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The hub of contemporary social life is the
class struggle. In the course of this struggle each
class is guided by its own ideology. The bourgeoi-
sie has its own ideology—so-called Liberalism.
The proletariat also has its own ideclogy—-this,
as is well known, is Socialism.

" Liberalissa must not be regarded as some-
thing whole and indivisible: it is subdivided into
different irends, corresponding to the different
sirata of the bourgeoisie. ‘

Nor is Socialism whole and indivisible: in it
there are also different trends.

We shall not here examine Liberalism—that
task had better be left for amother time. We
want to acquaint the reader only with Socialism
and its trends. We think that he will find this
more interesting.

Socialism is divided up into three main trends:
Reformism, Anarchism and Marzism.

Reformisin (Bernstein and others), which re~
gards Socialism as a remote goal and nothing
mwore, Reformism, which acinally repudiates the
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socialist Tevolution and aims at establishing So-
cialism by peaceful means, Reformism, which ad-
vocates mot class siruggle but class collabora-
tion—this Reformism is decaying day afier day,
is day after day losing all semblance ic Social-
ism and, in our opinion, it is tetally unneces-
sary to ewamine it in these articles in defining
Socialism,

It is altogether different with Marxism and

Anarchism: both are at the present time recog-

ized as socialist trends, both are waging a fierce
siruggle against each other, both ave frying o
present themselves {o the proletariat as genuine-
ly socialist doelrines, and, of course, a study and
comparison of the two will be far more interest-
ing for the reader. = e

We are not one of those who, when the
word “Anarchism” is mentioned, turn away con-
temptuously ‘and say with a supercilious wave
of the han nd: “Why waste time on that, it's not
worth t‘alkmg_abou{t!” We think that such cheap
“eriticism” is undignified and useless.

Nor are we one of those who console them-
selves with the thought that the Anarchists “have
no masses behind them and, therefore, are not
so dangerous.” It is not a matter as to who has a
larger or smaller “mass” following today—it is
the essence of the doctrine that matters. If the
“doctrine” of the Anarchists expresses the truth,
then it goes without saying that it will certainly
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hew a path for itself and will rally the masses
around itself. If, however, it is unsound and built
up con a false foundation, it will not last long and
will remain suspended in mid-air. But the un-
soundness of Anarchism must be proved.

Some people believe that Marxism and
Anarchism are based on the same principles
and that the disagreements between them con-
cern only tactics, so that, in the opinion of these
people, it is' quite wrong to set up one tremwd

. against the other.

This is a great mistake.

We believe that the Anarchists are real ene-
mies of Marxism. Consequently, we also hold
that a real struggle must be waged against redl
enemies, Therefore, it is necessary to examin
the “doctrine” of the Anarchisis from begin mg
to end and weigh it up thoroughly from all az-
pects.

The point is that Marxism and Anarchism
are built up on entirely different principles, in
spite of the fact that both come intc the arena
of the struggle under the flag of Socialism. The
cornerstone - of Anarchism dis the individual,
whose emancipation, according to its tenets, is
the principal condition for the emancipation
of the masses, the collective body. Ac-
cording to the tenets of Anarchism, the eman-
cipation of the masses is impossible until the
individual is emancipated. Accordingly, its slogan
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is: “Everything for the individual.” The corner-
stone of Marxism, however, is the masses, whose
emancipation, according fto its tenets, is the
principal condition for the emancipation of the
individual. That is to say, according to the tenets
of Marxism, the emancipations of the individual
is impossible until the masses are emancipated.
Accordingly, its slogan is: “Everything for the
masses.”

" Clearly, we have here two principles, one

negating the wother, and not only disagreements -

on tactics. '

The object of our articles is to juxtapose
these two opposite principles, to compare Marx-
ism with Anarchism, and thereby throw Ilight
on their respective virtues and defects. Right here
we think it necessary to acquaint the reader
with the plan of these articles.

‘We shall cemmence with a description of
Marxism, deal, in passing, with the Anarchists’
views on Marxzism, and then proceed to criticize
Anarchism itself. Namely: we shall explain
the dialectical method, the Anarchisis’ views on
this method, and our criticism; the materialist
theory, the Anarchists’ views and our crificism
(here, too, we shall discuss the socialist revolu-
tion, the socialist dictatorship, the minimum
program, and tactics generally); the philosophy
of the Anarchists and cur criticism; the Social-
ism of the Anarchists and our criticism; Anarch-
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ist tactics and organization—and, in conclusion,
we shall give our dedinctions.

We shall try to prove that, as advocates of
small community Socialism, the Amnarchists are
not genuine Socialists.

We shall also try to prove that, in so far as
they repudiate the dictatorship of the proletariat,
the Anarchists are also not genuine revolution-
aries. ...

And so, we shall proceed with our subject,



i
THE DIALECTICAL METHOD

Euverything in the world is
in motion- ... Life changes,
productive farces grow, old
relations collapse

K. Marx T

Marxism is not only the theory of Socialism,
it is an integral world outlook, a philosophical
system, from which Marx’s proletarian Socialism
logically follows. This philosophical system is
- called dialectical materialism.

i Hence, to expound Marxism means expound-
ing also dialectical materialism.
Why is this system called ldlalec’vcal mate-
rialism?
Because its method is dialectical, and its
theory is materialistic.
What is the dialectical method?
¥ It is said that social life is in continual motion
‘ and development. This is true: life must not be
reoarded as something immutable and static; it
never remains at one level, it is in eternal motion,
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in an efernal process of destruction and creation.
Therefore, life always contains the new and the
oid, the growing and the dying, the revolutionary
and the counter-revolutionary.

The dialectical method tells us that we must
regard life as it actuaily is. We have seen that
life is in continual motion; consequently, we
must regard life in its motion and ask: where
is life geing? We have seen that life presents a
picture of constant destruction and creation; con-
sequently, we must examine life in its process
of destruction and creation and ask: what is being
destroyed and what is being created in life?

That inv life which is born and grows day
after day is invincible, its progress cannot be
checked. That is to say, if, for example, the pro-
letariat as a class is born and grows day after
day, no matter how weak and small in numbers
it may be foday, in the long run, it must con-
quer. Why? Because it is growing, gaining
strength and marching forward. On the other
hand, that in life which grows old and is advanc-
ing to its grave must inevitably sustain defeat,
even if foday it represents a titanic force. That
is to say, if, for example, the ground is gradually
slipping from under the feet of the bourgeoisie,
and the lafter is slipping further and fuither
badk every day, no matter how strong and nn-
merous it may be foday, it must, in the long run,

sustain defeat. Why? Because as a class it is de-
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¢aying, growing feeble, growing old, and becomi-
ing a burden to life.

From this arose the well-known dialectical
proposition: all that which really exists, ie., all
that which grows day after day, is rational, and
all that which decays day afier day is irrational
and, consequently, cannot avoid defeat.

For example. In the eighties of the last cen-
tury a great controversy flared up among the
Russian revolutionary intelligentsia. The Narod-
niks asserted that the main force that could un-
dertake the task of “liberating Russia” was the
petty bourgeoisie, rural and urban. Why?—the
Marxists asked them. Because, answered the
Namdmks, the ruralland urban petty boargemsw
now constitute the majority and, moreover, they
are poor, they live in poverty.

To this the Marxists replied: It is true that
the rural and urban petty bourgeoisie now con-
stitute the majority and are really poor, but is
that the point? The petty bourgeoisie has long
constituted the majority, but up to now it has
displayed no initiative in the struggle for “free-
dom” without the assistance of the prolefariat.
Why? Because the petty bourgeoisie, as a class,
is not growing; on the contrary, it is disinte-
grating day after day and breaking up into bour-
geois and proletarians. On the other hand; nor is
poverty of decisive importance here, of course:
“tramps” are poorer than the petiy bourgeoisie,
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but nobody will say that they can undertake the
task of “liberating Russia.”

As you see, the point is aot which class today
constituies the majority, or which class is poorer,
but which class is gaining strengih and which
is decaying.

And as the proleiariat is the only class which
is steadily growing and gaining strength, which
is pushing social life forward and rallying all
the revolulionary elements around itself, we must
regard it as the main force in the preseni-day
movement, join its ranks, and make its progres-
sive strivings our strivings.

That is how the Marxists answered.

Obviously the Marxists looked at life dialecti-
cally, whereas the Narodniks argued metaphys~
ically—they pictured. social life as something
that remains static.

This is how the dialectical method [looms upon
the developwment of life.

But there is movement and movement. There

was mnovenrent in social life during the “Decem-
ber days,”” when the proletariat, straightening
its back, stormed arms depéts and” launched an
‘attack upon reaction. But the movement of pre-
ceding years, when the proletariat, under the
conditions of ‘“peaceful” development, limited
itself to individual strikes and the formation of
small trade tnions, must alsoc be called social
movement.

~
&

Ciearly, movement assumes different forms.

And so the dialectical method says that move~
ment has two forms: the evolutlonary and the
revoluiionary form.

Movement is evolutionary when the [progres-
sive elements spontaneously confinue their daily-
activiies and inircduce minor, quantifative
changes into the old order. S

Movement is revolutionary when the same3
elements combine, become imbued with a single
idea, and sweep down upon the .enemy camp
with the object of uprooting the old order and of

introducing qualitative changes in life, of estab-\

lishing a new order.

- Evolutiony prepares for revolution and creates
the ground for it; revolution consummates the
process of evolution and facilitates its furthnr
activity.

Similar processes fake place in hature, The
history of science shows that the dialectical meth-
od is a truly scientific method: beginning with
astronomy and ending with sociology—in every
field we find confirmation of the idea that
nothing is efernal in the wuniverse, everything
changes, everything «develops. Consequently,
everything in nature must be regarded from
the point of view of movement, development.
And this means that the spirit of dialectics
permeates the whole of present-day science.

As regards the forms of movement, as regards
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the fact that according fo dialectics, minor,
quantitative changes in the Iong run lead to
major, qualitative changes—this law applies with
equal force to the history of nature. Mendeleyev’s
“periodical systemi of elements” clearly shows
how very important in the history of nature is
the rise of qualitative changes out of quantitative
changes. The same thing is shown in biology by
the theory of neo-Lamarckism, to which neo-
Darwinism is yielding place.

We shall say nothing about other facts, on
which F. Engels thas thrown sufﬁmently full light
in his “Anti-Diihring.”

Such is the content of the dialectical method.

® ok %

How do the Anarchists look upon the dia-
lectical method?

Everybody knows that Hegel was the father
of the dialectical-method. Marx purged and im-
proved this. method. The Anarchists are aware
of this, of course. They know that Hegel was a
conservative, and so, taking -advantage of this,

they vehemently revile Hegel as an advecate of -

“restoration,” they try with the utmost zeal to
“prove” that “Hegel is the philosopher of res-
toration ... that he eulogizes bureaucratic con-
stitutionalism in its absolute form, that the gener-
al idea of his philosophy of history is subordi-
nate to and serves the philosophical trend of the
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period of restoration,”
(See Nobati® No 6. Article by V. Cherkezishvili.)

The well-known Anarchist Kropotkin- tries to
“prove” the same thing in his works (see for
example his “Science and Anarchism,” rm Rus-
sian).

Our Kropotkinites from Cherkezishvili right
down to Sh. G., all in one voice echo Kropmkm
(see Nobati).

True, nobody contests what they say on this

and so on and so forth.

point; on the contrary, everybody agrees that

Hegel was not a revolutionary. Marx and Engels
themselves proved before everybody else did, in
their “Critique of Critical Criticism,” that Hegel’s
views on history fundamentally contradict the
idea of the sovereignty of the people. But in
splte of this, the Anarchists go on trying to

“prove” and deem it necessary to go on day in

and day out trying to “prove” that Hegel was an
advocate of “restoration.” Why do they do this?
Probably, in order by all this to discredit Hegel
and make their reladers feel that the “reactionary”
Hegel’s method also cannct be other than “re-
pugnant” and unscientific.

The Amarchists think that they can refute the
dialectical method in this way.

“We affirm that in this way they can prove
nothing but their own ignorance. Pascal and
Leibnitz were not revolutionaries, but the mathe-
matical method they discovered is recognized

2% . 19
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today as a scientific method. Mayer and Helm-
holtz were not revolutionaries, but their discov-
eries in ‘the field of physics became the basis of
science.- Nor were Lamarck and Darwin revelu-
tionaries, but their evolutionary method put bio-
logical science on its feet.... Why, then, should
it not be admilied that, in spite of his conserva-
tism, Hegel succeeded in working cut a scientific
. method which is called the dialectical method?
" No, in ithis way the Amarchists can prove
nothing but their own ignorance.

To proceed. In the opinion of the Anarchists,
“dialectics are metaphysics,” and as they “want
to free science from metaphysies, philosophy
from theoclogy,” they repudiate the dialeciical
method (see Nobati Nos. 3 and 9. Sh. G. See
also Kropotkin's “Science and Anarchism”).

Oh those Anarchists! As the saying goes:
“Blame others for your own sins.” Dialectics
matured in ‘the siruggle against metaphysics and
gained fame in this struggle; but according to the
Anarchists, dialectics are metaphysics!

Dialectics tell us that nothing in the world is
eternal, everything in the world is tramsient and
rautable; nature changes, society changes, habits
and customs change, conceptions of justice
change, truth itself changes—that is why dialectics

regard everything crifically; that is why they

deny the existence of a cnce and for all estab-
lished truth. Consequently, they also repudiate
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abstract ‘“‘dogmatic statements, which, once
discovered, had merely to be learned by
heart” (see F. Engels, “Ludwig Feuerbach”).*

Metaphysics, however, tell us something al-
together different. From their standpoint. the
world is something eternal and immutable (see
F. Engels, “Anti-Diihring”), it has been once and
for all determined by someone or something—
that is why the metaphysicians always have
“eternal justice” or “immutable truth” on their
HpiS.

Proudhon, the “father” of the Anarchists, said
that there existed in the world a once and for all
determined immutable justice, which must serve as
the basis of future society. That is why Proudhon
was called a metaphysician. Marx fought Proud-
hon with the aid of the dialectical method and
proved that since everything in the world
changes, “justice” must also change, and that,
consequently, “immutable justice” is just meta-
physical nonsense (see K. Marx, “The Poverty of
Philosophy”). The Georgian disciples of the mei-
aphysician Proudhon, however, keep reiterating
that “Marx’s dialectics are metaphysics”!

Metaphysics recognize various mnebulous dog-

mas, such as, for example, the “unknowable,” the

“thing in itself,” and, in the long run, pass info
vapid theology. In contrast to Proudhon and
Spencer, Engels combated these doginas with the
aid of the dialectical method (see “Ludwig Feuer-
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bach”); but the Anarchists—the disciples of Proud-
hon and Spencer—tell us that Proudhon and
Spencer were scientists, whereas Marx and Engels
were metaphysicians! , )

One of two things: either the Anarchists are
deceiving themselves, or else they do not know
what they are talking about. *

At all events, it is beyond doubt that the
Anarchists are confusing Hegel’s metaphysical
system with his dialectical method.

Needless to say, Hegel’s philosophical system,
which rests on the immmutable idea, is from begin-
ning to end metaphysical. But it is also clear that
Hegel’s dialectical method, which repudiates all
immutable ideas, is from beginning to end
scientific and revolutionary.

That is why Karl Marx, who subjected
Hegel’s metaphysical system to devastating crit-
icism, at the same time praised his dialectical
method, which;- as Marx said, “lets nothing im-
pose upon_.it, and is in iis essemce critical and
revolutionary.” (See “Capital,” Vol. I, Preface.)

That is why Engels sees a big difference be-
tween Hegel’s method and his system. “Whoever
placed the chief emphasis on the Hegelian system
could be fairly conservative in both spheres;
whoever regarded the dialectical method as the
main thing could belong to the most extreme
opposition, both in politics and religion.” (See
“Ludwig Feuerbach.”)
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The Anarchists fail to see this difference and
thoughtlessly assert that “dialectics are meta-
physics.” - ~ i

To proceed. The Anarchisis say that the dia-
lectical method is “crafty verbiage,” “the me’[hod.
of sophistry,” “logical somersaults” (see Nobat
No. 8. Sh. G.), “with the aid of which both ,tr;utli
and falsehood are proved with equal facility
(see Nobati No. 4. Article by V. Cherkezishvili).

Thus, in the opinion of the Amarchists, the

dialectical method proves both truth and false-

hood.

At first sight it would seem that the aceu- "—

sation advanced by the Anarchists has some foun-
dation. Listen, for example, to what Engels says
about the follower of the metaphysical method:

“ .. His communication is: ‘Yea, yea: nay,
nay, for whatsoever is more than these oomet‘h
of evil! For him a thing either exists, or 1jc does
not exist; it is equally impossible for a thing to
be itself and at the same fime something else:

Positive and negative absolutely exclude one

another. ...” (See “Anti-Diihring.” Introduction.)

How is that?—the Anarchists cry heatedly.
Is it possible for a thing to be wg-ood ,aJIn‘Sl bad. at
the same time?! This is “sophistry,” “juggling
with words,” it shows that “you want to prove
truth and falsehood with equal facility”!...

Let us, however, go into'the substance of
the matter. s

23
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Today we are demanding a democratic
republic. Can we say that a democratic republc
is good in all respects, or bad in all respects!
No we cannot! Why? Because a democratic
republic is good only on one side, when it de-
siroys the feudal system; but it is bad on the other
side, when it sirengthens the Bourgeois system.
Hence we say: in so far as the democralic re-
public destroys the feudal system it is good—and
we fight for it; but in so far as it strengthens
the bourgeois system it is bad—and we ﬁght
against it.

So the same democratic republic can be
“good” and “bad” at the same time—it is “yes”
and “no

The same thing may be said about the eight-
hour day, which is “good” in sc far as it
strengthens the proletariat, and “bad” in so far
as it strengthens the wage system.

It was facts of this kind that Engels had in
mind when he characterized the dialectical
method in the words we quoted above.

The Anarchists, however, fail to understand
this, and an absolutely clear idea seems to themn
to be nebulous “sophistry.”

The Amarchists are, of course, at liberly to
note or ignore these facts, they may even ignore
the sand on the sandy seashore—they have
every right to do that. But why drag in the
dialectical’ melthod, Wh!l@]’l unlike Anarchism,
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does not-look at life with its eyes shut, which has

its finger on the pulse of life and openly says:
since life changes and is in motion, every phe-
nomencn of life has two trends: a positive and a
negative; the first we must defend, the second
we must reject..

To proceed further. In the opinion of our
Amarchists, “dialectical deveiopment is catastroph-
ic development, by means of which, first the
past is witerly destroyved, and then the future
is established quite separately.... Cuvier’s cat=
aclysms were due to unknown causes, but Marx’s

and Engels’ catasirophes are engendered by cha-\

lectics” (see Nobati No. 8. Sh. G)

-In another place the same author writes:
“Marxism rests on Darwinism and treats it un-
critically” (see Nobati No. 6).

Pay attention to this!

Cuvier rejects Darwin’s theory of eVrolurtmn,
he recognizes only cataclysms, and cataclysms
are unexpecied upheavals “due to unknown
causes.” The Anarchists say that the Marxisis
adhere to Cuvier’s view and therefore repudbate
Darwinism.

Darwin rejects Cuvier’s cataclysms, he recogr
nizes gradual evolution. But the same Anarchists
say that “Marxism rests on Darwinism and treats
it uncritically,” ie., the Marxists repudiate
Cuvier’s cataclysms.

In short, the Anarchists accuse the Marxists
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of adhering to Cuvier’s view and at the same
time reproach them. for adhering to Darwin’s
and not to Cuvier’s view-

This is anarchy if you like! As the saying
goes: the Sergeant’s widow flogged herself!
Clearly, Sh. G. of No. 8 of Nobaii, forgot what
Sh. G. of No, 6 said. ¢

Which is right: No. 8 or No. 6?

Let us turn to the facts. Marx says:

“At a certain stage of their development, the
material productive forces of society come in
conflict with the existing relations of production,
or—what is but a legal expression for the same
thing—with the property relations.... Then
begins an epoch of social revolution.” But “No
social order ever perishes before all the produc-
tive forces for which there is room im it have
developed. . ..” (See K. Marx, “A Coniribulion
to the Crmque of Political Economy.” Preface.)®

If this thesis of Marx is applied fo contem-
porary secial life, we shall find that between
the present-day productive forces, which are
social in character, and the form of appropria-
tion of the product, which is private in charac-
ter, there is a fundamental conflict which must
culminate in the socialist revolution (see
F. Engels, “Anti-Diihring.” Part 111, Chapter 1.

As you see, in the opinion of Marx and
Engels, revolution 1s engendered not by Cuvier’s
“ynknown causes,” but by very definite and vital
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social causes called “the developxmenrt of produc-

- tive forces.”

As you see, in the opinion of Marx and Engels,
revolution comes only “when the productive
forces have sufficiently mi a'tmed and not unezx-
pectedly, as Cuvier though

Clearly, there is nothmg in common be- ‘

tween Cuvier’s cataclysms and Marx’s dialec-
tical method.

On the other hand, Darwinism repudiates
not only Cuvier’s cataclysms, but also dialecti-
cally understood development, which includes
revolution; whereas, from the standpoint of the
dialectical method, evolution and revolution,
quantitative and qualitative changes, are two nec-
essary forms of the same movement.

Obviously, it is wrong also to assert that
“Marxism ... treats Darwinism uncritically.”

It turns ourt therefore, that Nobati is wrong
in both cases, in No. 8 as well as in No. 8.

Lastly, the Anarchists tell us reproachfully
that “dialectics . . . provide no possibility of going,
or jumping, out of oneself, or of jumping over
oneself” (see Nobati No. 8. Sh. G.).

Now this is the downright truth, Messieurs
Anarchists! Here you are absolutely right, my
dear sirs: the dialectical method does not, indeed,
provide such a possibility. But why not? Because .
“jumping out of oneself, or jumping over oneself”
is an exercise for wild goats; the dialectical
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method however was created for human beings.

This is the secret!...

Such, in general, are the Anarchists’ views on
the dialectical method.’

Clearly, the Anarchists fail to understand the
dialectical method of Marx and Engels; they

have comjured up their own didlectics, and it is ' I
against these dialeciics that th in '
ainst these dialeclics that they are fighting so THE MATERIALIST THEORY

ruthlessiy.
All we can do is to laugh as we gaze at thls

“ sness’
spectacle, for one can not help laughing when one It is not the consciousnes

of men that determines their

sees a man fighting his own imagination, simash- being, but, on the contrary,

ing his own inventions, while at the same time their social being that deter'\
heatedly asserting that he is smashing his op- mines their consciousness.

ponent. K. Marz

We already know what the dialectical meth-
od is. N

What is the malerialist theory?

Everything in the world changes, every-
thing in life develops, but how do these changes
take place, in what form does this develop-
ment proceed?

We know, for example, that the earth was
once an incandescent, fiery mass; then it grad-
ually cooled, plants and animals appeared, the de-
velopment of the animal kingdom was followed
S by the appearance of a definite speci€s of ape, and
all this was followed by the appearance of man.

This, broadly speaking, is the way nature
developed.

o
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We also know that social life did mnot re-
main static either. There was a time when men
lived on a primitive-communist basis; at that
time they gained their livelihood by primitive
hunting; they roamed through the forests and
procured their food in that way. There came
a time when primitive communism was su-
perseded by the matriarchate—at that time men
satisfied their needs mainly by means of primitive
agriculture. Later the matriarchate was supersed-
ed by the patriarchate, under which men gained
their livelihded mainly by catile breeding. The
patriarchate was later superseded by the slave-
owning system-—at- that time men gained their
livelihood by means of relatively more developed
agriculture. The slave-owning system was fol-
lowed - by feudalism, and then, after all this,
came the bourgeois system;

This, broadly speaking, is the way social life
developed.. - =

Yes, all-this is well known. ... But how did
this development take place; did consciousness
call forth the development of “nature” and of
“society,” or, on the contrary, did the develop-
ment of “nature” and “society” call forth the
development of consciousness?

This is Hew the materialist theory presents
the question. 7

Some people say that “nature” and “social
life” were preceded by the umiversal idea, which
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laler served as the basis of their development,
so that the development of the phenomena of
“nature” and of “social life” is; so to speak, the
external form, merely the expression of the de-
velopment of the universal idea.

Such, for example, was the doctrine of the
idealists, who in the course of time split up into
several trends.

Others say that from the very beginning ‘th_ere
have existed in the world two mutually nega’?mg
forces—idea and matter, consciousness and b!al{mg,
and that correspondingly, phenomena also divide
up into two categories—the ideal and the ma-
terial, which negate each other, and contend
against each other, so that the development of
nature and society is a constant struggle between
idéal and material phenomena.

Such, for example, was the doctrine of the
dualists, who, in the course of time, like the
idealists, split up into several trends.

The materialist theory utterly repudiates both -
dualism and idealism.

Of course, both ideal and material phenom-
ena exist in the world, but this does not mean
that they negate each other. On the cqntrary,
the ideal and material sides are two- different
forms of the same nature or society, you cann_ot
conceive of one without the other, they exist
together, develop together, and, consequently, we
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have no grounds for thinking that they negate
each other.

Thus, the so-called dualism proves to be-

unsound.

A single and indivisible nature expressed in
two different forms—material and ideal; a single
and indivisible social life expressed in two dif-
ferent forms—material and ideal—this is how we
should regard the development of nature and of
social life.

Such is the monism of the materialist theory.

At the same time, the materialist theory also
repudiates idealism.

It is wrong to think that in its development
the ideal side, and consciousness in general,
precedes the development of the maferial side.
So-called external “nonliving” mnature existed
before there were any living beings. The first
living being possessed no consciousness; it pos-
sessed only “irritability and the first rudiments
of sensation. Later, animals gradually developed
the power of sensation, which slowly passed into
consciousness, in conformity with the develop-
ment of the structure of their organisms and
nervous systems. If the ape had always walked
on all fours, if it had never stood upright, its
descendant—man—would not have been able
freely to exzercise his lungs and vocal chords
and, therefore, would not have been able fo
speak; and this would have fundamentally retard-
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ed the development of his consciousness. Or put
it another way: if the ape had not risen up on its
hind legs, its descendant—man—would have been
compelled always to walk on all fours, to lock
downwards and obtain his impressions only
from there; he would have been unable to look
up and around himself and, consequently, his
brain would have obtained no more impressions
than that of quadrupeds. All this would have
fundamentally retarded the development of hu-
1nan consciousness.

1t follows, therefore, that the development of
consciousness needs a particular structure of the
organism and development of its nervous system.

It follows, therefore, that the development of
the ideal side, the development of consciousness,
is preceded by the development of the material
side, the development of the external conditions:
first the external conditions change, first the ma-
terial side changes, and then comsciousness, thé
ideal side, changes accordingly.

Thus, the history of the development of nature
utterly refutes so-called idealism.

The same thing must be said about the history
of the development of human society.

History shows that if at different times men
were imbued with different ideas and desires, the
reason for this is that at different times men
fought nature in different ways to satisfy their
needs and, accordingly, their economic relations
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assumed different forms. There was a time when
men fought nature collectively, on the basis of
primitive communism; at that time their property
was communist property and, therefore, at that
time they drew scarcely any distinction between
“mine” and “thine,” their consciousness was com-
mumistic. There came a time when the distinction
between “mine” and “thine” penetrated the proc-
ess of production, and properly asswmed a
private, - individualist character, Therefore, the
consciousness of men became imbued with the
sense. of private property. Then came a time,
the present time, when production is again as-
suming a social character and, consequently, prop-
erty too will soon assume a social character—
and this is precisely why the consciousness of
men is gradually becoming imbued with So-
cialism, ~ A

. Here is a simple illustration. Let us take a.
shoemaker who owned a tiny workshop, but who,
unable to withstand the competition of the big
shoe manufacturers, closed his workshop and
took a job, say, at Adelkhanov’s shoe factory in
Tiflis. He went to work at Adelkhanov’s factory
not with the view to becoming a permanent wage-
worker, but with the object of saving up some
money, of accumulating a little capital to enable
hun to reopen his workshop. As you see, the po-
sition of this shoemaker is already proletarian,
but his consciousness is still non-proletarian, it
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is- thoroughly petty bourgeois. In other words,
this shoemiaker has already lost his petty-
bourgeois position, it has gone, but his petty-
bourgeois consciousness has not yet gone, it -has
lagged behind his actual position. :

Clearly, here tco, in social life, first the exter-
nal conditions change, first the conditions of
men change and then their consciousness
changes accordingly.

But let us return to our shoemaker. As we
already know, he intends to save up some mon-~
ey .and then reopen his workshop. This prole-
larianized shoemaker goes on working, but
finds that it is a very difficult matter to save
money, because what he earns barely suffices
to maintain an existence. Moreover, he realizes

‘that the opening of a private workshop is aft-

er all not so alluring: the rent he will have to
pay for the premises, the -caprices of custom-
ers, shortage of money, the competition of the
big shoe manufacturers and similar worries—
such are the troubles that torture the mind of
the private artisan. On the other hand, the pro-
letarian is relatively freer from such. cares; he
is not troubled by customers, or by having to
pay rent for premises. He goes to the factory
every morning, “calmly” goes home in the eve-
ning, and as calmly pockets his “pay” on Sat-
urdays. Here, for the first time, the wings of
our shoemaker’s petty-bourgeois dreams: are
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clipped; here for the first time proletarian striv-
ings awaken in his soul.

Time passes and our shoemaker sees that
he has not enough money to satisfy his most
essential needs, that what he needs very badly
is a rise in wages. At the same time, he hears
his fellow workers talking about unions and
strikes. Here our shoemaker realizes that in
order to improve his conditions he must fight

the masters and not open a workshop of his

own, He joins the union, enters the strike move-
ment, and soon becomes imbued with social-
ist ideas....

Thus, in.the leng run, the change in the
shoemaker’s material conditions was followed by
a change in his consciousness: first his material
conditions changed, and then, after a time, his
eonsciousness changed accordingly.

The same must be said about classes, and
about society as a whole.

Inv social life, too, first the external condi-
tions change; first the material conditions change,
and then the thoughts of men, their habits,
customs and their -world outlook change accord-
ingly.

That is why Marx says:

“It is not the consciousness of men that
determines their being, but, on the -contrary,
their social being that determines their conscious-
ness.”
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If we can call the material side, the exter-
nal conditions, being, and other phenomena of
the same kind, the content, then we can call
the ideal side, consciousness and other phenom-
ena of the same kind, the form. Hence -arose
the welllknown materialist proposition: in the
process of development content precedes form,
form lags behind. content.

And as, in Marx’s opinion, economic devel-
opment is the “material foundation” of social
life, its content, while legal-political and reli-
gious-philosophical development is the “ideolog-

jcal form™ of this content, its “supers‘truc—R

ture,” Marx draws the conclusion that: “With the
change of the economic foundation the entire
immense superstructure is more or less rapidly
transformed.”

This, of course, does not mean that in
Marx’s opinion content is possible without form,
as Sh. G. imagines (see Nokati No. 1. “A Cri-
tique of Monism”™). Content is impossible without
form, but the point is that a given form, since
it lags behind its content, never fully corre-
sponds to this content; and so the new content
is “obliged” to clothe itself for a time in
the old form, and this causes a conflict be-
tween them. At the present time, for example,
the form of appropriation of the produet,
which is private in character, does not corre-
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spond to the social content of production,
and this is the b‘a51s of the present-day social
conﬂlct ”

- On the other hand, the idea thal conscious-
ness is a form of being does not mean that by
ils nature comsciousness too is matter. That was
the opinion held only by the vulgar materialists

(for example, Biichner and Molescho*t) whose
theories” fundamentally contradict - Marx’s mate~
rialism, and whom Engels rightly ridiculed in

his “Ludwig Feuerbach.” According to Marx’s
materialism, consciousness and ibeiﬂng, idea and
matter, are two different forms of the: same
phenomenon, -which, broadly speaking, is called
nature, or society. Consequently, they do not
negate each other;* nor are they ome and the
same phenomenon. The only point is that, in
the development of mnature and society, con-
sciousness, i.e., what takes place in our heads,
is preceded- by a related material change,
ie., what takes place outside of us; any giv-
en material change is, sooner or later, inev-
itably followed by a corresponding ideal
change.

Vely well, we shall be told. Perhaps this

# This does not contradict the idea that there is a
conflict between form and content. The polnt is that the
conflict is not between content and form in general but
between the old form and the new content, which is seek-
ing a mew form and striving towards it.
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is true as applied to the history of nature and
society. But how do different conceptions and
ideas arise in our heads at the present time? Do

these so-called external conditions really exist,

or is it only our conceptions of these external
conditions that exist? And if external conditions
exist, to what degree are they perceptible and
cognizable?

On this point the ma’temahst theory says
that our conceptions, our “ego,” exist only \mg S0
far as external conditions exist that create
impressions upon our “ego.” Whoever unthink-

ingly says that nothing exists but our concep- T

tions, is compelled to deny the existence of all
extédrnal conditions .and, consequently, must

demyy the existence of other people and admit
which is

£ ?”

the existence omly of his own “ego,
absurd, and utterly contradicts the prmmples of
science.

Obviously, external conditions do actually ex-

ist; these conditions existed before us, and will

exist after us; and the more often ‘énld ‘the

more strongly they affect our consciousness, the
more easily perceptible and cognizable do they

become. - \

As regords the question as to how different
conceptions and ideas arise in our heads af the
present time, we must observe that here we have
a brief repetition of what takes place in the
history of nature and society. In this case too,
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the object ocuiside of us preceded our concep-
tion of it; in this case foo, our conception, the
form, lags behind the object—behind its con-
tent. When I look at a tree and see it—it only
shows that this tree existed even before the con-
ception. of a tree arose in: my head; that it was
this. tree- that roused the corresponding concep-
tion in my head....

This, briefly, is the content of Marx’s ma-
terialist theory. :

The importance of the materialist theory for
the practical activities of mankind can be readi-
Iy understood.

If the ec¢onomic conditions change first and
the consciousness of men undergoes a corre-
sponding change later, it is clear that we must
seek the grounds for a given ideal not in the
minds of men, not in their imaginations, but
in the development of their economic condi-
tions. Only that ideal is good and accepiable
which is based on a study of econcmic condi-
tions. All those ideals which ignore economic
conditions and are not based upon their devel-
opment are useless and unacceptable.

This is the first practical conclusion to be
drawn from the materialist theory.

- If the consciousness of men, their habits
and customs, are determined by external con-
ditions, if unsuitable legal and political forms r:st
on an economic content, it is clear that we must
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help to bring about a radical change in eco-
nomic relations in order, with this change, to
bring about a radical change in the habits and
customs of the people, and in their political
system.

This is what Karl Marx says on. this score:

“No great acumen is required to perceive
the necessary interconnection of materialism
with ... Socialism.... If man consfructs all his
knowledge, perceptions, etc., from the world of
sense ... then it follows that it is a question of
so arranging the empirical world that he expe-
riences the fruly human in it, that he becomes
accustomed to experiencing himself as a human
being.... If man is unfree in_the materialist
sense—ithat is, is free not by reason of the neg-
alive force of being able to avoid this or that,
but by reason of the positive power to assert
his true individuality, then one should not pun-
ish individuals for crimes, but rather destroy
the anti-social breeding places of crime,... If
man is moulded by circumstances, then the cir-
cumstances must be moulded humanly” (see
“Ludwig Feuerbach.” Appendix: “Karl Marx on
the History of French Materialism of the XVIII
Century”).?

' This is the second practical conclusion to be

drawn from the materialist theory.
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What is the Anarchist view of the materialist
theory of Marx and Engels?

While the dialectical method originated with
Hegel, the materialist theory is a further devel-
opment of the materialism of Feuerbach. The
Anarchists know this very wel], and they try
to take advantage of the flaws in the theories
of Hegel and Feuerbach to discredit the dialec-
tical materialism of Marx and Engels. We have
already shown with reference to Hegel and the
dialectical method that these tricks of the Anarch-
ists prove nothing but their own ignorance.
The same thing must be said with reference to
their attacks on Feuerbach and the materialist
theory.

~ For ‘example. The Anarchists tell us with
great aplomb that “Feuerbach was a pan-
theist ...” that he “deified man...” (see Nobati
No. 7. D. Delendi), that “in Feuerbach’s opin-
ion man is what he eats...” and that from this
Marx " drew the following conclusion: “Conse-
quently, the thain and primary thing is econom-
ic conditions....” (See Nobati No. 6. Sh. G.)

True, nobody has any doubts about Feuner-
bach’s pantheism, his deification of man, and
other fallacies of his of the same kind. On the
contrary, Marx and Engels were the first tg re-
veal Feuerbach’s fallacies. Nevertheless, the
Anarchists deem it necessary once again to “ex-
pose” the already exposed fallacies. Why? Prob-
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ably because, in reviling Feuerbach, they
want indirectly to discredit the ‘materialist theory
of Marx and Engels. Of course, if we examine
the subject impartially we shall certainly find
that in addition to erroneous ideas, Feuerbach
gave ulterance fo correct ideas, as has been the
case with many scholars in history. Neverthe-
Iess, the Anarchists go on ‘“‘exposing”. ...
- We say again that by tricks of this kind
{hey prove nothing but their own ignorance.
It is interesting to note (as we shall see later
on) that the Anarchisis took it into their heads’
to criticize the materialist theory from hearsay,
without being themselves at all familiar with
the subject. As a consequence, they often con-
iradict and refute each other, which, of course,
makes our “critics” look = ridiculous. If, for
example, we listen to what Mr. Cherkezishvili
has to say, it appears that Marx and Engels de-
fested monistic materialism, that their material-
ism was vulgar and not monistic materialism.
“The great science of the naturalists, with
its system of evolution, mutation and monistic
materialism, which Engels so heartily detest-
ed ...avoided dialectics,” etc. (see Nobati No. 4.
V: Cherkezishvili). R -
" It follows, therefore, that the natural science
materialism; ~which Chérkezishvili approves of
and which Engels “detested,” was monistic ma-
ferialism and, therefore, deserves -~ approval,
43



whereas the materialism of Marx and Engels is

not monistic and, of course, does not deserve
recognition.

Another Anarchist says that the materialism
of Marx and Engels is monistic and therefore
should be rejected.

“Marx’s conception of histoby is a throw-
back to Hegel. The monistic materialism of ab-
solute objectivism in general, and Marx’s econom-
ic monism in particular, are impolssible in na-
ture and fallacious in theory.... Monistic ma
terialism is poorly disguised dualism and a com-
promise between metaphysics and science. ...”
(See Nobati No. 6. Sh. G.)

It follows, therefore, that monistic material-
ism is unacceptable, Marx and Engels do not
detest i, on the contrary, they are themselves
monistic materialists—and therefore, monistic
malterialism must be rejected.

Some run te the woods, others to the mead-
ows. Try and make out which of them is right,
the former or the latter! They have not yet
agreed among themselves about the merits and
demerits of Marx’s materialism, they have not
yet understood whether it is monistic or not,
and have not yet made up their minds them-
selves as to which is the more acceptable, vulgar
or monistic materialism—but they already deaf-
en us with their boastful claims to have shat-
tered Marxism!
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Yes, yes, if Messieurs the Anarchists continue
to shatter each other’s views as zealously as
they are doing now, needless to say, the future
belongs to the Anarchists. ... '

No less ridiculous is the fact that certain
“celebrated” Anarchists, notwithstanding their
“celebrity,” have not yet made themselves famil-
iar with the different trends im science. It ap-
pears that they are ignorant of the fact that
there are various kinds of materialism in science
which differ a great deal from each other:
there is, for example, vulgar materialism, which
denies the importancs of the ideal side and the
effect it has upon the material side; but there
is also so-called monistic materialism—the ma-
terialist theory of Marx—which scientifically
examines the interrelation between lhe ideal and
the material sides. But the Anarchists confuse
these different kinds of materialism, fail to see
even the obvious differences betweeh them, and
at the same time affirm with great aplomb that
they are regenerating science!

P. Kropotkin, for example, smugly asserts if
his “philosophical” works that Anarcho-Com-
munism rests on “contemporary materialist phi-
losophy,” but he does not utter a single word
to explain on which ‘“materialist philosophy™
Anarcho-Communism rests: on vulgar, monistie,
or some other. Evidently he is ignorant of the
fact that there are fundamental contradictions
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between the. different {rends of materialism, and
he fails to understand that to confuse these
trends means not “regenerating science,” but dis-
playing one’s own downright ignorance (see
Kropotkin, “Science and Anarchism,” and also
“Anarchy and Its Philosophy”).

- The same thing must be said about Kropot-
kin’s Georgian disciples. Listen to this:

“In the opinion of Engels, and also of Kaui-
sky, Marx rendered mankind a great service in
that he...” among other things, discovered the
“materialist conception. Is this true? We do not
think so, for we know ...that all the historians,
scientists . and philosophers who adhere to the
view that the social mechanism is set in motion
by geographic, climatic and telluric, cosmic,
anthropological and biological conditions, are all
materialists” (see Nobati No. 2).

It follows, therefore, that there is no.differ-
ence whatever between the “materialism” of
Aristotle and Holbach, or between the “material-
ism” of Marx and Moleschott! This is criticism
if you like! And people whose knowledge is
on such a level have taken it into their heads
fo. regenerate sciencel Indeed, it is an apt
saying: “It’s a bad lookout when a cobbler be-
gins to bake pies!...” ,

. To proceed. Our “celebrated”” Anarchists heard
somewhere that Marx’s materialism is a “belly.
theory,” and so. they rebuke us, Marxists, saying:
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~ “In the opinion of Feuerbach, man is what
he eats. This formula had a magic effect upon
Marx and Engels,” and, as a consequence, Marx
drew the conclusion that “the main and primary
thing is economic conditions, relations of pro-
duction....” And then the Anarchists proceed
lo admonish us in a philosophical tome: “It
would be a mistake to say that the sole means
of achieving this object [of social life] is éating

and economic production.... If ideology were

determined mainly monistically, by eating and
economic conditions—then some gluttons would
be geniuses” (see Nobati No. 6. Sh. G.).

You see how easy it is to refute the mate-
rialism of Marx and Engels! It is sufficient to
hear some gossip in the street from some high-
school girl about Marx and Engels, it is suffi-
cient to repeat this street gossip with philo-
sophical aplomb in the columns of a paper like
Nobati, to leap into fame as a “critic” of Marx-
ism! 7 :
~ But tell me, gentlemen: where, when, on
which planet, and which Marx did you hear say
that “eating determines ideology”? Why did
you not cite a single sentence, a single word from
the works of Marx to back your assertion?
True, Marx said that the economic conditions
of men determine their consciousness, their
ideology, but who told you that eating and eco-
nomic conditions are the same thing? Don’t you
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really know that physiological phenomena, such
as eating, for example, differ fundamentally from
sociological phenomena, such as the economic
conditions of men, for example? One can for-
give a high-school girl, say, for confusing these
two different phenomena; but how is it that you,
the “vanquishers of Social-Defnocracy,” “regen-
erators of science,” so carelessly repeat the mis-
take of a high-school girl?

How can eating determine social ideology?
Ponder over what you yourselves have said;
eating, the form of eating, does not change; in
ancient times people ate, masticated and digested
their food in the same way as they do now, but
ideology changes all the time. Ancient, feudal,
bourgeois and proletarian—such are the forms
of ideology. Is it conceivable that that which does
not change can determine that whick is constantly
changing?

To proceed further. In the opinion of the
Anarchists, Marx’s materialism “is parallel-
ism....” Or: “monistic materialism is poorly
disguised dualism and a compromise between
metaphysics and science....” “Marx drops into
dualism because he depicts relations of produc-
tion as material, and human striving and will
as an illusion and a utopia, which, even though
it exists, is of no importance” (see Nobati No. 6.
Sh. G.).

Firstly, Marx’s monistic materialism has noth-
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ing in common with silly parallelism. From
the standpoint of this materialism, the materiai.
side, content, necessarily praecedes the ideal side,
form. Parallelism, however, repudiates this view:
and emphatically affirms that neither the ma-.
terial nor the ideal comes first, that both devel-
op together, side by side.

Secondly, even if Marx did “ ‘ewp*ict relations
of production as material, and bhuman siriving
and will as an illusion and a utopia which is |
of no importance,” does that show that Marx
was a dualist? The dualist, as is well known,
ascribes equal imporiance to both the ideal and
material sides as two opposile principles. But if,
as you say, Marx attaches higher importance to
the material side and no importance to the ideal
side because it is a “utopia,” how do you make
out that Marx was a dualist, Messieurs “Critics”?

Thirdly, what connection can there be be-
{ween materialist monism and dualism, when
even a child knows that monism springs from
one principle—nature, or being, which has a
material and an ideal form, whereas dualism
springs from two principles—the material and
the ideal, which, according to dualism, negate
each other?

Fourthly, when did Marx depict “human
striving and will as a utopia and an llusion’”?
True, Marx attributed “human striving and
will” to economic development, and when the
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strivings of certain armchair philosophers
failed to harmonize with economic conditions he
calied them utopia. But does this show that Marx
believed that human striving in general is
utopia? Does this too really meed explanation?

Have.you really not read Marx’s statement that:

“mankind always sets itself orlly such tasks as
it can solve” (see Preface to “A Coniribution to
the Critigue of Political Economy™), i.e., that,
generaliy speaking, mankind does not pursue
utopian aims? Clearly, either our “critic’ does
. not know what he is talking about, or he is de-
liberately distorting the facts.

Fifthly, who {old you that in the opinion of
Marx and Engels “human striving and will are
of no importance”? Why do you mot point to
the place where they say that? Does not Marx
speak of the importance of “striving and will”
in his “Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte,”
in his “Class Struggles in France,” in his “Civil
War in France,” and in other pamphlets of the
same kind? Why then did Marx try to develop
the proletarians’ “will and striving” in the so-
cialist spirit, why did he conduct propaganda
among them if he attached no importance to
“striving and will”’? Or, what did Engels talk
about in his well-known articles of 1891-94 if
not the “importance of will and striving”?
True, in Marx’s opinion human “will and striv-
ing” acquire their content from economic con-
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ditions, but does that mean that men themselves
eéxert no influence on the development of eco-
nomic relations? Is it really so difficult for the
Anarchists to understand such a simple idea?
Here is amother “accusation” Messieurs the
Anarchists make: “form js inconceivable without
content . ..” therefore, one cannot say that “form
comes after content (lags behind content. K.)
...they ‘co-exist’.... Otherwise, monism would
be an absurdity” (see Nobati No. 1. Sh. G.).
Our “scholar” is somewhat confused again.

It is quite true that content is inconceivable

without form. But it is also true that the-existing
form never fully corresponds to the existing
content: the former lags behind the lalter, to a
certain .extent the mew content is always clothed

in the old form and, as a consequence, there is.

always a conflict between the old form and the
new content. It is precisely on this ground ithat
revolutions ccenr, and this, among other things,
expresses the revolutionary spirit of Marx’s ma-
terialism. The “celebrated” Amnarchists, however,

hLave failed to understand this, and for this they -

themselves and not the materialist theory are to
blame,‘ of course.

Such are the views of the Anarchists on the
materialist theory of Marx and Engels, that is
if they can be called views.
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PROLETARIAN SOCIALISM

We are now familiar with Marx’s theoreti-

cal docirine; we are familiar with his method

and also with his theory.

What practical conclusions must we draw
from this doctrine?

‘What connection is there between dialectical
materialism and proletarian Soccialism?

The dialectical methvod affirms that only that
class which is growing day after day, always
marches forward and fights unceasingly for a bet-
ter future, can be progressive to the end, only that
class "can smash the yoke of slavery. We see
that the only class that is steadily growing,
always marches forward and is fighting for the
future is the wurban and rural proletariat.
Therefore, we must serve the proleiariat and
place our hopes om it.

Such is the first practical conclusion to be
dravn from Marx’s theoretical doctrine.

But there is service and service. Bernstein
also “serves” the proletariat when he urges it to
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forget about Socialism. Kropotkin also “serves”
the proletariat when he offers it disintegrated
community “Socialism” without a broad indus-
trial base. And Karl Marx serves the proletariat

* when he calls it to proletarian Socialism, which

will rest on the broad basis of modern large-

scale industry.

What must we do in order that our activities
may benefit the proletariat? How should we serve
the proletariat?

The materialist theory affirms that a given
ideal may be of direct service to the proletariat

only if it does not run counier to the economic ~—

development of the country, if it fully answers
to the requirements of that development. The
economic development of the capitalist systém
shows that preseni-day production is assuming
a social character, that the social character of
production fundamentally contradicts existing
capitalist property; consequently, our main task
is to help to abolish capitalist property and to
establish socialist property. And that means that
the doctrine of Bernstein, who urges that Social-
jsm should be forgotten, fundamentally contra-
dicts the requirements of economic development;
it is harmful to the proletariat.

Further, the economic development iof the cap-
italist system shows that present-day produc-
tion is expanding day after day; it is not confined
within the Timifs of individual ®wns and prov-
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inces, but constantly overflows these limits and
spreads over the whole country—consequently,
we must welcome the expansion of production
and regard as the basis of future Socialism not
separate towns and communities, but the entire
and indivisible territory of the entfire state which,
in future, will, of course, expand®more and more.
And this means that the docirine advocated by
Kropotkin, which confines future Socialism with-
inr the limits of separate towns and communities,
is & hindrance to the powerful expansion of pro-
duction—it is harmful to the proletariat.

Fight for a broad socialist life as the prin-
cipal goal—this is how we should serve the pro-
letariat. ’

Such is the second practical conclusicn to be
drawn from Marx’s theoretical docirine.

Clearly, proletarian Socialism is the logical
deduction from dialectical malerialism:

What is _proletarian Socialism?

The present system is a capitalist system.
.This means that the world is divided up into
two antagonistic camps, the camp of a small
handful of capitalists and the camp of the ma-
jority—the proletarians. The prolefarians work
day and night, nevertheless they remain poor.
‘The capitalists do not work, nevertheless they
-are rich. This takes place not because the pro-
letarians are unintelligent and the capitalists are
geniuges, but because the capitalists appropriate
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the fruit of the labour of the pr‘oletarians, be-
cause the capitalists exploit the proletarians.
Why is the fruit of the labour of the prole-
tarians appropriated by the capitalists a.nd not
by the proletarians? Why do the capitalists ex-
ploit the proletarians and not vice versa?
Because the capitalist system is based on
commodity production: here everything assumes
the form of a commodity, everywhere the prin-
ciple of buying and selling prevails. 1H'ere youlr
can buy not only articles of conswmption, not
only food products, but also the lab.orur power
of men, their blood and their consciences. The
canitalists know all this and purchase the la:bou.r
vpgw‘er of the proletarians, they hire them. This
means that the capitalists become the owners of
the labour power they buy. The proietarians,
however, lose their right to the labour Power
which they have sold. That is to say, what is pro-
diced by that labour power no longer belongs
to fhe proletarians, it belongs only to the capi-

_ tulists and goes into their pockets. The labour

power which you have sold may produce in the
course of a day goods to the valueof 160 rubles,
but thatis not your business, those goeds do not
belong to you, it is the business only of the
capitalists, and the goods bfelong “tol them—.—a;ll
that you must receive is your claﬂy. wage ‘which,
perhaps, may be sufficient fo ‘satisfy your es-
_sential nieeds if, of -course, you live - frugally.

58

’



Briefly: the capitalists buy the labour power of
the proletarians, they hire the proletarians, and
this is precisely why the capitalisis appropriate
the fruit of the labour of the proletariams, this
is precisely why the capitalists exploit the prole-
tarians and not vice versa.

- Butwhy s it precisely the capitalists who buy
the labour power of the proletarians? Why
do the capitalists hire the proletarians and not
vice versa?

Because the principal basis of the capitalist
system is the private ownership of the instru-
ments and means of production. Because the fac-
torfes, mills, the land and minerals, the forests,
the railways, machines and other means of DEO-
duction have become the private property of a
small handful of capitalists. Because the pro-
letarians lack all this. That is why the capitalists
hire proletarians to keep the factories and mills
going—if they- did not do that the instruments
‘and means. of production would yield no profit.
‘That is why. the proletarians sell their labouir
power to the capitalists—if thPy did not, they
would die of starvation.

A1 -this throws light on the gpneral character
‘of capitalist production. Fir stly, it is self-evidemt
that capitalist production cannet be united "and
organized: it is all split up. among the private
‘enterprises of individual capﬁahsis Ser‘ondly, it
is aldo clear that the direct object of this disin-
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tegrated “production is not to satisfy the needs
of the people, but to produce goods for sale in
order fo increase the profits of the capitalists.
But as every capitalist sirives to increase his
profits, each one tries to produce the largest pos-
sible quantity of goods and, as a result, the
market is soon glutted, prices fall and—a gener-
al crisis sets in.

Thus, crises, unemployment, suspension of
production, amarchy of production, and the like,
are the direct resulis of present-day urnorrgammed
capitalist production.

If this unorganized social system still re-
mains standing, if it still firmly withstands the
attacks of the proletariat, it is primarily because
it is protected by the capitalist state, by rth»e cap-
italist government.

Such is the basis of present-day capitalist
society.

There can be no doubt that future society
will be built vp on an entirely different basis. -

Future society will be socialist society. This
‘means, primarily, that there will be no .classes
in thet sbciety; there will be neither . capitalists

.nor proletarians and, consequently, there will

be no exploitation. In that society there will be

only workers engaged in collective labour,
Fu’ruu society will be socialist soic:lety This

aléo means that with the aboliidn 6F exploitas
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tion commodity production and buying and sell-
ing will also be abolished and, therefore,there
‘will be no room for buyers and sellers of labour
power, for employers and employed—there will
be only free workers.

Future society will be socialist scciety. This
means, lastly, that in that society the abolition
of wage labour will be accompanied by the com-
plete abolition of the private ownership of the
instroments and means of production; there will
be neither poor proletarians nor rich capitalists—
there will be only workers who collectively own
all the land and minerals, all the forests, all the
factories and mills, all the railways, etc.

- As you see, the main object of production
in the future will be directly to satisfy the needs
of society and not to produce gocds for sale in
order to increase the profits of the capitalists.
Here there will be no room for commodity pro-
duction, struggle for profits, etc.

It is also clear that fuiure production will be
socialistically organized, highly developed pro-
duction, which will take into account the needs
of society and will produce as much as so-
ciety needs. Here there will be no rcom either
for disintegrated production, competition, crises,
or unemployment,

Where there are no classes, where there are
neither rich nor poor, there is no need. for a
state, thete is 10 mneed alsg for polilical power,

58 '

I

which oppresses the poor and protects the rich.
Consequently, in socialist society there will be
no need for the existence of political power. »
That is why Karl Marx said as far back as
1846: ' '
“The working class in the course of its devel-
opment will substitute for the old bourgeois so-
ciety an association which will exclude -classes
and their antagonism, and there will be no more
political power properly so-called...” (see “The
Poverty of Philosephy™). ’
That is why Engels said in 1884: R
“The state, then, has not existed from all
eternity. There have been societies that did with~
out it, that had no conception of the state and
state power. At a certain stage of economic devel~
opment, which was necessarily bound up with
the cleavage of society into classes, the state be-
came a necessity.... We -are now rapidly ap-
proaching a stage in: the development of produc-
tion at which the existence of these classes not
only ‘will have ceased t0 be a necessity, hut will
become a positive hindrance to production.
They will fall as inevitably as they arose at
an earlier stage. Along with them the state will
inevitably fall. The society that will orgamize pro-
duction on the basis of a free and equal associa-
tion of the producers will put the whole machin-
ery of state where it will then belong: into the
‘Museum of Antiquities, by the side of ‘the spin-
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ning wheel and the bronze axe.” (See “The Origin
of the Family, Private Property and the State.”)’

At the same time, it is self-evident that for
the purpose of administrating public affairs there
will have to be in socialist society, in addition
to local offices which will collect all sorts of in-
formation, a central statistical biireau, which will
collect information aboui the needs of the whole
of society, and then distribute the various kinds of
work among the working people accordingly, It
will also be necessary to hold conferences and pax-
ticularly congresses, the decisions of which will
certainly be binding upon the comrades who are
in the minority until the mext congress is held.

Lastly, it is obvious that free and comradely
Jabour should result in an equally comradely,
and complete, satisfaction of all needs in the
future socialist society. This means that if fu-
ture society will demand from each of its mem-
bers as much labour as he can perform, i, in
its. turn, -must provide each member with as
much produets as he needs. From each accord-
ing to his ability, to each according to his
needsl-—such: is = the basis wupon which the
future collectivist.- system™ must be created. It
goes without saying that in the initial stage of
Socialism, when elements which have not yet

-grown accustomed. to work are being drawn

into. the new way of life, when the productive
fores. also will not yet have been sufficiently

o

developed. and there will still be “dirty” and
“clean” work to do, the application of the prm-
ciple: “to each according to his needs,” will un-
doubtedly be greatly hindered and, as a conse-
quence, society will be obliged temporarily to
take some other path, a middle path. But it is
also clear that when future society runs into its
groove, when the survivals of capﬂtahsm wiil
have been eradicated, the only principle that
will conform to socialist society will be the one
we have pointed to above.

That is why Marx said in 1875:

“In a higher phase of communist (i.e., social-
ist) society, after the enslaving subordination of
the individual to the- division of labour, and
therewith also the antithesis between mental and
physical labour, has vanished; after labour has
become not only a means of life but life’s prime

_ want; after the productive forces have also in-

creased with the all-round development of the
individual ...only then can ibe narrow horij-
zon of bom'geoms right be crossed in its entirety
and society inscribe on its banners: “‘From each
according to his ability, to each according to his
needs.’” (See “Critique of the Gotha Program.’)?
Such, in general, is the picture of future
socialist society according to the theory of Marx.
This is all very well. But is ‘the achlewement
of Socialism conceivable? Can we assume that
man will rid himself of his “savage habits”?
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Or again: if everybody receives according to
his needs, can we assume that the level of the
productive forces of socialist society will . be ade-
quate for this?

Socialist society presupposes an adequate de-

. velopment of productive forces and socialist
conscjousness among men, their socialist enlight-
enment. At the present time the development of
productive forces is hindered by the existence
of capitalist property, but if we bear in mind
that this capitalist property will not exist in fu-
ture society, it is self-evident that the produc-
tive forces will increase tenfold. Nor must it be
forgotten that in future society the hundreds of
thousands of present-day parasites, and also the
unemployed, will set to work and augment the
ranks of the working people; and fthis will
greafly stimulate the development of the produc-
tive forces. As regards men’s “savage” senti-
ments and opinions, these are not as eternal as
some people imagine; there was a time, under
primitive communism, when man did not recog-
nize private property; therecame a time, the time.
of individual production, when private property
dominated the hearts and minds of men; a new
time is coming, the time of socialist production
—will it be surprising if the hearts and minds
of men become imbued with socialist strivings?
Does not being determine the “sentiments” and
opinions of men?
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But what proof is there that the establish-
ment of the socialist system is inevitable? Must.
the development of modern capitalism inevitably
be followed by Socialism? Or, in other words:
how do we know that Marx’s proletarian: Social-
ism is not merely a sentimental dream, a fan-
tasy? Where is the scientific proof that it is not?.

History shows that the form of property is
directly determined by the form of production
snd, as a consequence, @ chiange in the form of_
production is sooner or later inevitably followed
by a change in the form of property. There was
a time when property bore a commnunistic char-
acter, when the forests and fields in which prim-
itive men roamed belonged to all and neot  to
individuals. Why did commmunist property exist at
that time? Because production was communis-
tic, labour was performed in common, collec-
tively—all worked tfogether and could mot dis-
pense with each other. A different period set in,
the period of petty-bourgeois production. when
property assumed an individualistic (private)
character, when everything that man needed
(with the exception, of course, of air, sumlight,
etc.) was regarded as private property. What
brought about this change? The fact that pro-
duction became individualistic; each ome began
to work for himself, separated from all the rest.
Finally came the time of large-scale capitalist
production, when hundreds and thousands of
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workers gather under one roof, in one factory,
and engage in collective labour. Here you do not
see the old method of working individually, each
pulling his own way—here every worker is close-
ly associated in his work with his comrades in
his own shop, and all of them ,are associated
with the other shops. It is sufficient for one
shop to stop work for the workers in the entire
plant to become idle. As you see, the process of
production, labour, has already assumed a so-
cial character, has acquired a socialist hue. And
this takes place not only in individual factories,
but in entire branches of indusiry, and between
branches of industry; it is sufficient for the rail-
waymen: to go on strike to put the whole of in-
dustry in difficulties, it is sufficient for the oil
and coal industries fo come to a standstill for
whole factories and mills to close down after a
time. Clearly, here the process of production has
assumed @ social, collective character. As, how-
ever, the private character of appropriation con-
tradicts the social character of production, as
preseni-day collective labour must inevitably
lead to collectives property, it is self-evident that
the socialist system will follow -capitalism as
inevitably as day follows might.

That is how history proves the inevitability
of Marx’s proletarian Socialism.

6%

History teaches us that the class or social
group which plays the principal role in social
production and performs the main functions in
production must, in the course of time, inevit-
ably take control of that production. There was
a time, under the matriarchate, when women
were regarded as the controllers of producticn.
Why was this? Because umder the kind of
production then prevailing, primitive agricul-
ture, women played the principal role i pro-
duction, they performed the main functions,
while the men roamed the forests im quest of
game. Then came the time, under the patriar-
chate, when the predominant position in pro-
duction passed to men. Why did this change take
place? Because under the kind of production
prevailing at that time, stock breeding, in
which the principal instruments of production.
were the spear, the lasso and the bow and ar-
row, the principal role was played by men....
There came the time of large-scale capitalist
production, in which the proletarians begin to
play the principal role in production, when all
the principal functions in production pass to
them, when without them production cannot go
on for a single day (let us remember general
strikes), and when the capitalists, far from being
needed for production, are actually a hindrance
to it. What does this signify? It signifies either
that all social life must collapse entirely, or that
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the proletariat, sooner or later, but inevitably,
must take coniro! of modern production, must
become its sole owner, ifs. socialistic cwner.

Modern industrial crises, which represent
the death throes of capitalist property and blunt-
ly put the question: capitalism or Socialism,
make this comclusion absolutely “obvious; they
vividly demonstrate the parasitism of the capital-
ists and the imevitability of the victory of So-
cialism.

This is further proof, provided by history, of
the inevitability of Marx’s proletarian Social-
ism.

Proletarian Socialism is based not on sen-
timent, not on absiract “justice,” not on love
for the proletariat, but on the scientific grounds
quoted abowve.

That is why proletarian  Socialism
called “scientific Socialism.”

Engels said as far back as 1877: ‘

“If for the imminent overthrow of the pres-
ent mode of distribution of the products of la-
bour... we had no better guarantee than the
consciousness that this mode of distribution is

unjust, and that justice must eventually trivmph

is also

we should be in a pretty bag way, and we
might have a long time to wail....” The most
important thing in this is that “the productive
forces created by the modern capitalist miode of
production and the system of distribution of
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goods established by it have come into burming
contradiction with that mode of production it~
self, and in fact tp such a degree that, if the
whole of modern society is not to perish, a rev-
olution of the mode of production and disiri-
bution musi take place, a revolution which will
put an end to all class divisions. On this ta'ngi-
ble, material fact... and not on the conceptions
of justice and injustice held by any armchair
philosopher, is modern Socialism’s conﬁdt—;nce
of victory founded.” (See “Anii-Diihring.”)
This does not mean, of course, that since'a
capitalism is decaying the socialist system can
be established any time we like. Only Anarchists
and other petty-bourgeois ideologists cam think
that. The socialist ideal is not the ideal of all
classes. It is the ideal omnly of the prolefariat;
not all classes are directly interested in its estab-
lishment, the proletariat alone is so mtevestec.l.
This means that as long as the proletariat consti-
tutes a small section of society the establish-
ment of the socialist system is impossible. The
decay of the old form of production, the fur-
ther concentration of capitalist production, and
the proletarianization of the majority in society
—such are the conditions needed for the achieve-
ment of Socialism. But this is not all. The
majority in society may already be proletarian-

~—

ized, but it may still be impossible to achieve

Sceialism. This is because, in addition to all this,
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the achievement of Socialism calls for class con-
sciousness, the umity of the proletariat and the
ability of the proletariat to manage ils own
affairs. In order that all this may be acquired,
what is called political freedom is needed, i.e.,
freedom of speech, press, strikes and associa-
tion, in short, freedom to wage the class strug-
gle. But political freedom is not equally ensured
everywhere. Therefore, the conditions under
which it is obliged to wage the struggle: under
a feudal autocracy (Russia), a constitutional
monarchy (Germany), a big-bourgeois republic
(France), or under a democratic republic (which
Russian Social-Democracy is demanding), are
not a maiter of indifference to the proletariat.
Political freedom is best and most fully ensured
in a idemocratic republic, that is, of course, in
so far as it can be ensured under capitalism at
all. Therefore, all advocates of proletarian So-
cialism necessarily strive for the establishment
of a democratic republic as the best type of
“bridge” to Soecialism.

That is why, under present conditions, the
Marxist program is divided into two parts: the
maximum program, the goal of which is Social-
ism, and the minimum program, the object of
which is to lay the road to Socialism through
the democratic republic.
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What must the proletariat .do, what path
must it take in order consciously to carry out
its program, to woverthrow capitalism and to
build Socialism? -

The answer is clear: the proletariat cannot
achieve Socialism by making peace with the
bourgeoisie—it must unfailingly take the path
of struggle, and ‘this struggle must be a class
struggle, a struggle of the entire proletariat against
the entire bhoungeoisie. Either the bourgeoi-
sie and its capifalism, or the proletariat amd its
Socialism! This must be the basis of the prole-
tariat’s actions, of its class struggle. »

But the proletarian class struggle assumed
numerous forms. A strike, for example, partial
or general, is class struggle. Boycott and sabo-
tage are undoubtedly class struggle. Meetings,
demonstrations, representation in public represent-
ative bodies, etc.—whether mational parliaments
or local government bodies makes no difference
—are also class siruggle. All are different forms
of the same class struggle, We shall not here
examine which form of struggle is more impor-
tant for the proletariat in its class struggle, we
shall merely observe that, each in its proper
time and place, all are undoubtedly needed by
the proletariat as essential means for developing
its class comsciousness and organization; and
the proletariat needs class consciousness and or-
ganization as much as i needs air. It must also
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be observed, however, that for the proletariat,
all these forms of struggle are merely prepara-
fory means, that not one of them, taken separate-
ly, constitutes the decisive means by which
the proletariat can smash capitalism. Capital-
ism cannot be smashed by the ;g;ener'al strike
alone: ihe general strike can only creaie some
of the conditions that are necessary for the
smashing of capilalism. It is inconceivable that
the proletariat should be able to overthrow cap-
italism merely by being represented in parlia-
ment: parliamentarism can only prepare some
of the conditions that are mecessary for over-
throwing capitalism.

What, then, is the decisive means by which
the proletariat will overthrow the capitalist sys-
tem?

The socidalist revolution is this means.

Strikes, the boycoli, parliamentarism, meel-
ings and demonstrations are all good forms of
struggle as meems for preparing and organizing
the proletariat,” But not one of these means is
capable of abolishing existing inequality. All
these means must be concentrated in ome prin-
cipal and decisive means; the proletarial must
rise and launch a determined attack upon the
bourgeoisie in order to desiroy capitalism to its
foundations. This principal and decisive means
is the socialist revolution.

The socialist revoluticn must not be con-
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ceived as a sudden and short blow; it is a pro-
longed struggle waged by the proletarian masses,
who inflict defeat upon the bourgeoisie and cap-
ture its positions. And as the victory of the
proletariat will at the same time establish dom-
ination over the vanquished bourgeocisie, as,
in class conflicts, the defeat of one class signi-
fies the domination of the other, the first stage
of the socialist revolution will be the political
domination of ths proletariat over the bour-
geoisie.

The socialist dictatorship of the proletariat,
capture of power by the proletariat—this is what
the socialist revolution must start with.

This means that until the bourgeoisie is com-
pletely vanquished, until its wealth has been
confiscated, the proletariat must without fail
possess a military force, it must without fail
have its “prolefarian guard,” with the aid of
which it will repel the counter-revolutionary
attacks of the dying bourgeoisie exactly as the
Paris proletariat had during the Commune.

The socialist dictatorship of the proletariat
is needed to enable the proletariat to expropriate
the bourgeoisie, to enable it to confiscate the
land, forests, factories and mills, machines, rail-
ways, etc., from the entire bourgeoisie. ’

The expropriation of the bourgeoisie—this is
what the socialist revolution must lead to.

This, then, is the principal and decisive
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means by which the proletariat will overthrow
the present capitalist system.

That is why Karl Marx said as far back
as 1847:

“... the first step in the revolution: by the
working class, is to rthise the proletariat to
the position of ruling class.... The proletariat
will use its political supremacy to wrest, by
degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to
centralize all instruments wof production in
the hands...of the proletariat organized as
the ruling class...” (see the “Communist Ma-
nifesto”).

This is how the proletariat must proceed if
it wants to bring about Sccialism.

From this general principle emerge all the
other views on tactics. Strikes, boycott, demon-
strations, and parliamentarism are important
only in so far as they help to organize the pro-
letariat and. to strengthen and enlarge its organ-
izations for the purpose of bringing about the
socialist revelution.

Thus, to bring about Socialism, the social-
ist revolution is needed; the socialist revolution
must begin with the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat, i.e., the proletariat must capture political
power as a means with which to expropriate
the bourgeocisie.

72

Sy

But to achieve all this the proletariat must
be organized, the proletarian ranks must be

-united and solid, strong proletarian organiza-

tions must be formed, and these must steadily
SrOw.

What forms must the proletarian organiza-
tions assume? §

The most widespread, mass organizations
are trade unions and workers’ cooperative socie-
ties (mainly producers’ and consumers’ societies).
The object of the trade unions is to fight (main-
Iy) ‘against industrial capital to improve the
conditions of the workers under the present cap-
flalist system. The object of the cooperative
societies is to fight (mainly) against merchant
capital to secure an increase of consumption
among the workers by reducing the prices of
articles of primary necessity, also under the cap-
italist system, of course. The proletariat un-
doubtedly needs both trade unions and coopera-
tive societies as means of organizing the prole-
tarian masses. Hence, from the point of view of
the proletarian Secialism of Marx and Engels,
the proletariat must utilize both these forms of
organization and reinforce and strengthen them,
as far as this is possible under present political
conditions, of course.

But trade wunions and cooperative sccieties
alone cannot satisfy the organizational needs of
the militant proletariat. This is because the oz-
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ganizations mentioned cannot g0 beyond the
limits of capitalism, for their object is fo im-
prove the conditions of the workers under the
capitalist system. The workers, however, want to
free themselves entirely from capitalist slavery,
they wani to smash these limits, and not only
revoive within the limits of capitalism. Hence,
in addition, an organization is needed that will
rally around itself the class-conscious elements
of the workers of all trades, that will transform
the proletariat into a comscious class and make
it its chief aim to smash the capitalist system, to
prepare for the socialist revolution.

Such an organization is the Social-Democrai-
ic Party of the proletariat.

This Party must be a class party, and it
must be quite independent of all ofher parties—
and this is because it is the party of the prole-
tarian class, the emancipation of which can be
brought about enly by this class itself.

This Party must be a revolutionary party—
and this is because the workers can be emanci-
pated only by revolutionary means, by means
of the socialist revolution,

This Parly must be an international party,
the doors of the Party must be open to ail
class-conscious proletarians—and this is because
the emancipation of the workers is not a nation-
al but a social question, equally important for
the Georgian proletarians, for the Russian pro-
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letarians, and for the proletarians of other na-
tions.

Hence, it is clear, that the more closely the
proletarians of the different nations are united,
the more thoroughly the national barriers which
have been raised between them are demolished,
the stronger will the Party of the proleiariat be,
and the more will the orgamization of the prole
tariat in ome indivisible class be facilitated.

Hence, it is necessary, as far as possible, to
introduce the principle of centralism in the pro-
letarian organizations as against the loose feder-
al principle—irrespective of whether these or-
ganizations are party, irade union or coopera-
tive. :
It is also clear that all these orgamizations
must be built om a democratic basis, in so far
as this is not hindered by political or cther con~
ditions, of course.

What should be the relations between the
Party on the one hand and the cooperative so-
cieties and frade unions on the other? Should
the latter be party or non-party? The answer to

- this question depends upon where and under

what conditions the proletariat has to fight. At
all events, there can be no doubt that the friend-
lier the trade unions end cooperative societies
are towards the Socialist Party of the proletar-
iat, the more fully will both develop. And this
is because both these econcmic organizations, if
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they are not closely connected with g strong
Socialist Party, often become petty, allow nar-
row craft interests to obscure general class inter-
ests and thereby cause great harm to the pro-
letariat. Tt is- therefore hecessary, in all cases,
to ensure that the trade uniong and cooperative
societies are under the ideological “and political
influence of the Party. Only if this is done will
the organizations mentioned be transformed
into a socialist school that will organize the
proletariat—at present split up into separate
groups—into a conscious class.

Such, in general, are the characteristic fea-
tures of the proletarian Socinlism of Marx and
Engels.

How do the Anarchists look upon proletarian
Socialism ¢

First of all we must know that prolefarian
Socialism is not simply a philosophical doctrine.
It is the doctrine of the proletarian masses,
their banner; it is revered and “worshipped” by
the proletarians all over the world. Consequent-
ly, Marx and Engels are not simply the found-
ers of a philosephical “school”—they are the
living leaders of the living proletarian move-
ment, which is grewing and gaining strength
every day. Whoever fights against their doc-
trines, whoever wanis to “overthrow” them, must
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- keep all this well in mind so as to javoid having

his head cracked in an unequal struggle. Mes-
sieurs the Anarchists are well awhre of this. That
is'why, in fighting Marx and Engels, they resort
toa most unusual and, in its way, anew weapon.

What is this new weapon? A new inves-
tigation of capitalist production? A refutation of
Marx’s “Capital”? Of course not! Or perhaps, hav-
ing armed themselves with “new facts” and the
“inductive” method, they “scientifically” refute
the “Bible” of Social-Democracy—the “Commu-
nist Manifesto” of Marx and Engels? Again no!
Then what is this extraordinary weapon?

It is the accusation that Marx and Engels
indulged in “plagiarism”! Would you hel‘ievg it?
It appears that Marx and Engels wrote nothing
original, that scientific Socialism is & pure fie-
tion, because the “Communist Manifesto” of Marx
and Engels was, from the beginning to end,
“stoleny”” from the “Manifesto” of Victor Considé-
rant, This is utterly ridiculous, of course, but
V. Cherkezishvili, the “incomparable leader” of
the Anarchists, relates this amusing story with
such aplomb, and a certain Pierre Ramus, Cher-
kezishvili’s foolish “apostle,” and our hOE[I.IG'
grown Anarchists repeat this “discovery” with
such fervour, that it is worth while dealing at
least briefly with this “story.”

Listen to Cherkezishvili: A

“The entire theoretical part of the ‘Commu-
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nist Manifesto, namely, the first and second
chapters...are taken from V. Considérant.
Consequently, the ‘Manifesto’ of Marx and En-
gels—ithat Bible of legal revolutionary democra-
cy—is nothing more tham a clumsy paraphras-
ing of V. Considérant’s ‘Manifesto’ Marx and
Engels not only appropriated fhe contents of
Considérant’s ‘Manifesto,” but even...borrowed
some of its chapter headings” (see collection of
articles by Cherkezishvili, Ramus and Labriola,
published in German under the title of “The
Origin of the ‘Communist Manifesto, p. 10).

This story is repeated by another Anarchist,
P. Ramus:

“It can be emphatically asserted that their
(Marx-Engels) major work (the “Communist
Manifesto”) is simply theft (a plagiary), shame-
less theft; they did mot, however, copy it word
for word as ordinary thieves do, but stole only
the ideas and theories....” (Ibid., p. 4.)

This is-repeated by our Anarchists in Nobati,
Musha,"" Khma," and other papers.

Thus it appears that scientific Sccialism and
its theoretical principles were “stolen” from
Considérant’s “Manifesto.” »

Are there any grounds for this assertion?

Who is V. Considérant?

Who is Karl Marx?

V. Considérant, who died in 1893, was a
disciple of the utopian Fourier and remained an
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incorrigible ufopian, who placed his hopes for
the “salvation of France” on the conciliation of
classes.

Karl Marx, who died im 1883, was a material-
ist, an enemy of the ufopians. He regarded the
development of the productive forces and the
siruggle between classes as the guaranfee of the
liberation of mankind. ,

Is there anything in common between them?

The theoretical basis of scientific Socialism is
the materialist theory of Marx and Engels. From
the standpoint of this theory the development
of social life is wholly determined by the devel-
opment of the productive forces. If the feudal-
landlord system was superseded by the bour-
geois system, the “blame” for this rests upon the
development of the produclive forces, which
made the rise of the bourgeois system inevitable.
Or again: if the present bourgeois system will
inevitably be superseded by the socialist system,
it is because this is called for by the develop-
ment of the modern preductive forces. Hence the
historical necessity of the destruction of capital-
ism and the establishment of Socialism. Hence
the Marxist proposition that we must seek our
ideals in the history of the development of the
productive forces and not in the minds of men.

Such is the theoretical basis of the “C om-
munist Manifesto” of Marx and Engels (see the
“Commaunist Manifesto,” Chapters I and 1i).
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Did V. Considérant’s “Democratic Mani-
festo” say anything of the kind? Did Consi-
dérant accept the materialist point of view?

We assert that neither Cherkezishvili, nor
Ramus, nor our Nobatists quote a single state-
ment, or a single word from Considérant’s
“Democratic Manifesto” thiat proves that Considé-
‘rant was a materialist and based the evolution
of social life upon the development of the pro-
ductive forces. On the conirary, we know very
well that Considérant is known in the his-
tory of Socialism as an idealist utopian (see Paul
Louis, “The History of Socialism in France”).

What, then, induced these queer ‘‘critics” to
indulge in this idle chatter? Why do they un-
dertake to criticize Marx and Engels when they
are even unable to distinguish idealism fromy miar-
terialism? Was it only to amuse people?:..

The tactical basis of scienfific Socialism is the
doctrine of uncompromising class struggle, for
this is the best weapon the proletariat possesses.
The proletarian class struggle is the weapon by
means of which the proletariat will capture po-
litical power and then expropriate the bourgeoi-
sie in order to establish Socialism.

Such is the tactical basis of scientific Social-
ism as expounded in the “Manifesto” of Marx
and Eng-zls.

Is anything like this said in Considérant’s
“Democratic Manifesto”? Did Considérant regard
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the class struggle as the best weapon the prole-
tariat possesses?

As is evident from the articles of Cherke-
zishvili and Ramus (see above-mentioned sym-
posium), there is not a word about this in
Considérant’s “Manifesto”—it merely notes the
class struggle as a deplorable fact. As regards the
class struggle as a means of smashing capitalism,
Considérant spoke of it in his “Manifesto”
as follows: ‘

“Capital, labour and talent—such are the
three basic elements of production, the three
sources of wealth, the three cogs in the in-
dustrial machine....” The three classes which
represent them have “common interests”; their

function is “to make the machines work for -

the capitalists and for the people....” Before
them ... is the great goal of “organizing the as-
sociation of classes within the united nation. ...”
(See K. Kautsky’s pamphlet “The Communist
Manifesto—A Plagiary,” p. 14, where this passage
from; Considérant’s “Manifesto” is quoted.)

All classes, unite!—this is the slogan that
V. Considérant proclaimed in his “Democratic
Manifesto.”

What is there in common between these tac-
tics of class conciliation and the tactics of un-
compromising class struggle advocated by Marx
and Engels, whose resolute call was: Proletari-
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ans of all countries, unite against all anti-prole-
tarian classes?

There is nothing in common between them,
of course!

Why, then, do Messieurs Cherkezishvili and
their foolish followers talk this rubbish? Do they
think we are. corpses? Do they fhink we shall
not drag them into the light of day?

. Andlastly, there is one other interesting point.
V. Considérant lived right up to 1893. He pub-
lished: his “Democratic Manifesto” in 1843. At
the end of 1847 Marx and Engels wrote their
“Communist Manifesto.”  After that the “Mani-
festo” of Marx and Engels was published over and
over again in all the European languages. Ev-
erybody knows that the “Manifesto’” of Marx and
Engels. was an epoch-making document. Nev-
ertheless, nowhere did Considérant or his friends
ever state during the lifetime of Marx and Engels
that the latter. had stolen, “Socialism” from Consi-
dérant’s “Manifesto.” Is this not strange, reader?

What, then; induces the “inductive” upstarts
—I beg your pardon, “scholars”—io talk this
rubbish? In whose name are they speaking? Are
{hey more familiar with Considérant’s “Manifesto”
than was Censidérant himself? Or perhaps they
think that V. Considérant and his supporters had
not read the “Communist Manifesto”?

- But enough.... Enough because the Anarch-
ists themselves do not take seriously the Quix-
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otic crusade launched by Ramus and Checkezi-
‘'shvili: the inglorious end of this ridiculous cru-

sade is too obvious to make it worthy of much
attention. ... '
Let us proceed to the actual criticism.-

The Anarchists suffer from a certain aik
ment: they are very fond of “criticizing” the
parties of their opponenis, but they do not
take the trouble to make themselves in the least
bit familiar with these parties. We have seen
the Anarchists behave precisely in this way
when “criticizing” the dialectical method and the
materialist theory of the Social-Democrats (see
Chapters I and II). They behave in the same
way when they deal with the theory of scien-
tific Socialism that is advocated by the Social-
Democrats.

Let us, for example, take the followwing fact.
Who does not know that fundamental disagree~
ments exist between the Socialist-Revolution-
aries and the Social-Democrats? Who does not
know that the former repudiate Marxism, the
materialist theory of Marxism, its dialectical
method, its program and the class struggle—
whereas the Social-Democrais take their stand
entirely on Marxism? These fundamental dis-
agreements must be self-evident to anybody who
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has hedrd anything, if only a whisper, about the
coniroversy between Revolutsionnaga Rossiga
(the organ of the Socialist-Revolutionaries) and
Iskra (the organ of the Social-Democrats), Butl
what will you say about those “crilics” who
fail to see this difference between the two and
shout that both the Socialist-Reévolutionaries and
the Social-Democrats are Marxists? Thus, for
example, the Anarchisis assert thai both Revo-
lutsionnaya  Rossiya and Iskra are Marxist or-
gans (see the Anarchists’ symposium “Bread and
Freedom,” p. 202).

This shows how “familiar” the " Anarchists
are with the principles of Social-Democracy!

After this, the soundness of their “scientific
criticism” will be self-evident.... '

et us examine this “criticism.”

The Anarchists’ principal “accusation” is that
they do not regard the Social-Democrats as gen-
uine Socialisi3i—you are not Socialists, you are
enemies of Scocialism, they keep on repeating.

This is what Kropotkin writes on this score:

“,..We arrive at conclusions different from
those arrived at by the majority of the econo-
mists...of the Social-Democratic school....
We ... arrive at free communism, whereas the
majority of Socialists (meaning Social-Demo-
crats too—The author) arrive at state capilalism
and collectivism (see Kropotkin, “Modern Science
and Anarchism,” pp. 74-75).
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What is this “state capitalism”™ and “collectiv-
ism” of the Social-Democrats?

This is what Kropotkin writes about it:

“The German Socialists say that all accumu-
lated wealth must be concentrated in- the hands
of the state, which will place it at the disposal
of workers’ associations, organize production
and exchange, and control the life and labeur
of society” (see Kropotkin, “The Speeches of a
Rebel,” p. 64).

Angd further: :

“In their schemes...the collectivists are
guilty ... of a twofold error They want to
abolish the capitalist system, but they preserve
the two institutions which constitute the founda-
tions of this system: representative government
and wage labour” (see “The Conquest of Bread,”
p- 148).... “Collectivism, as is well kmown...
preserves ... wage labour. Only ... representa-
tive government... takes the place of the mas-
ter....” The representatives of this government
“petain the right to utilize in the interests of
all the surplus value obtained from production.
Moreover, in this system a distinction is made...
between the labour of the common labourer
and that of the skilled craftsman: the labour
of the unskilled worker, in the opinion of the
collectivists, is simple labour, whereas the skilled
craftsman, engineer, scientist and so forth per-
form what Marx calls complex labour and have
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the right to higher wages” (ibid, p. 52).
Thus, the workers will receive their necessarly
products not according to their needs, but
“in proportion to the services they render socie-
ty” (ibid., p. 157).

The Georgian Anarchists say the same thing
.oﬂnly with greater aplomb. Particularly outstand-
ing among them for the recklessness of his state-
ments is Mr. Baton. He writes:

“What is the collectivism of the Social-
Demo(cmts‘? Collectivism, or more correctly, state
capitalism, is based on the following principle:
each 'must work as much as he likes, or as
much as the state determines, and receives in re-
ward the value of his labour in the shape of
goods. . ..” Consequently, here “there is needed
a legislative ‘assembly ... there is needed (alsq)
an executive power, i.e., ministers, all sorts of
administrators, ‘gendarmes and spies. and, per-
haps, also troops, if there are too many d?i‘s‘-con—
tented” (see’ Nobati No. 5, pp. 68-59).

Such is the first “accusation” Messieurs the
Anarchists hurl at Sdcial-Democracy.

' Thus, from the arguments of the Amarchists
it follows that:

.1. 'In ‘thef opinion of the Social-Democrats,
socialist society is impossible without a govern-
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‘ment which, in the capacity of principal mas-

ter, will hire workers and will certainly have
“ministers . .. gendarmes and spies.” 2. In social-
ist society, in the opinion of the Social-Deme-
crats, the distinction between “dirty” and “clean”
work will be retained, the principle “to each
according to his needs” will be rejected, and
another principle will prevail, viz., “to each ac-
cording to his services.”

These are the iwo points on which the
Anarchists’ “accusation” against Social-Democ-
racy is based. :

Has this “accusation” advanced by Messieurs
the Amarchists any foundation? '

We assert that everything the Amarchistssay
on this subject is either the result of stupidity,
or despicable slander.

Here are the facts. :

As far back as 1848 Karl Marx said: “The
working class in the course of its development
will substitute for the old bourgeois society an as-
sociation which will exclude classes and their
antagonism, and there will be no more politi-
cal power properly so-called...” (see “Poverty
of Philosophy™).

A vear later Marx and Engels expressed the
same idea in the “Communist Manifesto” {“Com-
munist Mdnifesto,” Chapter II).

In 1877 Engels wrote: “The first act in
which the state really comes forward as the rep-
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resentative of sociely as a whole—ihe taking
possession of the means of production in the
name of society—is at the same time its last inde-
pendent act as a state. The interference of the
state power in social relations becomes super-
fluous in one sphere after ancther, amd then
ceases of itself..., The state is not ‘abolished,’
it withers away” (“Anti-Diihring”).

In 1884 the same Engels wrote: “The state,
then, has not existed from all eternity. There
have been societies that did without it, that had
no conception of the state.... At @ certain stage
of economic development, which was necessari-
ly bound up with the cleavage of society info
classes, the state became a necessity.... We are
now rapidly approac ching a stage in "[he develop-
ment of production at which the existence of
these classes not only will have celased to be a
necessity, but will become a ploksitive hindrance
to productien: They will fall as inevitably as
they arose at an earlier stage. Along with them
the state will inevitably fall. The society that
will organize production on the basis of a free
and equal association of the producers will put
the whole machinery of state where it will then
belong: into the Museum of Antiquities, by the
side of the spinning wheel and the bronze axe”
(see “Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State”).

Engels said the same thing again in 1891
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(see his Introduction to “The Civii War in
France”). :
As you see, in the opinion of the Social-

Democrats, socialist society is a society in which
there will .be no room for the so-called state,
political power, with its ministers, governors,
gendarmes, police and soldiers. The last stage in
the existence of the state will be the period of
the socialist revolution, when the proletariat
will capture political power and set up its own
government (dictatorship) for the final aboliticn

of the bourgeoisie. But when the bourgeoisie is.

abolished, when classes are abolished, when So-
cialism becomes firmly established, there will be
noneed for any political power—and the so-calied
state will retire into the sphere of history.

As you see, the above-mentioned “accusation”
of the An»archmts is mere tittle-tattle devoid of
al! foundation,

As regards the second point in the “accusar
tion,” Karl Marx says the following abomnt it:

“In a higher phase of commmunist (ie., so-
cialist) society, after the enslaving suberdina-
tion of the individual to the division wof labour,
and therewith also the dntithesis between men-
tal and physical labour, has vanished; after la-
bour has become... life’s prime want; after
the productive forces have also increased with
the all-round development of the individual .
only then can the marrow horizon of bou:ﬂerms
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right be crossed in its enfirely and society in-
scribe o its banners: ‘From each according to
his ability, to each according to his needs”
\“Critique of the Gotha Program”).

As you see, in Marx’s opinion, the higher
phase ‘of communist (ie., socialist) society will
be a sySvem under which the division of work
intd “dirty” and ‘“clean,” and the distinction
between meental and physical labour will be
completely abolished, labour will be equal, and
in society the genuine communist principle will
prevail: from each according to his ability, to
each according to his inee'ds*. Here there is no
room for wage labour.

Clearly this “accusation”
all foundation.

One of two things: either Messieurs the Anarch-
ists have never seen the above-mentioned works
of Marx and Engels and indulge in “criticism”
on the basis~ of hearsay, or they are familiar
with the above-mentioned works of Marx and
Engels and are deliberately lying.

Such is the fate of the first “accusation.”

is also devoid of

%k Ed

The second “accusation” of the Anarchists is
that they deny that Social-Democracy is revolu-
tmnary You are not revolutionaries, you repudi-
ate violent revolution, you want to establish
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Socialism only by means of ballol papers—
Messieurs the Anarchists tell ws.

Listen to this: ‘

. Social-Democrats ... are fond of declaim-
ing on the theme of ‘revolution, ‘révolution-
ary struggle,’ ‘fighting with arms in hand’....
But if you, in the simplicily of your heart, ask
them for arms, they will solemnly hand you a
ballot paper to vole in elections....” They af-
firm that “the only suitable tactics that befit rev-
olutionaries are peaceful and legal parliamen-
tarism, with the cath of allegiance io capitalizm;
to established power and to the enfire existing
bourgeois system” (see symposivm “Bread and
Freedom,” pp. 21, 22-23).

The Georglan Anarchists say the same thing,
with even greater aplomb, of course. Take, for
example, Baton, who writes as follows: '

“The whole of Social-Democracy ... open-
ly asserts that fighting with the eid of rifles
and welapons is a bourgeois method of revolution,
and that only by means of ballet papers, only
by means of general elections, can parties cap-
ture power, and then, by means of a parliamen-
tary majority and legislation, reorganize society”
(see “The Capture of Political Power,” pp. 3-4).

This is what Messieurs the Anarchists say
about the Marxists. o

Has this “accusation” any foundation?

We affirm that here too the Anarchists be-
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tray their ignorance and their passion for slan-
der.

Here are the facts.

As far back as the end of 1847, Karl Marx
and Frederick Engels wrote:

“The Communists disdain to conceal their
views and aims. They openly déclare that their
ends can be cbtained only by the forcible oper-
throw of all existing social conditions. Let the
ruling classes tremble at a Communistic Revolu-
tion. The proletarians have nothing to lose but
their chains, They have a world to win. Work-
ing men of all countries, unite”” (See the “Mani-
festo of the Communist Party.” In some of the
legal editions several words have been omitted in
the translation.)

In 1850, in anficipation of another outbreak
in Germany, Karl Marx wroteto the German com-
rades of that time as follows:

“Arms and ammmmition must not be surren-
dered om any pretext... the workers must...
organize themselves independently as a proletar-
ian guard with commanders . . .and with o gen-
eral staff....” And this “you must keep in view
during and after the impending insurrection”
(see “The Cologne Trial” Marx’s Address to the
Communists) .2

In 1851-52 Karl Marx and Frederick Engels
wrote: “. ., the insurrectionary career once en-
tered mpon, act with the greatest determination,
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and on the offensive. The defensive is the death
of every armed rising. ... Surprisgyour antag-
onists while their forces are scattering, prepare
new sucecesses, however small, but daily...
force your enemies to a retreat before they can
collect their strength against you; in the 'Words
of Danton, the greatest master of r«?volwmonary
policy yet known: de Vaudace, de Vaudace, en-
core de laudace!” (“Revoluiion and Counter-
Revolution in Germany.”) ‘ -
We think that something more besides “bal-
papers” is meant here. 7
o Eegtly, recall the history of the Paris Com-
mune, recall how peacefully the C.wemmul.le
acted, when it was content with the vmc‘to‘ry in
Paris and refrained from aftacking Versailles,
that hotbed of counter-revolution. What do you
think Marx said at that time? Did he qall upon
the Plarisians to go to the ballot box? Did he ex-
press approval of the co'mplﬂzuclency. of the-PﬁI'}S
workers (the whole of Paris was in the hands
of the workers), did he approve of the .govod
nature they displaiyed towards the vanquished
Versaillese? Listen to what Marx said: o
“{What elasticity, what historical jfm’r}a::twe-,
what a capacity for sacrifice in these P‘a.nsmans!
After six months of hunger... they rise, pe—
neath Prussian bayoneis. ... History has no hke‘
example of like greatness! If they are defeated
only their ‘good nature’ will be to blame. They
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should have marched ot once on Versailies, aft-
er f-irst V'm;oy and then the reactionary section
of the Paris National Guard had themselves re-
treatefi. 'I“hey, missed their opportunity because of
conscientious scruples. They did not want io
sf?{'t a civil war, as if that mischievous abortion
T:mers - had not already stariel the civil war
with his attempt to disarm Paris!” (“Letters to
Kugelmann”)® :

This is how Karl Marx and Frederick Engels
thought and acted. )

This is how the Social-Demoecrats think and
act. ‘ ]

But the Anarchists goon repeating: Marx and
Eu:ngeﬁs and their followers are inferested only in
ballot p_apems—nthey repudiate viclent revelution-
ary action!

_As you see, this “accusation” is also slander,
:\arhrch exposed the Anarchists’ ignorance about
the essence of Marxism.

Such is the fate of the second “accusation.”

The third “accusation” of the Anarchists is
that they deny that Social-Demoeracy is a popu-
lar movement, describe the Social-Democraty as
burs%aucrats, and affirm that the Social-Demo-
cratic plan for the dictatorship of the proletariat
spells death to ihe revolution, and since. the
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Social-Democrats stand for such a dictatorship
they actually want fo establish not the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, but their own dictator-
ship over the proletariaf..

Listen to Mr. Kropotkin: _ ‘

“Wie Anarchists have pronounced final sen-
ience upon dictatorship. ... We know that every
dictatorship, no matter how honest its intentions,
will lead to the death of the revolution. We
know ... that the idea of dictatorship is nothing
more nor less than the pernicious product of gov-
ernmental fetishism which ... has lalways striv-
en to perpetuate slavery” (see Kropotkin, “The
Speeches of a Rebel,” p. 131). The Sccial-Demo-
crats not only recognize revoluiionary dictator-
ship, they also “advocate dictatorship over the
proletariat. ... The workers are of interest to
them only in so far as they are a disciplined ar-
my under their control.... Social-Democracy
strives through the medium of the proletariat to
capture the state machine” (see “Bread and
Freedom,” pp. 62, 63). '

The Georgian Anarchists say the same thing:

“The dictatorship of the proletariat in the
direct sense of the term is utterly impossible,
because the advocates of dictatorship are stabe
men, and their dictatorship will be not the free
activities of the entire proletariat, but the estab-
lishment at the head of society of the same repre-
sentative government that exists teday” . (see



Béton, “The Capture of Political Power,” p. 45)
‘:I‘h‘e Social-Democrats stand for dictatorship not.
in order to facilitate the emamcipation of the
p;'oletariait, but in order ... “by their own rule

to establish a new slavery” (see Nobati ‘No. 1
p. 5. Baten). ,

Such is the third “accusation” i
e ach 1o the cusation” of Messieurs

It requires no great effort to expose this, one
of the regular slanders uttered by the Anarchists
with the cbject of deceiving their readers.

. ‘We shall not analyze here the utterly falla-
cious view of Kropotkin, according to whom every
dictatorship spells death fo revolution. We shall
@iscuss this later when we discuss the Anarch-
ists’ tactics. At present we shall touch upon only
the “accusation” itself.

As far back as the end of 1847 Karl Marx
a.nxd Frederick Engels said that to establish So-
cialism the proletariat must achieve political
dictatorship. in order, with the aid of this dic-
tatorship, to repel the counter-revolutionary at-
tacks of the bourgeoisie and to deprive it of the
means of productiom; that this dictatorship must
be not the diciatorship of a few individuals, but
the dictatorship of the entire proletariat as a
class: :

“The proletariat will use its political suprem-
acy to wrest, by degrees, all capital from the
bourgeoisie, to centralize all insiruments of pro=
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duction in the hands...of the proletariat organ-
ized as the ruling class...” (see the “Commu-
nisi Manifesto”). ~

That is to say, the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat will be a dictatorship of the entire prole-
tariat as a class over the bourgeoisie and not the
domination of a few individuals over the prole-
tariat. '

Later they repeated this very same idea in
nearly all their other works, such as, for exam-
ple, “The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bond-
parte,” “The Class Strugglesin France,” “T he Civil
War in France,” “Revolution and Counter-Revo-
lution in Germany,” “Anti-Diihring,y” and other
works. _

But this is not all, To ascertain how Marx
and Engels conceived of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, to ascertain to what extent they regard-
ed this dictatorship as possible, for all this it is
very interesting to see what their attitnde was
towards the Paris Commune. The point is that
the dictatorship of the proletariat is denounced
not only by Anarchists but also by the urban
peity bourgeoisie including butchers and tavern
keepers—by all those whom Marx and Engels
called philistines. This is what Engels said about
the dictatorship of the proletariat, addressing
such philistines: ‘

“0f late, the German philistine has once
more been filled with wholesome terror at the
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words: Dictatorship of the Proletariat. Well and
good, gentlemen, dol you wamnt to know what this
dictatorship looks like? Look at the Paris Com-
mune. That was the Dictatorship of the Pro-
letariat” (see “The Civil War in France,” Intro-
duction by Engels)."

As you see, Engels conceivéd of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat in the shape of the Paris
Commuine, L

Clearly,. everybody who wants to know what
the dictatorship of the proletariat is as conceived
of by Marxists must study the Paris Commune.
Letus then turn to the Paris Commune. If it turns
out that the Paris Commune was indeed the
dictatorship of a few individuals over the pro-
letariat, then—down with Marxism, down with
the dictatorship of the proletariat! But if we
find that the Paris Commune was indeed the
dictatorship of the prioletariat over the bour-
geoisie, . then...we shall laugh heartily at
the Anarchist slanderers who in their struggle
sgainst Marxists have no alternative but to in-
vent slander,

The history of the Paris Commune can be
divided into two periods: the first period, when
affairs in Paris were conirolled by the well-
Enown “Central Committee,” and the second
pericd, when, after the authority of the “Cen-
tral Committee” had expired, control of affairs
was fransferred to the recently elected Commune.
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What was this “Central Committee,” what was
its compesition? Before us lies Arthur Al'nou.l'e{’s
“Popular History of the Pdris Commune’f which,
according to Arnould, briefly answers this ques-
tion. The struggle had only just c-oammen\oe.d
when about 360,000 Paris workers organized in
companies and battalions and elected delegates
from their ranks. In this way the “Central Com-
miltee” was formed.

“All these citizens (members of the “Central
Committee”) elected during partial elections by
their companies or battalions,” says Arnould,
“were known only to the small groups whose
delegates they were. Who were these peo;pl.e,
what kind of people were they, and what did
they want to do?” This was “an ancnymous
government consisting almost exclusively of com-
mon workers and minor office employees, the
names of three-fourths of whom were unk;m{wn
outside their streets or offices.... Tradition was
upset. Something unexpected had happened il'i
the world. There was not a single member of
the ruling classes among them. A revolution had
broken out which was not represented by a
single lawyer, deputy, journalist or general. In-
slead, there was a miner from Creusot, a book-
binder, a cook, and so forth” (see “A Popular
History of the Paris Commune,” p. 107).

-~ Arthur Arnould gces on to say:

“The members of the ‘Centra] Committee’
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said: “Weare obscure bodies, humble tools of the
attacked people. ... Instrumeénts of the people’s
will, we are here to be its echo, fto achieve its
trivmph. The people want a Commune, and we
shall remain in order to proceed to the election
of the Commune.’ Neither more nor less. These
dictalors do not put themselves ‘above nor stand
alocf from the masses. One feels that they are
living with the masses, in the masses, by means
of the masses, that they consult with them every
second, that they listen and conwvey all they hear,
striving only, in a concise form...to convey
the opinion of ithree hundred thousand men”
(ibid., p. 109).

This is how the Paris Commune behaved in
the first period of its existence.

Such was the Paris Commune.

Such is the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Let us now pass to the second period of the
Commune, when the Commune functioned in place
of the “Central Committee.” Speaking of these
two pericds,- which lasted two months, Arnould
exclaims with enthusiasm that this was a real
dictatorship of the people. Listen: ‘

‘ “The magnificent spectacle which this people
presented during those two months imbues us
with strength and hope. .. to Icok inio the face
of the future. During those two months there was
a real dictatorship in Paris, a most complete and

uncontested dictatorship not of one man, but of

100

«

the entire people—the sole master of the situa-
tion. ... This dictatorship lasted uninterruptedly
for over two months, from March 18 to May 22
(1871)....” In itself “... the Commune was
only a moral power and possessed no other ma-
terial strength than the. mniversal sympathy. ..
of the cilizens, the people were the rulers, the
only rulers, they themselves set up their police
and magistracy ...” (ibid., pp. 242, 244).

This is how the Paris Commumne is described
by Arthur Arnould, a member of the Commune
and an active participant in its hand-to-hand
fighting. o )

The Paris Commume is described in the same
way by another of its members and equally
aclive participant Lissagaray (see his “History of
the Paris Commune”). _

The people as the “only rulers,” “not the
dictatorship of one man, but of the whole peo-
ple”—this is what the Paris Commune was.

“Look ab the Paris Commune. That was the
dictatorship of the proletariat’—exclaimed
Engels for the information of philistines.

So this is the dictaorship of the proletariat
as conceived of by Marz and Engels.

As you see, Messieurs the Anarchists under-
stand the dictatorship of the proletariat, the
Paris Commune and Marxism, which they so
often “criticize,” as much as you and I, dear
reader,. understand Chinese, ‘
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(learly, there are two kinds of dictatorship.
There is the dictatorship of the minority,
ihe dictatorship of a small group, the dictator-
ship of the Trepovs and Ignatyevs which is
directed against the people, This kind of dic-
tatorship is usually headed by a camiarilla
which adopts secret decisions and tightens the
noose around the neck of the majority of the

eople.

 Marxists are the enmemies of such a dicta-
torship, and they fight such a dictatorship far
more stubbornly and self-sacrificingly than do
our noisy Anarchists.

~ There is another kind of dictatorship, the
dictatorship of the proletarian majority, the dic-
tatorship of the masses, which is directed against
the bourgeoisie, against the minority. At the
head of this dictatorship stand the masses; here
there is no room either for a camarilla or for
secret decisions, here everything is done openly,
in the streeis, at meelings—because it is the dic-
tatorship of the street, of the masses, a dictator-
ship directed against all oppressors.

Marxists support this kind of dictatorship
“with both hands”—and that is because such a
dictatorship is the magnificent beginning of the
great socialist revolution.

Messieurs the Anarchists confused these two
mutually negating dictatorships and thereby put
themselves in a ridiculous position: they are

102

fighling not Marxism but the figments of their
own imagination, they are fighting not Marx and
Engels but windmills, as Don Quixote of blessed
memory did in his day.... o
Such is the fate of the third “accusation.

(To BE CONTINUED)*

Akhuali Droyeba (New Times),

Nos. 5, 6, 7 and 8;

December 11, 18, 25, 1906

and January 1, 1907.

Chveni Tskhovreba (Our Life),

Nos. 3, 5, 8 and 9;

February 21, 23, 27 and 28, 1907.
Dro (Time). Nos. 21, 22, 23 and 26;
April 4, 5, 6 and 10, 1907.

Signed: K o....

Written in Georgian.

% The continuation did not appear in the press be-
cause, in the middle of 1907, Gomrade‘ Stalin was frans-
ferred by the Central Committee of the Party to Baku
for Party work, and several months later he was arl;
rested there. His notes on the last chapters of his wor
«Anarchism or Socialism?” were lost when the police

searched his lodgings—Ed.
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NOTES

1 At the end of 1905 and the beginning of 1206, a
group of Anarchists in Georgia, headed by the well-
known Anarchist and follower of Kropotkin, V. Cher-
kezishvili and his supporters Mikhako Tsereteli (Baton),
Shalva Gogelia (Sh. G.) and others conducted a fierce
campaign against the Social-Democrats. This  group
published in Tiflis the newspapers Nobati, Musha and
others. The Anarchists had no support among the pro-
jetariat, but they achieved some succesS among the de-
classed and petty-bourgeois elements. J. V. Stalin. wrote
a series of articles against the Anarchists under the gen-
eral title of “Anarchism or Socialism?” The first four
articles appeared in Akhali Tskhovreba in June and
July 1908. The rest of the articles were not, published
as the newspaper was suppressed by the »a'utho‘rities..li_l
December 1906 and on January 1, 1907 the arficles that
were published in Akhali Tskhovreba were reprinted in
Akhali Droyeba, in a slightly revised form, with the
following editorial comment: “Recently, the Office Em-
ployees’ Union wrote to us suggesting - that we should
pubiish .articles on Anarchism, Socialism, and cognaie
questions (see Akhali Drogeba, No. 3). The same wish
was expressed by several other comrades. We gladly

105



eet these wishes and publish these articles. As regards
these articles, we deem it necessary to mention that some
of them have already appeared in the Georgian press
(but for reasons over which the author had no control,
they were not completed). Nevertheless we considered
it necessary to reprint all the articles in full and request
the author to rewrite them in a more popular style, and
this he gladly did.” This explains the two versions of
the first four articles in the series “Anarchism or Social-
ism?” They were continued in the newspapers Chveni
Tskhovreba in February 1907, and in Dro in April 1907,
The first version of the articles “Anarchism or Social-
ism?” as published in Akhali T'skhovreba is given as
an appendix to J. V. Stalin’s Collected Works, Vol. 1.

Akhali Tskhovreba (New Life), a daily Bolshevik
newspaper published in Tiflis from June 20 to Juiy 14,
1906 under the direction of J. V. Stalin. M. Davitash-
vili, G. Telia, G. Kikodze and others were permanent

members of the staff. In all, twenly numbers were is-
sued.

Akhali Drogeba (New Times), a trade union weekly
newspaper published legally in the Georgian language
in Tiflis from November 14, 1906 to January 8, 1907
under the direction of J. V. Stalin, M. Tskhakaya, and
M. Davitashvili. Was Suppressed by order of the governor
of Tiflis. :

Chveni Tskhovreba (Our Life), a daily Bolshevik
newspaper published legally in Tiflis under the direc-
tion of J. V. Stalin, began publication on February 18,
1907. In all, thirteen numbers were issued. It was sup-
pressed on March 6, 1907 for its “extremist trend.”
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Dro (T'ime), a daily Bolshevik newspaper published
in Tiflis after the suppression of Chveni Tsklzoz;zeba,
ran from March 11 to April 15, 1807, under th('a- ‘re.rij
tion of J. V. Stalin. M: Tskhakaya and M. Dav?iashvu
were members of the ediforial staff. In all, thzr‘ty-pn;
numbers were issued. p-

2 This refers to the armed insurrection of the

Moscow .proletariat in December 1965 which mark(;g
the peak of the revolution of 1905-07. p. U

3 Nobati (The Call), a wéakly newspaper publish:cgl‘
by the Georgian Anarchists in Tiflis in 1906. p.

4 See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selectc;(i
Works, Vol. II, Moscow 1948, p. 328. p-

5 See Karl Mars and Frederick Engels, Selectfg
Works, Vol. I, Moscow 1950, p. 329. p- 2

6 See Marx-Engels, Gesamlausgabe, Erste Abteilung,

‘ .4l
Band 3, S. 307-08. P

7 See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, §electgg
Works, Vol. II, Moscow 1949, p. 292. P-

8 See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Select(eicli
Works, Vol. II, Moscow 1949, p. 23. p-

9 See Frederick Engels, “Herr Eugen Diring’s
Reﬁolution in Science” (“Anti-Diithring”), Moscow 194(:57;
Pp. 233-35. p-

10 Musha (The Worker), a daily newspaper publishe;i
by the Georgian Anarchists in Tiflis in 1906. P-
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M Khma (The Voice), a daily newspaper published
by the Georgian Anarchists in Tiflis in 1906. p- 78

12 “Address of the Central Committee to the Com-
munist League” (March 1850). (See Karl Marx and Fred-
erick Engels, Selected Works, Vol. I, Moscow 1959,
pp. 104-05) 5 p- 92

13 Ses Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selecied
Works, Vol. II, Moscow 1949, p. 420. p. 94

14 This passage is quoted from Karl Marx’s pamphlet
“The Civil War in France,” with a preface by F. Engeis,
Russian translation from the German edited by N. Lenin,
1905. (See Karl Marx, “Der Biirgerkrieg in Frankreich,”
Moskau, 1940, S. 20.) ' p. 98

o
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