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PREFACE

We are living in a dynamic age, an age of social revolutions, of
competition between two world systems, of movements for nation-
al liberation, an age of rapid progress in science and technology.
Life places ever greater demands on our ideological beliefs, our
philosophical culture and scientific thinking. All the more reason,
then, for studying Marxist-Leninist philosophy.

Marxist philosophy—dialectical and historical materialism—
came into being more than a hundred years ago. Evolved by Marx
and Engels, it was further developed by Lenin in his analysis of the
new period in history.

Dialectical and historical materialism is thus an integral part of
Marxism-Leninism, its philosophical bed-rock. It is a creative,
revolutionary doctrine, a doctrine that is constantly being enriched
and tested by historical practice. It is opposed to any kind of
dogmatism and constantly develops on the basis of generalisation of
the experience recorded in world history and the achievements of
the natural and social sciences.

The world communist movement gathers in all that is of value
and significance in contemporary social development, in the revo-
lutionary experience of the working class and of all anti-imperial-
ist revolutionary forces. This experience and particularly the
practice of communist construction in the USSR, and of socialist
construction in other countries of socialism, is reflected in the
theoretical works of the Communist parties, which carry a pro
found philosophical and sociological message.






INTRODUCTION






Chapter |1

PHILOSOPHY, ITS SUBJECT-MATTER
AND PLACE AMONG THE OTHER SCIENCES

Marxism-Leninism is a harmonious, integrated theory comprising
dialectical and historical materialism”~Marxist political economy and
scientific communism. Its philosophical basis is dialectical and
historical materialism.

The unity, the wholeness, and consistency of Marxism-Leninism,
which are acknowledged even by its opponents, flow from its
integral world outlook and method. Marxism-Leninism cannot be
properly understood without a mastery of its philosophical basis.

The philosophy of Marxism-Leninism is a constantly developing
theory. It has critically assimilated all that was best and most
progressive in the centuries of development of philosophy. At the
same time its emergence signified a qualitative leap, a revolutionary
upheaval in philosophy. Evolved by Marx and Engels as the world
outlook of the working class, whose historical mission is to build
the new, classless communist society, Marxist philosophy not only
gives a strictly scientific explanation of the world, but also serves as
the theoretical instrument for its transformation.

In the present age of rapidly advancing scientific thought some
people question philosophy’s right to existence as an autonomous
branch of scientific knowledge. These opponents of philosophy say
that at one time, inthe ancient world, philosophy was the science of
sciences, but that the various specialised branches of scientific know-
ledge, astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology, history, sociology,
ethics and so on, having evolved historically out of philosophy,
broke away from it and began to develop independently. Philosophy
supposedly found itself in the position of Shakespeare’s King Lear,
who in old age gave away his kingdom to his daughters and was
then himself driven out into the street like a beggar. But this view is
quite wrong with regard to scientific philosophy. The disassociation
of philosophy from the specialised, or positive, sciences undoubtedly
encouraged the formation of a specific subject-matter of philosoph-
ical inquiry. On the other hand, the development of the specialised
sciences helped to identify certain problems of world outlook and
methodology which they all share and which cannot be solved
within the framework of specialised research.

What is the essence of nature? What is the relation between
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consciousness and the external world, between the spiritual and the
material, between the ideal and the real? What is man and what is
his place in the wbrld? Ishe capable of knowing and transforming the
woild and, if so, how*isitto be done? These and many other similar
questions are of profound concern to all thinking people. From time
immemorial men have experienced an ineradicable desire to find
answers to these questions, which make up the content of philosophy.

Philosophy is a world outlook with its own specific content and
form, a world outlook which offers theoretical grounds for its
principles and conclusions. This is what distinguishes philosophy
from an unscientific, religious world outlook, based on faith in the
supernatural and reflecting reality in forms conjured up by the
imagination and emotions.

A philosophical world outlook is a system of highly generalised
theoretical views of the world, of nature, society and man. Philos-
ophy seeks to work out, to substantiate the basic principles of a
definite orientation in the social, political, scientific, moral, and
aesthetic spheres of life.

Everybody forms his own particular view of the surrounding
world, but this view often consists of no more than fragments of
various contradictory7 ideas without any theoretical basis. Philos-
ophy, on the other hand, is not merely the sum total but a system
of ideas, opinions and conceptions of nature, society, man and
his place in the world. It does not merely proclaim its principles and
try to make people believe in them; it gives logical arguments for
these principles.

By no means every theoretically substantiated world outlook is
scientific in character. Its actual content may Le scientific or
unscientific or even anti-scientific. Only the world outlook that
bases its conclusions on the findings of contemporary science, that
uses scientific method in its thinking and leaves no room for various
kinds of anti-scientific, mystical and religious views and supersti-
tions may be considered scientific. Of course, the evolution of~a
scientific world outlook must be considered historically. For
example, the world outlook of the French materialists of the 18th
century was scientific in its view of nature, which besides a histori-
cally transient element contained something that proved to be
historically intransient and was inherited by modem materialism.
There were also scientific ideas and propositions in the great idealist
philosophical systems (for example, in Descartes, Leibnitz, Kant,
Fichte and Hegel) in the sense that they gave a true picture of real
relationships and connections.

Dialectical and historical materialism is a scientific philosophical
world outlook, which is based on the achievements of modem
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science and progressive practical experience and constantly develops
and enriches itselfas they advance.

In order to obtain a better understanding of the subject-matter
and significance of Marxist-Leninist philosophy, of what distin-
guishes it from previous philosophical thought, we must take a
closer look at philosophy as a special form of cognition.

1. Development of the Concept of the Subject-Matter
of Philosophy

The subject-matter of philosophy has changed historically in
close connection with the development of all aspects of spiritual life
of society, with the development of science and philosophical
thought itself. The term “philosophy” was coined by the ancient
Greeks. It is derived from the two Greek words: p/nfe—oving, and
sophia—wisdom. Thus, in the literal sense philosophy is love of
wisdom. There is a legend that Pythagoras, the Greek mathema-
tician, was the first person to describe himself as a philosopher. No
man, he said, should overestimate his ability to attain wisdom,
but love of wisdom was befitting to any rational being.

But explaining the derivation of a word is not enough to reveal
the essence of the scientific concept which that word expresses.

Philosophy arose at the dawn of civilisation in ancient India,
China and Egypt, but it first achieved classical form in ancient
Greece.

The most ancient form of world outlook, which immediately
preceded philosophy in history, was religion, or, to be more exact,
mythology, an imagined reflection of reality which arose in the
consciousness of primitive man, who thought there was spiritual life
in surrounding nature. In mythology with its faith in imaginary
spirits and gods, great importance was attached to questions of the
origin and essence of the world. Philosophy grew out of the struggle
against the myth-steeped religious consciousness as an attempt to
furnish a rational explanation of the world.

The emergence of philosophy coincides historically with the
beginnings of scientific knowledge, with the need for theoretical
inquiry. In fact, philosophy was the first historical form of theoret-
ical knowledge. Initially, philosophy tried to answer the questions
that had already been posed by the religious-mythological view of
the world. But philosophy had a different way of tackling these
questions. It based itself on a theoretical analysis that wasTin accord
with logic and practical experience.

The early Greek thinkers (Thales, Anaximenes, Anaximander,
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Parmenides, Heraclitus and others) were mainly interested in
understanding the origin of the diverse phenomena of nature.
Natural philosophy (philosophical doctrine concerning nature) was
the first historical form of philosophical thought.

As specialised scientific knowledge was accumulated and thinkers
began to develop specific methods of inquiry, even in the ancient
world, a process of differentiation of theoretical, and applied
knowledge occurred, and mathematics, medicine, astronomy, and
other disciplines broke away and formed separate branches of
knowledge. But as the range of problems studied by philosophy
diminished there was a corresponding development, deepening and
enrichment of the purely philosophical notions, and various philo-
sophical theories and schools emerged. There arose such philosoph-
ical disciplines as ontology—the study of being, or the essence of
all that exists; epistemology—the theory of knowledge; logic—the
science of the forms of correct, that is to say, consistent, argued
thinking; the philosophy of history;ethics; and aesthetics.

The age of the Renaissance, and particularly the 17th and 18th
centuries, accelerated the process of differentiation. Mechanics,
physics, chemistry, biology, jurisprudence, and political economy,
became independent branches of scientific knowledge. This pro-
gressive division of labour in the sphere of sc® ritific knowledge
brought about a qualitative change in the role and place of philos-
ophy in the system of knowledge, and its relationship to the spe-
cialised sciences. Philosophy was no longer able to devote itself to
solving the special problems of mechanics, physics, astronomy,
chemistry, biology, law, history, and so on Or* the other hand it
was equipped to deal with general scientific questions, with ques-
tions of world outlook, which are often implied in the work of the
specialised sciences, but which cannot be solved within their terms
of reference and by their specific methods.

We know from history that the JgRerelationships between
philosophy and the specialised sciences have been extremely com-
plex and contradictory.

Some philosophers created encyclopaedic philosophical systems
designed to oppose the philosophy of nature to natural science, the
philosophy of history to history as a science, or the philosophy of
law to the science of law. These philosophers usually assumed that
philosophy was able to go beyond the bounds of experience, to
provide “transcendental’sknowledge. Such illusions were exploded
by the development of the specialised sciences, which proved that
physical problems can be solved only by physics, chemical problems
by chemistry, and so on.

At the same time the opposite tendency, to reduce philosophy to
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the status of aspecialised science, to ignore the most general problems
of world outlook was to be observed in a number of philosophical
doctrines. The successes of the specialised sciences, particularly
mathematics and mechanics, prompted philosophers to study the
methods by which these successes had been obtained, so that they
could find out whether these methods could be used in philosophy.

The differentiation and specialisation of science demonstrated,
however, that there are problems that cannot be solved within the
frame of specialised knowledge, that some problems have to be
dealt with by philosophy as well as by the sciences. In fact, such
problems can be solved only by their joint efforts. There are also
some specific philosophical problems that philosophy alone can
solve, but even here a solution can be obtained only if philosophy
relies on the sum total of the scientific data and advanced social
practice available.

2. The Basic Question of Philosophy

No matter how diverse philosophical doctrines may be, they all,
directly or indirectly, take as their theoretical point of departure
the question of the relationship of consciousness to being, of the
spiritual to the material. “The great basic question of all philos-
ophy, especially of more recent philosophy, is that concerning the
relation of thinking and being.”1

The basic question of philosophy lies in the fundamental facts of
our lives. Yes, there are material phenomena—physical or chemical
phenomena, for example—but there are also spiritual, mental
phenomena, such as consciousness and thought. This distinction
between thinking and being enters into any act of human con-
sciousness and behaviour. Every individual distinguishes himself
from that which surrounds him and is aware of himself as some-
thing different from everything else. No matter what phenomenon
we are considering, it can always be placed in the sphere of either
the material (the objective) or the spiritual (the subjective). And
yet, despite the differences between the objective and the subjective
there is a definite connection between them which on closer inspec-
tion turns out to be a relation of dependence. The question then
arises: What depends on what? Which is the cause, and which is the
result? Or, to put it more generally, what may be considered

1 F. Engels, “Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philoso-
phy”, in: K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works in three volumes, Vol. 3, Pro-
gress Publishers, Moscow, 1970, p, 345.
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primary7and what secondary, the objective or the subjective, the
material or the spiritual, the object or the subject?

So the question of the relationship between the spiritual and the
material, between consciousness and being, between the subjective
and the objective, is rooted in the basic factors of our lives. Material
phenomena, natural bodies, physical and chemical processes exist,
but there are also spiritual, mental phenomena, such as conscious-
ness, thinking, and so on. This is why Engels calls the question of
the relationship between the spiritual and the material the basic
question of philosophy.

Among pre-Marxist thinkers the materialist philosopher Ludwig
Feuerbach came nearest to a correct understanding of the meaning
and significance of the basic philosophical question. Criticising the
religious doctrine of the creation of the world by supernatural,
spiritual forces, by God, Feuerbach put forward the opposite view,
that the spiritual arises from the material. A consistently scientific
solution to the basic question of philosophy was provided by
Marxism, which did not confine itself to considering consciousness
as a property of highly organised matter, but went on to investigate
social consciousness, defining it as a reflection of social being, of
the material life of society.

So the basic philosophical question is that of how the spiritual is
related to the material, how consciousness is related to the objective
world. “The answers which the philosophers gave to this ques-
tion,” wrote Engels, “split them into two great camps. Those who
asserted the primacy of spirit to nature and, therefore, in the last
instance, assumed world creation in some form or other ... compris-
ed the camp of idealism. The others, who regarded nature as prima-
ry, belong to the various schools of materialism.” 1

All the diverse philosophical schools and trends ultimately
adhere either to materialism or to idealism. This is why the re-
lationship of the spiritual to the material is the basic philosophical
question.

The question of the existence of laws of nature, and of social
laws, also depends on which we acknowledge as having primacy:
matter or spirit. As science has proved, these laws do not depend on
human intervention, they exist outside and independently of man’s
consciousness. Recognition of the laws of nature and society
presupposes recognition of the fact that the world exists indepen-
dently of human consciousness. This is the stand taken by material-
ism. The idealists offer quite a different solution to this question.
Some of them believe that the world with all its law-governed

1 1bid., p. 346.
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phenomena is the incarnation of a supernatural world spirit. Others,
proceeding from the recognition of the primacy of the spiritual in
relation to the material, maintain that man is directly concerned
only with the phenomena of his own consciousness and cannot
recognise the existence of anything outside it. Denying the exist-
ence of the objective world and regarding objects as combinations
of sensations and ideas, these philosophers also deny the objective,
law-govemed nature of phenomena. As they see it, the laws of
nature and society, the causes of phenomena and processes discov-
ered by science, express only the pattern of phenomena that exists
in our consciousness.

Depending on how we answer the basic question of philosophy,
we are bound to draw certain definite social conclusions concerning
men's relationship to reality, the understanding of historical events,
moral principles and so on. If, like the idealists, for example, we
regard consciousness, spirit, as primary, as definitive, then we shall
seek the source of social evils, which cause great suffering to the
working people in class societies (oppression, poverty, wars and so
on), not in the character of people's material life, not in the eco-
nomic system of society, not in its class structure, but in people’s
consciousness, their errors and wickedness. Such a belief gives us no
opportunity of determining the main directions in which social life
changes.

Bourgeois philosophers today often attempt to prove that the
basic question of philosophy does not exist at all, that it is an
imaginary, invented problem. Some of them believe that the very
distinction between the spiritual and the material is relative, if not
purely verbal. Thus, in the view of the English philosopher Bertrand
Russell it is not at all clear whether anything that is denoted by the
terms “matter” and “spirit” actually exists. According to Russell,
the spiritual and the material are merely logical constructs. But all
the attempts to do away, in one way or another, with the basic
philosophical question fall to the ground, because it is impossible
to ignore the distinction between thinking and the object of
thought (a physical process, for example), between sensation and
that which is sensed, which is perceived by the eye, by the ear and
so on. The notion of an object is one thing, but the object itself,
existing independently of that notion, is quite another. This distinc-
tion between the spiritual and the material, the subjective and the
objective is registered by the basic question of philosophy.

\ The basic question of philosophy has two aspects. The first
j aspect is the question of the essence, the nature of the world, and
\ the second aspect is the question of its knowability.

Let us consider the first aspect. Idealism, as we have seen, pro-
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ceeds from the assumption that the material is a product of the
spiritual. Materialism, on the contrary, begins from the assumption
that the spiritual is a product of the material. Both these views are
of a monistic character, that is to say, they proceed from one
definite principle. In one case the material is taken as primary and
definitive; in the other, it is the spiritual that is primary. But there
are some philosophical theories that proceed from both principles;
these theories assume that the spiritual does not depend on the
material, or the material on the spiritual. Such philosophical theories
are called dualistic. In the final analysis they usually lean towards
idealism. Some philosophers try to combine the propositions of
idealism with those of materialism and vice versa. This philosophical
position is known as eclecticism. Still others deny any adherence to
either materialism or idealism and call themselves “realists”. They
recognise the existence of a reality independent of the cognising
subject, but do not regard it as material. Analysis of such “realism”
shows that this theory is either eclectic or idealist in character, that
is to say, it attributes any reality independent of cognition to God,
the absolute spirit, supernatural being, and so on.

Both materialism and idealism have travelled a long road of
development and have many varieties.

The first historical form of materialism was the materialist
philosophy of slave-owning society. This was a spontaneous, naive
materialism, which was expressed in ancient Indian philosophy (the
philosophical school of the Charvaks), and in its most developed
form in ancient Greece (mainly the atomistic doctrine of Demo-
critus and Epicurus). “The line of Democritus”, Lenin noted, stands
in contrast to the idealistic “line of Plato”.

In the age of the emergence of capitalist society the bourgeoisie
opposed the feudal religious-idealistic world outlook with a~ma-
terialist interpretation of the world, which was most vividly ex-
pressed in the works of the English philosophers Francis Bacon and
Thomas Hobbes, the Dutch philosopher Spinoza (17th century),
and in the works of the French materialists of the 18th century, La
Mettrie, Holbach, Helvetius and Diderot. In the 19th century this
form of materialism was developed in the works of Ludwig Feuer-
bach.

The Russian revolutionary democrats of the 19th century,
Herzen, Belinsky, Chemyshevsky and Dobrolyubov, were outstand-
ing representatives of materialism.

The highest form, of modem materialism is dialectical and histor-
ical materialism.

Among the varieties of idealism mention must first be made of
objective idealism (Plato, Plegel and others), according to which the
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spiritual exists outside and independently of the consciousness,
independently of matter, nature, and also before it, as a kind of
“world reason”, “world will”, or “unconscious world spirit”, which
supposedly determines all material processes.

In contrast to objective idealism, subjective idealism (Berkeley,
Mach, Avenarius and others) asserts that the objects which we can
see, touch and smell do not exist independently of our sensory
perceptions and are merely combinations of our sensations. It is not
difficult to see that the subjective idealist, if he follows this princi-
ple consistently, must arrive at an absurd conclusion. Everything
that exists, including other people, adds up to no more than my
own sensations. It follows, then, that only | exist. This subjective
idealist conception is known as solipsism. Needless to say, the
subjective idealists constantly try to avoid solipsistic conclusions,
thus disproving their own initial proposition. Berkeley, for instance,
maintained that to exist is to be perceived; nevertheless he tried to
prove that beyond the limits of sensations there was God and our
sensations were only the signposts by means of which God com-
municated his will to us.

The development of the sciences overthrows the idealist assertion
that the world isbased primarily on the supernatural, on the spiritual.

All materialists, proceeding from scientific knowledge, regard the
spiritual as a product of the material. But the Marxist solution to
the basic philosophical question, while developing this correct point
of view, is distinguished by its dialectical character. The spiritual is
a product of the development of matter, a property of highly
organised matter. This means that the spiritual does not exist
always and everywhere, but that it arises only at a definite stage of
development of matter and is itself subject to historical change.

The second aspect of the basic philosophical question, as men-
tioned above, is the problem of the knowability of the world.

All consistent and conscious advocates of philosophical material-
ism defend and seek to substantiate the principle of the knowability
of the world. They regard our knowledge, concepts and ideas
as reflections of objective reality. Only a minority, who are
not consistently materialist, tend to deny the possibility of ob-
taining reliable objective knowledge. This philosophical position
is known as agnosticism (from the Greek “a” meaning no, and
“gnosis”, knowledge).1

1 Engels points out that in the past agnosticism also appeared sometimes as
a veiled form of materialism. In Britain, for instance, some of the 19th-century
natural scientists (Thomas Huxley and others) who were too much under the
influence of bourgeois prejudice to openly proclaim themselves materialists,
adopted the guise of agnosticism.
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As regards idealism, some of its exponents did adopt the position
that the world was knowable (for example, the objective idealist
Hegel, who nevertheless regarded knowledge not as the reflection
of objective reality, but as the world spirit’s cognition of itself).
Other idealists maintained that in cognition we are concerned only
with our own sensations, perceptions and cannot go beyond the
limits of the cognising subject (the subjective idealists Berkeley,
Mach, Avenarius and others). And yet another group rejected in
principle the possibility of knowing anything that exists outside and
independently of the human consciousness (Kant, Nietzsche, etc.).

Lenin pointed out that agnostic philosophers quite often attempt
to adopt an intermediate position between materialism and idealism,
but veer in the end towards idealist denial of the external world and
the objective content in human concepts and ideas. The character-
istic feature of modern idealism is that, unlike classical idealism,
most of its supporters take the stand of agnosticism.

Once we understand the meaning and significance of the basic
question of philosophy, we are able to find our way amid the
diversity of philosophical doctrines, trends and schools that have
succeeded one another in the course of thousands of years. There
are only two main streams in philosophy: materialism and idealism.
This means that any philosophical doctrine, no matter how original,
is ultimately either materialist or idealist in substance.

The struggle between materialism and idealism is closely con-
nected with the struggle between science and religion. Since it is
clearly opposed to idealism and religion, materialism, as a rule,
rejects the religious explanation of the world and provides the
theoretical basis of atheism.

Idealism is closely bound up with religion, of which it is a direct
or indirect theoretical expression and substantiation. Subjective
idealism, which usually claims that, sensorily perceived objects
are no more than the sensations of the individual, nevertheless quite
often recognises the existence of a supersensory, supernatural first
cause, that is to say, the existence of God. On the other hand,
the “world reason” of the objective idealists is, in fact, a philo-
sophical pseudonym for God. It would be wrong, however, to
identify idealism with religion, because idealism is a system of
erroneously conceived theoretical views that have taken shape in
the course of the contradictory development of knowledge. Idealist
philosophy has its certain social and epistemological roots.

When we speak of the epistemological roots of idealism, we mean
a one-sided approach to cognition, the exaggeration or even abso-
Jutisation of one of the aspects of this intricate, many-sided, and
internally contradictory process. In pointing out the epistemolog-
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ical roots of idealism, Marxism thus emphasises that idealism is not
a meaningless jumble of words, but a distorted reflection of reality,
that it is connected with certain peculiarities and contradictions of
the process of cognition.

The contradictions we encounter in cognitive activity take many
forms. They may be contradictions between thinking (concepts)
and the sensory reflection of reality (sensations), between theory
and practice, and so on. The epistemological roots of idealism lie in
the fact that a particular side of cognition or a particular proposi-
tion is exaggerated or absolutised to such an extent that it ceases to
be true and becomes an error. Thus, some idealists, eager to stress
the active character of thinking, arrive at the conclusion that it has
a creative force which is independent of matter. The subjective
idealists, proceeding from what we know of the qualities of things
by means of our sensory perceptions, infer that only cur sensations
are known to us and they are the only thing we can know anything
about. “...Philosophical idealism is a one-sided, exaggerated
development (inflation, distention) of one of the features, aspects,
facets of knowledge- into an absolute, divorced from matter, from
nature, apotheosised.... Rectilinearity and one-sidedness, wooden-
ness and petrification, subjectivism and subjective blindness—voila
the epistemological roots of idealism.” 1

Certain social conditions are needed to turn the possibility of the
emergence of idealism into a reality, to turn certain individual
errors of cognition into a philosophical system. This comes about
when the errors in cognition correspond to the demands of certain
classes and social groups, and are supported by them. The social
conditions required to bring about idealism are: contradiction
between manual and mental work, the appearance and development
of classes, private ownership of the means of production and
exploitation of man by man. Intellectual activity, once it has
broken away from manual labour, acquires a relatively autonomous
character and becomes the privilege of the property-owning, exploit-
ing classes. The ideologists' of these classes, who treat manual
labour with contempt, are deluded into thinking that mental
activity is the determinative factor in the existence and develop-

1V. I. Lenin, On the Question of Dialectics,* Vol. 38, p. 363.

* For the reader’s convenience the title of the particular work quoted from
is given in full but, unless otherwise stated, the volume and page references are
to the Collected Works of V. I. Lenin, Foreign Languages Publishing House
(Progress Publishers), Moscow, and to the Collected Works of Karl Marx and
Frederick Engels, Progress Publishers, Moscow. Works of Marx and Engels that
have not yet appeared in collected form are referred to in the most recent
Progress editions.—Ed.
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ment of society.

Reactionary social classes have an interest in seeing that the
development of cognition does not undermine the idealist and
religious superstitions prevailing in a society based on exploita-
tion. The need to preserve the interests of these classes is quite
often the reason why certain individual idealist mistakes that
occur in the process of cognition become reinforced and harden
into definite systems of beliefs. Lenin wrote: “Human knowledge
is not .. a straight line, but a curve, which endlessly approxim-
ates a series of circles, a spiral. Any fragment, segment, section
of this curve can be transformed (transformed one-sidedly) into
an independent, complete, straight line, which then (if one does
not see the wood for the trees) leads into the quagmire, into clerical
obscurantism (where it is anchored by the class interests of the
ruling classes).” 1

Though he stressed their inner connection, Lenin pointed out
that it would be vulgarisation to identify idealism with religion.
Philosophical idealism is the road to religion—“through one of
the shades of the infinitely complex knowledge (dialectical) of
man.”2

Philosophy and religion are different forms of social conscious-
ness. Religious arguments are based on blind faith, while philosophy
appeals to the reason and seeks to furnish logical proof for its
propositions.

3. Dialectics and Metaphysics

Whereas the question of the relationship of thinking to being is
the first and paramount question of philosophy, the second most
important philosophical question is the question of whether the
world is in a changeless state or, on the contrary', is constantly
changing and developing. The supporters of the former view are
called, in Marxist-Leninist terminology, metaphysicists, while those
who believe in change and development are known as dialecticians.

Dialectics3 considers things, their qualities and relationships, and
also their mental reflections, concepts, in their interconnection, in
motion: inception, contradictory development and disappearance.

1 Ibid.

2 Ibid.

3 The word “dialectics” is derived from the Greek dialektikosywhich means
“debate” or “argument”. In ancient times dialectics meant revealing the truth
through argument, through disclosing the contradictions in the thoughts of
one’s opponents.
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Ignorance of dialectics was a weakness of the majority of pre-
Marxist materialists. It was this that made it difficult for them to
evolve a consistent materialist dew of the world, and particularly of
society. In their understanding of social phenomena the pre-Marxist
materialists, despite their hostility to the idealist interpretation of
nature, themselves stayed on naturalistically interpreted idealist
positions.

As Lenin tells us, Marx and Engels made a masterly advance in
the history of revolutionary' thought mainly because they created
materialist dialectics and used it to reshape philosophy, political
economy, and history, and to provide a basis for the policy and
tactics of the working-class movement.1 Lenin characterises dia-
lectics as the doctrine of development in its fullest, most profound
and unbiased form, the doctrine of the relativity of human know-
ledge which provides us with a reflection of eternally developing
matter.

The conscious application of dialectics allows us to make correct
use of concepts, to take into consideration the interconnection of
phenomena, their contradictoriness, changeability, and the passing
of one contradiction into another. Only the dialectical-materialist
approach to the analysis of the phenomena of nature, social life and
consciousness reveals the actual laws which govern them and the
motive forces of their development, making it possible to foresee
the future and to discover effective means of moulding it according
to human design. The scientific dialectical method of cognition is a
revolutionary method, because acknowledgement of the fact that
everything changes and develops implies the necessity for abolishing
all that is obsolete and that impedes social progress.

The method of cognition diametrically opposed to the dialectical
method is known, among Marxists, as the metaphysical method.2

The advocates of this method consider objects and phenomena in
isolation from one another, as things that are essentially immutable
and devoid of internal contradictions. The metaphysicist sees
the relative stability and definiteness of an object or phenomena,
but underestimates their capacity for change and development. The

1 See V. I. Lenin, The Marx-Engels Correspondence, Vol. 19, p. 554.

2 “Metaphysics” is derived from the Greek expression meta ta physikd,
which means “that which goes beyond physics”. In pre-Marxist and contem-
porary bourgeois philosophical literature it has a variety of meanings, but
tends mainly to refer to the “department” of philosophy that claims know-
ledge of “suprasensibie” being, supernatural reality, the “ultimate” essence,
the other world, and so on. The founders of Marxism-Leninism have given
the term a new meaning. In their works it is used mainly of an anti-dialectical
interpretation of reality.
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metaphysical mode of thinking denies the objective existence of
contradictions, that is to say, it asserts that they are to be found
only in thought, and then only when thought is concerned with
error.

In pre-Marxist philosophy, materialism at the first stages of its
existence (for example, in ancient Greece) was organically connect-
ed with naive dialectics, but subsequently, under the influence of
many factors, particularly the limitations of the natural science of
its day, it acquired a metaphysical character. On the other hand,
dialectics was developed not only by the materialists but also by
certain outstanding exponents of idealism (for example, Hegel).

The history of dialectics may be divided into the following basic
stages: the spontaneous, naive dialectics of the ancient philosophers;
the dialectics of the materialists of the Renaissance (Giordano
Bruno and others); the idealist dialectics of German classical phi-
losophy (Kant, Fichte, Schelling and Hegel); the dialectics of the
revolutionary democrats of the 19th century (Belinsky, Herzen,
Chernyshevsky and others); and Marxist-Leninist materialist dia-
lectics as the highest form of contemporary dialectics. The unity of
materialism and dialectics has acquired scientifically substantiated
and consistent expression in the Marxist-Leninist philosophy.

4. The Subject-Matter of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy
and Its Relationship to Other Sciences

Unlike bourgeois philosophy, dialectical materialism is based on
the firm foundation of modem science and progressive social
practice. Bourgeois philosophers usually oppose philosophy to
science, assuming that philosophy cannot, and by its very nature
should not, be a science. “Philosophy, as | shall understand the
word,” writes Bertrand Russell, “is something intermediate between
theology and science. Like theology, it consists of speculations on
matters as to which definite knowledge has, so far,been unascertain-
able; but like science, it appeals to human reason rather than to
authority, whether that of tradition or that of revelation. All
definite knowledge—so | should contend—belongs to science; all
dogma as to what surpasses definite knowledge belongs to theology.
But between theology and science there isa No Man’s Land, expos-
ed to attack from both sides; this No Man’s Land is philosophy.”1

1 Bertrand Russell, History of Western Philosophy and Its Connection with
Political and Social Circumstances from the Earliest Times to the Present Day,
Allen and Unwin, London, 1948, p. 10.
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This description fully applies to modem idealist philosophy, which
is closely interlinked with religion. But besides such philosophy
there is also the consistently scientific philosophy of dialectical and
historical materialism. Marxist philosophy is, in the words of
Engels, “a world outlook which has to establish its validity and be
applied not in a science of sciences standing apart, but in the real
sciences”.1

Every specialised science investigates qualitatively definite
laws—mechanical, physical, chemical, biological, economic, etc.
There is no science, however, that studies laws that apply equally to
the phenomena of nature, the development of society, and human
thought. It is these universal laws that form the subject-matter of
Marxist-Leninist philosophy. Engels called materialist dialectics the
science of the most general laws of the motion and development of
nature, of human society and thought. The study of the laws and
categories of the universal dialectical process forms the heart of the
Marxist philosophical world outlook and furnishes a general method
of scientific cognition of the world, which takes a specific form in
every specialised science.

Every science makes use of certain general concepts (categories);
for example, the concepts of “causality”, “necessity”, “law”,
“form”, “content”, and so on. Specialised sciences naturally do not
study these categories, but use them as ready-made forms of think-
ing. Thus, chemistry investigates the laws of the chemical process,
and biology, the laws of life. Only philosophy investigates law as
the essential connection between phenomena, universality in all its
infinitely varied forms.

In the specialised sciences we also have to do with concepts
whose content is restricted to the given sphere of research. The
basic concepts of political economy, for instance, are commodity,
money and capital. Philosophical categories, unlike those of the
specialised sciences, are the most general concepts which are used
directly or indirectly in any science. No scientist, whether he is a
naturalist, historian, economist, or literary’ scholar, can do without
such most general concepts as law, regularity, contradiction, essence
and phenomenon, cause and effect, necessity and chance, content
and form, possibility and reality. The philosophical categories
express the most general connections between the phenomena and
at the same time are stages in cognising the world around us,
generalise the historical experience of man’s investigation of the
world; they are the instruments of thought.

Of course, the study of philosophical categories is no substitute

1 F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1977, pp. 169-70.
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for studying specific processes. Marxist-Leninist philosophy is a
guide to cognition in the most diverse fields of reality, but it does
not replace and cannot replace these specialised sciences and the
specific research methods they employ. It does not offer ready-
made solutions to the questions that are studied by the specialised
sciences; rather it arms them with a scientific philosophical world
outlook, a general scientific methodology.

The scientific philosophical method is based on the application
to cognition of the most general laws of development of nature,
society and thought. Dialectical materialism provides us with
knowledge of these laws.

A characteristic feature of pre-Marxist and, even more so, of
contemporary7 bourgeois philosophy is that it divorces the science
of thinking (logic) from the theory7of knowledge (epistemology),
and separates both of these from the theory of existence (ontol-
ogy?. Marxist philosophy7 rejects this metaphysical opposition
and provides grounds for the principle of the unity7 of dialectics,
logic and the theory of knowledge. This means that materialist
dialectics, that is to say, the theory' of development in its fullest
and most balanced form, also comprises a theory of cognition and
the logical forms by means of which this historical process takes
place. The laws of cognition, of thinking are the reflection of the
general laws of being in the human consciousness. This is why Lenin
wrote that “dialectics, as understood by Marx, and also in conform-
ity with Hegel, includes what is now called the theory7 of know-
ledge, or epistemology, which, too, must regard its subject-matter
historically, studying and generalising the origin and development
of knowledge, the transition from ?ion-knowledge to knowledge”.1

There are, of course, quite definite distinctions between dia-
lectics, logic and the theory7 of knowledge within their general
unity7. These distinctions between the individual components of
dialectical materialism are relative.

Historical materialism is an inseparable part of Marxist-Leninist
philosophy. Without it the dialectical materialist world outlook
could not possibly exist. Stressing the unity of all aspects and parts
of Marxist philosophy?7 Lenin observed that in this philosophy,
“which is cast from a single piece of steel, you cannot eliminate one
basic premise, one essential part, without departing from objective
truth without falling a prey7to bourgeois-reactionary falsehood”.2

The structure of Marxist-Leninist~philosophy kfcomplex, all the
more so because life constantly reveals new targets of research,

V. I. Lenin, Karl Marx, Vol. 21, p. 54.
V. L.

1
2 Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, p. 326.
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hitherto unknown problems, and thus introduces changes in the
subject-matter of philosophy, placing in the foreground now one of
its aspects, now another. Marxist-Leninist philosophy today is a
system of philosophical disciplines, an integral world outlook,
which is at the same time a theory of knowledge, logic and a general
sociological theory.

The experience of history shows that the effectiveness of philos-
ophy, that is to say, its significance in theory and practice, depends
largely on the extent to which it embraces the whole ensemble of
human knowledge. Science and philosophy have always benefited
by learning from each other. Many ideas that formed the founda-
tions of contemporary science were first advanced by philosophy.
One has only to mention the brilbant insights of Leucippus and
Democritus concerning the atomic structure of matter. One could
also cite Descartes’ concept of the reflex and the principle which he
formulated of the conservation of motion (the constant of the
multiplication of mass by velocity). The idea of the existence of
molecules as complex particles consisting of atoms was developed
on the general philosophical plane in the works of the French
philosopher Pierre Gassendi, and also by the Russian Mikhail
Lomonosov. It was the philosophers who formulated the idea of the
development and general interconnection of phenomena, the
principle of the material unity of the world. Lenin substantiated the
principle of the inexhaustibility of matter, which constitutes the
fundamental idea of modem natural science. The progress of
science has at the same time substantially enriched philosophy.
Materialism has changed its form with every new great discovery in
natural science.

Comparatively recently the adherents of one of the most wide-
spread trends in modem bourgeois® philosophy, neopositivism,
were maintaining that science had no need of philosophy whatever,
that modern natural science itself could answer philosophical
questions without resort to philosophy. As for any purely philo-
sophical problems not studied by natural science, the neopositivists
maintained that they were pseudoproblems, that is to say, they had
no scientific meaning. This approach to the question of the rela-
tionship between philosophy and natural science has today been
condemned even by many neopositivists, because it turned out to
be of no use in principle to natural science, which itself asks philos-
ophy questions.

Natural science today is strongly influenced by integrating
tendencies, it is seeking new general theories, such as a general
theory of elementary particles, a general picture of the development
of the vegetable and animal world, a general theory of systems, a
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general theory of control, and so on. Generalisations at such a high
level can be made only with a flourishing philosophical culture.
Marxist-Leninist philosophy with its dialectical method helps to
ensure the unity and interconnection of all aspects of the rapidly
extending and deepening, infinitely varied world of knowledge.

A constant and increasing intrinsic need is felt in various scientif-
ic fields to examine the logical apparatus of knowledge, the charac-
ter of theory and the means by which it is built up, the analysis of
the relationship between empirical and theoretical knowledge, the
initial concepts of science and methods of learning the truth. All
this, too, is the task of philosophical inquiry.

The scientist with no philosophical training quite often makes
glaring philosophical and methodological mistakes, particularly
when assessing new phenomena. Frederick Engels in his day observ-
ed that philosophy takes its revenge on those natural scientists who

f neglect it. lllustrating his point by quoting several scientists who
j had become addicted to the absurd superstition of spiritism, he
show'ed that unimaginative empiricism with its scorn of theoretical
\thinking leads science into mysticism.
N The most eminent natural scientists of modem times constantly
stress the tremendous orientational significance of a philosophical
world outlook in scientific inquiry’. Max Planck said that the
scientist’s wrorld outlook would always determine the direction of
his research. Louis de Broglie points out that the split between
science and philosophy that occurred in the 19th century banned
both philosophy7and natural science. Max Bom always stressed that
physics whs only’ viable when it was aware of the philosophical
significance of its methods and results. According to Einstein, the
contemporary physicist is obliged to devote far more attention to
philosophical problems than were those of previous generations—
owing to the difficulties presented by his own science.

As a world outlook and a method Marxist-Leninist philosophy
helps us to understand the law-governed connection between the
development of natural science and specific historical conditions, to
obtain a deeper comprehension of the social significance and
general prospects of scientific discoveries and their technical appli-
cations.

The whole dramatically conflicting picture of modern social life
places tremendous demands on philosophy. The humanities as well
as science and technology are coming to the fore again.

In this situation of intense ideological conflict those who work in
specialised fields of knowledge and are not armed with a scientific
world outlook and method, quite often find themselves powerless
to resist the impact of bourgeois ideology and fall prey to idealist
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philosophy. “In order to hold his own in this struggle and carry it
to a victorious finish, the natural scientist must be a modem mate-
rialist, a conscious adherent of the materialism represented by
Marx, i.e., he must be a dialectical materialist.” 1

All spheres of present-day life: the productive forces, science,
technology, economic, class and national relationships, intellectual
pursuits, culture and everyday life, are in the throes of revolution-
ary change. Man himself is changing. What has caused this revolu-
tion which is transforming the whole world, all aspects of human
life? In what way are the various aspects of this worldwide revolu-
tionary process connected and interdependent? What are its direc-
tions and motive forces? What may be the social consequences of
the scientific and technological revolution that we are witnessing
today? Is national and social oppression eternal? Where is mankind
heading? Why do the tremendous forces created and set in motion
by human beings often turn against them? Where should we seek
the sources of world wars and the threat of thermonuclear disaster?
How can wars be abolished? Not a single specialised science, no
matter how great its significance, can answer these and other vitally
important questions of our time. These are philosophical questions,
questions of how we look upon the world, and the answers to them
are to be found in the philosophy of Marxism-Leninism.

Marxist-Leninist philosophy regards social progress, the changes
occurring in modem society from the standpoint of how they relate
to the emancipation of mankind from all oppression. One of its
major principles Ts*revolutionary humanism, a doctrine that states
the case for the revolutionary transformation of the society in the
interests of the free, all-round, harmonious development of the
human person.

Philosophical world outlooks have a class, partisan character.
What is meant by the partisanship of the philosophical world
outlook? It implies mainly an adherence to one of the principal
philosophical parties—materialism or idealism.

Contemporary revisionists maintain that the Communist parties
should be neutral towards philosophy. Their programmes should be
neither materialist, nor idealist, neither atheist, nor religious. This
revisionist preaching is presented as an attempt to unite all forces,
but in reality it invites us to turn away from the struggle against
bourgeois ideology, which, as we know, is infused with idealism. In
contrast to the revisionist appeasement of bourgeois ideology, the
philosophy of Marxism-Leninism is openly committed and par-
tisan, and this is expressed in its struggle against idealism, in its

1V. I. Lenin, On the Significance of Militant Materialism, Vol. 33, p. 233.
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consistent championing of the principles of materialism.

The revisionists" say that, by recognising the partisanship of
philosophical theory, the Marxists allow themselves to make an
oversimplified division of philosophers into two camps—materialists
and idealists—and thus repel a considerable number of philosophers
and representatives of the other social sciences, while they them-
selves turn their backs on all that is of value in non-Marxist phi-
losophy, sociology, economic theory, historiography and so on. The
revisionist argument that the division of philosophy into material-
ism and idealism leads to oversimplification is surprising, to say the
least. It is not the Marxists who diride philosophers into materialists
and idealists. From time immemorial philosophers have divided
themselves into two camps, and the division has remained in force
to this day. This is a real fact of the history of philosophy. Material-
ism and idealism are the two warring parties in philosophy. The
struggle between them was waged in the past and is still being
waged today. The most modem philosophy, Lenin emphasised, is
just as partisan as philosophy was 2,000 years ago. In the final
analysis, the struggle between materialism and idealism reflects the
struggle of classes in society.

The class struggle is not confined to the economic or political
sphere, and also finds expression in the sphere of world outlook.
This struggle, which has proceeded throughout the development of
class society, acquires a special intensity at turning-points in his-
tory, when questions of world outlook come to the fore.

The present epoch is marked by the most profound social trans-
formations ever known in the history of mankind. It is an epoch of
class and national-liberation struggles, the epoch of man’s advance
from capitalism to socialism. It is at the same time an epoch of
intense ideological struggle by the forces of socialism, peace and
genuine democracy against the forces of imperialism, a struggle
between the communist and the bourgeois world outlooks, which
justifies and defends the obsolete world of capitalism with its
ideology and practice of exploitation of man by man.

Dialectical and historical materialism took shape as the philo-
sophical basis ofthe world outlook of the consistently revolutionary
class—the proletariat, as the ideological banner of the millions of
the working people. Lenin remarked that Marx’s philosophical
materialism had shown the proletariat the “way out of the spiritual
slavery”.1

Marxist philosophy comprises the philosophical and methodolog-

1 V. I. Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism,
Vol. 19, p. 28.
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ical basis of the programme, strategy, tactics and policies of the
Communist and Workers’ parties, of their practical activities.
Marxism’s political line is always “inseparably bound up with its
philosophical principles”.1

Bourgeois ideologists, echoed by the revisionists, usually acclaim
political neutrality in matters of theory as a synonym for objectivi-
ty. Some of them maintain that theory, including philosophical
theory, stands above the practical, political interests of classes,
social groups and parties, and thus represents knowledge for the
sake of knowledge. They should be reminded of the dictum of Karl
Marx, who called upon philosophy to ally itself with politics, and
said: “That, however, is the £>nly alliance by which present-day
philosophy can become truth.”

No one can escape from politics while living in its atmosphere.
Everything today is drawn into the vortex of political struggle. If
we are to carry out firmly and unfailingly the Marxist-Leninist
principle of the unity of philosophy and politics, we must overcome
once and for all the severance of philosophy from politics, and also
the vulgarisers’ attempts to dissolve philosophy in current politics.

The ideologists of the bourgeoisie and the revisionists acclaim
uncommittedness and propose the idea of a “third line” in philos-
ophy, which is supposedly superior to both materialism and ideal-
ism. But can there be in class society any ideologists, any thinkers,
who “soar” above classes and disregard their interests? Such people
do not exist. In fact, we constantly find that the very people who
boast of their uncommittedness are in practice those who conduct a
far from impartial struggle against the philosophy of Marxism-
Leninism, who seek to overthrow it and replace it with the bour-
geois world outlook.

The idea of uncommittedness is opposed by the fundamental
Leninist principle of partisanship. Lenin stressed that “...there can
be no ‘impartial’ social science in a society based on class strug-
gle”,3 that “...no living person can help taking the side of one class
or another (once he has understood their interrelationships), can
help rejoicing at the successes of that class and being disappointed
by its failures, can help being angered by those who are hostile to
that class, who hamper its development by disseminating back-
ward views, and so on and so forth”.4

1V. I Lenin, The Attitude of the Workers' Party to Religion, Vol. 15,

p. 405.

2 Karl Marx to Arnold Ruge in Dresden, Cologne, March 13 (1843), Vol. 1,
p. 400.

3 V. I. Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism,
Vol. 19, p. 23.

4 V. 1. Lenin, The Heritage We Renounce, Vol. 2, p. 531.
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Bourgeois ideologists maintain that partisanship is incompatible
with the scientific approach. Partisanship certainly does not coin-
cide with scientificality when philosophy expresses and defends
the position and interests of the classes that are passing from the
historical scene. In doing so, philosophy departs from the truth of
life, from its scientific evaluation. And, in the opposite case, philos-
ophy is objective and scientific if, by truly expressing life, it
expresses the position, interests and struggle of the progressive
classes of society, and urges mankind to seek the truth.

So partisanship may be of different kinds. For example, the
materialist philosophy of the 17th and 18th centuries, which
expressed the interests of the newly bom bourgeoisie (then a
progressive social class) and which fought against the feudal reli-
gious-idealist world outlook, was partisan, was committed, and at
the same time, though limited in scope, it stimulated the develop-
ment of the sciences and of society as a whole. But the situation
changed radically when the bourgeoisie ceased to be a progressive
class and became a reactionary one. The interests of the modem
imperialist bourgeoisie are opposed to those of the overwhelming
majority of humanity, their struggle for full national and social
liberation, for world peace, that is to say, they contradict the
objective course of history. Expressing as it does, in one way or
another, the interests of the imperialist bourgeoisie, modem bour-
geois philosophy is also partisan, but this partisanship no longer
coincides with scientific objectivity, because it distorts reality.

The scientific world outlook, truly reflecting the laws of de-
velopment of nature and society, defends the interests of those
classes that stand for progress, for the future. In present-day condi-
tions such a world outlook is Marxism-Leninism—the world outlook
of the most progressive class, the working class, and its vanguard,
the Communist Party. The partisanship of Marxist philosophy
lies in the fact that it consciously and consistently serves the
interests of the great cause of building socialism and communism.
The principle of partisanship demands consistent and implacable
struggle against theories and beliefs hostile to the cause of socialism.
There can be no compromises on philosophical questions. “...The
only choice is—either bourgeois or socialist ideology. There is no
middle course (for mankind has not created a ‘third’ideology, and,
moreover, in a society tom by class antagonisms there can never
be a non-class or an above-class ideology). Hence, to belittle the
socialist ideology in any way, to turn aside from it in the slightest
degree means to strengthen bourgeois ideology.” 1

1 V. I Lenin, WhatIs to Be Done?, Vol. 5, p. 384.
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Every step in the development of science and social practice
confirms the truth of Lenin’s idea that “...by following the path of
Marxian theory we shall draw closer and closer to objective truth
(without ever exhausting it); but by following any other path we
shall arrive at nothing but confusion and lies”.1

A revolutionary theory is needed for the revolutionary trans-
formation of society. Such atheory is Marxism-Leninism.

1 V. I. Lenin.Materialism and Emptrio-Criticism, Vol. 14, p. 143.
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Chapter Il

THE BIRTH OF MARXIST PHILOSOPHY AND ITS
DEVELOPMENT

The birth of dialectical and historical materialism was a revoku
tion in philosophy introducing for the first time in history a scien-
tific philosophical zvorld outlook that embraced both nature and
society and formed the theoretical basis for the conscious, com-
munist reshaping of society.

1. Social-Economic and Political Preconditions
of the Rise of Marxism

The way for the emergence of Marxism was prepared by the
whole social-economic, political and spiritual development of man,
especially by the development of the capitalist system, and the
contradictions inherent in that system, by the struggle between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie.

In one European country after another, the bourgeois revolutions
of the 17th and 18th centuries destroyed the feudal social system, a
system that had lasted hundreds of years and seemed unshakeable.
The bourgeoisie’s conquest of political power paved the way for the
further development of capitalism, for the industrial revolution of
the late 18th and early 19th centuries, which necessarily gave rise,
on the one hand, to large-scale machine industry and, on the other,
to the industrial proletariat, which was qualitatively different from
any previous exploited and oppressed class.

The tremendous growth of the productivity of labour and social
wealth brought about by capitalist development did not have the
effect of improving the lot of the working masses. On the contrary,
at one pole of society, tremendous wealth was accumulated in the
hands of the bourgeoisie, while at the other, the proletarians were
made destitute. Proletarianisation of the small producers, harsh
exploitation of the workers, including women and children, appall-
ing living conditions, outrageous fines and all kinds of other restric-
tions, unemployment, which increased particularly in the periods of
recurrent economic crises of overproduction (beginning from
1825)—such was the grim reality of capitalism, which the ideolog-
ists of capitalism hailed as the realisation of great humanist ideas.
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The bourgeois ideologists of the 17th and 18th centuries had
portrayed the abolition of feudal social relationships as a time when
reason, justice, equality and even fraternity would prevail; but
the capitalist reality of the 19th century shattered these social
illusions.

The working class, which in the period of bourgeois revolutions
had helped the bourgeoisie in its struggle against the dominant
feudal estates, found itself in the new context of established capital-
ist society face to face with its class enemy—the employers, the
bourgeosie. The workers’ opposition to the capitalists showed itself
more and more often in strikes and sometimes even took the form
of spontaneous armed rebellion. Such were the rebellions of the
weavers of Lyons in France (1831 and 1834), the uprising of the
Silezian weavers in Germany (1844). England (in the 1830s and
1840s) saw the spread of the first mass revolutionary proletarian
movement—Chartism. The struggle of the working class for eman-
cipation in those days was spontaneous and unorganised in character;
it lacked a clear class-consciousness and understanding of the ways
and means of abolishing capitalist oppression.

It was Marx and Engels who created the scientific theory of the
emancipation movement of the working class. They proved that the
spontaneity, disorganisation and scatteredness of working-class
actions were only a passing phase in history and could be overcome
by uniting the spontaneous working-class movement with a scientif-
ic socialist theory, by organising the mass proletarian parties,
armed with a scientific understanding of social development and
functioning as the advanced detachments and leaders of the prole-
tariat.

Even then (in the 1840s) bourgeois critics of socialism accused
Marxism of an uncritical worship of the proletariat. Marx and
Engels, however, repudiating the notion that scientific socialism was
a “new religion”, showed that the proletariat was the necessary
creation of large-scale capitalist industry, and that its struggle
against capitalism was the natural expression of the contradictions
inherent in this social system.

The proletariat is indeed capable of emancipating all those who
are exploited and oppressed. It cannot emancipate itself without
destroying the economic conditions of human exploitation in
general. This conclusion regarding the historic liberating mission of
the working class and the inevitability of the revolutionary transi-
tion from capitalism to socialism (and subsequently, to the classless
communist society) was made by Marx and Engels on the basis of
the scientific investigation of social development, primarily the
development of capitalism. In this they were guided by the new



38 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF MARXIST-LENINIST PHILOSOPHY

philosophy of dialectical and historical materialism which they had
founded, and which revealed the path to cognition of the economic
necessity of transition from one social formation to another.

2. Theoretical Sources of Dialectical
and Historical Materialism

Thus we see that the creation of Marxism became possible and
necessary only in the particular historical conditions that took
shape in the Europe of the mid-19th century. But something more
than objective conditions are required to bring a scientific theory
into being. There must also be subjective creative activity of
profound scholars, incisive study of new facts and processes, critical
jLSsimilation and development of all preceding scientific knowledge.
And it is self-evident that these qualities of scientific genius were
doubly essential in shaping Marxism, which differs fundamentally
from all previous social doctrines.

The revolution in philosophy brought about by Marx and Engels
was in no way a nihilistic denial of the achievements of earlier
philosophy and knowledge in general. As Lenin pointed out, the
greatness of Marx lay in the fact that he “...based his work on the
firm foundation of the human knowledge acquired under capital-
ism.... He reconsidered, subjected to criticism, and verified on the
working-class movement everything that human thinking had
created, and therefrom formulated conclusions which people,
hemmed in by bourgeois limitations or bound by bourgeois preju-
dices could not draw”.1

The theoretical sources of Marxism are German classical philos-
ophy, English classical political economy and French Utopian
socialism. Here we shall consider German classical philosophy.

Marxist philosophy is the highest form of the materialist world
outlook. Marx and Engels fully appreciated what had been achieved
by the earlier materialist philosophers, their idea that the expira-
tion of the world was to be sought in the world itself without
resorting to supernatural causes, the doctrine of nature, of matter
and its self-motion, the view of cognition as the reflection of the
surrounding world, their atheism, their efforts to explain the
history of mankind by natural, i.e., by empirically stated, factors.
At the same time they pointed out the historical narrowness of such
materialism.

Pre-Marxist materialism was predominantly mechanistic in

1 V. I. Lenin, The Tasks of the Youth Leagues, Vol. 31, pp. 286-87.
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character, that is to say, it explained all the manifold phenomena of
nature and society by means of the laws of mechanical motion. The
mechanistic view, inasmuch as its explanation of nature proceeded
from nature itself without appealing to the supernatural, had been
progressive in the 17th and 18th centuries, when the most highly
developed of the sciences was mechanics. By the middle of the 19th
century, however, it had become entirely inadequate, particularly
when it was a matter of explaining biological, psychological and
social processes.

Pre-Marxist materialism was mainly metaphysical materialism,
that is to say, it regarded nature and society as essentially changeless,
immutable. This is not to suggest, of course, that the pre-Marxist
materialists denied the motion of matter, and in general refused to
acknowledge individual facts of change and development. Some of
them actually made some very good guesses about the changes that
take place in inorganic nature, and the evolution of certain species
of living creatures out of other species. But the characteristic
feature of pre-Marxist materialism as a whole was its failure to
understand the universality and essentiality of development, its
interpretation of development as only the increase or decrease of
what already existed. According to this concept, motion was also to
be understood mainly as mere shifting in space and time, as eternal
repetition, circulation of natural phenomena. Needless to say, not
only the materialists but also the overwhelming majority of idealists
were metaphysicists in those days.

The third defect of the old materialism was that it confined itself
to the materialist understanding of nature and, therefore, could not
provide a materialist understanding of social life. Admittedly, the
pre-Marxist materialists did oppose the religious interpretation of
history. They argued that it was not supernatural but natural forces
that operated in the life of society. But they saw the source of
social movement in spiritual, ideal factors: the conscious activity
of historical individuals, kings and statesmen, or human feelings and
passions, such as the ambition of generals, selfishness, love, hatred,
or the new ideas of philosophers and politicians. All these ideal
incentives to action do, in fact, exist. But what the pre-Marxist
materialists failed to see was that the spiritual motivation of human
activity depended on a specific material, social-economic basis, i.e.,
on something that differed from the natural (e.g. geographical)
environment.

The mechanistic and metaphysical features of 17th- and 18th-
century materialism were criticised by the classical idealist philos-
ophers of Germany at the end of the 18th and beginning of the
19th centuries, particularly by Hegel. Hegel’s dialectics was the
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fullest theory of development yet conceived, although it had been
evolved from fallacious, idealistic positions. As Marx observed, “the
mystification which dialectic suffers in Hegel’s hands, by no means
prevents him from being the first to present its general form of
working in a comprehensive and conscious manner. With him it is
standing on its head. It must be turned right side up again, if you
would discover the rational kernel within the mystical shell”.1

The “rational kernel” of Hegel’s dialectics was the idea of the
universality, essentiality and necessity of development, which took
place through the emergence and overcoming of internal contradic-
tions, the mutual transformation of opposites, the leap-like transi-
tion of quantitative into qualitative changes, the negation of the old
by the new. The basic proposition of Hegel’s philosophy on the
constant process of world development led logically to the revolu-
tionary conclusion that the struggle with existing social evils had its
roots in the universal law of eternal change and development and
was, therefore, reasonable and necessary.

Hegel himself, however, as an idealist, regarded nature and
society as embodiments of a spiritual, divine essence—the Absolute
Idea. Hegel did not acknowledge the development of matter, of
nature, which to him appeared to be only the external manifesta-
tion of the Absolute Idea.

In criticising Hegel’s idealism, the founders of Marxism based
themselves on Feuerbach’s materialist philosophy. In contrast to
Hegelian idealism, Feuerbach advocated anthropological material-
ism, which states that thought is not a divine essence but a natural
human ability, inseparable from the brain, from man’s bodily
organisation, and indissolubly connected with the sensory reflection
of the external material world. Feuerbach regarded man as the
highest expression of nature; it was through man that nature
felt, perceived and came to know itself.

Feuerbach stressed the unity of man and nature but at the same
time tried to show the distinction between man and other living
creatures. He saw gregariousness, the desire to be together with
others as an essential part of man’s nature. But he failed to under-
stand the essence of human society and the laws of its development
because he regarded human intercourse merely as a matter of love
and spiritual affinity. Feuerbach underestimated Hegel’s dialectics
and did not understand that it could and should be preserved, once
it had been freed of idealism and remoulded on a materialist basis.

Feuerbach’s doctrine contained certain rudiments of the materi-
alist interpretation of social phenomena, particularly of religion, the

1 K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1974, p. 29.



BIRTH OF MARXIST PHILOSOPHY AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 41

criticism of which occupies an important place in his philosophy.
Unlike the atheists of the 17th and 18th centuries, Feuerbach did
not treat the emergence and existence of religion as being entirely
due to ignorance and deception. He tried to show how religious
images express people’s life and sufferings, their desire for happiness
and their dependence on nature and on one another. He failed to
see, however, the social and economic roots of religion, which lie in
the domination of man by the spontaneous forces of social devel-
opment, in the poverty of the masses, in social inequality and
exploitation. Feuerbach’s philosophy combines atheism with an
attempt to find a rational kernel in religious dogmas, with the belief
that the humanist faith in man is supposedly rooted in religion,
with the desire to prove the need for a “religion without God”.

Feuerbach’s materialism crowned the development of German
classical philosophy and indicated, admittedly in very general terms,
the path for the further development of philosophical materialism.
This explains the influence that his philosophy (like Hegel’s)
exercised on the formation of Marx and Engels’ philosophical views.

3. Marxist Philosophy
and the Great Scientific Discoveries
of the Mid-19th Century

The development of capitalism and the growth of large-scale
industry stimulated the advance of the natural sciences and these, in
their turn, not only promoted the development of production but
also undermined the idealist and metaphysical understanding of
nature. The most significant achievements of natural science be-
tween 1830 and 1850, achievements which Marx and Engels saw as
confirmation of the philosophy they had created and one of the
foundations of its development, were the discovery of the law of
the conversion of energy, the discovery of the cellular structure of
living organisms, and Darwin’s theory of evolution.

In the early 1840s the German physician Julius Robert Mayer
enunciated the law of the conservation and conversion of energy,
which states that a certain quantity of motion in one of its forms
(mechanical, thermal, etc.) is converted into an equal quantity of
motion in any other of its forms. This law was theoretically and
experimentally substantiated by Helmholtz and Faraday, while
Joule and Lenz established the mechanical equivalent of heat,
that is to say, calculated what quantity of mechanical energy is
needed to provide a unit of thermal energy. It was proved that heat,
light and other states of matter are qualitatively definite forms of
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its motion, and that this motion cannot be created or destroyed,
but is constantly converted from one state into another. From this
the conclusion was drawn that motion cannot be reduced to the
mere displacement of bodies in space, and that the conversion
of one form of the motion of matter into another constitutes a
qualitative change. The pre-Marxist materialists had simply declared
that motion is not introduced into nature from outside, that it is
the mode of existence of matter, but now it became possible to
furnish a scientific proof of this philosophical proposition and to
reach a dialectical understanding of the connection between matter
and motion. Admittedly, neither Mayer nor any of the other
natural scientists drew philosophical conclusions from the law of
the conversion of energy; these vital conclusions were first formu-
lated by Engels.

The discovery of the cellular structure of living matter was no
less an important achievement of natural science. It came very close
to the dialectical-materialist understanding of the unity of life in
all its diversity. Even in the 17th and 18th centuries scientists had
been aware of the existence of cells because individual cells and
groups of cells were constantly being detected when the tissues of
living organisms were examined under the microscope. But only in
the 19th century did scientists seriously consider the physiological
role of cells, their role as anatomical units of animal and vegetable
tissues. In 1838-39 the German biologists Schleiden and Schwann
evolved a theory of cells. Schwann, in particular, established that
animal and vegetable tissues have basically the same structure and
perform one and the same physiological function. The birth and
development of the organism takes place through the multiplication
of cells, their constant renewal—birth and death. The cellular theory
proved the internal unity of all living beings and indirectly pointed
to the unity of their origin. Dialectical-materialist conclusions
from the cellular theory were drawn by Engels in his Anti-Duhring
and The Dialectics ofNature.

Darwin’s theory of evolution is the third great scientific discov-
ery that took place in the middle of the 19th century. Darwin put
an end to the notion of the species of animals and plants as “divine
creations”, not connected with anything else, providential and
immutable, and thus laid the foundation of theoretical biology,
which had been mainly a descriptive science. He proved the mutabil-
ity of species'of animals and plants, and the unity of their origin.

Evolutionary ideas had been voiced in general terms long before
Darwin, both by philosophers and natural scientists. Diderot, the
French 18th-century materialist, for instance, had suggested the
possibility of the transformation of species. But unlike his prede-



BIRTH OF MARXIST PHILOSOPHY AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 43

cessors, Darwin did not confine himself to guess-work, and on the
basis of a huge collection of empirical facts formulated a number of
laws of the evolution of species. In so doing he treated man as the
highest link in the general chain of development of the animal
world, thus exploding Christian dogmas and the unscientific notions
of human nature that were then current in natural science. To
explain the origin of the qualitative distinctions between species
that his fact-gathering had proved, Darwin evolved the theory of
spontaneous natural selection. From these positions Darwin scien-
tifically explained the fact of the relatively purposeful structure of
organisms and their adaptability to the environment, casting aside
the mystical interpretation of this fact, characteristic of idealistic
doctrines. Marx and Engels assessed Darwin’s evolutionary theory as
dialectical-materialist in its essence, but stressed that Darwin was
not a conscious dialectician.

Thus in formulating and developing their philosophical teaching,
Marx and Engels based themselves not only on the achievements of
the social sciences and social and historical practice, but also on the
great discoveries of the natural science of their day. These discov-
eries created the necessary natural scientific preconditions for a
consistently scientific philosophy—dialectical and historical materi-
alism.

4. Dialectical and Historical Materialism
Revolutionises Philosophy

The critical reconsideration by Marx and Engels of all previous
philosophy and the philosophical revolution they brought about are
interconnected processes. Their most important result has been the
formation, assertion and development of a scientific world outlook.

As Lenin pointed out, Marxism arose as a direct and immediate
continuation of the great achievements of previous social thought,
and Marx’s genius lay in the fact that he replied to the questions
posed by his eminent predecessors.1

Marx and Engels did not, of course, create dialectical materialism
and become the founders of the scientific ideology of the working
class all at once. When they first took up theoretical and socio-
political activities they were idealists and associated with the
Left-wing members of the Hegelian school (the Young Hegelians),
who were trying to draw revolutionary and atheistic conclusions

1 See V. I. Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component Parts ofMarx-
ism, Vol. 19, p. 23.
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from Hegel’s philosophy. But unlike the other Young Hegelians
(who represented the liberal bourgeoisie), Marx and Engels even in
their very first works wrote as revolutionary democrats, defenders
of the interests of the mass of the working people. In creating their
philosophy Marx and Engels moved decisively away from the
positions of idealistic revolutionary democracy to positions of
materialism and communism. The driving force of this complex and
many-sided process was their fight for the interests of the working
people against the open and hidden supporters of feudal and
capitalist exploitation.

When he wrote his Doctoral thesis in 1841, Marx was still an
idealist. Yet he declared his philosophical credo to be militant
atheism, the essence of which, he believed, was to fight against all
earthly and heavenly gods, against all humiliation of the human
personality. In 1842, Marx became the editor of the progressive
Rheinische Zeitung, which under his leadership developed into a
revolutionary organ. In his articles for this paper he defended the
peasants oppressed by the landowners, and the wine-growers who
were being ruined by the tax policy of the Prussian state, advocated
freedom of the press, civil rights, and so on. It was this political
struggle that made Marx conscious of the class nature of the system
then existing in Germany. In 1842-1843, he began to move away
from idealism towards materialism, away from revolutionary
democracy towards communism. He decided that consistent athe-
ism was incompatible with idealism, which actually justified the
religious view of the world. The state, which he had previously
regarded as the embodiment of reason, was now seen to be a
political system which guarded interests of the property-owning
classes opposed to those of the toiling masses.

The formation of Engels’ philosophical beliefs took a similar
course. In 1841, Engels crossed swords with the idealist Schelling,
who had become a political reactionary, criticising him for preach-
ing mysticism, religion and submission to the feudal authorities. As
a counterblast to Schelling’s theories Engels proposed the revolu-
tionary interpretation of Hegelian philosophy. In doing so he noted
the contradiction between Hegel’s dialectical method, requiring that
reality should be regarded as a state of constant flux, and his
conservative system, which proclaimed the inevitability of the
culmination of world history at the stage of social development that
had already basically been reached in Western Europe. Engels spent
the years 1842 to 1844 in Britain, economically the most developed
country of those days, where he was able to witness the social
consequences of the development of capitalism and actually took
part in the Chartist movement; this visit did much to mould his


cg549115
Highlight

cg549115
Highlight

cg549115
Highlight


BIRTH OF MARXIST PHILOSOPHY AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 45

philosophical and socialist views.

While working independently of one another, Marx and Engels
arrived at what were basically interconnected socio-political and
philosophical views. Early in 1844, in Paris, the first issue of the
Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher appeared under the editorship of
Marx. It contained articles by both Marx and Engels. In his contrib-
ution Marx expounded the initial premises of dialectical materialism
and scientific communism. Arguing that the proletariat was histor-
ically destined to bring socialism to the whole world, Marx inferred:
“As philosophy finds its material weapons in the proletariat, so
the proletariat finds its spiritual weapons in philosophy.” 1 Similar
views were expressed by Engels in his articles on the economic and
political situation in Britain, and also in his criticism af bourgeois
political economy.’

The year 1844 marked the beginning of the great friendship
between Marx and Engels. Between 1844 and 1846 they collaborat-
ed in producing two major works, The Holy Family and The
German ldeology, in which they gave an all-round critical analysis
of idealist philosophy and worked out the fundamental proposi-
tions of dialectical and historical materialism. Their Poverty of
Philosophy and Manifesto of the Communist Party, published
respectively in 1847 and 1848, were later described by Lenin as the
first works of mature Marxism. Characterising the Manifesto, which
had as its slogan the famous words of Marx and Engels ‘Working
Men of All Countries, Unite!”, Lenin said that “with the clarity
and brilliance of genius, this work outlines a new world-conception,
consistent materialism, which also embraces the realm of social life;
dialectics, as the most comprehensive and profound doctrine of
development; the theory of the class struggle and of the world-
historic revolutionary role of the proletariat—the creator of a new,
communist society”.2

Thus the first essential step in answering the questions that the
philosophers of the past had posed but had been unable to answer,
was to find a correct point of departure for theoretical and political
activity. This point of departure was for Marx and Engels the
struggle against all and every kind of human exploitation, against
the economic and political foundations of social oppression and
inequality. Only from these positions of consistent revolutionary
repudiation of any enslavement of man was it possible to create a
~materialist dialectics, which in contrast to the bourgeois world

1 K. Marx, Contribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Law,
Vol. 3, p. 187.

2 V. l. Lenin, Karl Marx, Vol. 21, p. 48.
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outlook, perpetuating private property and the opposition between
the haves and have-nots, “...lets nothing impose upon it, and is in its
essence critical and revolutionary”.1 Only by taking as the point of
departure the position, needs and interests of the most impoverish-
ed and most revolutionary class was it possible to give a materialist
interpretation of history, an interpretation that revealed the deci-
sive role of the working masses and material production in the
history of mankind and scientifically proved the inevitability of
communism.

Some bourgeois philosophers present the dialectical materialism
of Marx and Engels as a combination of Hegel’s dialectical (but also
idealist) method and Feuerbach’ materialist (but also metaphys-
ical) theory. This is an obvious oversimplification and indicates a
failure to understand the essence of the revolution in philosophy
brought about by the founders of Marxism. It is impossible, in
principle, to combine idealism and materialism, the dialectical and
metaphysical ways of thinking; they are mutually exclusive. The
founders of Marxism dialectically remoulded the materialist theo-
ries of modem times, including Feuerbach’s philosophy. They also
remoulded materialistically Hegel’s dialectical method, which in its
idealist form was of no use for scientific investigation of natural and
social processes. This is what they called turning dialectics right side
up again, that is, giving it a real content drawn from the sciences
concerning nature and society.

It would be superficial to regard materialist dialectics only as a
method, and philosophical materialism only as a theory applying
that method for purposes of research. Materialist dialectics is not
only a method but also a theory, to be specific, a iheory of devel-
opment, of the most general laws of development of nature, society
and knowledge. Philosophical materialism is not only a theory but
also a materialist method, a definite approach to the investigation
of phenomena. In other words, Marxist method is materialist as well
as dialectical, and Marxist theory is dialectical as well as materialist.
This means that in Marxist philosophy materialism and dialectics
are not independent of one another but combine together to form
an integrated doctrine, because reality itself is at the same time
both material and dialectical.

Thus, the creation of the dialectical-materialist world outlook,
the conversion of materialism into dialectical materialism and the
disclosure of the internal dialectics of material processes and their
reflection in the process of cognition were all part of the revolution
in philosophy carried out by Marx and Engels.

1 K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 29.
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A vitally important aspect of this philosophical revolution was
the creation of historical materialism, that is, the extension of
materialism to the understanding of social life. Lenin wrote of
Marx’s teaching: “His historical materialism was a great achieve-
ment in scientific thinking. The chaos and arbitrariness that had
previously reigned in views on history and politics were replaced by
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—how
capitalism, for instance, grows out of feudalism.”1

The pre-Marxist materialists remained, as we have seen, idealists
in their views of society. This was due to their theoretical as well as
their class narrowness. Matter, the material, was understood simply
as any of various material substances. Quite naturally, therefore,
they were unable to perceive the specific material foundations of
social life—material production and material production relations.

But what the materialist conception of social life actually does is
to show how all the diverse forms of human life are in the long run
intrinsically connected with the development of social production.
The discovery and investigation of this connection, that is to say,
the elucidation of the role of labour in the history of mankind, is
the point of departure of historical materialism.

The pre-Marxist materialists, while admitting man’s dependence
on nature and society and maintaining that all phenomena of social
life formed an interconnected chain of cause and effect, usually
reached the conclusion that everything that had happened, was
happening, or would happen in the future, was inevitable and that
people could do nothing of their own will to change it. At the same
time, in opposing the religious fatalistic concept of the supernatural
predestination of all that happens in society and the life of the
individual, they rightly emphasised that people themselves are the
makers of their own history. But these metaphysical materialists
were unable to substantiate this proposition materialistically,
scientifically, and they resorted to subjective interpretation of
historical events, treating them as if they were brought about only
by the will of individuals, particularly by outstanding historical
personalities. The creation of historical materialism signified the
overcoming of both fatalistic and subjectivist views of history.

Another feature of the revolution wrought by Marx and Engels in
philosophy was their ending of the opposition between philo-
sophical knowledge and the specialised sciences, whose achievements

1V. I Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism,
Vol. 19, p. 25.
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philosophers had usually regarded as unimportant, an opposition
which to a greater or smaller extent had been characteristic of all
previous philosophy, particularly idealist philosophy. This was what
Marx and Engels meant when they spoke of the abolition of philos-
ophy in the old sense of the word, philosophy as the “science of
sciences”, avowedly independent of the historically limited know-
ledge available to the specialised sciences.

Marx and Engels showed that philosophy should be not the
“science of sciences”, looking down upon specific scientific re-
search, but a scientific world outlook based on this research,
generalising its data, and revealing the most general laws of the
development of nature, human life, and the process of cognition.

Not only did the founders of Marxism reject the idea that philo-
sophical knowledge was opposed to scientific knowledge; they also
rejected the claim to absolute, complete, immutable knowledge
requiring no further development that had characterised the met-
aphysical theories of the past. Philosophy, in becoming a scientific
world outlook, moves over completely to the positions of science,
which is always open to new conclusions, is constantly developing
and being enriched with new propositions, and repudiates all
obsolete assumptions.

The scientific philosophy of dialectical materialism makes wide
use of the methods of research adopted by science, including
hypotheses, postulates, the gathering and analysis of facts and the
study of probability of specific processes. This scientific concept of
the nature of philosophical knowledge, and consistent criticism of
the metaphysical concept of philosophical knowledge, which even
in Hegel’s dialectics was treated as absolute knowledge (self-cogni-
tion of the Absolute Idea), constitute one of the most important
aspects of the revolution in philosophy that was brought about
by Marxism. “Hitherto,” Marx observed sarcastically, “philosophers
have had the solution of all riddles lying in their writing-desks, and
the stupid, exoteric world had only to open its mouth for the roast
pigeons of absolute knowledge to fly into it.”1 By this he meant
that philosophy, inasmuch as it was regarded as “absolute know-
ledge”, or “absolute science” (the German “Wissenschaft”) was not
really a science at all. Scientific philosophy is not a revelation
proclaimed by a genius. Like any science, it is evolved by the joint
efforts of scientists, research workers. While rejecting in principle
the idea of a complete and finished philosophical system, the
philosophy of Marxism is at the same time a dialectical-materialist

1 K. Marx, Letters from the ifDeutsch-Franzdsische Jahrbiicher”, Vol. 3,
p. 142.
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system. This means that it is characterised by the fundamental
unity of its theses and, further, that it is in motion, in development,
on the road to new discoveries. It is constantly aware of and mind-
ful of its unsolved problems, and while criticising its ideological
opponents, also engages in self-criticism because it recognises that it
is limited by the framework not only of the philosophical but also
of the scientific knowledge, that has so far been attained. Like any
system of scientific knowledge the philosophy of Marxism regards
its scientific theses only as approximate reflections of reality, as a
unity of relative and absolute truth.

Marx and Engels put an end to the opposition between philos-
ophy and practical activity, particularly the activity expressed
in the proletariat’s movement for liberation. Philosophy, they
argued, does not exist in an abstract element of pure thought,
any more than such “pure” thought exists independent of reality;
from now on philosophy’s road to life lies in the revolutionary
practice of the proletariat, of all working masses. In the light of
this fundamentally new attitude to the tasks of philosophy we
see the significance of Marx’s famous statement: “The philosoph-
ers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to
change it.” 1

The bourgeois critics of Marxism draw from this thesis the
conclusion that Marx did not care whether or not philosophy
explained the world as long as it changed it. In fact, Marx’s state-
ment is aimed against the philosophy that usually predominates
in class-divided society, the kind of philosophy for which the
interpretation of what exists provides an excuse for saying
that it is inevitable and must be tolerated. From the Marx-
ist standpoint, however, scientific interpretation can and must
furnish the theoretical argument for changing reality. Conse-
quently philosophy’s task is not to give up trying to explain the
world, but to link this explanation with revolutionary practical
activity.

Revolutionary drive, a refusal to tolerate obsolete ideas and
practices, a direct open partisanship, a rigorously scientific ap-
proach, implacable hostility to dogmatism and its ossified formulas,
the bold stating of new problems and the creative development of
scientific theory in a way that is irreconcilable with revisionist
distortion—all these features of dialectical and historical materialism
(like Marxism as a whole) express the essence of the revolutionary
upheaval set in motion by Marxism.

1 K. Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, Vol. 5, p. 5.
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5. Development of Marxist
Philosophy by Lenin

When expounding and developing their theory, the founders of
Marxism often stressed that it was not a dogma but a guide to
action. Lenin had in mind this principle, which distinguishes Marx-
ism from all previous doctrines, when he said: “We do not regard
Marx’s theory as something completed and inviolable; on the
contrary, we are convinced that it has only laid the foundation
stone of the science which socialists must develop in all directions if
they wish to keep pace with life.”1

The contemporary stage of development of the whole theory of
Marxism, and particularly dialectical and historical materialism, is
linked with the name of Lenin and those who learned from him and
continued his work.

Engels wrote that philosophical materialism assumed, and should
assume, a new form with each new epoch-making discovery in
natural science, not to mention the radical socio-economic trans-
formations recorded in history, which played a key role in the
development of philosophy.

Marx and Engels evolved their theory in an epoch when the task
of revolutionary transition from capitalism to socialism was not as
yet an immediate practical possibility. Lenin developed Marxism in
new historical conditions, in the epoch of capitalism’s development
into its final, imperialist stage, the epoch that was to see the emer-
gence of the new, socialist society. The conditions of the time
demanded of Marxists that they should analyse the new phenomena
and adopt a new approach to the vital problems of the strategy and
tactics of the revolutionary struggle of the working class. Unless
this was done, the philosophy of Marxism would cease to be a
living theory, a method of cognition and revolutionary action
and congeal into a lifeless dogma, a one-sided theory devoid of
effective, transforming power. In a situation of intensifying econo-
mic, social, and political contradictions the enemies of Marxism
redoubled their attacks on its philosophical foundations. There
appeared a revisionist trend that tried to combine Marxism with
various bourgeois philosophical schools (neo-Kantianism, Mach-
ism, etc.).

Lenin set out to defend dialectical and historical materialism and,
in so doing, creatively and comprehensively developed it, raising it
to a new level, which should be defined as the Leninist stage in the
development of the philosophy ofMarxism.

1V. L. Lenin, Our Programme, Vol. 4, pp. 211-12.
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Lenin’s distinctive qualities as a theoretician are the revolution-
ary boldness with which he posed and solved the new theoretical
problems raised in the course of history, his determination to test
theoretical propositions in the fire of revolutionary practice, his
repudiation of obsolete propositions that do not stand this test, and
his hostility towards and intolerance of revisionism, of retreat from
the principles of Marxist theory.

Marx and Engels, who evolved their theory in the struggle against
the predominant idealist view of human history, of people,
of classes or parties, put the main emphasis on material produc-
tion, on economic relations as the determining factor. In the
age of the revolutionary assault on capitalism the first require-
ment was naturally to develop the views of Marx and Engels
on the role of social consciousness, ideas and ideology, the subjec-
tive factor in the development of society. This was also needed
because the bourgeois ideologists and opportunists in the work-
ing-class movement were interpreting Marxism in the spirit of
vulgar economism, which regarded the social process as some-
thing that occurred purely automatically, without the active parti-
cipation.

In one of his first works, What the “Friends of the People”Are
and How They Fight the Social-Democrats, Lenin criticised the
subjectivist interpretation of social phenomena by the Narodniks,
who regarded the activity of “critically thinking” individuals as
the dominant force in the historical process. He showed that what
Marxism had to say on social-economic formations, on the super-
session of one mode of production by another as the basis of the
historical process, did not rule out recognition of the decisive role
of the masses, of classes, in history; rather it allowed us to find
out under what conditions the activity of the outstanding histor-
ical personality carrying out its aims and purposes would be suc-
cessful.

In his work, The Economic Content of Narodism and the Critic-
ism of It in Mr. Struve's Book, Lenin showed that Marxist philos-
ophy, which reveals the objective laws of social development, has
nothing in common with bourgeois objectivism, which ignores the
role of the conscious political activity of classes and parties. “...0On
the one hand, the materialist is more consistent than the objectivist,
and gives profounder and fuller effect to his objectivism. He does
not limit himself to speaking of the necessity of a process, but
ascertains exactly what social-economic formation gives the process
its content, exactly what class determines this necessity... On the
other hand, materialism includes partisanship, so to speak, and
enjoins the direct and open adoption of the standpoint of a definite
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social group in any assessment of events.”1

Lenin paid much attention to criticism of the theory of sponta-
neity in the working-class movement. In his book What Is to Be
Done? and other works he offered scientific arguments to show the
importance of the revolutionary theory, the socialist consciousness
which the Marxist party brought to the spontaneous working-class
movement. “Without revolutionary theory there can be no revolu-
tionary movement.”2 This conclusion of Lenin’s had not only
direct political but also general sociological significance, because it
emphasised the dependence of fundamental social change on the
activity of classes, armed with progressive ideas. Lenin’s thesis is
naturally of great importance to the working-class movement in the
developed capitalist countries where reformist, trade-unionist
ideology holds dominant positions in the movement.

In his philosophical work, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism,
Lenin gave a profound analysis of the revolution in natural science,
particularly in physics at the turn of the century, a revolution
initiated by the discovery of radioactivity, electrons, and the
complex structure of atoms, which had previously been considered
the ultimate, indivisible “bricks of the Universe”. This revolution
had substantially changed scientific notions of matter, motion,
space, time, etc. The new scientific discoveries had clashed with the
old concepts, which had seemed indisputable and had reigned
unchallenged in science for centuries. From this fact many scientists
had drawn the conclusion that the objects with which the old
traditional concepts were connected (the atom as a material forma-
tion, the space-time qualities-of things, etc.), had no real existence
and were merely specifically human, subjective means of systematis-
ing and co-ordinating sense perceptions. Not only the cognitive
value of scientific theories, but also man’s ability to perceive the
world were called in question.

Criticising there idealist conclusions drawn from the latest
discoveries of physics, Lenin developed the dialectical-materialist
understanding of matter and showed that its physical, chemical and
other properties discovered by the sciences were specific character-
istics of objective reality, which existed independently of con-
sciousness. The concept of objective reality as an epistemological
definition of matter cannot be reduced to its physical and other
properties, cannot become obsolete, whatever changes may occur in
our knowledge of the properties of matter, that is to say, of reality

1V. L Lenin, The Economic Content of Narodism and the Criticism of It
in Mr. Struves Book, Vol. I,p.401.
2 V. I. Lenin, What Is to Be Done?, Vol. 5, p. 369.
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independent of the consciousness. In other words, the discovery of
new properties of matter, of hitherto unknown material structures
or phenomena, presupposes their existence outside and independent
of consciousness, of cognition, their distinctness from the spiritual,
the non-material, the subjective.

Having drawn these general conclusions from the latest scientific
discoveries, Lenin went on to develop the dialectical-materialist
theory of knowledge. He showed that the modification of establish-
ed scientific notions under the influence of new discoveries did not
deprive these notions of all objective truth, but rather attested to
the complex and contradictory character of the cognitive process,
the relativity of our knowledge.

Lenin’s Philosophical Notebooks, which form a continuation and
further elaboration of the basic theses set forth in his Materialism
and Empirio:Criticism, are of tremendous significance for the devel-
opment of Marxist philosophy. In the latter book Lenin concen-
trates on the basic problems of philosophical materialism, while in
the Philosophical Notebooks he gives us some splendid examples of
how to elaborate the laws and categories of materialist dialectics.
The principle which Lenin formulated of the unity of dialectics,
logic and the theory of knowledge in Marxist philosophy, his
analysis of the basic elements of dialectics, his explanation of the
epistemological roots of idealism and the contradictory character of
the reflection of reality in scientific abstractions, his programme for
the further development of the theory of knowledge of dialectical
materialism—all this is an invaluable contribution to Marxist philos-
ophy.

In his article “On the Significance of Militant Materialism”,
which may be regarded as his philosophical testament, Lenin gives
grounds for building up an alliance between Marxist philosophers
and natural scientists designed to further the creative development
of dialectical materialism and improve the methodology of natural
science. With this in mind he points out the need for the critical and
creative assimilation of the progressive materialist and dialectical
traditions of the past, particularly the atheistic theories of the
French materialists of the 18th century and Hegel’s dialectics.

Not only did Lenin vindicate dialectical and historical material-
ism in the struggle with its opponents, not only did he develop
Marxist philosophy in all its aspects, he also applied it in analysing
the new epoch—the epoch of imperialism, of imperialist wars and
socialist revolutions, and the building of the new society; he thus
answered the questions posed by the development of capitalism and
by the world revolutionary movement.

Lenin’s book, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, and



64 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF MARXIST-LENINIST PHILOSOPHY

the works connected with it (on the First World War, the collapse
of the Second International, on the question of nationalities,
on the prospects of socialist revolution and the new alignment of
class forces) contain a searching dialectical analysis of the new
epoch and reveal the laws and tendencies of development of mono-
poly capitalism. On this basis Lenin draws a conclusion that is of
the greatest importance for the revolutionary working-class move-
ment and for the work of the Communist Party, the conclusion that
a socialist revolution may be first victorious in some countries, or
even in one country taken separately. Lenin’s writings on the laws
of development of the new socialist society, the relationship in this
process of politics and economics, the special role of the Soviet
socialist state, of socialist consciousness, of political and ideological
guidance by the Communist Party, and of the communist education
of the working people, are all outstanding contributions'to Marxist
theory.

In revisionist circles today attempts are made to belittle Lenin’s
role in the development of Marxism, and particularly Marxist
philosophy. The revisionists speak of the need to abolish the
“monopoly of Lenin and Leninism” in the interpretation of Marx-
ism, ignoring the fact that Leninism is not an interpretation but a
development of Marxism, that without Leninism the theory of
Marx and Engels cannot correspond to contemporary historical
conditions, which naturally could not have been reflected in the
works of the founders of Marxism. In proclaiming the slogan “Back
to Marx” the revisionists virtually repudiate the new element that
was added to the treasury of Marxism by Lenin, his associates and
followers.

The revisionists’ claim that Leninism is a purely Russian phen-
omenon demonstrates their obvious failure to understand the
historical process of the development of Marxism. In fact, however,
Leninism was a generalisation of the experience and practical
struggle of the working people of all countries. Lenin wrote that
Russia had learned Marxism through suffering in tremendous
battles, and through comparing its experience of the revolutionary
movement with the experience of the revolutionary movement of
other countries. Leninism is therefore not one of the possible
“interpretations” of Marxism, but the only true and consistent
development of revolutionary Marxism applicable to the epoch of
imperialism and socialist revolutions, the epoch of the transition
from capitalism to socialism.

The deep-going revolutionary process in which capitalism is
superseded by socialism, the appearance on the historical scene of
broad masses of the people as the true creators of history* the
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emergence of a new socio-economic formation, a new society, with
its inherent laws of development—all this was the most radical test
of Marxist-Leninist theory and at the same time stimulated broad
theoretical generalisations which enriched this theory and raised it
to a new level. “A Marxist-Leninist party,” the 26th Congress of the
CPSU noted, “cannot fulfil its role if it does not give due attention
to putting into proper perspective all that is taking place, to general-
ising new phenomena, to creatively developing Marxist-Leninist
theoryzZ’l

Concerning the results of the Conference of CC Secretaries of the
Communist and Workers’ Parties on international and ideological
questions (November 3-4, 1981), Leonid Brezhnev stressed that it
was important for the fraternal parties to work together on the
problems of theory and ideology. The conference noted the need
for more fundamental mutual study, creative use and popularisation
of the experience and achievements of the countries where social-
ism exists as a reality with a view to developing and strengthening
all-round cooperation between them. Another reason for pooling
efforts to develop Marxist-Leninist theory is to ensure successful
diplomatic activity by the fraternal countries and make their pro-
paganda more effective.

The urge to tackle fundamental problems creatively on ajoint
basis springs from objective causes.

A social picture of the modem world in all its complexity and
with all its contradictory elements cannot be built up without
studying the creative contribution to Marxism-Leninism made by
the Marxist-Leninist parties of the developed capitalist countries,
particularly such citadels of imperialism as the United States and
Britain, where the forces of peace, democracy and socialism are
directly confronted by the most powerful, organised, experienced
and reactionary adversary, where the latest trends in the develop-
ment of imperialism and the capitalist system as a whole and the
anti-imperialist struggle are formed, and where a search is being
made for ways of ensuring peace, democracy and socialism con-
sonant wdth the specific national features of these countries.

The creative development of theory should be understood as
consistent development and enrichment of all its components—
philosophy, political economy and scientific communism.

As in any science there are in dialectical and historical material-
ism quite a number of propositions that need to be further develop-

1 Documents and Resolutions. The 26th Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union. Novosti Press Agency Publishing House, Moscow,
1981,p. 100.



56 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF MARXIST-LENINIST PHILOSOPHY

ed, made more concrete, verified in the light of the latest scientific
information; fresh problems arise, particularly in the theory of
knowledge and in the social field.

In present-day conditions it is particularly important to go
further into the problems of materialist dialectics and to analyse the
dialectics of the contemporary stage in world history, without
which there can be no deep-going philosophical comprehension of
the major social conflicts of the period, particularly to study the
logic and mechanism of coexistence, the interconnection and
struggle between its two opposing trends—towards universal peace
or towards nuclear disaster. There will have to be deeper investiga-
tion of the specific operation of the general patterns of develop-
ment of socio-economic formations at the contemporary stage, the
interaction of the basis and superstructure, and other problems of
historical materialism.

The vigorous advance of science, the current scientific and
technological revolution, particularly the discoveries in quantum
mechanics, nuclear physics, cybernetics, molecular biology, and so
on, demand both rethinking, further development and concretising
of the traditional philosophical problems and categories as well as
the elaboration of new ones. Without further development of the
philosophy of Marxism-Leninism, without perfecting and enriching
its categories it is impossible to understand in any depth the new
phenomena arising in society, to understand the specific nature of
the present age.

The building of communist society gives increasing prominence
to the problems of the all-round development of the individual, to
questions of the dialectics of the individual and the social, the social
and the anthropological. The problem of man, which in the period
of struggle for the victory of socialism meant liberating man from
exploitation, acquires in the conditions of a victorious socialist
society that is building communism new implications connected
with the development of human personality, the widening of the
freedom and responsibility of the citizen of socialist society, his
ideological convictions, and so on.

Thus we see that the problems of dialectical and historical mate-
rialism are constantly being renewed. The old, traditional questions
acquire new aspects that demand specialised research. Questions that
have been solved in relation to the level of knowledge that existed
in the past, reappear as problems requiring fresh investigation.

Marxist-Leninist philosophy does not rest on its laurels; in alliance
with the natural and social sciences, in close connection with the
historical experience* and practice of communist construction, it
moves forward, to new scientific problems and new solutions.
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Chapter Il

MATTER AND THE BASIC FORMS OF
ITS EXISTENCE

One result of the historical development of science and social
historical practice has been to prove the materiality of the universe,
its uncreatability and indestructibility, its eternal existence in time
and infinity in space, its inexhaustible self-development, which
necessarily leads, at certain stages, to the emergence of life and of
sentient beings. Through them matter becomes capable of knowing
the laws of its own existence and development. What then, are the
basic properties of matter, the forms of its existence? What general
laws of development may it be said to possess? We shall now
attempt a systematic expositon of the contemporary answers to
these questions.

1. The Philosophical Understanding of Matter

In the world around us we observe countless numbers of diverse
objects and phenomena. Have they anything in common? What is
their nature? On what are they based? The various attempts to
answer these questions led historically to the concept of the sub-
stance of all things. Substance was understood as the universal
primary foundation of all things, their final essence. While objects
and phenomena might appear and disappear, substance could
neither be created nor destroyed, it merely changed the form of its
existence, moving from one state to another. It was the cause of
itself and the basis of all change, the most fundamental and stable
layer of reality. The adoption by substance of a certain form
signified the emergence of something with a quality corresponding
to that form.

The very shaping of philosophy as a form of social consciousness
is related to the appearance of the idea of substance and the unity
of the world around us, the law-governed interconnection of the
phenomena of reality.

In their materialist theories the philosophers of the Milesian
school in ancient Greece elevated concrete forms of reality to the
rank of substance. For Phales substance was water, for Anaximenes
air, for others it was earth, and these substances were thought to be
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capable of turning into one another. In the philosophy of Heraclitus
substance was fire, which formed the sun, stars and all other bodies,
and determined the eternal changing of the world. For Anaxim-
ander substance was an infinite and indefinite material which he
called apeiron, eternal in time, inexhaustible in structure and
constantly changing the forms of its existence.

None of these notions, however, gave expression to the idea of
universality and conservation of substance in a consistent and
non-contradictory form. Not one of the four substantial “first
principles” possessed the required universality and stability, and the
idea of apeiron was too vague and allowed of too many interpreta-
tions. The atomic theory of substance proposed by Leucippus and
Democritus (5th century B.C.) and subsequently developed by
Epicurus (3rd centuiy B.C.) and Lucretius (1st century B.C.) was
free of these defects. This theory allowed the existence of primary
elementary particles called atoms, which could neither be created
nor destroyed, were in constant motion, and differed from one
another in weight, form and disposition in bodies. It was thought
that the differences in the qualities of various bodies were deter-
mined by differences in the number of atoms composing them, by
differences in their shape, mutual disposition and velocity. The
number of atoms in the universe was infinite, their vortices formed
stars like the sun, and also planets, and certain favourable combina-
tions of atoms resulted in the emergence of living beings and man
himself.

Atomic theory was the first to propose in a concrete and definite
form the principle of the conservation of matter as the principle of
the indestructibility of atoms. It was this concreteness and definite-
ness in expressing the idea of conservation of material substance
that was to give atoms a place in all subsequent materialist theories.
From the idea of the conservation and absoluteness of matter there
necessarily followed the thesis that the universe was eternal and
infinite, that matter was primary in relation to mind, to human
consciousness, and that all phenomena were in some way dependent
on laws. Belief in the materiality of the universe and the obedience
of all phenomena to certain laws of nature gave the supporters of
atomic materialism confidence in the boundless potentialities of
man’s reason, in his ability to find consistent explanations for all
phenomena.

In the philosophy and natural science of modem times atomic
theory was further elaborated in the works of Newton, Gassendi,
Boyle, Lomonosov, Hobbes, Holbach, Diderot and other thinkers.
It provided the basis for explanations of the nature of heat, diffu-
sion, conductivity, and many chemical phenomena. It contributed
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to the corpuscular theory of light. But while science was still unde-
veloped, there were very many phenomena that atomic theory was
unable to explain; nor could it deduce from the assumed properties
and laws of motion of atoms the specific features of living organ-
isms, the functions of the human organism and a multitude of other
phenomena of nature and society. It must be admitted that even in
contemporary science the majority of known phenomena still have
no causal and structural explanations. In contrast to atomic theory
there appeared various idealist theories that elevated divine will,
universal reason, absolute spirit and so on to the rank of the
universal substance. These theories separated the mental attributes
of the human brain from the brain itself and set them up as the
Absolute, as Universal Reason, creating matter, space and time. But
this idealist and the closely related religious understanding of
substance made no progress in solving the question of the essence of
the universe because they merely substituted one unknown for
another, even more mysterious unknown, such as the divine Uni-
versal Reason or Absolute Spirit, which were supernatural and
beyond human perception. Neither idealism nor religion ever
provided a natural, rational explanation of the universe; they
merely created the illusion of such an explanation. On the other
hand, the materialist philosophers always set out to explain
phenomena by natural causes and see them as a result of the opera-
tion of objective laws of the motion of matter. Materialism means
understanding nature and the world as they are, without supernat-
ural additions, that is to say, with the greatest degree of objectivity
and authenticity possible at the time.

The soundness of this approach to explaining the world has been
confirmed by the development of science, which has consistently
overthrown all religious and idealist notions of the universe. The
landmarks on this road were the discovery of the structure of the solar
system and the Galaxy, the discovery by methods of spectral analysis
of the chemical composition of the sun and other stars, the establish-
ing of general laws of motion of various cosmic bodies, the geolog-
ical history of the earth, and the laws of development of flora and
fauna. It was the discovery of the law of the conservation of energy,
of the unitary cellular structure of all living organisms, and Darwin’s
theory of the evolution of biological species that provided the
foundation on which Marx and Engels built dialectical materialism.

As science advanced, the limitations of the metaphysical method
of thought that dominated the minds of many scientists became
increasingly apparent. The mechanistic picture of the universe that
had prevailed in the natural science of the 17th-19th centuries had
absolutised the known mechanical laws of motion, the physical
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properties and states of matter. They were applied both to the
microcosm and to all the conceivable space-time scales of the
universe. The unity of the world was understood as homogeneity
and uniformity of structure, as endless repetition of the same
stars, planets and other known forms of matter, obeying eternal and
immutable laws of motion. It seemed that absolute truth was not
far away, that the fundamental laws of the universe had been
revealed and only technical difficulties prevented scientists from
deducing the properties of various chemical compounds and even
living organisms from the dynamic laws of the motion of atoms.
Pierre Laplace, an outstanding scientist of the 19th century, wrote:

“A mind that for one given instant could know all the forces by
which nature is animated and the respective positions of the beings
that compose it, if, in addition, it were broad enough to submit
these data to analysis, would encompass in one and the same
formula the movements of the greatest bodies in the universe and
those of the lightest atoms; nothing would remain uncertain for it
and both the future and the past would present themselves to its
vision.”1

But nature turned out to be far more complex than many physi-
cists and philosophers had thought. In the second half of the 19th
century research by Faraday and Maxwell established the laws of
change of qualitatively new form of matter—the electromagnetic
field. And these laws proved to be incompatible with those of
classical mechanics.

The turn of the century saw a new series of discoveries: radioac-
tivity, complex chemical atoms, electrons, the dependence of mass
on velocity, and quantum mechanics. It was established that some
laws of mechanics did not apply to the structure of atoms or the
motion of electrons, and the space-time properties of bodies were
shown to be dependent on their velocity. The mechanical picture of
the universe and the metaphysical understanding of matter were
thrown into a state of crisis. But the idealists, and particularly the
exponents of empirio-criticism, saw this as a crisis of all physics and
even as the collapse of materialism as a whole, which they indentifi-
ed with the mechanical view of nature. The radioactive disintegra-
tion of atoms was interpreted as the “disappearance” of matter, the
conversion of matter into energy.

These views were effectively criticised by Lenin in his book
Materialism and Empirio-Criticism. Basing himself on the works of
Marx and Engels, Lenin showed that the new scientific discoveries

1 Laplace, Essai philosophique sur les probability, Bruxelles, Societe
Beige de Librairie, Hauman et Compe, 1840, pp. 3-4.
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indicated that only dialectical materialism could provide a proper
philosophical foundation and methodology for modem science.
“The destructibility of the atom, its inexhaustibility, the mutability
of all forms of matter and of its motion, have always been the
stronghold of dialectical materialism.” 1

Working on the basis of scientific data on the structural heter-
ogeneity and inexhaustibility of matter, Lenin formulated a gen-
eralised philosophical concept: “Matter is a philosophical category
denoting the objective reality which is given to man by his sensa-
tions, and which is copied, photographed and reflected by our
sensations, while existing independently of them.”2

This definition of matter is organically connected with the
materialist answer to the basic problem of philosophy. It indicates
the objective source of our knowledge as matter, and not that
matter is unknowable. At the same time, unlike previous philo-
sophical systems, dialectical materialism does not reduce matter
merely to certain of its forms, to particles of substance, sensuously
perceptible bodies, and so on. Matter embraces the whole infinite
diversity of the objects and systems of nature, which exist and
move in space and time and possess an inexhaustible variety of
properties. Our sense organs can perceive only an insignificant part
of these actually existing forms of matter, but thanks to the con-
struction of increasingly powerful instruments and measuring
apparatus people are constantly extending the frontiers of the
known world.

Lenin’s definition of matter takes in not only the objects that are
known to contemporary science, but even those that may be
discovered in the future; hence its great methodological importance.
For any material formation to exist it must have objective reality in
relation to other bodies, be objectively connected and interacting
with them, be an element in the general process of change and
development of matter.

The concept of matter as objective reality characterises matter
together with all its properties, forms of motion, laws of existence,
and so on. But this does not mean that every arbitrarily selected
fragment of objective reality must be matter. It may also be a
concrete property of matter, a certain law or form of its motion,
inseparable from matter and yet not identical to it. In the structure
of objective reality we must distinguish concrete material objects
and systems (forms of matter), the properties of these material
systems (general and particular), the forms of their interaction and

1V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, p. 281.
2 lbid., p.130.
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motion, and laws of existence possessing varying degrees of univer-
sality. Thus, motion, space, time, the laws of nature possess objec-
tive reality, and yet they cannot be regarded as matter. Matter
exists in the form of an infinite diversity of concrete objects and
systems, each of which possesses motion, structure, connections,
interactions, space-time and many other general and particular
properties. Matter does not exist outside concrete objects and
systems, and in this sense there is no “matter as such” understood
as a primary and structureless substance. In dialectical materialism
the concept of substance has undergone radical changes in compar-
ison with the ways it was understood in previous philosophy.
Dialectical materialism recognises the substantiality of matter, but
only in the sense that matter (and not consciousness, not absolute
spirit, not divine reason, etc.) is the one universal basis, the substra-
tum for the various properties, connections, forms of motion and
laws. But there are no grounds for allowing the existence of any
primary structureless substance within matter itself, as the deepest
and most fundamental layer of reality. Every form of matter
(including micro-objects) possesses a complex structure, a variety of
internal and external connections, and the ability to change into
other forms.

Lenin wrote: “The ‘essence’ of things, or ‘substance’ is also
relative; it expresses only the degree of profundity of man’s know-
ledge of objects; and while yesterday the profundity of this know-
ledge did not go beyond the atom, and today does not go beyond
the electron and ether, dialectical materialism insists on the tem-
porary, relative, approximate character of all these milestones in the
knowledge of nature gained by the progressing science of man. The
electron is as inexhaustible as the atom, nature is infinite....”1

A scientific theory7can be only an open-ended system of know-
ledge with unlimited prospects of development.

Objects or things are sometimes regarded as the sum of their
various properties. Matter may also be regarded in the same way,
but it must not be reduced merely to its properties. The latter never
exist by themselves, without a material substratum; they are always
inherent in certain definite objects.

Matter always has a certain organisation; it exists in the form of
specific material systems. A system is an internally (or externally)
ordered plurality of interconnected (or interacting) elements.
The connection between the elements of a system is always more
powerful, stable and intrinsically necessary than the connection
between any of its elements and the environment, and the elements

| 1bid.,p. 262.
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of other systems. The internal orderedness of a system is expressed
in the set of laws governing the connections and interactions
between its elements. Each law expresses a certain order or type of
connection. The structure of a system is the sum of the internal
connections between its elements, and also the laws of these con-
nections. Structure is an indispensable element of all existing sys-
tems.

The concepts of system and dement are correlative. Any system
may be an element of an even larger system. Similarly an element
may be a system if we are concerned with its structure, with deeper
structural levels of matter. But this correlativity of concepts does
not mean that systems have been invented by man merely as a
convenient means of classifying phenomena. Systems exist objec-
tively, as ordered integral formations.

The range of present-day knowledge of matter extends from
10*15cm (the core of the nucleon) to 1028cm (approximately
13,000 million light years). All matter within these limits, i.e., all
known matter, possesses a structural organisation. Tentatively one
may identify the following basic types of material systems and the
corresponding structural levels of matter.

In inanimate nature, elementary particles (including anti-particl-
es) and fields, atomic nuclei, atoms, molecules, aggregates of
molecules, macroscopic bodies, geological formations, the earth and
other planets, the sun and other stars, local groups of stars, the
Galaxy, systems of galaxies, and the Metagalaxy, which is only one
of the systems of the infinite universe.

In animate nature, biosystems, intraorganic and superorganic.
The former include the DNA and RNA molecules, as vehicles of
heredity, complexes of protein molecules, cells (consisting of
subsystems), tissues, organs, functional systems (neural, blood
circulation, digestive, gas exchange, etc.) and the organism as a
whole. Superorganic systems include families of organisms, coloni-
es, and various populations—species, biological communities,
geographical landscapes, and the whole biosphere.

In society, the types of intersecting systems are also numerous:
man, the family, various groups (production staffs, teaching bodies,
research teams, sports teams, etc.), communities, associations
and organisations, parties, classes, states, systems of states, and
society as a whole.

This is a very general and far from complete classification be-
cause at every structural level large numbers of additional inter-
penetrating systems based on various forms of connections and
interconnections of their elements may be identified.

The factors determining the integrity of systems are constantly

3 —1187
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becoming more complex as matter ascends in its development. In
inanimate nature the integrity of systems is determined by the
nuclear (in atomic nuclei), electromagnetic and gravitational forces
of their connections. A system may be accounted integral if the
energy of the interaction between its elements exceeds the total
kinetic energy of these elements plus the energy of external in-
fluences tending to destroy the system. Otherwise the system either
does not come about or disintegrates.

In animate nature, integrity is determined not only by these
factors, but also by mformation processes of connection and
control, self-regulation and reproduction at various structural levels.

The integrity of social systems is determined by numerous social
connections and relations (economic, political, social-class, national,
ethnic, cultural, family, etc.).

The most accurate and detailed classification of the basic forms of
matter is that based on types of material systems and the correspond-
ing levels of matter. There is also a widespread classification of forms
of matter according to fundamental physical properties. This classi-
fication begins with substance, comprising all particles, macroscopic
bodies and other systems possessing finite rest mass. Then comes
objectively existing anti-substance, comprising anti-particles (anti-
protons, positrons, anti-neutrons, etc.) and sometimes incorrectly
called anti-matter. Atoms and molecules made up of anti-particles
may in the absence of ordinary forms of substance be stable and
form macroscopic bodies and even cosmic systems (“anti-worlds”).
In these bodies the laws of motion and development of matter
would be the same as those that pertain in the world around us.

In addition there are what may be termed insubstantial forms of
matter—electromagnetic and gravitational fields, and also neutrinos
and anti-neutrinos of various types, none of which possess finite
rest mass.

Field and substance should not be opposed to each other because
fields exist in the structure of all substantial systems and help to
hold them together.

The dialectical-materialist theory of matter and the forms of its
existence provides a methodological foundation for scientific
research, for the elaboration of an integral scientific world view and
the interpretation of scientific discoveries consistent with reality. It
is constantly extending its vision and insight with the advance of
scientific knowlege, which seeks an ever fuller and deeper reflection
of the laws of the existence of matter.
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As we get to know the world around us, we see that there is
nothing in it that is absolutely stationary and immutable; every-
thing is in motion and passing from one form into another. Elemen-
tary particles, atoms and molecules move within all material objects,
every object interacts with its environment, and this interaction is
bound to involve motion of some kind or another.

Any body, even abody that is stationary in relation to the earth,
moves together with it around the sun, and together with the sun in
relation to the other stars of the Galaxy, wliich in turn moves in
relation to other stellar systems, and so on. Nowhere is there
absolute equilibrium, rest and immobility; all rest and equilibrium
are relative, are actually a state of motion. The stability of abody’s
structure and external form depends on the interaction of the
micro-particles composing it, and all interaction taking place in
space and time is motion; conversely, all motion includes the
interaction of the various elements of matter.

Taken in its most general form, motion means the same thing as
change, as any transition from one state to another. Motion is the
universal attribute, the mode of existence of matter. Nowhere
in the world can there be matter without motion, just as there can
be no motion without matter.

This important proposition may be proved by the rule of contra-
ries. Let us suppose the existence of a certain form of matter
possessing no motion whatever, internal or external. Since interac-
tion involves motion, this hypothetical matter could have no
internal or external connections or interactions. But in that case it
would also be structureless and devoid of any elements because
without interacting the latter could not unite with each other and
produce this form of matter. Nothing could arise out of this hypo-
thetical matter because it would have no connections or interac-
tions. It would be totally unable to reveal its existence in relation to
any other bodies because it would have no power to influence
them. It would possess no properties because every property is the
result of internal and external connections and interactions and is
also revealed in interactions. And finally, it would in principle be
unknowable to us since all cognition of external objects can take
place only through their influence on our sense organs and scientific
instruments. We should have no reason to suppose the existence of
such matter because no information from it would ever reach us.
If we add up all these “non-features” we get a pure nothing, a
fiction that has absolutely no correspondence with reality. Conse-
quently, if any possible objects of the external world possess certain

3*
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properties or structure, reveal their existence in relation to other
bodies and may in principle be cognised, all this is the result of their
intrinsic motion and interaction with the environment.

Since it is inseparably bound up with motion and possesses
intrinsic activity, matter does not need any external, divine “first
push” to set it in motion (the metaphysical conception of a “first
push” was at one time maintained by certain metaphysical philos-
ophers, who regarded matter as an inert mass).

Matter is the substratum of all change; there is no such thing as
motion divorced from matter, just as there is no energy without
matter. The possibility of the existence of motion without a
substratum, the convertion of matter into energy was allowed by
the advocates of energism (particularly the German scientist Wil-
helm Ostwald, whose views were criticised by Lenin in Materialism
and Empirio-Criticism). These philosophers identified mass with
matter, then, mass with energy, and eventually drew the conclusion
that matter and energy were the same thing.

The spirit of energism persists in the reasoning of some contem-
porary scientists, who on the basis of the formula E=mc2 (when E
is energy, m mass, and c the velocity of light) infer the equivalence
of matter and energy. The conversion of particles and anti-particles
(when interacting) into photons is regarded as the destruction
(“annihilation”) of matter and its conversion into “pure energy”.
In reality, however, photons, or quanta of an electro-magnetic field,
are a particular form of matter in motion. Matter is not destroyed
but passes from one form to another in a process strictly conform-
ing to the laws of the conservation of mass, energy, electrical
charge, impulse, moment of impulse and some other properties of
micro-particles.

Energy in general cannot exist separately from matter and is
always one of the most important properties of matter. Energy is a
guantitative measure of motion expressing the internal activity of
matter, the ability of material systems to perform certain work or
bring about changes in the external environment on the basis of
internal structural changes. In this case from a bound state (corre-
sponding to rest mass) energy passes into active forms, for example,
the energy of irradiation.

Nature confronts us with innumerable qualitatively differing
systems, each of which possesses its own, specific kind of motion.
Only a small number of these motions, which may be subdivided
into a series of basic forms of motion, are known to present-day
science. These are the modes of existence and functioning of
material systems at the corresponding structural levels. The basic
forms of motion include sets of processes that obey general laws
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(varying for the various forms of motion).

The classification of the basic forms of motion owes much to
Engels; who in his Dialectics of Nature spoke of the existence of the
following forms of motion: mechanical (change of place in space);
physical (electromagnetism, gravitation, heat, sound, change in the
aggregate states of substances, etc.); chemical (conversion of the
atoms and molecules of substances); biological (metabolism in living
organisms); and social (social change, and also thought processes).
This classification retains its significance even today. It proceeds
from the principle of the historical development of matter and the
principle that higher forms of motion cannot be qualitatively
reduced to lower forms.

In the last hundred years science has discovered a great number
of new phenomena in the microcosm and the macrocosm: the
motion and mutations of elementary particles, processes in atomic
nuclei, in stars, in supersolid states of matter, expansion of the
Metagalaxy, and so on.

Of the basic forms of motion today we must first mention those
that are to be found at all known structural levels of matter and in
all spatial scales. They fall into three groups: (1) spatial displace-
ment, the mechanical motion of the atoms, molecules, macroscopic
and cosmic bodies; dissemination of electromagnetic and gravita-
tional waves (non-trajectory); motion of elementary particles; (2)
electromagnetic interaction, and (3) gravitational interaction.

Then come the forms of motion that appear only at certain
structural levels in inanimate nature, in animate nature, and in
society. In inanimate nature these are primarily the interactions and
mutations of elementary particles and atomic nuclei. The various
kinds of nuclear energy are a particular manifestation of this form
of motion. As a result of the redistribution of connections between
atoms and molecules and changes in the structure of molecules,
some substances turn into others. This process is the chemical form
of motion.

We must also mention the forms of motion of macroscopic
bodies: heat, processes of crystallisation, changes in aggregate
states, structural changes in solids, fluids, gases and plasma. The
geological form of motion comprises a complex of physico-chemical
processes connected with the formation of various minerals, ores,
and other substances in conditions of high temperature and pres-
sure. In the stars there appear such forms of motion as self-support-
ing thermo-nuclear reactions and formation of chemical elements
(particularly during explosions of new and supernew stars). With
cosmic bodies of great mass and density such processes as grav-
itational collapse and conversion to supersolid states may take



70 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF MARXIST-LENINIST PHILOSOPHY

place. This happens when a body's gravitational field becomes so
powerful as to prevent all panicles of matter and electro-magnetic
radiation from escaping (the so-called “black holes™). On the scale
of the macrocosm we are witnessing a grandiose expansion of the
Metagalaxy, which appears to be a stage in the form of motion of
this gigantic material system. Each structural level of matter has its
own forms of motion and functioning of the corresponding material
systems.

The forms of motion in animate nature comprise processes
occurring both within living organisms and in superorganic systems.
Life is the mode of existence of protein bodies and nucleic acids
which consists in metabolism, in the constant exchange of sub-
stances between the organism and the environment, the processes of
reflection and self-regulation, and the reproduction of organisms.

All living organisms are open systems. Constantly exchanging
substance and energy with the environment, the living organism
recreates its structure and functions, and keeps them relatively
stable. This metabolism leads to the constant self-renewal of the
cellular composition of tissues.

Life is a system of forms of motion and comprises processes of
interaction, change and development in superorganic biological
systems—colonies of organisms, species, bioceonoses, biogeoceonos-
es, and the whole biosphere.

The highest stage in the development of matter on earth is
human society with its inherent social forms of motion. These
forms constantly become more complex as society advances. They
comprise various manifestations of people’s purposeful activity, all
social changes and forms of interaction between various social
systems—from man to the state and society as a whole. A manifes-
tation of the social forms of motion may be seen also in the process-
es of reflection of reality in thought, which are based on synthesis
of all the physico-chemical and biological forms of motion in the
human brain.

All forms of the motion of matter are closely interconnected.
This interconnection reveals itself primarily in the historical devel-
opment of matter and in the emergence of higher forms of motion
on the basis of the relatively lower. The higher forms of motion
synthesise these lower forms. Thus the human organism functions
on the basis of the interaction of the closely related physico-
chemical and biological forms of motion, while at the same time
human beings are individuals, vehicles of social forms of motion.

In studying the interrelations of the forms of motion it is im-
portant to avoid separating the higher from the lower forms or
mechanically reducing the one to the other. If one separates them
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there is no possibility of explaining the origin and structural pecu-
liarities of the higher forms. On the other hand, ignoring the specific
qualities of the higher forms of motion and crudely reducing them
to lower forms leads to mechanicism and oversimplification.

Knowledge of the relationships between the forms of motion
provides an important clue to the material unity of the world, the
specific features of the historical development of matter. Studying
matter is largely a question of studying the forms of its motion and
if we could know all about motion we should also know about
matter in all its manifestations. But this process is infinite.

Discovery of the laws governing the interrelationship of the
forms of motion guides us towards knowledge of the essence of life
and other higher forms of motion, towards modelling the functions
of complex systems, including the human brain, and technological
systems of increasing complexity. Scientific and technical advance
opens up boundless prospects in this direction.

3. Space and Time

All the objects in the world around us possess certain dimensions,
extension in various directions, and move in relation to one another
or, together with the earth, in relation to other space bodies.
Similarly all objects arise and change in time. Space and time are
universal forms of the existence of all material systems and process-
es. No object exists outside space and time, just as space and time
cannot exist by themselves, outside matter in motion.

We often look upon space and time as universal conditions of the
existence of bodies. This approach does not lead us into error as
long as we are dealing only with concrete bodies and systems. Every
body or system exists and moves in the spatial structure of an even
larger system—the Galaxy, groups of galaxies, and so on. The
emergence and the whole cycle of development of the smaller
system manifests itself as a time stage in the development of the
greater system of which it forms a part. The space and time of the
latter are conditions for the development of any of the subsystems
comprising it.

But this notion of space and time as conditions of existence
becomes untenable when we move on to a consideration of matter
as a whole. If we accepted it, we should have to acknowledge that
besides matter there also existed space and time in which matter
was somehow “immersed”. In the past this approach led to con-
ceptions of absolute space and time as the external conditions of
the existence of master (Newton). Space was regarded as an infinite
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void containing all bodies and not depending on matter, and abso-
lute time as a steady flow of duration in which everything appeared
and disappeared, but which did not itself depend on any processes
in the universe.

Scientific advance has exploded these notions. No such absolute
space consisting of an infinite void exists. Everywhere there is
matter in certain forms (substance, field and so on), and space is a
universal property (attribute) of matter. Similarly there is no
absolute time. Time is always indissolubly connected with motion
and the development of matter. Space and time exist objectively
and independently of consciousness, but not independently of
matter. Space is the form of existence of matter that expresses its.
extent and structure, the coexistence and interaction ofelements in
various material systems. TiYne is the form of the existence of
matter characterising the duration of the existence of all objects
and the sequence in which states of matter replace each other. All
properties of space and time depend on motion and the structural
relations in material systems and must be inferred from them.

Of the properties of space and time we may single out the
universal, which manifest themselves at all known structural levels
of matter, and the particular and the individual, which inhere
in only some states of matter or even individual objects. The
universal properties are inseparably linked with other attributes of
matter and the dialectical laws of its existence. They are of para-
mount importance for philosophy.

The main universal properties of space comprise extent, which
signifies the location in relation to one another of various elements
(sections, volumes), the possibility of adding to any given element
some other element or of reducing the number of elements. Space
without extent would exclude all possibility of quantitative change in
its elements and also any structure of material formations. The fact
that there are coexisting and interacting elements in material
systems, is what gives the internal space of such systems extension.
So extension is organically connected with the structure of systems.

The universal properties of space also include its inseparable
connection with time and the motion of matter, and the depend-
ence of structural relations in material systems.

Unity of continuity and discontinuity is inherent in space (or
rather, the spatial properties of matter). Discontinuity is relative
and reveals itself in the separate existence of material objects and
systems, each of which has certain dimensions' and limits. But
material fields (.electromagnetic, gravitational, etc.) extend continu-
ously throughout all systems. The continuity of space also reveals
itself in the spatial movement of bodies. A body moving towards a
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certain place passes through the whole infinite sequence of elements
of length between them. Thus, another feature of space is its
cohesion; there are no “gaps” in it.

Space is three-dimensional, a fact that is organically connected
with the structural nature of systems and their motion.

The extension of space is closely related to metrical relations,
which express the specific connections of spatial elements, the
order and quantitative laws of these connections. The metrical
relations of the plane, the sphere, the pseudosphere (a figure that
looks like a gramophone horn) and other surfaces are expressed in
various types of geometry, Euclidean and non-Euclidean (Loba-
chevsky, Riemann). Possession of certain metrical properties is one
of the universal characteristics of space.

Of the universal properties of time (or rather the temporal
relations in material systems) we should mention its continuous
connection with the extent and motion of matter, its duration,
assymetry, irreversibility, non-cyclical nature, unity of continuity
and discontinuity, cohesion, and dependence on structural relations
in material systems.

Duration is the consistency of the existence of material objects,
their conservation in a relatively stable form. Since the speed of
change of any process is finite, duration is formed by the occur-
rence of one moment of time after another. It is similar to the
extension of space and results from the conservation of matter and
motion. This conservation also conditions the cohesion of time, its
continuity, which is universal and absolute. Discontinuity is char-
acteristic only of the duration of existence of concrete qualitative
states of matter, each of which appears and disappears, passing into
other forms. But the elements of matter of which they consist
(elementary particles, for example) may not appear or disappear in
this process but merely change their connections, forming different
bodies. In this sense the discontinuity of the lifetime of matter is
relative, while the continuity is absolute. This fact is expressed in
the laws of the conservation of matter and its primary properties.

The assymetry or one-directionality of time indicates that it
changes only from the past to the future, that such change is
irreversible. In space one can move in any direction. In time move-
ment towards the past is impossible; all change occurs in such a way
that it brings about the next, future moment of time. States or
cycles that have already occurred can never be absolutely and fully
repeated. All cycles are relative and express only the fact that
processes are more or less repeatable. But in every cycle there is
always something new and time is always irreversible. This irrever-
sibility of time is determined by the assymetry of cause-effect
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relations, the general irreversibility of the process of the develop-
ment of matter, in which new possibilities, qualitative states and
trends are always appearing.

The development of science in this century has thrown new light
on the connection of the properties of space and time with material
processes. The theory of relativity has proved that as the velocity of
bodies increases their dimensions relatively decrease in the direction
of their motion and that all processes in them tend to slow down
(in comparison with their speed in a state of relative rest). A slow-
ing down of processes also occurs under the influence of very
powerful gravitational fields created by large accumulations of
substance. As a result, the spectral lines of radiation emitted by
objects known as “quasars” (quasi-stellar objects) are shifted to the
red side of the spectrum.

The influence of gravity gives rise to the “space curve”, due to
the effect of the distortion of light rays in gravitational fields. It is
possible for the mass and density of a system to become so great
that light rays begin to move on a closed circuit in its immediate
vicinity. Such an effect would occur, for example, if the whole mass
of the sun were concentrated in a globe 2.5 km in diameter.

In recent years similar phenomena have been observed in the
Galaxy due to the effect of gravitational collapse (catastrophically
rapid contraction of substance). At first it was assumed that such
objects or phenomena (predicted in theory and known as “black
holes”) were absolutely closed because they did not emit any
radiation. But it later became clear that they create a static gravita-
tional field and absorb interstellar dust and gas from the surround-
ing space. When particles of matter fall on such a super-dense object
they clash with each other causing powerful electromagnetic
irradiation, which is registered by instruments on earth. This proves
once again that there is no ground for assuming the existence of
absolutely closed systems in space. In any case such systems would
never reveal their existence in relation to other bodies and we
should never receive any information about them. Thus there is no
ground whatever for asserting that they exist.

The universal properties of space and time also include their
infinity. Since matter is absolute, uncreatable and indestructible, it
exists eternally. Any assumption that time is finite, that it must
have a stop, inevitably leads to religious conclusions about the
creation of the world and time by God, which has been totally
disproved by all the findings of science and practice.

The infinity of time should not be understood as unlimited
monotonous existence in certain similar forms and states. Matter
has always been and always will be in an unfailing state of self-
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development, which implies the endless appearance of qualitatively
new forms, states, tendencies and laws of change. The infinity of
time has not only a quantitative aspect (unlimited duration) but
also a qualitative aspect, connected with the historical development
of matter and its structural inexhaustibility.

Matter is also infinite in its spatial forms of existence. From the
theoretical principles of cosmology and observed data it follows
that the spectral lines of the galaxies have a shift towards the red
side of the spectrum. This shift indicates that they are moving away
from each other. The speed of this departure increases with distance
and in the case of the objects observed that are farthest away
achieves half the speed of light.

There are grounds for believing that this expansion is a local
process and that in the Universe apart from our Galaxy there are
countless other cosmic systems with all kinds of structural organ-
isation and space-time properties. The infinity of space also has
qualitative aspects connected with the structural heterogeneity of
matter.

The process of discovering the material world includes the
important element of studying the space-time properties and
relations of bodies. Besides the universal properties of space and
time that we have considered it is of great importance to know their
particular properties. These include the concrete spatial forms
and dimensions of material systems, their lifespan in units of
terrestrial time, the rhythm of processes in systems, the metrical
properties, the symmetry or assymmetry in the structure of a
system, the relations of spatial similarity, and so on. All these
properties are derivative of motion and the interaction of matter.

Research into space-time relations is carried on in one or another
form by nearly all the sciences. Thus, biology gives precedence to
the problems of rhythm in the various subsystems of living organ-
isms (“biological clock™) and the assymmetry of the molecules of
animate substance in spatial structure.

In social life we observe an acceleration of development and
today an ever increasing number of scientific and technical discoveri-
es and social changes takes place per unit of physical time.

4. The Material Unity of the World

There is nothing in the world that is not a certain state of matter,
one of its properties, a form of motion, a product of its historical
development, that is not ultimately conditioned by material causes
and interactions. Man himself is the most complex of all known
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material systems and all manifestations of his activity, including
the higher forms of mental reflection and creation, have a material
origin and depend on social relations.

Awareness of the material unity of the world is a result of
historical development of science and practice. At one time the
contrasting of the earthly and heavenly spheres was widely accept-
ed. All celestial phenomena were consigned to the latter, which was
considered eternal and intransient, as opposed to the transient
matter of Earth. The development of astronomy, physics and other
sciences has disposed of these beliefs. The movements of the planets
and other space bodies have been classified and their chemical
composition investigated. By physical and chemical research we
have learned to predict states of matter that do not occur on Earth
or in the solar system—superdense states of matter and neutron
stars, for example—and to explain in general terms the' nature of
the energy of the stars and the stages of their evolution. An ongoing
process of integration of the sciences has helped to create an overall
scientific picture of the world as moving and developing matter.

The exponents of religious idealist philosophies always inferred
the unity of the world from a guiding divine will. In their view, G5d
created this world and was its ultimate essence or substance. It was
God who determined the universal connection and development of
all things. This understanding of the unity of the world is the point
of departure of contemporary neo-Thomism. This doctrine does
not deny the objective reality and existence of matter but regards
them as a secondary reality in relation to the higher reality of God.

In Hegel’s system of objective idealism the unity of the world
was based on the notion that all phenomena were a form of the
other-being of the self-developing Absolute Spirit, which implied a
divine universal reason.

But the religious idealist understanding of the world never
advanced knowledge a single step because it merely substituted one
unknown for another unknown, the divine will, the absolute spirit,
and so on. Realistically minded scientists were never satisfied with
this “explanation” and looked for natural material causes of all
phenomena and tried to deduce them from the objective laws of
nature. This gave a tremendous boost to the development of the
natural sciences, which step by step unfolded a picture of the
material unity of the world and the natural determinacy of all
phenomena.

The works of the outstanding materialists of the past—Democrit-
us, Epicurus, Lucretius, Bacon, Hobbes, Lomonosov, Holbach,
Helvetius, Diderot, Feuerbach, Chemyshevsky and Herzen—made
a profound study of the material unity of the world, its eternal
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mutability and development, and the natural origin of all living
beings and human society. Admittedly, these thinkers were unable
to give a consistent materialist explanation of the driving forces and
laws of development of society and ascribed them to human ideal-
ism. This defect of early materialism was overcome by Marxist
philosophy. Marx and Engels evolved dialectical and historical
materialism, a consistent monistic world outlook, which reveals the
essence of natural and social phenomena on the basis of a unified
system of principles. As the highest product of the development of
nature society is a socially organised form of matter. Its develop-
ment is determined primarily by material connections and relations:
interaction with nature, progress in the mode of production of
material values, perfection of material and spiritual culture, devel-
opment of material means of communication (trade, transport, the
press, the mass media, etc.). But the higher spiritual values also have
their effect on social progress. The achievements of science, polit-
ical opinions, moral and aesthetic principles reach the minds of the
working masses and are embodied through the process of labour
and the functioning of production in material values—hew means of
production, objects of everyday life, experimental and measuring
instruments, the material means of controlling production, and
works of art.

Dialectical-materialist monism offers a scientific and integral
explanation of nature and society and provides a methodological
basis for the investigation in depth of all new, hitherto unknown
phenomena.

In the past some philosophers who considered themselves to be
materialists, proposed their own special conceptions of the unity of
the world. One such conception was evolved by Eugen Diihring,
whose views were criticised by Engels in his book Anti-Duhring.

Diihring maintained that the unity of the world lay in the fact
that it objectively existed, that it possessed being. He ignored the
fundamental fact that theologists, the advocates of objective
idealism, also recognise the existence of the world but regard it as
secondary in relation to the higher, divine existence. This basic
error was noted by Engels, who wrote: “The unity of the world
does not consist in its being, although its being is a pre-condition of
its unity, as it must certainly first be before it can be one.... The
real unity of the world consists in its materiality, and this is proved
not by a few juggled phrases, but by a long and wearisome devel-
opment of philosophy and natural science.”1

The unity of the world cannot be reduced merely to the homo-

1 F. Engels, Anti-Duhring, p. 60.
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geneity of its physico-chemical composition or to the fact that all
phenomena obey certain known physical laws. Owing to the opera-
tion of the universal law of the passing of quantitative into qualita-
tive changes, each specific quality exists within certain limits, in
finite space-time scales. It cannot be extrapolated to infinity. So
every specific scientific theory has a limited sphere of application.
The truth is always concrete and every scientific theory must of
necessity be an open-ended system of knowledge.

Matter is infinitely diverse in its manifestation. As space-time
scales change (increase or decrease) at certain stages there inevitably
occur certain qualitative changes in particular properties, in forms
of structural organisation, in the laws of the motion of matter.
Many laws of the microcosm differ in quality from the laws of
macroscopic phenomena and on the gigantic scale of the Universe
there are states and processes of matter the theory of which has yet
to be evolved.

Nevertheless, despite all the qualitative diversity and structural
inexhaustibility of matter, the Universe is one. This unity manifests
itself on a global scale in the absoluteness, substantiality and eternal
nature of matter and its attributes; in the mutual connection and
conditioning of all material systems and structural levels, in the
natural determination of their properties, in the interchanging
multiplicity of forms of matter in motion, in the correspondence
between the universal laws of the conservation of matter and its
basic properties.

The unity of the world also reveals itself in the historical devel-
opment of matter, in the emergence of more complex forms of
matter and motion on the basis of relatively less complicated forms.
And finally, it finds expression in the operation of universal dia-
lectical regularities of existence, which may be observed in the
structure and development of all material systems.

The homogeneity of the physico-chemical composition of bodies,
the universality of their quantitative laws of motion, the similarity
in the structure and functions of systems, the resemblance of
properties, which makes it possible to model complex systems and
processes on the basis of simpler phenomena for the purpose of
discovering fresh information about the world are local manifesta-
tions of universal unity.

The dialectical materialist theory of matter and its forms of
existence is the foundation of Marxist-Leninist philosophy, the
basis of its integrated monistic world outlook. It is of great im-
portance as a method for modem science and helps us to integrate
the sciences and evolve an integral conception of the world as
moving and developing matter.



Chapter 1V

CONSCIOUSNESS AS AN ATTRIBUTE
OF HIGHLY ORGANISED MATTER

Man possesses the wonderful gift of consciousness, of mind, with
its ability to reach back into the distant past, or probe the future,
its world of dream and fantasy, its ability to penetrate into the
realm of the unknown. What is consciousness? What are its origins
and peculiar features?

I. Consciousness as a Function
of the Human Brain

Man began to ponder the riddle of his consciousness a very long
time ago. For many centuries the best minds of mankind have tried
to discover the nature of consciousness, have wrestled with the
questions of how inanimate matter at some stage in its development
engenders animate matter, and how animate matter engenders
consciousness. What is the structure and function of consciousness?
What is the mechanism of the transition from sensation and per-
ception to thought, from the sensuously concrete to the abstractly
theoretical? How does the consciousness relate to the material
physiological processes that occur in the cortex? These and many
other closely related problems remained for a long time beyond the
bounds of strictly objective scientific research.

Various idealist and religious interpretations of the phenomena
of consciousness are widely held. According to these conceptions,
consciousness is a manifestation of a certain non-material sub-
stance—the “sourj which is allegedly immortal and eternal, inde:
pendent of matter in general and of the human brain in particular,
and lives a life of its own. Unable to explain the natural causes of
dreams, of fainting, of death and of various cognitive, emotional
and volitional processes, the ancients arrived at false conclusions
about these phenomena. Dreams, for instance, were interpreted as
the impressions of the “soul” leaving the body during sleep and
travelling to various places. Death was conceived as a form of sleep,
when the “soul” for some unknown reason failed to return to the
body that it has quitted. These naive fantastic beliefs were further
developed and acquired a theoretical “substantiation” and consol-
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idation in various idealist philosophical and theological systems.
Any idealist system was bound in one way or another to proclaim
consciousness (reason, idea, spirit) an independent supernatural
essence, not only independent of matter but even creating the
whole world and controlling its motion and development.

In contrast to these various idealist beliefs materialism proceeds
from the fact that consciousness is a function of the human brain,
the essence of which lies in the reflection of reality. At the same
time the problem of consciousness has turned out to be extremely
difficult for materialist philosophers and psychologists as well.
Some materialists, baffled by the problem of the origin of con-
sciousness, came to regard it as an attribute of matter, as its eternal
property, inherent in all its forms, higher and lower. They declared
all matter animate. This belief has been called hylozoism (from the
Greek hyle—matter, and zoe—life).

Dialectical materialism proceeds from the fact that consciousness
is an attribute not of any matter but of highly organised matter.
Consciousness is connected with the activity of the human brain,
with the specifically human, social way of life. As the founders of
Marxism emphasised, consciousness can never be anything but
consciously apprehended existence, and people’s existence is the
real process of their life.

The dialectical-materialist concept of consciousness is based on
the principle of reflection, that is, the mental reproduction of the
object in the brain of the individual in the form of sensations,
perceptions, representations, propositions, inferences and concepts.
The content of consciousness is ultimately determined by surround-
ing reality, and its material substratum, or vehicle, is the human
brain.

In the course of evolution animals acquired the ability to mental-
ly reflect external influences only when they developed a nervous
system. The”improvement of the mentality of animals under the
influence of their changing way of life was closely connected with
the development of their brain. Man’s consciousness arose and is
developing in close connection with the rise and development of the
specifically human brain under the influence of labour activity,
social relations and intercourse. The brain is the organ of con-
sciousness understood as the highest form of the mental reflection
of reality. The human brain is an extremely sensitive nervous
apparatus consisting of a vast number of nerve cells. The total has
been estimated at 15,000 million. Each of these cells is in contact
with the others, and all of them together with the nerve endings of
the sense organs form a highly intricate network with countless
connections.
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The human brain has an extremely complex *“hierarchical”
structure. The simplest forms of reflection, analysis and synthesis of
external influences and regulation of behaviour are performed by
the lower sections of the central nervous system—the spinal cord,
the medulla oblongata, the middle brain and the diencephalon,
while the more complex forms are controlled by the higher sec-
tions, above all, by the cerebral hemispheres. Excitations evoked by
the action of external agents on the sense organs travel along the
nerve fibres to various parts of the cortex of the cerebral hemi-
spheres. The “subcortical” apparatus of the brain is the organ of
extremely complex forms of activity transmitted by heredity, i.e.,
inborn or instinctive activity. This part of the brain performs an
independent function in the lower vertebrates and tends to lose its
independence in the higher vertebrates, the mammals and partic-
ularly in man.

The interaction between the organism and the environment, and
also between various parts of the organism and between its organs,
is effected with the aid of reflexes, that is, reactions of the organism
evoked by irritation of the sense organs and performed with the
participation of the central nervous system. Reflexes are classified
in two basic groups—unconditioned and conditioned. Uncondition-
ed reflexes are inborn, inherited reactions of the organism to the
influence of the external environment. Conditioned reflexes are
reactions of the organism acquired in the process of life activity;
their character depends on the individual experience of the animal
or human being. The theory of the reflex activity of the brain was
developed by many scientists in various countries, a notable con-
tribution being made by the Russian scientists Secheriov, Pavlov,
Vvedensky, Ukhtomsky, and Orbeli. They adopted strictly material-
ist positions and proceeded from the idea that there is an indisso-
luble unity between the physiological and the mental. Research on
the physiological mechanisms of consciousness and mental activity
in general has benefited from the ideas advanced by the Soviet
scientists Anokhin (on the integrative activity of the brain as a
unitary functional system, and the physiological mechanism of the
anticipatory reflection of reality) and Bernstein—on the construc-
tion of goals of action in the process of cerebral activity.

The brain, is an exceptionally complex functional system. To
understand its functioning correctly we must combine the data
obtained from study of separate nerve cells with research into the
external behaviour of the individual. No feeling, sensation or
impulse can occur outside the physiological processes in the brain.

The idea that the human brain is the organ of thought arose in
earliest times, and is today generally accepted in science. Even in
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modern times, however, some idealist philosophers contest the
proposition that consciousness is a function of the brain.

Consciousness is a product of the brain’s activity, and it arises
only thanks to external influence reaching the brain through the
sense organs. The sense organs are the “apparatuses” that reflect,
and inform the organism of, changes in the external environment or
within the organism itself. They may therefore be divided into
external and internal organs. The external sense organs are the
senses of sight, hearing, smell, taste and skin sensitivity. The signals
that reach the brain from the sense organs carry information about
the qualities of things, their connections and relationships. The
sense organs and their corresponding nerve formations taken
together were called by Pavlov '“‘analysers”. The analysis of the
influence of the environment begins in the peripheral part of the
analyser—the receptor (nerve endings), where some particular type
of energy is singled out from all the multiplicity of types of energy
influencing the organism. The highest and most subtle analysis is
achieved only with the help of the cortex. Excitation of the sense
organs only produces sensation, becomes a fact of consciousness,
when it reaches the brain. The cortical physiological processes are
the necessary material mechanisms of reflective mental activity, of
the phenomena of consciousness.

2. Consciousness as the Highest Form
of Mental Reflection of the Objective World

The physiological mechanisms of mental phenomena are not
identical to the content of the mind (mentality, psyche) which is
the reflection of reality in the form of subjective, ideal images.

Dialectical materialism is opposed to the primitive interpretation
of the essence of consciousness by the advocates of vulgar material-
ism (C. Vogt, L. Buchner,J. Moleschott and others), which reduces
the consciousness to its material substratum—the physiological
neural processes occurring in the brain. Every natural scientist
is bound to reach the conclusion, wrote Carl Vogt, that “all the
abilities that are called psychical (Seelenthatigkeiten) activity are in
fact only motions of the cortical substance or, to express it some-
what more bluntly, thought is in almost the same relationship to
the cortex as bile is to the liver...”.1 This is the sense in which
Vogt sees consciousness as something material.

1 Carl Vogt, Physioiogische Briefe fur Gebildete alter Stdnde, Zweite Abtei-
lung, J. Ricker’sche Buchhandlung, Giessen, 1874, S. 354
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It is a great mistake to identify consciousness with matter.
Criticising the wvulgar-materialist mistakes of Josef Dietzgen, who
assumed that the “mind differs no more from the table, light,
sound, than these things differ from each other”, Lenin wrote:
“This is obviously false. That both thought and matter are ‘real’,
i.e., exist, is true. But to say that thought is material is to make a
false step, a step towards confusing materialism and idealism.”1

No less fallacious is the dualistic concept of psycho-physical
parallelism, according to which psychical and material (physio-
logical) processes are absolutely heterogeneous essences, between
which there is a great gap. Some advocates of this concept have
assumed that the correspondence which we observe between
physiological and psychical processes is ordained by God.

Consciousness is not a special essence divorced from matter. But
the image of the object created in the human brain cannot be
reduced to the material object itself, which exists outside the
subject, the knower. Nor can it be identified with the physiological
processes that occur in the brain and generate this image. Thought,
consciousness are real things. But they are not objective realities;
they are something subjective, ideal.

Consciousness is the subjective image of the objective world.
When we speak of the subjectivity of an image, we have in mind the
fact that it is not a distorted reflection of reality, but something
ideal, that is, as Karl Marx noted, something material that has been
transformed and reprocessed in the brain of the individual. A thing
in a person’s consciousness is an image, and the real thing is its
prototype. “The fundamental distinction between the materialist
and the adherent of idealist philosophy,” Lenin wrote, “consists in
the fact that the materialist regards sensation, perception, idea, and
the mind of man generally, as an image of objective reality. The
world is the movement of this objective reality reflected by our
consciousness. To the movement of ideas, perceptions, etc., there
corresponds the movement of matter outside me.”2

The emergence, functioning and development of consciousness is
intimately linked with man’s acquisition of knowledge of certain
objects or phenomena. “The way in which consciousness is, ”
wrote Marx, “and in which something is for it, is knowing. Some-
thing ... comes to be for consciousness insofar as the latter knows
this something.”3 Consciousness would be impossible if man did
not have a cognitive relation to the objective world. At the same

1 V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, p. 244.
2 Ibid., p. 267.
3 K. Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Vol. 3, p. 338.
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time, when we speak of consciousness, we are mainly interested in
it as spiritual activity, as an ideal phenomenon that differs qualitati-
vely from the material. Cognition is the activity of the conscious-
ness directed towards reflection of the surrounding world.

Not all of man’s mental activity is conscious. The concept of the
psyche, the mental, is wider than the concept of consciousness.
Animals have mentality but no consciousness. A child’s mental
life begins as soon as it is bom, before it has yet acquired con-
sciousness. When a person falls asleep and sees fanciful scenes, these
are psychical phenomena, but they are not consciousness. And even
when a person is awake not all of his mental processes are illumi-
nated by the light of consciousness. Life demands of a person not
only conscious forms of behaviour, but also unconscious ones that,
relieve him of the need to alert his consciousness when this is not
necessary. Unconscious forms of behaviour are based on the hidden
recording of information concerning the properties and relation-
ships of things. The range of the unconscious is fairly wide, embrac-
ing sensations, perceptions and representations (images) when they
proceed outside the focus of consciousness, and also instincts, skills,
intuition and orientation.

The problem of the unconscious has always been the subject of
acute controversy between materialism and idealism. One of the
most widespread theories of the unconscious is that of the Austrian
psychiatrist Sigmund Freud. Freud investigated many aspects of the
unconscious, revealed its place and role in mental illness. But
Freud incorrectly maintained that consciousness is determined by
the unconscious, which he regarded as a highly charged complex of
instinctive urges. According to Freud, the structure of the personal-
ity, its behaviour, character and also all human culture are deter-
mined ultimately by people’s inborn emotions, by their instincts
and drives, whose inner core is the sexual instinct.

Marxism rejects these irrationalist notions of man’s mental life,
which exaggerate the role of biological factors. Marxism asserts that
the guiding principle in human behaviour is reason, consciousness.
Unlike the animals, the normal human being is governed by
conscious mental activity.

Consciousness is an integrated system of diverse but closely
connected cognitive and evotional-volitional elements.

The initial sensory image, the most elementary fact of con-
sciousness is sensation, by means of which the subject comes
into direct contact with objective reality. Sensation is the reflection
of individual properties of objects during their immediate action on
the sense organs. Singling out the reflection of quality as the main
factor in sensation, Lenin wrote that “the very first and most
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familiar to us is sensation, and in it there is inevitably also qual-
ity..”} This is also expressed in speech: when we name any sensa-
tion, what we have in mind is precisely ‘The quality given in the
sensation” —ed, blue, sweet, spicy, and so on.

Lenin characterised sensations as the conversion of the energy of
external irritation into a fact of consciousness. The loss of the
ability to feel must inevitably entail the loss of consciousness.

Whereas sensations reflect only the separate qualities of things,
the thing as a whole, in the unity of its various sensorily reproduced
properties is reflected in perception. A person’s perception usually
includes apprehension of objects, their properties and relationships.
For this reason the character of perception depends on the level of
knowledge that a person possesses and on his interests.

The process of sensory reflection is not confined to sensation and
perception. A higher form of sensory7 reflection is representation.
This is imaginal knowledge of objects that we have perceived in the
past but that are not acting on our senses at the given moment.
Representations, or images, arise as a result of the perception of
external influences and their subsequent retention in the memory.

The images with which man’s consciousness operates* are not
restricted to the reproduction of what is sensorily perceived. A
person may creatively combine and with relative freedom create
new images in his consciousness. The highest form of representation
is productive, creative imagination.

Owing to its relative freedom from the immediate influence of
the object and its generalisation of the total evidence of the senses
into a single conceivable image, representation is an important stage
in the process of reflection, which moves from sensation to think-
ing. Dialectical materialism acknowledges the qualitative difference
between representation and thought but does not divorce them
from each other. Characterising the dialectics of the interrelation-
ship between representation and thought, Lenin wrote: “Is sensuous
representation closer to reality than thought? Both yes and no.
Sensuous representation cannot apprehend movement as a whole, it
cannot, for example, apprehend movement at a speed of 300,000
km per second, but thought does and must apprehend it.”2

Theoretical thinking, which takes the form of concepts, proposi-
tions and inferences, is a reflection of the essential, law-governed
relationships of things. Some aspects of the world that are inaccess-
ible to sense perception are open to thought. On the basis of the

1V. L Lenin, Plan of Hegel's Dialectics (Logic), Vol. 38, p. 319.
2 V. I. Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's Book (tThe Science of Logic", Ibid.,
p. 228.
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visible, tangible, audible, and so on, we are able, thanks to our
ability to think, to penetrate into the invisible, intangible and
inaudible. By means of thought we make the dialectical transition
from the external to the internal, from phenomena to the essence
of things, processes, and so on. While it is the highest form of
reflective activity, thinking is also present at the sensory stage;
as soon as a person senses or perceives something he begins to think,
to apprehend the results of sensory7perceptions.

Consciousness is not only the process of cognition and its result-
knowledge; it is also the emotional experience of what is cognised, a
certain evaluation of things, qualities and their relationships.
Without emotional experiences which help to mobilise or inhibit
our energies, it is impossible to have certain relationships to the
world. “...There has never been, nor can there be, any human search
for truth without ‘human emotions’.”1

The “mainspring” of people’s behaviour and consciousness is
need—man’s dependence on the external world, the individual’s
subjective demands on the objective world, his need for such
objects and conditions as are essential to his normal life activity, his
self-assertion and development.

Yet another important aspect of consciousness is self-conscious-
ness. Life demands of a person that he should know not only the
external world but also himself. In reflecting objective reality man
becomes aware not only of this process but also of himself as a
feeling and thinking being, aware of his ideals, interests, and moral
make-up. He singles himself out from the surrounding world and is
aware of his attitude to that world, of what he feels, thinks and
does. A person’s becoming aware of himself as an individual is, in
fact, self-consciousness. Self-consciousness forms under the influ-
ence of social life, which demands of a person control over his
behaviour and responsibility for his actions.

Consciousness exists not only within the individual. It becomes
objectivised and enjoys a supra-personal existence—in the discoveries
of science, in the creations of art, in legal and moral standards and
so on. All these manifestations of the social consciousness are a
necessary7 condition for the formation of the personal, individual
consciousness. The consciousness of each individual person absorbs
knowledge, beliefs, faiths and evaluations of the social environment
in which he lives.

Man is a social being. Historically formed rules of thinking,
standards of law and morality, aesthetic tastes and so on mould a

1V. I Lenin, Book Review, “N.A. Rubakin, Among Books”, Vol. 20,
p. 260.
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person’s behaviour and thinking, make him a representative of a
certain way of life, level of culture and psychology. “If man is
social by nature, he will develop his true nature only in society, and
the power of his nature must be measured not by the power of the
separate individual but by the power of society.”1 Mental abilities
and qualities are formed in the process of a person’s life in society
and are determined by specific social conditions.

A person becomes a conscious being, rises to the level of person-
ality, to the heights of contemporary thought only in the course of
social development.

A basic principle of the dialectical-materialist interpretation of
consciousness is acknowledgement of the inseparable connection
between consciousness and activity, practice.

Consciousness and the objective world are opposites that form a
unity. The basis of this unity is practice, people's sensuously
objective activities, which are expressed in labour, the class struggle,
scientific experiment and so on. It is these activities that make it
necessary to reflect reality in human consciousness. The need for
consciousness that gives a true reflection of the world lies, con-
sequently, in the conditions and needs of social life itself.

Although consciousness is a function of the brain, it is not the
brain but the person, acting as the subject of transforming activity,
as a maker of history, that is aware of reality. Consequently, the
essence of human consciousness cannot be revealed by proceeding
only from the anatomical, physiological properties of the brain. The
emergence, functioning and development .of consciousness is
possible only in society, on the basis of people’s practical activity.

In influencing us the objective world is reflected in the conscious-
ness and becomes ideal. In its turn, consciousness, the ideal, is
transformed by means of practical activity into reality, into the
real.

Consciousness is characterised by an active creative attitude to
the external world, to oneself, to human activity. The activeness of
consciousness can be seen in the fact that a person reflects the
external world purposefully, selectively. He reproduces in his head
objects and phenomena through the prism of the knowledge he has
already acquired—his representations and concepts. Reality is
recreated in human consciousness not in the dead form of a mirror-
like reflection, but in a creatively transformed state. Consciousness
is capable of creating images that anticipate reality. It has the
ability to foresee.

1 K. Marx and F. Engels, The Holy Family, or Critique of Critical Criticism,
Vol. 4, p. 131.
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Man’s brain is built in such a way as not only to receive, preserve
and produce information, but also to draw up aplan of action and
put it into effect through active direction. Human action is always
designed to achieve an ultimate result, that is, a certain aim. Any
significant action on the part of the individual represents the.
solution to some important problem, the realisation of some
intention. The succeeding stages of the process of action and
activity as a whole are more or less clearly coordinated inasmuch as
the whole process is predetermined by its goal, its plan. Speaking of
the distinction between human labour activity and the behaviour of
the animals, Marx stressed that man not only changes the form of
what is given in nature; in what is given by nature he also realises
his own conscious goal, which as a law determines the means and
character of his actions and to which he must subordinate his will.
The aim which a person strives to achieve is that which must be
created, that which does not yet exist in reality. It is the ideal
model of the desired future. A human action has as its precondition
two closely connected processes: one of them is the setting of the
goal, that is, the envisaging, the anticipation of the future, which
proceeds from cognition of the relevant connections and relation-
ships of things, and the other is the programming, the planning of
action that should lead to realisation of the goal.

The setting of goals, that is, the foreseeing of the purpose for
which a person carries out certain actions, is an essential condition
of any conscious act. However, as Hegel observed, ‘the essence of
the matter is not accounted for by its aim, but by its realisa-
tion..”.1 The realisation of the aim presupposes the application of
means, that is, of what is created and exists for the sake of the aim.

Man creates things which nature did not produce before him. The
design, scale, form and properties of the things that man has trans-
formed and created are dictated by human needs and goals; they
embody human ideas and plans. The fundamental vital meaning and
historical necessity of the emergence and development of conscious-
ness lie precisely in the creative and regulative activity designed to
transform the world and make it serve the interests of man and
society. This active transforming role of consciousness was what
Lenin had in mind when he said: “Man’s consciousness not only
reflects the objective world, but creates it.... The world does not
satisfy man and man decides to change it by his activity.”2

1 G. W. F. Hegel, Phdnomenologie des Geistes, Akad. Verlag, Berlin, 1964,
S. 11.

2 V. I. Lenin, Conspectus of HegeTs Book “The Science ofLogic”, Vol. 38,
pp. 212,213.
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3. Evolution of Forms of Reflection

The ability of the human brain to reflect reality is a result of the
prolonged development of highly organised matter.

Some philosophical and psychological conceptions erroneously
assert that the problem of the emergence of consciousness from its
biological preconditions is removed by the fact that only man is
recognised as possessing mental faculties. This idea goes back to
Descartes, who assumed that animals are merely complex machines.
Exactly the opposite position is held by those who believe that not
only animals but all nature is animate (Jean-Fran”ois-Eugene
Robinet and others). Between these two extreme conceptions there
is an intermediate position of “biopsychism”, according to which
intelligence, mental activity, is a property only of living matter
(Ernst Haeckel and others).

Dialectical materialism rejects both the idea of the universal
animism of matter and the idea that intelligence is inherent only in
man. Nor does it share the position of “biopsychism”. Dialectical
materialism proceeds from the fact that the mental reflection of the
external world is a property of matter that appears at a high level of
development of living beings when a nervous system is formed.

When considering the sources of consciousness, Lenin advanced
the idea that in its clearly expressed form sensation is associated
only with the higher forms of matter, whereas the very edifice of
matter is founded upon an ability resembling sensation—the quality
of reflection.

Reflection as a general property of matter is conditioned by the
fact that objects and phenomena are in universal interconnection
and interaction. In acting upon one another they produce certain
changes. These changes take the form of “traces”, which register
the peculiarities of the acting object or phenomenon. The forms of
reflection depend on the specific nature and level of structural
organisation of the interacting bodies. The content of reflection, on
the other hand, is expressed in what changes take place in the
reflecting object and what aspects of the acting object or phen-
omenon they reproduce.

The correlation between the results of reflection (“traces”) and
the reflected (acting) object may be expressed in the form of
isomorphism and homeomorphism. Isomorphism means a similarity
between certain objects, the kind of resemblance in their form and
structure that we find, for example, in a photograph. An iso-
morphous reflection is a close reproduction of the original. Homeo-
morphism isonly an approximate reflection, for example, the reflec-
tion of a locality on a map.
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Reflection is inherent in matter at all stages of its organisation,
but the highest forms of reflection are connected with living matter,
with life. What is life? Life is a specific, complex form of the
motion of matter. Its important attributes are irritability, growth,
and procreation. These are based on the exchange of substances, on
metabolism. Metabolism is the essence of life. It involves a certain
material substratum (in the conditions of the earth, proteins and
nucleic acids).

Life is primarily a process of interaction between the organism
and its environment. On our planet it takes the form of countless
different organisms, from the simplest to the most complex, such as
man. In the process of biological evolution the increasing complex-
ity of the structures and patterns of behaviour of organisms is
accompanied by a similar sophistication of the forms of reflection.
Reflection and the forms which it assumes in various organisms
directly depend on the character and level of their behaviour, their
activity. As their activity becomes more complex, living organisms
acquire sense organs and develop a nervous system. At the same time
their very activity depends on the regulative influence of reflection.

The initial, elementary form of reflection inherent in all living
organisms is irritability. This is expressed in the selective reaction of
living bodies to external influences (light, changes of temperature,
and so on). At a higher level of evolution of living organisms irrita-
bility passes into a qualitatively new property—sensitivity,, that is,
the ability to reflect the individual proportions of things in the
form of sensations.

Reflection achieves a higher level in vertebrates, which acquire
the ability to analyse complexes of simultaneously acting irritants
and to reflect them in the form of perception—an integrated picture
of the situation. Sensations and perceptions, as was said earlier, are
images of things. This implies the appearance of elementary forms
of mental activity, mentality as a function of the nervous system
and a form of reflection of reality.1

Usually a distinction is made between two closely connected
types of behaviour in animals: instinctive, inborn behaviour, which
can be inherited, and individually acquired behaviour. Animals
possess the ability to reflect the biologically significant properties
of objects of the environment (that is to say, properties that help
them to satisfy their needs for food, to avoid danger, and so on).

The perfecting of this ability leads to the formation of various
complex forms of behaviour. In the higher animals, such as the

1 For more on the role of reflection in the process of cognition see Sec-
tion 4, Chapter VII.
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apes, they are expressed in the ability to discover circuitous routes
to a goal, in the use of various objects as tools, and so on. In short,
what we call in everyday terms animal “intelligence”.

The high level of development of mental activity in animals
shows that man’s consciousness has its biological preconditions and
that there is no unbridgeable gap between man and his animal
ancestors; in fact, there is a certain continuity. This does not mean,
however, that their mental activity is of precisely the same quality.

4. Consciousness and Speech. Their Origins
and Interconnection

Consciousness and speech originated with the transition of our
ape-like ancestors from the appropriation of ready-made objects
with the help of their natural organs, to labour, to the making of
artificial tools, to human forms of life activity and the social
relationships that grow up on its basis. The transition to consci-
ousness and speech represents a great qualitative leap in the devel-
opment of the psyche, of mental activity.

The animals’ mental activity helps them to orientate themselves
in a changing environment and adapt themselves to it, but they
cannot deliberately and systematically transform the world that
surrounds them. Labour, understood as a goal-oriented activity, is
the basic condition of all human life and the formation of consci-
ousness.” Labour, Engels says, “...is the prime basic condition for all
human existence, and this to such an extent that, in a sense, we
have to say that labour created man himself’.1 The initial form of
labour is the process of making tools out of wood, stone, bone,
and so on, and producing the means of existence with their help.
Some animals also have the ability to use various objects as tools.
For example, apes sometimes pick up a stone to break nuts with, or
they may use a stick to catch abait, and so on. But not a single ape
has ever made itself even the most primitive tool.

About a million years ago our ape-like ancestors lived in the
trees. Changing conditions brought them down from the trees on to
the ground. In this new situation they had to make systematic use
of sticks, stones, and the bones of large animals as means of defence
from beasts of prey, and also for the purpose of attacking other
animals. The need for the systematic use of tools compelled them
gradually to pass on to the processing of materials that they found

1 F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1979,
p. 170.
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in nature, to the production of the tools themselves. All this led to
a substantial change in the functions of the forelimbs, which
adapted themselves to more and more new operations and became
the natural instruments of labour.

As it developed in the process of labour activity the hand
brought improvements to the whole organism including the brain.
Consciousness could arise only as a function of a sophisticated
brain, formed under the influence of labour and speech. “First
labour, after it and then with it speech—these were the two most
essential stimuli under the influence of which the brain of the ape
gradually changed into that of man”.1

Labour activity and the development of the brain also improved
man’s sense organs. His sense of touch became more and more
accurate and subtle, his hearing acquired the ability to distinguish
the finest shades and similarities of sounds in human speech, his
vision grew ever more perceptive. The eagle, wrote Engels, sees
much further than man, but the human eye sees considerably more
in things than does the eye of the eagle.

The logic of practical action was registered in the brain and there
turned into the logic of thought, giving rise to the ability to set goals.

At first man’s awareness of his actions and surroundings was
limited to sensuous images, their combination and primitive general-
isation. Consciousness was at first only an awareness of the immedi-
ately perceived environment, the immediate connections with
other people. As the forms of labour and social relationships
became more complex, however, man acquired the ability to think
in the form of concepts, propositions and inferences that reflected
the ever more profound and diversified connections between the
objects and phenomena of reality.

The origin of consciousness is directly connected with the birth
of language, of articulate speech, which expresses people’s images
and thoughts in material form. Like consciousness speech could
take shape only in the process of labour, which demanded the
coordinated actions of several people working together, and which
they could not perform without close contacts and constant in-
tercommunication.

Speech was preceded by a long period of the development of the
sound and motor reactions in animals. But animals have no need for
speech communication. “The little that even the most highly-
developed animals need to communicate to each other does not
require articulate speech.”2
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The activity of speech is performed with the aid of language, that
is, a definite system of means of communication. There are various
forms of speech: oral, written and internal (soundless, invisible
speech, which is the material form of consciousness when man is
thinking of something “to himself”).

The basic units of speech are words and sentences. Words are a
unity of meaning and sound. The material aspect of the word
(sound, written symbol) denotes an object and is asign. The mean-
ing of the word, on the other hand, reflects the object and is a
sensuous or mental image. The sentence is the material form, the
vehicle of a complete thought or proposition.

It is language that helps us to make the transition from living
contemplation, from sense perception to generalised, abstract think-
ing. “Every word (speech) already univcrsalises....” 1 By objectivising
our thoughts and feelings on speech, presenting them to ourselves,
as it were, we are able to analyse them as objects outside ourselves.

Philosophers have for long been deeply interested in the problem
of consciousness and speech, which has evoked much controversy.
Some thinkers treated speech and thought as exactly the same
thing, maintaining that reason is language. Others divorced con-
sciousness from speech and believed that thinking could be per-
formed without language, that language was a product of thought.

Marxism treats consciousness as being in close connection with
language and speech. Revealing the relationship between language,
consciousness and reality, Marx and Engels observed that “...neither
thoughts nor language in themselves form a realm of their own ...
they are only manifestations of actual life”.2 And again: “Language
is the immediate actuality of thought.”3Just as language does not
exist without thought, so thoughts and ideas cannot exist apart
from language. The separation of thought from language, on the
one hand, inevitably makes a mystery7of consciousness by depriving
it of the material means of its formation and realisation and, on the
other, leads to the interpretation of language, of speech as a self-
contained essence, divorced from the life of society and the devel-
opment of culture.

Consciousness and speech form a unity, but it is an internally
contradictory unity of diverse phenomena. Consciousness reflects
reality while- language denotes it and expresses thoughts. When
clothed in the forms of speech, thoughts and ideas do not lose
their unique qualities.

1V. I Lenin, Conspectus of HegeTs Book “Lectures on the History of
Philosophy ”,Vol. 38, p. 274.

2 K. Marx and F. Engels, The German Ideology, Vol. 5, p. 447.

3 Ibid., p. 446.
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In speech our representations, thoughts and feelings are clothed
in a material, sensually perceptible form and thus pass from our
own personal possession into the possession of other people, of
society. This makes speech an effective instrument with which some
people can influence others, with which society can influence the
individual.

Whereas in animals the experience of the species is passed on by
the mechanism of heredity, which maTes their progress extremely
slow, in people experience and the various methods of influencing
the environment are largely passed on through the instruments of
labour and through speech. In addition to the biological factor-
heredity—man has evolved a more powerful and also direct means
of passing on experience—the social means, thus tremendously
accelerating the rate of progress of both material and intellectui
culture.

It is thanks to speech that consciousness takes shape and devel-
ops as a social phenomenon, as the intellectual product of social
life. As a means of human intercourse, of the exchange of experi-
ence, knowledge, feelings and ideas, speech links not only the
members of a given social group or generation, but also different
generations. Hence the continuity of historical epochs.

Idealist philosophers maintain that consciousness develops out
of its own internal sources and can be understood only in its own
terms. Dialectical materialism, on the other hand, proceeds from
the fact that consciousness cannot be regarded in isolation from the
other phenomena of social life. Consciousness is not isolated, it
develops and changes in the process of the historical deyelopment
of society. Although consciousness has its origins in the biological
forms of mental activity, it is not a product of nature, but a socio-
historical phenomenon. It is not the brain as such that determines
what sensations, thoughts and feelings a person may have. The brain
becomes an organ of consciousness only when a person is drawn
into the maelstrom of social life, when he acts in conditions that
feed his brain with the juices of a historically evolved and develop-
ing culture, compel him to function in a direction set by the
demands of social life, and orient him towards posing and solving
problems necessary to man and society.5

5. Consciousness and Cybernetics
A substantial contribution to our knowledge of the nature of

reflection and consciousness has been made by cybernetics, the
science of intricate self-regulating dynamic systems. Such systems
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include living organisms, organs, cells, biological communities,
society and certain technical devices, all of which have the ability to
receive information, to process and memorise it, to act on the
feed-back principle and to regulate themselves on this basis.

What is information? What relation does it bear to reflection?
There is no consensus on this question. Some scientists are inclined
to treat information and reflection as the same thing, while others
assume that these concepts are closely related but not identical.

Tn the process of reflection there is bound to be some transmis-
sion of information, that is to say, a transmission from one object
to another of a certain pattern (structure, form), on the basis of
which one may assess certain attributes, or properties of the acting
object.

Specific information processes occur at every level of the organ-
isation of matter. Exchange of information takes place even in
inanimate nature, but there it is never deciphered. The ability not
only to receive but also to make active use of information is a
fundamental property of animate matter. The adaptive functions in
animals, their behaviour, and the control that goes with it, would be
unthinkable without information. In cybernetics control is the
programmed regulation of the actions of one system (controlled) by
another (controlling). Thus the brain is a controlling system, while
the organs of movement form a controlled system.

Information is passed on by means of certain signals, that is, any
material processes (electrical impulses, electromagnetic modula-
tions, smells, sounds, colours, and so on). A signal can convey
information because it possesses a certain structure. Information is
the content of the signal.

Information signalling is the principle on which all computers are
based. The appearance of the computer with its ability to process
vast quantities of information for man has highlighted the problem
of whether it is possible to model thought with the help of machin-
es, the problem of the similarities and differences between the
processes occurring in modelling machines and in the human brain.
For instance, there are machines that can “identify” visual images.
Admittedly they can “identify” only the limited class of objects
that has been fed into them in the processes of their “teaching” or
“self-teaching”. The fundamental difference between human
perception and the “identifying” function of the machine is that in
the first case the result is a subjective image of the object, and in
the second it is a code of various features of the object that the
machine needs for performing certain tasks.

The most practical results so far achieved have been in the
modelling of memory. Machines have been built that can memorise
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information at very high speeds, store it in their “memory” for any
length of time and faultlessly reproduce it. The “memory” of such
machines is capacious, but machine “memory” differs essentially
from human memory. In the human brain the memory is organised
on the basis of a conceptual system of reference that enables it to
select the information it needs without going through every item in
succession. The conceptual organisation of knowledge and not the
speed of the physiological processes involved is what gives the
human memory its rapidity of recall. A person memorises informa-
tion not by storing it mechanically but through a comprehended,
goaloriented process.

The modelling of certain aspects of thought activity is no less
impressive in its results than the modelling of perception and
memory. At present there are machines that can perform such
intellectual operations as proving geometrical theorems, translation
from one language to another, or playing chess.

Cybernetic machines are extremely effective for modelling the
characteristically human ability of formal logical thought. But
human consciousness is by no means confined to such thought. It
has a dialectical flexibility and accuracy in solving problems that is
not conditioned by any rigid system of formal rules.

We must remember that man’s ability to think is shaped by his
assimilation of a historically accumulated culture, by his education
and training, and by his performance of certain activities with the
aid of means and devices created by society. The richness of a man’s
inner world depends on the richness and diversity of his social
connections. Therefore, if we wished to model the whole human
consciousness, its structure and all its functions, it would not
be enough to reproduce only the structure of the brain. We should
have to reproduce the logic of the whole history of human thought,
and consequently repeat the whole historical path of human devel-
opment and provide it with all its needs, including political, moral,
aesthetic and other needs.

Man has evolved as a conscious being in the course of social
development, and so the problem of man and his consciousness
is not so much a problem of natural science, and certainly not just a
?roblem of cybernetics, but a philosophical and sociological prob-
em.

Thus, examination of the question of consciousness, its specific
features and origin”®, its connection with the brain and speech,
confirms the correctness of the Marxist-Leninist proposition that
consciousness is essentially reflective and socio-historical in
character.



Chapter V

THE UNIVERSAL DIALECTICAL LAWS
OF DEVELOPMENT

Dialectics, the most complete, comprehensive and profound
theory of development, is the heart and soul of Marxism-Leninism,
its theoretical foundation. The universal laws of dialectics reveal the
essential features of any developing phenomenon, no matter to
what field of activity it may belong.

1 Materialist Dialectics as the Science
of the Universal Connection and Development

The modern scientific world outlook is firmly based on the
principle of motion, change and development as the universal
fundamental principle of all being and knowledge. This principle
has had to assert itself throughout the history of human thought in
opposition to various metaphysical concepts.

Philosophy played a tremendous part in asserting the concept of
development and in evolving its scientific theory7 Long before the
specific sciences of nature and society were able to approach their
subjects from the positions of development, philosophy put for-
ward the proposition that development was the essential principle
of being. Many of the Greek philosophers, for instance, regarded
the whole world and every separate object in it as the result ot a
process of formation. Admittedly, their dialectics was naive. But
the very posing of the question of development as a general law of
all that exists left a deep imprint on the history of knowledge.
Subsequently, basing itself on specialised fields of knowledge,
philosophy went on to evolve ever more profound conceptions of
the essence of development. But this was a complex and far from
straightforward path. For many centuries the dominant world
outlook was metaphysics, understood as a doctrine of the immut-
able and everlasting nature of things and their properties. It was
only from the end of the 18th century that science and philosophy
were once again infused with the ideas of development and change,
but these ideas were now based on a profound study of nature.

Materialist dialectics was bom of the generalisation of scientific
achievements and also of mankind’s historical experience, which4

4 — 1187
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showed that social life and human consciousness, like nature itself,
are in a state of constant change and development. Accordingly
dialectics is defined in Marxist-Leninist philosophy as the science
“of the general laws of motion and development of nature, human
society and thought”,1 as “...the doctrine of development in its
fullest, deepest and most comprehensive form, the doctrine of the
relativity of the human knowledge that provides us with a reflection
of eternally developing matter”.*

The concept of development cannot be understood without the
concepts of the connection and interdependence, the interaction
of phenomena. No motion would be possible without this connec-
tion and interaction between different objects, or between the
various aspects and elements within each object. This is why Engels
calls dialectics also “the science of universal inter-connection”.3
Lenin, in his article “Karl Marx”, characterised the most essential
features of dialectics, particularly emphasising “the interdepend-
ence and the closest and indissoluble connection between all aspects
of any phenomenon (history constantly revealing ever new aspects),
a connection that provides a uniform, and universal process of
motion, one that follows definite laws...” .4

To understand any phenomenon correctly we must examine it in
its connection with other phenomena, know its origins and further
development.

The connection between objects may be of various kinds: some
phenomena are directly connected with each other, while in others
the connection proceeds through intermediate links, but this
connection is always interdependence, interaction.

Every system in the world is formed through interaction between
its constituent elements. In exactly the same way all bodies acquire
their properties on the basis of interaction and motion and manifest
these properties through them. Interaction is universal, comprising
every possible change in the properties and states of objects and all
types of connection between them.

The world knows no absolutely isolated phenomena; all are
conditioned by some other phenomena. Of course, in the process of
gaining knowledge we may isolate an object from its general con-
nections for a time in order to study it. But sooner or later the logic
of research demands that we restore this connection; otherwise it is
impossible to arrive at a true notion of what the object is.

1 F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, p. 172.

2 V. l. Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism,
Vol. 19, p. 24.

3 F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, p. 17.

4 V. I Lenin, Karl Marx, Vol. 21, p. 54.



UNIVERSAL DIALECTICAL LAWS OF DEVELOPMENT 99

Every phenomenon and the world as a whole are a complex
system of relationships, in which the connection and interaction of
cause and effect play an essential part. Thanks to this connection
certain phenomena and processes engender others, certain forms of
motion pass into others in the whole process of perpetual motion
and development. The world emerges not as a chaotic and accidental
conglomeration of objects, events and processes, but as a natural
whole governed by objective laws existing independently of human
consciousness and will.

The general, universal connection and interaction of phenomena
and processes must find its reflection in the interconnection of
human concepts. Only in this case can man know the world in its
unity and motion. The scientific concept or system of concepts
formed by man in the process of cognition is nothing but a reflec-
tion of the internal connection of phenomena and processes.

Science has always in some way or another attempted to reveal
the connections between phenomena. But science has never been so
concerned with studying individual phenomena as parts of a single
whole as it is today. The analysis of phenomena and processes as
systems, i.e., as entities, the elements and parts of which are in a
definite connection and interdependence and which are themselves
aspects and parts of larger systems, is a characteristic feature of
modern science.

The goal of science is, first of all, to understand nature and
society as a law-governed process of motion and development,
a process that is conditioned and guided by objective laws. But
what is a law?”4 law is an intrinsic connection and interdependence
between phenomena. Not every connection between phenomena
and processes is a law. For aconnection between phenomena to be
regarded as a law it must be essential, stable, repetitive and intrin-
sically inherent in those phenomena.

A connection may also be external, inessential and due to coin-
cidence of circumstances. Such connections leave a mark on devel-
opment but do not determine it. A law is an expression o f necessity,
that is, a connection that determines the character of development
in certain conditions. Such, for example, is the connection between
the economic system of society and other social phenomena (state,
forms of social consciousness, and so on). A change in the economic
system must necessarily evoke law-governed changes in other
aspects of social life.

A law is a form of universality. Knowledge of laws allows us to
conceive of the vast and varied world in its unity and wholeness.
“...The concept of law is one of the stages of the cognition by man
of unity and connection, of the reciprocal dependence and totality

4 *
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of the world process.” 1

With a knowledge of the laws of nature and society people are
able to act consciously, to foresee certain events, to transform the
objects of nature and their properties to their advantage and
purposefully change the social conditions of their life. “Once the
interconnection is grasped, all theoretical belief in the permanent
necessity of existing conditions collapses before their collapse in
practice.”2

It is no accident therefore that the dialectical theory that nature
and society develop according to certain laws is attacked by the
opponents of reliable scientific knowledge and also by people who
have a stake in perpetuating an obsolete social order.

The idealist philosophers try to deny the objective character of
laws and treat them as inventions of the human mind. The subjec-
tive idealist Karl Pearson wrote, for instance, “Law in.the scientific
sense is thus essentially a product of the human mind and has no
meaning apart from man. It owes its existence to the creative power
of his intellect. There is more meaning in the statement that man
gives laws to Nature than in its converse that Nature gives laws to
man.”3 But if laws were ascribed to reality by man himself, science
would be powerless to predict future phenomena and man would
have no known objective laws to guide him in making the machines
that help him to master and transform the external world. Material-
ist dialectics does not go in for inventing connections and laws. It
sets science the task of discovering them in the objective world
itself.

Let us consider the basic types of objective laws. They can be
divided into three main groups: (1) particular laws expressing the
relationships between the specific properties of objects or between
processes within the framework of one or another form of motion;
(2) general laws applying to large groups of objects and phenomena;
and (3) universal laws. The first kind of laws is manifested in
specific conditions and has an extremely limited sphere of applica-
tion. The laws in the second group express the connection between
comparatively common properties of a large number of qualitative-
ly different material objects, and between recurrent phenomena.
Here, for example, we find the laws of the conservation of mass,
energy, charge, and quantity of movement in physics, and the law

1V. I Lenin, Conspectus of Hegels Book “The Science of Logic”,
Vol. 38, pp. 150-51.

2 K. Marx to L. Kiigelmann in Hanover. London, July 11, 1868, in: K. Marx
and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1969, p, 419.

3 Karl Pearson, The Grammar of Science, The Meridian Library, Meridian
Books, Inc., New York, 1960, p. 87.



UNIVERSAL DIALECTICAL LAWS OF DEVELOPMENT 101

of natural selection in biology. The laws in the third group express
the universal dialectical relations between all existing phenomena
and their properties, and the tendencies of matter to change.
Besides its qualitative diversity matter has a certain internal unity
which shows itself in the universal connection and interdependence
of all phenomena, in the historical development and conversion of
some forms of matter into others. This unity is expressed in uni-
versal laws.

As a philosophical science, dialectics is concerned with universal
laws.

The laws of dialectics operate everywhere, embracing all aspects

of reality. They are laws of nature, society and thought. They
therefore have a universal cognitive and methodological signific-
ance, which means that dialectics is a method applicable not only
to one field of knowledge, but is the universal method of man's
cognitive activity. It should be borne in mind that dialectics is not a
“universal key” that will unlock the secrets of any scientific riddle.
Dialectics is important because it shows us the correct approach to
reality, but this approach can be made only through concrete study
of phenomena.
r The universal laws of development are evolved by dialectics as
laws of existence and laws of knowledge. In their essence they form
a unity, and without such unity there can be no true knowledge or
thought. Dialectics is therefore not only a doctrine concerning the
laws of the development of being; it is also a theory of knowledge,
logic, that is, a doctrine concerning the forms and laws of thinking.
While possessing objective content, the laws of dialectics are at
the same time steps in cognition, logical forms of the reflection of
reality. Now letjus consider more specifically the basic laws of
dialectics.

2. The Law of the Transformation
of Quantitative into Qualitative Changes
and Vice Versa

Dialectics is not just a matter of asserting that everything devel-
ops. What we have to do is to understand the mechanism of this
development scientifically. In'the present age of astonishing scien-
tific advance and great social transformations no one ventures to
deny the principle of development. On the contrary, everyone
“agrees” with it. But, as Lenin observed, this “agreement” is
sometimes of a kind that makes for distortion of the truth.

Therf exist various views on and approaches to the principle of
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development. From the vast array Lenin singled out the two most
essential conceptions, of which one expresses the scientific, dialect-
ical theory, and the other the unscientific, anti-dialectical theory.
This proposition of Lenin’s on the two opposite conceptions of
development is very important because it sets criteria by which we
can identify the truly scientific, dialectical doctrine of development.
Lenin writes: “The two basic .. conceptions of development
(evolution) are: development as decrease and increase, as repetition,
and development as a unity of opposites (the division of a unity
into mutually exclusive opposites and their reciprocal relation).

“In the first conception of motion, self-movement, its driving
force, its source, its motive, remains in the shade (or this source is
made external—God, subject, etc.). In the second conception the
chief attention is directed precisely to knowledge of the source of
‘'self-movement.

“The first conception is lifeless, pale and dry. The second is
living. The second alone furnishes the key to the leaps’, to the Tareak
in continuity’, to the ‘transformation into the opposite’, to the
destruction of the old and the emergence of the new.”1

The distinguishing feature of the dialectical conception of
development lies in the understanding of development not as a
simple quantitative change (increase or decrease) of what exists, but
as a process of disappearance, destruction of the old and emergence
of the new. This process is demonstrated in the law of the trans-
formation of quantitative changes into qualitative changes and vice
versa. To find out what this law is all about we must examine a
number of categories such as property, quantity, quality and
measure.

Getting to know an object begins with the external, direct impres-
sions we have when we see it in the process of interaction with
other objects. Nothing can be known about it without such interac-
tion. And it is this interaction that reveals the properties of things
which, once known, provide the clue to the things themselves.
Metal, for instance, has such properties as density, compressibil-
ity, heat and electrical conductivity, and so on. One might conclude
from this that a thing is nothing more than the sum total of certain
properties, so that to know a thing we merely have to establish
what those properties are. But this conclusion would be premature.
No matter how important the properties of a thing, when it comes
to describing it, the thing cannot be reduced to its properties.
For instance, a number of the properties of capitalism change in the
course of its development: the old capitalism without monopolies

1V. I Lenin, On the Question of Dialectics, Vol. 38, p. 360.
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becomes monopolistic, but this does not mean that capitalism
ceases to be capitalism.

Consequently the properties of an object are a manifestation of
something more essential which characterises the object itself. This
more essential something is the object’s quality. Quality is what
defines an object as one thing and not another. It is what accounts
for the amazing diversity of the real world. “Quality,” Hegel says in
his explanation of this category, “is, above all, a direct determinacy
identical with being.... A thing is what it is thanks to its quality and,
in losing its quality, it ceases to be what it is.” 1 Quality is some-
thing more than the mere totality of even essential properties,
because it expresses the unity, the integrity of a thing, its relative
stability, its identity with itself.

Quality is closely connected with the structure of an object, that
is to say, with a certain form of organisation of the elements and
properties of which it is composed, thanks to which it is not merely
the sum total of the latter but their unity and wholeness. The
concept of structure tells us why the change or even the loss of
some or other of a thing’s properties does not directly change its
quality. If we continue our example of capitalism we see that the
structure of the capitalist mode of production embodies the inter-
connection of all the aspects, elements and properties implied in its
private-property nature, in the relationship between capital and
labour. This is what determines its quality, and until the structure
of the connection between the means of production and the
producers changes, capitalism will not cease to be what it is. It is
this kind of change in bourgeois society that is ignored by its
contemporary apologists, who try to identify changes in certain
properties of capitalism with its fundamental qualitative change.

In the very definition of quality we are at once confronted with
the dialectics of the object, the thing. Whenever we define the
quality of a thing, we relate it to something else and consequently
set limits to its existence. Beyond these limits it is not what it was,
but something else. This means that the quality of a thing is iden-
tical with its finiteness.

If we state that objects have the same quality, it means they are
the same. They may, of course, possess different properties, but
qualitatively they are identical. Since they are identical in quality,
they differ from one another only in quantity. There may be more
or less of them, they may differ from one another in volume, size
and so on. In other words, the qualitative identity of objects is the

1G. W. F. Hegel, Werke, Bd. 6, Duncker und Humblot, Berlin, 1840,
S. 179*
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precondition for understanding their other aspect—the quantitative
aspect. Hegel says that quantity is “sublated quality”, that is, the
analysis of things as qualities inevitably leads us to the category of
quantity. This is quite natural because quality and quantity cannot
exist separately and a thing is both one and the other at the same
time. We separate them artificially only for the sake of knowledge
but, having done so, we restore the connection.

The category of quantity demands abstraction from the qualita-
tive diversity of things. According to the general law of knowledge
we must first investigate the qualitative differences between things,
and then their quantitative regularities. The latter allow us to obtain
a deeper knowledge of the essence of things. For example, science
was for long unable to understand the cause of the qualitative
difference of colours—red, green, violet and so on. The explanation
was found only when it was established that difference of colour
depends on the quantitatively different length of electromagnetic
waves.

In Capital Karl Marx begins his study of capitalist society with a
definition of the quality of commodities—the “cell” of the bour-
geois mode of production. He establishes that commodities differ as
use values, that is, by the fact that they satisfy different needs of
the consumer. Marx shows that the labour which produces qualita-
tively different commodities also has special characteristic qualities;
it is the concrete labour of the carpenter, the confectioner, the
bootmaker, and so on. But if these are only differences in commod-
ity-producing labour, how can we effect an exchange of, say, boots
and tables? Marx establishes that commodities are the product not
only of concrete labour, but of the “abstract labour” characteristic
of commodity production, labour as the expenditure of human
energy, manual and mental. It is this qualitatively identical labour
that allows us to compare the most diverse commodities and to
exchange them. Such labour can be distinguished in terms of
quantity; consequently, various goods can be exchanged in various
proportions. It was this that allowed Marx to proceed from the
qualitative analysis of commodities and the labour producing them
to the quantitative analysis of the laws of commodity exchange.

From what has been said it is clear that quantity is an expression
of the similarity, the identity of things, thanks to which they can be
increased or decreased, added up or divided, and so on. Quantity is
therefore embodied in size, in number, in the degree and intensity
of development of certain aspects of an object, in the rate of flow
of certain processes, in the space-time properties of phenomena.
The more complex phenomena become the more complex are
their quantitative parameters, and the more difficult they are to
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analyse in terms of quantity.

The essential difference between quantity and quality is that one
can change certain quantitative properties of an object without its
undergoing any significant changes. For instance, one may raise the
temperature of a metal by tens or even hundreds of degrees without
making it melt, that is* without changing its aggregate state. This
means that the quantity of a thing is not so closely connected
with its state as its quality. In the analysis of quantitative rela-
tionships one can within certain limits ignore the quality of objects.
The wide application of quantitative, mathematical methods in
many sciences investigating qualitatively different objects is based
on this peculiarity of quantity.

Changes of quantity, however, are in external relationships to a
thing only within certain limits for each particular thing. Sometimes
even the smallest departure beyond these limits leads to a funda-
mental qualitative change in the thing. Any changes in quantity, of
course, have their effect on the state of a thing, its properties. But
only quantitative changes that have reached a certain level are
connected with fundamental changes of quality.

The dependence of quality on quantity may be traced in the
qualitative diversity of atoms, for example. Every kind of atom is
defined by the number of protons in its nucleus, in other words by
its atomic number in the periodic system of elements. One pfoton
more or one proton less and we have a qualitatively different kind
of atom.

Thus, the quality of things is inseparably linked with a certain
quantity. This connection and interdependence of quality and
quantity is called the proportion of a thing. The category of pro-
portion expresses the kind of relationship between the quality and
quantity of an object that obtains when its quality is based on a
definite quantity, and the latter is the quantity of a definite qual-
ity. It is the changes in such interrelationships, changes of propor-
tion, that explain the mechanism of development. Hence devel-
opment should be understood not as motion within certain fixed
and immutable limits, but as replacement of the old by the new, as
an eternal and ceaseless process of renewal of what exists. At a
certain stage quantitative changes reach a level when the former
harmony of quality and quantity becomes disharmony. At this
point the old qualitative state must yield to the new.

The transformation of quantitative into qualitative changes goes
hand in hand with the reverse process: new quality gives rise to new
changes of quantity. Thus the socialist mode of production develops
the productive forces and other aspects of society at faster rates, in
quantitatively greater proportions, and so on, as compared with
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capitalism. For example, the average rate of growth of national in-
come in the socialist countries of the CMEA over the 30 years of
its existence has been three times higher and industrial output four
times higher than the average for the capitalist world.

Quantitative changes occur constantly and gradually. Qualitative
change takes place in the form of a break in this gradualness. This
means that development, since it is the unity of quantitative and
qualitative change, is at the same time the unity of continuity and
discontinuity. “...Life and development in nature include both
slow evolution and rapid leaps, breaks in continuity.” 1

If we deny development as the unity of the two forms (quantity
and quality), then we must accept one of two possible but equally
incorrect concepts of the world. Either we must regard all the
richness of the world, the diversity of the phenomena of inorganic
and organic nature, the multitudinous varieties of plants and
animals, and man himself, as having always existed and as changing
only in quantity, or else we must assume that all this was by some
miracle suddenly brought into being. Both these notions have been
held in the history of science and philosophy, but they have both
been overthrown by the whole course of advancing knowledge
and historical practice.

Both views have become widespread in social theories. All the
reformist theories in the working-class movement are based on the
one-sided exaggeration of continuity, of the quantitative gradualness
of development, from which it is argued that capitalism will “grow”
into socialism without social revolutions, by means of the gradual
accumulation of socialist elements in bourgeois society. In contrast
to the reformists, the anarchists, the petty-bourgeois revolution-
ists, completely deny the significance of quantitative, continuous
forms of development and recognise only social cataclysms and
rebellions. Assuming that social conditions can be changed only
in this way, they fall prey to political adventurism and disregard
the objective conditions that are essential for revolutionary leaps

forward.
All qualitative change takes place in the form ofleaps. A certain

process ends in a leap, which denotes the moment of qualitative
change of an object, the break-through, the critical stage in its
development. In the general thread of development a new knot is
tied. “Capitalism,” wrote Lenin, “creates its own grave-digger, itself
creates the elements of a new system, yet, at the same time, with-
out a ‘leap’ these individual elements change nothing in the general

1V. I Lenin, Differences in the European Labour Movement, Vol. 16,
p. 349.
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state of affairs and do not effect the rule of capital.” 1

Leap is a form of development that occurs much quicker than
the form of continual development. It is the period of most inten-
sive development, when the old and obsolete are transformed and
make way for new, higher stages of development. Thus, social
revolutions give a tremendous impetus to the development of the
material and spiritual life of societies. The same significance is
attached to “leaps” in science, which denote new and important
discoveries.

Development thus proceeds as the unity of continuity and
discontinuity (spasmodicalness), when one measure yields to, or is
transformed into, another.

Modern science offers increasing evidence in favour of the view
of objects and their development as the unity of continuity and
discontinuity.

The qualitative differences in the forms of motion of matter-
mechanical, physical, chemical and others—are regarded by science
as “nodal points” in the process of the gradual differentiation of
matter. Such “breaks in continuity” are the discrete (discontinu-
ous) states of matter at its various structural levels (elementary
particles, nuclei, atoms, molecules and so on). Evolutionary7(gradu-
al) and revolutionary (leap-like) forms in their unity constitute a
law of social development.

Changes of quantity are transformed into qualitative changes in
various ways, depending on the specific conditions in various
spheres of reality. The concrete forms of this transformation, this
leap from one state into another, are studied by the specialised
sciences. Philosophy helps us to find our way in this great variety of
forms and modes of transition, to single out certain most typical
forms, without claiming, however, that these forms give an exhaus-
tive'picture, since life is always richer than any theory.

The typical and most general forms of leaps, of qualitative
transformations, are as follows: (1) comparatively rapid and sharp
transformation of one quality into another, when the object as an
integrated system with its own inherent structure suddenly, as if at
a stroke or in a series of strokes, undergoes fundamental qualitative
change; and (2) gradual qualitative change, when the object changes
not at once and not as a whole, but in certain of its aspects,
elements, by means of the gradual accumulation of quantitative
changes, and only as the result of such changes passes from one
state into another.

What determines these different forms? Why does the leap take

1 Ibid., p. 348.
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place now in one form and now in another? The answer to this
question is to be sought above all in the particular features of the
developing objects themselves.

Nature and natural processes offer a multitude of examples when
leaps and transformations from one quality to another take place in
the form of rapid changes. Such are the qualitative transformations
of elementary particles, chemical elements, chemical compounds,
the release of atomic energy in the form of atomic explosions, and
so on. On the other hand, there are objects in nature whose qualita-
tive changes into other more complex and perfect objects involve
very long processes and can occur, as a rule, only gradually. Such,
for example, are the qualitative changes of some species of animals
into others. Usually the two qualitative poles in such transforma-
tions are linked by many intermediate forms.

But however gradually a process of qualitative change proceeds,
the transformation to the new state is a leap. “In spite of all gradu-
alness,” wrote Engels, “the transition from one form of motion to
another always remains a leap....”1 This is what distinguishes
gradual qualitative changes from the gradual quantitative changes.
The latter, while changing certain individual properties of a thing,
do not affect its quality up to a certain point.

It would be wrong to regard the gradualness of qualitative
changes, as if these changes simply accumulate in number until they
oust the old quality entirely. In reality this process is much more
complex. It is not simply the arithmetical addition of the elements
of the new quality, but a path of gradual perfection, of gradual,
sometimes imperceptible qualitative changes, a path that presuppos-
es profound structural changes in the old quality, .a number, of
intermediate stages and steps in the ascent to the ultimate result,
that is, to completion of the leap.

The forms of this leap depend not only on the nature of the
object but also on the conditions in which the object is placed.
Thus, in conditions of natural radioactivity the disintegration of
certain substances, uranium, for example, proceeds extremely
slowly; semi-disintegration takes billions of years. But the same
process of disintegration during the explosion of an atom bomb
takes place instantaneously, because of chain reaction.

Historical experience has shown that qualitative changes, leaps,
also take place in social development. Social revolutions, which
radically transform the life of society, provide a convincing

example.
The qualitative changes that occur in conditions of socialism

1 F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, p. 85.
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differ considerably from those that we observe in exploiting societi-
es. Since there are no longer any antagonistic classes in socialist
society, society as a whole is interested in bringing about the
required changes; moreover, the very development of society
proceeds not spontaneously but according to plan, in the form of
conscious preparation for leaps ahead, and so the prevailing form
here is a gradual transition from one qualitative state to another.
But this does not, of course, exclude other forms of transformation,
such as sharp and sudden changes in technical development, evoked
by great discoveries, by the new technical possibilities of develop-
ment of production, or by new forms of activity accelerating
progress.

What has been said allows us to draw a general conclusion
concerning the essence and significance of the law of transforma-
tion of quantitative into qualitative changes and vice versa. This law
states that there is an interconnection and interaction between the
quantitative and qualitative aspects of a?i object thanks to which
small, at first imperceptible, quantitative changes, accumulating
gradually, sooner or later upset the proportion of that object and
evoke fundamental qualitative changes which take place in the form
of leaps and whose occurrence depends on the nature of the objects
in question and the conditions of their development in diverse
forms. Knowledge of this law is vital to the understanding of
development. It provides a guideline for examining and studying
phenomena as the unity of their qualitative and quantitative as-
pects, for seeing the complex interconnections and interactions of
these aspects, and the changes in the relationships between them.

3. The Law of the Unity
and Struggle of Opposites

The contradiction between quality and quantity is only one of
the manifestations of the general law that internal contradictoriness
is inherent in all things and processes, and that this is the source and
motive force of their development. Lenin called the study of
contradictions the “nucleus” of dialectics.

The two main concepts of development are sharply opposed
particularly over the question of contradictions. This opposition
runs right through the history of philosophy and is still characteris-
tic of philosophy today.

Many modem bourgeois philosophers flatly deny the dialectically
contradictory essence of phenomena. They assume that only our
thoughts may be contradictory?7 while objective things are free of all



110 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF MARXIST-LENINIST PHILOSOPHY

contradictions.

The contradictions of thought or, as they are sometimes called,
‘logical contradictions”, certainly do occur, they are the result of
logical inconsistency, logical error. When we make contradictory
statements about one and the same thing considered at the same
moment and in the same relation (for instance, “the table is round”
and “the table is not round”), such a contradiction of ideas is
impermissible. The appearance of such contradictions in scientific
theories testifies to their incorrectness or incompleteness. At the
same time contradictions of ideas may conceal objective contradic-
tions in phenomena themselves of which we are not yet aware. It is
such objective contradictions that,the opponents of dialectics
refuse to acknowledge.

The world knows of no absolutely identical things or phen-
omena. When we speak of the similarity or identity of certain
objects, their very similarity presupposes that they are in some way
different, dissimilar, otherwise there is no sense at all in comparing
them. This implies that even a simple outward comparison of two
objects reveals the unity of identity and difference: every object is
simultaneously identical to another and yet different from it.
In this quite simple sense identity is not an abstract but a concrete
identity containing within it an element of difference. Engels
expressing this idea, said, that “identity with itself requires differ-
ence from everything else as its complement”.1

The difference in an object is not only a difference in relation to
another object but also a difference in relation to itself, that is, the
given object, no matter whether we are comparing it with some-
thing else or not, contains a difference in itself. For example, a
living being is a unity of identity and difference not only because it
is both similar to and dissimilar from other living beings, but also
because in the process of living it denies itself, or, to put it simply,
it is moving towards its own end, its death.

When dialectical theory7maintains that an object simultaneously
exists and does not exist, that it contains within itself its own
non-being, this must be understood in only one sense: an object is a
unity of stability and changeability, of the positive and the neg-
ative, of what is dying out and what is entering life, and so on.

This means that every object, every phenomenon is a unity of
opposites. What this important proposition implies above all is that
opposite aspects and tendencies are inherent in all objects. Internal
contradictions are an inseparable property of the structure of any
object or process. Moreover, every object or group of objects has its

1 F. Engels, Dialectics o f Nature, p. 215.
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own specific contradictions which have to be discovered by
concrete analysis. But a mere acknowledgement of the internal
contradictoriness of phenomena does not fully explain the concept
of the unity of opposites. It is very important to take into consider-
ation the character of the connection and interaction between
opposites, their structure. This structure is such that each of the
aspects of the whole is entirely dependent on its opposite for its
existence and this duality is not confined merely to their external
relationships. The interconnection, interdependence and interpen-
etration of opposite aspects, properties and tendencies of the
developing whole are an essential feature of any unity of opposites.

But the interdependence of opposites is only one of the specific
features of dialectical contradiction. Another of its vital aspects is
mutual negation. Because the two aspects of the whole are opposites
they are not only interconnected but also mutually exclusive and
mutually repellent. This factor is expressed in the concept of the
struggle of opposites.

In its generalised form this concept comprises all kinds of mutual
negation of opposites. In some cases, particularly in social life and
partially in organic nature, this mutual exclusion of opposites is
literally expressed in the term “struggle”. Such, for example, is the
struggle of classes and various political parties in society. In inani-
mate nature the term “struggle of opposites” applies chiefly to
action and counteraction, attraction and repulsion, and so on. But
no matter what concrete forms this struggle assumes, the main thing
is that the dialectical contradiction implies also the element of
mutual negation of opposites, and an extremely important element,
because the struggle of opposites is the motive force, the source of
development. This is why Lenin gives the following formula of dia-
lectical development: “Development is the ‘struggle’ of opposites.”1

What has been said about each of the elements of dialectical
contradiction—the elements of “unity” and “struggle” of oppo-
sites—allows of an important conclusion. This conclusion was
formulated by Lenin in the following words: “The unity (coincid-
ence, identity, equal action) of opposites is conditional, temporary,
transitory, relative. The struggle of mutually exclusive opposites is
absolute, just as development and motion are absolute.”2 This
means that the struggle of opposites naturally results in the disap-
pearance of the existing object as a certain unity of opposites and
the appearance of a new object with a new unity of opposites
inherent in that particular object.

1V. I. Lenin, On the Question of Dialectics, Vol. 38, p. 360.
2 Ibid.
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The essence of the dialectical contradiction may be defined as an
interrelationship and interconnection between opposites in which
they mutually assert and deny each other, and the struggle between
them serves as the motive force, the source of development. This is
why the law in question is known as the law of the unity and strug-
gle of opposites.

This law explains one of the most important features of dia-
lectical development: motion, development takes place as self-
motion, selfdevelopment. This concept is highly relevant to materi-
alism. It means that the world develops not as the result of any
external causes (say, “divine first impulse”) but by virtue of its own
laws, the laws of motion of matter itself.

The dialectical theory that the motion or development of nature
is in fact self-motion, self-development, explains why many contem-
porary bourgeois philosophers are so vehement in their attacks on
the proposition of the contradictory essence of things. Development
understood in this way leaves no room for a mystical “creative
force”.

Some bourgeois philosophers recognise contradictions, for
instance, the contradictions of capitalist society, but regard them as
eternal, insoluble, “tragic”, and so on. Others, on the contrary, try
to minimise them and gloss them over. In this field there are many
different angles of approach, but the anti-dialectical meaning
remains one and the same.

Postulating that internal contradictions are inherent in all things
and processes and comprise the motive force of the self-develop-
ment of nature and society, materialist dialectics explains how this
process takes place.

Contradictions are not something immobile and immutable. Once
they have arisen, specific contradictions develop and pass through
definite stages. A phenomenon cannot disappear and be replaced
by another phenomenon until its contradictions are revealed and
fully developed, because only in the process of such development
are the preconditions for the leap into the new qualitative state
created.

This process has two basic stages: (1) the stage of development,
of the unfolding of the contradictions inherent in an object; (2) the
stage of the resolution of these contradictions.

When it first begins to develop, a contradiction is in the nature
of a difference. This difference then deepens into a manifest
contradiction, whose opposite sides are less and less able to re-
main in the framework of the former unity. At this stage of devel-
opment the contradiction becomes, to use Marx’s expression,
a relationship of opposites which is “a dynamic relationship driv-
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ing towards resolution”.1

Marx’s Capital provides a classical example of such development
and building up of contradictions in application to society. Marx
shows that in striving for maximum profit the capitalists are com-
pelled to develop what is, in essence, social production. But the
more social production becomes, the more it enters into contradic-
tion with the private property of the capitalists, the more insistently
it demands the replacement of this property by public, socialist
property.

The second stage, the stage of resolution of contradiction, is the
natural culmination of the process of the development and struggle
of opposites. Whereas the whole previous process takes place within
the framework of unity, the interconnection of opposites, the stage
of the resolution of contradiction signifies the removal of this
unity, its disappearance, which coincides with a fundamental
qualitative change in the object.

Materialist dialectics attaches great importance to the resolution
of contradiction. No wonder, then, that in the hands of genuinely
progressive forces, and particularly the proletariat, it serves as a
powerful instrument of cognition and revolutionary transformation
of the world.

The character of contradictions, their forms of development and
means of resolution cannot be the same in both inorganic and
organic nature, in nature and society, and in different social forma-
tions. Dialectics does not claim to provide a “register” of all
possible contradictions. Its task is rather to point out the “strategy”
of approach to phenomena. What the specific contradictions of
particular objects are and how they are to be resolved are questions
that must be decided by scientists in the appropriate fields of
knowledge. At the same time it would be wrong to assume that
these highly general laws and concepts formulated by dialectics do
not develop and become more concrete under the influence of new
facts and in new conditions. This can be seen from the category of
contradiction itself.

The emergence of socialist society demanded that this category
should be expressed in more specific terms. The founders of Marx-
ism knew, of course, that in socialist society contradictions would
have a different character, and they often noted the fact. But the
question acquired paramount theoretical and practical significance
when the construction of socialist society became a matter of
practice. This was why Lenin attached such importance to it. In his
critical remarks on Bukharin’s Economics of the Transition Period,

1 K. Marx, Economic ayd Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Vol. 3, p. 294.
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where the concept of contradiction figured in an undifferentiated
form, and was identified with the concept of antagonism. Lenin
pointed out that antagonism and contradiction are not at all the
same thing, that the former disappears under socialism while the
latter remains.1

Antagonistic contradictions are those between hostile social
forces, between classes that have fundamentally opposed aims and
interests. The antagonistic character, of contradictions also
determines the forms of their development and the methods of
their resolution. This involves an intensification and deepening of
contradictions which naturally ends in a sharp conflict between the
opposing sides and their polarisation. Accordingly the means of
resolving such contradictions are consistent class struggle and social
revolutions which destroy the supremacy of the obsolescent classes.

The non-antagonistic form of contradiction is the kind of con-
tradiction that arises between classes, between social forces whose
conditions of life determine the community of their fundamental
goals and interests. Such are the contradictions between classes of
working people—the working class and the peasantry, between the
various elements of socialist society, and so on. Contradictions that
occur in the development of the socialist mode of production, the
state and other forms of social life under socialism, and contradic-
tions in the process of the growing of socialist society into commu-
nist society, are also of a non-antagonistic character. A vitally im-
portant feature of such contradictions is that there is no objective
necessity for the opposing sides and tendencies to become polarised
into hostile extremes. The unity of the interests of society as a
whole makes it possible to overcome these contradictions gradually,
by means of planned economic activity and by changing the condi-
tions that give rise to them, by means of educational work, and
so on.

But one must not lose sight of the fact that for all the profound
difference between antagonistic and non-antagonistic contradictions
there is no gulf fixed between them. Lenin often hammered home
the fact that with an incorrect policy non-antagonistic contradic-
tions could be deepened and aggravated and under certain condi-
tions acquire the features of antagonistic contradictions. It may be
assumed that only with the building of developed socialism will
non-antagonistic contradictions never turn into antagonistic.

The historical practice of the development of socialism has
revealed all the harmfulness of the illusion that in the new condi-
tions society is liberated of all contradictions, or that these con-

1 See Lenin Miscellany X1, Moscow-Leningrad, 1929, p. 357 (in Russian).
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tradictions are unimportant because of their non-antagonistic
nature. Apart from the contradictions inherited from the old,
capitalist society that require a certain amount of time to get rid
of, there arise in the process of development of socialist society
itself certain contradictions that are peculiar to that society; in
fact, there could be no progress without them. The practical ex-
perience of history has forged a powerful weapon of struggle
against all stagnation, conservatism, superficiality and complacency.
This weapon is socialist criticism and self-criticism, of which Karl
Marx in his day said that a genuine revolution can successfully
develop only by subjecting itself to its constant and ruthless in-
fluence.

The difference between the forms of contradiction lies not only
in their different social nature. Every single thing, and particularly
such a complex formation as society, is a whole system of contra-
dictions that have a certain structural interconnection. In such a
structure contradictions may be basic or non-basic, major or minor,
internal or external, and so on.

Basic contradictions are to be understood as those that character-
ise the object and determine its development from the moment of
its appearance to its disappearance, and that determine all other,
non-basic contradictions.

Every stage in the development of society has its major contra-
diction, i.e., a contradiction that determines the essence of that
particular stage. For instance, in the bourgeois democratic revolu-
tion of February 1917 in Russia the major contradiction was be-
tween the landowner system and the tsarist autocracy on the one
hand, and all the forces, particularly the working classes, that were
opposed to them, on the other. A contradiction may change in the
course of development from one stage to another, and a contradic-
tion that was minor at one stage may under new conditions become
major. Thus, the contradiction between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie already existed in the period of the Revolution of
February 1917, but it was not then the major contradiction. It
became so only after the February Revolution. Correct definition
of major and minor contradictions allows us to get our priorities
right and to popularise slogans corresponding to the objective
course of development.

What is the difference between internal and external contradic-
tions? There are theories in philosophy that reduce contradiction
merely to the relation between things and forces that are external
to one another, to the clash between them. These are mechanistic
theories, “theories of equilibrium”, which regard things as being
in a state of rest, free of internal contradictions, and, consequently,
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deny the dialectical understanding of motion as self-motion, self-
development.

Any object, being a relatively independent system, has its own
internal contradictions, which are in fact the basic source of its
development. The differences between several such objects are
external contradictions. These are closely connected with the
internal contradictions, and interact with them. If we regard an
object as an element of a larger system which includes other objects,
the contradictions between such objects become internal contra-
dictions, that is, contradictions of the given, larger system. For
instance, the relationships between the socialist and capitalist
systems are external contradictions. But inasmuch as these opposed
systems are part of a wider, all-embracing whole—contemporary
world development—they are aspects of its internal contradiction.
This is the basic, major contradiction determining the development
of social phenomena in our epoch.

The law of the unity of opposites is of tremendous importance in
our search for knowledge. “The condition for the knowledge of all
processes of the world ... in their real life, is the knowledge of them
as a unity of opposites,”1 wrote Lenin. The question of how to
express in human concepts motion, change and transition from one
state into another is a crucial question that throughout the history
of philosophy and science has been a challenge to the best minds
and continues to challenge them today.

According to certain theories human concepts can give only
static reflections, photographs, of changing things, and this is seen
as setting a limit to knowledge. Hence the conclusion is drawn that
there must always be antagonism between objects and the know-
ledge of them, and that only a certain inexplicable immediate
feeling (mystical intuition) can express motion.

Dialectics has shown that true, concrete thought thinks in terms
of contradictions that grasp the opposing sides of phenomena in
their unity. It is capable of seeing not just one aspect of a contra-
diction and registering it in arigid, static concept, but all aspects of
contradiction, and not only their arrangement, but their connec-
tion, their interpenetration. This means that concepts must be as
dialectical, that is, as mobile, flexible, plastic, interconnected and
interpenetrating as the objects which they reflect.

Human, concepts should embody in an ideal form the real con-
tradictions, connection and interpenetration of opposites, their
transmutations, and so on.

To recapitulate, we can now define the essence of the law of the

1 V. I. Lenin, On the Question of Dialectics, Vol. 38, p. 360.
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unity and struggle of opposites. According to this law all things,
phenomena and processes possess internal contradictions, opposing
aspects and tendencies that are in a state of interconnection and
mutual negation; the struggle of opposites gives an internal impulse
to development, leads to the building up of contradictions, which
are resolved at a certain stage in the disappearance of the old and
the appearance of the new. Knowledge of this law helps us to
obtain a critical understanding of the processes at work in the
world, and to see what is obsolescent and what will replace it, to
fight against everything that stands in the way of progress and to be
intolerant of shortcomings, of all manifestations of stagnation,
conservatism and dogmatism.

4. The Law of the Negation of Negation

We shall now deal with yet another important question of the
doctrine of development. Is there any tendency that governs the
direction of the infinite process of development? If so, then what is
it? This question is also central to the struggle between various
philosophical conceptions and theories and forms the subject of
fierce controversy (particularly in its relation to social develop-
ment).

In pre-Marxist philosophy there were cyclical theories which
recognised the ascending development of society, but which assum-
ed that on reaching its highest point society would be thrown back
to its initial position and development would begin all over again.
Such a theory was maintained by the Italian philosopher Giovanni
Vico. The ideologists of the progressive bourgeoisie upheld the view
that society was developing constantly, although they also regarded
the bourgeois system as the peak of social progress. Later, with the
decline of capitalist society, such philosophers as Oswald Spengler,
for instance, put forward various pessimistic theories which assum-
ed the inevitable destruction of bourgeois society to be the end of
all social development.

When considering the transformation of quantitative into qualita-
tive changes and the struggle of opposites, we saw that an essential
part in the process of development is played by negation. Qualita-
tive transformation is possible only as the negation of the old state.
The contradictoriness of a thing signifies that it contains its own
negation.

Negation is an inevitable and logical element in all development.
“In no sphere,” wrote Marx, “can one undergo a development
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without negating one’s previous mode of existence.”1 Nothing new
could come about without this element. But what is negation? In
ordinary consciousness the concept of negation is associated with
the word “no” ;to negate is to say “no”, to reject something, and so
on. There can certainly be no negation without rejecting something.
But dialectics regards negation as a part of development, and
therefore this concept has a far deeper meaning than in ordinary
usage. “Negation in dialectics,” wrote Engels, “does not mean
simply saying no, or declaring that something does not exist, or
destroying it in any way one likes.”2 The essence of dialectical
development lies in the fact that it is a mode of negation that
conditions further development.

Dialectical negation has two essential features: (1) it is a condi-
tion and factor of development, and (2) it is a factor in the connec-
tion between new and old. The first means that only the negation
that serves as the precondition for the emergence of certain new,
higher and more perfect forms is “positive negation”. The second
means that the new as negation of the old, of what has gone before,
does not merely destroy, does not leave behind it a “desert”, but
merely “sublates” the old.

The term “sublation” expresses the meaning and content of
dialectical negation: the previous state is simultaneously negated
and preserved. It is preserved in a dual sense. First® without previous
development there would be no foundation for the new forms.
Second, everything that is preserved from the previous stage of
development passes to the next stage in a substantially different
form. Thus, certain forms of mental activity which developed in the
animals have been passed on to man in a “sublated” form, and in
man they have been transformed on the basis of the features that
are peculiar to man (labour activity, the ability to think, and so on).

Development, however, is not confined to a single act of nega-
tion. Even if certain positive elements are preserved in the first
negation, it is still the complete opposite of what was negated. The
relationship between the initial form and the first negation is a
relationship of two opposed forms. What happens next, after the
first negation has produced a new form that is the opposite of the
previous form? This can best be illustrated by tracing the develop-
ment of some specific object from beginning to end.

Here is an example from the inquiry pursued by Marx in Capital.
At the very beginning of its development social production assumed
a form in which the workman was united with his means of labour,

1 K. Marx, Moralising Criticism and Critical Morality, Vol. 6, p. 317.
2 F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, p. 173.
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that is, the instruments of labour belonging to the producer himself.
Marx calls this the “infantile” form (in the sense that this was the
childhood of the human race), because it was the form inherent in
the primitive commune and small domestic agriculture connected
with domestic production. But as time went on, the growth of the
productivity of labour reached a point when the original primitive
form combining the consumer and the instruments of labour
became a brake on the further development of production. There
then appeared private ownership of the means of labour and the
latter were separated from the person who worked. This was the
first dialectical negation of the initial form. But when it achieves its
full development in capitalist society, this form of the division of
labour and the means of labour, which in its time was the negation
of their unity, itself logically prepares its own negation. It has
completely exhausted itself and has to give way to a new and higher
form. This is the second negation, the negation of the first negation,
and for this reason known as the negation of negation.

From the above example we see that the necessity for the
second negation, or the new stage of negation, depends on the
following: the initial form and that which negates it are opposites,
they contain an abstract one-sidedness which must be overcome for
further development to take place. Hegel was therefore right when
he defined the second negation, that is to say, the negation of
negation as the synthesis that overcomes the first “abstract, untrue
elements”, taking “abstract” and *“untrue” in the sense of their
one-sidedness and incompleteness.1

Here we come to yet another important feature of the negation
of negation. In the concluding stage of the whole cycle of develop-
ment, at the stage of the second negation, certain features of the
initial form from which development began are inevitably restored.

This dialectical character of development is vividly manifested in
the development of knowledge. For instance, in the process of
research into the nature of light, the idea was first advanced that it
was a stream of light corpuscles or particles. Then the diametrically
opposed theory of waves was put forward. The physics of the 20th
century had to face the fact that neither of these views was a true
explanation of reality. “We have two contradictory pictures of
reality; separately neither of them fully explains the phenomena of
light, but together they do!”2 In other words, the contradiction

1 See G.W. F. Hegel, Samtliche Werke, F. Frommann, Stuttgart, Bd. 5,
1928, S. 345.

2 A. Einstein and L. Infeld, The Evolution of Physics. The Growth of
Ideas from Early Concepts to Relativity and Quanta, Simon and Schuster,
New York, 1954, p.278.
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between two one-sidedly contradictory views was resolved by their
higher synthesis in a new theory which regarded light as the unity
of corpuscular and wave properties. Lenin describes this process of
the development of knowledge, which is by nature the negation of
negation, in the following words: “From assertion to negation—
from negation to ‘unity’ with the asserted—without this dialectics
becomes empty negation, a game, or scepsis.” 1

The effect of the law of the negation of negation is that devel-
opment moves not in a straight line but in a spiral, so that the
ultimate point coincides with the point of departure, but at a higher
level, each coil denoting a more developed state. This is the sense in
which we use the term “spiral of development”.

The process of the negation of negation is often expressed in the
terms: “thesis” (initial point of development), “antithesis” (first
negation) and “synthesis” (second negation), which form a trinity
that expresses the essence of development. The result is that the law
of the negation of negation is often reduced to a purely formal and
external device by means of which all the richness and complexity
of objective development is arbitrarily subordinated to a rigid
scheme. Even Hegel an idealist, himself prone to schematise,
protested against such an understanding of dialectics, saying that
the trinity is only a superficial, external aspect of the mode of
cognition. Materialist dialectics is fundamentally opposed to any
such formalistic approach or schematisation. Like any other law of
dialectics, the law of the negation of negation does not impose any
schemes, it merely guides inquiry in the right direction.

Analysis of the law of the negation of negation now allows us to
answer the question we asked above, about whether any objective,
law-governed tendency exists in the endless replacement of some
phenomena by others, any tendency that determines the course of
development.

Development is, in fact, a chain of dialectical negations, each of
which not only rejects the previous links, but also preserves all that
is positive in them, thus concentrating more and more in the
further, higher links, the richness of development as a whole. The
infinity of development lies not in the infinite arithmetical addition
of one unit to another, but in the emergence of new and higher
forms which create within themselves the preconditions for further
development. Hence the general law-govemed tendency of develop-
ment, from the simple to the complex, from the lower to the
higher, the tendency of progressive, ascending motion.

t V. I. Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's Book “The Science of Logic”, Vol. 38,
p. 227.
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A characteristic feature of the process of the negation of nega-
tion is its irreversibility, that is, development that as a general
tendency cannot be motion in reverse, from higher forms to lower
forms, from the more complex to the less complex. This is due to
the fact that every new stage, while synthesising in itself all the
richness of the previous stages, constitutes the foundation for even
higher forms of development.

In relation to the world as a whole, to the infinite Universe, it
would be wrong, of course, to speak of one line of development, of
the progressiveness of all development. In relation to individual
systems, however, or their elements, the tendency to ascending
development is clearly observable. But there must be no oversimpli-
fication in our understanding of progressive development. Like any
dialectical process, it is realised in contradictions, through the
struggle of opposites. Progress in some forms is accompanied by
regress in others. Every ultimate form that results from ascending
development creates the preconditions for its own negation. Pro-
gression itself is realised in the struggle of opposing tendencies and
makes its way only through a forest of intersecting lines of devel-
opment. Certain of these lines may lead backwards instead of
forwards and thus express elements of regression. In short, progres-
sion must not be understood metaphysically, as a smooth process
without deviations and zigzags. This fact is particularly relevant
to social development, which is an arena for various classes and
parties pursuing their own interests and fighting for their own aims.

One must not forget that the law of the negation of negation
operates in different ways in different conditions and different
objects. “Every kind of thing therefore,” wrote Engels, “has a
peculiar way of being negated in such a manner that it gives rise to a
development, and it is just the same with every kind of conception
or idea.”1

Under socialism the dialectical negation of the old and assertion
of the new is characteristically a matter of consciously dealing with
problems as they arise, on a planned basis and under the control of
society itself. The anarchistic view of the old as something entirely
reactionary and only fit for destruction is alien to socialism. What is
more, only socialist society, which comes to replace capitalist
society, can, as historical experience has shown, save and preserve
the greatest values of the material and intellectual culture accumu-
lated by previous development. For this reason the self-styled
“cultural revolutions” which under the pretext of struggle against
“the old” destroy the precious, hard-won gains of the past have

1 F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, p. 173.
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nothing in common with socialism.

Thus the law of the negation of negation is a law whose opera-
tion conditions the connection and continuity between that which
is negated and that which negates. For this reason dialectical
negation is not naked, “needless” negation, rejecting all previous
development, but the condition of development that retains and
preserves in itself all the progressive content of previous stages,
repeats at a higher level certain features of the initial stages and has
in general a progressive, ascending character.



Chapter Vi

CATEGORIES
OF MATERIALIST DIALECTICS

Every science evolves its own concepts for the purpose of giving
a more precise reflection of the objects and processes it studies. The
joint efforts of scientists have produced concepts that are common
to certain groups of sciences; they have also produced categories.
Categories are the most general, fundamental concepts of philo-
sophy.

1. General Characteristic of the Categories
of Dialectics

With the help of categories philosophy studies and registers the
most general properties, connections and relationships between
things, the laws of development that operate in nature, society and
in human thought. Categories, in the sense of universal forms of
scientific thought, arose, developed, and are still developing, on the
basis of social practice. They reflect the reality, the properties and
relationships of the objective world that exists outside us.

The categories of materialist dialectics are a summing up of the
knowledge, a generalisation of the experience of cognition and
practice, of the whole previous history of mankind. They are the
nodal points of cognition, the “stages” by which thought penetrates
to the essence of things.

Categories are not some form of fixed knowledge: “...If every-
thing develops, does not that apply also to the most general concepts
and categories of thought? If not, it means that thinking is not
connected with being. If it does, it means that there is a dialectics
of concepts and a dialectics of cognition which has objective
significance.” 1 In the course of the history of thought the role and
place of individual categories have also changed. The content of
categories is particularly mobile. One has only to compare, for
instance, how matter was understood in ancient times and how this
category is interpreted in the contemporary picture of the universe.

1V. Il Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's Book “Lectures on the History of
Philosophy ”, Vol. 38, p. 256.
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Categories reflect the general properties, connections and rela-
tionships of the material world. Hence their tremendous methodo-
logical value and the need to apply them in the study of the con-
crete phenomena of nature, society and thought.

The general concepts of every science also play a methodological
role. The categories of dialectics differ from the general concepts of
the specialised sciences, however, in that the latter are applicable
only to a certain sphere of thinking, while philosophical categories,
as methodological principles, embrace the whole tissue of scientific
thought, all fields of knowledge. The categories of philosophy, by
constantly accumulating the results of the development of the
specialised sciences, enrich their own content. At the same time no
specialised sciences can do without general philosophical categories.
The theoretical reproduction of reality, the trends and patterns of
its development, its practical transformation can only be accom-
plished with their help.

Reflecting the properties and relations of objective reality, the
categories also express the patterns of thought, they are the nodal
points of the connection between subject and object, under which
one can classify all the infinite variety of objects and phenomena.
They are the “standpoints” from which we obtain our sensory
perception of the world and our understanding of it. It is thanks to
the categories that individual things are perceived and comprehend-
ed as particular manifestations of the whole. A person must master
the categories in the course of his individual development in order
to possess a capacity for theoretical thought.

One cannot obtain a correct understanding of a particular cate-
gory merely by analysing it as such, that is, in isolation from other
categories. In objective reality everything is interconnected, is in a
state of general interaction. The categories that reflect the world are
therefore also interconnected in a certain way. Each category
reflects some aspect of the objective world, and all of them together
“...embrace conditionally, approximately, the universal law-govern-
ed character of eternally moving and developing nature”.1

Categories are so interconnected that they can be understood
only as elements in a definite system of categories.

The categories of dialectics are closely connected with its basic
laws. The fundamental laws of dialectics are expressed and formu-
lated only through certain categories; otherwise they could not be
expressed at all. Thus, the law of the unity and struggle of opposites
is expressed through the categories of opposition, contradiction,.

1V. L. Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's Book *The Science of Logic', Vol. 38,
p. 182.
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etc. In their turn the laws of dialectics determine the relationship
between the categories as expressing the general aspects and rela-
tionships of things. Thus, the relations between content and form,
essence and phenomenon, necessity and chance are specific mani-
festations of the law of the unity and struggle of opposites. In the
previous chapters we have examined several philosophical cate-
gories, for example, matter, motion, space, time, the finite and the
infinite, consciousness, quantity, quality, proportion, and contra-
diction. In this chapter we shall examine other related categories.

2. The Individual, Particular and Universal

The first thing that comes to mind when we consider the world
around us is its variable quantitative and qualitative diversity.

The world is a unity but it exists in the form of a totality of
various things, phenomena and events that possess their own
individual, unique attributes. The existence of separate objects and
phenomena divided from one another in space and time and pos-
sessing individual qualitative and quantitative definition is character-
ised by the category of the individual. This category expresses that
which distinguishes one object from another, that is inherent only
in a given object.

Any object or process is only an element in some integrated
system. Not a single thing or phenomenon exists by itself. Nothing
can arise or remain in existence or even change without being
connected with a large number of other things and phenomena.

The universality of the properties and relationships of things is
expressed in the category of the universal. This category reflects the
similarity of the properties, the aspects, of an object, the connec-
tion between the elements, the parts, of a given system and also
between different systems. The universal may take the form of a
similarity of properties and relationships of things, constituting a
definite class or group, which may be registered, for example, in
such concepts as “crystal”, “animal”, “man”, and so on.

The universal does not exist before or outside the individual, just
as the individual does not exist outside the universal. Any object is
a unity of the universal and the individual. The particular is a kind
of connecting link between the individual and the universal. For
instance, production in general is an abstraction. It stresses what is
universal and inherent in production in all epochs. At the same time
this universal can be broken down into many divisions. It exists
both as something particular (for example, in the conditions of a
certain socio-economic formation), and as something individual (for
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example, in a certain country).

The wuniversal is not introduced into the individual from the
sphere of pure thought. Both difference and unity (universal) are
inherent in the objects and events of the real world. They are both
objective indivisible aspects of being. Any one thing is both
different from all other things and at the same time in some respect
resembles them, possesses certain properties in common with
other things.

Universality and difference are the relationship of the object to
itself and to other things, characterising the stability and variability,
equality and inequality, similarity and dissimilarity, identity and
non-identity, imitability and inimitability, continuity and discon-
tinuity of its properties, connections, relationships and tendencies
of development.

We cannot take a single step without encountering the unity of
universality and difference. According to Lenin, there is dialectics
in the simplest phrases, for example, “lvan is a person”, “Zhuchka
is a dog”: “...The individual is the universal... Consequently, the
opposites (the individual is opposed to the universal) are identical:
the individual exists only in the connection that leads to the uni-
versal.” 1

The universal and its relation to the individual is given different
interpretations in different philosophical systems. The metaphysical
philosophers usually divorced the individual from the universal and
counterposed them to each other. In the Middle Ages the so-called
Nominalists maintained that the universal had no real existence,
that it was merely names, or words, and that only individual things
with their properties and relationships actually existed. The Real-
ists, on the contrary, assumed that the universal existed in reality as
the spiritual essence of things, that it preceded individual objects
and could exist independently of them. This controversy was
continued in later times.

The problem of correlating the individual and the universal cried
out for a solution when it came to analysing the laws of the histor-
ical process. Some thinkers tried, and are still trying, to assert that
the sphere of social existence is “unique”, and that all relationships
in it are inimitably individual. No law can be established for that
which does not repeat itself, and on this basis the law-governed

nature of the historical process is rejected.
Is this position valid? No. In all their concreteness individual

events actually do not repeat themselves. Every war, for example,
taken in all its individuality, is unlike any other war. But in this

1 V. I. Lenin, On the Question of Dialectics, Vol. 38, p. 361.



CATEGORIES OF MATERIALIST DIALECTICS 127

unique individuality of concrete events there is always something
universal: their essential qualities, the types of internal and external
connection. The fact that the Second World War was not like the
Greco-Persian wars is no obstacle to the sociological study of
various types of war.

In no way does the universal level down the individuality of
events. It only testifies to the fact that this unique individuality
is the concrete form of manifestation of the essentially universal.

The individual thing owes the concrete form of its existence to
the law-governed system of connections within which it arose and
exists as a qualitative entity. The individual is 4dominated’ by the
universal. This “power” of the universal is not something supernat-
ural. It is not hidden in certain forces that stand above individual
things, but in the system of interacting individual things, where
each thing is poured into the “cup” of the universal, revives it and
partakes of its reviving juices. While existing and developing accord-
ing to the laws of the universal, the individual at the same time
serves as a precondition of the universal. This is the case, for exam-
ple, in the development of animate nature. Through its individual
changeability an organism acquires some new and useful attribute.
This individual attribute may be passed on by heredity and in time
become an attribute not of one individual but of a number of
individuals, that is, an attribute of a variety within the framework
of a given species. This variety may later become a new species.
Consequently, an individual attribute becomes universal, generic.
Diametrically opposed processes take place in the development of
organisms, when a certain generic attribute begins to die out or
atrophy. Such an attribute becomes an attribute of only a few
organisms, and then appears only as an exception—in the form of
atavism. In this case the universal becomes the individual.

The action of the universal as law is expressed in the individual
and through the individual. But such a law cannot be applied to the
world as a whole. In this case one cannot say that the universal
arises from the individual or vice versa. Both universal and individu-
al form a unity. While it appears to create the universal, the in-
dividual itself at the same time arises and moves according to
definite laws. “...The individual exists only in the connection that
leads to the universal.... Every individual enters incompletely into
the universal, etc., etc. Every individual is connected by thousands
of transitions with other kinds of individuals (things, phenomena,
processes), etc.” 1

A correct appreciation of the dialectics of the individual, particu-

1 Ibid.
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lar, and universal, is of tremendous importance both in the field
of knowledge and its practical application. Science is concerned
with generalisations and operates with general concepts, and it is
this which enables it to establish laws and arms us with foresight in
our practical activities.

Scientific research may take two paths: the path from the
individual as the point of departure of thought to the particular
and from the particular to the universal, and also the path from the
universal and general to the particular and from the particular to
the individual. “In fact all real, exhaustive knowledge,” wrote
Engels, “consists solely in raising the individual thing in thought
from individuality into particularity and from this into universality,
in seeking and establishing the infinite in the finite, the eternal in
the transitory. The form of universality, however, is the form of
self-completeness, hence of infinity; it is the comprehension of the
many finites in the infinite.” 1

Appreciation of the dialectical interaction of the individual,
particular and universal arms us with a method of knowing the
phenomena of social life. The contemporary revisionists attempt to
deny or belittle the significance of the general laws of socialist
construction. They absolutise the individual and the particular and
try to produce “models” of socialism that are applicable only to
one or another country; this inevitably results in national self-
isolation, in the opposition of national interests to international
interests. No less dangerous is dogmatism, the essence of which lies
in absolutising general truths, in an inability to analyse and appreci-
ate the particular features of each country in concrete terms. The
successes of the international communist movement depend to a
great extent on how comprehensively the correlation of the general
laws of social revolution and the national peculiarities of the various
countries, or specific regional features, is taken into consideration.

3. Cause and Effect

The concepts of cause and effect have evolved in the process of
social practice and cognition of the world. In them thought reflects
the vital laws of the objective world, knowledge of which is neces-
sary for man’s practical activity. When a person finds out the causes
of phenomena and processes he is able to influence them, to recre-
ate them artificially, to bring them to life or to prevent their
appearance. Ignorance of the causes and the conditions that evoke

1 F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, p. 234.
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phenomena render a person helpless. And conversely, knowledge of
causes offers people and society the opportunity of taking effective
action.

Knowledge of phenomena and processes is above all knowledge
of the causes of their emergence and development. Causality is one
of the forms of the universal law-governed connection of phen-
omena. In formulating the concept of “cause” and “effect” man
isolates certain aspects of the whole objective process. “In order to
understand the separate phenomena, we have to tear them out of
the general interconnection and consider them in isolation, and
then the changing motions appear, one as cause and the other as
effect.”1

Cause and effect are related concepts. A phenomenon that brings
into being another phenomenon is, in relation to that phenomenon,
its cause. The result of the action of a cause is effect. Causality is an
internal connection between phenomena in which whenever one
exists the other must necessarily follow. For example, the heating
of water is the cause of its turning into steam, because whenever
water is heated the accompanying process is the formation of
steam.

Cause precedes effect in time. But this does not mean that every
previous phenomenon is in a causal relationship with the phen-
omenon that follows it. Night precedes morning, but it* is not the
cause of morning. One must not confuse causal connection with the
temporal sequence of phenomena. The superstitious person will
sometimes say that the cause of a war was a comet or a solar
eclipse, or some other natural or social phenomenon that occurred
before the outbreak of war.

Cause should be differentiated from occasion. Occasion is an
event which immediately precedes another event and makes it
possible, but does not necessarily engender or determine it. The
connection between occasion and effect is external (superficial) and
inessential.

The causal connection of phenomena is objective and universal in
character. All phenomena in the world, all changes and processes
must be induced by certain causes. There is no such thing as a
causeless phenomenon, nor could there be. Every phenomenon
must have its cause. We are able to detect the causal connection of
phenomena with varying degrees of accuracy. The causes of some
are still unknown to us, but they objectively exist. Thus, medicine
has not yet fully discovered the cause of cancer, but this cause
exists and will eventually be discovered.

1 Ibid., p.232.
5 — 1187
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There is intense conflict between materialism and idealism over
the question of causality. The materialists acknowledge objective
causal connection of phenomena that is independent of both will
and consciousness, and its more or less accurate reflection in the
human consciousness. The idealists, on the other hand, either deny
the causality of all phenomena of reality or deduce causality not
from the objective world, but from the consciousness, from reason,
from the action of imaginary7supernatural forces.

The proposition that all phenomena are causally conditioned,
expresses the law of causality. Philosophers who acknowledge this
law and apply it to all phenomena are called determinists. Phil-
osophers who deny the law of causality are called indeterminists.
The law of causality demands that all phenomena of nature and
society be explained through natural causes, and rules out any
possibility of their being due to supernatural forces. Consistent
materialistic determinism leaves no room for God or any kind of
miracle, mysticism, or the like.

The history of philosophy tells us that the English philosopher
Hume denied the objectivity of causal connection. Hume’s proposi-
tion that we obtain our knowledge of the causal connection of
phenomena from experience is correct, but the rest of his argument
goes off on the wrong track. Hume reduced experience to subjective
sensations and denied that they possessed any objective content. In
experience we observe that one thing follows another, but, accord-
ing to Hume, in the first place we have no ground for believing that
the former may be the cause of the latter, and secondly, there are
no grounds, proceeding from past and present experience, for
drawing conclusions about the future. Hume’s conclusion boils
down to the following: causality is merely a sequential, habitual
connection of sensation and idea, and prediction on this basis is
expectation of that connection. Our past experience gives us
grounds for expecting that in the future friction will give rise to
heat, but we have not and cannot have any assurance of the objec-
tivity and necessity of this process.

Proceeding from the data of science, dialectical materialism
asserts that practice is the proof of the objectivity of causality.
Engels wrote: “...The regular sequence of certain natural phen-
omena can by itself give rise to the idea of causality: the heat
and light that come with the sun; but this affords no proof, and
to that extent Hume’s scepticism was correct in saying that a
regular post hoc can never establish a propter hoc. But the
activity of human beings forms the test of causality. If we
bring the sun’s rays to a focus by means of a concave mirror and
make them act like the rays of an ordinary fire, we thereby prove
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that heat comes from the sun.”1

Kant did not agree with Hume that causality was merely a
habitual conjunction of sensations. Kant recognised the existence of
causal connection as necessary in character, though not in the
objective world but in the mind. He did not attribute this to experi-
ence; causality existed as*an apriori, innate category of intellect, on
the basis of which various perceptions were linked together into a
proposition.

The idealistic views of Hume and Kant on causality are reproduc-
ed in various versions by neo-Kanitians and also by the positivists,
particularly the Machists. Ernst Mach asserted that there is no cause
and effect in nature, but that all forms of causality spring from our
subjective desires. The view of Hume on causality is repeated by
Bertrand Russell, who regards the concept of cause as a pre-scientif-
ic generalisation serving only as a guide to action. The only differ-
ence between Hume and Russell in their interpretation of causality
is that according to Russell the law of causality is based not on
habit, as maintained by Hume, but on an animal faith which has
become deeply embedded in the language: '‘Belief in the external
causation of certain kinds of experiences is primitive, and is, in a
certain sense, implicit in animal behaviour.”2

Many contemporary idealist philosophers insist on the idea that
the word “cause” should be excluded from philosophical terminol-
ogy. Causality, in their view, is as obsolete as monarchy. The law of
causality is replaced by the law of functional connection', one must
not say that phenomenon A causes phenomenon B; one must say
that A and B depend on each other (A is always accompanied by B,
precedes it or follows it).

One can envisage all kinds of dependencies, including external,
inessential and even arbitrary dependencies, in the form of func-
tional connection. The relationship of cause and effect may also be
envisaged in the form of functional dependency, effect being a
function of cause. However, this obscures everything that really
matters in causality; cause as a real phenomenon engenders and
conditions effect, which is another real phenomenon. The idealists
dissolve causality into functional dependency on the pretext that
science is not interested in how phenomena arise, or whether there
is a cause of their existence; it is only interested in whether there is
any dependency between phenomena (or quantities) which can be
expressed by a definite formula. But this is a fallacious point of

1 Ibid., p. 230.

2 Bertrand Russell, Human Knowledge. Its Scope and Limits, Simon and
Schuster, New York, 1962, p. 456.

5*
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view. Knowledge of real causal connection is the basis of people’s
practical activity. Knowing causes, we can evoke phenomena
desirable for society or, on the contrary, combat those that are
undesirable or harmful.

Some idealists substitute for causal connection the logical con-
nection ofground and consequent. But thfre is adistinction between
the two. Ground in formal logic is any idea from which another
idea follows. For example, the statement that there is a normal
temperature in the room follows as the consequent of another idea,
that the thermometer shows 20°C. The temperature reading is not
the cause of the normal temperature in the room, but the ground
for our conclusion about the temperature there.

Causality is the connection not of ideas in an inference, but the
connection between real phenomena, one of which evokes the
other. The logical connection of ideas in our reasoning (the con-
nection of ground and consequent) is a reflection of the relation-
ship of things in reality, including their causal conditionality. From
the difference between cause and ground it does not follow, of
course, that inthe sphere of thought only purely logical connections
operate, that the principle of causality is replaced by the principle
of sufficient ground. Any thought is causally conditioned.

The principle of causality is attacked by some Western physicists,
who maintain that modem physics has disposed of the idea that all
phenomena have a cause of their existence. They believe there is no
causal conditionality in microprocesses. Not a single microparticle,
for example, the electron, obeys the law of causality; each one
chooses its path freely from the various possibilities. The reason
given is usually the uncertainty relation. It is true that whereas in
the macroprocesses one can simultaneously define both the position
and velocity of a body, the position (coordinates) and velocity (im-
pulse) of a microparticle cannot be simultaneously defined with
unlimited accuracy. This law of the motion of the microobjects
discovered by physicists does not fit in with the notion of causality
that was characteristic of the science of the 17th and 18th centuries
and has become known in history as Laplacian determinism (from
the name of the French scientist Pierre Simon de Laplace).

The Laplacian® or mechanistic, form of determinism arose from
the study of the external, mechanical motion of macroobjects, and
assumes the possibility of simultaneous exact knowledge of coor-
dinates and impulse. In describing the processes at work within the
atom we encounter the special properties of particles (simultaneous-
ly corpuscular and wave), and here the former concepts of coor-
dinates and impulse evolved for macroobjects are not applicable.
But from the principle of the uncertainty relation in the microcosm
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it does not follow that we should deny causality. The law of
causality maintains only one thing: all phenomena have a cause.
Just how causality operates in certain concrete cases, whether it is
possible to define simultaneously the coordinates and velocity of
particles with unlimited accuracy, is another question whose
solution involves a knowledge of the concrete properties of the
respective objects.

Modem physics provides rich factual material confirming the
universality of the law of causality and the diversity of forms in
which it is manifested. Thus, knowing the angle at which the
electron and positron collide (in certain conditions they turn into
two photons), and also their velocities, one can predict the path of
motion of the two photons. Surely this proves the existence of
causality in the microcosm. Microprocesses obey certain laws, they
follow a certain sequence.

The objective character of the causal connection of all phen-
omena in reality was substantiated and defended by pre-Marxist
materialists, but they confined themselves to examining the mech-
anical forms of causality, where cause is always external in relation
to effect. Materialist dialectics has overcome the limitations of the
mechanistic metaphysical interpretation of causality. It has shown
that the connection between cause and effect is of a reciprocal
nature. The cause produces the effect, but the effect may also
influence the cause and change it. In this process of interaction the
cause and effect change places, “...so that what is effect here and
now will be cause there and then, and vice versa”.1 For example,
the development of capitalism in Russia was the cause of the
abolition of serfdom, but the abolition of serfdom became in its
turn the cause of a further acceleration of the development of
capitalism.

The interaction of cause and effect implies their constant influ-
encing each other, with the result that both cause and effect are
modified. This interaction becomes the internal cause (causa
sui—cause of itself) of the changes in the phenomena of reality. If
we see the world as the interaction of different phenomena, we
realise that its motion and development require no external push,
no supernatural force, such as God. This is why Engels regarded as
correct Hegel’s proposition that “reciprocal action is the true causa
finalis of things”.2

Interacting forces and factors are not of equal value, of course. It
is the task of science to reveal decisive, determining causes in the

1 F. Engels, Anti-Duhringyp. 33.
2 lbid.,p. 231.
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system of interacting forces.

The interaction of cause and effect is influenced by the surround-
ing phenomena, which are summed up in the term conditions.
Conditions are phenomena that are necessary for the occurrence of
a certain event, but do not in themselves induce it. Thus a path-
ogenic organism may cause illness, depending on the conditions,
that is, on the state of health of the person it attacks. Some of these
conditions may encourage the effect, while others may prevent it.
Dependmg on the conditions, one and the same phenomenon may
be engendered by different causes and, on the contrary, one and
the same cause may produce different effects. To illustrate, tre-
mendous energy may be obtained both from the splitting of the
uranium nucleus, and from the synthesis of the nuclei of hydrogen
into helium nuclei.

Despite their diversity the causal interconnections of phenomena
do not account for all the wealth of connections in the world.
Lenin wrote: “Causality, as usually understood by us, is only a
small panicle of universal interconnection, but ... a particle not of
the subjective but of the objectively real interconnection.”1 Phen-
omena enter into various relationships: temporal, spatial, and so
on, which are related to causality but cannot be reduced to that cat-
egory. Science cannot confine itself to studying only the causal
interconnections of phenomena; it must study phenomena in all the
diversity of their law-governed connections.

4. Necessity and Chance

As we have seen, the law-governed connections and relationships
of things are essential and necessary. Necessity is the stable, essenti-
al connection of things, phenomena, processes and objects of reality
conditioned by the whole preceding course of their development.
The necessary’ stems from the essence of things and, given certain
conditions, is bound to occur. A distinction should be drawn be-
tween necessity and inevitability. Not everything that is necessary is
inevitable. Necessity is inevitable when all other possibilities have
been ruled out and there is only one left.

But does everything that happens in the world occur of neces-
sity? No, there are also chance events. Chance is what under certain
conditions may occur or may not occur, may happen in a certain
way or may happen otherwise.

1V. I. Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's Book “The Science of Logic*\ Vol. 38,
p. 160.
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The religious view of the world holds that everything in the
Universe, in the life of society and of the individual, is preordained
by God or by fate, or by the world spirit, whose blind force is
irreversible. Belief in fate, in predestination, is known as fatalism.

Ignorance of dialectics usually leads to an antithesis between
necessity and chance, one of which is supposed to exclude the
other. Democritus asserted, for instance, that everything occurs
only through necessity. People, he said, invented the idol of chance
so that they could use it as a pretext for their own unreasoning.
Nearly all philosophers who deny chance identify it with the
absence of cause. Hence the fallacious conclusion that since every-
thing has its cause, chance is impossible. It is alleged that we
describe those phenomena whose cause we cannot discover or
predict as chance phenomena, whereas these phenomena in them-
selves are, in fact, not accidental but necessary. Spinoza believed,
for instance, that there is nothing accidental in nature, that all is
determined by natural necessity. The French materialists of the
,18th century also asserted that everything occurs of absolute
necessity and that there is no chance in the world at all. Our whole
life, said Holbach, is a line that we at Nature’s bidding must draw
on the surface of the globe without any possibility of deviating
from it for a single moment.

The absolutising of necessity and denial of chance follow log-
ically from the mechanistic world outlook. Its most characteristic
expression was in the stand taken by Laplace. “All phenomena,” he
wrote, “even those that are so insignificant as to appear indepen-
dent of the great laws of nature are as necessary an effect of them
as the revolutions of the Sun. When one is ignorant of the bonds
that unite them to the entire system of the Universe, one makes
them depend on ultimate causes or on chance, according to whether
they happen and proceed with regularity or without any apparent
order; these imaginary causes have successively receded with the
boundaries of our knowledge and disappear entirely in the face of
sound philosophy, which sees in them nothing but the expression of
an ignorance of which we ourselves are the true causes.” 1

However, necessity, if absolutised, turns into its opposite. Reject-
ing chance, the French materialists of the 18th century reduced
necessity to the status of chance. Holbach asserted that a monarch’s
suffering from indigestion, or awoman’s whim are sufficient causes
to make men go to war, to lay cities in ruins, to spread starvation
and infection and create misery and grief for many centuries to
come.

1 Laplace, Op. cit., pp. 2-3.
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Present-day positivists deny the existence of necessity in nature
and society. Thus, according to L. Wittgenstein, there is only logical
necessity—the necessity that one statement must follow another.
Moreover, logical necessity does not reflect any objective laws but
stems from the nature of language.

Metaphysical thinking gives rise to a false alternative: either the
world is dominated by chance, in which case there is no necessity,
or else, there is no such thing as chance and all that occurs is
inevitable.

In reality necessity does not exist in “pure form”. Any necessary
process occurs in a multiplicity of accidental forms.

The main difference between necessity and chance is that the
appearance and the existence of the necessary is conditioned by
essential factors, whereas chance events are usually conditioned by
inessential factors.

It would be wrong to think that phenomena can be only either
necessary or accidental. The dialectics of necessity and chance lies
in the fact that chance is a form of the manifestation of necessity
and its complement.

Accidents can, in the course of development, become necessity.
Thus, the law-governed attributes of one or another biological
species appeared at first as accidental deviations from the features
of another species. But these accidental deviations establish them-
selves and accumulate, and the necessary qualities of the living
organisms are formed on their basis.

The factor of chance has never remained outside the field of
vision of scientific knowledge, even when chance events are ab-
stracted as something of secondary importance. The fundamental
aim of knowledge is to reveal what is governed by law, what is
necessary. But it does not follow from this that the accidental
belongs only to the field of our subjective notions and should
therefore be ignored in scientific research. Through the analysis of
various accidental, individual facts science moves on to the discov-
ery of what lies at the bottom of things, of a certain necessity.

Appreciation of the dialectics of necessity and chance is an
important factor in correct, practical creative activity. A good many
discoveries in science and inventions in technology have been made
thanks to a lucky coincidence. However well calculated our actions,
something is always left to chance. The development of production
and science tends to take man out of the power of unfortunate
accidents. Under socialism people are acquiring more and more
opportunities of controlling social processes, planning the economy
and culture and thus safeguarding society from the harmful effects
of chance.
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The distinction between statistical and dynamic laws, which
plays a large part in science, is based on appreciation of the influ-
ence of chance.

Dynamic laws are a form of necessary causal connection in which
the interrelation between cause and effect is univalent; in other
words, if we know the initial state of one system we are able to
predict its further development. Thus, the prediction of solar or
lunar eclipses is built on calculation of the dynamic laws of the
movement of celestial bodies.

Statistical laws, unlike dynamic laws, are the dialectical unity of
necessary and chance attributes. In this case the subsequent states
that follow from the initial state are not unique and can be predict-
ed only to a certain degree of probability.

Here are some examples. If you buy a lottery ticket it does not
follow that you are bound to win a prize. You may win or you may
lose. Winning something in a lottery is a typical example of a
chance event. The likelihood of such an event is expressed by the
concept of probability. If the event never comes about, then
probability is zero. If it is bound to come about, its probability is
expressed by the unit one. All chance events have a probability
between zero and one. The more often the chance event occurs the
greater its probability.

The concept of probability is closely connected with the concept
of uncertainty. Uncertainty arises when there is a choice to be
made from several objects. Probability and the measure of un-
certainty have a quite simple interdependence: the less the probabi-
lity of choice the greater the uncertainty.

A characteristic feature of statistical laws is the fact that they are
based on chance that has a certain stability. This means that they
are applied only to large groups of phenomena, each of which has a
chance character. Such mass phenomena as accumulation of gas
molecules, for example, obey statistical laws. The motion of an
individual molecule in relation to the lawrs that prevail in the whole
group is accidental, but from this intermingling of chance move-
ment of individual molecules there is formed a necessity that
manifests itself not completely, or perhaps not at all, in each
individual case.

There is also a law of large numbers, which expresses the dia-
lectics of the necessary and the accidental. This law runs as follows:
the combined effect of a large number of accidental factors pro-
duces, under certain, rather common conditions, results almost inde-
pendent of chance. In other words, the amassing of a large number
of individual cases, phenomena, leads to the levelling of their
accidental deviations in one direction or another and to the forma-
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tion of a definite trend, of something law-governed. This trend or
law is called statistical.

Manifesting itself in a mass of individual phenomena, statistical
law with its specific interrelation of cause and effect, of necessity
and chance, of the individual and universal, of whole and parts, of
possibility and probability, constitutes the objective basis on which
the application of statistical methods of research is based.

5. Possibility and Reality

The categories of possibility and reality occupy an important
place in the well-stocked armoury of modern theoretical thinking.
Like all other categories of dialectics, they reflect the universal
connections and relations of things, the process of their change and
development.

Nothing can come from nothing and the new can arise only from
certain preconditions conceived in the womb of the old. The
existence of the new in its potential state is, in fact, possibility. A
child comes into the world. He possesses a great number of potenti-
alities—the possibility of sensing, feeling, thinking and speaking.
Given the right conditions, the possibility becomes reality. By
reality in the broad sense of the term we mean everything that
actually exists, in embryo, in maturity, and in the state of passing
away. This is a unity of the individual and the universal, the essence
and the diverse forms of its manifestation, the necessary and the
accidental. In the narrower sense we mean by reality a realised
possibility—something that has come about, something that has
developed. There is nothing in the world that is not either a pos-
sibility or a reality, or “on the way” from the one to the other.

The process of development is the dialectical unity o fpossibility
and reality. Possibility is organically linked with reality. The
possible and the real interpenetrate one another. After all, the
possible is one of the forms of reality in the broad sense of the
word; it is internal, potential reality.

Reality has “priority” in the interconnection between the
categories of possibility and reality, although possibility precedes
reality in time. But possibility itself is only one of the elements of
that which already exists as reality.

While emphasising the unity of possibility and reality we must at
the same time bear in mind the difference between them. The
possibility of man’s knowing the world in its entirety differs essen-
tially from the fulfilment of this possibility in reality.

There are various kinds of possibility. Possibilities may be uni-
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versa! or individual. A universal possibility expresses the precondi-
tions of the general aspects of individual objects and phenomena,
while individual possibility expresses the preconditions of their
individual aspects and features. A universal possibility is condi-
tioned by the laws of development of reality, while an indivi-
dual possibility depends on the specific conditions of existence
and action of these general laws. Every individual possibility is
unique.

Possibilities may be real (concrete) ox formal (abstract). We call a
possibility real if it expresses the law-governed, essential tendency
of development of the object in question, and if the necessary7
conditions for its realisation exist in reality. A formal possibility
expresses an inessential tendency of development of the object
while the necessary conditions for its fulfilment are net present in
reality. Only formal grounds can be given in its favour. “It is possi-
ble that tonight the Moon will fall upon the Earth, because the
Moon is a body separated from the Earth and may therefore fall
upon it just as does a stone that has been thrown into the air; it is
possible that the Sultan of Turkey will become Pope, because he is
a man and, as such, may be converted to Christianity, may become
a Catholic priest, etc.”1

Formal possibility does not in itself contradict objective laws. In
this sense it differs fundamentally from impossibility, that is, from
that which cannot, in principle, under any conditions be realised.
For example, no one can make a perpetual motion machine, be-
cause this contradicts the laws of the conservation of energy. In
both theoretical and practical activity it is extremely important to
be able to distinguish the possible from the impossible.

A formal possibility may be regarded as a possibility only in
abstraction from all other possibilities. .Any amount of formal
possibilities fail to become reality. Bourgeois ideologists assert, for
instance, that in the conditions of capitalism any poor man may
become a millionaire. But this is a formal possibility because
millions of poor men remain poor men and even become beggars
before one becomes a millionaire. The difference between real and
formal possibility is to a certain extent relative. A perfectly real
possibility may be lost or remain objectively unrealised because of
certain circumstances. It then becomes a formal possibility. At the
same time a formal possibility may turn into a real possibility. For
example, the possibility of manned space flight was at one time
only formal, but has now become real.

As we have said, possibility precedes reality in time. But reality,

1 G. W. F. Hegel, Werke, Bd. 6, S. 286.
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as the result of previous development, is at the same time a starting
point of further development. Possibility arises in the given reality
and is fulfilled in a new reality.

As hidden tendencies expressing the different directions in the
development of an object, possibilities characterise reality from the
standpoint of its future. Ail possibilities are “aimed” at realisation
and possess a certain direction. But this orientation on the future
does not signify that, as the fatalists assert, the final result of any
process in the world is predestined from the very beginning and is
utterly inevitable. Dialectical materialism proceeds from the fact
that development is not the unfolding of a ready-made collection of
possibilities, but a constant process of generation of possibilities
within the framework of reality, and their conversion into a new
reality.

Like everything in the w"orld possibilities develop: some of them
grow, others wither away.

Certain conditions are required for a possibility to become a
reality.

There is a substantial difference between the process of real-
isation of apossibility in nature and its realisation in human society.
In nature the realisation of a possibility occurs on the whole
spontaneously. Not so in human society. History is made by people.
So a great deal depends on their will, consciousness an linitiative in
the process of realisation of the possibilities invest'd in social
development. Under socialism all the necessary conditions exist for
turning the possibility of building communism into a reality. But
these conditions cannot automatically lead to communism. The
possibilities of building communist society can be realised cnly by
the creative efforts of the Soviet people, led by the CPSU.6

6. Content and Form

Any object of reality is a unity of content and form. Content
cannot just exist in the world by itself; a must have some kind of
form.

By content is meant the composition of all the elements of an
object, the unity of its properties, internal processes, connections,
contradictions and trends of development. For example, the con-
tent of an organism is not merely the sum total of its organs but the
whole actual process of its life activity proceeding in a certain form.

By form is meant the mode of external expression of content, the
relatively stable definiteness of the connection of the elements of
content and their interaction, the type and structure of the content.
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Form and content constitute a certain relationship between
features of an object that are not only different but opposed to one
another. Moreover, the division of an object into form and content
exists only within the framework of their inseparable unity, and
their unity exists only as something internally divided.

There is no unbridgeable gap between form and content. They
may pass into each other. For example, thought is an ideal form of
reflection of objective reality and at the same time it makes up the
content of neuro-physiological processes.

Form is not something external which is superimposed on
content. For example, a fluid in a state of weightlessness and left
to itself acquires a spherical form. The most splendid idea cannot
produce a work of art if it isnot clothed in a corresponding artistic
form, in artistic images. “It may be said of the lliad that its content
is the Trojan War or, more specifically, the wrath of Achilles; this
tells us everything but at the same time very little, because that
which makes the Iliad what it is, is the poetic form in which its
content is expressed.” 1

Form is a unity of the internal and external. As the means of
connection of the elements of content, form is something internal.
It constitutes the structure of the object, and becomes, as it were,
an element of the content. As the means of connection of the given
content with the content of other things, form is something exter-
nal. Thus the internal form of a work of art is primarily the theme,
the means of connection of the artistic images and ideas that make
up its content. The external form is the sensually perceived appear-
ance of the work, its outward presentation. “In considering the
opposition between form and content we must not forget that the
content is not formless, and that form is simultaneously contained
in the content itself and is also external to it.”2

Forms differ according to the degree of their universality. A form
may be the means of organisation of an individual object, a class of
objects or an infinite number of objects.

The problem of the correlation of form and content has been
treated in various ways by various philosophical schools. According
to Aristotle, content, and form exist in the beginning as something
independent of each other and only subsequently, when something
takes shape, do they enter into a close connection. According to
Aristotle, the primary form, or the form of forms, is God.

In contemporary bourgeois philosophy the relationship of form
and content is usually distorted, in the sense that form is divorced

1 Ibid., S. 265.
2 Ibid., S. 264.
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from content and absolutised. The absolutising of form leads to
formalism and abstractionism in art. Form becomes a self-sufficient
value.

Form and content are opposites making up a unity. Their in-
separable unity manifests itself in the fact that a certain content is
4clothed” in a certain form.

Content is the primary aspect; the form of organisation depends
on what is organised. Content is not fonned by some external force,
it forms itself. Between form and content there exist internal
contradictions. The emergence, development and overcoming of
these contradictions are one of the most essential and universal
expressions of development through the struggle of opposites.
Listing the elements of dialectics, Lenin writes, “...the struggle of
content with fonn and conversely. The throwing off of the form,
the transformation of the content”.1

The categories of form and content are crucial to the understand-
ing of the dialectics of development. A form that corresponds
to content promotes and accelerates the development of content.
There must, however, come a time when an old form ceases to
correspond to the changed content and begins to act as a brake on
its further development. A conflict arises between form and content
which is resolved by the breakdown of the obsolete form and the
appearance of a new form that corresponds to the new content.
This new form exerts an active influence on the content and pro-
motes its development.

The unity of form and content presupposes their relative inde-
pendence and the active role of form in relation to content. The
relative independence of form is expressed, for example, in the fact
that it may lag a little way behind the development of content.
A change of form is a reorganisation of the connection within
the object. This process takes place in time, is realised through
contradictions and collisions; for example, in the conditions of
an antagonistic society it is related to the struggle against the
forces of reaction, against the forces that stand guard over the old
system.

When form lags behind content they cease to correspond to each
other. For instance, production relations, which are a form in
respect of the productive forces of a society, correspond to the
trend of development of the productive forces during the ascending
period in the development of a given social-economic formation,
but in the period of decline (for example, capitalism at the stage of

1V. 1Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's Book “The Science of Logic".
Vol. 38, p. 222.
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imperialism) they lag behind these forces and retard their devel-
opment.

The relative independence of form and content is also expressed
in the fact that one and the same content may take various forms.
But one and the same form may have adifferent content: the laws
of phenomena that are different in nature may be expressed by the
same fonnula, for instance.

Appreciation of the interconnection between content and form
and their relative independence is particularly important in practical
activity, when skilled use of the form of organisation of labour, of
the production process and the distribution of manpower, may
decide the course and outcome of the project. The choice and
elaboration of flexible forms in revolutionary struggle constitute
one of the most important tasks of the communist and workers’
parties.

7. Essence and Appearance

Essence and appearance are categories expressing different
aspects of things, stages of knowledge, different depths in our
understanding of an object. Human knowledge proceeds from the
external form of an object to its internal organisation. Knowledge
of an object begins with determining its external properties, the
relationships of things in space. Getting to know their causal and
other profound law-governed relationships and properties leads to
the disclosure of essence. The logic of the development of know-
ledge and the needs of social practice have compelled people to
draw a strict distinction between what constitutes the essence of an
object and what that object appears to be to them.

Dialectical materialism proceeds from the fact that both essence
and appearance are universal objective characteristics of things.

What is meant by knowing the essence of an object? This means
that we have understood the cause of its origin, the law’s of its
existence, the internal contradictions and tendencies of devel-
opment inherent in it, and its determining properties.

The essence of the capitalist mode of production is private
ownership of the means of production or the separation of the
immediate producers—workers—from the means of production.
This essence of capitalism manifests itself in human exploitation, in
the private-property ideology. The essence of socialism is social
ownership of the means of production, the absence of human
exploitation, the ever fuller satisfaction of the growing needs of the
working people through the constant development and improve-
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ment of production, the planning of social development, and the
social, political and ideological unity of the people.

The essence of any process may be revealed in various degrees.
Our thinking moves not only from appearance to essence, but
from the less profound to the more profound essence. “Human
thought goes endlessly deeper from appearance to essence, from
essence of the first order, as it were, to essence of the second order,
and so on without end.

The category of essence expresses the special reality which
constitutes, as it were, the “foundation” of an object, something
stable and fundamental in its content. Essence is the organising
principle, the nodal point of connection between the basic features
and aspects of an object.

The category of the universal is closely linked with the category
of essence. That which constitutes the essence of a definite class of
objects is at the same time their universality.

Essence is what is important, determining (necessary) in an
object. When we speak of essence, we have in mind something
that proceeds according to law: ““...Law and essence are concepts of
the same kind (of the same order), or rather, of the same degree,
expressing the deepening of man’s knowledge of phenomena, the
world....”2 For example, Mendeleyev’s Periodic Law reveals the
essential internal connection between the atomic weight of an
element and its chemical properties.

Essence and law, however, are not identical. Essence is wider and
richer. For example, the essence of life lies not merely in any one
law, but in a whole complex of laws. When describing the essence of
an object, we use categories close to the category of essence but not
identical with it: the individual in the many, the universal in the
individual, the stable in the changeable, the internal, the law-
governed.

And what is appearance? Appearance is the outward manifesta-
tion of essence, the form of its expression. Unlike essence, which is
hidden from man, appearance lies on the surface of things. Essence
as something internal is contrasted to the external, changeable
aspect of things. When we talk of appearance as something external
and essence as something internal, we have in mind not a relation-
ship in space, but the objective significance of the internal and
external for characterising the object itself. Appearance cannot exist
without that which appears in it, that is without essence. “Here,

1V. Il Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's Book “Lectures on the History of
Philosophy ”, Vol. 38, p. 253.
2 Ibid., p. 152.
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too, we see a transition, a flow from the one to the other: the
essence appears. The appearance is essential/’1 There is nothing in
essence that does not appear in some way or another. But appear-
ance is more colourful than essence, if only for the reason that it is
more individualised, involving a unique totality of external condi-
tions. In appearance, the essential is connected with the unessential,
the accidental.

Essence reveals itself both in the mass of phenomena and in the
individual, essential phenomenon. In some phenomena essence
shows itself completely and “transparently”, while in others it is
veiled. Lenin chose the turbulent flow of a river to illustrate the
interrelationship of essence and appearance: “...The unessential,
seeming, superficial, vanishes more often, does not hold so ‘tightly’,
does not ‘sit so firmly’ as ‘Essence’. Etwa: the movement of a
river—the foam above and the deep currents below. But even the
foam is an expression of essence! "2

Essence and appearance are related categories. They are char-
acterised through one another. Whereas essence is something
general, appearance is individual, expressing only an element of
essence; whereas essence is something profound and intrinsic,
appearance is external, yet richer and more colourful; whereas
essence is something stable and necessary, appearance is more
transient, changeable and accidental.

The difference between the essential and the unessential is not
absolute but relative. For instance, at one time it was considered
that the essential property of the chemical element was its atomic
weight. Later this essential property turned out to be the charge of
the atomic nucleus. The property of atomic weight did not cease to
be essential, however. It is still essential in the first approximation,
essential on a less profound level, and is further explained on the
basis of the charge of the atomic nucleus.

Essence is expressed in its many outward manifestations. At the
same time essence may not only express itself but also disguise itself
in these manifestations. When we are in the process of gaining
sensory knowledge of a thing, phenomena sometimes seem to us to
be not what they are in reality. This seemingness is not generated
by our consciousness. It arises through our being influenced by real
relationships in the objective conditions of observation. Those who
thought the Sun rotated around the Earth took the seeming appear-
ance of things for the real thing. Under capitalism the wages of the
worker seem to be payment for all his work, but in reality only part
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of his work is paid, while the rest is appropriated by the capitalists
free of charge in the form of surplus value, which constitutes the
source of their profit.

Thus to obtain a correct understanding of an event, to get to the
bottom of it, we must critically test the evidence of immediate
observation, and make a clear distinction between the seeming and
the real, the superficial and the essential.

Knowledge of the essence of things is the fundamental task of
science. Marx wrote that if essence and appearance directly coincid-
ed, all science would be superfluous. The history7of science shows
that knowledge of essence is impossible without considering and
analysing the various forms in which it is manifest. At the same
time these various forms cannot be correctly understood without
penetrating to their “foundation**, their essence.



Chapter VI
THE NATURE OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE

What is knowledge? What are its basic forms? By what laws do
we proceed from ignorance to knowledge, from one knowledge
to another, deeper knowledge? What is truth? What is its criterion?
By what means or methods is truth arrived at and error overcome?
These and other philosophical questions are considered by the
theory of knowledge, or epistemology A

1. Materialist Dialectics Is the Theory
of Knowledge of Marxism-Leninism

The problems of the theory of knowledge arose with philosophy
itself. In Greek philosophy analysis of the nature of knowledge
began with Democritus, Plato, Aristotle, the Epicureans, the sceptics
and the stoics. They weére followed in modem times by Bacon,
Descartes, Locke, Spinoza, Leibnitz, Kant, Diderot, Helvetius,
Hegel, Feuerbach, Herzen, Chemyshevsky and other thinkers, who
made an important contribution in this field.

The problem of knowledge occupies a central place in Marxist-
Leninist philosophy. Dialectical materialism reveals the lack of
substance in the philosophical theories that deny (or doubt) man’s
ability to obtain objective knowledge of nature or social reality.
Despite the differences between them these theories may be char-
acterised in general as philosophical (epistemological) scepticism, to
use the ancient Greek term, or agnosticism, a term that arose in the
middle of the lost century.

The ideas of philosophical scepticism were enunciated by the
Greek philosophers Pyrrho, Cameades and Aenesidemus. These
early sceptics reached the conclusion that truth was in principle
unobtainable on the grounds that opposite, mutually exclusive
opinions are expressed on every7 question. They7argued that neither
sense perceptions nor the rules of logic offered any possibility of
knowing things, and that all knowledge was no more than belief orl

1 The term “epistemology” derives from two Greek words: episteme
knowledge, and logos—theory, doctrine.



148 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF MARXIST-LENINIST PHILOSOPHY

opinion. In modem times the arguments of the ancient sceptics
were revived and developed by a number of thinkers, most notably
the Scottish 18th-century philosopher David Hume, who maintained
that all knowledge was, in essence, non-knowledge. “The most
perfect philosophy of the natural kind only staves off our ignorance
a little longer: as perhaps the most perfect philosophy of the moral
or metaphysical kind serves only to discover larger portion of it.
Thus the observation of human blindness and weakness is the result
of all philosophy.../’1 Hume recommended faith and force of habit
rather than knowledge as the basis for practical action.

Kantianism is the next variety of agnosticism. Kant produced a
detailed analysis of the cognitive process, its separate elements: the
senses, intellect, reason. This analysis was an important contribu-
tion to the theory of knowledge. But the direction and general
conclusion of all his theoretical reasoning are incorrect. Kant
revealed the complex and contradictory world of knowledge, but he
divorced it from the things of the real world. “...Of what they
[things—Ed.] are in themselves,” he wrote, “we know nothing, we
know only their appearances, that is, the notions they evoke in us,
acting on our senses.” 2

Kant is right in saying that knowledge begins with experience,
with sensation. But experience, as he understands it, instead of
bringing man into contact with the world of things in themselves,
separates him from it because Kant presumes the existence in the
consciousness of a priori knowledge, i.e., forms of sensation and
intellect that exist prior to and independently of experience.
According to Kant, knowledge is built up out of that which is given
by experience and out of these apriori forms. Apriorism brings him
to an inescapable agnosticism.

Agnosticism does not disappear when we come to the philosophy
of the 19th and 20th centuries. It was accepted by various schools
of bourgeois philosophy, particularly the positivists and such
varieties of positivism as Machism and the related philosophy of
pragmatism. Recent bourgeois philosophy has contributed nothing
original to the premises of agnosticism; it merely reproduces Kant
or Hume, and more often than not presents a mixture of the two as
the latest thing in philosophy.

How does agnosticism treat the basic trends in phil-
osophy-materialism and idealism? It would be an oversimplifica-
tion to assume that all idealist philosophers are agnostics. Descartes,

1 David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Felix
Meiner, Leipzig, 1913, p. 29.

2 |. Kant, Prolegomena zu einer jeden kiinftigen Metaphysik, die als Wissen-
schaft wird auftreten konnen, Felix Meiner, Leipzig, 1913, S. 43.
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Leibnitz, Hegel and others were not. Hegel, as Engels observes,
overthrew agnosticism “...in so far as this was possible from an
idealist standpoint”.1 But the idealist criticises agnosticism incon-
sistently, makes concessions to it in a number of fundamental
questions. On the other hand not every agnostic is a determined,
consistent advocate of idealism. Often he tries to occupy a com-
promise position in the struggle between materialism and idealism.
“For the materialist,” writes Lenin, “the ‘factually given’ is the
outer world, the image of which is our sensations. For the idealist
the ‘factually given5is sensation, and the outer world is declared to
be a ‘complex of sensations5 For the agnostic the ‘immediately
given5is also sensation, but the agnostic does not go on either to the
materialist recognition of the reality of the outer world, or to the
idealist recognition of the world as our sensation.” 2

Agnosticism, as a theoretical conception of knowledge which
divorces the content of our sensations, perceptions and concepts
from objective reality, i.e., rejects the objective content of those
sensations, is idealism when it comes to solving the second aspect of
the basic question of philosophy. Admittedly, not everyone who
calls himself an agnostic actually is an idealist. Some naturalists,
such as the Englishman Thomas Huxley, who in the 19th century
introduced the term “agnosticism”, declared themselves agnostics
thus disguising their natural scientific materialism, their belief that
theological arguments were untenable.

The attitude of agnosticism to dialectics and metaphysics is
equally contradictory. Agnosticism interpreted the dialectical
contradictions of human knowledge subjectively. It is true that an
element of scepticism is essential to the process of cognition. Since
the days of the Greeks scepticism has contained a certain dialectical
element. The sceptics often perceived the richness, complexity and
contradictoriness of the progress of knowledge towards truth. But
agnosticism absolutises the mobility and relativity of knowledge
and its scepticism acquires a negative bias. The agnostics are content
to assert the relativity of knowledge, its contradictoriness, and
refuse to proceed any further towards the laws of the objective
world. The separation of subjective dialectics (motion of knowledge)
from objective dialectics (motion of matter) is the basic epistemo-
logical source of agnosticism.

Agnosticism was rightly criticised as soon as it appeared. Its
opponents were quick to point out the contradictory nature of its

1 F. Engels, “Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philos-
ophy”,in: K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 347.
2 V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, pp. 111-12.
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statements and the absurdity of its ultimate conclusions. But in this
criticism there was often more wit than solid argument. The agnos-
tic concept of knowledge arises as a reflection of the contradictory
nature of the process of acquiring knowledge, the difficulties
involved in defining the criteria of true knowledge. But agnosticism
also reflects the position of certain classes of society, their world
view. To overcome agnosticism we have therefore to solve the com-
plex of the problems of the theory of knowledge and to overcome,
to expose and eradicate the agnosticism’ social roots. Neither the
old contemplative materialism nor idealist dialectics can cope with
this problem. It can be solved only on the basis of materialist
dialectics, which is also the theory of knowledge of Marxism-
Leninism.

The basic assumptions of the dialectical-materialist theory of
knowledge were formulated by Lenin in his book Materialism and
Empirio-Criticism as follows:

*(1) Things exist independently of our consciousness, independ-
ently of our sensations, outside of us....

“(2) There is definitely no difference in principle between the
phenomenon and the thing-in-itself, and there cannot be any such
difference. The only difference is between what is known and what
is not yet known....

“(3) In the theory of knowledge, as in every other sphere of
science, we must think dialectically, that is, we must not regard our
knowledge as ready-made and unalterable, but must determine how
knowledge emerges from ignorance, how incomplete, inexact know-
ledge becomes more complete and more exact.” 1

The theory of knowledge owes to Marxism two things that have
changed it fundamentally: (1) the extension of materialist dialectics
to the sphere of knowledge; (2) introduction into the theory of
knowledge of practice as the basis and criteria of true knowledge.
Materialist dialectics has put an end to the isolation and separation
ot the laws of thought from the laws of the objective world, be-
cause it is the science of the most general laws of motion both of
the external world and of human thought. There are, as Engels
wntes, “..two sets of laws which are identical in substance, but
differ in their expression in so far as the human mind can apply
them consciously, while in nature and also up to now for the most
pan in human history7 these laws assert themselves unconsci-
ously...”.2

| Ibid., p. 103.
- F. Engels, “Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Gassical German Phi-

losophy”, p. 362.
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The subjective dialectics of cognition is thus the reflection in the
process of cognition of the objective reality of the objective laws
intrinsically inherent in dialectics. The basis of this cognitive
process is social practice.

2. Subject and Object

Knowledge does not exist in a person’s brain as something
primordial, it is acquired in the course of his life and is a result of
cognition. The process cf man's acquisition of new knowledge is
called cognition.

In order to understand the essence, the laws of cognition one
must decide who is its subject, that is, who is the knower. This
would seem to be no great problem; naturally the subject of cog-
nition is man. But, in the first place, the history’ of philosophy tells
us that there have been thinkers who believe that it is funda-
mentally impossible for man to know the essence of things, and
thus rule the subject of knowledge out of existence. And secondly,
some thinkers and natural scientists assert that cognition and, in
particular, theoretical thinking can be done not only by people but
by the machines they build, such as computers. And finally, it is
not enough merely to assert that man is the subject of cognition;
one must find out what makes him the subject.

Ludwig Feuerbach criticised the idealist notion that the subject
of cognition is consciousness or self-consciousness, correctly noting
that consciousness is inherent in man alone. For Feuerbach man
was a corporeal being, living in space and time and possessing by
virtue of his link with nature the ability to know reality. It would
seem that in his concept of cognition Feuerbach had in mind an
essentially natural concrete human being. However, it turns out that
in Feuerbach’s theory7man is only a natural and not a historically
developing, social being. As Marx and Engels observe, Feuerbach
"‘never arrives at the actually existing, active men, but stops at the
abstraction ‘man’, and gets no further than recognising ‘the actual,
individual, corporeal man’ emotionally...”.1

How does man acquire his concrete, real essence? Man possesses
the inherent properties of a natural being including sensory per-
ception, but he creates his second, social nature—culture, civilisation.
By means of labour he creates himself, not simply assimilating the
objects of nature, but changing them in accordance with his needs.
Man can do this only because he is a social being, in definite rela-

1 K. Marx and r. Engels, The German ldeology, Yol. 5, p. 41.
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tions with his own kind. “...Man,” wrote Marx, “is no abstract
being encamped outside the world. Man is the world of man, the
state, society.”1 Outside society there is no man, and consequently,
no subject of cognition either.

But the reader is quite entitled to ask, surely it is not all man-
kind, society as a whole, that gets to know things, but separate
individuals. Of course, society cannot exist without individuals,
who think, produce, possess their own features and abilities. But
these individuals can be the subjects of cognition only thanks to the
fact that they enter into certain social relations with one another
and acquire the instruments and means of production accessible
to them at a given level of social organisation.

Thus, the process of cognition is determined by the historically
conditioned structure of man’s cognitive abilities, the level of
development of cognition, which in turn is determined by the
existing social conditions. By asserting that consciousness, reason
does not depend on actual individuals organised in society objective
idealism made a mystery of the specific feature of cognition that it
is a social process. Taking the overall result of human activity
enshrined in forms of consciousness, idealism presented it as an
independent essence moving according to its own logic.

The process of cognition, however, needs not only a subject, but
also an object with which the subject (man) can interact. Man
himself, the subject of cognition, can be judged by what becomes
the object of his cognition and practice. For example, in the time of
Democritus and Aristotle, and even in the time of Galileo and
Newton, the electron, although it existed in reality, did not come
within the range of human knowledge. Man was not capable of
discovering it and making it the object of his thoughts and actions.
Only by knowing the level of development of society can we infer
what object of nature will become an object of human cognition.
For example, social practice is now at such a level that the explora-
tion of the space surrounding our planet, and of other planets of
the solar system, is gradually entering the sphere of human activity.

Man is forever bringing new phenomena of nature into the orbit
of his being, turning them into the objects of his activity. In this
way the human world is made wider and deeper. Criticising Feuer-
bach’s concept of reality, Marx and Engels write: “He does not see
that the sensuous world around him is not a thing given direct from
all eternity, remaining ever the same, but the product of industry
and of the state of society.... The cherry-tree, like almost all fruit-

1 K. Marx, Contribution to the Critique of HegeVs Philosophy of Law,
Vol. 3,p. 175.
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trees, was, as is well known, only a few centuries ago transplanted
by commerce into our zone, and therefore only by this action
of a definite society in a definite age has it become ‘sensuous
certainty’ for Feuerbach.”1

Thus, a considerable number of the objects of cognition are
phenomena of nature transformed by human beings. These objects
of cognition are to a certain degree dependent on human practical
activity. This activity creates culture, an element of which is know-
ledge.

3. Practice. The Social and Historical
Nature of Knowledge

An indispensable condition on which knowledge depends is the
influence that the objects of nature and social processes exert upon
man, but this process is based on the impact that man himself
makes on objective reality. Knowledge develops through people’s
intervening in objective phenomena and transforming them. We can
understand the essence of human cognition only by deducing it
from the peculiarities of this practical interaction of subject and
object.

Mankind and nature are two qualitatively different material
systems. Man is a social being and acts in an objective way. His
possession of consciousness and will exerts a substantial influence
on his interaction with nature, but this interaction does not thereby
lose its material essence. Man acts with all the means at his disposal,
natural and artificial, on the phenomena and things of nature,
transforming them and at the same time transfQrming himself. This
objective material activity of man is known as practice.

The concept of practice is fundamental not only to the theory of
knowledge of Marxism-Leninism, but also to Marxist-Leninist
philosophy as a whole. Social production is the most important
form of human practical activity, but practice cannot be confined
entirely to the sphere of production. If it is, man becomes merely
an economic being, satisfying by means of labour his needs for
food, clothing, habitation and so on, and his consciousness becomes
purely technical in character. Practice, in the broadest sense,
comprises all the objective forms of man’s activity; it embraces all
aspects of his social being, in the process of which his material and
spiritual culture is created, including such social phenomena as the
class struggle, and the development of art and science.

1 K. Marx and F. Engels, The German ldeology, Vol. 5, p. 39.
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In his production, labour activity man treats nature not as an
animal does, obtaining only what it and its offspring immediately
require; man is a universal being, he creates things that do not exist
in. nature, he creates on his own scale and by his own yardstick
according to emerging and developing aims.

All forms of man’s objective activity are built on the foundation
of labour and production, and it is these forms that engender such a
phenomenon as knowledge of things, processes, and the laws of
objective reality. Initially, knowledge was not separated from
material production: the one was part of the other. As civilisation
developed, however, the production of ideas broke away from the
production of things, and the process of cognition became a relative-
ly independent, intellectual activity. This subsequently gave rise to
the opposition between theory and practice, the contradictions
between them, which Marxist-Leninist philosophy shows us how to
resolve.

In analysing the interrelation between theoretical activity and
practice, we shall see the dependence of theory on practice and at
the same time its relative independence. The dependence ofknoic-
lec/ge on practice explains to us the social and historical nature of
knowledge. All aspects of cognition are connected and determined
by society. The subject of cognition is man in his social essence, the
object is a natural object or social phenomenon which emerge in
their ideal form thanks to cognition or people’s practical material
activity.

From nature man has inherited certain biological factors on
which the functioning of consciousness depends; these are the brain
and a fairly well developed nervous system. But man’s natural
organs have changed their purpose and function in the process of
social development. “Thus the hand,” wrote Engels, “is not only
the organ of labour, it is also the product of labour.”1 It is thanks
to social activity that the sensory organs, the brain and hands, have
acquired the ability to create such marvels as the pictures and
statues of the great artists, the compositions of brilliant musicians,
the masterpieces of literature, science and philosophy.

It follows from the social nature of knowledge that the devel-
opment of knowledge is caused by the changes in man’s objective
activity, in his social needs, which determine the aim of knowledge,
its target, and stimulate people to strive for an ever deeper theo-
retical master}' of knowledge.

The relative independence of cognition allows it to anticipate the
immediate demands of practice, to foresee new phenomena and

1 F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, p. 172.
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actively influence production and other spheres of human life. For
example, the theory of the complex structure of the atom arose
before society had consciously set itself the goal of making practical
use of atomic energy.

That knowledge forestalls practice is due to the development of
social practice, on the one hand, and the specific laws of know-
ledge, on the other. The connection between knowledge and the
practical tasks that the individual and mankind as a whole set
themselves is often of a complex and indirect nature. For example,
the results of contemporary7 mathematical research are mainly
applied in other branches of science, such as physics and chemistry,
and only afterwards in engineering and the technology of produc-
tion.

Of course, there is always the possibility of theoretical activity
becoming divorced from practice. In the field of cognition this may
lead to its becoming a closed-circuit system without any outlet in
human practice. The systematic application of knowledge to
practice is, therefore, a guarantee of its objectivity, of its ever
deeper penetration into the essence of the things and processes of
objective reality.

4. Knowledge as Intellectual Mastery' of Reality.
The Principle of Reflection

The result of the process of cognition is knowledge. The concept
of knowledge is extremely complex and full of implications. Many
epistemologists have concentrated on one or another aspect of
knowledge and presented this aspect as expressing the whole nature
of knowledge. This one-sidedness has led to the exclusion of major
factors comprising the very essence of knowledge with the result
that some concepts of knowledge are incomplete and even mislead-
ing.
gThe first definition of knowledge establishes its place in the
process of social life.

In knowledge man masters an object theoretically, transfers it to
the plane of the ideal. Knowledge is ideal in relation to the object
outside it. It is not the knowable thmg, phenomenon or property
itself; it is a form of assimilation of reality, man’s ability to repro-
duce things and processes in his thoughts, aims and desires, to
operate with their images and concepts.

This means that knowledge, since it is ideal, exists not in the
form of sensuously material things or their material copies, but as
something opposite to the material, as a moment or aspect of the
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objective interaction of subject and object, as a form of man’s
activity. As something ideal, knowledge is interwoven with the
material, in the motion of the nervous system, in the signs created
by man (words, mathematical and other symbols, etc.).

This is what gives rise to the ideas through which man intellectu-
ally masters objects and creates images of things and processes
which exist or may exist.

If we say that the specific nature of knowledge lies in the group-
ing of ideas, we must also pose the question of their content, their
relationship to objective reality. The dialectical-materialist solution
to this problem was formulated by Marx in the following general
terms: “...The ideal is nothing else than the material world reflected
by the human mind, and translated into forms of thought.”1

The relationship between knowledge and objective reality is
expressed in the concept of reflection. This concept was proposed
by philosophy in ancient times. The modem materialists have
developed and enriched it with new content, but in some cases gave
the process of reflection a mechanistic colouring; reflection was
regarded as the influence of objects on man, whose sense organs,
the brain registered their imprint, their form, like wax.

Although reflection is not a concept peculiar to the Marxist-
Leninist theory of knowledge alone, it has gained its place there,
been rethought and acquired new content. Why is such a concept
needed? When discussing the content and source of knowledge, how
and in which form it is connected with objective reality, we cannot
uphold the positions of materialism without understanding know-
ledge as a reflection of the things, properties and laws of objective
reality.

Materialism in the theory of knowledge proceeds from recogni-
tion of the existence of an objective reality independent of man’s
consciousness, and of the knowability of that reality. Recognition
of objective reality, which forms part of the content of knowledge,
is directly connected with the concept of reflection. Knowledge
reflects the object; this means that the subject creates forms of
thought that ultimately reproduce properties and laws of the given
object, that is to say, the content of knowledge is objective.

The idealist theory of knowledge shirks the concept of reflection
and attempts to substitute for it such terms as “correspondence”,
presenting knowledge not as the image of objective reality but as a
sign or symbol replacing is. Lenin firmly protested against this
because "signs or symbols may quite possibly indicate imaginary
objects, and everybody is familiar with instances of such signs or

1 K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 29.
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symbols”.1 The idealists themselves, such as Ernst Cassirer, the
neo-Kantian, make no secret of the reasons for their dislike of the
concept of reflection. Defending the concept of knowledge as a
symbol in relation to the object, he wrote: “Our sensations and
ideas are symbols, and not reflections of objects. From an image we
demand a certain likeness to the reflected object, but we can never
be sure here of this likeness.” 2

The idea of knowledge as reflection is today opposed by the
philosophers of various schools, and also by philosophising revision-
ists. The latter reject reflection as allegedly a concept of metaphys-
ical materialism incompatible with Marxist philosophy, which
proceeds from recognition of the activeness of the subject in the
process of the practical and theoretical mastering of the object. The
theory of reflection is thus presented by these philosophers as the
basis of dogmatism. But the true reflection of reality rules out
dogmatism.

Of course, reflection, seen as the lifeless copying of existing
things and processes and considered apart from the subjective,
actively creative influence of man, cannot serve as a characteristic
of knowledge. Knowledge can be an instrument of transformation
of the world only when it is an objective and active, practically
oriented reflection of reality. Knowledge is the mastering of objec-
tively existing reality, it has reality as its content, that is, it reflects
the properties and laws of phenomena and processes existing
outside it. Without such reflection subjective activity cannot be
creative, cannot produce necessary things and is no more than
a fruitless exercise of the will. In other words, denial of the fact
that knowledge is reflection strips knowledge of its objective
content.

Thus the dialectical-materialist theory7 of knowledge reveals the
nature of knowledge, basing it on the principle of reflection;
it endows the concept of reflection with new content, extending it
to include people’s sensuously practical, creative activity. Know-
ledge is the coincident reflection of reality, tested by social practice.
It is a form of human activity determined by the attributes and
laws of the phenomena of objective reality, that is to say a means of
purposeful and creatively active reflection of an object.

1V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, p. 234.

2 E. Cassirer, Substanzbegriff und Funktionsbegriff. Untersuchungen
iiber die Grundfragen der Erkenntniskritik, 2. Teil, Verlag von Bruno Cas-
sirer, Berlin, 1910, S. 404.
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5. Language Is the Form of Existence
of Knowledge. Sign and Meaning

Knowledge is ideal as a reflection of material reality and must be
distinguished from that reality. But it does not exist outside the
world it reflects, it must assume a specific material form of expres-
sion. Man as an objective being acts only objectively, and his know-
ledge also exists in objective form. One may operate with knowledge
only in so far as it takes the form of language. a system of sensorily
perceptible objects, a system of signs. The idea of a thing, its image,
cannot be conveyed to someone else except by means of language.

This link between knowledge and its existence in the form of
language was noted by Marx and Engels: “The ‘mind’is from the
outset afflicted with the curse of being 'burdened’ with matter,
which here makes its appearance in the form of agitated layers of
air. sounds, in short, of language. Language is as old as conscious-
ness, language is practical, real consciousness that exists for other
men as well, and only therefore does it also exist for me..,"'1

On the surface, knowledge takes the form of a system of signs
denoting an object, event, action, etc. That which the sign denotes
is its meaning. Sign and meaning are indivisible; there can be no sign
without meaning and vice versa.

A distinction must be made between linguistic and non-linguistic
signs, the latter including signals, markings, and so on. Knowledge
exists in linguistic signs, whose meaning is contained in cognitive
images of the various phenomena and processes of objective
reality.2

There is no intrinsically necessary, organic link between the
sensorily perceived object, acting as a sign, and its meaning. One
and the same meaning may be attached to different objects per-
forming the function of a sign. Moreover, artificial formations,
created for a special purpose—symbols—may also act as signs.

The development of knowledge has brought into being a highly
ramified system of artificial, symbolic languages (for example, the
symbol language of mathematics, chemistry, and so on). These
languages are closely connected with the natural languages, but are

1 K. Marx and F. Engels, The German lIdeology, Vol. 5, pp. 43-44.

2 Modern formal logic makes a distinction between “meaning in exten-
sion” and “meaning in intension”. The former is the class of objects denoted
by a certain word, the latter its logical connotation. For example, the “mean-
ing in extension” of the word “whale” is all the whales that ever were, are or
will be; its “meaning in intension” is a mammal inhabiting the ocean, etc.
Here the term “meaning” is used in the broad sense, both extensionally and
intensionally.
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relatively independent systems of signs. Science more and more
often and effectively resorts to the use of symbols as a means of
expressing the results of cognition.

Symbolism is widely used by certain philosophical schools to
defend idealistic notions. Indeed, if knowledge exists in the form of
systems of signs, and the role of these signs is more and more often
performed in modem science by symbols, the idealists interpret this
as confirmation of their concept that knowledge is a symbol and
not the reflection of reality. Thus neo-positivists constantly stress
the idea that the adoption of artificial language by science has
entailed a loss of objectivity in knowledge. 'The new physics,”
writes Philipp Frank, "does not teach us anything about ‘matter’
and ‘spirit’, but much about semantics. We leam that the language
by which the ‘man from the street’ describes his daily experience is
not fit to formulate the general laws of physics.” 1

Yes, of course, physics has its own language, which is unlike any
natural national language, but it creates such alanguage not in order
to move away from the processes it studies, but to investigate them
more deeply and thoroughly.

Knowledge is becoming increasingly symbolical in its form of
expression, and scientific theory often ?gapears in the form of a
system of symbols, but the importance of these symbols and
equations is that they give a more accurate and profound reflection
of objective reality. It is not the symbols themselves that are the
result of knowledge, but their ideal meaning, whose content is the
things, processes, properties and law’s studied by the given science.
It is not the symbols in Einstein’s formula E = me2 that, are
knowledge; knowledge is the meaning of the symbols that comprise
this formula, and the relationship between them expresses one of
the law’s of physics—the connection between energy and mass; that
is, it provides real knowledge.

Admittedly, it is not always easy to decide the meaning, that is,
the class of objects, to winch certain symbols and theories as
a w'hole refer. The time has passed when all knowledge was, in
effect, self-evident and a definite sensuous image or object could be
perceived in every concept. It is no accident therefore that we are
now urgently confronted with the problem of interpretation, the
elucidation of the theories expressed by a more or less fonnalised
symbolic language.

The very term “interpretation” has acquired a non-traditional

1 Ph. Frank, “Present Role of Science”, in: Atti del XII Congresso Inter-
nazionale di Filosofia (Venezia, 12-18 Settembre 1958), Vol. I, Firenze,
1958, p. 8.
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meaning. It now signifies not only scientific explanation, implying a
search for the laws and causes of phenomena (science has never
relinquished that task and it is still the most important element of
scientific research), but also the logical operation of defining the
cognitive significance of abstract, symbolic systems in different
fields of knowledge and establishing the possible empirical content
and sphere of application both of the individual terms (symbols)
and statements (expressions) of theory, and of theory7itself as a
whole.

The logical thinking of the 20th century has been much concern-
ed with questions involving the interpretation of abstract theoret-
ical systems. At first glance this would not seem to be an intricate
task. We have a certain scientific theory7 with its own specific
language; in order to understand the theory we must reduce its
language to another language, a more universal and formalised one,
for example, the kind of language provided by modern formal logic.
In general such a comparison of two languages is extremely fruitful
because it allows us to test a scientific theory7by rigorous linguistic
criteria, to establish its non-contradictoriness, the accuracy of the
terms used, and so on. But this method cannot be used to elucidate
the objective sphere of theory7 that is, its cognitive significance
and objective content.

There is another means of interpreting scientific theory; this is to
compare its language with the language of observation, of experi-
ment, to seek not only the abstract objects behind the terms and
expressions of theory7 but also the empirical, sensuous objects that
can actually be observed. This operation, known as empirical
interpretation, allows us to relate an abstract theoretical system
to the phenomena of objective reality; but even empirical interpre-
tation does not solve the crucial problem, the elucidation of the
whole cognitive significance of the theoretical system. One and the
same theory may be interpreted through different experiments
which, even taken together, cannot replace the knowledge it con-
tains of the laws of phenomena.

Some schools of contemporary philosophy, notably logical
positivism, assume that knowledge is built up of two elements—the
rules of operating with linguistic signs and the total evidence of
sense perception. Therefore, say the neo-positivists, scientific
theory can be interpreted only by the linguistic means of formal
logic or by reduction to the language of observation, of experiment,
which is nearer to the natural language and consequently to our
sensory images. The untenability of these neo-positivist concepts lies
in the fact that, in analysing the language of science, they ignore the
content of knowledge, whereas Kant, even in his day, convincingly
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showed that knowledge is independent of the form it is given
by the process of cognition. This implies that to understand theory
and grasp its cognitive significance, to understand the knowledge
of objective reality it contains, we must not confine ourselves to
interpreting it by means of the language of formal logic and empir-
ical observation, but include it in the general process of develop-
ment of knowledge and of human civilisation in general.

By this means we can understand the part played by theory in
intellectual development, in the intellectual mastery of the phen-
omena and processes of objective reality, and where it is leading
human thought and activity. In this revealing of the cognitive
significance of theory' a tremendous part is played by the categories
of philosophy.

From the above the conclusion may be drawn that knoicledge is
the spiritual assimilation of reality essential to practical activity.
Theories and concepts are created in the process of this assimila-
tion, which has creative aims, actively reflects the phenomena,
properties and laws of the objective world and has real existence in
the form ofa linguistic system.

6. Objective Truth

For practical activity we need knowledge that reflects with the
greatest degree of fullness and accuracy the objective world as it
exists in itself, independently of man’s consciousness and activity.
Here we are confronted with the question of the truth of know-
ledge. What is truth? How is it possible? Where are the criteria by
which we can separate true knowledge from the untrue, the false?

Long-standing tradition that goes back to the philosophy of
ancient times tells us that the truth is what corresponds to reality.
But this definition is so broad that it has often been accepted even
by mutually exclusive philosophical schools, both materialist and
idealist. Even the agnostics agree with it, while putting their own
interpretation on the terms “correspondence” and “reality”. The
agnostics say they are not against knowledge in general, but against
knowledge as the reflection of things and processes as they exist in
themselves. So the general conclusion is that all philosophers have
believed the attainment of truth to be the aim of knowledge and
have recognised its existence.

For these reasons the Marxist-Leninist philosophy, which differs
qualitatively from all preceding philosophical theories (including
some progressive theories) cannot rest content with such an abstract
definition of truth; it has to go further. Marxism-Leninism has6

6 — 1187
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developed the more concrete concept of objective truth, which
means knowledge whose content does not depend on a subject,
does' not depend either on the individual or on mankind as a
whole.1

As we have noted, there can be no knowledge, and consequently
no truth, independent of man’s practical activity. This is where the
objective idealists are wrong in their conception of taking truth
beyond the sphere of man and mankind into some transcendental
world.

But on the other hand truth is only truth inasmuch as it possesses
objectivity, a content that accurately reflects objective reality.
Thus, such statements as “the electron forms pan of the structure
of the atom of any element”, or “any capitalist society is based on
the exploitation of one class by another”, are objective truths
because their content is taken from objective reality, from the state
of things that exists independently of the consciousness of the
people who seek to know it.

Objective truth expresses the dialectics of subject and object. On
the one hand, the math is subjective because it isa form of human
activity; on the other, it is objective because its content does not
depend either on the individual or on mankind as a whole.

Denial of objective truth takes various forms. By refusing to
accept the existence of a reality independent of consciousness
subjective idealism also denies the objective content of human
knowledge, objective truth. Pragmatism deduces truth from prac-
tice, understood as subjective activity designed to achieve utility.
Bertrand Russell, a prominent figure in British neo-positivism,
believed truth to be a form of faith. “...It is in fact primarily beliefs
that are true or false; sentences only become so through the fact
that they can express beliefs.”2 Russell sees truth as a belief to
which a certain fact corresponds; the false r also a belief, but one
that is not confirmed by fact. The question of what constitutes a
fact that confirms belief is left open; it may be some external
association, and so on. In other words, the objectivity of the
content of knowledge as the decisive moment of truth does not
figure in this theory.

Objective truth is not something static. It is a process that
includes various qualitative states. Dialectical materialism draws a
distinction between absolute and relative truth.

The term “absolute truth” is used in philosophical literature in
various senses. It often implies the notion of complete and ultimate

1 See V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, pp. 122-23.
2 Bertrand Russell, Human Knowledge. Its Scope and Limits, p. 112.
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knowledge of the world as a whole. This is truth in the last instance,
the ultimate realisation of the strivings and potential of human
reason. But is such knowledge attainable? In principle man is
capable of knowing everything in the world, but in reality this
ability is realised in the process of the practically infinite historical
development of society. “The sovereignty of thought,” writes
Engels, “is realised in a series of extremely unsovereignly-thinking
human beings....” 1 Each result of human knowledge is sovereign
(unconditionally true), inasmuch as it isa moment in the process of
cognition of objective reality, and unsovereign as a separate act,
inasmuch as it has its limits which are determined by the level of
development of human civilisation. Therefore the desire to achieve
truth in the last instance at all costs is like going on a wild goose
chase.

Sometimes the term “truth in the last instance” is used to
describe factual knowledge of individual phenomena and processes
the authenticity of which has been proved by science. Such truths
are also sometimes called eternal: “Leo Tolstoy was bom in 1828~
“birds have beaks”, “chemical elements have atomic weight”.

Do such truths exist? Of course, they do. But anyone who would
limit cognition to the achievement of such knowledge would, as
Engels remarks, not get very far. “If mankind,” he writes, “ever
reached the stage at which it should work only with eternal truths,
with results of thought which possess sovereign validity and an
unconditional claim to truth, it would then have reached the point
where the infinity of the intellectual world both in its actuality and
in its potentiality had been exhausted, and thus the famous miracle
of the counted uncountable would have been performed.” 2

Science has developed through overthrowing various assertions
that claimed to be absolute but turned out to be true only for their
time (for example, “the atom is indivisible”, “all swans are white”,
and so on). Actual scientific theory quite often contains an element
of the untrue, the illusory, which is revealed by the subsequent
course of cognition and the development of practice.

But do we not then set foot on the perilous path of denying
objective truth? It in the process of cognition a moment of illusion
is discovered in what was thought to be true, if the opposition
between the true and the false is relative, then perhaps there is no
general difference between them? This, in fact, is the argument of
the relativists, who absolutise the relativity of knowledge. By
eliminating the opposition between truth and error they come to

1 F. Engels, Anti-Dubring, p. 109.
2 Ibid.

6*
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the conclusion that truth turns ultimately into error and that the
history7 of science is thus merely the replacement of one error by
another.

Relativism is correct in one respect—its recognition of the fluid-
ity, the mobility of. all that exists including knowledge, but it
metaphysically divorces the development of knowledge from
objective reality. “The materialist dialectics of Marx and Engels
certainly does contain relativism but is not reducible to relativism
that is, it recognises the relativity of all our knowledge, not 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.” 1

The Marxist theory of knowledge, while opposing both dogma-
tism and relativism acknowledges the existence of both absolute
and relative truths, but in doing so it establishes their interconnec-
tion in the process of achieving objective truth. “To be a material-
ist,” Lenin writes, “is to acknowledge objective truth, which is
revealed to us by our sense-organs. To acknowledge objective truth,
i.c., truth not dependent upon man and mankind, is, in one way or
another, to recognise absolute truth.”2

Absolute truth exists because in our objectively true knowledge
there is something that is not overthrown by the subsequent course
of science, but is only enriched with new objective content. At the
same time at any given moment our knowledge is relative; it reflects
reality truly in the main, but not completely, and only within
certain limits, and with the further movement of knowledge it
becomes more accurate and more profound.

Objective truth is the process of movement of knowledge from
one stage to another, as a result of which knowledge is filled out
with content taken from objective reality. It is always a unity of the
absolute and the relative. “Each step in the development of sci-
ence.” Lenin writes, “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.”3

In ancient Greece a geometry was developed that is known in
science as Euclidean geometry7 Is it true or not? We may define it as
an objective, absolute-relative truth, because its content is drawn
from the spatial relationships existing in objective reality. But it is
true only up to a certain point, that is, while it remains abstracted
from the curvature of space (regarded in Euclidean geometry as

1V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, p. 137.
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zero). As soon as space is considered with a positive or negative
curvature, scientists have recourse to non-Euclidean geometries
(Lobachevsky’s or Riemann’s), which have extended the limits of
our knowledge and contributed to the development of geometrical
knowledge—along the path that leads us ever deeper into objective
truth.

7. Criterion of True Knowledge

In seeking objective truth, people experience a need for a criteri-
on to help them distinguish it from error.

This would appear to be quite simple. Science yields objective
truth and people have worked out many ways of proving and
testing it. But this is not the whole story7 Proof in the strict sense of
the term is the deduction of one knowledge from another, when
one knowledge must necessarily follow from another—thesis from
arguments. Thus in the process of proof knowledge does not
go beyond its own sphere, but remains, as it were, confined within
itself. This is what has given rise to the idea of the existence of a
formal criterion of truth, when truth is established by collating one
set of knowledge with another.

The so-called theory of coherence, which has been much publi-
cised in the 20th century by the neo-positivists, proceeds in general
from the proposition that no other criterion exists, and that truth
itself is the agreement of one set of knowledge with another set of
knowledge established on the basis of the formal logical law of
inadmissibility of contradiction. But formal logic can guarantee
us the truth of a deduced statement only if the premises from
which it follows are true;~l follows from B,B follows from C, and
so on ad infinitum.

But from where, we may ask, do we obtain the general principles,
the axioms and even the rules of logical deduction that form the
basis of any proof? This question was asked by Aristotle. If we
follow the theory of coherence, we can only accept them as con-
ventional agreements (conventions) and thus write off all attempts to
establish the objective truth of knowledge, thereby submitting to
subjectivism and agnosticism in the theory of knowledge.

The history of philosophy records various approaches to the
problem of the criterion of true knowledge. Some philosophers saw
the solution in empirical observation, in the sensations and percep-
tions of the individual. Of course, empirical observation is one of
the means of testing knowledge. But in the first place, not all theo-
retical concepts may be tested by direct observation. Secondly, as
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Engels wrote, “the empiricism of observation alone can never
adequately prove necessity.... This is so very correct that it does not
follow from the continual rising of the sun in the morning that it
will rise again tomorrow....”1 But knowledge that lays down laws
must contain in itself both necessity and universality.

Of course, scientific practice does sometimes test statements and
theories by sensory experience. But this cannot sene as the ulti-
mate criterion of truth, because from one and the same theory
there may follow quite different consequences that can be tested
experimentally. The fact that one such consequence, or several of
them taken together, correspond to experience still does not
guarantee the objective truth of the whole theory. Besides, not all
propositions of science can be tested bv direct recourse to sensorv
experience. This is why even the neo-positivists, who champion the
principle of verification (testing of knowledge by comparing it with
the data of experience, observation and experiment), have felt its
unreliability as a general criterion of the truth of knowledge,
particularly when dealing with scientific theories that possess a large
degree of universality. To rescue the principle of verification, they
go on inventing ever wider interpretations of the concept of “expe-
rimental verifiability”, on the one hand, while limiting the sphere of
its application (not all true ideas can be tested experimentally, etc.),
on the other. Some of them have proposed that verifiability should
be replaced by falsifiabilitv, that is, the attempt to find experi-
mental data that refute rather than confirm the theory.

Disproving facts are, of course, essential to science, particularly
as a means of establishing the limits of applicability of a given
theoretical system. But this method cannot be used to prove its
objective truth.

If empirical observation is not a criterion, then, perhaps, general
principles, axioms, the rules of logical deduction, etc. may be
regarded as true simply because they are clear and obvious, that is
to say, their truth is self-evident and requires no proof, since
the opposite would be simply unthinkable. But modem science is
essentially critical and cannot rely either on faith or self-evidence,
and paradox is common in its statements.

Marxism has solved the problem of the criterion of truth by
showing that it lies ultimately in the activity which is the basis of
knowledge, that is, in social historical practice. “The question
whether objective truth can be attributed to human thinking is not
a question of theory but is a practical question. Man must prove the
truth, i.e., the reality and power, the this-worldliness of his thinking

1 F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, p. 229.
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in practice.”1

W hat gives practice its strength as a criterion of truth? The
criterion of true knowledge must possess two qualities. First, it
must undoubtedly be sensuous and material in character, it must
take man out of the field of consciousness into the world of
objects, because it is the objectivity of knowledge that must be
established. Second, knowledge, particularly the laws of science,
has a universal character, and the universal and infinite cannot be
proved by one individual fact or even by any number of them
taken together. Man’s practical activity, the nature of which .is
intrinsically universal, possesses this special feature.

As Lenin said, a person “definitely' grasps objective truth,
“...onlv when the notion becomes ‘being-for-itself’ in the sense of
practice.” * Moreover, in practice the universal acquires the sensu-
ously concrete form of a thing, a process, and so it has in itself
“not only the dignity of universality, but also of immediate actual-
ity.”3 In other words, in practice the objectivity of knowledge
which is universal in character acquires the form of sensuous
authenticity. This does not mean, of course, that from the stand-
point of Marxist-Leninist epistemology every concept, every act of
knowledge must be directly tested in practice, in production or
some other form of material human activity. In reality the process
of proof takes the form of deducing one set of knowledge from
another, that is, the form of a logical chain of reasoning, some of
whose links are tested by application in practice. But does not this
suggest the idea that besides practice there exists criterion based on
the logical apparatus of thought, on the collation of one set of
knowledge with another? Of course, the forms and laws of logical
deduction do not depend on separate acts of practical activity, but
this does not mean that they are in general unconnected with
practice and not engendered by it. As Lenin wrote, “...the practical
activity of man had to lead his consciousness to the repetition of
the various logical figures thousands of millions of times in order
that these figures could obtain the significance of axioms” .4

Practice is not a fixed state, but a process formed of individual
elements, stages and links. Knowledge may overtake the practice of
one or another historical period. There may not be enough available
practice to establish the truth of the theories that are advanced by
science. MI this indicates the relativity of the criterion of practice.

1 K. Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, Vol. 5, p. 3.
21\1/. I. Lenin, Conspectus of Hegels Book * Science of Logic", Vol. 38
3 Ibid., p. 213.

p. 2
4 Ibid., p. 190.
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But this criterion is simultaneously absolute because only on the
basis of the practice of today or tomorrow can objective truth be
established. “...The criterion of practice can never, in the nature of
things, either confirm or refute any human idea completely. This
criterion too is sufficiently ‘indefinite’ not to allow human know-
ledge to become ‘absolute’, but at the same time it is sufficiently
definite to wage a ruthless fight on all varieties of idealism and
agnosticism.”1 As it develops practice overcomes its limitations as a
criterion of knowledge. Developing practice cleanses knowledge of
all that is false and urges it on to the new results that we need.

1V. L. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, pp. 142-43.



Chapter VIl
DIALECTICS OF THE PROCESS OF COGNITION

Cognition takes place as a passing from ignorance to knowledge,
from one knowledge to another, deeper knowledge, as movement
towards objective, ever fuller truth with more and more facets. This
process is made up of a multitude of elements and aspects that have
a necessary connection with one another. As epistemology7 materi-
alist dialectics explains what is meant by cognition and reveals the
interaction of its basic components, their role in the attainment oi
truth.

1. Cognition as Unity of the Sensory
and the Rational

Philosophy long ago singled out the two elements that make up
cognition. These are the sensory (sensations, perceptions and
representations) and the rational (thought in its various forms:
concepts, propositions, inferences, hypotheses, theories). This at
once gave rise to the question: what is the significance of these
elements in the origin and development of knowledge? How are
they related? There have of course been many different answers to
these questions.

The adherents of sensationalism assume that the decisive role in
cognition belongs to the sensory element, to sensations and percep-
tions. Here we have a sound idea because it isindeed only through
sensations that a person is connected with the external world. “The
first premise of the theory of knowledge,” Lenin wrote, “undoubt-
edly is that the sole source of our knowledge is sensation.”1 But
the nature of man’s sensations and perceptions, their role in cogni-
tion, may be understood in different ways.

Sensations are the source of knowledge; what, then, is the source
of the sensations themselves?

Idealist sensationalism (Berkeley, Hume, the Machists) regards
sensations and perceptions as the ultimate reality that we can know;
it either repudiates the existence of reality outside cognition or

1 Ibid., p. 126.
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dismisses the question of the source of sensations and perceptions
as absurd. Moreover, the idealists often try to make capital out of
the actual contradictions in the sensory reflection of reality.

The “physiological” idealism that emerged in the 19th century
with its narrow interpretation of physiological data about the sense
organs assumes that an external stimulus only gives an impulse to
sensation but in no way determines its content. The content de-
pends on the “‘intrinsic energy” of every sense organ. If the problem
is stated in this way sensations are virtually isolated from the
external world and their content is interpreted as something
subjective, which can at best perform the role of a symbol, a
hieroglyph in relation to the objects of the external world, and this
conclusion obviously leads to agnosticism.

At the other extreme we have the \iew of sensation known as
“naive realism*'. Its adherents assume that things and processes
existing outside the human mind are exactly the same as what man
feels and perceives. The individual and his nervous system allegedly
play no pan in forming sensations.

In reality the sense organs do influence the formation of sensa-
tions. A sensation is a subjective image of the objective world. “If
colour,” Lenin writes, “is a sensation only depending upon the
retina (as natural science compels you to admit), then light rays,
falling upon the retina, produce the sensation of colour. This means
that outside us, independently of us and of our minds, there exists a
movement of matter, let us say of ether waves of a definite length
and a definite velocity, wliich, acting upon the retina, produce in
man the sensation of a particular colour.... This is materialism:
m atter acting upon our sense-organs produces sensation. Sensation
depends on the brain, nerves, retina, etc., i.e., on matter organised
in a definite way.”1

As the source of human knowledge sensations and perceptions
are to be trusted. Within certain limits they give us notions of the
external world that correctly reflect reality. This coordination
between sense data and the external world is the result of the
evolution of living beings, their adaptation to the environment.

But although sense data provide the source of knowledge, they
are not its whole content. The thesis of sensationalism proclaimed
by John Locke (there is nothing in the reason that was not original-
ly in the senses), expressed the metaphysical narrowness that bears
the name of empiricism (from the Greek empeiria—experience).
From the standpoint of empiricism knowledge not only takes its
source from sensations and perceptions; it never goes bevond them.

1 Ibid., p. 55.
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To thought empiricism grants only the role of summing up, arrang-
ing the data of experience, which is understood as the totality
of man’s sensations and perceptions. The empiricism of the materi-
alist philosophy of the 17th and 18th centuries was progressive
inasmuch as it encouraged experimental research and helped to rid
knowledge of speculative scholasticism. Subsequently, however,
empiricism became one of the sources of agnosticism and various
kinds of superstition because in its contempt for theoretical
thought it led science to operate with obsolete concepts or, as
Engels remarks, this resulted in “some of the most sober empiricists
being led into the most barren of all superstitions, into modem
spiritualism”.1

Contemporary empiricism takes the form of neo-positivism or
logical positivism. Although not opposed to thought in general, it
allows it only in the form of logical calculi (logical proof, opera-
tions with signs). The neo-positivists try to find and single out in
modem science certain initial elements (statements and terms)
which can be related to immediate sense data. These data are taken
as the basis of knowledge, all other knowledge being reduced either
to this basis or to logical rules of deduction, which are conven-
tional, i.e., a matter of agreement between scientists. The whole
course of the development of science has convincingly demonstrat-
ed, however, that knowledge cannot be reduced to the two ele-
ments of experimental data and logical operations with signs. It
embraces the whole complex, synthesising activity of human
reason.

Whereas the empiricists exaggerate the role of sensory reflection,
the representatives of another school known as rationalism absolu-
tise the role of thought in cognition. In opposition to the sensory
contemplation of the empiricists the rationalists (Descartes, Spinoza
and others) advocated “supersensory”, allegedly independent of
sense data, “pure thought” able to deduce new knowledge logically,
unsupported by experience. They advanced the concept of intel-
lectual intuition by means of which the reason, by-passing the data
of the senses, could gain direct knowledge of the essence of things
and processes. This belittled the role of sensory experience. Experi-
ence henceforth only gave impetus to thought or served merely to
corroborate speculative deductions. Logically developing these
concepts, some rationalists (Descartes) arrived at the idea of the
existence of “innate knowledge”, specifically in the form of funda-
mental concepts of mathematics and logic. Declaring these “innate”
ideas to be absolute truths, the rationalists tried to deduce from

1 F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, p. 60.
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them the basic content of scientific knowledge.

The apriorism of Kant is a somewhat toned down, diluted form
of rationalism. According to Kant, knowledge springs from two
independent sources: (1) the data of sensory perceptions that
provide the content of knowledge and (2) the forms of sensuous-
ness and intellect which are a priori (independent of experience).
Kant is quite right in assuming that knowledge arises as a result of
the synthesis of the sensory and the rational, but he divorces these
two elements from each other; sensory perceptions are connected
with the influence on the sense organs of “tkings-in-themselves”,
which are independent of the consciousness, whereas the rational
forms of cognition (categories) are rooted in the a priori pre-
experience abilities of the intellect. Thus, having correctly unders-
tood the categories (most general concepts) as forms of cognition,
Kant failed to see that they are such only because they reflect the
true relationships and forms of the objective world. The forms of
thought do exist independently of specific, individual experience,
but they have arisen and developed on the basis of the sensuously
objective activity of mankind as a whole. Kant was wrong in treat-
ing them as forms that are innate in man.

The relationship between the sensory7and the rational, between
the data of experience and thought, can be correctly understood in
cognition only from the standpoint of the Marxist theory of know -
ledge.

Cognition begins with the living, sensory contemplation of
reality. Man's sensory experience (sensations, perceptions, repre-
sentations or images) are the source of knowledge linking him with
the external world. This does not mean that every individual act of
knowing begins with experience. Knowledge is not inherited in the
biological sense, but it is passed on from one generation to another.
There are forms of knowledge that theoretically generalise the
experience of previous generations and these forms are independent
of “the particular experience of each individual”.1

Knowledge is not only that which is provided by the sense
organs. With the help of various forms of thought it goes beyond
the bounds of sensory) images. Even such a simple judgement as
“the rose is red” is a form of the connection between sensation and
perception on the basis of the concepts of flowers, their colouring,
etc. \\ithout concepts a person cannot express in language his
sensory experience. This is why there is no such thing as “pure”
sensory contemplation. In man it is always permeated with thought.
Nor is there any such thing as “pure” thought, since the latter is

1 F. Engels, Anti-Diikring, p. 53.
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always connected with sensory material, even if only in the form of
images and signs.

Living sensory contemplation of reality may be regarded as direct
only in the sense that it links us with the world of things, their
properties and relationships, but it is conditioned by previous
practice, by the existence of formed language, and so on. No
knowledge can be acquired without previously digesting the results
of sensations.

Thus knowledge is unity ofthe sensory and rational reflection of
reality. Without sensory representation, images, man can have no
real knowledge. Many of the concepts of modem science, for
example, are extremely abstract, and yet they are not entirely free
from sensory content not only because they owe their origin in the
final analysis to human experience, but also because they exist in
the form of a system of sensually perceptible signs. On the other
hand, knowledge cannot do without the rational processing of the
data of experience and their inclusion in the results and course
of man’s intellectual development.

2. Levels of Knowledge: Empirical
and Theoretical, Abstract and Concrete.
Unity of Analysis and Synthesis

The sensory and the rational are the basic elements of all know-
ledge. But in the process of cognition we may distinguish different
levels, qualitatively unique stages of knowledge that differ in their
fullness, depth and range, in the means by which their basic content
is achieved, and in the form of their expression.

Here we find such levels as the empirical and the theoretical.

By the empirical we mean a level of knowledge whose content is
basically obtained from experience (from observation and expe-
riment) and subjected to a certain amount of rational treatment,
that is, expressed in a certain language. At this level of knowledge
the object of cognition is reflected in those of its properties and
relationships that are accessible to sensory contemplation. For
example, in modem physics even elementary particles are accessible
to empirical cognition. In a cloud chamber or in a powerful acceler-
ator particles are sensually perceived by the researcher in the form
of photographs of their tracks, and so on. The results of these
observations and measurements are registered in a certain language.
The data of observations and experiments are the empirical basis on
which theoretical knowledge is built. So much importance is
attached to obtaining these data that in certain sciences a division
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of labour has occurred with the result that one group of scientists
may specialise in experimental research, while another engages
mainly in theoretical study. It isno accident that we speak today of
experimental physics, biology7 physiology, psychology, etc. Expe-
riment is being ever more widely applied in the social sciences as
well.

Theoretical cognition is on a different level from the empirical.
At the theoretical level the object is reflected in its connections and
laws, which are discovered not only by experiment but through
abstract thinking. The task of theoretical knowledge, as Marx says,
is “...to resolve the visible, merely externa! movement into the true
intrinsic movement...”.1 In theoretical knowledge the sensory
provides a certain basis and form of expression (a syvstem of signs)
for the results obtained by thought.

In any field of science we encounter theories in which knowledge
not only goes far beyond the bounds of sensory7 experience, but
sometimes contradicts the sensory data. This contradiction is
dialectical; it disproves neither the theoretical postulates, nor the
empirical data. Take, for example, Einstein’s theory of relativity,
guantum mechanics, Lobachevsky’s geometry and much else.
Experience tells us nothing about the constant velocity’ of light;
when Max Planck proposed that light is emitted in quanta, in
packets, there was no experimental confirmation of the fact; when
Lobachevsky proposed the axiom “through a point that is not on
the given straight line there pass at least two straight lines that are
in the same plane as the given line and do not cross it”, he did not
base his proposition on any visual conceptions of space; in fact, he
actually contradicted tho”e that existed.

The empirical and theoretical levels of knowledge are closely
interconnected. First, theoretical constructions arise from general-
isation of previous knowledge, including that which is obtained
through observation and experiment. This, of course, does not
imply that all theories come directly from experience; some of
them take already existing concepts and theories as their point of
departure. But if we take not separate theories but theoretical
knowledge as a whole, it is of course directly or indirectly connect-
ed with empirical knowledge.

Theoretical knowledge can and should anticipate experimental
data. Theoretical physics produced the idea of the existence of
anti-particles long before they wekre experimentally detected. But it
would be a mistake to assume that in this case there was nothing for
observation and experiment to do but record the results of theory7

1 K. Marx, Capital, Vol. Ill, p. 313.
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When scientists discovered the positron in cosmic rays, this was a
brilliant experimental confirmation of the quantum equation
invented by the British physicist Paul Dirac, which implied the
existence of an electron with two opposite electrical charges,
negative and positive. But empirical observations also corrected
Dirac, who held that the particle symmetrical to the electron was
not a positron but a proton.

Thus the development of knowledge presupposes constant
interaction of experiment and theory7 Absolutisation of either is
disastrous to the development of science. Even so, it is theory and
not experiment that is the goal of science; scientific development
depends not so much on the quantity of empirical data as on the
quantity and quality7 of the well-founded theories it produces.
Present-day research in many7 fields of both natural and social
sciences, having accumulated considerable empirical material, is
experiencing a need for new fundamental theories cm the basis of
which it would be possible to generalise and systematise this mate-
rial and move on from there.

The level of knowledge is determined not only by the means by
which it is attained, experimental or theoretical, but by7how the
object is reflected—in all its connections and manifestations or in
only one aspect, although perhaps a very7important one. From this
standpoint knowledge is classified as concrete and abstract.

In principle, knowledge seeks to become concrete, that is to say,
many-sided, embracing the object as a whole. But this very concrete-
ness may7be of different kinds. In a person's sensory7experience an
object may be given in many connections and relationships. But
empirical knowledge can embrace only external connections and
relationships, and therefore sensory7 concreteness is limited in
content; it does not give man an exhaustive knowledge of a phen-
omenon or its laws.

To rise to a higher level of concreteness one must first view the
object or group of objects from one particular angle, having elim-
inated the others by abstraction. In this sense thinking may be
regarded as a means of knowing reality through abstraction.

Abstraction is a very7 important means of reflecting objective
reality through thought. Abstraction brings out the essential in any
given relationship. Moreover, by singling out any7particular proper-
ty7or relationship, thought can abstract itself even from the things
and phenonena to which these properties and relationships belong.
Thus we arrive at the qualities of “whiteness"”, “beauty7', “heredi-
ty", “electrical conductivity7', and so on. Such abstractions are
known in logic as abstract objects.

In the process of abstraction thought does not confine itself to
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singling out and isolating a certain sensually perceptible property or
relationship of an object (if so, abstraction would not overcome the
defects of sensory concreteness), but tries to lay bare the connec-
tion hidden from and inaccessible to empirical knowledge. Thus
“immersion in abstraction” is a means of knowing the object more
profoundly. “Thought proceeding from the concrete to the
abstract—provided it is correct...—does not get away from the truth
but comes closer to it. The abstraction of matter, of a law of
nature, the abstraction of value, etc., in short all scientific (correct,
serious, not absurd) abstractions reflect nature more deeply, truly
and completely.”* Modem science, which has made abstraction the
main instrument for penetrating the essence of things and processes,
confirms this fact.

But no abstraction is all-powerful. It is the means by which
human thought singles out individual properties and law® in the
object. By means of abstraction the object is analysed in thought
and broken down into abstract definitions. The formation of these
definitions is the means of attaining new concrete knowledge. This
movement of thought is known as the ascent from the abstract to
the concrete. In the process of this ascent the object is reproduced
by thought in its entirety. This process was first described by Hegel.
Marx interpreted it materialistically, and applied it in Capital to the
study of bourgeois social relations. Whereas Hegel believed that the
object itself is created in the process of ascent from the abstract to
the concrete, Marx sawTthis only as the reproduction of the object
in thought in all the fullness of its connections through the syn-
thesis of various abstract (one-sided) definitions. ‘The concrete,”
he wrote, “is concrete because it is a synthesis of many definitions,
thus representing the unity of diverse aspects. It appears therefore
in reasoning as a summing-up, a result, and not as a starting point,
although it is the real point of origin, and thus also the point of
origin of perception and representation.”2

Movement from the sensuously concrete through the abstract to
the concrete in thought is a law of the development of theoretical
knowledge. The concrete in thought is the most profound and
meaningful knowledge. For example, in Capital Marx begins his
analysis with an abstract definition of commodity and goes on from
there to build a picture of capitalist relations in their totality.

Truth cannot be objective if it is not concrete, if it is not a
developing system of knowledge, if it does not constantly enrich

1 V. 1. Lenin, Conspectus of HegeVs Book (tThe Science of Logic”, Vol. 38,

p. 171.
2 K. Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, London,

1971,p . 206.
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itself with new elements expressing new aspects and connections of
the object and deepening our previous scientific ideas. In this sense
truth is always a theoretical system of knowledge that seeks to
reflect the object as a whole.

The movement from the sensuously concrete through the ab-
stract to the concrete in thought which takes place on the basis
of practice includes such operations as analysis and synthesis. To
abstract a phenomenon or object we must split it up mentally into
its properties, relationships, parts, stages of development, and so on.
On the other hand, the construction of the concrete in thought
proceeds on the basis of synthesis, the unifying of the various
properties and relationships discovered both in the given object and
in other objects. For example, modem science has reduced the
emission of solar energy and the thermonuclear reaction on Earth
to a single principle.

This combination in thought of various phenomena, aspects and
properties is itself-made possible by objective laws. Thought “can
bring together into a unity only those elements of consciousness in
which or in whose real prototypes this unity already existed
before."1

Knowledge cannot make any real step forward by only analysing
or only synthesising. Analysis must precede synthesis, but analysis
itself is possible only on the basis of what has been synthesised; the
link between analysis and synthesis is organic and intrinsically
necessary.

3. The Historical and the Logical.
Forms of Reproduction of the Object by Thought

Reproducing an object in thought in all its objectivity and
concreteness means cognising it in development, in history. So
among all the various means of attaining knowledge two methods
are outstanding: the historical and the logical.

The historical method involves tracing the various stages of
development of objects in their chronological sequence, in the
concrete forms of their historical manifestation. Let us say, for
example, that we have to reproduce the development of capitalism.
The historical method requires that we should begin the description
of this process from its inception and development in certain
countries of Europe and America with numerous details and con-
crete forms that express both the universal, the necessary, and the

1 F. Engels, Anti-Diihrtng, p. 58.
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particular, the individual, and even the accidental. This method has
its merits, inasmuch as it attempts to present the historical process
in all its diversity, including its unique and individual features.

But to reveal the history7 of an object, to single out the main
stages of its development and the basic historical connection,
one must have a theoretical concept of this object, of its essence.
The other method—the logical method—does in fact aim at repro-
ducing in theoretical form, in a system of abstractions, the essence,
the main content of the historical course. This kind of inquiry
begins with an examination of the object in its most developed
form.

The logical method has its merits and certain advantages over the
historical. In the first place, it expresses the object in its most
essential connections; secondly, it provides simultaneously an
opportunity of knowing its history. “The point where this history
begins,” Marx wrote, “must also be the starting point of the train of
thought, and its further progress will be simply the reflection, in
abstract and theoretically consistent form, of the historical course.
Though the reflection is corrected, it is corrected in accordance
with laws provided by the actual historical course, since each factor
can be examined at the stage of development where it reaches its
full maturity, its classical form.”1 Thus the logical method reflects
in theoretical form simultaneously both the essence of the object,
the necessity and the laws and also the history of its development,
because in reproducing the object in its highest, most mature form,
which must include its previous stages, sublated, as it were, we thus
also arrive at a knowledge of the main, the basic stages in its
history.

The logical method is not merely a speculative deduction of one
concept from another; it is also based on reflection of the real
object, but only at the essential points of its development, and not
necessarily following the temporal and perceptible connection
between these points, as it appears on the surface.

The logical method has also the advantage over the historical
method in that it provides the opportunity of uniting in itself two
essential elements of research: study of the structure of the given
object and interpretation of its history.

In Capital Marx proceeded on the basis of the logical method of
inquiry. He does not expound the history of capitalist production
relations in a systematic, chronological way; he examines the
economic structure of capitalism in its mature, classic form.

1 K. Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Progress
Publishers, Moscow, 1977, p. 225.
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However, as Lenin observes, he simultaneously gives “the history of
capitalism and the analysis of the concepts summing it up”.1 We
can see this from any concept that we care to choose as an example.
In this way the logical sequence in the changing forms of value
(elementary, expanded, general, money) reflects their replacement
in the course of history.

The historical and logical methods of research are closely in-
terconnected. On the basis of the unity of the historical and the
logical one can, as required, make a special study either of the
history of development of an object or of its contemporary7struc-
ture.

The historical method of research is absolutely justified when its
goal is study of the history of the object itself. Even here, however,
unity of the logical and the historical, i.e., our study of the history
of the object in all its diversity, with all its zigzags and accidents,
should be our guiding principle leading us to an understanding
of the object's logic, its laws, the basic stages of its development.
Not only does logic lead to history-; historical research itself pro-
ceeds from certain concepts and results in the fonnation of new
concepts generalising history7 and embracing the essence of the
object of inquiry.

The logical reproduction of the object in thought proceeds in
certain forms. Lenin revealed the dialectics of the process of cogni-
tion when he wrote: “Knowledge is the reflection of nature by
man. But this is not a simple, not an immediate, not a complete
reflection, but the process of a series of abstractions, the fonnation
and development of concepts, laws.... Here there are actually,
objectively, three members: (1) nature, (2) human cognition = the
human brain (as the highest product of this same nature), and (3)
the form of reflection of nature in human cognition, and this form
consists precisely of concepts, laws, categories...” . 2*

The form of thought is the pattern by means of which objective
reality, the object in its historical development, is reflected in a
system of consistent, interconnected abstractions. Abstractions
differ not because one deals with a particular object of nature or
society’ while another deals with another such object, but because
they have different functions in thought. These various patterns of
thought have been shaped by the goals of man’s search for know-
ledge, and it is thanks to them that an object may be known com-
prehensively, in its actual parts and as a whole.

1 V. I Lenin, Plan of Hegel's Dialectics (LogicJ, Vol. 3S-, p. 318.
2 V. L Lenin, Conspectus of Hegels Book “The Science of Logic”, Vol. 38,
p. 182,
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The basic logical forms of thought are the proposition, the
concept and the inference.

The traditional meaning of proposition in logic is a thought that
affirms or denies something about something: “hydrogen is a
chemical element”, a “commodity has value”. A proposition reveals
all the characteristic features of the thought in question. The
process of thinking begins when we pick out certain individual
attributes and properties of objects and make certain elementary
abstractions. All real knowledge takes the form of propositions
or systems of propositions. Even the expression of the results of
living, sensory perception in rational form acquires the form of a
proposition. For example: “This house is bigger than that.”

Any proposition reveals the connection between the particular
and the universal, between identity and difference, the accidental
and the necessary7 and so on. “The fact that identity contains
difference within itself is expressed in every sentence, where the
predicate is necessarily different from the subject; the lily is a plant,
the rose is red, where, either in the subject or in the predicate, there
is something that is not covered by the predicate or the subject....
That from the outset identity with itself requires difference from
everything else as its complement, is self-evident.” 1

Cognition leads logically to the singling out of the universal and
the essential in the object under consideration, that is, to a con-
cept, which sums up this or that stage in the cognition of the object
and expresses the knowledge attained in a concentrated form.
“...Human concepts are not fixed,” writes Lenin, “but are eternally
in movement, they pass into one another, they flow into one
another, otherwise they do not reflect living life. The analysis
of concepts, the study of them, the ‘art of operating with them’
(Engels) always demands study of the movement of concepts, of
their interconnection, of their mutual transitions....” 2

Revealing the dialectics of the movement of concepts means
discovering the laws of their development. The development of
concepts proceeds in two main directions: (1) new concepts arise
that reflect the objects and phenomena which have become the
target of theoretical inquiry; (2) old concepts are concretised and
raised to a higher level of abstraction. The rethinking, clarifying and
enrichment of thebasic concepts that form the categories of a given
science are of particular inportance. Revolutions in science are
accompanied by radical upheavals in its fundamental concepts, by

1 F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, pp. 214-15.
2 V. I. Lenin, Conspectus of HegeVs Book “Lectures on the History ofPhi-

losophy”, Vol. 38, p. 253.
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changes in the content of the old concepts and emergence of new
ones that change the system and method of the thought of scien-
tists.

No concept can exist outside its definition, in the process of
which it is aligned with another, wider concept. Revealing the
essence of an object entails revealing the general. However, to have
a concept it is not enough merely to point out what is general. So
definition always involves stating to what immediate species the
object belongs, i.e., a more general concept, and also indicating the
special features of the species in question. For example, the concept
of “stars” may be defined as follows: *“Stars are natural celestial
bodies that emit light.”

There can be no concepts or even any thought processes as such
without inferences. Inferences are the means by which we obtain
new knowledge on the basis of previously established knowledge
without resorting to the experience of the senses. Inference is the
process by which we deduce certain propositions ("conclusions)
from other judgements (premises); it is thus a system of proposi-
tions. Inference expresses the ability of theoretical thought to go
beyond the bounds of what is given by direct sensory experience,
observations and experiments. If man were unable to acquire new
knowledge through inference, he would, for example, never have
been able to calculate the distance from Earth to other celestial
bodies; he could not tell what the stars are made of or penetrate
into the world of the atom and the elementary7particles of which it
consists. A conclusion is drawn from certain premises, but it does
not merely repeat them; it produces something new, something that
enriches knowledge.

Proposition, concept and inference are interconnected; if one
changes, the other must change also. This interdependence shows
itself in the process of thought, which includes: (1) definition of the
properties of the object (proposition), (2) summing up of previous
knowledge, formation of scientific concepts, (3) transition from
one, previously attained set of knowledge to another, (inference).

All these elements exist in scientific theory, which is a relatively
self-contained and yet sufficiently broad system of knowledge
describing and explaining a certain group of phenomena. Proposi-
tions form the principles and statements of theory, concepts are its
terms, and the various inferences are the means of obtaining know -
ledge through deduction.

The function of theory is not only to systematise the results
obtained by cognition, but to point the way ahead to new know-
ledge.

Theories in science may be of different kinds depending on the
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object which they reflect, on how wide the range of phenomena
they describe, and on the means of proof that they use. An unusual
form of theory is the so-called metatheory, that is, theory about
theory.

The emergence of metatheories and rnetasciences is something
new and characteristic of the development of knowledge in the
20th century; it is evidence of an interest in the structure, the ways
of building theory and its development. The process of integration
of theories, the creation of so-called unifying theories, is also char-
acteristic of the present day. The combination of theories that have
been evolved at different times to explain different things into a
single new theory with different principles, is proof of the move-
ment of knowledge along the path of objective truth. Even theories
created by different sciences are now being combined. The solution
of the problems connected with metatheories, with the combina-
tion and integration of theories, demands further intensive elabora-
tion of logic.

4. Dialectics and Formal Logic

Logic studies the forms of thought. It is traditionally supposed to
have been founded by Aristotle, who first collated and systematised
the problems that later became known as the problems of logic. In
modern times a great contribution to the development of logic was
made by Francis Bacon and other philosophers. By the 17th and
18th centuries a branch of philosophy had taken shape known as
traditional or classical' formal logic. Its laws included the laws of
identity, non-contradiction, the excluded middle and sufficient
proof, and it regarded the forms of thought as the principles of
being itself.

Formal logic was futher developed on the one hand by new
means of logical analysis and, on the other, by the study of new
forms of proof suggested by the development of scientific knowr
ledge. Various systems of mathematical symbols were evolved for
solving logical problems; the use of formal logic in mathematics,
particularly for purposes of proof, led to a development of formal
logic itself. This wras how' the variety of formal logic, known as
symbolic or mathematical logic, arose. Today this form of logic is
used primarily to analyse synthetic, formalised languages; it studies
their syntax and semantics. Logical syntax formulates the rules of
the construction and transformation of linguistic expressions only
from the formal standpoint, without taking into consideration their
content; logical semantics analyses linguistic systems in order to
discover the meaning of their elements.
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The formal logical analysis of theoretical knowledge has produc-
ed great results. Cybernetics, for example, would be impossible
without the method of analysing knowledge on the basis of synthet-
ic, formalised languages. This method allows us to analyse existing
knowledge, suitably rearrange it, express it in a system that is as
strictly formalised as possible and transfer certain functions of
human thought to a machine. Analysis of knowledge by means of
formal logic leads to the production of new knowledge by helping
to identify certain missing elements and links that are needed for
the construction of a strictly formalised theory and indicating
where they are likely to be found.

Logic developed not only through separating formal logic as an
independent science, which later evolved into symbolic logic with a
specific subject-matter and method of study. The study of the
forms and methods of theoretical thought leading to objective truth
also developed within the framework of philosophy. Continuing
this line of development, materialist dialectics has emerged both as
a theory of knowledge and as dialectical logic. Dialectical logic
arose as a continuation and development of previous logical theori-
es. It does not deny the importance of formal logic, but seeks to
define its true place in the study of scientific knowledge.

Dialectical logic does not exist and cannot exist outside material-
ist dialectics, because it reveals the significance of the most general
laws of development of the objective world for the movement of
thought towards truth. It thus investigates the extent to which the
content of knowledge coincides with the object of inquiry, the
extent to which knowledge approaches truth. Differing in quality
from formal logic, dialectical logic does not consider the forms of
thought only from the standpoint of their structure; it is also
interested in their concrete content. It considers them not in a rigid,
isolated form, but in their interconnection, in motion and develop-
ment. Whereas formal logic concentrates mainly on the analysis of
established theories, dialectical logic reveals the logical principles of
transition to new knowledge and studies the formation and
development of theories.

Lenin formulated the basic demands of dialectical logic as
follows: (1) examination of all facets of the object, (2) examination

of the object in its “development ... in ‘self-movement’ .... Thirdly,
a full ‘definition” of an object must include the whole of human
experience.... Fourthly, dialectical logic holds that ‘truth is always
concrete, never abstract’....” 1

1 V. Il Lenin, Once Again on the Trade Unions, the Current Situation and
the Mistakes of Trotsky and Bukharin, Vol. 32, p. 94.
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5. The Formation and Development
of Scientific Theory. Intuition

M aterialist dialectics studies the movement of scientific know-
ledge, singling out its forms and laws, the fundamental concepts and
principles by which thought arrives at objective truth. The funda-
mental concepts and principles in science are the result of people’s
creative activity. But what is scientific creativity? Does the scien-
tist’s creative activity follow any particular laws or is it absolutely
free and untrammelled by any of the demands of logic? Of course,
creativity, as we have seen, is influenced by a large number of
factors that do not fall within the scope of logic, but at bottom it
still represents the activity of human reason, that is, it is rational
and consequently the object of logical analysis.

Scientific research begins by stating a problem. The notion of
“problem” usually implies an unknown quantity and the term may
be preliminarily defined as that which is not known to man and
that should be known. This rather incomplete definition contains
an important factor—the factor of obligation, i.e., that which gives
direction to inquiry.

However, it will readily be appreciated that the distance between
the unknown and the obligation to know is rather considerable.
There is much that a man does not know and, in principle at least,
nothing that he would not like to know. So he must decide what he
does not know but is capable of knowing at the given stage of his
development. This in itself requires a certain amount of knowledge,
and so a problem—paradoxical though it may sound—is concerned
not merely with the unknown, but with knowing what is unknown.

Problems emerge from the needs of man’s practical activity, in
the form of a certain desire for new knowledge. Science has to
reach definite level of development to acquire the necessary and
sufficient grounds for posing a certain problem. For example, man’s
bold dream of lighting thousands of new suns for the benefit of the
human race has only now become a scientific problem, the problem
of controlled termonuclear reaction.

To state a problem we must have some preliminary, even if
incomplete knowledge of how it is to be solved. The correct state-
ment of the problem, the definition of the real need for new
knowledge that can be satisfied in the given circumstances, takes us
a good half of the way toward attaining new knowledge.

But both in stating a problem and, even more so, in solving it we
must have facts. The term “fact” is used in various senses. We speak
of something that has happened (process of objective reality) as a
fact; we also speak of knowledge of that something as a fact. What
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interests us at the moment is the fact in the second meaning of the
term. What knowledge can be called factual? Primarily it is the
knowledge obtained by empirical means, i.e., by means of observa-
tion and description of the results. Theory7must be built only on
the basis of the data of experience. But, as we have already noted,
in building a theory we must proceed from authentic knowledge, no
m atter whether it was obtained empirically or by reasoning (theoret-
ically).

To state and solve a problem, to test the propositions made, we
must already have some knowledge whose objective truth has been
firmly established. This authentic knowledge also provides part of
the factual basis of the inquiry7 The facts of modem science are
made up both of the results of empirical scientific observation and
of laws whose reliability' has been established in practice. Authentic-
ity is the essential condition for the qualification of knowledge as
fact. So facts are often called stubborn things; they have to be
accepted whether we like them or not, whether we find them
convenient for our research or not. All the other attributes of a
fact, its invariability, for instance, that is, its relative independence
of the system of which it forms a part, are derived from its authen-
ticity. A fact is that which has been proved to be objectively true
and remains so no matter in what system it is included. Hypotheses
and conjectures may collapse and fail to stand the test of practice,
but the facts on which they are based, remain and pass on from one
system of knowledge to another.

Fact-gathering is an essential part of scientific research, but in
itself it does not solve problems. We must also have a system of
knowledge that describes and explains the phenomenon or process
that interests us. This system may be at different levels: conjecture,
hypothesis or authentic scientific theory".

Conjecture is a preliminary proposition that has not yet been
fully investigated, a proposition whose logical and empirical founda-
tions have not been explained. For example, the preliminary idea
of Rutherford and Soddy concerning radioactive decay was only a
conjecture that was subsequently developed by further research to
the level of a scientific hypothesis.

How do conjectures arise? Why does one particular idea and not
another occur to the scientist? The reply to these quite reasonable
questions is that one cannot ignore the concept of intuition.

New ideas that change our fonner notions arise, as a rule, not
through strictly logical deduction from previous knowledge and not
as simple generalisation of experimental data, but as a kind of leap
in the movement of thought. Such leaps are induced by the very
nature of thought, by its immediate connection with practical
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activity, which impels thought to seek new results beyond the
bounds of what can be perceived by the senses and argued on
strictly logical lines.

But this is not to say that intuition is independent and arises out
of nothing. It gets its first push from the previous level of empirical
and theoretical knowledge of the object. The abilities and experi-
ence of the thinker, his whole way of thought, are rather important
in this respect. His intuition may be influenced by various episodes
in his life, and the influence of these chance factors, the speed and
suddenness with which an idea comes, sometimes look like “inspira-
tion”.

I he history of scientific discoveries abounds in legends about the
incidents that are supposed to have sparked off brilliant intuitions.
We have all heard of “Newton’s apple”, “Mendeleyev’s dream”, and
so on. Bui while not denying the possibility of such incidents, we
must see behind every inch case of intuition the effort of human
thought, its constant and stubborn search for a solution to the
problem it has posed. Intuition furnishes in concentrated form the
experience of the previous social and individual intellectual devel-
opment of mankind. There is nothing mystical about it, its immedi-
acy is relative, and intuitively suggested theoretical propositions are
afterwards tested by logical processes, as a result of which the
original conjecture is either discarded as unfounded or acquires the
form of a scientifically based hypothesis.

The transition from conjecture to hypothesis entails finding
arguments that, as Einstein put it, turn “the miracle into something
knowable”. This is where logic, without which intuition would be
left in mid-air, comes into its own. Existing knowledge is mobilised
and new facts are sought that can turn the conjecture into a hy-
pothesis. Engels describes the role of hypothesis in cognition as
follows: “A new fact is observed which makes impossible the
previous method of explaining the facts belonging to the same
group, from this moment onwards new methods of explanation are
required—at first based on only a limited number of facts and
observations. Further observational material weeds out these
hypotheses, doing away with some and correcting others, until
finally the law is established in a pure form.

A hypothesis is knowledge based on a supposition. The substan-
tiation and proof of a hypothesis presupposes a search for new
facts, the devising of experiments, and analysis of any previous
results that have been obtained. Sometimes several hypotheses that
are “tested” by various means are advanced to explain one and thel

1 F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, p. 240.
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same process. Simplicity and economy, though supplementary in
determining the most authentic theoretical system, are also of
importance in choosing a hypothesis. Thought must take the most
rational, clear and simple path in its approach to the problems of
reflecting reality and all the richness of its interconnections. All
other things being equal, preference must be given to the hypothesis
that achieves its goal in the clearest, simplest and most economical
way. But economy and simplicity are only contributing factors in
our choice between hypotheses of equal value; they are not criteria
of the truth of the hypothesis. The only criterion of that is practice
in all its diversity. The substantiation and proof of a hypothesis
turn it into a theory.

Theory’ is not something absolute, it is a relatively complete
system of knowledge that changes in the course of its development.
A theory is changed by adding to it new facts and the concepts that
express them, and by verifying its principles. A time comes, how-
ever, when a contradiction is discovered that cannot be solved in
the framework of the existing theory. This crucial moment can be
detected by concrete analysis. Its arrival heralds the transition to a
new theory with different or more exact principles.

Between a new and old theory there are complex relations, one
of which is expressed in tht principle of correspondence. According
to this principle, a new theory' acquires its right to exist when
previous theories turn out to be limited cases. For example, classical
physics is now a limited, particular case of modern theories. This
principle expresses simultaneously both the continuity and devel-
opment of knowledge. If the objective truth of a theory has been
established, this theory cannot disappear without a trace and the
succeeding theory only limits the sphere of its application. The
rules of transition from new theory7to old can be defined. The
inclusion of one theory in a wider, more general theory7helps to
establish its authenticity.

6. Practical Realisation of Knowledge

As we have seen, knowledge arises and develops on the basis of
man’s practical activity and serves it inasmuch as it creates the
prototypes of things and processes that man needs and can create.
So knowledge must eventually be practically realised in some way
or other. But for this it must be shaped accordingly and acquire the
form of an idea.

In philosophical literature the tenn “idea” is often used in the
broad sense as any thought, any knowledge regardless of its form:
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concept, proposition, theory7 and so on. There is, however, a
more exact meaning of the term. An idea isa thought that achieves
a high degree of objectivity, fullness and concreteness while at the
same time having a practical purpose.

Thus in order to be realised knowledge must become an idea that
combines three factors: (1) concrete, integrated knowledge of an
object, (2) the urge for practical realisation, for material embodi-
ment, and (3) purpose and programme of action, the subject’s plan
for changing the object. Such are the ideas of science through which
production is reorganised and deep-going changes occur in society.
Thus we speak of the idea of socialist revolution, the idea of space
exploration, the idea of peaceful use of atomic energy, and so on.

Ideas are put into practical effect with the help not only of
material means (tools, instruments of labour), but also of man's
spiritual energies (will, emotion, and so on). As Lenin said, “...the
world does not satisfy man and man decides to change it byThis
activity A1 This human determination is based on the knowledge
given to man by his intellect, his thought. But the latter must be
linked with the will to change the world. The determination to act
in accordance with an idea must mature and in this process much
depends on the individual’s belief in the truth of the idea, in the
necessity7of acting in accordance with it, in the real possibility of its
being transformed into reality7

Belief or conscious faith in the rightness of one’s actions based
on knowledge is not ruled out by the Marxist-Leninist theory
of knowledge. Marxism opposes the substitution of faith or habit
for knowledge, it opposes fanatical faith. It draws a strict distinc-
tion between the blind faith in dogma on which religion is based
and the belief that comes from knowledge of objective reality7. A
person who acts without believing in the truth of the ideas that he
wishes to put into practice is deprived of the will, purpose and
emotional drive that are needed for success. Not a single brilliant
idea can be bom or asingle brilliant project realised without human
enthusiasm, without a man’s reason being influenced by the whole
gamut of his feelings. Scientific knowledge must become personal
conviction giving the individual the determination to take action
designed to change the existing reality.

The process of the practical realisation of ideas, their conversion
into the world of objects that confronts the individual is known in
philosophy as objectification.

Objectification has two aspects: (1) the social, and (2) the

1V. I Lenin, Conspectus of Hegel's Book {tThe Science of Logic", Vol. 38,
p. 213.
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epistemological. The social aspect of objectification involves finding
out the relationship between the object created by man’s labour
and man himself, as in the case of alienation, for example, which
will be discussed later. Considering objectification from the
epistemological standpoint, involves asking whether the object
obtained in practice corresponds with the idea that was to be
realised. When we put an idea into practice we solve the question of
its objective truth and do away with all that is illusory in it. This
process may reveal certain discrepancies between the idea and its
realisation, which arise either because of the imperfection of the
idea, the lack of sufficient knowledge and means of realising it, or
because of the absence of the necessary material and spiritual means
and conditions for its complete fulfilment in objective reality. Thus
objectification sums up one cycle of research and reveals a new one.

Finally the object obtained in practice is analysed from the
standpoint of its correspondence with man’srational aims.

The reasonable, the rational is not primordially given, is not a
property of nature; it is the product of man’s historical develop-
ment, his labour and thirst for knowledge. The only bearer of
reason is man who, through work and other forms of practice,
introduces reason into the surrounding world and influences nature
by realising his scientific ideas.

Since practice as an objective historical process is, on the one
hand, subordinated to man’s goals expressed in his ideas and, on the
other hand, goes beyond them in creating something new, practice
is always both rational and irrational.

In contrast to irrationalism, which absolutises the irrational
element in life, divorces it from the rational, regards it as the
dominant tendency of all development, dialectical materialism
recognises the irrational as the opposite of the rational and quite
often as an accompanying factor in the rational. There is no eternal
irrational, but there may be something irrational in a given set of
historical conditions. But the irrational as a subsidiary, unforeseen
result of our activity does not remain forever, it is overcome by
subsequent knowledge and practice.

Knowledge itself as a factor in human activity may also be
evaluated in the categories of the rational and the irrational. By its
very nature knowledge is rational, since it creates ideas that corre-
spond to man’s aims and needs, since it follows logic, certain estab-
lished forms of reason. At the same time it quite often goes beyond
these forms and cannot be explained by them, that is to say, it
contains an element that can be overcome only by changing logic
itself, by restocking its armoury with new forms and categories of
thought. Irrationalism concentrates attention on this irrational
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residue in knowledge which has not yet been explained in the
existing forms of reason, regards it as the true essence and thus
creates a distorted notion of the course of cognition.

The rational as the main stream of development of knowledge
exists in two forms: ratiocination and reason itself.

Ratiocination means operating with the forms of thought, with
abstractions according to a set programme or pattern, without going
into the method itself, its limits and possibilities. Ratiocination
divides the whole, the one, into mutually exclusive opposites, but
cannot embrace them in the unity of their interpenetration The
specific features of ratiocination are best seen in algorithm, the
system of rules for performing various computations of an exact
nature in which each stage determines the next, the whole process
being divided into separate steps and the instructions for dealing
with them provided in the form of a combination of symbols. This
means that algorithmic operations can be performed by a machine.
Ratiocination is essential to theoretical thought;without it thought
would be vague and indeterminate. It makes thought systematic and
rigorous, seeking to turn theory into a formalised system. But it is
not ratiocination that constitutes the characteristic feature of
human thought. This is expressed by reason itself.

As distinct from ratiocination, reason uses concepts with an
awareness of their content and nature, and therefore reflects things
and processes in a*purposeful, creatively active way; reason is the
instrument of transforming activity, of creating a world that an-
swers to the needs and essence of man. Humtin reason seeks to
reach out beyond the bounds of the already formed system of
knowledge, to create a new system in which man’s goals are ex-
pressed with greater fullness and objectivity. Whereas the charact-
eristic feature of ratiocination is analysis, reason is characterised by
synthesis, which is human creative ability taken to its highest level.
Human knowledge is the unity of ratiocination and reason, from
the heights of which objective reality is understood and the ways of
its rational transformation are determined.

7. Knowledge and Value

The practical realisation of ideas takes place in culture, material
and spiritual, in things, works of art, standards of morality, and so
on. So how are ideas related to man’s social needs? Marx observed
that people begin not from a purely theoretical relationship to the
objects of external nature, but from the active mastering of them,
they “give these objects a special (generic) name, because they
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know the ability of these objects to serve their needs satisfactorily

. they may call these objects ‘goods' or in some other way, which
means that they are practically using these objects, that they are
useful to them...”. 1

The philosophical problem of value arose out of a growing
understanding of this attitude to the objects of the external world
as the means of satisfying human needs. The point is not whether
the material and spiritual objects man creates and also the phen-
omena of nature that serve his needs should be given certain names,
whether they should be called “goods”, “values”, or something else
or classified in some other way. The real question is the nature of
value, its relationship to the subject and object, to knowledge, and
so on.

The objects of nature, of our material and spiritual culture have
the ability to satisfy man’s needs, to serve his aims. Hence they
can and should be approached from the standpoint of value. How
do objects acquire this ability? Does it come from nature or from
man, from his special gifts and abilities? If we say that value lies
only in the objects themselves, we endow them with the intrinsic
properties of serving man and his aims. But we know that nature
and its objects existed long before man himself came into being. On
the other hand, we cannot simply say that an object may satisfy
man’s material and spiritual needs, regardless of its intrinsic qualiti-
es. If grain did not contain certain necessary substances it would
not be a food, it would be of no use to man.

Marxist-Leninist philosophy regards value as a social and histo-
rical phenomenon and an element in the practical interaction of the
subject and the object. The social world is not something extrane-
ous to the material, natural process. The product of human labour
is a continuation of nature. Thus value is a property of objects that
arise in the process of social development, and at the same time it is
also a property of the objects of nature that have been included in
the process of labour, of every day life and that are “‘the life-element
of human reality”.2

Certain schools in modem bourgeois philosophy divorce the
value approach to objects and phenomena from their objective,
scientific investigation. In point of fact, however, the scientific and
value approaches to the objects of reality can be separated only in
abstraction, for certain strictly defined purposes. The first approach
seeks to register our knowledge of an object as it exists outside us
and outside mankind in general, and to give a clear definition of*

* Marx/Engels, Werke, Bd. 19, Dietz Veriag, Berlin, 1974, S. 363.
2 K. Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Vol. 3, p. 298.
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knowledge itself, that is, of objective truth. The second approach,
on the contrary, seeks in considering both the object itself and its
reflection to concentrate attention on the human relationship, to
evaluate everything from the standpoint of the object’s intrinsic
ability to satisfy human needs; it considers not knowledge in its
pure form, but the embodiment of knowledge in the material and
spiritual culture that serves man and his aims. The value approach
plays a great part, for example, in the moral or artistic conscious-
ness, whose specific attitude to the objective world it largely
expresses.

At the same time in real human activity, both objective and
spiritual, the two approaches (the objective scientific approach and
the value approach) are combined and cannot exist without each
other; they flow from one source—man’s practical relationship to
objective reality.
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Chapter IX

HISTORICAL MATERIALISM
AS A SCIENCE

Historical materialism has its own specific subject-matter—the
most general laws of development of human society. This makes it
relatively independent as a general sociological theory, as the
scientific historical basis of communism. At the same time historical
materialism is an inseparable part of Marxist-Leninist philosophy.

1 The Emergence of Historical Materialism

Pre-Marxist materialism was inconsistent and limited. It was
unable to apply the principles of philosophical materialism to the
study of social life and history and in this field held idealist views.

The great contribution of Marx and Engels to the development of
scientific thought was that they completed the half-built edifice of
materialism, that is, extended it to the study of society, thanks to
which the materialist world outlook became for the first time
comprehensive and fully consistent and effective.

Certain social and theoretical preconditions were required before
historical materialism could come into being. It was ushered in by
the logical development of progressive social, political and philo-
sophical thought. But social conditions also played their part in
revealing the possibility of discovering the laws of social life.

The acceleration of social development, the kaleidoscopic change
of events and the radical break-up of social relations, beginning
from the English, and especially the French (1789-1794) bourgeois
revolutions, the extreme aggravation of class contradictions and
collisions, the emergence on the historical scene of the working
class—such in general were the social preconditions that favoured
the appearance of historical materialism.

The great events that took place at the end of the 18th and in the
first half of the 19th centuries showed that society was by no
means a monolith but a living social organism subject to change and
obeying in its existence and development certain objective laws that
were independent of the human will and consciousness.

Marx and Engels arrived at historical materialism by extending
philosophical materialism and materialistically revised dialectics to
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the interpretation of society, by applying them to the revolutionary7
practical activity of the working class.

Showing the intrinsic, inseparable connection between historical
materialism and general philosophical materialism, Lenin wrote:
“Marx deepened and developed philosophical materialism to the
full, and extended the cognition of nature to include the cognition
of human society. His historical materialism was a great achieve-
ment in scientific thinking. The chaos and arbitrariness that had
previously reigned in view’s on history and politics w&re replaced by
a strikingly integral and harmonious scientific theory7 which show
how, in consequence of the growth of productive forces, out of one
system of social life another and higher develops....” 1

The most general law’s discovered by dialectical materialism
operate in society, but here they take a specific form. If wWE wish to
know the laws of development of human society, it is not enough
to know the general principles of philosophical materialism and the
laws of dialectics; we must also study the specific forms in w'hich
they take effect in the history7of society, in social life.

It is only in a society with an antagonistic structure that the iawT
of the unity and struggle of opposites takes the form of class
struggle. And in wLat a great diversity of forms and trends has the
class struggle appeared in various historical epochs!

The dialectical method, applied to society, and the method of
historical materialism are, in essence, identical concepts. When
applied to society, the dialectical method becomes concrete. This
means that in addition to general philosophical categories wre must
have such purely sociological categories as social existence and
social consciousness, material and ideological relationships, the
productive forces and the production relations, the mode of
production, the social-economic formation, the basis and the
superstructure, social classes, nations, and so on. These categories
sum up the major law% of social existence and socio-historical
knowledge.

Marx and Engels formulated the basic propositions of historical
materialism in the 1840s in such whkrks as the Economic and Philo-
sophic Manuscripts of 1844, The Holy Family, The German ldeolo-
gy and, particularly, in more mature form, in The Poverty of
Philosophy and the Manifesto of the Communist Party. The new7
view of history, of social development was at first only a hypothesis
and method, but it was a hypothesis and method that for the first
time made possible a strictly scientific approach to history. As

1V. Il Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism,
Vol. 19, p. 25.
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Lenin wrote, they made sociology into a science, because they
made it possible to reveal the recurrence and regularity in the
development of social relations, to generalise systems of the same
type in various countries into the concept of the social-economic
formation, to reveal the general element that unites them and at the
same time the inherent differences due to the specific conditions of
their development.

In the eighteen fifties Marx undertook his grandiose study of the
highly complex social-economic formation of capitalism. In Capital
he showed this formation in its inception, movement and develop-
ment. He established how within it contradictions develop be-
tween the productive forces and the production relations, between
social classes, how on the basis of material production relations a
corresponding political superstructure, certain ideas, morals, do-
mestic and everyday relationships arise. With the creation of Capital
historical materialism became a substantiated scientific sociological
theory. “Just as Darwin put an end to the view of animal and plant
species being unconnected, fortuitous, ‘created by God’ and
immutable, and was the first to put biology on an absolutely
scientific basis by establishing the mutability and the succession of
species, so Marx put an end to the view of society being a mechan-
ical aggregation of Individuals which allows of all sorts of modifica-
tion at the will of the authorities (or, if you like, at the will of
society and the government) and wdiich emerges and changes
casually, and was the first to put sociology on a scientific basis by
establishing the concept of the economic formation of society as
the sum-total of given production relations, by establishing the
fact that the development of such formations is a process of natural
history.” 1

2. The Subject-Matter
of Historical Materialism

Human society is in its essence and structure the most complex
form of existence of matter. It is a specific, qualitatively unique
part of nature, in a certain sense opposed to the rest of nature. This
interpretation of the interrelationship between society and nature
fundamentally distinguishes historical materialism both from
idealism, which in most cases creates an antithesis between society
and nature, and from metaphysical materialism, which does not

1V. Il Lenin, What the “Friends of the People” Are and Hou) They Fight
the Social-Democrats, Vol. I,p. 142.
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recognise the qualitative difference between them.

- Giovanni Vico, the Italian philosopher of the 18th century,
wrote that the history of society differs from the history of nature
in that it is made by people, and only by people, whereas in nature
phenomena and processes take place of themselves, as a result of
blind, impersonal, spontaneous forces. The fact that society is the
scene of action of people possessed of minds and wills, who set
themselves certain goals and Tight to achieve them, has in the past
and often in our own time been a stumbling-block for sociologists
and historians who seek to study the essence, the fundamental
causes of social processes and phenomena. Some of them, absolutis-
ing the specific nature of social and historical events, metaphysical-
ly oppose the natural sciences, which study general, recurrent
phenomena and processes, to the historical sciences, which are
allegedly concerned only with the individual and unique. Thus, in
the 19th century certain German philosophers representing one of
the schools of neo-Kantianism (H. Rickert, W. Windelband) believed
there must exist two different and even opposite methods ot
cognition: the so-called nomothetic, or generalising method, which
is applied by the natural sciences, and the ideographic, or individu-
alising method (concerned only with individual, unique events),
which is used by the historical sciences.

But such a metaphysical counterposing of the natural sciences to
the social sciences is far-fetched and unjustifiable. We are no more
likely to find in nature than in the history of society two phen-
omena that are absolutely identical (for example, two animals of a
species or two leaves on one and the same tree). On the other hand,
in society, m history, besides the specific and the individual there is
also the general, which manifests itself in the instruments of pro-
duction, the productive forces, the economic activity, in the social
relationships, in the political and spiritual life of various countries
and peoples that are at the same stage of historical development. It
is by detecting these general features that we are able to* discover
the laws of social life.

It might be supposed that since social events and processes are
the result of people’s own activity, it should not be so difficult to
understand them as it is to understand the phenomena of nature.
And surely it ought to be easier for man and society to establish
their power over social relationships than to subjugate the colossal
forces of nature that are hostile to man. But this picture is in-
correct, as human history and the history of science show.

In the first half of the 19th century the natural sciences had
already made considerable progress, but a general science of society
was still only in embryo. Step by step mankind was getting to know
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the laws and forces of nature and bringing them under control. But
it turned out to he a far more difficult task to discover the true
nature of human society and its laws. Even more difficult and
prolonged was the task of mastering the social laws and processes
and bringing them under the control of society. The possibility of
solving these problems came with the creation of Marxist social sci-
ence, with its application to the practical task of the revolutionary
transformation of social life, with establishing socialism.

Human society, social phenomena and processes are studied by
various sciences, each of which studies only a certain aspect of
social life, one or another type of social relationships or phenomena
(economic, political, ideological).

Historical materialism deals not with the separate aspects of
social life, but with its general laws and the driving forces of its
functioning and development, with social life as an integrated
whole, the intrinsic connections and contradictions of all its aspects
and relations, first of all, the relations of social existence and social
consciousness. Unlike the specialised sciences, historical materialism
studies, first and foremost, the most general laws of the develop-
ment of society, the laws of the rise, existence and motive forces of
the development of social-economic formations.

The general sociological laws, which concern all historical epochs,
operate in each definite economic formation of society, in each
epoch, in a specific way. Therefore, if we wish to obtain a correct
idea of the character and essence of general sociological laws, we
must study their specific functions in the various historical epochs,
in the various formations (e.g., under feudalism, capitalism or
socialism). Thus the concept of “general sociological laws” includes
the intrinsic connections and relations that are characteristic of the
most general laws of economic formations of society.

Historical materialism also differs from the science of history?
Historical science implies study of the history of countries and
peoples, of events, in their chronological sequence. Historical
materialism, on the other hand, is a general theoretical, meth-
odological science. It studies not one particular people, or one
particular country, but human society as a whole, considered from
the standpoint of the most general laws and driving forces of its
development.

Historical materialism, like Marxist philosophy in general, com-
bines both theory and method in one. It furnishes the dialectical-
materialist solution to the basic, epistemological question of social
science—the question of the relationship between social being and
social consciousness. It tells us about the most general laws and
driving forces of society and is therefore a scientific general socio-
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logical theory7 For this reason historical materialism is both an
effective method of studying the phenomena and processes of social
life, and a method of revolutionary action. Only with its help can
the historian, the economist, the student of law or art find his way
amid the complexities of social phenomena. It gives the political
leaders of the working class and the Marxist-Leninist parties a
guiding thread for investigation and understanding of the specific
historical situation.

Marxist political economy and historical materialism are the
mainstay of scientific communism, which studies the strategy
and tactics of the working-class struggle, the laws and driving forces
of socialist revolution, of the national-liberation movement and the
world revolutionary7 process as a whole. In the context of the
construction of socialism and communism it studies, along with
other humanities, the social, political and spiritual aspects of the
development of socialist society.

Historical materialism is also highly relevant to concrete social
research. When employing mathematical methods or methods of
polling, interviewing, circulating questionnaires and so on, one must
have a firm footing in the general sociological theory7of Marxism
and its method. In its turn Marxist sociology, taken as a general
theoretical science, relies in its development on specific sociological
research, on the wide use of statistical and other empirical data
concerning various aspects of social life. Specific sociological
research reveals the mechanics of the functioning of sociological
laws in all kinds of situations.

Historical materialism gives us an objective basis for scientific
orientation in historical events, enables us to know and understand
them, to predict them scientifically, and to see the prospects and
trends of social development, thus providing the theoretical basis
for revolutionary action.

3. The Laws of Social Development and Their
Objective Character

More than one hundred years ago in the introduction to his A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy Marx gave the
classical formulation of the basic propositions and principles of
historical materialism: “In the social production of their existence,
men inevitably enter into definite relations, which are independent
of their will, namely relations of production appropriate to a given
stage in the development of their material forces of production. The
totality of these relations of production constitutes the economic
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structure of society, the real foundation, on which arises a legal and
political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of
social consciousness. The mode of production of material life
conditions the general process of social, political and intellectual
life. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their exist-
ence, but their social existence that determines their consciousness.
At a certain stage of development, the material productive forces of
society come into conflict with the existing relations of production
or—this merely expresses the same thing in legal terms—with the
property relations within the framework of which they have oper-
ated hitherto. From forms of development of the productive forces
these relations turn into their fetters. Then begins an era of social
revolution. The changes in the economic foundation lead sooner or
later to the transformation of the whole immense superstructure. In
studying such transformations it is always necessary to distinguish
between the material transformation of the economic conditions of
production, which can be determined with the precision of natural
science, and the legal, political, religious, artistic or philosophic—in
short, ideological forms in which men become conscious of this
conflict and fight it out. Just as one does not judge an individual by
what he thinks about himself, so one cannot judge such a period of
transformation by its consciousness, but, on the contrary, this
consciousness must be explained from the contradictions of materi-
al life, from the conflict existing between the social forces of
production and the relations of production. No social order is ever
destroyed before all the productive forces for which it is sufficient
have been developed, and new superior relations of production
never replace older ones before the material conditions for their
existence have matured within the framework of the old society.
Mankind thus inevitably sets itself only such tasks as it is able to
solve, since closer examination will always show that the problem
itself arises only when the material conditions for its solution are
already present or at least in the course of formation.”1

This classical, strictly scientific formulation of the basic proposi-
tions and principles of Marxist social theory demonstrates its two
most important features: first, the consistent application of the
materialist view of history as a law-governed process, conditioned in
the final analysis by the development of the modes of production,
and, second, strict historism, the consideration of society as
something that is in a state of constant development.

Even before the appearance of Marxism sociological thought,
particularly under the influence of the advances in natural science,

1 K. Marx, A Contribution to the Critique ofPolitical Economy, pp. 20-21.
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sought to understand social life, the history of society, as a law-
governed process. But social laws were generally treated in the same
way as the laws of the mechanical, physical or biological processes
occurring in nature. The specific features that characterise social
life, which is created by people with intellect and will-power, were
thus ignored.

The great contribution of Marx and Engels was to reveal in social
life, in the history of society, not only that which relates social laws
co the laws of nature, but also to show that the socio-historical law
differs radically from the law of nature. This is expressed in their
description of social development as a natural historical process.

The natural historical process is a process that is as necessary and
objective, as much governed by law, as the natural processes; it is a
process that not only does not depend on men’s will and consci-
ousness but actually determines that will and consciousness. At the
same time, unlike the processes of nature, the natural historical
process is a result of the activity of people themselves. At first
glance (his proposition appears to imply a logical contradiction.
How can we reconcile the fact that the historical process is created
by people possessing consciousness and will, setting themselves
certain tasks and goals, with the fact that history obeys certain
necessary, objective laws that do not depend on human will and
consciousness?

This contradiction can be explained if we remember that people
(and particularly large groups of people—nations, classes, parties,
etc.), in pursuing their aims, in being guided by certain interests,
ideas and desires, at the same time always live under certain objec-
tive conditions that do not depend on their will and desire and that
ultimately determine the direction and character of their activity,
their interests, ideas and aspirations.

In complete accord with the materialist world outlook, historical
materialism proceeds from the proposition that social existence is
primary in relation to social consciousness. Social consciousness is a
reflection of social existence. It may be a more or less correct
reflection or it may be false. It is not social consciousness or the
ideas of some political leader that determine the system of social
life and the direction of social development, as the idealists assume.
On the contrary, it is social existence that ultimately determines
social consciousness, the ideas, aspirations and aims of individuals
and social classes. What, then, is implied by the concept of “social
existence”, which holds such an important place in historical
materialism?

In philosophical materialism the category of existence is regarded
as identical with the concept of matter, of nature. Accordingly,
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social existence is understood by Marxists as the material life of
society, its production and reproduction. Social existence is com-
prised of social production and the necessary conditions for it,
including the reproduction of people themselves, the system of
social relations that arises in the process of the production of
material goods, i.e., the production, or economic, relations, and the
material aspects of the life of the family, of classes, of nations and
other forms of human community.

Social existence is primary because it is independent of social
consciousness; social consciousness is secondary because it is a
reflection of people’s social existence.

The question is sometimes asked: how are we to understand the
independence of social existence from social consciousness? Do not
people themselves create their means of production? Is not the
distinguishing feature of human labour people’s own purposeful
activity? Do not people themselves establish their relations with one
another in the process of production?

True, people themselves build their social life. But not always
and not everywhere do they build it consciously. Of course, they
perform every separate act of production consciously. But it does
not follow from this that they are always conscious of the character
of the social relations into which they enter in the process of
production, of how these relations are changing, or what the
social consequences of these changes are. Driven on by vital necessi-
ty, people work, produce and consume goods and exchange the
results of their actions, and the economic relations thus fonned do
not depend on their conscious choice or desire, but on the level of
social production they have achieved.

What is more, people’s will, aims, desires and aspirations, condi-
tioned by their social or personal interests, embodied in their
actions and making their appearance on the stage of social life,
clash, interweave and come into contradiction with one another
with the result that the desired is only rarely achieved. Characteris-
ing the social development as a natural historical process, Engels
wrote: “...History is made in such a way that the final result always
arises from conflicts between many individual wills, of which each
in turn has been made what it is by a host of particular conditions
of life. Thus there are innumerable intersecting forces, an infinite
series of parallelograms of forces which give rise to one resultant—
the historical event. This may again itself be viewed as the product
of a power which works as a whole unconsciously and without
volition. For what each individual wills is obstructed by everyone
else, and what emerges is something that no one willed. Thus
history has proceeded hitherto in the manner of a natural process



204 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF MARXIST-LENINIST PHILOSOPHY

and is essentially subject to the same laws of motion. But from the
fact that the wills of individuals—each of whom desires what he is
impelled to by his physical constitution and external, in the last
resort economic, circumstances (either his own personal circum-
stances or those of society in general)—do not attain what they
want, but are merged into an aggregate mean, a common resultant,
it must not be concluded that they are equal to zero. On the
contrary? each contributes to the resultant and is to this extent
included in it.” 1

Only after the socialist revolution, when society acquires control
over social relations, do people begin to achieve their aims on an
ever increasing scale. Yet even in this period social development
continues to remain a natural historical process, conditioned
by objective causes and laws that exist outside people’s conscious-
ness and determine their will, consciousness, aims and tasks. Thus,
socialism gradually limits the spontaneity of social development,
but even here social processes are determined by objective condi-
tions, by actual possibilities that people must take into considera-
tion and proceed from in their actions. Even here subjectivism and
arbitrariness may lead to negative results and action is crowned with
success only if it corresponds to the objective social laws.

What is meant by social laws?

Any law, as we know, expresses an objective, necessary, stable
connection between phenomena, between processes. Similarly, the
laws established by historical materialism and other social sciences
express a necessary, stable and recurrent connection between social
phenomena and processes.

Some social laws operate at all stages of social development.
These include the law of the determining role of social existence in
relation to social consciousness; the law of the determining role of
the mode of production in relation to a particular structure of
society, the determining role of the productive forces with regard to
economic relations; the law of the determining role of the economic
basis in relation to the social superstructure; the law of the depend-
ence of the individuals’ social nature on the totality of social
relations, and others. These are general sociological laws, they
operate at all levels of social development, including communism.

Besides general sociological laws there are others that hold good
only for certain social formations. These are primarily the law of
the division of society into classes, which is characteristic only of
certain modes of production, and the law of the class struggle as the

1 F. Engels to J. Bloch in Konigsberg. London, September 21 [22], 1890,
in: K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 488.
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driving force of history, which remains valid only for those social-
economic formations that are based on antagonism between classes.

Some critics of historical materialism say that a law is a rela-
tionship that exists always and everywhere. If the law of the class
struggle does not conform to this demand, it is not then a law.

The iawB of social life are, in general, shorter-lived, and have a
narrower sphere of application than the laws of nature. Nevertheless
they are objective, real laws expressing intrinsic, relatively constant
connections between social phenomena and processes. After all,
even the laws of the biology of the Earth do not operate on other
planets of the solar system. But this does not lead anyone to doubt
their reality, their objectivity.

Some bourgeois economists and sociologists elevate social laws
(for example, the laws of the existence and development of capital-
ism) to the rank of eternal, natural, intransient laws; all stages of
development of society are seen through the prism of the develop-
ment of capitalist relations.

Criticising such views Engels wrote: “To us so-called ‘economic
laws’ are not eternal laws of nature but historical laws which
appear and disappear; and the code of modem political economy, in
so far as it has been drawn up accurately and objectively by the
economists, is to us simply a summary of the laws and conditions
under which alone modem bourgeois society can exist—in short, its
conditions of production and exchange expressed in an abstract
way and summarised. To us therefore none of these laws, in so far
as it expresses purely bourgeois relations, is older than modern
bourgeois society; those which have been more or less valid
throughout all hitherto existing history express only those relations
which are common to all forms of society based on class rule and
class exploitation.”1

Every law operates under definite conditions and its effectiveness
depends on those conditions, which vary from one formation to
another and wathin each formation, and from one country to
another.

Just as capitalism in every country has acquired certain features
connected with the historical past of that country, with a greater or
smaller share of pre-capitalist economic structures, so, too, does
socialist society, obeying in its development the general laws of the
development of the communist formation acquire in each separate
country certain features and peculiarities connected with its histor-

1 F. Engels to Friedrich Albert Lange in Duisburg, Manchester, March 29,
1865, in: K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Correspondence, Progress Publishers,
Moscow, 1975, p. 161.
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ical past, with the level of development there of the productive
forces and of culture. But these peculiar features do not affect the
main thing; they do not abolish and cannot abolish the general laws
inherent in the new social formation. There are no national laws of
the development of capitalism or socialism, laws that are char-
acteristic of each separate country7 The laws of each separate
social-economic formation, though specific in relation to the
general sociological laws, are themselves general laws for all countries
that are part of a given formation. Here, as in other fields, there is
dialectical unity of the general and the particular, the international
and the national. Ignoring or violating this unity, overstressing the
national to the detriment of die general, the international, may
lead to nationalist tendencies. Here there is a dividing line which the
Marxist-Leninist, the internationalist in politics and dialectician in
theory, should see and understand.

4. People’s Conscious Activity
and Its Role in History. Freedom and Necessity

In regarding social development as a natural historical process do
we not prevent ourselves from obtaining a correct understanding of
the role of man’s creative, revolutionary transforming activity?
Does this not belittle the historical activity, the historical initiative
of the progressive social forces, the role of the subjective factor?
Those who take the subjective idealist .view of history have often
accused the Marxists of fatalism. Revisionists of both the Right and
“Left” varieties today oppose the Marxist-Leninist view of the
objective laws of social development and historical necessity.
Following the bourgeois sociologists, they maintain that this
approach underestimates people’s free, purposeful activity, that it
lowers man’s status, that it is antihumanist. They7 claim that it
regards the economic factor as all, while ideas and various forms of
social consciousness—philosophy, morality, religion—are nothing,
and from the standpoint of historical materialism have no sig-
nificance whatever. This is how the critics of Marxism present the
case. But they confuse historical materialism with economic, vulgar
materialism. The two trends are, however, radically opposed to each
other.

Historical materialism in no way ignores the significance of
politics, of social consciousness, of various spiritual values; on the
contrary, it recognises their tremendous role in social life. Reac-
tionary ideas and reactionary policy (for example, anti-communism,
racist ideology? militarism, nationalism and chauvinism) play an
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extremely negative role. They poison people's minds and act as a
brake on social progress.

By contrast, progressive, revolutionary ideas and the policies
based on them play a great part, particularly when these ideas
become widespread among the masses, when they act as a mobilis-
ing, organising and transforming historical force. Marxism-Leninism
and the policies ol the Marxist parties and socialist states that are
based upon it play such arole in the present age.

The bourgeois critics of historical materialism try to discover a
contradiction between the revolutionary’ activity of the Marxist
parties and their views on historical necessity, particularly on the
inevitable collapse of capitalism. These critics say, if we know that a
lunar eclipse is inevitable and bound to occur according to certain
laws, no one would think of creating a party for promotion of such
an eclipse, but the Marxists teach that capitalism is bound to be
superseded by socialism and yet they create political parties to fight
capitalism and establish socialism.

It would be foolish and absurd, of course, to create parties for
the “organisation” of a lunar eclipse or the coming of spring and
summer. Human activity does not participate in the motion of the
Earth round the Sun, or in the motion of the Moon. The laws of
social development, unlike the laws of nature, are laws of human
activity. Outside this activity they do not exist. Therefore, social
revolutions, including socialist revolutions, occur only as a result of
the struggle of the progressive classes based on application of the
objective laws of social development, particularly the laws of class
struggle. The more profound and comprehensive their knowledge, of
the laws of social development, the laws of social revolution, the
higher the consciousness, the solidarity, unity and organisation of
the working people, the more successful the struggle for socialism,
the swifter the progress of history.

Just as knowledge of the laws and processes of nature offers us
the best chance of taming its spontaneous forces, so does know-
ledge of the social laws, of the driving forces of social development
allow the progressive classes to consciously create history, to fight
for social progress. By getting to know the objective laws of social
development the progressive social forces are able to act not blind-
ly, not spontaneously, but with knowledge of what they are doing,
and, in this sense, freely.

The laws of social development usually function as tendencies.
They break their way through many obstacles, through a mass of
chance events, through conflict with opposite tendencies supported
by hostile forces, which have to be paralysed and overcome in order
to ensure the victory of the progressive forces and tendencies.
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Conflict between these various tendencies means that in every
historical period there exists more than one possibility. Thus,
imperialism is always charged with the possibility of war, and in the
imperialist countries there are always forces interested in unleashing
wars. But along with this possibility, which is inherent in the nature
of imperialism, there today exists another real possibility—the
possibility of ensuring peace. This arises from the new balance of
forces in the world, from the growth of the forces of socialism, of
the revolutionary movement of the working class of the capitalist
countries, of the national-liberation movement of all peace-loving
forces fighting against imperialism.

Historical necessity is, therefore, not the same thing as prede-
termination. In real life, thanks to the effect of objective laws and
various trends of social development, there arise certain possibilities,
the realisation of which depends on the activity of the masses, on
the course of the class struggle, on the scientifically worked out
policies of Marxist parties.

Knowledge of the laws of historical necessity, of the objective
laws of social development, far from freeing people of the need to
act, demands their active, conscious participation in order to realise
these laws. The teaching of historical materialism on social devel-
opment as the natural historical process does not belittle the role
of man, his conscious activity, but rather shows the significance of
this activity, of the struggle of the progressive social forces. Ignor-
ance of these laws, failure to take into consideration actual condi-
tions and means of struggle, condemns the masses of the working
people, the working class and its parties, either to hopelessness and
passivity or to adventurism and defeat.

“Freedom does not consist in any dreamt-of independence from
natural laws, but in the knowledge of these laws, and in the possibil-
ity this gives of systematically making them work towards definite
ends. This holds good in relation both to the laws of external nature
and to those which govern the bodily and mental existence of men
themselves.... Freedom of the will therefore means nothing but the
capacity to make decisions with knowledge of the subject.”1

This is how historical materialism resolves the old philosophical
and sociological problem of the relationship between freedom
and necessity, the problem of free will and determinism.

Human history has not been a continuous and straight ascent,
always and everywhere expressing the march of progress. It has
known reverses, zigzags, disasters such as wars, barbarian invasions,
the decline and fall of powerful states, the disappearance of entire

1 F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, pp. 140-41.
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nations. But taken as a whole it has been an ascent, from one
social-economic formation to another, from lower to higher forms.

Nor has this movement of history been uniform. Its multiformity
has incorporated much that is specific and connected with the
peculiar features and conditions of development of various peoples.
But in this lies the great significance of historical materialism, which
has revealed in the seerrtyig chaos and infinite diversity the law, the
regularity and recurrence in the main and most essential things that
characterise the development of mankind.

Is there any meaning in the history of mankind, in the develop-
ment of society, or is this movement as meaningless and elemental
as the flow of rivers that sweep away everything in their path?
There are no grounds, of course, for acknowledging any meaning
imported to history from without, such as divine predestination, a
pre-arranged programme or supernatural destiny for the peoples.
At the same time the history of society in every epoch has its own
definite content. The peoples, the progressive social forces that
make history, blaze the trail for new, more advanced economic,
political and other social relations, and fight to accomplish certain
historical tasks. People may be more or less fully aware of these
tasks, or they may misapprehend them, sometimes in a mystified,
religious, fantastic form. In the great transitional periods of history
the conscious, creative activity of the masses, of the progressive
classes, attains new heights. Thus the history of mankind is not
entirely spontaneous and social consciousness also plays its part.

The content of the present epoch is the struggle between the
forces of socialism and capitalism, the revolutionary transition from
capitalism to socialism. The conscious struggle of the working class
and its allies for socialism accelerates historical movement. And this
movement takes place through the overcoming of various difficulti-
es, profound contradictions and antagonisms; it therefore proceeds
not in a straight line. Here, too, there are zigzags and set-backs.
But taken as a whole, the contemporary historical process is head-
ing towards socialism and communism, and in this lies its profound
meaning.



Chapter X

MATERIAL PRODUCTION
IS THE BASIS OF SOCIAL LIFE

As we have seen in the previous chapter, the subject-matter of
historical materialism is human society and the most general laws of
its development. The first step towards discovering these laws was
to establish the role of material production in the life of society. It
will easily be understood that society cannot exist without produc-
ing the material goods needed for human life. This proposition is
obvious. But Marx and Engels did not stop there; they took a new
step forward which constituted a great discovery7in .science. This
discovery established the law-governed dependence of the system of
all social relations on the mode of production of material goods.

In the process of production people do not only create material
products; production does not only provide people with means of
subsistence. In producing material goods people produce and repro-
duce their own social relations.

The study of social production, its structure, its constituent
elements and their interconnections, therefore, makes it possible to
penetrate into the essence of the historical process, to reveal the
deep-going social mechanisms that operate in the life of society.1

1. Society and Nature, Their Interaction

Material production furnishes the key to the interpretation both
of the internal structure of society and its interrelationship with the
external environment—surrounding nature. Production is, above all,
the process of interaction between society and nature, In this
process of interaction people obtain from surrounding nature the
necessary7 means of existence. Labour, production, is at the same
time the basis of the formation of man himself as a social being, his
emergence from nature.

From the simple use of objects provided by nature, which is
sometimes observed among animals, our ancestors gradually passed
on to making tools and this was the essential factor in the
emergence of human labour itself. Labour activity had two decisive
consequences. First, the organism of man’s ancestors began to
accommodate itself not only to the conditions of the environment
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but to labour activity. The specific features of man’s physical organ-
isation-upright walk, differentiation of the functions of the front
and rear limbs, development of the hand and the brain—evolved
in the long process of adaptation of the organism to the perfor-
mance of labour operations. Second, because it meant concerted
action, labour stimulated the emergence and development of
articulate speech, of language as a means of communication, the
accumulation and transmission of labour and social experience.

Two important stages may be noted in the process of the forma-
tion of man. The first of them is marked by the beginning of tool-
making. This is the stage of man in formation (Pithecanthropus and
Neanderthal man). In recent times in South and East Africa the
remains of man’s oldest ancestors have been found in geological
strata dating back 2.5 million years. Primitive stone tools were
found with their bones. This confirms the intrinsic connection
between the development of labour and human evolution. The
second major qualitative stage was the replacement,about 100,000
years ago, in the middle Paleolithic age, of Neanderthal man by a
modern type [Homo sapiens—rational man). Whereas the build of
Neanderthal man still retained many features reminiscent of the
apes, there have been no radical changes in man’s physical type
since the emergence of Homo sapiens. In this period corresponding
major changes took place in production, involving the making of
various implements of labour (from stone, bone and horn). The
stages in the evolution of man and his implements of labour were at
the same time the stages in the formation of human society itself in
its primary form, namely, tribal society. Man is a social being, he
never lived and could not appear outside society or before society.
Nor, however, could society appear before man; the new forms of
relations between individuals developed only because man’s ancest-
ors were becoming people.

There are many features distinguishing man from the animals.
The most important of them, however, are production of the
instruments of labourl, articulate speech, and the ability of ab-
stract thought. The first of these is primary. According to Marx
and Engels, people “...begin to distinguish themselves from animals
as soon as they begin to produce their means of subsistence...”.2

Taken in its most general form, the process of production is what
man does to the objects and forces of nature in order to obtain and
produce his means of subsistence; food, clothing, a place to live and

1 According to Benjamin Franklin’s definition, which Marx quotes in Cap-
ital, man is a “tool-making animal” (see K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 175).
2 K. Marx and F. Engels, The German Ideology, Vol. 5, p. 31.
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so on. This process presupposes human activity, or labour itself,
affecting the objects of labour.

Unlike the instinctive forms of human activity, human labour, in
the true sense of the word, is purposeful activity, which results in
the creation of an object which, as Marx put it, already existed in
man’s imagination, that is, ideally. Comparing the behaviour of the
bees, which so skilfully build their honeycomb of wax, with the
activity of the architect, Marx observed that even the worst archi-
tect is superior to the best bee in that before he builds his house he
has already created it in his own head.

Labour activity takes place with the help of the corresponding
means of influencing the object of labour—tools.

Tools bring about the transition from the immediate, direct
actions, characteristic of the animals, which use their natural
organs, claws, teeth, etc., to essentially human actions mediated by
the instruments of labour. The latter continue, as it were, man’s
natural organs, performing at first the same functions as the natural
organs, but intensifying their effect.

Society® may be described as a social organism. Whereas the
biological organism has a system of natural organs performing
certain functions that are needed for its existence, the development
of man, of human society involves the improvement of artificial
organs—tools, means of labour.

To sum up. Human labour differs from the activity of even the
most developed animals in that, first, it exerts an active influence
on nature, instead of merely adapting to it as is characteristic of the
animals; second, it presupposes systematic use and\ above all,
production of the instruments ofproduction; third, labour implies
purposeful, conscious activity; fourth, it isfrom the very beginning
social in character and inconceivable outside society.

For these reasons social development differs from biological
development. Man develops as a social being without any radical
changes in his biological nature. Hence the difference in the char-
acter and rate of both processes. Radical changes in social life take
place within periods that would be quite insufficient for any
significant changes to occur in the development of the biological
species (not counting, of course, the changes that occur in nature
thanks to man’s activity). Biological development, moreover, is
tending to slow down as certain species of organisms specialise and
adapt themselves to the environment. On the other hand, the
development of society shows a general tendency to accelerate,
despite its various twists and turns and temporary set-backs.

This has been largely due to the appearance of new mechanisms
of continuity in the social development compared with biological
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evolution. In the organic world the accumulation and transmission
of information from one generation to another is effected mainly
through the mechanism of heredity, which forms the basis of the
inborn instincts, and in the higher animals also through parents’
transmission to their progeny of certain skills. In social life a tre-
mendous part is played by each generation’s inheritance of the
means of production created by the previous generation, and also
by the continuing of social experience embodied in language,
thought, culture and traditions. Whereas biological transmission of
properties is limited by the information that can be stored in the
apparatus of heredity (in the genes), the inheritance of social
experience occurs constantly and has no limits. Viewed in the most
general sense, culture is the embodiment of this experience, the
sum-total of the material and spiritual values created in the course
of human history. Each generation enriches culture with new
achievements. In contrast to the biological world, where all changes
take place spontaneously, unconsciously, human society is afforded
ever greater possibilities in the course of history of consciously and
purposefully changing the conditions of its material life and regulat-
ing its interrelations with nature.

Any material system presupposes a definite type of connection
between its constituent elements. The specific nature of social
life is determined by the production, or economic, connection. All
forms of social relationships are made up in the final analysis on the
basis of the relations between people arising in the process of
production—the production relations, which cement the social
organism and give it its unity.

The qualitatively new forms of connection that make up the
social organism have corresponding specific laws of develop-
ment that differ from biological laws. Marx and Engels, already
in their day, showed the futility of attempts to apply biolog-
ical laws to the explanation of social phenomena. Like other
laws of nature, biological laws do not regulate or determine the
development of social phenomena. Society is governed by its
own specific laws, which are revealed by historical materialism and
other social sciences.

This does not imply, however, that society develops in isolation
from nature. The development of society is inconceivable without
certain natural preconditions. Chief among these are the natural
conditions surrounding society, usually called the geographical
environment, and the physical organisation of the people them-
selves who comprise the: population.

Various naturalistic theories in sociology have attempted to
ascribe the determining role in history to these natural precondi-
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tions. Thus, the exponents of geographical determinism (the French
philosopher Charles Montesquieu, the English historian Henry
Thomas Buckle, the French geographer Elisee Reclus, and others')
tried to attribute the differences between the social systems and
histories of various peoples to the influence of the natural condi-
tions in which they live. In fact, however, we find extremely differ-
ent social systems in similar geographical conditions, and one and
the same kind of social system in different geographical conditions
(for example, the tribal system was to be found at various times in
Europe, Asia, Africa, America and Australia). Nor can the historical
succession of social-economic formations be attributed to the
influence of the geographical environment, if only because it occurs
far more quickly than changes in this environment, which do not
depend on the influence of society.

The basic methodological fault of the naturalistic theories in
sociology is that they see the source of social development as
something outside society. The influence of external conditions on
any developing system, including society, cannot be denied or
underestimated, of course. But change in such a system is not
simply the imprint of changing environment, the passive result of its
influence. A system has its own internal logic of development and
in its turn exerts an influence on the environment.

If we adopt the modem classification of systems, society may be
regarded as one of the so-called open systems, which exchange
not only energy but also matter with their environment. Between
society and nature there occurs a constant metabolism, a constant
exchange of substances, which takes place, as Marx showed, in the
process of labour, of production. From the vegetable and animal
world man obtains his means of nutrition and raw material for
making objects of use. Mineral resources provide him with the
material for producing the means of production. Production involv-
es the use of various sources of energy: first of all, man’s own
muscular strength, then the strength of the animals he tames, of
wind and water, and finally the powder of steam, electricity and the
energy of chemical and atomic processes.

The geographical environment influences the development of
society in various ways at various stages of its development, but the
direct influence of geographical conditions on man’s nature and his
psychological make-up is never of prime importance (as Monte-
squieu and other geographical determinists maintained). The main
thing is their mediated influence—through the conditions of
production and intercourse. At the low*er cultural stages, when man
is mainly concerned with obtaining ready-made products, more
importance attaches to the natural means of subsistence: rich fauna
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and vegetation, fertile soil, an abundance of fish, and so on. At the
higher stages, when industry develops, the natural means of produc-
tion, such as navigable rivers, waterfalls, forests, metals, coal and oil
are of far greater importance.

The direction of economic activity is not, of course, always the
same among different peoples, it depends largely on the geograph-
ical conditions under which they live. Among the tribes inhabiting
the northern subtropics, the fertile areas of Mesopotamia, the valley
of the Nile, and so on, the productive forces developed more
quickly than among the tribes that lived in conditions of the Far
North and the Far South.

At the same time the uneven rates of development of production
depend on different social conditions, on how relations took shape
between different peoples—on their interconnection or isolation,
their mutual intercourse or conflict, and so on.

The influence of geographical conditions is always mediated by
social conditions, primarily by the level of development of pro-
duction. People make various use of the properties of their environ-
ment, more and more new materials are brought into production,
mankind penetrates new regions of nature (the depths of the earth
and sea, outer space, etc.) and masters them in order to satisfy
its needs. This means that society’s links with nature become
increasingly widespread and many-sided.

Abundance of natural resources will never, of course, lose its
significance; it constitutes an important element of a country’s
economic potential. But with the development of production
society’s dependence on natural conditions is relatively diminished.

The twin processes of the expansion of economic ties and the
reduction of dependence on natural conditions are both predicated
on the increase of man’s influence over nature. Whereas natural
conditions change comparatively slowly if left to themselves, their
rate of change may be accelerated by man. Man’s natural environ-
ment bears the stamp of his production activity.

Geographical conditions on Earth are to a significant extent the
result of the activity of living organisms, which are responsible, for
example, for the formation of limestone, dolomite, marble, coal,
peat, fertile soil, and so on. The active role of life on Earth is
expressed in Academician Vernadsky’s concept of the biosphere,
the planetary envelope that comprises the organisms and also
inanimate matter taken over and transformed by life. With the
appearance of man the “pressure of life” on the planetary envelope
became immeasurably more powerful.

Man influences the vegetable and animal world, exterminates cer-
tain species of plants and animals and introduces and changes others.



216 THE FUNDAMENTALS OF MARXIST-LENINIST PHILOSOPHY

The scale of man’s influence on the Earth’s crust is comparable
with that of the most powerful geological forces. People have
extracted from the earth in the last five centuries not less than
50,000 million tons of coal carbon, 2,000 million tons of iron,.
20 million tons of copper, 20,000 tons of gold, and so on. Man’s
production activity brings to the surface not less than five cubic
kilometres of rock per year. Man drives canals through continents,
and wins back land from the sea. By watering deserts, drying
marshland and altering the course of rivers he changes even the
climatic conditions of his life. The climate is also indirectly
influenced by man’s production activity because the burning of oil,
coal and peat annually returns to the atmosphere about 1,500
million tons of carbon. The amount of carbon in the air is one of
the factors controlling the temperature on Earth.

The effect of nature on society is totally' spontaneous, but the
effect of society on nature is always the result of man’s conscious
struggle for existence. Besides the intended transformation of
nature, human activity also has unforeseen results, which in many'
cases subsequently' cause tremendous losses. Karl Marx in his day
observed that cultivation, when it progresses spontaneously, and is
not consciously controlled, leaves deserts behind it.1 The unre-
stricted felling of timber, for instance, upsets the flow of rivers,
widens ravines, and causes drought. Huge areas of land are eroded
and become unsuitable for cultivation. The use of chemical pesti-
cides and weed Kkillers often destroys not only' the insects and the
weeds but poisons many other plants and animals.

A particular feature of the contemporary stage of interaction
between society and nature is that the whole surface of the globe is
becoming the scene of human activity; man is even venturing
beyond its bounds into outer space. He is making use of nearly
every substance that is to be found in the Earth’s crust and many
sources of natural energy.

However, as the scale of man’s activity increases, the danger of
his uncontrolled influence on the natural environment also increas-
es. One of the side-effects of man’s activity, for example, is the
upsetting of the balance between various processes in nature and
pollution of air and water with so much industrial waste, radioac-
tive matter, etc., that this may constitute a threat to his own exist-
ence. The French scientist Jean Dorst writes in his book Before
Nature Dies: “...paradoxical though it may sound, the most essen-
tial problem of modern times in the field of protection of nature is

1 See K. Marx to F. Engels in Manchester. [London,], March 25, 1868, in;
K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Correspondence, p. 190.
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to protect our own species from ourselves. Homo sapiens must be
protected from Homo faber”1 Yet it is not man per se who is to
blame for this danger, but his shortsightedness, the subordination of
his activity to considerations of profit or narrow utilitarianism. The
destruction of the natural environment has assumed such vast
proportions that humanity is faced with the threat of an ecological
crisis. But while warning of this danger, many Western ideologists
are unable to offer any realistic way out of the situation. Some of
them have proposed the idea of “zero growth”, that is to say,
halting all growth of industrial production. Quite apart from the
impracticability of this idea, we must remember that the great
majority of humankind, particularly the populations of the de-
veloping countries, are suffering not from excessive growth of
production but from too little of it.

The attempts to shift responsibility for the ecological crisis on to
technological processes, the scientific and technological revolution
are obviously so misguided that even many liberal-minded authors,
who are in no way advocates of revolutionary change, recognise the
necessity for planning, for restricting private ownership and the acti-
vities of the monopolies, particularly the transnationals, who are des-
troying the natural environment in the name of maximum profit.

Today it is becoming urgent for man to make wise use of the
processes of nature on a global scale, which can alone make man the
true master of the Earth. This necessity is also implied in the
concept evolved by natural science of the noosphere (from the
Greek noos—reason), as the sphere of interaction between nature
and society organised by conscious human activity. The biosphere
of the 20th century is becoming what Vernadsky sees as the
“noosphere, created primarily by the growth of science, of scientif-
ic understanding, and the social labour of mankind which is based
upon it”.2 The creation of such a noosphere presupposes the
planned use of natural resources on the scale of whole countries and
continents, and this is beyond the scope of capitalist society; to
achieve this there must be social ownership of the means of pro-
duction. Socialist use of nature is above all the use of nature in the
interests of the whole of society and not for private profit as under
capitalism; it is the planned transformation of nature, the integrated
utilisation of natural wealth. It stands to reason that in the condi-
tions of socialism this does not come about automatically but
demands production planned and managed in such a way as to

1Jean Dorst, Avant que nature meure, Lelachaux et Niestle, Heuchatel,
Suisse, 1965, p. 124.
2 Quoted from Nature and Society, Moscow,T968, pp. 335-36 (in Russian).
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protect the natural environment.

If men are to be good masters of the Earth they must not tol-
erate a departmental approach; the work of transforming nature
must be dealt with as a single whole. With economic development,
the growth of cities and industrial centres the task of protecting the
environment becomes ever more vast and complicated.

To sum up, man’s influence on nature depends on the level of
the productive forces, on the character of the social system and on
the level of development o fsociety and people themselves.

In principle the same is true of another natural precondition of
human history—man’s bodily organisation, his biological properties.
It is these biological properties that give him his need for food,
clothing, and so on. But the means by which he satisfies these needs
are determined not by biological but by social conditions. Procrea-
tion also proceeds according to human biological properties and yet
the growth of population is primarily a social phenomenon, regulat-
ed by the laws of the development of society.

From the naturalistic standpoint population growth is regarded
as a factor independent of the laws of social development and even
determining that development. Moreover, some sociologists treat it
as a positive factor and regard the increase of the population as one
of the causes that impel people to seek new sources of food supply
and thus promote the development of production; others (the
British economist Thomas Malthus at the close of the 18th century,
and his followers today, the neo-Maithusians) see the rapid growth
of population as a social disaster.

According to Malthusian “law”, the population increases faster,
than its food supply, and hence, so Malthus maintains, come the
starvation, unemployment and poverty of the working people. His
conclusion is that to improve their position the working people
should control the number of births in their families.1

In reality the relation between the growth rate of the population
and production of the means of subsistence is not something given
once and for all. With a relatively conservative technical base and
slow development in the precapitalist social-economic formations
there was pressure of excess population on the powers of pro-
duction,2which often led to large-scale migrations of population.
On the other hand, in conditions of rapid technical progress the
growth of production of the means of subsistence considerably

1 Malthusian ideas have subsequently been used by reactionaries to justify
imperialist aggressive wars, the extermination of “superfluous population”,
and so on.

2 Karl Marx, Forced Emigration, etc., Vol. 11, p. 530.
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outstrips the population growth rate, as is seen, for example, in the
increase of per capita production.

In the countries of developed capitalism it is not overpopulation
that exerts pressure on the productive forces, but rather the pro-
ductive forces that pressure the population, and create a relative
surplus of population: This was what Marx saw as the law of po-
pulation inherent in the capitalist mode of production.

The conclusion reached by Marx from his analysis of the problem
of population under capitalism is of great importance in sociology.
His conclusion is that every historically determined mode of pro-
duction has its own specific laws of population, which are historical
in character. Marx considers that “an abstract law of population
exists for plants and animals only, and only in so far as man has not
interfered with them.”1

Size of population, its growth, density and territorial distribution
undoubtedly exert an influence on the development of society. At
the same time the actual number of people that go to make up a
society depends on the degree of development of production.
At the beginning of the neolithic age (i.e., about 10,000 years ago)
the primitive tribes that had spread over all continents counted only
a few million people. By the beginning of the present era the
world’s population was between 150 and 200 million people, while
by the year 1000 it had risen to about 300 million. It reached its
first one thousand million in 1850, its second in 1930, its third in
1960, and its fourth in 1976.

Acceleration in the rate of population growth is not a cause of
change in the mode of production and people’s conditions of life;
rather it is one of the results. Population increase depends on the
ratio of deaths to births. Both these processes are influenced by a
large number of social factors: economic relations, standard of life,
housing conditions, medical development, health services, and so
on. The types of reproduction of the population also depend on
social and economic conditions.

Though basically a spontaneous process, population growth can
be influenced to a greater or smaller extent by state policy, legal
and other measures aimed at encouraging or, on the contrary,
limiting the birthrate. The neo-Malthusians maintain that the
present “population explosion” is no less dangerous than that of
an atom bomb. They compare the increasing numbers of the earth’s
population to a wildfire cancer growth and maintain that within the
next ten years new extensive famine areas will make their appear-
ance. However, they refuse to see the social causes of famine.

1 Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 592.
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Scientific calculations show that fuller use of agricultural land
and increasing its yields would make it possible to feed ten times
more people than there are at present in the world. There is no
doubt that the use of the tremendous food resources of the seas and
oceans and further advances in synthesising food products by
chemical means will reveal possibilities of feeding an even greater
number of people. The realisation of these possibilities, however,
depends not so much on finding more rational means of using the
biosphere, as on solving social problems, overcoming economic and
cultural backwardness in many countries, and elimination of the
imperialist oppression and exploitation of millions of working
people.

Criticism of Malthusianism does not imply that for society in
general there is no problem of regulating population growth and
achieving a rational type of reproduction. Engels admitted the
abstract possibility in the future of an increase in the world popu-
lation that would make it necessary to keep the number within
certain bounds. “If it should become necessary for communist
society to regulate the production of men, just as it will have
already regulated the production of things, then it, and it alone, will
be able to do this without difficulties.””1

2. The Productive Forces of Society. Man’s Place
in the.System of the Productive Forces

Material production is the sphere of social life where the material
product is created that is afterwards consumed by society as a
whole, by further production or by individuals.

No matter how high the level of its development, a society
cannot exist and develop without production. A complete cessation
of production would spell disaster for society, which cannot exist
without production.

In the process of production people interact with nature and
with one another. These two types of relationship constitute the
inseparably connected aspects of any concrete mode of producti-
on—the productive forces and the production relations. Conse-
quently, analysis of the mode of production in its general form
entails discovering what the productive forces and production
relations are and how they are interconnected.

The productive forces are the forces by which society influences

1 F. Engels to Karl Kautsky in Vienna. London, February 1, 1881, in:
K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Correspondence, p. 315.
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nature and changes it.

Nature itself cannot be included among the productive forces of
society. Nature is the universal object of labour. As Marx said,
labour is the father of wealth, and nature is its mother. Not all of
nature, of course, is the immediate object of labour, but only that
part of it which is drawn into production, inasmuch as it is used by
man.

From nature man extracts the stuff, the raw material, from
which things are made in the process of labour. But with the
exception of the extracting industries, the ploughing up of virgin
land, and so on, production is usually concerned with objects that
have previously had some labour*put into them. Thus the steel that
goes into making a machine has previously been melted. Raw
material (for example, cotton, grain, ore) and semi-manufactures
are man-made objects of labour. Man not only acquires in nature
ready-made objects of labour, but also creates them for himself.
Industrial progress involves the use of more and more new materi-
als. Modem industry uses various rare metals, new alloys and new
kinds of synthetic materials—plastics, synthetic fibres, and so on.
This is entirely natural since new materials widen man’s productive
powers.

The means of labour are the thing or complex of things that man
places between himself and the objects of labour, and that serve as
an active conductor of his influence upon that object. The objects
and means of labour, that is, the material elements of the process of
labour, constitute in their totality the means ofproduction.

The composition of the means of labour is extremely varied and
changes from one epoch to another. Industrial and agricultural
production today makes use of machines and engines and various
subsidiary means of labour that are needed for transporting and
storing products and for other purposes. Out of all the means of
labour that have been applied in any particular epoch and are
typical of it, Marx concentrates on those that directly serve as the
conductor of man’s influence on nature—the instruments of pro-
duction. In Marx’s phrase these constitute the bone and muscle
of the system of production.

But the means of labour become an active force that transforms
the object of labour only in contact with living labour, with man.
Man, the working masses are a productive force thanks to their
knowledge, experience and the skills needed to put production into
practice.

To sum up, the social productive forces are the means ofpro-
duction created by society and, above all, the instruments of
labour, and also the people who put them into operation and
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produce material goods.

The means of labour are the determining element in the pro-
ductive forces, inasmuch as they determine the character of man’s
relation to nature. “It is not the articles made, but how they are
made, and by what instruments, that enables us to distinguish
different economic epochs.”1

People, the working people, with their knowledge and experi-
ence,. are the main productive force of society. Since it is man who
uses the existing machinery, creates new machinery, who operates
the instruments of labour and carries on production, drawing on his
skill, knowledge and experience. At the same time these human
abilities depend on the available means of labour, on what instru-
ments they are using. Without cars there could be no drivers,
without aeroplanes no airmen.

With the transition to machine production, education, culture
and the scientific knowledge needed for working with machines and
perfecting them assume ever-increasing significance. The labourer
cannot simply throw down his spade and start driving an excavator.
He must master the new machine, even though the excavator
performs the same work as he did. At the same time machine
production creates a need for unskilled and semi-skilled labour.

This is why the development of workers engaged in production
has a contradictory nature.

In his analysis of capitalist machine production Marx showed
that the worker in becoming an element in the *“technological
system” of production is not only compelled to obey its rhythm
but himself becomes an “appendage of the machine” and performs
the simplest auxiliary operations in operating it. So the appearance
of capitalist machine production sharpens the contradiction be-
tween mental and physical labour and does not lead to a harmo-
nious rise in the cultural and technical level of the whole mass of
immediate producers. And although in capitalist conditions the
sophistication of machinery does create a demand for skilled
labour, it is only socialism that pioneers the task of raising the
workers’ cultural and technical level to that of engineers.

The level of development of the productive forces is indicated by
the productivity of social labour. A major factor in the growth of
the productivity of labour is the creation of more productive
instruments and means of labour, that is, technical progress. The
improvement of the existing instruments and means of labour and
the creation of new ones that are more productive, of new technol-
ogy, the development of the power base and the corresponding

1 K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 175.
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re-equipment of all branches of the economy are, in fact, the
mainspring of the development of social production.

In the course of the existence of society the productive forces
have achieved tremendous development. Historically, production
begins with the making and using of the most primitive stone, bone
and wooden implements—the stone chisel and point, the club and
spear, various utensils made of bone. The discovery of how to make
and use fire was one of the greatest achievements of man’s early
stage of development. This discovery, as Engels said, finally set man
apart from the animal kingdom. Another great step forward was the
emergence of pottery. Man’s capabilities were considerably expand-
ed by the invention of the bow and arrow. People thus accumulated
a collection of primitive implements that enabled them to engage in
hunting, fishing and collecting. As tools improved, they tended to
become more and more specialised for certain operations. At the
earliest stage of primitive society man produced only the instru-
ments of labour, while taking his means of existence ready-made
from nature (appropriative economy), which made him heavily
dependent on natural conditions.

The great revolution in the development of primitive production
was the transition from appropriation to production of the means
of existence, which was connected with the emergence of agricul-
ture and cattle-breeding. This transition occurred in the Neolithic
period. The collecting of fruits and roots prepared the way for land
cultivation, while hunting helped to introduce cattle-breeding. The
extremely primitive tilling of the soil with the hoe demanded an
enormous amount of labour. But this was a fundamentally new step
in development because it allowed man to use a new and powerful
means of production—the soil. The development of agricultural
implements led to the appearance of the plough and other means of
cultivation and harvesting. Further progress involved the use of
metal tools, at first of copper and bronze, then of iron, and tilling,
cattle-breeding, and metal tools raised production to a new level.
There was now a basis for the division of social labour into cattle-
breeding and soil cultivation, into craft and agricultural production,
and later, into mental and physical labour. People began to produce
more, it became possible to accumulate wealth. All this had its
social consequences and prepared the transition from the primi-
tive-communal system, to class society. We should also mention the
tremendous importance that the invention of a written language
had for the development of production and for human culture as a
whole.

In class society production developed at first on the basis of
artisan’s tools set in.motion by man himself or the muscular power
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of animals. Marx describes this base as conservative in the sense that
the instrument of the artisan is specialised and may achieve certain
forms that set a limit to its development. For example, knives, axes,
spades and hoes may change somewhat in being adapted to various
forms of activity, but only within certain limits. Of course, these
instruments improved and production developed on their basis,
giving rise to various industries. Fairly soon, the power .of water
and wind (wind mills, the water-wheel) began to be used, and more
complex instruments were introduced. Mankind was enriched
with important inventions that were to play a great part in the
development of technology: the mechanical clock, gun-powrder,
printing and the production of paper, the compass, and so on. All
this shaped the conditions for a new qualitative leap in the devel-
opment of the productive forces—the emergence of machine pro-
duction.

It was manufacture that provided the immediate technical
preconditions for the appearance of the machines. Cooperation in
labour, that is, the joining together of people for the performance
of various tasks, had always taken place on a certain limited scale-
in quarries and mines, in workshops, in building, and so on.
Manufacturing differs from simple co-operation in that it is based
on a detailed division of labour for the production of a certain kind
of goods. This division of labour in manufacturing leads to spe-
cialisation of tools and of the workman himself, in the course
of which he becomes a performer of a particular function. Whereas
a craftsman created the whole product, in manufacturing the
production of this item is broken down into a number of specialised
operations, which creates preconditions for the replacement of the
individual workman’s operations by the machine.

Machine industrial production began in the 18th century, when
England became the scene of the first industrial revolution. Marx
links this revolution with the appearance of working machines—the
loom and the spinning-machine. Such machines replaced a large
number of workmen by performing operations that had been
previously done by hand. But the working machine demands a
motor, and such a motor was invented in the form of the steam-
engine. This motor, the transmission mechanism and the working
machine constituted the first production mechanism of machine
production. The cycle of development was completed by the
creation of an adequate technical base—the production of machines
by machines. Thus a fundamentally new step was taken in the
advance of the productive forces, introducing a new. epoch in the
development of production. The industrial revolution which had
begun in England in the 18th century, spread during the 19th to
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other European countries, to North America, and by the end of the
century® to Russia and Japan. Machine production formed the
material and technical base of capitalism.

In modern times technology is still developing on the basis of
machine production. The rise of machine production led to an
enormous, literally leap-like growth in the productivity of labour. It
then gave the process of labour a social character, bringing together
large masses of people “under one roof’, in factories and mills,
broadly developing various kinds of division and cooperation of
labour, establishing close ties between specialities, factories, and
branches of production. AIll this makes for such close inter-
connections between the various types of production that any
change in one industry quickly affects others. And finally, in
contrast to the artisan basis, the technical basis of machine pro-
duction, according to Marx, is revolutionary, because the possibi-
lities of its development are practically unlimited, while the con-
scious application of science to production makes recurrent tech-
nical revolutions inevitable. The development of machine produc-
tion has revealed what tremendous forces human labour can bring
into operation.

In the last century, when analysing the prospects of the further
development of the productive forces, Marx show®d that machine
production was advancing from separate machines to the use of a
system of machines and, in future, would move on to the creation
of automated production in which man would be excluded from the
direct process of material production and retain only the task of
controlling, adjusting and repairing machines and constructing new
ones.

Scientific advances and their technological application by the
middle of the 20th century created the preconditions for a new
grandiose leap in the development of the productive forces, for the
contemporary scientific and technological revolution, which com-
bines revolutionary changes in science and in technology. This
revolution introduces the age of automated production and leads to
a fundamental change in man’s place in production by creating in
the course of its development the actual technical preconditions for
realisation of Marx’s prevision.

The working machine and motor made it possible to transfer
from man to technical devices the function of immediate influence
on the object of labour. But man still retained control of the
machine and the process of production. Thanks to computer
techniques, the machine is today taking over the function of
controlling production as well. The direct process of material
production can now be carried out automatically, without human

8- 1187
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participation. This raises the productive forces to a qualitatively
new level. At the moment we are still at the beginning of this
process, but its prospects are already fairly clear—development is
moving from partial to full automation, when there will be not
merely a tool, or even a system of machines, between man and
nature, but an automated production process.

The scientific and technological revolution is also at work in the
field of energetics, where it involves peaceful uses of nuclear power
and, in prospect, the discovery7 of how to use the energy of con-
trolled thermonuclear reaction, the storing and use of solar energy.
It is likewise expressed in the creation of space technology, which
has given man access to regions beyond the Earth.

The scientific and technological revolution changes the status of
science in society, its relations to production. The industrial revolu-
tion of the 18th and 19th centuries took place with the participa-
tion of natural sciences, in the sense that production set science
certain problems and the scientific solution of these problems made
it possible to perfect production.

This process goes even further in the conditions of the present-
day scientific and technological revolution. Here the development
of science actually gives rise to new forms of production. Produc-
tion still remains the final material basis of the development of
science, but the social necessity is for science to anticipate the
development of technology. As the British scientistJohn D. Bernal
noted, “in earlier times science followed industry; now it is tending
to catch up with it and lead it...”.1

With the development of machine production in general, and
particularly in the context of the scientific and technological
revolution, science becomes increasingly a direct productive force.
It would be wrong to understand this thesis of Marx’s in the sense
that science in general merges with production and loses its relative
independence. The point is that in becoming a direct productive
force science continues to be a system of knowledge and a sphere of
intellectual production.

The transformation of science into a direct productive force
implies, first, that the means of labour, the technological processes,
are becoming aresult of the materialisation of scientific knowledge;
new technology cannot be created without science, and even the
existing technology7 cannot function without it. Second, scientific
knowledge becomes an essential component of the experience and
knowledge of all working people taking part in the process of
production. Third, the actual control of production, of the tech-

1J. D. Bernal, Science in History, Watts, London, 1954, p. 23.
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nological process, particularly in automated systems, becomes a
result of the application of science. Fourth, the very concept of
production is widened and comes to include not only the produc-
tion process but also research and development, so that the spheres
of science and production tend to penetrate one another.

The overall effect is expansion of the human component of the
productive forces, which already include not only manual workers
but engineers, technicians and even scientists who are directly
concerned with the scientific and technical servicing of the pro-
duction process. The development of the STR presupposes ma-
ximum development of machinery, automation and comprehensive
mechanisation of production, all-round use of science in production
and combination of the achievements of science and technology
with the advantages of socialism.

Automation and “scientification” of production create the basis
for bringing together physical and mental work, lead to the intellec-
tualisation of the labour, of the workers, evoke important changes
in the professional structure of labour, and rapidly increase the
proportion of skilled workers, technical and engineering personnel.
Modern automatic lines make special demands on the individual, on
his ability to react quickly to contingencies, assess the situation
correctly, and assume responsibility.

Bourgeois writers spend a lot of time accusing Marxism of
regarding man merely as a “productive force” and attaching no
value to him as an individual.

In reality, however, it is not recognition of man as a productive
force that belittles him, but the oppression of man, the conversion
of his labour into a curse, and the worker himself into a slave in
conditions of private ownership of the means of production.
But Marxism-Leninism is opposed to all forms of oppression. The
challenge of Marxism-Leninism is that man as a productive force
should be a free worker, a highly developed, creative personality.
This is real and not illusory humanism.

In the conditions of capitalism, where modem technical progress
gives rise to increasingly acute social antagonisms, we find various
kinds of “technical mythology”, which absolutise the role of
technology and regard it as a force hostile to man.

The authors of such concepts divorce technology from man,
underestimate the role of the working class, the working masses as a
whole, and ignore the significance of social conditions, on which
the ultimate outcome of technical development primarily depends.
If under capitalism life actually is becoming more standardised and
man is losing his individuality, the cause is not technological prog-
ress in itself but the domination of private ownership of the means

*8
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of production, implying a relationship based on exploitation. In
socialist conditions technological progress has other social conse-
quences, because here it serves the development of the working
masses, their material and spiritual advance.

The development of the scientific and technological revolution in
the context of socialism necessarily implies the improvement of the
individual’s creative abilities and his liberation from unskilled and
monotonous labour. The all-round development of the individual—
the ideal of communism—becomes, when considered from the
standpoint of the future, a need of the productive forces themselv-
es. Here there is unmistakable evidence of the fact that the trend of
the scientific and technological revolution coincides with the needs
of the communist development of society. As L. I. Brezhnev
said in his Report to the 25th CPSU Congress: “We Communists
work on the assumption that only in socialist conditions does the
scientific and technological revolution take its true direction, a
direction that is in the interests of people and society. And in turn,
only on the basis of accelerated development of science and tech-
nology can the ultimate aims of the social revolution—the building
of communist society—bhe achieved.”

The development of technology and the productive forces must,
therefore, not be severed from social production relations.

3. Production Relations

In producing material goods people interact not only with nature
but with one another. In the process of production certain relations
necessarily arise between people. These are the relations of pro-
duction. Or, as we shall call them, more briefly, production rela-
tions. They are an inseparable aspect of every form of human
production activity, of all material production. Production embra-
ces as a unity both the productive forces and production relations.

These relations are a very important component of any society
and we shall consider their place and role in the vital activity of the
social organism in more detail later. At the moment we must note
that what made it possible to understand the functioning and
development of production not only as a technological but as a
social process was the singling out of production relations as the
thing that determines both the social character of every element of
the productive forces and the social nature of the mode of pro-
duction as a whole. It is the production relations that tell us whe-
ther a workman is a slave, or a serf, or a wage labourer, whether a
machine serves as a means of exploiting labour or, on the contrary-,
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as a means of making labour easier, whether the factories are
working to enrich the exploiters of other men’slabour or to satisfy
the needs of the mass of the working people, and so on.

Production relations are economic relations. They are studied in
detail by the science of economics. What interests historical materi-
alism is the question of their specific nature, their structure and the
laws of their interconnection with the productive forces and other
social phenomena.

In what way do production relations differ from other social
relations?

First of. all, like the productive forces, production relations
belong to the material side of social life. The materiality of these
relations is expressed in the fact that they arise and exist objec-
tively, independently of human will and consciousness. People are
not free in the choice of the relations into which they enter in the
process of production. In producing the material goods-needed for
their existence, they produce and reproduce their production
relations according to the level the productive forces have achieved.
In the process of the development of the material life of society, of
economic relations there comes into being “an objectively necessary
chain of events, a chain of development which is independent of
your social consciousness, and is never grasped by the latter
completely”.1

As social relations, production relations should be distinguished
from organisational, technical relations, which are determined by
the technology7 of production, by the technical division of labour
between the various trades or specialities. The character of these
social production relations depends on who in the given society
owns the basic means of production or, in other words, how the
question of ownership of the means of production is decided,
ownership being understood not simply as the legal right to own
something but as the actual totality of economic relations between
people, mediated by their relationship to certain things, namely, the
means of production. Thus “.. to define bourgeois property is
nothing else than to give an exposition of all the social relations of
bourgeois production”.2 This methodological approach is appli-
cable also to the definition of other forms of property.

Ownership of the means of production may be either social or
private. But both types of ownership vary greatly in the degree
of their development and the concrete forms they have taken, not
to mention the existence of a number of transitional forms. This

1 V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Vol. 14, p. 325.

2 K. Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1975,
pp. 141-42.
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must be taken into consideration even when the problem is being
studied in its “pure form”, so to speak.

If certain individuals or a part of society own the means of
production while the rest of society is prevented from taking part in
such ownership, this form of property is private. Private property or
ownership is the basis of relations of domination and subordination,
relations of exploitation, that is to say, the appropriation of other
people’s labour. Three basic forms of exploitation—slave-owning,
feudal and capitalist—have been known in history. The slave is
himself the property of the slave-owner. Feudal property makes it
possible to deprive the serf of a part of what he has produced (or
his labour time) in favour of the feudal lord. The most developed
form of private property is the capitalist.

The economic structure of capitalism is determined by two
elements: the capitalists’ private ownership of the basic means
of production—factories, mines, mills, etc., and free labour power,
free both of personal dependence and of the implements of labour,
of the means of subsistence. Economic necessity forces the worker
to sell his labour power to the owner of capital as a commodity and
only in this form is he able to unite with the implements of labour
and begin the process of production. At various stages in history the
workers themselves (peasants or artisans) have owned small private
property based on personal labour. As a rule, such property plays
only a subordinate role and in class-divided society its owners are
themselves subjected to exploitation.

Social property—ownership by groups of working people or the
whole of society—places people in an equal position in relation to
the means of production, and the “exchange of activity” here takes
the form of mutual assistance and cooperation. The forms of this
cooperation, like the forms of social ownership, differ very sub-
stantially inasmuch as social ownership (in the form of the property
of the clan or tribe) prevailed at the very earliest stages of human
society and some varieties of it (communal property, for instance)
continued to exist even in pre-capitalist class societies. A new' era
in the history of mankind begins wdth the institution of socialist
social ownership of the means of production. Although, under
socialism, cooperative ownership by separate groups of working
people still survives, the leading role is played by the property of
society as a whole, of all the people, whose representative is the
state. As an economic category7 social property manifests itself in
the planned development of the national economy, in collectivist
relations of comradely cooperation and socialist mutual assistance
among all the working people of socialist society, in distribution
according to the quantity and quality of labour, and so on. The
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future of this form of property is communist property owned by
the whole people, the highest possible form of ownership of the
means of production, the basis of the further development of
human society.

Thus, the social character of production relations depends on the
form of ownership. As a definite totality or system, production
relations embrace the forms in which the producer is united with
the implements of labour in the process of material production, the
relations of exhange of activity and of the products of activity, and
also the distribution of the material goods produced. The limits of
production relations are determined by the movement of the
material product, which begins in the sphere of direct production,
passes through a definite cycle in this sphere, and then through
exchange and distribution passes to the consumer and ends in the
sphere of individual consumption.

The productive forces and relations of production are two
aspects of social production that cannot exist apart. Only in ab-
straction can the productive forces be considered without the
relations of production, or vice versa. In reality they are inseparable
from one another, just as content and form are inseparable, if we
regard the productive forces as the content and production relations
as the social form.

4. Dialectics of the Development
of the Productive Forces and Relations of Production

The interaction of the productive forces and production relations
obeys a general sociological law that has operated throughout
history, the law of the correspondence of the production relations
to the character and level of development of the productive forces.
This law characterises an objectively existing dependence of the
production relations on the development of the productive forces,
and establishes the fact that the production relations take shape and
change under the determining influence of these forces.

When human beings had only just emerged from the animal state,
the stone tools and other implements that they used were so
primitive and unproductive that the individual armed with these
tools would have been unable alone to obtain the material goods he
needed for subsistence. People were compelled to work together, to
tupport one another because of the weakness of the individual in
the face of the mighty forces of nature. Thus the main productive
force here was the strength of the collective itself, and it was on this

as that collectivist primitive communal relations arose.
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The appearance of agriculture and stock-raising, the transition
from stone to bronze, and then iron tools raised the productivity of
labour with the result that it became possible for people to engage
in productive activity on an individual or a family scale. The surplus
product (i.e., the product remaining after the satisfaction of essen-
tial needs) made its appearance, along with the division of labour,
the tendency towards individualisation of certain producers within
the framework of the commune, and, as a result, private property.

The law of the correspondence of production relations to the
character and the level of development of the productive forces
manifests itself at this stage of production in the fact that private-
property production relations, correspond to the private character
of the productive forces. It would seem that only small private
property based on personal labour of the producers corresponds to
the instruments of individual use. But this form of property never
created a specific social-economic formation because it was incapa-
ble by itself of ensuring progress in the economic and cultural
spheres. For this reason we find developing alongside it various
forms of private property based on the appropriation of other
people’s labour, that is, on the exploitation of man by man, made
possible due to the appearance of surplus labour and the surplus
product.

When people were using simple implements of labour to cultivate
the earth, or in artisan production, it was possible to appropriate
the suplus product or surplus labour only by enslaving the person
himself, by forcing him to work, that is to say, by applying direct,
immediate coercion to labour.

The first and most primitive fonn of exploitation—slavery—was
based on brute force, by means of which a person was turned into
an instrument of labour, a rightless slave. Direct coercion, forced
labour was widely used under feudalism in relation to peasants, who
were themselves small property owners but at the same time con-
stituted the main exploited class and the main productive force of
feudal society.

As capitalism arises, the direct producer is gradually separated
from the means of production.

One result of this process is the formation at one end of the scale
of a market of free labour power—free from the means of pro-
duction and from the means of subsistence—and at the other,
concentration of the means of production (capital). People are
deprived of the means of labour and the means of subsistence and
compelled by the threat of starvation to sell their labour power to
the owner of the means of production, to the capitalist. This is the
point where economic compulsion to work which, as Marx put it,
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chains the worker to the capitalist, begins to operate. There comes
into being an industrial proletariat, a class totally separated from
the means of production and creating by its labour all the wealth of
capitalist society.

In this society exploitation lies in the fact that the capitalist class
appropriates the surplus value created by the workers’ labour. But
owning to the development of the productive forces, the socialisation
of production, the product now becomes the result of the labour
not of a single producer but of the aggregate, collective labour of
many people. So under capitalism there develops a contradiction
between the social character of the process of production and
the private, capitalist form of appropriation, which is the fun-
damental contradiction of this form of society. This contradiction
reveals itself in the cataclysms of the spontaneous capitalist econ-
omy, in anarchy of production and crises of overproduction, and in
the class struggle of the proletariat.

The creation of capitalist monopolies, large groupings of capital-
ists, and the development of state-monopoly capitalism reflect
within the framework of capitalism the social nature of the con-
temporary productive forces. But this does not change, and cannot
change, the nature of capitalism, because the bourgeoisie remains
the owner of the basic means of production. Only social ownership
of the means of production can correspond to the social character
of the process of production. The development of large-scale
industry not only creates the material preconditions for socialist
ownership of the means of production but also makes it imperative
to move on from capitalism to socialism.

The contemporary scientific and technological revolution makes
for the further socialisation of production, In this context capital-
ism and capitalist private ownership of the means of production
become utterly incompatible with the needs of social progress.

Under capitalism, with the economy geared to the interests of
capitalist profit, automation reduces the numbers of workers
engaged in material production and throws large masses of people
into the *“redundant” category, aw-akening new?7 conflicts and
insoluble contradictions. Capitalism stands in the way of the
application of the great discoveries of science and technology for
the benefit of the working prople, in the interests of man’s all-
round development.

In socialist society the scientific and technological revolution
does not give rise to such conflicts. It contributes to the building of
the material and technical base of communist society, to the growth
of materia] well-being and raising of the cultural and technical level
of all working people, to their all-round development.
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It stands to reason that there are a number of common conse-
quences of the scientific and technological revolution that affect
both capitalism and socialism, such as the greater role of science in
society, the increase of expenditure on scientific research, the
greater significance of engineering, scientific and technological
work, the emergence of new professions, and so on. It would also
be a mistake to assume that in socialist society the development of
the scientific and technological revolution does not give rise to any
contradictions and proceeds without a hitch. But the advantage
of socialism lies in its ability to solve the problems set by this
revolution on a planned basis, because it corresponds to the needs
and aims of the development of the socialist social relations. The
further socialisation of production evoked by the STR creates a
material basis from which there grows the objective possibility and
necessity of socialist relations of production developing into
communist production relations.

To sum up, each form of production relations exists for as long
as it provides sufficient scope for the development of the produc-
tive forces. But gradually the relations of production come into
contradiction with the developing productive forces and become
a brake on them. They are then superseded by new relations of
production, the role of which is to serve as the form of the further
development of the productive forces. Marx observes that people
never give up the productive forces they have brought into being,
but this does not mean that they do not give up the production
relations that have till then served as the form of development of
these forces. “On the contrary7 in order that they may not be
deprived of the results attained and forfeit the fruits of civilisation,
they are obliged, from the moment when their mode of carrying on
commerce no longer corresponds to the productive forces acquired,
to change all their traditional social forms.” 1

If the production relations change under the influence of the
progress of the productive forces, then what, it may be asked,
causes the development of the productive forces themselves?

Here we must consider the action of a whole set of causes. In our
examination of how geographical conditions and the growth of po-
pulation interact with production we found out that their influence
is considerable and may stimulate or retard it. But they are not the
basic source of development of the productive forces.

This development has an inner logic of its own. The more com-
plex instruments of labour arise on the basis of their simpler pre-

1 K. Marx to P. V. Annenkov in Paris. Brussels, December 28 [1846], in:
K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Correspondence, p. 31.
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decessors. The experience and knowledge accumulated by man find
their material expression in the means of labour and man has to
adapt himself to them. In any relatively developed economy an
important change in one industry inevitably affects the others. For
example, the development of industrial production leads to the
technical reequipment of agriculture, to the mechanisation of
construction; the intensification of agriculture demands production
of artificial fertilisers, which stimulates the development of the
chemical industry, and so on. As technology develops and new and
more efficient tools and machines appear, the existing machines
become obsolete and demand replacement. Society is compelled to
reckon with this logic of the development of production. But the
internal needs of the productive forces still do not explain why
production develops faster in some cases and slower in others, more
or less evenly in some cases and through booms and crises in yet
others. Nor can this be ascribed to the development of science. All
technology is materialised knowledge, and without the development
of human knowledge there could be no technical progress. Today
research and development is a powerful source of technical prog-
ress. But the development of science itself, its actual growth rate
depends in great measure on the development of production.

The needs of society, of people, are an important factor in the
development of production. Directly or indirectly, production
always serves the purpose of satisfying certain human needs, and a
complex dialectical interconnection between these needs and pro-
duction establishes itself in a society. The needs themselves are
evoked by the development of production, the satisfaction of some
needs gives rise to new ones, and this is bound to influence produc-
tion in some way or another. But the relation of man’s needs to
production is mediated by production relations: the needs do not
influence the productive forces directly, but do so through pro-
duction relations.

Every form of production relations subordinates production to a
particular aim, and this aim has certainly not always been the
essential needs of humanity. The mass of the population in class
society, the classes are motivated by various economic interests and
corresponding stimuli, which are specific in every specific case;
capitalist society is stimulated in one way, socialist society in
another. The active nature of the production relations shows itself
in the influence they have on the development of productive forces
as an economice form. This form is the basis for the emergence
of objective regularities and stimuli characteristic of the society in
question.

The ruling classes in class-divided societies subordinate the
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development of production to their interests and needs. Thus in
capitalist society the development of the productive forces cannot
be attributed to the need of the working people for improvement of
their material position. Here the decisive thing is the demand for
the production of surplus value, of profit for the capitalists. It is the
objective laws of expanded production and reproduction, the laws
of production of maximum profit, the laws of capitalist competi-
tion, that have constituted and still constitute the driving forces
of development of the capitalist production, its productive forces.

But what stimulates the actions of the working masses, the direct
producers? This depends on the position of the direct producer in
the system of the given production relations. A certain form of
production relations is progressive inasmuch as it creates for the
masses certain advantages as compared to their previous situation.
The slave has no interest whatever in work, because he works under
threat of the lash. Under feudalism the immediate producer—the
peasant—has his farm, his family, and is therefore to some extent
interested in work, in raising its productivity. The worker confronts
the owner of all the means of production—the capitalist—as a
formally equal owner of commodities. He sells his labour power and
the higher his skill the higher the wage the worker receives, and
therefore he is compelled to some extent to develop the productive
power of his labour. But working for a capitalist forces the worker
to regard his work only as a source of livelihood. The whole mech-
anism of capitalist production and reproduction is so constructed
that it compels the worker to strain every effort and ability. The
worker’s fear of being thrown out of production and becoming
unemployed has no less force than the slave overseer’s whip.

So, the causes of the development of the productive forces must
never be considered in isolation from the social conditions in which
this development occurs, that is, from the system of the given
production relations. The development of the crude technology of
primitive society and that of modem machine technology cannot be
ascribed to the same causes. Each historically definite mode of
production has its own specific causes (sources) and economic laws
of development of the productive forces that are valid for a given
epoch, and the character of these laws depends on the character of
the production relations.

The effect of the production relations is positive* when the
production relations corresponding to the productive forces pro-
mote their development, and negative when this correspondence is
upset and the production relations act as a brake on the develop-
ment of the productive forces. What, then, is the braking effect of
capitalist production relations? It shows itself above all in the fact
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that not all the possibilities of the level of production already
achieved are used. Marx wrote, “...the capitalist 