, much like the seasons in nature. Capitalist
extended reproduction is not an uninterrupted process. The alternation of boom, decline
and stagnation, and the constant breaks in the upward curve of production are a law of
capitalist extended reproduction.

“Capitalist production,” wrote Lenin, “cannot develop otherwise than by leaps and
bounds — two steps forward and one step (and sometimes two) back.”'"?

Crises are caused by the basic contradiction of capitalism—contradiction between
the social character of production and the private form of appropriating the fruits of la-
bour. The social character of production is manifested, in the first place, in the develop-
ment of specialisation of production and the division of labour between enterprises and
industries, under which each individual production is a component part of the social
process of production; and secondly, in the concentration of production in the largest
enterprises. Both of these offer tremendous opportunities for expanding production. In
the period of recovery, and even more so during the boom, the huge growth of produc-
tion is based mainly on the increased production of means of production. While the con-
struction of new factories, railroads, power stations, etc., goes on there is some growing
demand for additional labour-power and consequently also for consumer goods. Never-
theless, these increases by no means correspond to the growth in the demand for means
of production. Sooner or later, therefore, as a result of the anarchy of production charac-
teristic of capitalism, the vast potentialities of large-scale industry for expansion come
up against the narrow limits of consumption, the inability of markets to keep step with
the growth of production. It is found that the mass of commodities thrown upon the
market cannot be paid for by the mass of purchasers in view of their limited incomes and
purchasing power.

In an article entitled “Karl Marx”, Lenin pointed out that the possibility for the rapid
expansion of industry “in conjunction with credit facilities and the accumulation of capi-
tal in means of production, incidentally furnishes the clue to the crises of over-
production that occur periodically in capitalist countries—at first at an average of every
ten years, and later at more lengthy and less definite intervals”."'"

Accumulation of the means of production also explains the periodical nature of cri-
ses.

The low level of prices and the sharpened competitive struggle in the period of stag-
nation forces the capitalist to replace his morally obsolete machinery, machine tools and

203



equipment, i.e., to renew his fixed capital. Driven by the fear of lagging behind his com-
petitors, each entrepreneur strives to reduce his production outlays through the introduc-
tion of improved technology. Marx wrote: "... A crisis always forms the starting-point of
large new investments. Therefore, from the point of view of society as a whole, a crisis
is, more or less, a new material basis for the next turnover cycle.”114

Crises are visible proof of the ever-growing discrepancy between bourgeois produc-
tion relations and the character of modern productive forces. Crises of over-production
graphically demonstrate the limitations of the capitalist mode of production, its inability
to provide full scope for the development of the productive forces.

Crises prove that present-day society could produce an incomparably greater quan-
tity of products making for a better life for all working people if the means of production
were utilised not for the sake of capitalist profit, but for the satisfaction of the require-
ments of all members of society. But this is only possible through private ownership of
the means of production being replaced by public ownership.

8. The General Law of Capitalist Accumulation

The development of large-scale machine industry and improvements in agriculture
and other branches of the economy reduce the number of workers required to produce a
given quantity of products. In other words, as capitalism develops the portion of capital
expended for means of production, i.e., constant capital, increases, while the portion ex-
pended for labour-power, i.e., variable capital, diminishes.

The more rapid growth of constant capital as compared with variable capital leads to
a relative decrease in the demand of capitalist production for living labour, despite the
fact that the total number of industrial workers grows as capitalism develops. Techno-
logical progress under capitalism hurls millions of people into the ranks of the unem-
ployed, and the threat of unemployment hangs like a Damocles sword over every
worker. He can never feel certain what tomorrow will bring.

Marx's theory of capitalist accumulation reveals the mistakes of classical bourgeois
political economy. Adam Smith and David Ricardo assumed that the demand for labour-
power increases in proportion to the growth of production, and that in the course of capi-
talist accumulation the conditions of the working class must necessarily improve. In ac-
tual fact, capitalist accumulation accelerates the process of supplanting the worker by
the machine, and it creates an industrial reserve army.

“The greater the social wealth, the functioning capital, the extent and energy of its
growth, and, therefore, also the absolute mass of the proletariat and the productiveness
of its labour, the greater is the industrial reserve army.... The relative mass of the indus-
trial reserve army increases therefore with the potential energy of wealth. But the greater
this reserve army in proportion to the active labour army, the greater is the mass of a
consolidated surplus-population, whose misery is in direct ratio to its torment of la-
bour.... This is the absolute general law of capitalist accumulation” (Marx).'"

The larger the industrial reserve army, the worse are the conditions of employed
workers, since the capitalist can dismiss dissatisfied and “troublesome” workers, being
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able to replace them from the ranks of the unemployed.

Under capitalist ownership of the means of production, technological progress is ac-
companied by increased capitalist profits and greater want and privation among wide
sections of the population.

Worsening of the Position of the Working Class

Thus, owing to its own laws, capitalism inevitably gives rise to privation, unem-
ployment and poverty among the working people of the population.

The deterioration in the living conditions of the working people is glaringly revealed
during crises of over-production. Unemployment grows, wages fall and increasing num-
bers of small and medium producers are forced into bankruptcy. In the draft programme
of the R.C.P.(B.), Lenin wrote: “Crises and periods of industrial stagnation increase the
dependence of wage-workers on capital and more rapidly lead to a relative, and some-
times absolute, worsening of the position of the working class.”''°

A deterioration of the position of the working people can occur even when wages
rise somewhat. Greater intensity of labour increases the demand for better nourishment,
medical care, etc. And when this growing demand is not satisfied, or only partially so,
the position of the working class worsens and its privation grows, even if wages are
slightly raised.

Even more glaring under capitalism is the inherent relative worsening of the position
of the working class, i.e., the decreasing share of the working class in the national in-
come. This is characteristic of the position of the working class compared with the capi-
talist class. The growth of social wealth in bourgeois society inevitably leads to in-
creased social inequality between capitalists and working people. The tendency towards
a worsened position of the working class as capitalism develops, discovered by Marx,
continues to operate at the present day.

Opponents of Marxism refuse to admit this. They distort reality, generalise from a
few particular cases, and misinterpret certain phenomena of the day. They attempt to
show that history does not corroborate Marx’s theory and that modern capitalism opens
up unlimited prospects for the improvement of workers’ conditions.

Not only are the conditions of the working class misrepresented, but Marx’s theory
as well. Bourgeois and reformist critics simplify their task by vulgarising this theory,
ascribing to Marx and the Marxists preposterous ideas which they have neither advanced
nor upheld.

In particular, the Marxist thesis concerning the tendency towards a worsened posi-
tion of the working class is represented as a dogma, according to which, under capital-
ism, an absolute deterioration of the workers’ living conditions takes place uninterrupt-
edly from year to year, and from decade to decade. However, Marx had in mind not a
continuous process, but a tendency of capitalism, which is realised unevenly in different
countries and periods owing to deviations and irregularities, and which is counteracted
by other forces.

One of these opposing forces is the struggle of the working class to raise wages and
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improve working conditions. After the Second World War this struggle was more in-
tense than ever before. German and Italian fascism, the stronghold of international reac-
tion, had been routed, and the organisational strength and unity of the working class in
the capitalist countries increased. Furthermore, the achievements gained by the socialist
countries compelled the bourgeoisie to make concessions to the working people.

All this, of course, could not fail to have its effect. The workers in a number of
countries saw the opportunity to improve their position and seized it. Clearly, this cannot
in the slightest serve as a refutation of Marxism. Only by misrepresentation can it be
claimed that according to the theory of Marx and Lenin the standard of living of the
workers of all capitalist countries should be lower today than, say, at the turn of the cen-
tury.

Many of the facts on which would-be refuters of Marxism like to dwell are due to
the effect of different phases of the economic cycle on the tendency towards a worsened
position of the working class. It stands to reason that during the boom phase of the cycle
the workers should live better than at the time of a crisis. This should be taken into ac-
count in comparing the conditions of the working class in the crisis and depression of
the thirties with the favourable economic conditions of the fifties.

Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulation

With the accumulation of capital, large numbers of workers and colossal means of
production are concentrated in gigantic enterprises.

The operation of the immanent laws of capitalist production leads to the crushing of
the weaker capitalists by the stronger ones. Side by side with the centralisation of capi-
tal, or the expropriation of the many capitalists by the few, there develops the deliberate
application of science to production, the methodical cultivation of the land, and the
transformation of the instruments of labour into such instruments as can be used only in
common. The moment comes when it becomes not only possible but essential to convert
the decisive means of production into social property. This is because the contradiction
between the social character of production and the private capitalist form of appropria-
tion has become intensified to an extreme degree.

The accumulation of capital creates not only the objective, but also the subjective,
prerequisites for the transition from capitalism to socialism. Society becomes more and
more sharply split into a handful of financial magnates on one side, and opposing them
the mass of the workers united by large-scale industrial production. The proletariat rises
with increasing determination to struggle against capital. The working class strives to
convert capitalist property into socialised property. This process is incomparably less
protracted than the transformation of scattered private property, arising from the per-
sonal labour of the small handicraftsman and peasant, into capitalist property. Under
capitalism, the mass of the people, led by the working class, is confronted with the task
of liberating society from the yoke of a few usurpers.

Along with the constantly diminishing number of financial magnates, who appropri-
ate all the benefits of the developing productive forces, grows the indignation of the
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working class, which is disciplined, united and organised by the very process of capital-
ist production itself. The capitalist mode of production becomes a fetter upon develop-
ment of the productive forces of human society. “Centralisation of the means of produc-
tion and socialisation of labour at last reach a point where they become incompatible
with their capitalist integument. This integument is burst asunder. The knell of capitalist
private property sounds. The expropriators are expropriated.”"'” This is the historical
tendency of capitalist accumulation.

The necessity for the revolutionary transformation of capitalist society into socialist
society was a conclusion drawn by Marx not because of any utopian aspirations, but
wholly and exclusively on the basis of the objective economic law of development of
capitalist society. At the same time, he showed that the abolition of capitalism would be
carried out by the working people led by the working class. Only by abolishing the pri-
vate ownership of the means of production by the magnates of capital and large land-
owners can the masses of the people in the capitalist countries ensure the victory of so-
cialism and open wide the gates to further social progress.

The objective laws of capitalist development, therefore, inevitably lead to the revo-
lutionary transformation from capitalist to socialist society. In elaborating the general
law of capitalist accumulation, Marx provided the economic explanation of the necessity
and inevitability of the proletarian revolution.
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CHAPTER 9

IMPERIALISM, THE HIGHEST AND LAST STAGE
OF CAPITALISM

At the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century, capitalism en-
tered a new stage of its development—the imperialist stage. In 1916, Lenin made an ex-
haustive scientific analysis of imperialism in his classic work Imperialism, the Highest
Stage of Capitalism, as well as in a number of other works. Lenin showed that imperial-
ism is a special stage—-the highest and last—in the development of capitalism, and he
gave the following definition of it: “Imperialism is a special historical stage of capital-
ism. Its specific character is threefold: imperialism is (1) monopoly capitalism; (2) para-
sitic, or decaying capitalism; (3) moribund capitalism.”''®

1. Imperialism as Monopoly Capitalism
Concentration of Production and Monopolies

In his work Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, Lenin began his investiga-
tion of the new stage in the development of capitalism with an analysis of the changes in
the sphere of production. He established five fundamental economic features of imperi-
alism: “(1) The concentration of production and capital has developed to such a high
stage that it has created monopolies which play a decisive role in economic life; (2) the
merging of bank capital with industrial capital, and the creation, on the basis of this ‘fi-
nance capital’, of a financial oligarchy; (3) the export of capital as distinguished from
the export of commodities acquires exceptional importance; (4) the formation of interna-
tional monopolist capitalist alliances which share the world among themselves; and (5)
the territorial division of the whole world among the biggest capitalist powers is com-
pleted."”

The initial and basic factor in the transition to imperialism was enormous increase in
concentration of production, i. e., the growth of the importance of large enterprises and
their share in the total output; the concentration in these enterprises of a larger and larger
portion of the labour force and productive capacity. In the U.S.A., for example, in 1909,
enterprises with more than 500 workers each, constituted 1.1 per cent of the total num-
ber of enterprises and employed 30.5 percent of all workers in industry. The process of
concentration of production was further accelerated during and after the Second World
War. Thus, in mining and manufacturing in 1960, the 500 largest companies, constitut-
ing 0.3 per cent of the total number, embraced 54 per cent of the workers and other em-
ployees, sold 57 per cent of the overall product and received 72 per cent of all company
profits. Of these, the top 40 companies sold almost as much as the remaining 460.

The large enterprises strive to seize markets, eliminate competitors or make agree-
ments with them, and dictate prices. Several dozen giant corporations can more easily
come to terms among themselves than can hundreds and thousands of small ones. The
tendency to seek agreement is caused also by the desire to reduce the costs of battling
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against competitors, since such costs increase as competition grows sharper. Concentra-
tion of production at a certain stage of development—when, for example, two, three or
at most five corporations produce more than one-half of the industrial production in ba-
sic branches of industry—inevitably leads to the formation of monopolies.

A monopoly is an association or alliance between capitalists who have concentrated
in their hands the production and marketing of a considerable, and at times preponder-
ant, share of the output of one or several branches of the economy. It is characterised by
enormous economic power and the important role it plays in the given field of produc-
tion and trade. This gives it a dominant position, enabling it to fix monopoly prices and,
thereby, to obtain high monopoly profits. Its monopoly position enables it to increase its
profit by merely inflating prices—without increasing the production of commodities.
Thus, it makes a profit by fleecing the buyer through the high monopoly prices de-
manded for its commodities. A monopoly is an alliance of capitalists directed against the
workers whom they exploit. Owing to their monopoly, the employers are able to make
agreements among themselves on systematic measures to suppress the class struggle of
the workers.

The basic forms of monopoly are cartels, syndicates, trusts and concerns.

A cartel is an agreement between several large capitalist enterprises, in which the
participants divide the markets among themselves, decide the quantity of goods to be
produced, and fix prices, conditions of sale, dates of payment, etc. As a result, the par-
ticipants in the cartel are able to restrict competition and to receive high monopoly prof-
its. Each enterprise belonging to the cartel can act independently with respect to ques-
tions of production and marketing. It is limited solely by the conditions of the cartel
agreement. A syndicate differs from a cartel in that the enterprises belonging to it lose
their commercial independence. The sale of goods, and sometimes the purchase of raw
materials as well, is effected through a common office. In a trust, the enterprises com-
pletely lose their independence. The trust is in charge of the entire production, sale of
goods and finance of the previously independent enterprises. A concern is an association
of a number of enterprises in different branches of industry—commercial firms, banks,
transport and insurance companies—which are formally independent, but completely
controlled by a big capitalist or a group of capitalists.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, cartels were most widespread in Ger-
many, particularly in the coal and iron and steel industries. In Russia, the syndicate was
the prevailing form of monopoly alliance. A syndicate of sugar-factory owners was
formed as early as 1887. At the beginning of the twentieth century, a number of large
syndicates were formed in Russia in the iron and steel, metalworking and other key in-
dustries.

The trust became the dominant and characteristic form of monopoly in the United
States. The phenomenal expansion of some firms, the amalgamation of numerous com-
panies into one, and the absorption of smaller enterprises by large ones led to the forma-
tion of trusts. As a result of the first large wave of amalgamations and mergers in 1898-
1903, such giant monopolies as Morgan’s U.S. Steel Corporation and General Electric
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were created. Rockefeller’s giant oil trust, Standard Oil, was founded as early as 1870,
and by the end of the nineteenth century it had 90 per cent of U.S. petroleum production
concentrated in its hands. In describing the omnipotence of U.S. monopolies, Lenin
wrote in 1912 that in America about one-third of the country’s total national wealth,
amounting to the equivalent of 80 thousand million rubles, “belongs to, or is controlled
by, two trusts—Rockefeller and Morgan!”'*

The replacement of free competition by monopoly is the basic economic feature, the
essence, of imperialism. The first and most important feature of imperialism is that it is
monopoly capitalism, “if it were necessary to give the briefest possible definition of im-
perialism,” Lenin wrote, “we should have to say that imperialism is the monopoly stage
of capitalism.”"'

Monopoly grows out of free competition. However, it does not eliminate the com-
petitive struggle, but, on the contrary, makes it fiercer and more destructive. Under im-
perialism, this struggle takes three forms.

Firstly, competition between the monopolies and the numerous non-monopolistic
enterprises does not cease. Despite the dominant of monopolies in capitalist countries,
there remain many middle small capitalists, and a mass of small producers — peasants
and handicraftsmen. No matter how powerful the monopolies, no matter how swift the
process of ousting non-monopolistic enterprises, the latter continue to exist side by side
with the monopolies. They invariably spring up in new branches of industry where the
dominance of large enterprises, as a rule, is not firmly established at the very outset. The
supplanting of small-scale economy should not be understood to mean its immediate and
complete elimination. It is very often manifested in a more difficult struggle for exis-
tence, in an inordinate intensification of labour, and in an extremely low standard of liv-
ing for the small proprietor. It is therefore a long and agonising process. Big business
not only pushes out small and middle independent producers, but small and middle capi-
talists as well. By fixing extremely high prices, the monopolies gather increased profits,
and thereby cut into the profits of the non-monopolistic enterprises which buy from
them. Those who do not submit to the monopolies are strangled and relations of free
competition give way to relations of domination and coercion.

Secondly, a fierce competitive struggle takes place between the monopolies them-
selves. The complete absorption of an entire branch of industry by a single monopoly a
very rare occurrence, and even that provides no guarantee against penetration by a pow-
erful competitor. Competition between monopolies is a life-and-death struggle in which
the contestants make use of all available means, fair or foul, to crush their rivals, includ-
ing direct force, bribery, blackmail and even sabotage and other criminal acts.

Thirdly, competition rages not only between, but within the monopolies as well. The
members of a monopoly fight among themselves for key positions in the controlling
bodies of the corporations, for a greater share in production, marketing, profits, etc.

Thus, competition gives birth to monopoly, but monopoly does not eliminate com-
petition. Monopolies exist above competition and side by side with it. They do not
eliminate the anarchic and chaotic nature of capitalist production.
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Bourgeois ideologists glorify competition as a powerful force for progress in pro-
duction, as a constant stimulus to initiative, enterprise and resourcefulness. Competition,
however, possessed such progressive features to a limited extent only until the epoch of
imperialism. In regard to competition under conditions of imperialism, Lenin wrote:
“...Capitalism long ago replaced small, independent commodity production, under which
competition could develop enterprise, energy and bold initiative to any considerable
extent, with large and very large-scale factory production, joint-stock companies, syndi-
cates and other monopolies. Under such capitalism, competition means the incredibly
brutal suppression of the enterprise, energy and bold initiative of the mass of the popula-
tion, of its overwhelming majority, of ninety-nine out of every hundred toilers; it also
means that competition is replaced by financial fraud, despotism, servility on the upper
rungs of the social ladder.”'*

Increasing concentration of production, which gives rise to monopolies, is a gigantic
step forward in the socialisation of production. Large-scale production replaces produc-
tion on a small scale, and giant factories supplant small ones. Specialisation of produc-
tion develops more and more, linking together numerous enterprises and branches of
industry. Production becomes ever more social in character. Enterprises, however, con-
tinue to remain the private property of individuals or groups of capitalists, who are only
interested in amassing large profits. The oppression of the population as a whole by a
few monopolists becomes unbearable. The contradiction between the social character of
production and the appropriation of fruits of production by private capitalists becomes
ever sharper.

The sharpening of this basic contradiction of capitalism in the imperialist era is the
best proof that imperialism does not fundamentally alter the basic features of capitalism.
The general laws of capitalist economics, as described in Chapter 8, continue to operate
under monopoly capitalism. Thus, monopoly prices and monopoly profits do not do
away with the law of value, of surplus-value, of average profit and its tendency to fall,
but are formed on the basis of these laws, which have undergone a change of form under
the rule of the monopolies. “Imperialism,” wrote Lenin, “complicates and sharpens the
contradictions of capitalism, ‘entangles’ monopolies with freedom of competition, but
imperialism cannot abolish exchange, the market, competition, crises, etc.”'*’

Finance Capital

Concentration of production is accompanied by concentration and centralisation of
banking capital. This leads to the formation of banking monopolies and to a fundamental
change in the role played by banks.

“As banking develops and becomes concentrated in a small number of establish-
ments,” Lenin wrote, “the banks grow from humble middlemen into powerful monopolies
having at their command almost the whole of the money capital of all the capitalists and
small proprietors and also the larger part of the means of production and of the sources of
raw materials of the given country and in a number of countries. This transformation of
numerous humble middlemen into a handful of monopolists represents one of the funda-
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mental processes in the growth of capitalism into capitalist imperialism....”"**

Banks become co-owners of industrial enterprises. Monopoly industrial capital, in
turn, penetrates into the banking business. Thus, monopoly banking capital and monop-
oly industrial capital coalesce and give rise to finance capital.

Magnates of finance capital, controlling large industrial enterprises and banks, are
simultaneously industrialists and bankers.

The concentration of production; the monopolies arising therefrom; merging or coa-
lescence of the banks with industry—such is the history of the rise of finance capital and
such is the content of this term.”'*

In the process of formation of finance capital—the interlocking and coalescence of
the banks with industry—a large role was played by joint-stock companies. They began
to arise before the advent of imperialism, but became the characteristic form of capitalist
enterprise under imperialism.

The capital of a joint-stock company consists of the capitals of persons acquiring its
shares. Shares or stocks are certificates which give the owner the right to a certain part
of the profit. The price of the share is determined primarily by the magnitude of the an-
ticipated dividend. The stockholder may sell his shares on the stock exchange, i.e., the
market where trade takes place in shares and other securities and where rates of ex-
change of various types of securities are established. A joint-stock company is formally
controlled by all of its shareholders and all questions are decided by a majority vote.
Votes, however, are governed by shares—the greater the number of shares held, the
more votes one is entitled to cast. Thus, the capitalist or group of capitalists owning a
significant number, or so-called controlling block, of shares rules the roost in a joint-
stock company.

In a joint-stock company, numerous individual capitals are transformed into a single
consolidated capital. As a result of the centralisation of capital, it thus becomes possible to
organise larger enterprises than could be created by individual capitalists acting singly.

A joint-stock company’s capital also includes the funds of small shareholders—
office employees, a relatively small number of workers, etc. Large corporations have
thousands, and at times tens and hundreds of thousands, of sharecholders. When a worker
buys several shares for $100, 8200 or $300 and receives $5, $10 or $15 in dividends an-
nually, he does not automatically become a capitalist or the owner of a large company.
What say can he have in the management of a multi-million dollar company? Usually,
he cannot even participate in the shareholders’ meetings, since for this purpose it is nec-
essary to have the time, and not infrequently the money, to travel to another city, etc. A
few score dollars in annual dividends do not change the class status of a small share-
holder, nor do they reduce his dependence on the company for which he works, nor se-
cure his future.

For the big capitalists who control the joint-stock companies, it is highly advanta-
geous to sell shares of small denominations and increase the number of shareholders.
This is a method of increasing the capital at their disposal. Furthermore, the greater the
number of small shareholders, the fewer the shares required to attain a majority of votes.
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In many companies today, a controlling block consists of 10-20 per cent of all the
shares.

Domination of the joint-stock company is used by the big capitalist (or group of
capitalists) to augment his financial power and to gain more profits.

The big capitalist who buys up a controlling block of shares achieves control over a
powerful joint-stock company. This joint-stock company buys up a controlling interest
in another company, the latter, in turn, in a third, etc. As a result, the big capitalist has at
his disposal a joint-stock company whose capital exceeds that of his own by a large fac-
tor, and a whole pyramid of “daughter companies”, which are controlled by the “parent”
company. Thus arises a so-called “holding system”, which provides Big Business with
unlimited possibilities for its enrichment through the plunder of society,

A small group of the biggest financial magnates is transformed into a financial oli-
garchy, which obtains control of the key economic positions in the capitalist countries.
The power of the financial oligarchy is greatly multiplied as a result of the system of
joint-stock companies, which places vast sums of capital belonging to others at its dis-
posal. Thus, for example, the capital controlled by the Morgan, Rockefeller, Du Pont
and Mellon financial groups greatly exceeds the value of their own holdings. In 1956,
the Rockefeller group owned $3,500 million in shares, while the capital of the corpora-
tions under its control amounted to $6,100 million. In the same year, the value of the Du
Pont group’s shares was slightly more than $4,500 million, while the assets under its
control amounted to $16,000 million. Shares owned by the Morgan group barely ex-
ceeded 5 per cent of the total capital controlled by them, which reached the enormous
sum of $65.3 thousand million.

The control of joint-stock companies enables the financial oligarchy to conduct
highly varied and profitable financial transactions. It reaps huge profits through the es-
tablishment of new joint-stock companies, the additional issue of shares, the purchase of
government bonds, speculation in real estate, etc. Thus, all of society is forced to pay a
tribute that finds its way into the pockets of the monopolists.

”The twentieth century,” wrote Lenin, “marks the turning-point from the old capital-
ism to t}}; new, from the domination of capital in general to the domination of finance
capital.”

Export of Capital

The domination of finance capital within the most developed capitalist countries in-
evitably leads to domination by a small number of imperialist states over the entire capi-
talist world. An important factor in this is the export of capital.

“Typical of the old capitalism, when free competition had undivided sway,” wrote
Lenin, “was the export of goods. Typical of the latest stage of capitalism, when monopo-
lies rule, is the export of capital.”"*’

Export of capital is the investment of capital abroad in order to appropriate surplus-
value created by the working people of another country. It becomes possible to export
capital when a number of underdeveloped countries are drawn into the sphere of opera-
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tion of world capitalism and provide the primary requirements for capitalist develop-
ment on the basis of cheap local labour-power. The need to export capital arises from the
fact that capitalism has become “overripe” in a few countries.

The monopoly position of a handful of the most developed imperialist countries,
where the accumulation of capital has reached gigantic proportions, leads to the forma-
tion there of vast amounts of “surplus capital”. Capital fails to find a field for profitable
investment within the country. “Surplus capital” is, of course, a relative rather than an
absolute concept. If capitalist profits were used to raise the standard of living of the
working masses or improve the state of agriculture, there would be no “surplus capital”.
But then capitalism would not be capitalism.

Export of capital takes place in two forms: firstly, as productive capital; secondly, as
loan capital. The export of productive capital consists of investments in industry, trans-
port, trade, etc., while the export of loan capital occurs in the form of government loans
and private credit.

Capital is exported predominantly to underdeveloped, colonial and dependent coun-
tries. Profits there are usually high because capital is scarce, land is relatively inexpen-
sive, wages are low and raw materials are cheap. Thus, in 1960, 48 per cent of all profits
accruing to the U.S.A. from direct capital investments abroad were derived from the
countries of the Middle and Far East (excluding Japan) and Latin America. The rate of
profit on capital invested in the Middle East was 5.4 times that on capital invested in
countries where capitalism was well-developed.

A characteristic feature of the last decade is that large amounts of capital have been
exported from the U.S.A. to the countries of Western Europe. From 1950 to 1960 direct
foreign capital investments of the U.S.A. increased as a whole by 177 per cent, including
increases of 88 per cent in Latin America and of 130 per cent in capitalist countries of
Asia, while the increase in the countries of Western Europe was almost fourfold. The
investments of the large U.S. monopolies in Britain, West Germany and France are very
considerable.

In the export of capital, political motives may at times predominate. The part played
by the political factor became especially great after the Second World War. The export
of U.S. capital has been widely used to support reactionary forces in other countries and
to “buy” military allies.

Before the First World War, the chief countries exporting capital were Britain,
France and Germany. In the period between the two world wars, the United States cap-
tured first place in the export of capital. At present, U.S. capital invested abroad exceeds
the combined investments and credits of all other capitalist countries. A fierce struggle,
however, rages between the imperialist powers over spheres for the investment of capi-
tal. In particular, during the last few years, the export of capital from Britain and West
Germany has been increasing.

The export of capital transforms most capitalist countries into the debtors and de-
pendents of a few imperialist states. It is a weapon used by a handful of monopolists to
exploit millions of people in other countries.
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Formation of International Monopoly Alliances

The export of capital and the concomitant sharpening of competition on the world
market impel the monopolies to apportion spheres of influence on a world scale. This, in
turn, naturally leads to the formation of international monopolies. International monopo-
lies are agreements concluded between the biggest monopolies of various countries on
the division of markets, price policy, and the volume of production. The appearance of
international monopolies is a sign that the world-wide concentration of capital and pro-
duction has reached a new level.

Under capitalism, the world market as well as the domestic market is divided in ac-
cordance with the amount of capital possessed, the “strength” of the parties involved.
The balance of forces, however, between the monopolies is always changing. Each mo-
nopoly unceasingly struggles to enlarge its share of the world’s wealth. International
monopolies are notoriously unstable. They do not, and cannot, eliminate intense compe-
tition. As far back as 1927, Alfred Mond, owner of the British Imperial Chemical Indus-
tries Trust, openly declared: “The cartel or combination... is in reality nothing more than
an armistice in industrial warfare.” Under conditions of the undivided sway of imperial-
ism, rivalry on the world market inevitably led in the final analysis to the growth of ar-
maments and an armed struggle between the imperialist states in defence of the interests
of “their” monopolies.

International monopolies are one of the forms of establishing closer economic ties
between various regions of the world as a result of a division of labour among countries.
The process is, however, replete with distortions and contradictions, being a form of ex-
ploitation by the highly developed imperialist powers of the underdeveloped countries
and even of entire continents. The establishment of closer economic ties cannot lead to
the peaceful union of all countries under the rule of a single world trust. The contradic-
tions stemming from the pursuit of profit are too sharp, and the appetites of the monopo-
lies too large.

“There is no doubt,” wrote Lenin, “that the development is in the direction of a sin-
gle united world trust embracing all enterprises without exception, and all states without
exception. But the development is taking place under such circumstances and with such
speed, with such contradictions, conflicts and upheavals—by no means only economic,
but political, national, etc., etc,—that certainly before a single world trust or ultra-
imperialistic world union of national finance capitals is established, imperialism will
inevitably break down and capitalism will be transformed into its antithesis.”'**

Territorial Division of the World

Closely connected with the economic division of markets by the international mo-
nopoly alliances is the striving of the imperialists to achieve a territorial division of the
world.

At the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century, the rule of the
monopolies was fully consolidated in the chief capitalist countries and by this time the
territorial division of the world between a few Great Powers was in the main completed.
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The reason for the coincidence in time of these two events is clear: the endeavour to win
new markets, new raw material sources and territories of economic value is an inherent
characteristic of the monopolies. “Colonial possession alone,” Lenin wrote, “gives the
monopolies complete guarantee against all contingencies in the struggle with competi-
tors....”'* This can be explained by the following circumstances.

Monopoly domination is most secure when all sources of raw material are concen-
trated in the monopoly’s own hands. Finance capital is interested not only in discovered
sources of raw materials, but in potential sources as well. Land that is useless today may
prove to be profitable tomorrow. Hence the inevitable urge of finance capital to extend
the territory of economic value under its control and to seize territory in general. It is
also impelled to adopt colonialism for the sake of exporting capital, for competitors are
more easily eliminated in the colonial market. The urge to acquire and retain colonies is
further reinforced because it is a way by which finance capital seeks to escape from the
sharpening class contradictions at home. Finally, the imperialist states are interested in
colonies as strategic military bases.

Between 1876 and 1914, i.e., the period in which capitalistic monopolies were
formed, developed and consolidated, the colonial possessions of six Great Powers (Brit-
ain, Russia, France, Germany, the United States and Japan) increased by 25 million sq.
km., which was one-and-a-half times the area of the metropolitan countries themselves.

In 1914, out of a total world area of 133.9 million sq. km., the six Great Powers and
their colonies accounted for 81.5 million sq. km., of which 65 million sq. km. consti-
tuted colonial territory, i.e., almost one-half of the world’s territory. Of the remaining
52.4 million sq. km., semi-colonies (China, Persia and Turkey) accounted for 14.5 mil-
lion sq. km. and colonies of small states (Belgium, Holland, etc.)—9.9 million sq. km.
Thus, by this time colonies and semi-colonies accounted for 89.4 million sq. km., or
two-thirds of all the world’s territory.

All these facts enabled Lenin to conclude that by the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury “capitalism had grown into a world system of colonial oppression and of the finan-
cial strangulation of the overwhelming majority of the population of the world by a
handful of ‘advanced’ countries”.”** With the final division of the world, the colonial
system—one of the chief bulwarks of imperialism—was established. High monopoly
profits, raw materials, cheap labour power and cannon fodder were all provided by the
colonies.

After the territorial division of the world between the Great Powers was complete it
was possible to obtain new colonies or spheres of influence only by wresting them from
some other colonial power. Consequently, the struggle between the imperialist states for
the redivision of colonial possessions is intensified. The uneven and spasmodic devel-
opment of the imperialist countries leads sooner or later to the colonial possessions of
one or another power ceasing to correspond to its economic and military might. Thus by
1914 the colonial possessions of Britain covered 33.5 million sq. km., which was 11.5
times the area held by Germany and 112 times that held by the United States. Yet at that
time not only the U.S.A. but also Germany had already succeeded in overtaking Britain
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as regards economic might. In 1913 the U.S. share in world industrial production
amounted to about 36 per cent, that of Germany to 16 per cent, and that of Britain to 14
per cent. By the beginning of the twentieth century, Japan too had considerably out-
stripped Britain in its rate of growth of production. The area of the Japanese colonies,
however, was less than one-hundredth of the area of Britain’s colonial possessions. This
discrepancy between the economic might and rate of growth of individual powers, on
the one hand, and the distribution of colonies and “spheres of influence”, on the other,
was one of the main causes of the First World War.

It should be noted that it is not only the two main groups of countries—the posses-
sors of colonies and the colonies themselves—that are typical of imperialism, but also
the dependent countries, formally independent politically but in fact entangled in nets of
financial and diplomatic dependence. Thus, although the United States does not formally
and legally possess a single important colony, it is, in fact, the biggest colonial power at
the present time. By capital investment, shackling loans and one-sided agreements, the
U.S. monopolies have brought under their control the natural wealth and economies of
many countries of the American continent. The oil of Venezuela, the copper of Chile,
the tin of Bolivia, and the iron and coffee of Brazil are owned by U.S. monopolies.

The countries of Latin America are used by the United States as sources of strategic
materials and as military bases. U.S. monopolies own the major part of the oil of the
Middle East, where about two-thirds of the known oil resources of the capitalist world
are concentrated, U.S., and in part British, monopolies extract enormous profits from
this region of the world, leaving as the Arabs’ share the “ear of the camel”, as the Arab
saying has it.

The inevitable consequence of the oppression and financial subjection of the colo-
nies and dependent countries by world imperialism is their economic backwardness. The
yoke of the monopolies makes an all-round economic development of these countries
impossible.

2. Imperialism Is Parasitic or Decaying Capitalism

Monopolies inevitably lead to the decay of capitalism. Lenin pointed out that all
monopoly under private ownership of the means of production engenders a fendency to
stagnation and decay, or parasitism."'

Tendency to Retardation of the Growth of Productive Forces

Monopoly hinders the growth of the productive forces and technological progress.
“Since monopoly prices are established, even temporarily,” wrote Lenin, “the motive
causes of technical and, consequently, of all other progress disappear to a certain extent
and, further, the economic possibility arises of artificially retarding technical pro-
gress.”'*’

Capitalists introduce technical innovations in order to gain super-profits. If these su-
per-profits, however, can be obtained as a result of a monopoly on the market, then the

stimulus to technological improvement is naturally weakened. Under pre-monopoly
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capitalism a capitalist got the better of his competitor mainly by methods of production,
reducing costs and lowering prices. To maintain his position on the market, a capitalist
had to replace old by new machinery, he had to improve his methods of production.
When free competition gave place to monopoly, the situation changed drastically. New
methods of obtaining high monopoly profits peculiar to imperialism made their appear-
ance. As a rule, monopolies do not resort to reducing prices in order to maintain and
strengthen their positions. In fighting their competitors, they make use of direct pressure
and all sorts of financial manipulation (withdrawal of credit, deprivation of raw materi-
als, boycotts, etc.).

Monopolies often artificially restrict the production of certain commodities in order
to maintain prices and profits at a high level. This, of course, considerably hampers
technological progress. Retaining old equipment in which enormous capital has been
invested also hinders technological progress. It is only when economies resulting from
the introduction of new technique rapidly cover the depreciation of old investments, or
in the case of new enterprises and new branches of industry in which old investments are
relatively small, that technological progress takes place unimpeded.

Many bourgeois economists, recognising that monopolies hold up technological
progress, have called for a return to the era of free competition. Lenin showed how
completely unfounded were such hopes for a return to the past. “Even if monopolies
have now begun to retard progress,” he said, “it is not an argument in favour of free
competition, which has become impossible after it has given rise to monopoly.”'”

Retarded growth of the productive forces thus becomes a tendency of monopoly
capitalism primarily manifested in the latter’s direct hindrance to technological progress.
It is further manifested in the increasing discrepancy between the possibilities offered by
science and engineering on the one hand, and the extent to which these possibilities are
made use of, on the other; and in the unequal technological development in various
countries and branches of industry. Finally, this tendency is revealed in the fact that, in
the era of imperialism, people—the chief productive force—are more and more divorced
from socially useful work, the creation of material values. Unemployment grows, while
productive capacity is not utilised to the full. The number of workers not engaged in cre-
ating material values, but employed in the sphere of circulation, the state apparatus, the
army, and personal services, also grows.

However, the growth of productive forces under imperialism by no means comes to
a halt. Monopolies can never eliminate competition completely or for long. Technologi-
cal progress enables them to reduce costs of production sharply, and by slightly reducing
the selling prices of their products they are able to squeeze out competitors. By barring
the latter from access to technical improvements and new methods of production, mo-
nopolies can obtain high monopoly profits even at reduced prices.

Capitalist monopolies enjoy enormous advantages over medium and small-sized en-
terprises in making use of the achievements of modern science and technology. It is well
known, for example, that in various industries scientific research is conducted chiefly by
large companies. With few exceptions, small firms do not possess the financial resources
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necessary to maintain research organisations. As a result, there is a monopolisation of
technical improvements and inventions.

Thus, the general tendency to retard technological progress by no means precludes
the rapid improvement of technique and the growth of the productive forces during cer-
tain periods.

“It would be a mistake to believe,” wrote Lenin, “that this tendency to decay pre-
cludes the rapid growth of capitalism. It does not. In epoch of imperialism, certain
branches of industry, certain strata of the bourgeoisie and certain countries betray, to a
greater or lesser degree, now one and now another of these tendencies.”'**

Growth of a Stratum of Rentiers

Parasitism in the epoch of imperialism is clearly reflected in the growth of a stratum
of rentiers—persons owning securities (shares and bonds) who live by “coupon-
clipping”. The growth of joint-stock companies divorces the overwhelming majority of
capitalists from the management of production.

The financial oligarchy, while concentrating in its own hands the key economic po-
sitions in the capitalist countries, as a rule does not itself take part in the management of
the hundreds and thousands of industrial companies, banks, railways and other enter-
prises which it controls. The “activity” of the financial groups more and more consists in
expanding their domination by acquiring controlling interests in the many new compa-
nies being formed and by various financial manipulations. The direct management of the
enterprises, however, gradually passes into the hands of hired managers.

The section of the population engaged in services to the exploiters, in catering to
their parasitic whims, steadily expands. At the same time, the monopoly-dominated ma-
chinery of state, the police force and the army also grow.

Some imperialist countries become transformed into rentier-states. This is the result
of an increase in the export of capital, which makes it possible for creditor countries to
reap huge profits in debtor countries. The returns on capital invested by Britain abroad
before the First World War, when her trade was the largest in the world, was five times
as much as her returns from foreign trade. At present, the United States is the biggest
commercial power in the capitalist world. Nevertheless, it is the export of capital and not
the export of commodities that plays the decisive role in its economic expansion abroad.
Today the United States is the world’s biggest creditor.

Political Reaction

Capitalism was victorious over feudalism under the banner of “liberty, equality and
fraternity”. Bourgeois democracy, as a form of political domination, met the needs of
pre-monopoly capitalism. However, the situation changed with the transition to imperi-
alism. The formation of monopolies meant a transition from relations of free competi-
tion to relations of domination and the coercion associated with it. Monopolies became
the rulers of economic life.

Once they achieve economic domination, however, monopolies strive to dominate
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politically as well, to have the machinery of the bourgeois state at their service. When
they have concentrated power in their own hands, monopolies more often than not dis-
card the methods of bourgeois democracy and resort to political reaction, which clearly
reveals the decaying character of capitalism. It is also a result of this decay, a conse-
quence of the fact that the capitalist method of production has ceased to develop in an
ascending line, that in the epoch of imperialism capitalist relations have begun to ham-
per the growth of the productive forces.

A typical example of the offensive of political reaction is fascism—a terroristic dic-
tatorship of the monopolist bourgeoisie. Fascism means the brutal suppression of work-
ers’ and peasants’ movements, savage reprisals against proletarian and other democratic
parties and social organisations, the militarisation of the country, and the inauguration of
a policy of military adventure. Prior to the Second World War, Germany, Italy, Japan,
Spain, Portugal and a number of other countries took the path of fascism. In the post-war
period, a noticeable tendency toward fascisation appeared in the United States, the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, France and other countries.

The sharpening of capitalist contradictions in the epoch of imperialism leads to po-
litical reaction, which, in turn, still further sharpens these contradictions. The monopo-
lies seek to deprive the workers of their democratic gains, and this brings stubborn resis-
tance from the masses. Hence, the growth of democratic sentiments among the masses is
characteristic of the epoch of imperialism. In the political arena, the working people of
capitalist countries struggle for political democracy against the forces of reaction and the
policies of the monopolies.

The “Labour Aristocracy”

The systematic bribing of certain sections of workers by the monopolistic bourgeoi-
sie is a typical sign of the decay of capitalism. The imperialists have an interest in creat-
ing a privileged stratum of workers, which is split off from the broad proletarian masses.
This phenomenon is, in itself, not new. Bribery of individual representatives and groups
of the proletariat, as a method of struggle against workers’ movements, has taken place
ever since capitalism came into existence.

Under certain conditions, however, an economic basis develops for the establish-
ment of an entire privileged stratum—a “labour aristocracy”’—in the working class. This
first arose in Britain during the period of pre-monopoly capitalism. Britain, in contrast to
other countries, possessed two features of imperialism as far back as the middle of the
nineteenth century: colonial monopoly and the exploitation of other countries by virtue
of a dominant position on the world market. This yielded the British bourgeoisie super-
profits, part of which was used to bribe a small upper section of the working class. This
privileged group constituted a special social stratum—the labour aristocracy”—which
the bourgeoisie strove to counterpose to the broad mass of workers and to use as a po-
litical lever within the working class.

Monopoly domination, export of capital to underdeveloped countries and colonial-
ism led to the formation of a “labour aristocracy” in all imperialist countries. Bribery
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assumed various forms: increased wages for individual sections of the working class,
lucrative government posts for venal leaders of the working-class movement, direct sub-
sidising of reformist organisations, etc.

The “labour aristocracy” is the social basis of opportunism in the working-class
movement. Opportunism means the adaptation of the working-class movement to the
interests of the bourgeoisie—a policy of collaboration with the bourgeoisie and of split-
ting the working-class movement. The opportunists attempt to divert the workers from
the class struggle by preaching the identity of class interests of the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie, and the possibility of “improving” capitalism by reforms. Thus, the oppor-
tunists are agents of the bourgeoisie in the working-class movement.

Opportunism in the working-class movement, however, cannot hold back forever
the growing class-consciousness of the proletariat and the class struggle, “for the trusts,
the financial oligarchy, high prices, etc.,” wrote Lenin, “while permitting the bribery of
handfuls of the top strata, are increasingly oppressing, crushing, ruining and torturing
the mass of the proletariat and the semi-proletariat.”'*>

3. Imperialism Is Moribund Capitalism

Monopoly and parasitic capitalism is at the same time moribund capitalism.

Lenin wrote: “It is clear why imperialism is moribund capitalism, capitalism in tran-
sition to socialism: monopoly, which grows out of capitalism, is already capitalism dy-
ing out, the beginning of its transition to socialism.”'*®

In addition to creating the material prerequisites for socialism, imperialism, Lenin
noted, also creates the political prerequisites' for socialism, driving all the contradictions
of capitalism to extreme limits. This is a characteristic feature of imperialism as a dying
capitalism. He thus emphasises that the opportunists’ hope of the “evolution” of capital-
ism into socialism, or of the “automatic collapse” of capitalism, is groundless. Imperial-
ism is doomed by the weight of its own crimes. It is swept away by the working masses
rising in struggle for the victory of the socialist revolution. Lenin established scientifi-
cally that imperialism is the eve of the socialist revolution.

Creating the Material Prerequisites of Socialism

Under imperialism the material prerequisites develop for the transition to a higher
social and economic system of society, i.e., to socialism. “When a big enterprise as-
sumes gigantic proportions,” Lenin wrote, “and, on the basis of an exact computation of
mass data, organises according to plan the supply of primary raw materials to the extent
of two-thirds, or three-fourths, of all that is necessary for tens of millions of people;
when the raw materials are transported in a systematic and organised manner to the most
suitable place of production, sometimes hundreds or thousands of miles; when a single
centre directs all the consecutive stages of work right up to the manufacture of numerous
varieties of finished articles; when these products are distributed according to a single
plan among tens and hundreds of millions of consumers (the distribution of oil in Amer-
ica and Germany by the American ‘oil trust’)—then it becomes evident that we have
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socialisation of production, and not mere ‘interlocking’; that private economic and pri-
vate property relations constitute a shell which no longer fits its contents, a shell which
must inevitably decay if its removal be delayed by artificial means; a shell which may
continue in a state of decay for a fairly long period... but which will inevitably be re-
moved.”"’

Thus, large-scale socialisation of production in the period of imperialism creates the
material prerequisites for socialism.

However, we must not confuse the material prerequisites for socialism with social-
ism itself. Socialism arises only after the working class gains political power, eliminates
private ownership of the means of production and replaces it by common ownership.
The replacement of capitalism by socialism is not possible through evolutionary devel-
opment. It takes place by revolution, by a revolutionary leap, which requires not only the
material prerequisites, but a number of objective and subjective conditions as well.

Sharpening of the Contradictions of Capitalism

Imperialism is also moribund capitalism in that it sharpens all the contradictions of
capitalism to the utmost.

Above all, the basic contradiction—the contradiction between the social character of
production and the private-capitalist form becomes acute. The concentration of produc-
tion and the growth of monopolies signify a further development in the social character
of production. Appropriation, however, remains private. Thus, the major contradiction
of capitalism is intensified with the development of monopoly capitalism.

On the basis of this, all the contradictions of capitalism grow acute. The most impor-
tant are the contradiction between labour and capital, the contradiction between the op-
pressed peoples of the dependent countries and the imperialist powers which exploit
them, and the contradiction between the imperialist powers themselves.

The sharpening contradictions hasten the socialist revolution the downfall of capital-
ism.

Law of Uneven Economic and Political Development

Under capitalism it is impossible for individual enterprises, industries and countries
to develop evenly. Private ownership of the means of production, anarchy of production
and competition make the uneven development of capitalist economy inevitable. Some
capitalist enterprises, industries, and countries lag behind, while others shoot ahead. In
the epoch of free competition, when there were no monopolies, capitalism developed
relatively smoothly. A long period of time was required for certain countries to outstrip
others. Since vast free territories were still open to colonisation, the growth of economic
power was accompanied by the seizure of lands not held by other capitalist powers. This
took place without large-scale military clashes. In this period of relatively peaceful capi-
talist development, the operation of the law of uneven development inherent in capital-
ism did not lead to world war.

It took Britain many decades to achieve industrial supremacy, to oust her competi-
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tors—Holland and later France—and to establish herself as the dominant power in the
world. In the middle of the nineteenth century she became the “workshop of the world”,
supplying manufactured goods to all countries, in return for raw materials and food-
stuffs. In 1850, the U.S. share in world industrial production was 15 per cent, while Brit-
ain’s was 39 per cent. As for Germany, until the 1870s her industrial strength was far
less than Britain’s.

A radical change took place with the transition to imperialism. In the last quarter of
the nineteenth century, Great Britain’s monopoly was broken. This was due to the more
rapid development of such capitalist countries as the U.S.A., Germany, and later Japan.
In the early seventies, development in Britain and France slowed down. From 1870 to
1913, the total world industrial output increased almost fourfold, with U.S. output in-
creasing nine times, Germany’s almost six times, France’s three times, and Britain’s
only 2.25 times. On the eve of the First World War, Germany outstripped Britain and
France with respect to volume of industrial production. The share of the United States in
world industrial production exceeded the combined output of Britain and Germany.

Thus, at the turn of the century, it became possible for some countries to outstrip
others as a result of unprecedented advances in technique, the concentration of produc-
tion and capital, and the development of monopolies. Countries undertaking capitalist
development later than others greatly benefit by the technical progress already made and
develop new branches of industry more rapidly. At the same time, the tendency to decay
and slowing-down of the development of the productive forces sets in earlier in the
“old” capitalist countries. As a result, some countries develop by leaps and bounds,
while others slow down. The old distribution of colonies and spheres of influence no
longer corresponds to the new relation of forces. Countries which forge ahead resort to
armed struggle for the redivision of the already divided world, for seizure of colonies.
The contradictions between the imperialist countries increase enormously, the imperial-
ist front is shaken and weak links begin to appear in the chain of world imperialism.

Uneven economic development in the epoch of imperialism is related to uneven po-
litical development, i.e., to the fact that the political prerequisites for the victory of the
socialist revolution do not mature simultaneously in all countries. Lenin stated that “the
proletarian revolution develops unevenly in the various countries since the conditions of
political life are different in each country—in one country the proletariat is far too weak
and in another it is stronger, Whereas in one country the top section of the proletariat is
weak, in others the bourgeoisie succeeds in splitting the workers temporarily, as in Brit-
ain and France. That is why the proletarian revolution develops unevenly....”"*®

Analysing the changes due to the operation of the law of uneven development of
capitalist countries in the epoch of imperialism, Lenin came to the conclusion that the
victory of the revolution in all countries simultaneously was impossible and that, on the
contrary, the victory of the revolution was quite possible at first in several countries, or
even a single country. This was a new theory of socialist revolution, Marx and Engels, in
studying pre-monopoly capitalism, had concluded that the revolution could triumph only
simultaneously in all, or in the major, capitalist countries. However, the situation
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changed with the transition to imperialism. The growth of imperialist contradictions and
the uneven maturing of the revolution in the various countries made it possible to break
the chain of imperialism initially at its weakest link.

Experience has completely borne out the correctness of the Leninist theory of social-
ist revolution.

4. The Beginning of the General Crisis of Capitalism

When capitalism reaches the stage of imperialism, it inevitably enters the period of
its general crisis.

Capitalism experiences periodic economic crises (see Chapter 8), a defect organi-
cally inherent in this system. However, the general crisis differs from these in that it is
an all-embracing crisis of capitalism as a social system. It is a permanent state and is
characterised by the progressive disintegration of capitalism, the weakening of all its
inner strength—economic, political, and ideological. The general crisis is not accidental,
a quirk of history, or the result of mistakes by bourgeois leaders, but the inevitable and
normal state of capitalism in the epoch of its decline and disintegration. Under condi-
tions of the general crisis of capitalism, this system is no longer able to keep peoples in
subjugation, and one after another they throw off the yoke of capital and take the path
leading to socialism. That is why the period of the general crisis of capitalism is the pe-
riod of its downfall and replacement by socialism, the period when socialist revolutions
and national-liberation movements against imperialism develop.

Ideologists of imperialism believe that if the victory of socialist revolutions could be
prevented and the communist movement suppressed, capitalism would be able to remain
firm and stable and prove itself the only possible form of society. They see the source of
capitalism’s troubles solely in the action of forces outside the capitalist system. Even
those of them who recognise the general crisis of capitalism as a fact seek to attribute
this crisis to the existence of the socialist system and to communist plots to overthrow
capitalism. The communist movement, which inevitably develops from the class strug-
gle, is regarded by them as a movement inspired from without and organised by “foreign
agents”. Actually, the general crisis of capitalism is the product of the internal contra-
dictions of imperialism. It becomes sharper and deeper primarily through the action of
capitalist society’s own antagonisms. External conditions—the existence and growth of
the socialist system—promote the more rapid maturing of these antagonisms, but are by
no means their initial cause.

The general crisis of capitalism could no longer be held back once the imperialist
countries had started a world war with its catastrophic consequences that proved fatal for
capitalism. The First World War gave a mighty impetus to all the internal processes
which were driving capitalism to a general crisis. It facilitated the transformation of mo-
nopoly capitalism into state-monopoly capitalism* and the coming to a head of the so-
cialist revolution. With the victory of the first socialist revolution—the Great October

* See Chapter 10.
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Revolution in Russia—this crisis developed with seven-league strides.

Capitalism ceased to be a single, all-embracing social and economic world system.
The transition to socialism began to take place on one-sixth of the globe and the struggle
between capitalism and socialism became the main content of world development.

Imperialism continued, but under markedly changed conditions. In the first place,
imperialism encountered new and grave economic difficulties. The falling-away from
the capitalist system of such a huge country as Russia, the national-liberation struggle in
a number of colonies, and the intensified oppression by monopolies with its concomitant
worsening of the living conditions of working people in the imperialist countries re-
sulted in a further sharpening of the rivalry for markets.

Owing to the limited market compared with the growth of productive potential, the
period between the two world wars was marked by a situation in which enterprises were
chronically working below capacity and chronic mass unemployment prevailed. The rate
of growth of the productive forces decreased sharply. The decadence and parasitism of
capitalism became ever more glaring in the most diverse fields.

With the beginning of the general crisis, imperialism was also considerably weak-
ened politically. This was particularly apparent in the stormy upsurge of the revolution-
ary struggle of the working class in the capitalist countries. In the wake of the October
Revolution in Russia, a wave of revolutionary actions of the workers swept many Euro-
pean countries (Germany, Austria, Hungary, Finland and Bulgaria). Although these ac-
tions were brutally suppressed by the bourgeoisie, they brought the labour movement to
a new stage of development. The strike movement grew to enormous proportions.

The political weakening of capitalism led to a further and still more marked growth
of reaction on the part of the imperialist bourgeoisie. In the period of the general crisis,
capitalism began to resort more and more frequently and extensively to terroristic repri-
sals against the workers. This found its expression in certain countries in the establish-
ment of fascist regimes, which were more brutal and blood-thirsty than anything previ-
ously known to history.

The beginning of the general crisis was marked by increased imperialist aggressive-
ness and a further sharpening of the contradictions between the imperialist powers. In
addition, the contradictions also sharpened between the handful of predatory monopoly
powers, on the one hand, and the rest of the world, on the other. Imperialism had hardly
emerged from the war that had plunged it into general crisis than it rushed headlong into
new adventures—intervention against Soviet Russia, sanguinary campaigns against co-
lonial peoples, and civil war at home. The development of imperialist countries became
still more uneven, leading to a still fiercer struggle for sources raw materials and mar-
kets. The economic difficulties of the imperialist bourgeoisie also provided a fertile field
for the growth of militarism. In such countries as Germany and Japan, a way out of the
crisis was sought in the militarisation of the economy. Preparation for new wars became
the major occupation of the big monopolists and the bourgeois politicians who served
them.

Economic and political changes that were linked with the onset of the general crisis
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of capitalism led to a further drop in the prestige this social system in the eyes of the
broad masses. This naturally resulted in an ideological weakening of capitalism, which
was also promoted by changes in the world outlook of the bourgeoisie itself. Decadent
and pessimistic views, which reflected the position of a dying class in the historical
arena, became more and more widespread. The ideology of imperialism was marked by
a turn to extreme reaction, misanthropy, and medieval obscurantism. This was particu-
larly characteristic of the “ideological” arsenal of fascism and, in turn, led to a further
weakening of the attractive force of bourgeois ideas among the masses.

Thus, the general crisis of capitalism developed in all fields.

The most aggressive groups of the monopolistic bourgeoisie sought a way out of the
crisis in the use of brute force—particularly, in the unleashing of a new world war.
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CHAPTER 10
PRESENT-DAY IMPERIALISM

The Second World War ended differently for different imperialist countries. Some
were among the victors, others among the vanquished; some emerged from the war
strengthened, others weakened. However, the war struck a major blow at the imperialist
system as a whole. The total effect of the war was to make imperialism still weaker in-
ternally and to weaken its world positions.

1. Further Development of the General Crisis of Capitalism

During the Second World War and the socialist revolutions that occurred in a num-
ber of European and Asian countries the general crisis of capitalism reached a second
stage of development.

The most important features of this stage are as follows:

Firstly, the falling-away of a number of European and Asian countries from capital-
ism and the transformation of socialism into a world system.

Secondly, far-reaching disintegration of the colonial system of imperialism and
sharpening of the contradictions between the imperialist powers, on the one hand, and
the colonial, semi-colonial and former colonial countries, on the other.

Thirdly, the development of new contradictions within the imperialist camp, primar-
ily between the United States and other developed capitalist countries as a result of the
intensified expansion of U.S. imperialism and its drive for world domination.

Fourthly, a further extension and deepening of class antagonisms in the developed
capitalist countries, especially in connection with development of monopoly capitalism
into state-monopoly capitalism.

In the period between the two world wars, socialist society existed in only one coun-
try. About eight per cent of the world’s population lived here, as in a besieged fortress,
encircled by hostile capitalist states.

As a result of victorious peoples’ democratic revolutions after the Second World
War, a number of European and Asian countries, including such a vast country as China,
took the path leading to socialism. Today, the socialist camp embraces 35 per cent of the
world’s population, i.e., over one thousand million people.

The socialist countries have organised themselves into a mighty camp, which pos-
sesses everything needed for their defence against the aggressive intrigues of imperialist
reaction. They also possess the means to assist the rapid economic, social and cultural
development of other nations which have thrown off the shackles of imperialist oppres-
sion.

As a result of the disintegration of the colonial system, the majority of the Asian
countries have freed themselves from direct subjection to the imperialists.

The sphere of imperialist expansion has shrunk considerably since the Second
World War. The imperialist camp, which until recently held sway over five-sixths of the
world, now embraces countries with less than a quarter of the world’s population. Thus,
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it is clearer than ever today that the general crisis of capitalism is primarily a crisis of the
imperialist system. More and more countries and peoples are liberating themselves from
its yoke.

The imperialists did not reconcile themselves to these historic changes. Shortly after
the close of the war, they started a feverish arms race in preparation for a new world
war. They launched their “cold war” against the socialist countries. The second stage in
the general crisis of capitalism became a period of intensified imperialist aggressiveness,
of increased war danger for the world.

With the deepening of the general crisis, the uneven development of capitalism took
on new and still sharper forms. As a result of the Second World War, the former balance
of forces between the capitalist powers was radically upset. The position of the defeated
countries (Germany, Japan and Italy) was undermined, and some of the victor capitalist
powers (Britain and France) also emerged from the war seriously weakened. The United
States, on the other hand, reinforced its position, thus becoming the dominant power in
the capitalist world. U.S. monopolies began to expand economically and politically
wherever they met without serious opposition. The U.S.A. has also striven to dominate
old capitalist countries, including its imperialist allies.

After the Second World War the instability of capitalist economy increased. It was
more and more frequently shaken by economic crises and falls in production. In their
turn, the growing economic difficulties of the imperialist system, as well as a number of
political factors to be discussed below, resulted in a new aggravation of class antago-
nisms in the countries dominated by monopolies. The social basis for the rule of the mo-
nopolist bourgeoisie narrowed; the class struggle of the working people against imperi-
alism became still broader, as well as more resolute and organised.

Thus, there was no stabilisation of the capitalist system after the Second World War.
On the contrary, its state of general crisis continued to grow.

The Moscow Conference of Representatives of Communist and Workers’ Parties
(November 1960) analysed the changes that had taken place since the Second World
War and came to the conclusion that the general crisis of capitalism had entered a new,
third stage of development. A distinctive feature of this stage was that it had not arisen
in connection with world war.

At this third stage the same processes that characterised the preceding stage continue
to develop, but some new phenomena of fundamental importance are seen as well. This
refers particularly to the decisive shift in the relationship of forces on the world arena.
At this moment in its historic competition with capitalism, socialism reveals its indisput-
able superiority as regards rates of economic growth, scientific and technological pro-
gress in a number of important fields, and reinforcement of its defence potential. Fur-
thermore the new stage of the general crisis of capitalism is marked by the virtual col-
lapse of the colonial system—one of the most important mainstays of imperialism. At
the same time the struggle of the imperialists continues for redivision of the remaining
colonies and dependent countries and for preserving their domination in these countries
in the form of a collective colonialism under the auspices of the United States. The im-
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perialists also increase their attempts to exploit the liberated countries by the methods of
“neo-colonialism”. Finally, the unequal development of capitalism has meant that the
U.S.A. has been unable to maintain the share in capitalist world economy reached by it
immediately after the war. The imperialist states that had been defeated in the Second
World War re-established their economic positions, and this contributed to the rebirth of
the old hot-beds of imperialist rivalry and conflict and the appearance of new ones.

The second and third stages of the general crisis of capitalism have revealed with
particular clarity the main features and laws of this process. In summing them up the
Programme of the C.P.S.U. points out: “The break-away from capitalism of more and
more countries; the weakening of imperialist positions in the economic competition with
socialism; the break-up of the imperialist colonial system; intensification of imperialist
contradictions with the development state-monopoly capitalism and the growth of mili-
tarism; the mounting internal instability and decay of capitalist economy evidenced by
the increasing inability of capitalism to make full use of productive forces (low rates of
production growth, periodic crises, continuous under-capacity operation of production
plant, and chronic unemployment); the mounting struggle between labour and capital; an
acute intensification of contradictions within the world capitalist economy; an unprece-
dented growth of political reaction in all spheres, rejection of bourgeois freedoms and
establishment of fascist and despotic regimes in a number of countries; and the profound
crisis of bourgeois policy and ideology—all these are manifestations of the general cri-
sis of capitalism.”

In the final analysis, underlying all these phenomena is the deepening of the main
contradiction of capitalism—that between the social character of production and the pri-
vate form of appropriation. The contraction of the sphere of imperialist exploitation has
further hampered the development of the productive forces under the conditions of pri-
vate ownership and anarchy of production. The growth of the productive forces calls
with increasing insistence for liberation from the fetters of capitalist ownership. In the
new circumstances of the marked deepening and sharpening of the contradictions—a
characteristic of the present stage of the general crisis of capitalism—the monopolies are
no longer able to ensure their rule by the former means, A sharp transition to a new form
of capitalist domination thus takes place, namely, the domination of state-monopoly
capitalism.

2. State-Monopoly Capitalism
Transformation of Monopoly Capitalism into State-Monopoly Capitalism

The nature of the transformation of monopoly capitalism into state-monopoly capi-
talism is clearly described in the Programme of the C.P.S.U. adopted by the Twenty-
Second Party Congress: “State- monopoly capitalism combines the strength of the mo-
nopolies and that of the state into a single mechanism whose purpose is to enrich the
monopolies, suppress the working-class movement and the national liberation struggle,
save the capitalist system, and launch aggressive wars.”'*

Since the period of the Second World War, state-monopoly capitalism has estab-
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lished itself in the major imperialist countries and, in varying degrees, has taken root in
all developed capitalist countries.

State-monopoly capitalism cannot, of course, in any country embrace and transform
all branches of the economy. Alongside it, just as alongside monopoly capitalism in
general, non-monopolistic enterprises—medium-sized and small—continue to exist.
And, to a greater or lesser extent, the urban and rural petty bourgeoisie, and at times
even survivals of pre-capitalistic forms of exploitation, remain side by side with state-
monopoly capitalism. The growth of state-monopoly capitalism, however, is a new and
most important element in modern capitalism, and deserves special attention.

The development of state-monopoly capitalism is a complex and many-sided proc-
ess having both economic and political aspects.

One of the very first moves of the monopolies, which had already become the pre-
dominant economic force by the turn of the century, was to enrich themselves by means
of government contracts and to seek to adapt tariff legislation, government credits, sub-
sidies, tax privileges, etc., to their selfish interests. Prior to the general crisis of capital-
ism, however, capitalist extended reproduction was realised by the monopolies largely
without the intervention and direct participation of the state. The capitalist system as a
whole still possessed sufficient stability to do without state support.

With the onset of the general crisis, the situation changed. Such shattering blows to
the capitalist system as world wars, economic and political crises showed the dominant
monopolies that it was necessary for them to supplement the old forms of their manage-
ment and rule by new ones. To ensure the functioning of their machinery of production,
finance and trade it became necessary for the capitalist corporations to buttress their
strength with the powerful support of the state. World wars and economic crises, milita-
rism and political upheavals hastened the transformation of monopoly capitalism into
state-monopoly capitalism based on a gigantic concentration of production and centrali-
sation of capital.

The first wave of state-monopoly capitalism occurred during the First World War
(1914-18). Lenin wrote that this was caused by the pressure of circumstances arising out
of the war. It developed furthest in Germany at that time. Lenin, however, did not con-
sider the state-monopoly measures of the war period as accidental or transient phenom-
ena. He viewed them as part of a historically objective and inevitable process which the
war only served to accelerate. Already in 1917, Lenin developed his definition of impe-
rialism, stressing that imperialism was not only the epoch of giant monopolies, but “the
era of the development of monopoly capitalism into state-monopoly capitalism...”."*!

An important factor in the development of state-monopoly capitalism was the world
economic crisis of 1929-33, which severely shook world capitalist economy. The crisis
developed at a time when the Soviet Union was successfully carrying out its First Five-
Year Plan, which demonstrated the striking advantages of socialist planned economy. To
protect the big monopolies from the consequences of the crisis, government measures
were undertaken. These were depicted as successful attempts to “control” the capitalist
economy and to introduce principles of “planning”. From that time on, state-monopoly
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anti-crisis measures have formed an integral part of the activity of the state machinery of
imperialism. The function of safeguarding the big capitalists from the consequences of
economic crises was vested in the government by appropriate legislation.

Under the cloak of fighting crises and “planning” the economy, monopoly capital
has found new means of enriching itself at public expense. Under a system of “public
works”, the state builds roads to reduce the monopolies’ transportation costs, and con-
structs electric power stations to reduce their power costs. Under the pretext of disposing
of “surplus” production, the state buys non-marketable goods from the monopolies,
stock-piles them in warehouses or simply destroys them. The state also grants credits
and subsidies to the monopolies for marketing such commodities abroad at artificially
low prices, a process known as dumping. Such measures serve merely to accentuate the
parasitism of monopoly capital.

In fascist Germany, the merging of the powers of the financial oligarchy with those
of the state was carried to the utmost limits. Each big capitalist was empowered to act on
behalf of the state at his enterprise. State bodies included representatives of Big Business
and controlled entire branches of the economy. They placed orders with concerns, estab-
lished prices and allocated raw materials. The state became an instrument for the further
centralisation of capital. Laws were adopted dissolving all small joint-stock companies
and incorporating them into the big concerns. The fascist state brutally crushed the resis-
tance of the proletariat, dissolving its trade unions and political parties. State-monopoly
capitalism here revealed to the full its ugly predatory character.

The Second World War accelerated the transition from monopoly capitalism to
state-monopoly capitalism. The close interlocking of the all-powerful monopolies with
the state, which developed under wartime conditions, was not terminated at the end of
the war. Instead, it became a basic feature of the new state-monopoly structure. The ap-
paratus for the military mobilisation of the economy became an integral part of the state
machine in peacetime as well. As a result of two world wars, the key economic positions
in the imperialist states were occupied by military concerns, which had a special interest
in state-monopoly measures.

To utilise state power more effectively, the tycoons of finance capital had them-
selves appointed as ministers, heads of important departments, ambassadors and promi-
nent officials. The state machinery and the monopolies are so closely interlocked that it
is often difficult to determine the boundary between them. The state is turned into a
committee for managing the affairs of the monopolist bourgeoisie. All economic life is
strongly bureaucratised.

Monopolies do not eliminate competition, Lenin pointed out, but merely change the
forms of competitive struggle. New forms of rivalry arise. The use of economic, political
and at times physical force to strangle and suppress competitors by all possible means
becomes a main weapon in the intensified competitive struggle. State- monopoly capital-
ism still further narrows the area of free competition. It becomes the arena of a new form
of rivalry—the struggle between the big monopolies for the privilege of plundering the
public coffers and for control over various departments of the state apparatus. It is little
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wonder that Lenin called state-monopoly capitalism “legalised embezzlement of public
funds".

Mechanism of Modern State-Monopoly Capitalism

The essence of state-monopoly capitalism, as already indicated, is the direct union
of the power of the capitalist monopolies with the enormous power of the state. In this
union the state occupies not an independent, but a subordinate position.

In the interests of the monopolies, the state carries out various regulating measures
and makes use of state nationalisation of individual branches of the economy. It swells
the government budget in order to create a special kind of privileged, guaranteed market
for the corporations. This is utilised as a buffer to absorb the shocks caused by economic
crises and the narrowed sphere of imperialist exploitation.

The monopolies use the state to an unprecedented extent as an instrument of capital-
ist accumulation. To concentrate the monetary resources of the population in the very
large private banks and insurance companies that finance the monopolists, the state in
effect acts as a guarantor of deposits. It saves the trusts and concerns from bankruptcy
and maintains and supports the high level of their profits by means of heavy tax burdens
imposed on the working people. The military and police functions of the state become
monstrously enlarged and are employed by the monopolies to oppress the working peo-
ple.

A particularly important feature of modern state-monopoly capitalism is the creation
of a substantial state market in the form of government orders, allocations for the pur-
chase of surpluses, etc. This market, which belongs almost exclusively to the big corpo-
rations, enormously increases the role of state fiscal policy in the economy. An ever in-
creasing part of the national revenue in the form of direct and indirect taxes is concen-
trated in the hands of the state and redistributed in favour of the monopolies. Taxes in
the United States and Britain at the beginning of this century constituted only a few per
cent of the national income, but in 1960 they represented about a quarter of the national
income.

These enormous exactions from the population are utilised primarily for large gov-
ernment purchases of armaments that are produced by the concerns on government con-
tract. Since the contracts, as a rule, are long-term (4-5 years), the monopolies are en-
sured to a certain extent against market fluctuations of demand.

The state provides a more or less guaranteed market primarily for the big corpora-
tions. In addition, it grants them huge subsidies, given primarily to concerns producing
commodities important from the military point of view—strategic raw materials, fuel,
certain kinds of chemicals and electric power. Government credits for modernising fac-
tories also serve as a source of enrichment for the monopolies. Furthermore, the banks
derive huge profits from the floating of government loans.

In the transition to state-monopoly capitalism, state ownership also increases to
some extent. This is furthered in particular by the rapid progress of modern technology
(automation, electronics and atomic energy). In setting up new branches of industry de-
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manding exceptionally large initial investment of capital, the monopolies seek to shift
the burden upon the state. They assume the role of contractors in constructing and
equipping the enterprises, so that they are guaranteed high profits without any risk. An
increase in state property also results from the construction of new armament factories
and related branches of industry. Here, too, private companies seek to transfer the costs
of new construction to the state. These factories are then placed at the disposal of the
monopolies on government lease.

Moreover, ownership is transferred to the state in several important, but not very
profitable, branches of industry. In Britain, for example, this has applied to coal mining,
electric power and railways. The nationalisation of these branches has proved highly
advantageous for the companies involved. Thanks to the “generosity” of the government
the capitalist owners were paid a higher price than they would have received from a pri-
vate purchaser. In effect, they were given the opportunity to withdraw their capital from
less profitable enterprises and to invest it in more profitable ones. This transfer of own-
ership to the state has been a great windfall to the capitalist corporations inasmuch as
they derive great advantage from low freight and electricity rates, and low prices of coal,
iron and steel. Essentially all the key posts in the nationalised industries have been put in
the hands of financial magnates and their representatives.

Various forms of mixed state and private ownership of the means of production are
also to be found. In Italy and West Germany, for example, the state owns large blocks of
shares of numerous companies in various branches of the economy.

A characteristic feature of state-monopoly capitalism is the active intervention of the
state in conflicts between workers and employers, and its tendency to suppress the dis-
content of the masses by the use of force. It imposes compulsory arbitration more and
more often during strikes, applying pressure on the strikers in the interests of the mo-
nopolies. State laws and decrees, e.g., the Taft-Hartley Act in the United States, make it
very difficult for trade unions to conduct strikes and other activities. The government
policy of “freezing” wages, i.e., maintaining them at a constant level while the cost of
living rises, enables the monopolies to intensify their exploitation of the working people.

State-monopoly measures in the international field have become a feature of the
post-war period. The monopolies compel the state to finance commodity exports and to
underwrite private export credits. The imperialist state undertakes export of capital to
branches of industry and countries where private corporations do not want to take the
risk.

The policy of capitalist “integration” is the clearest expression of state-monopoly
tendencies in the international field. This policy has given rise to gigantic state-
monopoly associations such as the European Coal and Steel Community and the Euro-
pean Atomic Energy Association as well as the European Economic Community (the
“Common Market”) embracing West Germany, France, Italy, Belgium, Holland and
Luxemburg, and the European Free Trade Association (the “Seven”) with a number of
other West European countries headed by Britain.

In contrast to the usual international cartels of the private monopolies, “integration”
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is the result of an agreement between governments. Here too, however, the governments
support the interests and aims of the most powerful monopolies. Both economic and po-
litical calculations of the financial oligarchy of Western Europe are closely interwoven
in the policy of “integration”. By uniting national markets into a “common market” and
abolishing or weakening customs barriers, the giant monopolies are seeking to extend
the bounds of their domination, to widen markets and spheres for capital investment, to
enlarge the zone of monopolistic exploitation, and to offer joint resistance to the de-
mands of the working class. The “Common Market” is “Europe of the Trusts”, the con-
temporary form of division of markets between the biggest monopolies.

A determining role, however, is played by the political aims of the imperialists. The
international state-monopoly associations are the economic basis of aggressive blocs
aimed at the socialist countries, an imperialist alliance to suppress the working-class and
democratic movement and to carry out the policy of “neo-colonialism”. The instigator of
capitalist “integration” is American imperialism, which regards it as a means of consoli-
dating all the reactionary forces of the West. At the same time, however, the organisa-
tions arising under the banner of “united” capitalist Europe themselves become hotbeds
of acute friction and conflict. The U.S.A., fearing the weakening of its own positions,
persistently tries to keep “united” Europe in the grip of American aggressive policy and
thus preserve its leading position in the capitalist world.

Militarisation of the Economy

Militarisation of the economy in the imperialist states is inseparably linked with the
development of state-monopoly tendencies.

Militarisation of the economy in its developed form is typical of capitalism only in
the period of the general crisis of capitalism, which is marked by world wars. It becomes
possible because the government apparatus is utilised by the monopolies to redistribute
the national income (by means of direct and indirect taxes, government loans, control
over strategic raw materials, etc.) in order to create a powerful war economy. The reason
for such truly “total” militarisation, exemplified by Germany in 1933-39 and the United
States after the Second World War, is to be found in the sharpening basic contradictions
of present-day monopoly capitalism. The big corporations persistently seek to solve the
problem of markets by obtaining government war contracts. Moreover, their interest in
the arms race is deep-rooted, for it is the source of super-profits running into thousands
of millions.

The enormous sums expended by the imperialist states for military purposes serve to
alleviate for a time the acute problem of markets.

However, militarisation of the economy cannot be attributed solely to economic
causes, for it is inseparably linked with the general course of imperialist domestic and
foreign policy. It is well known that as a result of the 1929-33 world economic crisis
many monopolies both in the United States and Germany became very much interested
in war contracts. At that time, Hitler Germany undertook the forced militarisation of the
economy, and subordinated its domestic and foreign policy to preparations for a war
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aimed at world domination. After the Second World War, the United States became the
main exponent of a militarised economy.

It need scarcely be emphasised that from the moral viewpoint a society which uses
the production of weapons of mass destruction as an economic “stimulus” is pronounc-
ing its own death sentence.

However, the question is not simply one of morals. This policy is not only criminal,
but in the final analysis also futile, for it does not solve the basic contradictions of pre-
sent-day capitalism.

An increase in state military orders sometimes acts as a lever for increasing overall
production, including goods for civilian use. It can also temporarily promote a certain
increase in wages, particularly of those employed in war industry. This takes place, as a
rule, when war production expands, and idle capacity and capital is put to use. The un-
employed who obtain work in war industry increase the demand for goods. To satisfy
this demand, it becomes necessary to increase production in other branches of the econ-
omy. Capitalist demand also grows, especially when old enterprises are expanded and
new ones constructed in anticipation of increased war contracts, with the consequent
need for building materials, machinery and other equipment.

This was the situation in the United States during the Second World War, when in-
active production capacity was brought into operation. From 1940 to 1943, the volume
of industrial production increased by 90 per cent and the number of workers engaged in
manufacturing rose by 70 per cent. The outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 also served
as a stimulus to industrial production. The example of the United States, however, also
reveals the contradictions and limitations of a militarised economy. Even during the
Second World War, the period of simultaneous growth of U.S. military and civilian pro-
duction was short-lived. The level of civilian production soon began to fall. Long before
the end of the war, a situation had arisen in which civilian production could no longer be
increased and had to be cut back. Beginning with 1944, a general decrease in industrial
production could already be observed, for the increase in the output of war materials no
longer covered the cut in production for civilian purposes. The same thing happened
during the Korean War.

The short-lived stimulating effect of militarisation for the general growth of produc-
tion can also be explained by the methods used to finance it. In the early period, the
government increases the military budget not only by levying taxes, but also by issuing
government loan bonds, which are readily taken up by the bourgeoisie, who have the
available financial means. Later on, however, more and more of the budget is met by
increasing taxes on factory workers and office employees. The increase in government
demand under such conditions is inevitably accompanied by a curtailment of the popula-
tion’s purchasing power, which leads to a shrinking market for civilian production.

From 1944 to 1961, U.S. industrial production increased by only 22 per cent, which
shows that the stimulus of the arms race in the post-war militarisation of the U. S. econ-
omy was not very considerable. As a matter of fact, this rather small increase is by no
means attributable to militarisation alone. The role played by the mass renew