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The materialists of the eighteenth century were firmly convinced
that they had succeeded in dealing the death-blow to idealism.
They regarded it as an obsolete and completely forsaken theory.
But areaction against materialism began already at the end of that
century, and in the first half of the nineteenth century materialism
itself fell into the position of a system which all considered
obsolete and buried, once for al. Idealism not only came to life
again, but underwent an unprecedented and truly brilliant
development. There were, of course, appropriate social reasons for
this: but we will not touch on them here, and will only consider
whether the idealism of the nineteenth century had any advantages
over the materialism of the previous epoch and, if it had, in what
these advantages consisted.

French materialism displayed an astonishing and to-day scarcely
credible feebleness every time it came upon questions of evolution
in nature or in history. Let us take, for example, the origin of man.
Although the idea of the gradual evolution of this species did not
seem contradictory to the materialists, nevertheless they thought

such a guess to be most improbable. The authors o f the Systt.me
de la Nature (see Part |, ch.6) say that if anyone were to revolt
against such a piece of conjecture, if anyone were to object that

Nature acts with the help of a certain sum of genera and
invariable laws, and added in doing so that man, the quadruped,
the fish, the insect, the plant, etc., exist from the beginning of time
and remain eternally unaltered they would not obj ect to this.

They would only remark that such a view aso does not contradict
the truths they set forth. Man cannot possibly know everything:
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he cannot know his origin  that is all that in th e end the authors
of the Systt. me de la Naturesay about this important question.

Helvetius seems to be more inclined to the idea of the gradual
evolution of man. Matter is eternal, but its forms are variable he
remarks, recalling that even now human natures change under the
influence of climate. [1] He even considered that generally
speaking all animal species were variable. But this sound idea was
formulated by him very strangely. It followed, in his view, that the
causes of dissimilarity between the different spe cies of animals
and vegetables Heetherin the qualities of their very
embryos, orin the differences of their environment, the
differences of their upbringing. [2]

Thus heredity excludes mutability, and vice versa. If we adopt the
theory of mutability, we must as a consequence presuppose that
from any given embryo there can arise, in appropr iate
circumstances, any animal or vegetable: from the embryo of an
oak, for example, a bull or a giraffe. Naturally such a conjecture
could not throw any light on the question of the origin of species,
and Helvetius himself, having once made it in passing, never
returned to it again.

Just as badly were the French materiaists able to ex-plain
phenomena of social evolution. The various systems of
legidation were represented by them solely asth e product of the
conscious creative activity of legidators; the v arious religious
systems as the product of the cunning of priests, etc.

This impotence of French materialism in face of questions of
evolution in nature and in history made its philosophical content
very poor. In its view of nature, that content was reduced to
combating the one-sided conception of matter held by the dualists.
In its view of man it was confined to an endless repetition of, and
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some variations upon, Locke s principle that there are no innate
ideas. However valuable such repetition was in combating out-of-
date mora and political theories, it could not have serious
scientific value unless the materialists had succeeded in applying
their conception to the explanation of the spiritual evolution of
mankind. We have already said earlier that some very remarkable
attempts were made in this direction by the French materialists
(i.e., to be precise, by Helvetius), but that they ended in failure
(and if they had succeeded, French materialism would have proved
very strong in questions of evolution). The materiaists, in their
view of history, took up a purely idedistic standpoint-
that opinions govern the world. Only at times, only very rarely, did
materialism break into their historical reflections, in the shape of
remarks that some stray atom, finding its way into the head of the
legidlator and causing in it a disturbance of the functions of the
brain, might ater the course of history for entire
ages. Such materialism was essentially fatalism, and left no room
for the foreseeing of events, i.e., for the conscious historical
activity of thinking individuals.

It is not surprising, therefore, that to capable and talented people
who had not been drawn into the struggle of social forcesin which
materialism had been aterrible theoretical weapon of the extreme
Left party this doctrine seemed dry, gloomy, melancholy. That
was, for example, how Goethe [1*] spoke of it. In order that this
reproach should cease to be deserved, materialism had to leave its
dry and abstract mode of thought, and attempt to under-stand and
explain real life the complex and variegated ch ain of concrete
phenomena from its own point of view. But in its then form it
was incapable of solving that great problem, and the latter was
taken possession of by idealist philosophy.
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The main and final link in the development of that philosophy was
the system of Hegel: therefore we shall refer principally to that
system in our exposition.

Hegel called metaphysical the point of view of those thinkers

irrespective of whether they were idealists or materialists who,
failing to understand the process of development of phenomena,
willy-nilly represent them to themselves and others as petrified,
disconnected, incapable of passing one into another. To this point
of view he opposed dialectics, which studies phenomena precisely
in their development and, consequently, in their interconnection.

According to Hegel, diaectics isthe principle of all life.
Frequently one meets people who, having expressed some abstract
proposition, willingly recognize that perhaps they are mistaken,
and that perhaps the exactly opposite point of view is correct.
These are well-bred people, saturated to their finger tips with

tolerance: live and let live, they say to their intellect. Dialectics
has nothing in common with the sceptical tolerance of men of the
world, but it, too, knows how to reconcile directly opposite
abstract propositions. Man is mortal, we say, regarding death as
something rooted in external circumstances and quite alien to the
nature of living man. It follows that a man has two qualities: first
of being alive, and secondly of also being mortal. But upon closer
investigation it turns out that lifeitself bears in itself the germ
of death, and that in general any phenomenon is contradictory, in
the sense that it develops out of itself the elements which, sooner
or later, will put an end to its existence and will transform it into
its own opposite. Everything flows, everything changes; and there
is no force capable of holding back this constant flux, or arresting
this eterna movement. There is no force capable of resisting the
diaectics of phenomena. Goethe personifies dialectics in the shape
of aspirit [2*]:
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In Lebensfluthen, im Thatensturm,

Wall ich, auf und ab,

Webe hin und her!

Geburt und Grab,

Ein ewiges Meer,

Ein wechselnd Weben,

Ein gl hend Leben,

So schaff ich am sausenden Webstuhl der Zeit,
Und wirke der Gottheit Iebendiges Kleid.[3]

At a particular moment a moving body is at a particular spot, but
at the same time it is outside it as well because, if it were only in
that spot, it would, at least for that moment, become motionless.
Every motion is adiaectical process, aliving contradiction, and as
there is not a single phenomenon of nature in explaining which we
do not have in the long run to appeal to motion, we have to agree
with Hegel, who said that dialectics is the soul of any scientific
cognition. And this applies not only to cognition of nature. What
for example is the meaning of the old saw: summum jus, summa
injuria? Does it mean that we. act most justly when, having paid
our tribute to law, we at the same time give its due to lawlessness?
No, that is the interpretation only of surface thi nking, the mind of
fools. The aphorism means that every abstract justice, carried to
its logical conclusion, is transformed into injustice, i.e., into its
own opposite. Shakespeare s Merchant of Veniceserves as a
brilliant. illustration of this. Take a look at economic phenomena.
What is the logical conclusion of free competition? Every
capitalist strives to beat his competitors and to remain sole master
of the market. And, of course, cases are frequent when some
Rothschild or Vanderbilt succeeds in happily fulfilling this
ambition. But this shows that free competition leads to monopoly,
that is to the negation of competition, i.e., to its own opposite. Or
look at the conclusion to which the so-called labour principle of
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property, extolled by our Narodnik literature, leads. Only that
belongs to me which has been created by my labour. Nothing can
be more just than that. And it is no less just that | use the thing |
have created at my own free discretion: | use it myself or |
exchange it for something else, which for some reason | need
more. It is equally just, then, that | make use of the thing | have
secured by exchange-again at my free discretion-as | find pleasant,
best and advantageous. Let us now suppose that | have sold the
product of my own labour for money, and have used the money to
hire a labourer, i.e., | have bought somebody else s labour-power.
Having taken advantage of this labour-power of another, | turn out
to be the owner of value which is considerably higher than the
value | spent on its purchase. This, on the one hand, is very just,
because it has already been recognized, after al, that | can use
what | have secured by exchange as is best and most advantageous
for myself: and, on the other hand, it is very unjust, because | am
exploiting the labour of another and thereby negating the principle
which lay at the foundation of my conception of justice. The
property acquired by my personal labour bears me the property
created by the labour of another. Summum jus, summa injuria.
And such injuria springs up by the very nature of things in the
economy of almost any well-to-do handicraftsman, almost every
prosperous peasant. [4]

And so every phenomenon, by the action of those same forces
which condition its existence, sooner or later, but inevitably, is
transformed into its own opposite.

We have said that the idealist German philosophy regarded all
phenomena from the point of view of their evolution, and that this
IS what is meant by regarding them dialectically. It must be
remarked that the metaphysicians know how to distort the very
doctrine of evolution itself. They affirm that neither in nature nor



Rows

Collection

G.V. Plekhanov Halaman 70

in history are there any leaps. When they speak of the origin of
some phenomenon or socia institution, they rep-resent matters as
though this phenomenon or institution was once upon a time very
tiny, quite unnoticeable, and then gradually grew up. When it is a
guestion of destroying this or that phenomenon and institution,
they presuppose, on the contrary, its gradua diminution,
continuing up to the point when the phenomenon becomes quite
unnoticeable on account of its microscopic dimensions. Evolution
conceived of in this way explains absolutely nothing; it
presupposes the existence of the phenomena which it has to
explain, and reckons only with the quantitative changeswhich
take place in them. The supremacy of metaphysical thought was
once so powerful in natural science that many naturalists could not
imagine evolution otherwise than just in the form of such a
gradual increase or diminution of the magnitude of the
phenomenon being investigated. Although from the time of
Harvey it was already recognized that everything living develops
out of the egg, no exact conception was linked, evidently, with
such development from the egg, and the discovery of spermatozoa
immediately served as the occasion for the appearance of a theory
according to which in the seminal cell there already existed a
ready-made, completely developed but microscopical little animal,
so that all its development amounted to growth. Some wise
sages, including many famous European evolutionary sociologists,
still regard the evolution, say, of political ins titutions, precisely
in thisway: history makes no leaps: va piano (go softly) ...

German idealist philosophy decisively revolted against such a
misshapen conception of evolution. Hegel bitingly ridiculed it, and
demonstrated irrefutably that both in nature and in human
society leaps constituted just as essential a stage of evolution as,
gradual quantitative changes. Changes in being, h e says,
consist not only in the fact that one quantity passes into another
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guantity, but also that quality passes into quantity, and vice versa.
Each transition of the latter kind represents aninterruption in
gradualness (ein Abbrechen des Allmhlichen), and gives the
phenomenon a new aspect, qualitatively distinct from the previous
one. Thus, water when it is cooled grows hard, not gradually ... but
al at once; having already been cooled to freezing-point, it can
still remain a liquid only if it preserves a tranquil condition, and
then the dlightest shock is sufficient for it suddenly to become hard
... In the world of moral phenomena ... there take place the same
changes of quantitative into qualitative, and differences in
qualities there also are founded upon quantitative differences.
Thus, a little less, a little more constitutes that limit beyond which
frivolity ceases and there appears something quite different, crime
... Thus also, states other conditions being equal acquire a
different qualitative character merely in con-sequence of
differences in their size. Particular laws and a particular
constitution acquire quite a different significance with the
extension of the territory of a state and of the numbers of its
citizens. [5]

Modern naturalists know very well how frequently changes of
quantity lead to changes of quality. Why does one part of the solar
spectrum produce in us the sensation of a red colour, another, of
green, etc.? Physics re-plies that everything is due here to the
number of oscillations of the particles of the ether. It is known that
this number changes for every colour of the spectrum, rising from
red to violet. Nor is this al. The intensity of heat in the spectrum
increases in proportion to the approach to the external border of
the red band, and reaches its highest point a little distance from it,
on leaving the spectrum. It follows that in the spectrum there are
rays of a specia kind which do not give light but only heat.
Physics says, here too, that the qualities of the rays change in
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consequence of changes in the number of oscillations of the
particles of the ether.

But even this is not al. The suns rays have a certain chemical
effect, as is shown for example by the fading of material in the
sun. What distinguishes the violet and the so-caled ultra-violet
rays, which arouse in us no sensation of light, is their greatest
chemical strength. The difference in the chemical action of the
various rays is explained once again only by quantitative
differences in the oscillations of the particles of the ether: quantity
passes into quality.

Chemistry confirms the same thing. Ozone has different qualities
from ordinary oxygen. Whence comes this difference? In the
molecule of ozone there is a different number of atoms from that
contained in the molecule of ordinary oxygen. Let us take three
hydrocarbon compounds. CH,4 (marsh gas), C,Hg (dimethyl) and
CsHg (methyl-ethyl). All of these are composed according to the
formula: n atoms of carbon and 2n+2 atoms of hydrogen. If nis
equal to 1, you get marsh gas; if nis equal to 2, you get dimethyl;
if nis equa to 3, methyl-ethyl appears. In this way entire series
are formed, the importance of which any chemist will tell you; and
al these series unanimously confirm the principle of the old
diaectical idedlists that quantity passes into quality.

Now we have learned the principal distinguishing features of
diaectical thought, but the reader feels himself unsatisfied. But
where is the famous triad, he asks, the triad which is, as is well
known, the whole essence of Hegelian dialectics? Your pardon,
reader, we do not mention the triad for the ssmple reason that
it does not at all play in Hegel s work the part which is attributed
to it by people who have not the least idea of the philosophy of
that thinker, and who have studied it, for example, from the text-
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book of criminal law of Mr. Spasovich. [6] Filled with sacred
simplicity, these light-hearted people are convinced that the whole
argumentation of the German idealists was reduced to references
to the triad; that whatever theoretical difficulties the old man came
up against, he left others to rack their poor unenlightened brains
over them while he, with a tranquil smile, immediately built up a
syllogism: al phenomena occur according to a triad, | am faced
with a phenomenon, consequently | shall turn to the triad. [7] This
is simply lunatic nonsense, as one of the characters of
Karonin [3*] puts it, or unnaturally idle talk, if you prefer the
expression of Shchedrin. Not once in the eighteen volumes of
Hegel s works does the triad play the part of an argument, and
anyone in the least familiar with his philosophical doctrine
understands that it could not play such a part. With Hegel the triad
has the same significance as it had previoudy with Fichte, whose
philosophy is essentiadly different from the Hegelian. Obviously
only gross ignorance can consider the principal distinguishing,
feature of one philosophical system to be that which applies to at
least two quite different systems.

We are sorry that the triad has diverted us from our exposition:
but, having mentioned it, we should reach a conclusion. So let us
examinewhat kind of abird itis.

Every phenomenon, developing to its conclusion, be-comes
transformed into its opposite; but as the new phenomenon, being
opposite to the first, also is transformed in its turn into its own
opposite, the third phase of development bears aformal
resemblance to the first. For the time being, let us leave aside the
question of the extent to which such a course of development
corresponds to redlity: let us admit for the sake of argument that
those were wrong who thought that it does so correspond
completely. But in any case it is clear that the triad
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only follows from one of Hegdl s principles: it does not in the least
serve him as a main principle itself. This is a very essential
difference, because if the triad had figured as a main principle, the
people who attribute such an important part to it could really seek
protection under its authority ; but as it plays n o such part, the
only people who can hide behind it are maybe those who, as the
saying hasit, have heard a bell, but where they cannot tell.

Naturally the situation would not change one iota if, without
hiding behind the triad, dialecticians at thele ast danger sought
protection behind the authority of the principle that every
phenomenon is transformed into its own opposite. But they never
behaved in that way either, and they did not do so because the
principle mentioned does not at all exhaust their views on the
evolution of phenomena. They say in addition, for example, that in
the process of evolution quantity passes into quality, and quality
into quantity. Consequently they have to reckon both with the
qualitative and the quantitative sides of the process; and this
presupposes an attentive attitude to itsreal course in actual fact;
and this means in its turn that they do not content themselves
with abstract conclusions from abstract principles or, a any
rate, must not be satisfied with such contusions, if they wish to
remain true to their outlook upon the world.

On every page of his works Hegel constantly and ti relessly pointed out
that philosophy is identical with the totality of empirics, that philosophy
requires nothing so insistently as going deeply into the empirica
sciences... Materia facts without thought have only a relative importance,
thought without material facts is a mere chimera.. Philosophy is
that consciousnessat which the empirical sciences arrive relative to
themselves. It cannot be anything else.

That is the view of the task of the thinking investigator
which Lassalle drew from the doctrine of Hegelian philosophy [8]:
philosophers must be specialists in those sciences which they wish
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to help to reach self-consciousness. It seemsav ery far cry from
the special study of a subject to thoughtless chatter in honour of
the triad. And let them not tell us that Lassalle was not a rea
Hegelian, that he belonged to the Left and sharpl y reproached
the Right with merely engaging in abstract constr uctions of
thought. The man tells you plainly that he borrowed his view
directly from Hegel.

But perhaps you will want to rule out the evidence of the author of
the System of Acquired Rights, just as in court the evidence of
relatives is ruled out. We shall not argue and contradict; we shall
cal as a witness a quite extraneous person, the author of
the Sketches of the Gogol Period. We ask for attention: the witness
will speak long and, as usual, wisdly.

We follow Hegel as little as we follow Descartes or Aristotle. Hegel now
belongs to past history; the present has its own philosophy and clearly sees
the flaws in the Hegelian system. It must be admitted, however, that the
principles advanced by Hegel were indeed very near to the truth, and this
thinker brought out some aspects of the truth with truly astonishing
power. Of these truths, the discovery of some stands to Hegel s personal
credit; others do not belong exclusively to his system, they belong to
German philosophy as a whole from the time of Kant and Fichte; but
nobody before Hegel had formulated them so clearly and had expressed
them with such power as they werein his system.

First of all we shall point to the most fruitful principle underlying all
progress which so sharply and brilliantly distinguishes German philosophy
in general, and the Hegelian system in particular, from the hypocritical and
craven views that predominated at that time (the beginning of the
nineteenth century) among the French and the English: Truth is the
supreme goal of thought; seek truth, for in truth lies good; whatever truth
may be, it is better than falsehood; the first duty of the thinker is not to
retreat from any results, he must be prepared to sacrifice his most
cherished opinions to truth. Error is the source of al ruin; truth is the
supreme good and the source of al other good. To be able to appraise the
extreme importance of this demand, common to German philosophy as a
whole since the time of Kant, but expressed with exceptiona vigour by
Hegel, one must remember what strange and narrow restrictions the
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thinkers of the other schools of that period imposed upon truth. They
began to philosophize, only in order to justify their cherished
convictions, i.e, they sought not truth, but support for their prejudices.
Each took from truth only what pleased him and rejected every truth that
was unpleasant to him, bluntly admitting that a pleasing error suited him
much better than impartial truth. The German philosophers (especialy
Hegel) called this practice of seeking not truth but confirmation of pleasing
prejudices subjective thinking, (Saints above! | s this, perhaps, why our
subjective thinkers called Hegel a scholastic? Author) philosophizing
for personal pleasure, and not for the vital need of truth. Hegel fiercely
denounced this idle and pernicious pastime. (Listen well!) As a
necessary pre-caution against inclinations to digress from truth in order to
pander to personal desires and prejudices, Hegel advanced his celebrated
dialectical method of thinking. The essence of this method liesin that the
thinker must not rest content with any positive deduction, but must find out
whether the object he is thinking about contains qualities and forces the
opposite of those which the object had presented to him at first sight. Thus,
the thinker was obliged to examine the object from al sides, and truth
appeared to him only as a consequence of a conflict between all possible
opposite opinions. Gradually, as a result of this method, the former one-
sided conceptions of an object were supplanted by a full and all-sided
investigation, and a living conception was obtained of all the real qualities
of an object. To explain reality became the paramount duty of
philosophical thought. As a result, extraordinary attention was paid to
reality, which had been formerly ignored and unceremoniously distorted in
order to pander to personal, one-sided prejudices. (Dete fabula narratur!)
Thus, conscientious, tireless search for truth took the place of the former
arbitrary interpretations. In reality, however, everything depends upon
circumstances, upon the conditions of place and time, and therefore, Hegel
found that the former general phrases by which good and evil were judged
without an examination of the circumstances and causes that giveriseto a
given phenomenon, that these genera, abstract aphorisms were
unsatisfactory. Every object, every phenomenon has its own significance,
and it must be judged according to the circumstances, the environment, in
which it exists. This rule was expressed by the formula There is no
abstract truth; truth is concrete, i.e, a definite judgement can be
pronounced only about a definite fact, after examining al the
circumstances on which it depends. [9]

And so, on the one hand, we are told that the distinguishing feature
of Hegel s philosophy was its most careful investigation of reality,
the most conscientious attitude to any particular subject, the study
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of the latter in its living environment, with all those circumstances
of time and place which condition or accompany Its existence. The
evidence of N.G. Chernyshevsky is identical in this case with the
evidence of F. Lassalle. And on the other hand we are assured that
this philosophy was empty scholasticism, the whole secret of
which consisted in the sophistical use of the triad. In this case
the evidence of Mr. Mikhailovsky is in complete agreement with
the evidence of Mr. V.V., and of a whole legion of other modern
Russian writers. How is this divergence of witnesses to be
explained? Explain it any way you please: but remember that
Lassalle and the author of the Sketches of the Gogol Period did
know the philosophy they were talking about, while Messrs.
Mikhailovsky, V.V., and their brethren have quite certainly not
given themselves the trouble of studying even a single work of
Hegel.

And notice that in characterizing dialectical thought the author of
the Sketches did not say one word about the triad. How isit that he
did not notice that same elephant, which Mr. Mikhailovsky and
company so stubbornly and so ceremoniously bring out on view to
every loafer? Once again please. remember that the author of
the Sketches of the Gogol Period knew the philosophy of Hegel,
while Mr. Mikhailovsky and Co. have not the least conception of
it.

Perhaps the reader may be pleased to recal certain other
judgements on Hegel passed by the author of the Sketches of the
Gogol Period. Perhaps he will point out to us the famous
article: Criticism of Philosophical Prejudices Against Communal
Ownership of Land? This article does speak about the triad and, to
all appearances, the latter is put forward as the main hobby-horse
of the German idealist. But it is only in appearance. Discussing
the history of property, the writer asserts that in the third and
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highest phase of its development it will re-turn to its point of
departure, i.e., that private property in the land and the means of
production will yield place to social property. Such a return, he
says, is a general law which manifests itself in every process of
development. The author s argument is in this case, in fact,
nothing else than a reference to the triad. And in this lies its
essential defect. It is abstract: the development of property is
examined without relating it to concrete historical conditions-and
therefore the author s arguments are ingenious, brilliant, but not
convincing. They only astound, surprise, but do not convince. But
is Hegel responsible for this defect in the argument of the author
of the Criticism of Philosophical Prejudices? Do you really think
his argument would have been abstract had he considered the
subject just in the way in which, according to his own words,
Hegel advised all subjects to be considered, i.e., keeping to the
ground of redlity, weighing al concrete conditions, all
circumstances of time and place? It would seem that that would
not be the case; it would seem that then there would not have been
just that defect we have mentioned in the article. But what, in that
event, gave rise to the defect? The fact that the author of the
article Criticism of Philosophical Preudices Against Communal
Ownership of Land, in controverting the abstract arguments of his
opponents, forgot the good advice of Hegel, and proved unfaithful
to the method of that very thinker to whom he referred. We are
sorry that in his polemical excitement he made such a mistake.
But, once again, is Hegel to blame because in this particular case
the author of Criticism of Philosophical Prejudices proved unable
to make use of his method? Since when is it that philosophical
systems are judged, not by their internal content, but by the
mistakes which people refer-ring to them may happen to make?

And once again, however insistently the author of the article |
have mentioned refers to the triad, even there he does not put it
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forward as the main hobby-horse of the dialectical method. Even
there he makes it, not the foundation but, at most, an
unguestionable consequence. The foundation and the main
distinguishing feature of dialectics is brought out by him in the
following words: Eternal change of forms, eternal regjection of a
form brought into being by a particular content or striving, in
consequence of an intensification of that striving, the higher
development of that same content ... whoever has understood this
great, eternal, ubiquitous law, whoever has learnt how to apply it
to every phenomenon ah, how camly he cals into play the
chance which affrights others, etc.

Eternal change of forms, eternal rejection of a form brought into
being by a particular content ... dialectical thinkers really do look
on such a change, such a rejection of forms as a great, eternal,
ubiquitous law. At the present time this conviction is not shared
only by the representatives of some branches of social science who
have not the courage to look truth straight in the eyes, and attempt
to defend, abeit with the help of error, the prejudices they hold
dear. All the more highly must we value the services of the great
German idedlists who, from the very beginning of the present
century, constantly spoke of the eternal change of forms, of their
eternal regection in consequence of the intensification of the con-
tent which brought those forms into being.

Earlier we left unexamined for the time being the question of
whether it is a fact that every phenomenon is transformed, as. the
German dialectical idealists thought, into its own opposite. Now,
we hope, the reader will agree with us that, strictly speaking, this
question need not be examined at all. When you apply the
diaectica method to the study of phenomena, you need to
remember that forms change eternally in consequence of
the higher development of their content. You will have to trace



Rows

Collection

G.V. Plekhanov Halaman 80

this process of regjection of forms in al its fullness, if you wish to
exhaust the subject. But whether the new form is the opposite of
the old you will find from experience, and it is not at all important
to know this beforehand. True, it is just on the basis of the
historical experience of man-kind that every lawyer knowing his
business will tell you that every legal institution sooner or later is
transformed into its own opposite. Today it promotes the
satisfaction of certain social needs; today it is vauable and
necessary precisely in view of these needs. Then it begins to
satisfy those needs worse and worse. Finally it is transformed into
an obstacleto their satisfaction. From something necessary it
becomes something harmful and then it is destroyed. Take
whatever you like the history of literature or th e history of
species wherever there is development, you will see similar
diaectics. But nevertheless, if someone wanted to penetrate the
essence of the diaectical process and were to begin, of al things,
with testing the idea of the oppositeness of the phenomena which
constitute a series in each particular process of development, he
would be approaching the problem from the wrong end.

In selecting the view-point for such atest, there would always turn
out to be very much that wasarbitrary. The question must be
regarded from its objective side, or in other words one must make
clear to oneself what is the inevitable change of formsinvolved in
the development of the particular content? This is the same idea,
only ex-pressed in other words. But in testing it in practice thereis
no place for arbitrary choice, because the point of view of the
investigator is determined by the very character of the forms and
content themsel ves.

In the words of Engels, Hegel s merit consists in the fact that he
was the first to regard al phenomena from the point of view of
their development, from the point of view of their origin and
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destruction. Whether he was the first to do it is. debatable, says
Mr. Mikhailovsky, but at al events he was not the last, and the
present-day theories of development  the evolutionism of
Spencer, Darwinism, the ideas of development in psychology,
physics, geology, etc. have nothing in common with
Hegelianism. [10]

If modern natural science confirms at every step the idea
expressed with such genius by Hegel, that quantity passes into
quality, can we say that it had nothing in common with
Hegelianism? True, Hegel was not the last of those who spoke
of such atransition, but this was just for the very same reason that
Darwin was not the last of those who spoke of the variability of
species and Newton was not the last of the Newton ists. What
would you have? Such is the course of development of the human
intellect? Express a correct idea, and you will certainly not be the
last of those who defend it; talk some nonsense, and although
people have a great failing for it, you still risk finding yourself to
beits last de-fender and champion. Thus, in our modest opinion,
Mr. Mikhailovsky runs a considerable risk of proving to be the
last supporter of the subjective method in socio logy. Speaking
frankly, we see no reason to regret such a course of development
of theintellect.

We suggest that Mr. Mikhailovsky who finds debat able
everything in the world, and much else should ref ute our
following proposition: that wherever the idea of evolution appears
in psychology, physics, geology, etc. it always h as very much
in common with Hegelianism, i.e., in every up-to- date study of
evolution there are invariably repeated some of the general
propositions of Hegel. We say some, and not all, because many
modern evolutionists, lacking the adequate philosophical
education, understand evolution abstractly and one-sidedly. An
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example are the gentry, already mentioned earlier, who assure us
that neither nature nor history makes any leaps. Such people
would gain a very great deal from acquaintance with
Hegdl slogic. Let Mr. Mikhailovsky refute us. but only let him
not forget that we cannot be refuted by knowing Hegel only from
the text-book of criminal law by Mr. Spasovich an d from
Lewes s Biographical History of Philosophy. He must take the
trouble to study Hegel himself.

In saying that the present-day teachings of the evolutionists always
have very much in common with Hegdianism, we are not
asserting that the present evolutionists have borrowed their views
from Hegel. Quite the reverse. Very often they have just as
mistaken a view of him as Mr. Mikhaillovsky has. And if
nevertheless their theories, even partially and just at those points
where they turn out to be correct, become a new illustration of
Hegelianism, this circumstance only brings out in higher relief
the astonishing power of thought of the German idealist: people
who never read him, by the sheer force of facts and the evident
sense of redlity, are obliged to speak as he spok e. One could not
think of a greater triumph for a philosopher: readersignore him,
but life confirms his views.

Up to thisday it is still difficult to say to what extent the views of
the German idealists directly influenced German natural sciencein
the direction mentioned, although it is unquestionable that in the
first half of the present century even the naturalists in Germany
studied philosophy during their university course, and
although such men learned in the biological sciences as Haeckel
speak with respect nowadays of the evolutionary theories of some
nature-philosophers. But the philosophy of nature was the weak
point of German idealism. Its strength lay in its theories dealing
with the various sides of historical development. As for those
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theories, let Mr. Mikhailovsky remember if he ever knew that
it was just from the school of Hegel that there emerged al that
brilliant constellation of thinkers and investigators who gave quite
a new aspect to the study of religion, aesthetics, law, political
economy, history, philosophy and so forth. In al these
disciplines, during a certain most fruitful perio d, there was not a
single outstanding worker who was not indebted to Hegel for his
development and for his fresh views on his own branch of
knowledge. Does Mr. Mikhailovsky think that this, too, is
debatable ? If he does, let him just try.

Speaking of Hegel, Mr. Mikhailovsky tries to do it in such away
as to be understood by people uninitiated in the mysteries of. the
philosophical nightcap of Yegor Fyodorovich as Belinsky
disrespectfully put it when he raised the banner of revolt against
Hegel. [6*] He takes for this purpose two exampl es from
Engelss book Anti-D hring (but why not from Hegel himself?
That would be much more becoming to a writer initi ated into the
mysteries, €etc.).

A grain of oats falls in favourable conditions: it strikes root and
thereby, as such, as a grain, isnegated. In its place there arises a
stalk, which is the negation of the grain; the plant develops and
bears fruit, i.e., new grains of oats, and when these grains ripen, the
stalk perishes. it was thenegation of the grain, and now it is
negated itself. And thereafter the same process of negation and
negation of negation is repeated an endless number (sic!) of
times. At the basis of this process lies contradiction: the grain of
oats isagrain and at the same timenot agrain, asit isawaysin a
state of actual or potential development.

Mr. Mikhailovsky naturally findsthis debatable. And thisishow
this attractive possibility passes with him into reality.

The first stage, the stage of the grain, is the thesis, or proposition;
the second, up to the formation of new grains, is the antithesis, or
contradiction; the third is the synthesis or reconciliation (Mr.
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Mikhailovsky has decided to write in a popular style, and therefore
leaves no Greek words without explanation or trangation) and all

together they constitute a triad or trichotomy. And such is the fate
of al that is alive: it arises, it develops and provides the origin of
its repetition, after which it dies. A vast number of individual
expressions of this process immediately rise up in the memory of
the reader, of course, and Hegel s law proves justified in the whole
organic world (for the present we go no further). If however we
regard our example a little more closely, we shall see the extreme
superficiality and arbitrariness. of our generalization. We took a
grain, a stalk and once more a grain or, more exactly, a group of
grains. But before bearing fruit, a plant flowers. When we speak of
oats or some other grain of economic importance, we can have in
view agrain that has been sown, the straw and a grain that has been
harvested: but to consider that the life of the plant has been
exhausted by these three stages is quite unfounded. In the life of a
plant the point of flowering is accompanied by an extreme and
peculiar straining of forces, and as the flower does not arise direct
from the grain, we arrive; even keeping to Hegel s terminology,
not at a trichotomy but at least at a tetrachotomy, a division into
four: the stalk negates the grain, the flower negates the stalk,
thefruit negates the flower. The omission of the moment of
flowering is of considerable importance aso in the following
respect. In the days of Hegel, perhaps, it was permissible to take the
grain for the point of departure in the life of the plant, and from the
business point of view it may be permissible to do so even today:
the business year does begin with the sowing of the grain. But the
life of the plant does not begin with the grain. We now know very
well that the grain is something very complex in its structure, and
itself represents the product of development of the cell, and that the
cells requisite for reproduction are formed precisely at the moment
of flowering. Thus in the example taken from vegetable life not
only has the point of departure been taken arbitrarily and
incorrectly, but the whole process has been artificially and once
again arbitrarily squeezed into the framework of a
trichotomy. [11]

And the conclusion is; It is about time we ceased to believe that
oats grow according to Hegel. [7*]

Everything flows, everything changes! In our day, i.e.,, when the
writer of these lines, as a student, studied the natural sciences, oats
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grew according to Hegel, while now we know very well that
al that is nonsense: now nous avons changd tout cela But
really, do we quite know what we aretalkingab out?

Mr. Mikhailovsky sets forth the example of a grain of oats, which
he has borrowed from Engels, quite otherwise than asiit is set forth
by Engels himself. Engels says: The grain as such ceasesto exist,
it isnegated, and in its place appears the plant which has arisen
from it, the negation of the grain. But what is the normal life-
process of this plant? It grows, flowers, is fertilized and finaly
once more produces grains of oats[12], and as soon as these have
ripened the stalk dies, is in its turn negated. As a result of this
negation of the negation we have once again the origina grain of
oats, but not as a single unit, but ten-, twenty-, or thirty-
fold. [13] For Engels the negation of the grain was theentire
plant, in the cycle of life of which are included, incidentaly,
both flowering and fertilization. Mr. Mikhailovsky negates the
word plant by putting in its place the word stalk. The stalk, as is
known, constitutes only part of a plant, and naturally is negated by
its other parts: omnis determinatio est negatio. But that is the very
reason why Mr. Mikhailovsky negates the expressio n used by
Engels, replacing it by his own: the stalk negates the grain, he
shouts, the flower negates the stalk, the fruit negates the flower:
there s atetrachotomy at least! Quite so, Mr. Mikhailovsky: but all
that only goes to prove that in your argument with Engels you do
not stop even a ... how shal | put it more mildly ... a the

moment ... of altering the words of your opponent. This method
issomewhat ... subjective.

Once the moment of substitution has done its work , the hateful
triad falls apart. like a house of cards. You have left out the
moment of flowering the Russian sociologist rep roaches the
German Sociaist and the omission of the moment of flowering
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is of considerable importance. The reader has seen that the
moment of flowering has been omitted not by Engel s, but by
Mr. Mikhailovsky in setting forth the views of Engels; he knows
aso that omissions of that kind in literature ar e given
considerable, though quite negative, importance. Mr.
Mikhailovsky here, too, had recourse to a somewhat unattractive
moment. But what could he do? The triad is so h ateful,
victory is so pleasant, and people quite uninitiated in the
mysteries of acertain nightcap are so gullible!

We all are innocent from birth,

To virtue a great price we pin:

But meet such people on this earth
That truly, we cant help but sin ...[8%]

The flower is an organ of the plant and, as such, as little negates
the plant as the head of Mr. Mikhailovsky negates Mr.
Mikhailovsky. But the fruit or, to be more exact, the fertilized
ovum, is really the negation of the given organism being the point
of departure of the development of a new life. Engels accordingly
considers the cycle of life of a plant from the beginning of its
development out of the fertilized ovum to itsreproduction of a
fertilized ovum. Mr. Mikhailovsky with the learned air of a
connoisseur remarks: The life of a plant does not begin with the
grain. We now know very well, etc. : briefly, we now know that
the seed is fertilized during the flowering. Engels, of course,
knows this just as well as Mr. Mikhailovsky. But what does this
prove? If Mr. Mikhailovsky prefers, we shall replacethe
grain by the fertilized seed, but it will not ater the sense of the
life-cycle of the plant, and will not refute the triad. The oats will

still be growing according to Hegel.
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By the way, supposing we admit for a moment that the moment
of flowering overthrows all the arguments of the H egelians. How
will Mr. Mikhailovsky have us deal with non-flowering plants? Is
he really going to leave them in the grip of the triad? That would
be wrong, because the triad would in that event have a vast
number of subjects.

But we put this question really only in order to make clearer Mr.
Mikhailovsky sidea. We ourselves still remain convinced that you
cant save yourself from the triad even with the f lower. And are
we aone in thinking so? Here is what, for example, the botanical
specialist Ph. Van Tieghem says:

Whatever be the form of the plant, and to whatever group it may
belong thanks to that form, its body aways originates in another
body which existed before it and from which it separated. In its
turn, at a given moment, it separates from its mass particular parts,
which become the point of departure, the germs, of as many new
bodies, and so forth. In aword it reproduces itself in the same way
asitisborn: by dissociation. [14]

Just look at that! A scholar of repute, a member of the Institute, a
professor at the Museum of Natural History, and talks like a
veritable Hegelian: it begins, he says, with dissociation and
finishes up with it again. And not a word about the moment of
flowering! We ourselves understand how very vexing this must
be for Mr. Mikhailovsky; but there s nothing to be done truth, as
we know, is dearer than Plato.
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1. Levrai sens du systt me de la nature London 1774, p.15.

2. De | homme, uvres complttes de Helvdtius, Paris 1818, vol.ll, p.120.

3. Inthetides of Life, in Action s storm,
A fluctuant wave,
A shuttle free,
Birth and the Grave,
An eternal sea,
A weaving, flowing,
Life, all-glowing,
Thus at Time s humming loom tis my hand prepares
The garment of Life which the Deity wears!
(Faust, Part 1, Scene | (Bayard Taylor stranslation.)

4. Mr. Mikhailovsky thinks this eterna and ubiquitous supremacy of
dialectics incomprehensible: everything changes except the laws of
dialectical motion, he says with sarcastic scepticism. Yes, that s just it, we
reply: and if it surprises you, if you wish to con-test this view, remember
that you will have to contest the fundamental standpoint of modern
science. In order to be convinced of this, it is sufficient for you to recall
those words of Playfair which Lyell took as an epigraph to his famous
work Principles of Geology: Amid the revolutions of the globe, the
economy of Nature has been uniform, and her laws are the only things that
have resisted the general movement. The rivers and the rocks, the seas and
the continents have been changed in all their parts, but the laws which
direct these changes, and the rules to which they are subject, have
remained invariably the same.

5. Wissenschaft der Logik, (Second ed., Leipzig 1932), Part 1, Book 1,
pp.383-84. Tr.

6. Aspiring to a barrister s career, Mr. Mikhailo vsky tells us, |
passionately, though unsystematically, read various legal works. Among
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them was the text-book of criminal law by Mr. Spasovich. This work
contains a brief survey of various philosophical systemsin their relation to
criminology. | was particularly struck by the famous triad of Hegdl, in
virtue of which punishment so gracefully becomes the reconciliation of the
contradiction between law and crime. The seductive character of the
Itripartite formula of Hegel in its most varied applicationsis well known ...
And it is not surprising that | was fascinated by it in the text-book of Mr.
Spasovich. Nor is it surprising that thereupon it drew me to Hegel, and to
much else ... (Russkaya Mydl, 1891, Vol.lll, part 11, p.188). A pity, avery
great pity, that Mr. Mikhailovsky does not tell us how far he satisfied his
yearning for Hegel. To all appearances, he did no t go very far in this
direction.

7. Mr. Mikhailovsky assures us that the late N. Sieber, when arguing with
him about the inevitability of capitalism in Russia, used al possible
arguments, but at the least danger hid behind the authority of the
immutable and unquestionable tripartite diaectical development
(Russkaya Mysl, 1892, Vol.VI, part I, p.196). He assures us also that all of
what he cals Marx s prophecies about the outcome of capitalist
development repose only on the triad. We shall di scuss Marx later, but
of N. Sieber we may remark that we had more than once to converse with
the deceased, and not once did we hear from him referencesto dialectical
development. He himself said more than once that h e was quite ignorant
of the significance of Hegel in the development of modern economics. Of
course, everything can be blamed on the dead, and therefore Mr.
Mikhailovsky s evidence isirrefutable.

8.See hisSystem der erworbenen Rechte(Second ed.), Leipzig
1880, Preface, pp.xii-xiii.

9. Chernyshevsky, Sketches of the Gogol Period of Russian Literature, St.
Petersburg, 1892, pp.258-59. In a specia footnote the author of
the Sketches magnificently demonstrates what is the precise meaning of
this examination of al the circumstances on which the particular
phenomenon depends. We shall quote this footnote too. For example: |Is
rain good or bad? Thisis an abstract question; a definite answer cannot be
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given to it. Sometimes rain is beneficial, sometimes, although more rarely,
it is harmful. One must inquire specifically: After the grain was sown it
rained heavily for five hours was the rain useful for the crop? only
here is the answer: that rain was very useful clear and sensible. But in
that very same summer, just when harvest time arrived, it rained in torrents
for a whole week was that good for the crop? The answer: No, That
rain was harmful, is equally clear and correct. That is how all questions
are decided by Hegelian philosophy. Iswar disastrous or beneficial? This
cannot be answered definitely in general; one must know what kind of war
is meant, everything depends upon circumstances, time and place. For
savage peoples, the harmfulness of war is less palpable, the benefits of it
are more tangible. For civilized peoples, war usually does more harm than
good. But the war of 1812, for example, was a war of salvation for the
Russian people. The battle of Marathon [4*] was a most beneficial event in
the history of mankind. Such is the meaning of the axiom: There is no
abstract truth; truth is concrete  a conception o f an object is concrete
when it presents itself with all the qualities and specific features and in the
circumstances, environment, in which the object exists, and not abstracted
from these circumstances and its living specific features (as it is presented
by abstract thinking, the judgement of which has, there-fore, no meaning
for real life). [5*]

10. Rasskoye Bogatstvo, 1894, Vol.ll, Part 11, p.150.
11. Ibid., pp. 154-57.

12. Engels writes, strictly speaking, of barley, not oats. but this is
immaterial, of. course,

13. Anti-D hring , Moscow, 1954, p. 188. Ed.

14. Traitd de Botanique(2nd ed.), Paris 1891, Part 1, p.24.
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1*. Of this Goethe wrote in Wahrheit und Dichtung (Truth and Poetry):
Forbidden books, doomed to be burned, which caused such an uproar at
the time, had no influence whatever on us. As an example | shal
cite Systtme de la Nature which we acquainted ourselves with out of
curiosity. we could not understand how such abook could be dangerous; it
seemed to us so gloomy, so Cimmerian, so deathlike, that it was difficult
for usto endure it and we shuddered at it as at a spectre.

2* . Quotation from Faust by Goethe.

3*. Karonin, S, pseudonym of Petropaviovsky, Nikolai
Yelpidiforovich (1853-1892), Russian narodnik wrtiter.

4* . The Battle of Marathon, in which the Athenians beat the Persians in
490 B.C., pre-determined the favourable outcome of the Second Greek-
Persian War for th3 Greeks and promoted the prosperity of Athenian
democracy.

5*. N.G. Chernyshevsky, Collected Works, Val.lll, Godlitizdat Publishing
House, 1947, p.208.

6*. Belinsky wrote to Botkin on March 1, 1841, about Hegel s philosophy:
My humble thanks, Yegor Fyodorych, | bow to your p hilosophical
nightcap, but with all due respect due to your philosophical philistinism |
have the honour to inform you that if | managed indeed to climb to the
highest rung of the ladder of development, | would even there request you
to give me an account of al the victims of the conditions of life and of
history, of all the victims of hazards, of superstition, the Inquisition, of
Philip Il and so on and so forth, otherwise | shall throw myself down head
first from the top rung. (Cf. V.G. Belinsky, selected Letters, vol.2,
Gosdlitizdat Publishing House, 1955, p.141.

7*. The article by Mikhailovsky from which this and the following
quotation are taken, On Dialectical Development and the Triple Formulae
of Progress, was included in his Collected Works, Vol.VII, St. Petersburg
1909, pp.758-80.

8*. Lines from Offenbach s operetta La Belle H@lLndtext by Meilhac and
Ha dvy).
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The bankruptcy of the idedlist point of view in explaining the
phenomena of nature and of socia development was bound to
force, and really did force, thinking people
(i.e., not eclectics, not dualists) to return to the materialist view of
the world. But the new materialism could no longer be a simple
repetition of the teachings of the French materialist of the end of
the eighteenth century. Materialism rose again enriched by all the
acquisitions of idealism. The most important of these acquisitions
was the dialectical method, the examination of phenomena in their
development, in their origin and destruction. The genius who
represented this new direction of thought was Karl Marx.

Marx was not the first to revolt against idealism. The banner of
revolt was raised by Ludwig Feuerbach. Then, a little later than
Feuerbach, the Bauer brothers appeared on the literary scene: their
views merit particular attention on the part of the present-day
Russian reader.

The views of the Bauers were areaction against Hegel s idealism.
Nevertheless, they themselves were saturated through and through
with avery superficial, one-sided and eclectic idealism.

We have seen that the great German idealists did not succeed in
understanding the real nature or discovering the real basis of social
relations. They saw in social development a necessary process,
conforming to law, and in this respect they were quite right. But
when it was a question of the prime mover of historica
development, they turned to the Absolute Idea, the qualities of
which were to give the ultimate and most profound explanation of
that process. This constituted the weak side of ideal-ism, against
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which accordingly a philosophical revolution first broke out. The
extreme Left-wing of the Hegelian school revolted with
determination against the Absolute Idea.

The Absolute Idea exists (if it exists at all) outside time and space
and, in any case, outside the head of each individual man.
Reproducing in its historical development the course of the logical
development of the Absolute Idea, mankind obeys a force alien to
itself, standing outside itself. In revolting against the Absolute
|dea, the young Hegelians revolted first of al in the name of the
independent activity of man, in the name of ultimate human
reason.

Speculative philosophy, wrote Edgar Bauer, is ve ry mistaken
when it speaks of reason as some abstract, absolute force ... Reason
is not an objective abstract force, in relation to which man
represents only something subjective, accidental, passing; no, the
dominating force is man himself, his consciousness of self, and
reason is only the strength .of that consciousness. Consequently
there is no Absolute Reason, but there is only reason which
changes eternally with the development of consciousness of self: it
does not exist at al initsfina form, it is eternally changing. [1]

And so there is no Absolute Idea, there is no abstract Reason, but
there is only mans consciousness, the ultimate and eternally
changing human reason. This is quite true; against this even Mr.
Mikhailovsky would not argue, athough as we already know he
can find anything debatable ... with more or less doubtful
success. But, strangely enough, the more we underline this correct
thought, the more difficult becomes our position. The old German
idealists adapted the conformity to law of every process in nature
and in history to the Absolute Idea. The question arises, to what
will we adapt this conformity to law when we have destroyed its
carrier, the Absolute Idea? L et us suppose that in relation to nature
a satisfactory reply can be given in afew words: we adapt it to the
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qualities of matter. But in relation to history things are far from
being as simple: the dominating force in history turns out to be
man s consciousness of self, eternally changing ultimate human
reason. |s there any conformity to law in the development of this
reason? Edgar Bauer would naturally have replied in the
affirmative, because for him man, and consequently his reason,
were not at all something accidental, as we have seen. But if you
had asked the same Bauer to explain to you his conception of
conformity to law in the development of human reason: if you had
asked him, for example, why in a particular historical epoch
reason developed in this way, and in another epoch in that way,
practically speaking you would have received no reply from him.
He would have told you that eternally developing h uman reason
creates social forms, that historical reason ist he motive force of
world history and that consequently every particul ar socia order
proves to be obsolete as soon as reason makes a new step in its
development. [2] But all these and similar assurances would not be
areply to the question, but rather a wandering around the question
of why human reason takes new steps in its development, and why
it takes them in this direction and not in that. Obliged by you to
deal precisely with this question, E. Bauer would have hastily put
it aside with some meaning-less reference to the qualities of the
ultimate, eternally changing human reason, just as the old idealists
con-fined themselves to areference to the qualities of the Absolute
|dea.

To treat reason as the motive force of world history, and to explain
its development by some kind of special, immanent, internal
qualities meant to transform it into something unconditional or,
in other words, to resurrect in a new form that same Absolute Idea
which they had just proclaimed to be buried forever. The most
important defect of this resurrected Absolute Idea was the
circumstance that it peacefully co-existed with the most absolute
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dualism or, to be more precise, even unquestionably presupposed
it. As the processes of nature were not conditioned by ultimate,
eternally changing human reason, two forces turned out to be in
existence: in nature matter, in history humanr eason. And there
was no bridge connecting the motion of matter with the
development of reason, the realm of necessity with the realm of
freedom. That was why we said that the views of Bauer were
saturated through and through with a very superficial, one-sided
and eclectical idealism.

Opinion governs the world  thus declared the wri ters of the
French Enlightenment. Thus also spoke, as we see, the Bauer
brothers when they revolted against Hegelian idealism. But if
opinion governs the world, then the prime movers of history are
those men whose thought criticizes the old and creates the new
opinions. The Bauer brothers did in fact think so. The essence of
the historical process reduced itself, in their view, to the
refashioning by the critical spirit of the existi ng store of
opinions, and of the forms of life in society conditioned by that
store. These views of the Bauers were imported in their entirety
into Russian literature by the author of theHistorical
Letters[1*] who, by the way, spoke not of the critical spirit
but of critical thought, because to speak of the spirit was
prohibited by Sovremennik.

Once having imagined himself to be the main architect, the
Demiurge of history, the critically thinking man thereby
separates off himself and those like him into a special, higher
variety of the human race. This higher variety is contrasted to
the mass, foreign to critical thought, and capable only of playing
the part of clay in the creative hands of critical ly thinking
personalities. Heroes are contrasted to the crowd. However
much the hero loves the crowd, however filled he may be with
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sympathy for its age-long needs and its continuous sufferings, he
cannot but look down on it from above, he cannot but realize that
everything depends upon him, the hero, while the crowd is a mass
alien to every creative element, something in the nature of a vast
guantity of ciphers, which acquire some positive significance only
in the event of akind, critically thinking entit y condescendingly
taking its place at their head. The eclectic idealism of the Bauer
brothers was the basis of the terrible; and one may say repulsive,
self-conceit of the critically thinking German i ntellectuals of
the 1840s; today, through its Russian supporters, it is breeding the
same defect in the intelligentsia of Russia. The merciless enemy
and accuser of this self-conceit was Marx, to whom we shall now
proceed.

Marx said that the contrasting of critically think ing personalities
with the mass was nothing more than a caricature of the
Hegelian view of history: a view which in its turn was only the
speculative consequence of the old doctrine of the oppositeness of
Spirit and Matter. Already in Hegel the Absolute Spirit of
history [3] treats the mass as material and finds its true expression
only in philosophy. But with Hegel the philosopher is only the
organ through which the creator of history, the Absolute Spirit,
arrives a  self-consciousness by retrospection  after the
movement has ended. The participation of the philosopher in
history is reduced to this retrospective consciousness, for the rea
movement is accomplished by the Absolute Spirit
unconsciously [4], so that the philosopher appearspost festum.
Hegel is doubly inconsistent: first because while declaring that
philosophy constitutes the Absolute Spirit s existence he refuses to
recognize the real philosophical individual as the Absolute Spirit;
secondly because according to him the Absolute Spirit makes
history only in appearance. For as the Absolute Spirit becomes
conscious of itself as the creative World Spirit only in the
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philosopher and post festum, its manufacture of history exists only
in the opinion and conception of the philosopher, i.e., only in the
speculative imagination. Mr. Bruno Bauer [5] eliminates Hegel s
inconsistency. First, he proclaims Criticism to be the Absolute
Spirit and himself to be Criticism. Just as the element of criticism
is banished from the mass, so the element of the mass is banished
from Criticism. Therefore Criticism sees itself embodied not in
amass, but in a small handful of chosen men, exclusively in Mr.
Bauer and his followers. Mr. Bauer further does away with
Hegdl s other inconsistency. No longer, like the Hegelian spirit,
does he make history post festumand in imagination.
He conscioudly plays the part of the World Spirit in opposition to
the mass of the rest of mankind; he enters in the present into a
dramatic relation with that mass; he invents and carries out history
with a purpose and after mature meditation. On one side stands the
Mass, that material, passive, dull and unhistorical element of
history. On the other side stand The Spirit, Criticism, Mr. Bruno
and Co., as the active eement from which arises
all historical action. The act of socia transformation is reduced to
the brain work of Critical Criticism. [6]

These lines produce a strange illusion: it seems as though they
were written, not fifty years ago, but some month or so ago, and
are directed, not against the German Left Hegelians, but against
the Russian subjective sociologists. The illusion becomes still
stronger when we read the following extract from an article of
Engels:

Self-sufficient Criticism, complete and perfect in itself, naturaly
must not recognize history as it really took place, for that would
mean recognizing the base mass in all its mass massiness, whereas
the problem is to redeem the mass from massiness. History is
therefore liberated from its massiness, and Criticism, which has
afree attitude to its object, cals to history, saying: You ought to
have happened in such and such a way? All the laws of criticism
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have retrospective force: history behaved quite differently before
the decrees of Criticism than it did after them. Hence mass history,
the so-called real history, deviates considerably
from critical history... [7]

Who is referred to in this passage? Is it the German writers of the
40s, or some of our contemporary sociologists, wh o gravely
discourse on the theme that the Catholic sees the course of
historical events in one way, the Protestant in another, the
monarchist in athird, the republican in a fourth: and that therefore
a good subjective person not only can, but must, invent for
himself, for his own spiritual use, such a history as would fully
correspond to the best of ideals? Did Engels really foresee our
Russian stupidities? Not at all! Naturally, he did not even dream of
them, and if his irony, half a century later, fits our subjective
thinkers like a glove, thisis to be explained by the simple fact that
our subjective nonsense has absolutely nothing original in it: it
represents nothing more than a cheap Suzdal [3*] print from a
caricature of that same Hegelianism against which it was so
unsuccessfully ...

From the point of view of Critical Criticism, all great historica
conflicts amounted to the conflict of ideas. Marx observes
that ideas were worsted every time they did not coincide wi th
the real economic interests of that social stratum which at the
particular time was the bearer of historical progress. It is only the
understanding of those interests that can give the key to
understanding the true course of historical development.

We aready know that the French writers of the Enlightenment
themselves did not close their eyes to interests, and that they too
were not averse to turning to them for an explanation of the given
condition of a given society. But their view of the decisive
importance of interestswas merely a variation of the formula
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that opinions govern the world: according to them, the interests
themselves depend on men s opinions, and change with changesin
the latter. Such an interpretation of the significance of interests
represents the triumph of idealism in its application to history. It
leaves far behind even German dialectical idealism, according to
the sense of which men discover new material interests every time
the Absolute Idea finds it necessary to take a new step in its
logical development. Marx understands the significance of
material interests quite otherwise.

To the ordinary Russian reader the historical theory of Marx seems
some kind of disgraceful libel on the human race. G.l.
Uspensky [4*], if we are not mistaken, in hisRuin, has an old
woman, the wife of some official who even in her deathbed
delirium obstinately goes on repeating the shameful rule by which
she was guided all her life: Aim at the pocket, th e pocket! The
Russian intelligentsia naively imagines that Marx attributes this
base rule to all mankind: that he asserts that, whatever the sons of
man have busied themselves with, they have always, exclusively
and consciously aimed at the pocket. The selfless Russian
intellectual naturally finds such aview just as disagreeable as
the theory of Darwin is disagreeable for some off icial dame who
imagines that the whole sense of this theory amounts to the
outrageous proposition that she, forsooth, a most respectable
official s lady, is nothing more than a monkey dressed up in a
bonnet. In reality Marx slanders the intellectuals just as little as
Darwin does official dames.

In order to understand the historical views of Marx, we must recall
the conclusions at which philosophy and social and historical
science had arrived in the period immediately preceding his
appearance. The French historians of the Restoration came as we
know to the conclusion that civil conditions, pr operty
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relations, constitute the basic foundation of the entire social
order. We know also that the same conclusion was reached, in the
person of Hegel, by idealist German philosophy ag ainst its will,
against its spirit, simply on account of the inadequacy and
bankruptcy of the idealist explanation of history. Marx, who took
over al the results of the scientific knowledge and philosophic
thought of his age, completely agrees with the French historians
and Hegel about the conclusion just mentioned. | became
convinced, he said, that

legal relations as well as forms of state are to b e grasped neither

from themselves nor from the so-called general development of the
human mind, but rather have their roots in the material conditions
of life, the sum-total of which Hegel, following the example of the
Englishmen and Frenchmen of the eighteenth century, combines
under the name of civil society, that, however, the anatomy of
civil society isto be sought in political economy. [5*]

But on what does the economy of the given society depend?
Nether the French historians, nor the Utopian Socialists, nor
Hegel have been able to reply to this at all satisfactorily. All of
them, directly or indirectly, referred to human nature. The great
scientific service rendered by Marx liesin this, that he approached
the question from the diametrically opposite side, and that he
regarded man s nature itself as the eternaly changing result of
historical progress, the cause of which lies outside man. In order to
exist, man must support his organism, borrowing the substances he
requires from theexternal nature surrounding him. This
borrowing presupposes a certain action of man on that externa
nature. But, acting on the external world, he changes his own
nature. In these few words is contained the essenc e of the whole
historical theory of Marx, although naturally, taken by themselves,
they do not provide an adequate understanding of it, and require
explanations.
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Franklin called man a tool-making anima. The use and
production of tools in fact does constitute the distinguishing
feature of man. Darwin contests the opinion that only man is
capable of the use of tools, and gives many examples which show
that in an embryonic form their use is characteristic for many
mammals. And he naturally is quite right from his point of view,
I.e., in the sense that in that notorious human nature thereis not
a single feature which is not to be found in some other variety of
animal, and that therefore there is absolutely no foundation for
considering man to be some special being and separating him off
into a specia kingdom. But it must not be forgot ten
that quantitative differences pass into qualitative. What exists as
an embryo in one species of animal can become the distinguishing
feature of another species of animal. This particularly applies to
the use of tools. An elephant breaks off branches and uses them to
brush away flies. This is interesting and instructive. But in the
history of the evolution of the species elephant the use of
branches in the fight against flies probably played no essential
part; elephants did not become elephants because their more or
less elephant-like ancestors brushed off flies with branches. It is
quite otherwise with man. [8]

The whole existence of the Australian savage depends on his
boomerang, just as the whole existence of modern Britain depends
on her machines. Take away from the Australian his boomerang,
make him atiller of the soil, and he of necessity will change all his
mode of life, all his habits, all his manner of thinking, all his
nature.

We have said: make him a tiller of the soil. From the example of
agriculture it can clearly be seen that the process of the productive
action of man on nature presupposes not only the implements of
labour. The implements of labour constitute only part of the means
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necessary for production. Therefore it will be more exact to speak,
not of the development of theimplements of labour, but more
generadly of the development of themeans of production,
the productive forces although it is quite certain that the most
important part in this development belongs, or at least belonged tip
to the present day (until important chemical industries appeared)
precisely to the implements of labour.

In the implements of labour man acquires new organs, as it were,
which change his anatomical structure. From the time that he rose
to the level of using them, he has given quite a new aspect to the
history of his development. Previously, as with all the other
animals, it amounted to changes in his natural organs. Since that
time it has become first of al the history of the perfecting of his
artificial organs, the growth of his productive forces.

Man the tool-making animal is at the same time a social
animal, originating in ancestors who for many generations lived in
more or less large herds. For us it is not important at this point
why our ancestors began to live in herds-the zoologists have to
ascertain, and are ascertaining, this-but from the point of view of
the philosophy of history it is extremely important to note that
from the time the artificial organs of man began to play a decisive
part in his existence, his socia life itself began to change, in
accordance with the course of development of his productive
forces.

In production, men not only act on nature but also on one
another. They produce only by co-operating in a certain way and
mutually exchanging their activities. In order to produce, they
enter into definite connections and relations with one another and
only within these social connections and relations does their action
on nature, does production, take place. [9]
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The artificial organs, the implements of labour, thus turn out to be
organs not so much of individual as of social man. That is why
every essential change in them brings about changes in the social
structure.

These socia relations into which the producers. enter with one
another, the conditions under which they ex-change their activities
and participate in the whole act of production, will naturaly vary
according to the character of the means of production. With the
invention of a new instrument of warfare, fire-arms, the whole
internal  organization of the army necessarily changed; the
relationships within which individuals can constitute an army and
act as an army were transformed and the relations of different
armies to one another also changed. Thus the socia relations within
which individuals produce, the socia relations of production,
change, are transformed, with the change and development of the
material means of production, the productive forces. The relations
of production in their totality constitute what are called the socia
relations, society, and, specifically, a society at a definite stage of
historical development, a society with a peculiar, distinctive
character. Ancient society, feudal society, bourgeois society are
such totalities of production relations, each of which at the same
time denotes a specia stage of development, in the history of
mankind. [10]

It is hardly necessary to add that the earlier stages of human
development represent also no less distinct totalities of production
relations. It is equally unnecessary to repeat that, at these earlier
stages too, the state of the productive forces had a decisive
influence on the social relations of men.

At this point we must pause in order to examine some, at first sight
fairly convincing, objections.

Thefirst is as follows.

No one contests the great importance of the implements of labour,
the vast role of the forces of production in the historical progress
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of mankind the Marxists are often told but it w as man who
invented the implements of labour and made use of them in his
work. You yourselves recognize that their use presupposes a
comparatively very high degree of intellectual development. Every
new step forward in the perfecting of the implements of labour
requires new efforts of the human intellect. Efforts of the intellect
are thecause, and the development of the productive forces
the consequence. Therefore the intellect is the prime mover of
historical progress, which means that those men were right who
asserted that opinions govern the world, i.e., that human reason is
the governing element.

Nothing is more natural than such an observation, but this does not
prevent it from being groundless.

Undoubtedly the use of the implements of labour presupposes a
high development of the intellect in the animal man. But see the
reasons which modern natural science gives as an explanation for
this development.

Man could not have attained his present dominant p osition in the
world without the use of his hands, which are so admirably
adapted to act in obedience to his will, says Darwin. [11] Thisis
not a new idea: it was previously expressed by Helvetius. But
Helvetius, who was never able to take his stand firmly on the
viewpoint of evolution, was not able to clothe his own thought in a
more or less convincing form. Darwin put forward in its defence
an entire arsena of arguments, and although they all naturaly
have a purely hypothetical character, till in their sum-total they
are sufficiently convincing. What does Darwin say, then? Whence
did quasi-man get his present, quite human hands, which have
exercised such a remarkable influence in promoting the successes
of his intellect ? Probably they were formed in vi rtue of certain
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peculiarities of the geographical environment which made useful a
physiological division of labour between the front and rear limbs.
The successes of intellect appeared as the remote
consequence of this division and again in favourable external
circumstances became in their turn the immediate reason for the
appearance of man s artificial organs, the use of tools. These new
artificial organs rendered new services to his intellectual
development, and the successes of intellect again reflected
themselves upon the organs. We have before us a long process in
which cause and consequence are constantly aternating. But it
would be a mistake to examine this process from the standpoint
of simple interaction. In order that man should take advantage of
the successes already achieved by his intellect t o perfect his
artificial implements, i.e., to increase his power over nature, he
had to be in acertain geographica environment, capable of
providing him with (1) materials necessary for that perfecting, (2)
the object the working up of which would presuppose perfected
implements. Where there were no metals, the intellect of socia
man alone could not in any circumstances lead him beyond the
boundaries of the polished stone period; and in j ust the same
way in order to pass on to the pastoral and agricultura life he
required certain fauna and flora, without which intellect would
have remained motionless. But even this is not al. The
intellectual. development of primitive societies was bound to
proceed the more quickly, the greater were the mutual connections
between them, and these connections were, of course, the more
frequent, the more varied were the geographical conditions of the
localities which they inhabited, i.e., the less similar, consequently,
were the products of one locality and those of another. [12] Lastly,
all know how important in this respect are the natura means of
communication. It was aready Hegel who said that mountains
divide men, while seas and rivers bring them together. [13]
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Geographical environment exercises no less decisive an influence
on the fate also of larger societies, the fate of states arising on the
ruins of the primitive clan organizations.

It is not the mere fertility of the soil, but the differentiation of the

soil, the variety of its natural products, the changes of the seasons,
which form the physical basis for the socia division of labour, and
which, by changes in the natural surroundings, spur man on to the
multiplication of his wants, his capabilities, his means and modes
of labour. It is the necessity of bringing a natural force under the
control of society, of economizing, of appropriating or subduing it
on a large scale by the work of mans hand, that first plays the
decisive part in the history of industry. Examples are, the irrigation
works in Egypt, Lombardy, Holland, or in India and Persia where
irrigation, by means of artificial canals, not only supplies the soil
with the water indispensable to it, but also carries down to it, in the
shape of sediment from the hills, mineral fertilizers. The secret of
the flourishing state of industry in Spain and Sicily under the
dominion of the Arabslay in their irrigation works. [14]

Thusonly thanks to certain particular qualities of the
geographical environment could our anthropomorphic ancestors
rise to that height of intellectual development which was necessary
to transform them into tool-making animals. And in just the same
way only certain peculiarities of the same environment could
provide the scope for using in practice and constantly perfecting
this new capacity of tool-making. [8*] In the historical process
of the development of productive forces, the capacity of man for.
tool-making must be regarded first of all as a constant
magnitude, while the surrounding external conditions for the use
of this capacity in practice have to be regarded asa constantly
varying magnitude. [15]

The difference in results (the stages of cultural development)
achieved by various human societies is explained precisely by the
fact that environment did not permit the various human tribes to
make practical use to an equal extent of their capacity to invent.
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There is a school of anthropologists who trace the origin of the
difference in results mentioned in the different qualities of the
races of man. But the view of this school does not hold water: it is
merely a new variation of the old method of explaining historical
phenomena by references to human nature (or here, references
toracial nature), and in its scientific profundity it has not gone
very much farther than the views of Molitre s doctar, who sagely
proclaimed that opium sends one to sleep because it has the
quality of sending to sleep (a race is backward because it has the
quality of backwardness).

Acting on external nature, man changes his own nature. He
develops al his capacities, among them also the capacity of tool-
making. But at any given time the measure of that capacity is
determined by the measure of the development of productive
forces already achieved.

Once an implement of labour has become an object of production,
the very possibility as well as the greater or le sser degree of
perfecting its manufacture entirely depends on the implements of
labour with the help of which it is manufactured. This is
comprehensible to any one even without explanation. But this is
what, for example, may seem quite incomprehensible at first
glance. Plutarch, when mentioning the inventions made by
Archimedes during the siege of Syracuse by the Romans, finds it
necessary to apologizefor the inventor. It is, of course, indecent
for a philosopher to occupy himself with things of this kind, he
reflects, but Archimedes was justified by the extremity in which
his country found itself. We ask, who would now think of seeking
for circumstances which extenuate the guilt of Edison? We
nowadays do not consider shameful quite the opposite the use
by man in practice of his capacity for mechanical inventions,
while the Greeks (or if you prefer the Romans), as you see, took
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quite a different view of this. Hence the course of mechanical
discovery and invention among them was bound to proceed and
actually did proceed incomparably more slowly than amongst
ourselves. Here once again it might seem that opinions govern the
world. But whence did the Greeks derive such a strange
opinion ? Its origin cannot be explained by the qu alities of the
human intellect. It remains only to recall their social relations.
The societies of Greece and Rome were, as we know, societies
of slave-owners. In such societies all physical labour, all the work
of production, fell to the lot of the dlaves. The free man
was ashamed of such labour, and therefore naturally there was
established a contemptuous attitude even to the most important
inventions which bore on the processes of production-and among
them to the mechanical inventions. That is why Plutarch looked on
Archimedes in a very different way from that in which we now
regard Edison. [16] But why was savery established in Greece?
Was it not because the Greeks, on account of some errors of their
intellect, considered the slave-owning order to b e the best? No,
it was not because of that. There was a time when the Greeks also
had no davery, and at that time they did not at all consider the
slave-owning social order to be natural and inevitable. Later on,
davery arose among the Greeks, and gradualy began to play a
more and more important part in their life. Then the view of the
citizens of Greece also changed: they began to defend davery asa
quite natural and unquestionably essentia institution. But why,
then, did dlavery arise and develop among the Greeks? Evidently,
for the same reason that it arose and developed in other countries
as well, at a certain stage of their social development. And this
reason is well known: it consists in the state of the productive
forces. For, in fact, in order that it should be more profitable for
me to make my conquered enemy into a dave, rather than into
roast meat, it is necessary that the product of his unfree labour
should be able to maintain not only his own existence but, at |east
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in part, mine too: in other words, a certain stage of development of
the productive forces at my disposa is essential. And it is
precisely through this door that Slavery enters history. Slave
labour is not very favourable to the development of the productive
forces; in conditions of davery it advances extremely slowly, but
till it does advance. Finally there arrives a moment at which the
exploitation of slave labour proves to be less advantageous than
the exploitation of free labour. Then davery isabolished, or
gradually dies out. It is shown to the door by that same
development of the productive forces which introduced it into
history. [17] Thus we, returning to Plutarch, see that his view of
Archimedess inventions was conditioned by the state of the
productive forces of his age. And as views of this kind
undoubtedly have a vast influence on the. further course of
discovery and invention, we can say all the more that for every
given people, at every given period of its history, the further
development of its productive forces is determined by their
condition in the period under examination. [9*]

Naturally, wherever we have to deal with inventions and
discoveries, we deal aso with reason. Without re ason
discoveries and inventions would have been just as impossible as
they were before man appeared on the earth. The teaching we are
setting forth does not at all leave out of account the role of reason,
it only tries to explain why reason at every given time acted in this
way, and not otherwise; it does not despise the successes of
reason, but only seeks to find a sufficient cause for them.

Lately another objection has begun to be made to the same
teaching, and we shall leave Mr. Kareyev to set it forth:

In course of time, says this writer, having more or less
successfully expounded the historical philosophy of Engels,
Engels supplemented his view by new considerations which
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introduced an essential alteration. If previously he had recognized
as the foundation of the material conception of history only the
investigation of the economic structure of society, later on he
recognized as equally important the study of family structure. This
took place under the influence of new conceptions of the primitive
forms of marriage and family relations, which forced him to take
into account not only the process of the production of products but
also the process of the reproduction of human generations. In this
respect the influence came in part from Morgans Ancient
Society [10*], etc. [18]

And so, if earlier Engels recognized as the foundation of the
material (?) conception of history the investigat ion of the
economic structure of society, later on, having r ecognized as
equally important, etc., he, practically speaking, ceased to be an
economic materialist. Mr. Kareyev sets forth this event in the
tone of a dispassionate historian, while Mr. Mikhailovsky skips
and jJumps on the same subject; but both of them say essentially
one and the same thing, and both repeat what before them was said
by the extremely superficial German writer Weisengr n in his
book, Entwicklungsgesetze der Menschheit. [11*]

It is quite natural that such a remarkable man as Engels, who
during whole decades followed attentively the advance of science
of histime, should very substantially supplement his basic view
of the history of humanity. But there are supplements and
supplements, as there are fagot et fagot. In this case the whole
question is, did Engelschange his viewsas a result of the
supplements which were introduced in them? Was he redly
obliged to recognize, side by side with the development of
production, the action of another factor, aleged ly equally
important with the first? It is easy for anyone to reply to this
question who has even the least willingness to make an attentive
and serious approach to it.
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Elephants sometimes beat off flies with branches, says Darwin.
We have remarked in this connection that nevertheless these
branches play no essential part in the life of elephants, and that the
elephant did not become an elephant because he used branches.
But the elephant multiplies. The male elephant has a certain
relationship with the female. The male and the female have a
certain relationship with their young. It is clear that these relations
have not been created by branches: they have been created by
the general conditions of life of this species, conditions in which
therole of a branch isso infinitely small that it can without error
be equated to zero. But imagine that in the life of the elephant the
branch begins to play a more and more important part, in the sense
that it begins more and more to influence the structure of those
genera conditions on which depend all the habits of elephants,
and in the long run their very existence. Imagine that the branch
has acquired at lengtha decisive influence in creating these
conditions. Then we shall have to recognize that it determines in
the long run also the relations of the male elephant with the female
and with his young. Then we shall have to recognize that there
was a time when the family relations of elephants developed
independently (in the sense of their relation with the branch), but
that later on there came a time when those relations began to be
determined by the branch. Will there be anything strange in such
an ad-mission? Absolutely nothing, except the strangeness of the
very hypothesis that a branch might suddenly acquire a decisive
importance in the life of the elephant. And we know ourselves that
in relation to the elephant this hypothesis cannot but seem strange;
but in application to the history of man things are different.

Man only gradualy separated off from the animal world. There
was a time when in the life of our anthropoid ancestors tools
played just asinsignificant a part as branches play in the life of the
elephant. During this very long period, the relations between the
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anthropoid males and the anthropoid females, just as the relations
between each and their anthropoid young, were determined by the
genera conditions of life of this species, which bore no relation
whatsoever to the implements of labour. On what did then depend
the family relations of our ancestors? It is the naturalists who
must explain this: the historian has as yet nothing to do in this
sphere. But now the implements of labour begin to play a more
and more important part in the life of man, the productive forces
develop more and more, and there comes at length a moment when
they acquire a decisive influence on the whole structure of social,
and among them of family, relations. It is at this point that the
work of the historian begins. he has to show how and why the
family relations of our ancestors changed in connection with the
development of their productive forces, how the family developed
in accordance with economic relations. But obviously, once he
sets about such an explanation, he has in studying the primitive
family to reckon not only with economics. for people multiplied
even before the implements of labour acquired their decisive
significance in human life: even before this time there existed
some kind of family relations which were determined by the
genera conditions of existence of the species homo sapiens. What
then has the historian to do here? He will have, first of all, to ask
for a service record of this species from the naturalist, who is
passing over to him the further study of the development of man;
and he will have secondly to supplement this record out of his
own resources. In other words he will have to take the family,

as it came into existence, shall we say, in the zoological period of
the development of humanity, and then show what changes were
introduced into it during the historical period, under the influence
of the development of the productive forces, in consequence of
changes in economic relations. That is all Engels says. And we
ask: when he says this, is he in the least changing his original

view of the significance of the productive forces in the history of
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humanity? Is he accepting, side by side with the working of this
factor, the working of some other, of equal import ance ? It would
seem that he is changing nothing, it would seem that he is
accepting no such factor. Well, but if he is not, then why do
Messrs. Weisengr n and Kareyev talk about a change in hisviews,
why does Mr. Mikhailovsky skip and jump? Most probably
because of their own thoughtlessness.

But after all, it isreally strange to reduce the history of the family
to the history of economic relations, even during what you call the
historical period, shout our opponents in chorus. It may be
strange, and maybe it is not strange: this is debatable, we shall say
in the words of Mr. Mikhailovsky. And we don t mind debating it
with you, gentlemen, but only on one condition: during the debate
behave seriously, study attentively the meaning of our words,
dont attribute to us your own inventions, and don t hasten to
discover in us contradictions which neither we nor our teachers
have, or ever had. Areyou agreed? Very well, let s debate.

One cannot explain the history of the family by the history of
economic relations, you say: it is narrow, one-sided, unscientific.
We assert the contrary, and turn to the mediation of specialist
investigators.

Of course you know the book of Giraud-Teulon: Lesoriginesde la
famille? We open this book which you know, and we find in it for
example the following passage:

The reasons which brought about the formation within the
primitive tribe (Giraud-Teulon says, in point of fact, within the
horde  de la horde) of separate family groups are evidently
connected with the growth in wealth of this tribe. The introduction
into use, or the discovery, of some grain, the domestication of new
species of animals, could be a sufficient reason for radica
transformations in savage society: al great successes of civilization
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always coincided with profound changes in the economic life of the
population (p.138). [19]

A few pages further on we read:

Apparently the transition from the system of female kinship to the
system of male kinship was particularly heraded by conflicts of a
juridical character on the basis of property right (p.141).

And further on:

The organization of the family in which male right predominates
was everywhere aroused, it seems to me, by the action of aforce as
simple as elemental: the right of property (p.146).

You know, of course, what significance in the history of the
primitive family McLennan attributes to the killing of children of
the female sex? Engels, as we know, has a very negative attitude
to McLennan s researches; but all the more interesting is it for us
in the present case to learn the views of McLennan on the reason
which gave rise to the appearance of infanticide, which allegedly
exercised such adecisive influence on the history of the family.

To tribes surrounded by enemies, and, unaided by art, contending
with the difficulties of subsistence, sons were a source of strength,
both for defence and in the quest for food, daughters a source of
weakness. [20]

What was it, then, that brought about, in McLennan s opinion, the
killing of children of the female sex by the primitive tribes? The
insufficiency, of the means of existence, the weakness of the
productive forces: if these tribes had enough food, probably they
would not have killed their little girls merely out of fear that one
day an enemy might come and possibly kill them, or take them
away into captivity.
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We repeat that Engels does not share McLennan s view of the
history of the family, and we too find it very unsatisfying; but
what is important at this stage is that McLennan, too, shares in the
sin with which Engels is reproached. He, too, seeks in the state of
the productive forces the answer to the riddle of the history of
family relations.

Need we continue our extracts, and quote from Lippert or
Morgan? We see no need of this, for whoever has read them
knows that in this respect they are just as great sinners as
McLennan and Engels. Not without sin on this occasion, asiswell
known, is Herbert Spencer himself, although his sociologica
views have absolutely nothing in common with economic
materialism.

Of course it is possible to take advantage of this last circumstance
for polemical purposes, and to say: there you are! So one can
agree with Marx and Engels on this or that individual question,
and not share their general historical theory! Of course one can.
The only question is, on whose side will logic be.

Let usgo further.

The development of the family is determined by the development
of property right, says Giraud-Teulon, adding that all successes of
civilization in general coincide with changes in the economic life
of humanity. The reader probably has noticed himself that
Giraud-Teulon is not quite precise in his terminology: his
conception of property right is covered, as it we re, by the
conception of economic life. But after al, right is right, and
economy is economy, and the two conceptions should not be
mixed up. Where has this property right come from? Perhaps it
arose under the influence of the economy of the given society
(civil law aways serves merely as the expression of economic
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relations, says Lassdle), or perhaps it owes its origin to some
quite(different reason. Here we must continue the analysis, and not
interrupt it precisely at the moment when it is becoming of
particularly profound and most vital interest.

We have seen aready that the French historians of the Restoration
did not find a satisfactory reply to the question of the origin of
property right. Mr. Kareyev, in his article Economic Materialism
in History, deals with the German historical school of law. It will
not be a bad thing for us also to recall the views of this school.

Here iswhat our professor says about it.

When at the beginning of the present century there arose in
Germany the so-called historical school of law, [ 12*] which
began to examine law not as a motionless system of juridical
norms, as it was conceived of by previous jurists, but as something
moving, changing, developing, there appeared in this school a
strong tendency to contrast the historical view of law, as the sole
and exclusively correct view, with all other possible views in this
sphere. The historical view never tolerated the existence of
scientific truths applicable to all ages, i.e., what in the language of
modern science are called genera laws, and even directly denied
these laws, and together with them any general theory of law, in
favour of the idea that law depends on local conditions a
dependence which has always and everywhere existed, but does not
exclude principles which are common to all nations. [21]

In these few lines there are very many ... how shall we put it? ...
shall we say, inexactitudes, against which the representatives and
supporter s of the historical school of law would have raised a
protest. Thus, for example, they would have said that, when Mr.
Kareyev ascribes to them the denial of what in the language of
science are called genera laws, he either deliber ately distorts
their view, or else is confusing conceptions in a way most
unbefitting a historiosophist, mixing up those | aws which fall
within the scope of the history of law, and those which determine
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the historical development of nations. The historical school of law
never dreamed of denying the existence of the second kind of law,
and aways tried to discover them, although its efforts were not
crowned with success. But the very cause of its failure is
extremely instructive, and if Mr. Kareyev were to give himself the
trouble of thinking about it, perhaps who knows he too would
make clear for himsdlf, at last, the substance of the historical
process.

In the eighteenth century people were inclined to explain the
history of law by the action of the legidator. T he historical
school strongly revolted against this inclination. As early as 1814,
Savigny formulated the new view in thisway:

The sum-total of this view consists of the followi ng: every law
arises from what in common usage, but not quite exactly, is
called customary law, i.e., it is brought into being first of all by the
custom and faith of the people, and only afterwards by
jurisprudence. Thus it is everywhere created by internal forces,
which act unnoticed, and not by the persona will of the
legislator. [22]

This view was later developed by Savigny in his famous
work System des heutigen r mischen Rechts .

Positive law, he says in this work, lives in the genera
consciousness of a people, and therefore we have to call it popular
law ... But this must not in any event be understood as meaning that
law has been created by individual members of the people
arbitrarily ... Positive law is created by the spirit of a people, living
and acting in its individual members, and therefore positive law,
not by accident but of necessity, is one and the same law in the
consciousness of individual persons. [23]

Savigny continues:

If we consider the question of the origin of the State, we shall
have in the same way to locate it in supreme necessity, in the action
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of a force building outward from within, as was shown earlier in
the case of law in general; and this applies not only to the existence
of the State in general, but also to that particular form which the
State assumesin every individual nation. [24]

Law arises in exactly the same invisibleway as| anguage, and it
livesin the general consciousness of a people, not in the shape of
abstract rules, but in the shape of a living conception of
institutions of law and in their organic connection, so that, when
necessity arises, the abstract rule has to be formed in its logical
shape from this general conception, by means of a certain artificial
process (durch einen k nstlichen Prozess ). [25]

We are not interested here in the practical aspirations of the
historical school of law; but as far as itstheoryis concerned, we
can aready say, on the basis of the words of Savigny here quoted,
that it represents:

1. A reaction against the view held widely in the eighteenth
century that law is created by the arbitrary will of individua
persons ( Legidlators) ; and an attempt to furnish a scientific
explanation of the history of law, to understand that history as
a process which is necessary, and which, therefore, conforms
to law.

2. An attempt to explain that process, starting from a
completely idealist point of view: the spirit of a people, the
consciousness of a people, isthe final authority to which the
historical school of law appeal ed.

Puchta expressed the idedlist character of the views of this school
even more sharply.

Primitive law, with Puchta, just as with Savigny, is customary law.
But how does customary law arise? The opinion is often expressed
that this law is created by everyday practice (Uebung), but thisis
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only a particular case of the materialist view of the origin of
popular conceptions.

Exactly the opposite view is the right one: everyday practice is
only the last moment, it only ex-presses and embodies the law
which has arisen, and which lives in the conviction of the
individuals belonging to the particular people. Custom influences
conviction only in the sense that the latter, thanks to custom,
becomes more conscious and more stable. [26]

And so the conviction of a people concerning this or that lega
institution arises independently of everyday practice, and earlier
than custom. Whence does this conviction come fro m, then? It
arises from the depth of the spirit of the people. The particular
form this conviction takes with a particular people is to be
explained by the particular features of the spirit of the people
concerned. Thisis very obscure-so obscure that it does not contain
any symptom of a scientific explanation. Puchta himself feels that
things here are not quite satisfactory, and tries to put them right
with an observation of this kind:

Law arises by an imperceptible path. Who could take upon
himself to trace those paths which lead to the origin of the given
conviction, to its conception, its growth, its flourishing, its
manifestation? Those who tried to do so, for the most part started
from mistaken ideas. [27]

For the most part. .. That means that there also existed
investigators whose initial ideas were correct. To what
conclusions, then, about the genesis of popular views on law did
these persons arrive? We must suppose that this remained a secret
for Puchta, because he does not go one step further than
meaningless references to the qualities of the spirit of the people.

Nor is any explanation provided by the above-quoted remark of
Savigny that law lives in the general consciousness of a people,
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not in the shape of abstract rules, but in the shape of a living
conception of legal ingtitutions in their organic connection. And it
is not difficult to understand what it was that impelled Savigny to
give us this somewhat muddlied information. If we had presumed
that law exists in the consciousness of a people in the shape of
abstract rules, we should thereby in the first place have come up
against the general consciousness of the jurists, who know very
well with what difficulty a people grasps these abstract rules, and
secondly, our theory of the origin of law would have assumed a
too incredible form. It would have appeared that before entering
into any practical relations one with another, before acquiring any
practical experience whatsoever, the men constituting the given
people work out definite legal conceptions for themselves, and
having laid in a store of these, as a tramp does of crusts, they set
forth into the sphere of everyday practice, enter upon their
historical path. Nobody, of course, would believe this, and so
Savigny €liminates the abstract rules: law exists in the
consciousness of the people not in the shape of definite
conceptions, it represents, not a collection of aready fully-shaped
crystals, but a more or less saturated solution out of which, when
necessity for this arises, i.e., when coming up against everyday
practice, the required juridical crystals are precipitated. Such an
approach is not without its ingenuity, but naturally it does not in
the least bring us nearer to a scientific understanding of
phenomena.

Let ustake an example:

The Eskimos, Rink tells us, scarcely have any regular property;
but in so far as it can be spoken of, he enumerates three forms
which it takes:

1. Property owned by an association of generally more than one
family e.g., the winter house ...
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2. Property, the common possession of one, or a most of three
families of kindred viz., atent and everything b elonging .to the
household, such as lamps, tubs, dishes of wood, soapstone pots; a
boat, or umiak, which can carry al these articles aong with the
tent; one or two sledges with the dogs attached to them,; ... the stock
of winter provisions...

3. As regards personal property i.e., owned by e very individual
... hisclothes ... weapons, and tools or what-ever was specially used
by himself. These things were even regarded as having a kind of
supernatural relation to the owner, reminding us of that between the
body and the soul. Lending them to others was not
customary. [28]

Let us try and conceive of the origin of these three views of
property from the standpoint of the old historical school of law.

As, in the words of Puchta, convictions precede every-day
practice, and do not arise on the basis of custom, one must suppose
that matters proceeded in the following way. Before living in
winter houses, even before they began to build them, the Eskimos
came to the conviction that one winter houses appeared among
them, they must belong. to aunion of severa families. In the same
way, our savages convinced themselves that, once there appeared
among them summer tents, barrels, wooden plates, boats, pots,
dledges and dogs, all these would have to be the property of a
single family or, at most, of three kindred families. Finaly, they
formed no less firm a conviction that clothes, arms and tools must
constitute personal property, and that it would be wrong even to
lend these articles. Let us add to this that probably all these
convictions existed, not in the shape of abstract rules, but inthe
shape of a living conception of legal ingtitutions in their organic
connection, and that out of this solution of legal conceptions
there were precipitated when necessity for this arose, i.e, as
they encountered winter dwellings, summer tents, barrels, stone
pots, wooden plates, boats, sledges and dogs the norms of
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customary Eskimo law in their more or less logica form. And
the qualities of the above-mentioned legal solution were
determined by the mysterious qualities of the Eskimo spirit.

This is not a scientific explanation at all, but a mere way of
talking Redensarten, asthe Germans say.

That variety of idealism which was maintained by the supporters
of the historical school of law proved in its explanation of social
phenomena to be even more fallacious than the much more
profound idealism of Schelling and Hegel.

1. Edgar Bauer, Der Streit der Kritik mit Kirche and Staat, Berne 1844,
p.184.

2. Loc. cit., p.185.
3. The same as the Absolute Idea.

4. The reader will not have forgotten the expression of Hegel quoted
earlier: the owl of Minervabeginsto fly only in the evening.

5. Bruno Bauer was the elder brother of Edgar, mentioned earlier, and the
author of a book famous in its day, Kritik der evangelischen Geschichte
der Synoptiker.

6. F. Engels and K. Marx, Die heilige Familie, oder Kritik der Kritischen
Kritik. Gegen Bruno Bauer and Consorten. Frankfurt am Main 1845,
pp.126-28. This book is a collection of articles by Engels and Marx
directed against various opinions expressed in the Critical Criticism. The
passage quoted is taken from an article by Marx [2*] against an article by
Bruno Bauer. It was also from Marx that the passage quoted in the
preceding chapter (see pp.137-39 Ed.) was taken.

[The passage is in chapter 6 by Max of The Hol y Family
(Gesamtausgabe, Part I, Vol.3, pp.267-58). Tr.]

7. 1bid., p.21.
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8. So thoroughly is the use of tools the exclusive attribute of man that the
discovery of a single artificially-shaped flint in the drift or cave-brecciais
deemed proof enough that man has been there. Daniel Wilson, Prehistoric
Man, Vol.l, London 1876, pp. 151-52.

9. K. Marx, Wage Labour and Capital in K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected
Works, Vol.l, Moscow 1955, p.89. Ed.

10. Ibid., pp.89-90. Ed.
11. Charles Darwin, The Descent of Man, London 1875, p.51.

12. In the well-known book of von Martius, on the primitive inhabitants of
Brazil [6*], several interesting examples can be found which show how
important are what seem to be the most insignificant peculiarities of
various localities, in developing mutual relations between their inhabitants.

13. However, it must be observed about the sea that it does not always
bring men together, Ratzel (Anthropo-Geographie, Stuttgart, 1882, p.92)
justly remarks that at a certain low stage of development the sea is an
absolute frontier, i.e., it renders impossible any relations whatsoever
between the peoples it divides. For their part, relations which are made
possible originally only by the characteristics of geographical environment
leave their impression on the physiognomy of primitive tribes. Islanders
are markedly distinguished from those dwelling on continents.

Die Bev Ikerungen der Inseln sind in einigen Flle nv llig andere als die

des n chst gelegenen Festlandes oder der n chsten g r sseren Insel; aber
auch wo sie urspr nglich derselben Rasse oder V lke rgruppe angeh ren,
sind sie immer weit von der selben verschieden; and zwar, kann man
hinzusetzen, in der Regel welter as die entsprechenden festl ndischen
Abzweigungen dieser Rasse oder Gruppe untereinander (Ratzel, loc. cit.,
p.96). ( The inhabitants of islands are in some cases totally different from
those of the nearest mainland or the nearest larger island; but even where
they originaly belonged to the same race or group of peoples, they are
always widely different from the latter; and indeed one can add, as arule,
that they differ more widely than do the corresponding branches of this
race or group on the mainland among themselves. p.96. Ed.) Here is
repeated the same law as in the formation of the species and varieties of
animals.

14. Marx, Das Kapital (3rd ed.), pp.524-526. [ 7*] In afootnote Marx adds:
One of the material bases of the power of the State over the small
disconnected producing organisms in India, was the regulation of the water
supply. The Mohammedan rulers of India understood this better than their
English successors. We may compare with the opinion of Marx, quoted
above, the opinion of a most recent investigator: Unter dem, was die
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lebende Natur dem Menschen an Gaben bietet, ist nicht der Reichtum an
Stoffen, sondern der an Kr ften oder, besser gesagt , Kr fteanregungen am
h chsten zu schtzen (Ratzel, loc. cit., p.343). [ Among the gifts which
living Nature offers to men, that to be prized most highly is not material
wealth, but energy, or rather the means of producing energy (Ratzel, loc.
cit., p.343).]

15. We must beware, says L. Geiger, of ascribing to premeditation too
great a part in the origin of implements. The discovery of the first
implements of the highest importance took place, of course, by accident,
like many great discoveries of modern times. They were of course rather
discovered than invented. | arrived at this view in particular on account of
the circumstance that the names of implements never arise from their
manufacture, that those names never have a genetic character, but arise
from the use which is made of the implement. Thus, in the German
language Scheere (scissors), Sge (saw), Hacke (pick-axe) are objects
which shear (scheeren), saw (s gen), hack (hacken). This law of language
must all the more attract our attention because the names of devices which
do not represent tools are formed by a genetic or passive method, from the
material or from the work of which or thanks to which they arise. Thus, a
skin as a receptacle for wine in many languages originally means the skin
torn off an animal: to the German Schlauch corresponds the English slough
(snakeskin): the Greek ascs is simultaneously a skin in the sense of
receptacle, and the skin of a beast. Here, consequently, language shows us
quite evidently how and out of what was manufactured the device called a
skin. It is otherwise in relation to implements; and they at first if we base
ourselves on language were not manufactured at a |. Thus the first knife
could be found by accident, and | would say made use of in play, in the
shape of a sharpened stone. L. Geiger, Die Urgeschichte der Menschheit
im Lichte der Sprache, mit besonderer Beziehung auf die Entstheung des
Werkzeugs, pp.36-37 (in the collection Zur Entwicklungsgeschichte der
Menschheit, Stuttgart 1878).

16. For the art of mechanics ... was first originated by Eudoxus and
Archytas, who embellished geometry with its subtleties, and gave to
problems incapable of proof by word and diagram a support derived from
mechanical illustrations that were patent to the senses ... But Plato was
incensed at this, and inveighed against them as corrupters and destroyers of
the pure excellence of geometry, which thus turned her back upon the
incorporeal things of abstract thought and descended to the things of sense,
making use, moreover, of objects which required much mean and manual
labour. For this reason mechanics was made entirely distinct from
geometry, and being for a long time ignored by philosophers came to be
regarded as one of the military arts (Plutarchi, Vita Marcelli, edit.



Rows

Collection

G.V. Plekhanov Halaman 125

Teubneriana, C. Sintenis, Lipsiae 1883, Ch.X1V, pp.135-36). As the reader
will see, Plutarch sview was far from new at that time.

17. It is known that for a long time the Russian peasants themselves could
have, and not infrequently did have, their own serfs. The condition of a
serf could not be attractive to a peasant. But in the then state of the
productive forces of Russia not a single peasant could find that condition
abnormal. A muzhik who had made some money just a s naturally began
to think about buying serfs as a Roman freeman strove to acquire slaves.
The slaves who revolted under the leadership of Spartacus waged war with
their lords, but not with dlavery; if they had succeeded in winning their
freedom, they would themselves, in favourable circumstances, and with the
most tranquil conscience, have become slave-owners. Willy nilly one
recalls at this point the words of Schelling, which acquire a new meaning,
that freedom must be necessary. History shows that any of the forms of
freedom makes its appearance only where it becomes an economic
necessity.

18. See Economic Materialism in History, in Vestnik Yevropy, August
1894, p.601.

19. We quote from the French edition of 1874.

20. J.F. McLennan, Studies in Ancient History: Primitive Marriage, 1876,
p.111.

21. Vestnik Yevropy, July 1894, p.12.

22. Friedrich Karl von Savigny, Vom Beruf unserer Zeit f r Gesetzgebung
and Rechtswissenschaft, 3rd ed., Heidelberg 1840, p.14. The first edition
appeared in 1814.

23. Berlin edition, 1840, Val.l, p.14.
24. 1bid., p.22.
25. Ibid., p.16.

26. Cursus der Institutionen, Leipzig, 1841, Vol.1, p 31. In a footnote
Puchta speaks sharply of the eclectics who strive to reconcile contradictory
views of the origin of law, and uses such expressions that willy-nilly the
question arises: can he possibly have anticipated the appearance of Mr.
Kareyev? But on the other hand it must be said that in Germany at the time
of Puchta they had quite enough eclectics of their own. Whatever. else
there may be a shortage of, there are always and everywhere inexhaustible
reserves of that type of mind.

27. 1bid., p, 28.
28. H.J. Rink, Tales and Traditions of the Eskimo, 1875, pp.9-10, 30.
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1*. Historical Letters was written by P. Lavrov and published in St.
Petersburg in 1870 under the pen-name P.L. Mirtov.

2*. K. Marx and F. Engels, The Holy Family, Moscow 1956, pp.115-117.

3*. Suzdal from the Suzdal locality in Russia, wh ere icon painting was
widespread. Icon prints produced in Suzdal in great quantities were cheap
and unartistic. Hence, the adjective Suzdal has come to denote something
that is cheap and unartistic.

4* . Uspensky, Gleb Ivanovich (1843-1902), prominent Russian writer,
revolutionary democrat.

5*. K. Marx, Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy. Cf. K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, vol.1, Moscow
1958, p.362.

6*. Plekhanovs reference here is to Martiuss book Von dem
Rechtszustande unter den Ureinwohnern Brasiliens, Munich 1832.

7*. Karl Marx, Capital, vol.1, Moscow 1958, p.513.

8*. Plekhanov s arguments about the significance of the geographical
environment in social progress cannot be regarded as absolutely correct. In
his later works Plekhanov even speaks of the determining influence of the
geographical environment on the entire course of socia progress.

While pointing out quite rightly that the geographical environment
influences man through socia relations, that the latter, once they have
arisen, develop in conformity with their inner laws, Plekhanov is mistaken
when he says that social structure is determined i n the long run by the
characteristics of the geographical environment and that the capacity of
man for tool-making must be regarded first of all as a constant magnitude,
while the surrounding external conditions for the use of this capacity in
practice have to be regarded as a constantly varying magnitude .

Geographical environment is unquestionably one of the constant and
indispensable conditions of development of society and, of course,
influences the development of society, accelerates or retards its
development. But its influence is not the determining influence, inasmuch
as the changes and development of society proceed at an incomparably
faster rate than the changes and development of the geographical
environment. In the space of three thousand years three different social
systems have been successively superseded in Europe: the primitive
communal system, the slave system and the feudal system. In the eastern
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part of Europe, in the USSR, even four socia systems have been
superseded. Y et during this period geographical conditions in Europe have
either not changed at all, or have changed so dlightly that geography takes
no note of them. And that is quite natural. Changes in geographical
environment of any importance require millions of years, whereas a few
hundred or a couple of thousand years are enough for even very important
changes in the system of human society.

It follows from this that geographical environment cannot be the chief
cause, the determining cause of social development, for that which remains
almost unchanged in the course of tens of thou-sands of years cannot be
the chief cause of development of that which undergoes fundamental
changesin the course of afew hundred years.

9*. Plekhanov develops these thoughts far more fully in additions not
included in the second edition. (Cf. The Literary Legacy of G.V.
Plekhanov, Coll.l1V, 1937, p.209.

10*. L. Morgan, Ancient Society, or Researches in the Lines of Human
Progress from Savagery Through Barbarism to Civilization, New York
1878.

11*. Plekhanov s posthumous article against Weisengr n, one of the early
critics or Marx, is to be found in The Literary L egacy of G.V.
Plekhanov, Coll.V, 1937, pp.10-17.

12*. The historical school of law (right) was a reactionary trend in German
jurisprudence at the end of the 18th century and in the first half of the 19th
century defending feudalism and feudal monarchy against the conception
of state law advanced by the French Revolution. Its chief representatives
were Hugo, Savigny and Puchta.
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How did science emerge from that blind aley in which idealism
found itself? Let us hear what Mr. M. Kovalevsky, one of the most
distinguished representatives of modern comparative law, has to

say.

Pointing out that the socia life of primitive tribes bears on itself
the stamp of communism, Mr. Kovalevsky (listen, Mr. V.V.: he
alsoisa professor ) says:

If we enquire as to the real foundations for such an order of things, if we
try and discover the reasons which forced our primitive forefathers, and
till oblige modern savages, to maintain a more or less sharply expressed
communism, we shall have in particular to learn the primitive modes of
production. For the distribution and consumption of weath must be
determined by the methods of its creation. And as to this, ethnography
states the following: hunting and fishing peoples secure their food as a
rule in hordes ... In Australia the kangaroo is hunted by armed
detachments of several tens, and even hundreds,, of natives. The same
takes place in northern countries when hunting the reindeer ... It is
beyond doubt that man is incapable of maintaining his existence alone; he
needs help and support, and. his forces are multiplied ten-fold by
association ... Thus we see social production at the beginning of social
development and, as the necessary natural consequence of this, social

consumption. Ethnography abounds in facts which prove this. [29]

Having quoted the idealist theory of Lermina, according to which
private property arises. from the self-consciousness of the
individual, Mr. Kovalevsky continues:

No, thisis not so. It is not for this reason that primitive man arrives at
the idea of the personal appropriation of the chipped stone which serves
him as a weapon, or of the skin which covers his body. He arrives at this
idea in consequence of the application of his individual forces to the
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production of the object concerned. The flint which serves him as an axe
has been chipped by his own hands. At the hunt in which he engaged
together with many comrades, he struck the final blow at the animal, and
therefore the skin of that animal becomes his personal property. The
customary law of savages is distinguished by great exactness on this
question. It carefully provides beforehand, for example, for the case in
which the hunted animal fell under the joint blows of two hunters: in that
event the animal s skin becomes the property of the hunter whose arrow
penetrated nearest to the heart. It also provides for the case in which an
aready wounded animal was given the finishing blow by a hunter who
turned up accidentally. The application of individual labour logically
gives rise, consequently, to individual appropriation. We can trace this
phenomenon through all history. He who planted a fruit tree becomes its
owner ... Later a warrior who won a certain booty becomes its exclusive
owner, so that his family no longer has any right to it. In just the same
way a priest sfamily has no right to the sacrifices which are made by the
faithful, and which become his personal property. All thisis equally well
confirmed by the Indian laws and by the customary law of the South
Slavs, Don Cossacks or ancient Irish. And it isimportant not to make any
mistake as to the true principle of such appropriation, which is the result
of the application of personal effort. to the procuring of a definite object.
For when the personal efforts of a man are supplemented. by the help of
hiskin ... the objects secured no longer become private property. [30]

After al that has been said, it will be comprehensible why it is
arms, clothes, food, adornments, etc., that first become objects of
personal appropriation. Already from the first steps taken, the
domestication of animals dogs, horses, cats, work ing cattle
constitutes the most important fund of personal and family
appropriation ... [31] But to what extent the organization of
production continues to influence the modes of appropriation is
shown, for example, by such a fact: among the Eskimos the
hunting of whales takes place in big boats and big detachments,
and the boats which serve for this purpose represent social
property. But the little boats which serve for transporting the
objects of family property themselves belong to separate families,
or at most to three kindred families.
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With the appearance of agriculture, the land also becomes an
object of appropriation. The subjects of property in land become
more or less large unions of kindred. This, naturally, is one of the
forms of social appropriation. How is its origin to be explained?
It seemsto us, says Mr. Kovalevsky, that itsre asons lie in that
same social production which once upon a time involved the
appropriation of the greater part of movable objects. [32]

Naturally, once it has arisen, private property enters into
contradiction to the more ancient mode of social appropriation.
Wherever the rapid development of productive forces opens a
wider and wider field for individual efforts, soc ia production
fairly rapidly disappears, or continues to exist in the shape, so to
speak, of arudimentary institution. We shall see later on that this
process of the disintegration of primitive social property at various
times and in various places through the most
natural, material necessity, was bound to be marked by great
variety. At present we will only stress the general conclusion of
the modern science of law that legal conceptions or convictions,
as Puchta would have said are everywhere determined by the
modes of production.

Schelling said on one occasion that the phenomenon of magnetism
must be understood as the embedding of the subjective in the
objective. All attempts to discover an idedlist e xplanation for the
history of law represent no more than a supplement, a
Saitenst ck, to idealist natural philosophy. It amounts alway s to
the same, sometimes brilliant and ingenious, but always arbitrary
and always groundless meditations on the theme of the self-
sufficing, self-developing spirit.

Legal conviction could not precede everyday practice for this one
reason alone that, if it had not grown out of that practice, it would
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have no reason for existence whatsoever. The Eskimo stands for
the personal appropriation of clothes, arms and implements of
labour for the simple reason that such appropriation is much more
convenient, and is suggested by the very qualities of the things
involved. In order to learn the proper use of his weapon, his bow
or his boomerang, the primitive hunter must adapt himself to it,
study all its individual peculiarities, and if possible adapt it to his
own individual peculiarities. [33] Private property here is in the
nature of things, much more than any other form of appropriation,
and therefore the savage is convinced of its adva ntages. as we
know, he even attributes to the implements of individual labour
and to arms some kind of mysterious connection with their owner.
But his conviction grew up on the basis of everyday practice, and
did not precede it: and it owes its origin, not to the qualities of his
spirit, but to the qualities of the articles whic h heisusing, and to
the character of those modes of production which are inevitable
for him in the existing state of his productive forces.

To what extent everyday practice precedes legal conviction is
shown by the numerous symbolic acts existing in primitive law.
The modes of production have changed, with them have likewise
changed the mutual relations of men in the process of production,
everyday practice has changed, yet conviction has retained its
old shape. It contradicts the new practice, and so fictions appear,
symbolic signs and actions, the sole purpose of which is formally
to eliminate this contradiction. In the course of time the
contradiction is at last eliminated in an essential way: on the basis
of the new economic practice anew legal conviction takes shape.

It is not sufficient to register the appearance, in a given society, of
private property in this or that object, to be able thereby to
determine the character of that institution. Private property always
has limits which depend entirely on the economy of society. In
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the savage state man appropriates only the things which are
directly useful to him. The surplus, even though it is acquired by
the labour of his hands, he usually gives up gratuitously to others:
to members of his family, or of his clan, or of his tribe, says Mr.
Kovalevsky. Rink says exactly the same about the Eskimos. But
whence did such ways arise among the savage peoples? In the
words of Mr. Kovalevsky, they owe their origin to the fact that
savages are not acquainted with saving. [34] This is not a very
clear expression, and is particularly unsatisfactory because it was
very much abused by the vulgar economists. Nevertheless, it can
be understood in what sense our author uses the expression.
Saving is redly unknown to primitive peoples, fo r the smple
reason that it is inconvenient and, one may say, impossible for
them to practise it. The flesh of an animal that has been killed can
be saved only to an inconsiderable extent: it goe s bad, and then
becomes quite unsuitable for use. Of coursg, if it could be sold, it
would be very easy to save the money got for it. But money
does not yet exist at this stage of economic development.
Consequently, the economy of primitive society itself fixes narrow
limits with in which the spirit of thrift cand evelop. Moreover,
today | was lucky enough to kill a big animal, and | shared its
meat with others, but tomorrow (hunting is an uncertain business)
| will return with empty hands, and others of my kin will share
their booty with me. The custom of sharing thus appears as
something in the nature of mutual insurance, without which the
existence of hunting tribes would be quite impossible.

Finally, one must not forget that private property among such
tribes exists only in an embryo form, while the prevailing property
Is social. The habits and customs which have grown up on this
basis, in their turn, set limits to the arbitrary will of the owner of
private property. Conviction, here too, follows economy.
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The connection of the legal conceptions of men with their
economic life is well illustrated by the example which Rodbertus
readily and frequently used in his works. It is well known that the
ancient Roman writers energetically protested against usury. Cato
the Censor considered that a usurer was twice as bad as a thief
(that was just what the old man said: exactly twice). In this respect
the Fathers of the Christian Church were completely at one with
the heathen writers. But aremarkable fact both revolted only
against interest produced by money capital. But to loans in kind,
and to the surplus which they brought, there was an incomparably
milder attitude. Why this difference? Because it was precisely
money or usurers capital that was effecting terrible devastations
in society at that time: because it was precisely this that was
ruining Italy. Lega conviction, here too, went hand-in-hand
with economy.

Law is the pure product of necessity or, more exactly, of need,
says Post. In vain should we seek in it any idead. basis
whatsoever. [35] We should say that this was quite in the spirit of
the most modern science of law, if our scholar did not display a
fairly considerable confusion of conceptions, very harmful in its
consequences.

Speaking generally, every social union strives to work out such a,
system of law as would best satisfy its needs and would be most
useful for it at the given time. The circumstance that the particular
sum-total of legal institutions is useful or harmful for society
cannot in any way depend on the qualities of any idea
whatsoever, from whomsoever the idea might come; it depends, as
we have seen, on the modes of production and on those mutual
relations between people which are created by those modes. In
this sense law has not and cannot have any ideal foundations, as
its foundations are alwaysreal. But the real foundations of every
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given system of law do not exclude an ideal attitude towards that
system on the part of the members of the given society. Taken as a
whole, society only gains from such an attitude of its members
towards that system. On the contrary, in its transitional epochs,
when the system of law existing in society no longer satisfies its
needs., which have grown in consequence of the further
development of productive forces, the advanced part of the
population can and must idealizea new system of institutions,
more in keeping with the spirit of the time. Fren ch literature is
full of examples of such an idedlization of the new advancing
order of things.

The origin of law in need excludesan ideal basis of law only
in the conception of those people. who are accustomed to relegate
need to the sphere of crude matter, and to contrast this sphere to
the pure spirit, foreign to need of every kind. | nreality, only that
Is ideal which isuseful to men, and every societ y in working out
itsidealsis guided only by its needs. The seeming exceptions from
this incontestably general rule are explained by the fact that, in
consequence of the development of society, its ideals frequently
lag behind its new needs. [36]

The realization of the dependence of social relations on the state of
productive forces is penetrating more and more into modern social
science, in spite of the inevitable eclecticism of many scientists
and in spite of their idealist preudices. Just as comparative
anatomy has raised to the level of a scientific truth the Latin
proverb that from the claws | recognize the lion, so the study of
peoples can from the armament of a particular people form an
exact conclusion as to the degree of its civilization, says Oscar
Peschel, whom we have already quoted. [37]

With the mode of procuring food is bound up most intimately the
dissection of society. Wherever man joins with man a certain authority
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appears. Weakest of all are the socia ties among the wandering hunter
hordes of Brazil. But they have to defend their areas and need at least a
military chief. The pastoral tribes are for the most part under the authority
of patriarchal sovereigns, as the herds belong as a rule to a single master,
who is served by his fellow-tribesmen or by previously independent but
later impoverished possessors of herds. The pastoral form of life is
mostly, though not exclusively, characterized by great migrations of
peoples, bath in the north of the Old World and in South Africa; on the
other hand, the history of America knows only of individua attacks by
wild hunter tribes on the fields of civilized peoples which attract them.
Entire peoples which leave their previous places of habitation could make
great and prolonged journeys only when accompanied by their herds,
which provided them with the necessary food on their way. Furthermore,
prairie cattle-breeding itself impels a change of pastures. But with the
settled mode of life and agriculture there immediately appears the striving
to make use of the labour of daves ... Slavery leads sooner or later to
tyranny, since he who has the largest number of daves can with their help
subject the weakest to hiswill ... The division into free men and slavesis
the beginning of the division of society into estates. [38]

Peschel has many considerations of this kind. Some of them are
quite just and very instructive; others are debatable for more
than Mr. Mikhailovsky. But what we are concerned with here are
not particular details but the genera direction of Peschel s
thought. And that general direction completely coincides with
what we have already seen in the work of Mr. Kovalevsky: it isin
the modes of production, in the state of the productive forces, that
he seeks the explanation of the history of law and even of the
whole organization of society.

And this is precisely what Marx long ago and insistently advised
writers on socia science to do. And in this lies to a considerable
extent, though not completely (the reader will see later why we
say: not completely), the sense of that remarkable preface to A
Critique of Political Economy which had such bad luck here in
Russia, which was so terribly and so strangely misunderstood by
the mgority of Russian writers who read it in the original or in
extracts.
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In the social production of their life, men enter in-to definite relations
that are indispensable and independent of their will, relations of
production which correspond to a definite stage of development of their
material productive forces. The sum-total of these relations of production
constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation, on
whichrisesalegal and political superstructure ... [13*]

Hegel says of Schelling that the fundamental principles of the
system of that philosopher remain undeveloped, and his absolute
spirit appears unexpectedly, like a pistol-shot (wie aus der Pistole
geschossen). When the average Russian intellectual hears that in
Marx everything is reduced to the economic foundation (others
say simply: to the economic), he loses his head, as though
someone had suddenly fired a pistol by his ear. But why to the
economic? he asks dgectedly and uncomprehendingly. Of
course the economic is also important (especialy for the poor
peasants and workmen). But after al, no less important is the
intellectual (particularly for us intellectuals). What has just been
set forth has, we hope, shown the reader that the perplexity of the
average Russian intellectual occurs in this case only because he,
that intellectual, was always a little careless about what was

particularly important intellectually for himself. When Marx
said that the anatomy of civil society is to be sought in political
economy, hedid not at al intend to upset the world of | earning by
sudden pistol-shots. he was only giving a direct and exact reply to
the damned guestions which had tormented thinking heads for a
whole century.

The French materialists, consistently developing their
sensationalist views, came to the conclusion that man, with al his
thoughts, feelings and aspirations, is the product of his socia
environment. In order to go further in applying the materialist
view to the study of man, it was necessary to solve the problem of
what conditions the structure of the social environment, and what
are the laws of its development. The French materialists were
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unable to reply to this question, and thereby were forced to be
false to themselves and return to the oldidealist point of view
which they had so strongly condemned: they said that environment
is created by the opinion of men. Dissatisfied with this
superficial reply, the French historians of the Restoration set
themselves the task of analyzing social environment. The result of
their analysis was the conclusion, extremely important for science,
that political constitutionsare rooted insocial relations, while
social relations are determined by the state of property. With this
conclusion there arose before science a new problem, without
solving which it could not proceed: what then determines the state
of property? The solution of this problem proved to be beyond the
powers of the French historians of the Restoration, and they were
obliged to dismiss it with remarks on the qualities of human nature
which explained absolutely nothing at all. The great idealists of
Germany Schelling and Hegel who were their cont emporaries
in life and work, already well understood how unsatisfactory was
the point of view of human nature: Hegel made caustic fun of it.
They understood that the key to the explanation of the historical
advance of humanity must be sought outside human nature, This
was a great service which they rendered: but in order that that
service should prove completely fruitful for science, it was
necessary to show where precisely that key should be sought. They
looked for it in the qualities of the spirit, in the logical laws of
development of the absolute idea. This was a radical error of the
great idealists, which returned them by roundabout ways to
the point of view of human nature, since the absolute idea, as we
have aready seen, is nothing else than the personification of our
logical process of thought. The discovery of the genius of Marx
corrects this radical error of idealism, thereby inflicting on it a
deadly blow: the state of property, and with it all the qualities of
the socia environment (we saw in the chapter of idealist
philosophy that Hegel, too, was forced to recognize the decisive
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importance of the state of property ) are determin ed, not by the
qualities of the absolute spirit and not by the character of human
nature, but by those mutual relations into which men of necessity
enter one with another in the social production of their life, i.e.,
in their struggle for existence. Marx has often been compared with
Darwin a comparison which arouses Messrs. Mikhail ovsky,
Kareyev and their fraternity to laughter. Later we shall say in what
sense that comparison should be understood, although probably
many readers already see it without our help. Here we shall permit
ourselves, with all due respect to our subjective thinkers, another
comparison.

Before Copernicus, astronomy taught that the earth is a motionless
centre, around which revolve the sun and the other celestial
bodies. This view made it impossible to explan very many
phenomena of celestial mechanics. The Polish genius approached
their explanation from quite the opposite point of view: he
presupposed that it was not the sun that revolves around the earth,
but on the contrary the earth around the sun. The correct view-
point had been discovered, and much became clear that had been
unclear before Copernicus.

Before Marx, writers on social science had taken human nature as
their point of departure, and thanks to this, the most important
questions of human development had remained unanswered.
Marx s teaching gave affairs quite a different turn: while man, to
maintain his existence, acts on the external world, he changes his
own nature[l14*], sad Marx. Consequently the scientific
explanation of historical development should be begun at the
opposite end: it is necessary to ascertain in what way does this
process of the productive action of man on externa nature take
place. In its great importance for science, this discovery can be
boldly placed on a par with the discovery of Copernicus, and on a
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par with the greatest and most fruitful discoveries of science in
general.

Strictly speaking, previous to Marx. social science had much less
in the way of afirm foundation than astronomy before Copernicus.
The French used to call, and still call, al the sciences bearing on
human society, sciences morales et politiques as distinct from
science in the strict sense of the word, under wh ich name were
understood, and are still understood, only the exact sciences. And
it must be admitted that, before Marx, social science was not and
could not be exact. So long as learned men appealed to human
nature as to the highest authority, of necessity they had to explain
the social relations of men by their views, their conscious activity;
but the conscious activity of man necessarily has to present itself
to him asfree activity. But free activity excludes the conception of
necessity, i.e., of conformity to law: and conformity to law is the
necessary foundation of any scientific explanation of
phenomena. The idea of freedom obscured the conception of
necessity, and thereby hindered the development of science. This
aberration can up to the present day be observed with amazing
clarity inthe sociological worksof subjective  Russian writers.

But we already know that freedom must be necessary. By
obscuring the conception of necessity, the idea of freedom itself
became extremely dim and a very poor comfort. Driven out at the
door, necessity flew in at the window; starting from their idea of
freedom, investigators every moment came up against necessity,
and in the long run arrived at the melancholy recognition of its
fatal, irresistible and utterly invincible action. To their horror,
freedom proved to be an eternaly helpless and hopeless tributary,
an impotent plaything in the hands of blind necessity. And truly
pathetic was the despair which at times seized upon the clearest
and most generous idealistic minds.
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For several days now | have been taking up my pen every minute, says

Georg B chner, but cannot write a word. | have bee n studying the
history of the revolution. | have felt myself crushed, as it were, by the
frightful fatalism of history. | see in human nature the most repulsive
dullness, but in human relations an invincible force, which belongs to all
in general and to no one in particular. The individua personality is only
foam on the crest of the wave, greatness is only an accident, the power of
genius is only a puppet-show, a ridiculous attempt to fight against iron
law, which at best can only be discovered, but which it is impossible to
subject to one swill. [39]

It may be said that, to avoid such bursts of what naturally was
quite legitimate despair, it was worth while even for a time
abandoning ones old point of view, and attempting to liberate
freedom, by appealing to that same necessity which made a mock
of her. It was necessary once again to review the question which
had already been put by thedialectical idealists, as to whether
freedom does not follow from necessity, and whether the latter
does not constitute the only firm foundation, the only stable
guarantee and inevitable condition of human freedom.

We shall see to what such an attempt led Marx. But as a
preliminary let us try and clear up for ourselves his historical
views, so that no misunderstandings should remain in our minds
on that subject.

On the basis of a particular state of the productive forces there
come into existence certain relations of production, which receive
their ideal expression in the legal notions of men and in more or
less abstract rules, in unwritten customs and wri tten laws. We no
longer require to demonstrate this:. as we have seen, the present-
day science of law demonstrates it for us (let the reader remember
what Mr. Kovalevsky says on this subject). But it will do no harm
if we examine the question from the following different point of
view. Once we have ascertained in what way the legal notions of
men are created by their relations in production, we shall not be
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surprised by the following words of Marx: It is not the
consciousness of men that determines their being (i.e., the form
of their social existence G.P.), but, on the contrary, their social
being that determines their consciousness. [15*] N ow we know
already that at least in relation to one sphere of consciousness this
isreally so, and why it is so. We have only to decide whether it is
al-ways so, and, if the answer is in the affirmative, why it is
always .s0? Let us keep for the time being to the same legal
notions.

At a certain stage of their development, the material productive forces of
society come in conflict with the existing relations of production, or
what is but a legal expression for the same thing  with the property
relations within which they have been at work hitherto. From forms
of development of the productive forces these relations turn into their
fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. [16*]

Social ownership of movable and immovable property arises
because it is convenient and moreover necessary for the process of
primitive production. It maintains the existence of primitive
society, it facilitates the further development of its productive
forces, and men cling to it, they consider it natural and necessary.
But now, thanks to those property relations and within them, the
productive forces have developed to such an extent that a wider
field has opened for the application of individual efforts. Now
social property becomes in some cases harmful for society, it
impedes the further development of its productive forces, and
therefore it yields place to personal appropriation: a more or less
rapid revolution takes place in the legal institutions of society.
This revolution necessarily is accompanied by a revolution in the
legal conceptions of men: people who thought previously that only
social property was good, now began to think that in some cases
individual appropriation was better. But no, we are expressing it
inaccurately, we are representing as two separate processes what is
completely inseparable, what represents only two sides of one and
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the same process. in consequence of the development of the
productive forces, the actual relations of men in the process of
production were bound to change, and these new de facto
relations expressed themselves in new legal notions.

Mr. Kareyev assures us that materialism is just as one-sided in its
application to history as idealism. Each represents, in his opinion,
only a moment in the development of. complete sci entific truth.
After the first and second moments must come a thi rd moment:
the one-sidedness of the thesis and that of the antithesis will find
their application in the synthesis, as the expression of the complete
truth. [40] It will be a most interesting synthesi s. In what that
synthesis will consist, | shall not for the time being say, the
Professor adds. A pity! Fortunately, our historiosophist does not
very strictly observe this vow of silence which he has imposed
upon himself. He immediately gives us to understand in what will
consist and whence will arise that complete scientific truth which
will, in time, be understood by all enlightened humanity, but for
the time being is known only to Mr. Kareyev. It will grow out of
the following considerations:

Every human personality, consisting of body and so ul, leads a two-fold
life physical and psychical appearing before us neither exclusively as
flesh with its material requirements, nor exclusively as spirit with its
intellectual and moral requirements. Both the body and the soul of man
have their requirements, which seek satisfaction and which place the
individual personality in different relationships to the external world, i.e.,
to nature and to other men, i.e., to society, and these relationships are of a
two-fold character. [41]

That man consists of soul and body is a just synthesis, though
hardly what one would call avery new discovery. If Mr. Professor
Is acquainted with the history of modern philosophy, he must
know that it has been breaking its teeth on this same synthesis for
whole centuries, and has not been able to cope with it properly.
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And if he imagines that this synthesis will revea | to him the
essence of the historical process, Mr. V.V. himseal f will have to
agree that something is going wrong with his professor, and that
it is not Mr. Kareyev who is destined to become the Spinoza of
historiosophy.

With the development of the productive forces, which lead to
changes in the mutual relationships of men in the socia process of
production, there change al property relations. But it was already
Guizot who told us that political constitutions are rooted in
property relations. This is fully confirmed by modern knowledge.
The union of kindred yields place to the territorial union precisely
on account of the changes which arise in property relations. More
or lessimportant territorial unions amalgamate in organisms called
states, again in consequence of changes which have taken placein
property relations, or in consequence of new requirements of the
social process of production. This has been excelently
demonstrated, for example, in relation to the large states of the
East. [42] Equally well this has been explained in relation to the
states of the ancient world. [43] And, speaking generally, it is not
difficult to demonstrate the truth of this for any particular state on
whose origin we have sufficient in-formation. In doing so we only
need not to narrow, consciously or unconsciously, Marx s view.
What we mean isthis.

The particular state of productive forces conditions
the internal relations of the given society. But the same state of the
productive forces also conditions its external relationswith other
societies. On the basis of these external relations, society
forms new requirements, to satisfy which new organsarise. At a
superficial glance, the mutual relations of individual societies
present themselves as a series of political acts, having no direct
hearing on economics. In reality, what underlies relations between
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societies is precisely economics, which determines both the real
(not only external) causes of inter-tribal and internationa
relations, and their results. To each stage in the development of the
productive forces corresponds its own particular system of
armament, its military tactics, its diplomacy, its international law.
Of course many cases may be pointed out in which international
conflicts have no direct relationship with economics. And none of
the followers of Marx will dream of disputing the existence of
such cases. All they say is: don t stop at the surface of phenomena,
go down deeper, ask yourself on what basis did this international
law grow up? What created the possibility of international
conflicts of this kind? And what you will arrive at in the long run
is economics. True, the examination of individual cases is made
more difficult by the fact that not infrequently the conflicting
societies are going throughdissimilar phases of economic
devel opment.

But at this point we are interrupted by a chorus of acute
opponents. Very well, they cry. Let us admit tha t political
relations are rooted in economic relations. But once political
relations have been given, then, wherever they came from, they, in
turn, influence economics. Consequently, there is interaction here,
and nothing but interaction.

This objection has not been invented by us. The high value placed
upon it by opponents of economic materialism is s hown by the
following fact.

Marx in hisCapital cites facts which show that the English
aristocracy used the political power to achieve its own ends in the
sphere of landownership. Dr. Paul Barth, who wrote a critical
essay entitled Die Geschichtsphilosophie Hegel s and der
Hegelianer, has seized on this to reproach Marx with contradicting
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himself [18*]: you yourself, he says, admit that there is interaction
here: and to prove that interaction really exists, our doctor refers to
the book of Sternegg, a writer who has done much for the study of
the economic history of Germany. Mr. Kareyev thinks that the
pages devoted in Barths book to the criticism of economic
materialism may be recommended as a model of how the problem
of the role of the economic factor in history should be solved.

Naturally, he has not falled to point out to his readers the
objections raised by Barth and the authoritative statement of
Inama-Sternegg, who even formulates the general proposition
that interaction between politics and economy is the fundamental
characteristic of the development of al states and peoples. We
must bring at least alittle light into this muddle.

First of al, what does Inama-Sternegg actually say? On the subject
of the Carolingian period in the economic history of Germany he
makes the following remark:

The interaction between politics and economics whi ch constitutes the
main feature of development of all statesand all peoples can be traced
here in the most exact fashion. As always the palitical role which falls to
the lot of a given people exercises a decisive influence on the further
development of its forces, on the structure and elaboration of its social
ingtitutions; on the other hand, the internal strength innate in a people and
the natural laws of its devel opment determine the measure and the nature
of its political activity. In precisely this way the political system of the
Carolings no less influenced the changing of the socia order and the
development of the economic relations in which the people lived at that
time than the elementa forces of the people its economic life
influenced the direction of that politica system, leaving on the latter its
own peculiar imprint. [44]

And that s all. It s not very much; but this is thought sufficient to
refute Marx.
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Now let us recall, in the second place, what Marx says about the
relations between economies on the one hand, and law and politics
on the other.

Lega and political institutions are formed on the basis of the
actual relations of men in the socia process of production. For a
time these institutions facilitate the further development of the
productive forces of a people, the prosperity of its economic life.
These are the exact words of Marx; and we ask the first
conscientious man we meet, do these words contain any denial of
the importance of political relations in economic development, and
Is Marx refuted by those who remind him of that importance? Is it
not true that there is not a trace of any such denial in Marx, and the
people just mentioned are refuting nothing at all? To such an
extent is it true that one has to consider the question, not of
whether Marx has been refuted, but of why he was so badly
understood? And to this question we can reply only with the
French proverb: la plus belle fille du monde ne peut donner que ce
qu elle a (the most beautiful girl in the world can only give what
shehasgot Ed.). The critics of Marx cannot surpass that measure
of understanding with which a bountiful Nature has endowed
them. [45]

Interaction between politics and economics exists: that is just as
unquestionable as the fact that Mr. Kareyev does not understand
Marx. But does the existence of interaction prohibit us from going
further in our analysis of the life of society? No, to think that
would mean a-most the same as to imagine that the lack of
understanding displayed by Mr. Kareyev can prevent us from
attaining correct historiosophical conceptions.

Political institutions influence economic life. They either
facilitate its development or impede it. The first case is in no way



Rows

Collection

G.V. Plekhanov Halaman 147

surprising from the point of view of Marx, because the given
political system has been created for the very purpose
of promoting the further development of the productive
forces (whether it is consciously or unconsciously created isin this
case all oneto us). The second case does not in any way contradict
Marx s point of view, because historical experience shows that
once a given political system ceases to correspond to the state of
the productive forces, once it is transformed into an obstacle to
their further development, it begins to decline and finally is
eliminated. Far from contradicting the teachings of Marx, this case
confirms them in the best possible way, because it is this case that
shows in what sense economics dominates politics, in what way
the development of productive forces outdistances the political
development of a people.

Economic evolution brings in its wake lega revolutions. It is not
easy for ametaphysician to understand this because, although he
does shout about interaction, he is accustomed to examine
phenomena one after another, and one independently of another.
But it will be understood without difficulty by anyone who is in
the least capable of dialectical thinking. He  knows
that quantitative changes, accumulating gradually, lead in the end
tochanges of quality, and that these changes of qualities
represent leaps, interruptions in gradual ness.

At this point our opponents can stand it no longer, and pronounce
their slovoi delo [19*]; why, that show Hegel used to talk, they
shout. That s how all Nature acts, we reply.

A tale is soon told, but work goes more slowly. In its application
to history, this proverb may be altered in this way: a tae is told
very simply, but work is complex in the extreme. Yes, it s easy to
say that the development of productive forces brings in its train
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revolutions in legal ingtitutions? These revolutions represent
complex processes, in the course of which the interests of
individual members of society group themselves in the most
whimsical fashion. For some it is profitable to support the old
order, and they defend it with every resource at their command.
For others the old order has become already harmful and hateful,
and they attack it with all the strength at their disposal. And thisis
not all. The interests of the innovators are also far from similar in
all cases: for some one set of reforms are more important, for
others another set. Disputes arise in the camp of the reformers
itself, and the struggle becomes more complicated. And although,
as Mr. Kareyev so justly re-marks, man consists of soul and body,
the struggle for the most indisputably material interests necessarily
rises before the disputing sides the most undoubtedly spiritua
problem of justice. To what extent does old order contradict
justice? To what extent are the new demands in keeping with
justice? These questions inevitably arise in the minds of those who
are contesting, although they will not always call it simply justice,
but may personify it in the shape of some goddess in human, or
even in anima shape. Thus, notwithstanding the injunction
pronounced by Mr. Kareyev, the body gives birtht o the soul :
the economic struggle arouses moral questions and the soul at
closer examination proves to be the body. The justice of the
old believersnot infrequently turns out to be the interests of the
exploiters.

Those very same people who, with such astounding inventiveness,
attribute to Marx the denial of the significance of politics assert
that he attached no significance whatsoever to the mordl,
philosophical, religious or aesthetic conceptions of men,
everywhere and anywhere seeing only the economic. This once
again is unnatural chatter, as Shchedrin put it. Marx did not deny
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the significance of all these conceptions, but only ascertained
whence they came.

What is electricity? A particular form of motion. What is heat? A
particular form of motion. What is light? A particular form of
motion. Oh, so that sit! So you don t attach any meaning either to
light, or to heat, or to electricity! It s al one motion for you; what
one-sidedness, what narrowness of conception! Just so,
gentlemen, narrowness is the word. Y ou have understood perfectly
the meaning of the doctrine of the transformation of energy.

Every given stage of development of the productive forces
necessarily involves definite grouping of men in the social process
of production, i.e., definite relations of production, i.e., a definite
structure of the whole of society. But once the structure of society
has been given, it is not difficult to understand that the character of
that structure will be reflected generaly in the entire psychol ogy of
men, in al their habits, manners, feelings, views, aspirations and
ideals. Habits, manners, views, aspirations and ideals will
necessarily have to adapt themselves to mens way of life, to
theirmode of procuring their subsistence (to use Peschel s
expression). The psychology of society is always expedient in
relation to its economy, always corresponds to it, is always
determined by it. The same phenomenon is repeated here which
the Greek philosophers themselves noticed. in nature: expediency
triumphs, for the reason that that which is inexpedient is by its
very character doomed to perish. Is it advantageous for society, in
its struggle for existence, that there should be this adaptation of its
psychology to its economy, to the conditions of life? Very
advantageous, because habits and views which did not correspond
to its economy and which contradicted the conditions of existence
would interfere with the maintenance of that existence. An
expedient psychology is just as useful for society as organs which
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are well fitted for their task are useful for the organism. But to say
that the organs of animals must be appropriate to the conditions of
their existence doesthat mean the same as saying that the organs
have no significance for the animal? Quite the contrary. It means
recognizing their colossal and essential significance. Only very
weak heads could understand matters otherwise. Now the same,
the very same, gentlemen, is the case with psychology.
Recognizing that it adapts itself to the economy of society, Marx
thereby was recognizing its vast and irreplaceable significance.

The difference between Marx and, for example, Mr. Kareyev
reduces itself in this case to the fact that the latter, in spite of his
inclination to synthesis, remains a dualist of th e purest water. In
his view, economics are here and psychology is there: the soul is
in one, pocket and the body in another. Between these two
substances there is interaction, but each of them maintains its in-
dependent existence, the origin of which is wrapped in the darkest
mystery. [46] The point of view of Marx eliminates this dualism.
With him the economy of society and its psychologyrepresent two
sides of one and the same phenomenon of the production of life

of men, their struggle for existence, in which they are grouped in a
particular way thanks to the particular state of the productive
forces. The struggle for existence creates their economy, and on
the same basis arises their psychology as well. Economy itself is
something derivative, just like psychology. And that is the very
reason why the economy of every progressing
society changes: the new state of productive forces bringswith it a
new economic structure just as it does a new psychology, a new
spirit of the age. From this it can be seen that only in a popular
speech could one talk about economy as the prime cause of all
socia phenomena. Far from being a prime cause, it is itself a
conseguence, a function of the productive forces.
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And now follow the points promised in the footnote.

Both the body and the soul of man have their requi rements, which seek
satisfaction and which place the individual personality in different
relationships to the externa world, i.e., to nature and to other men ... The
relation of man to nature, according to the physical and spiritual needs of
the personality, therefore creates, on the one hand, various kinds of arts
aiming at ensuring the material existence of the personality and, on the
other hand, all intellectual and moral culture ... [20*]

The materiadist attitude of man to nature rests upon the
requirements of the body, the qualities of matter. It is in the
requirements of the body that one must discover the causes of
hunting, cattle-breeding, agriculture, manufacturing industry, trade
and monetary operations. From a common-sense point of view
thisis so, of course: for if we have no body, why should we need
cattle and beasts, land and machines, trade and gold? But on the
other hand, we must also say: what is body without soul? No more
than matter, and matter after all is dead. Matter of itself can create
nothing if in its turn it does not consist of soul and body.
Consequently matter traps wild beasts, domesticates cattle, works
the land, trades and presides over the banks not of its own
intelligence, but by direction of the soul. Consequently it is in the
soul that one must seek the ultimate cause for the origin of the-
materialist attitude of man to nature. Consequently the soul also
has dual requirements; consequently it also consists of soul and
body and that somehow sounds not quite right. Nor is that all.
Willy-nilly opinion arises about the following su bject as well.
According to Mr. Kareyev it appears that the materialist relation of
man to nature arises on the basis of his bodily requirements. But is
that exact? Is it only to nature that such relations arise? Mr.
Kareyev, perhaps, remembers how the abb@ Guibert caxdemned
the municipal communes who were striving for their liberation
from the feuda yoke as base institutions, the so le purpose of
existence of which was, he said, to avoid the proper fulfilment of
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feudal obligations. What was then speaking in the abb@ Guibert
body or soul ? If it was the body then, we say  again, that
body also consisted of body and soul ; and if it wasthe soul
then it consisted of soul and body, for it disp layed in this case
under examination very little of that unselfish attitude to
phenomena which, in the words of Mr. Kareyev, represents the
distinctive feature of the soul. Try and make hea d or tail of that!
Mr. Kareyev will say, perhaps, that in the abb@ Gubert it was the
soul that was speaking, to be exact, but that it was speaking under
dictation from the body, and that the same takes place when man
is occupied with hunting, with banks, etc. But first of al, in order:
to dictate, the body again must consist both of body and of soul.
And secondly, a crude materialist may remark: well, there s the
soul talking under the dictation of the body, consequently the fact
that man consists of soul and body does not in itself mean
anything at all. Perhaps throughout history all the soul has been
doing is to talk under dictation from the body? Mr. Kareyev, of
course, will be indignant at such a supposition, and will begin
refuting the crude materialist. We are firmly con vinced that
victory will remain on the side of the worthy professor; but will he
be greatly helped in the fray by that unquestionable circumstance
that man consists of soul and body?

And even thisis not all. We have read in Mr. Kareyev s writings
that on the basis of the spiritual requirements of personality there
grow up mythology and religion ... literature and arts and in
general the theoretical attitude to the external w orld (and to one-
self also), to questions of being and cognition, and likewise the
unselfish creative reproduction of external phenomena (and of
one s own intentions). We believed Mr. Kareyev. But ... we have
an acquaintance, a technological student, who is passionately
devoted to the study of the technique of manufacturing industry,
but has displayed no theoretical attitude to all that has been
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listed by the professor. And so we find ourselves asking, can our
friend be composed only of a body? We beg Mr. Kareyev to
resolve as quickly as he can this doubt, so tormenting for ourselves
and so humiliating for a young, extremely gifted technologist, who
maybe is even a genius!

If Mr. Kareyev s argument has any sensg, it is only the following:
man has requirements of a higher and lower order, he has
egotistical strivings and . atruistic feelings. This is the most
incontestable truth, but quite incapable of becoming the
foundation of historiosophy. You will never get a ny further with
it than hollow and long-since hackneyed reflections on the theme
of human nature: it is no more than such areflection itself.

While we have been chatting with Mr. Kareyev, our perspicacious
critics have had time to catch us contradicting ourselves, and
above all Marx. We have said that economy is not the prime cause
of al socia phenomena, yet at the same time we assert that the
psychology of society adapts itself to its economy: the first
contradiction. We say that the economy and the psychology of
society represent two sides of one and the same phenomenon,
whereas Marx himself says that economy. is the real foundation on
which arise the ideological superstructures: a second contradiction,
all the more lamentable for us because in it we are diverging from
the views of the man whom we undertook to expound. Let us
explain.

That the principal cause of the socia historical process is the
development of the productive forces, we say word for word with
Marx: so that here there is no contradiction. Consequently, if it
does exist anywhere, it can only be in the question of the
relationship between the economy of society and its psychology.
L et us see whether it exists.
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The reader will be good enough to remember how private property
arises. The development of the productive forces places men in
such relations of production that the personal appropriation of
certain objects proves to be more convenient for the process of
production. In keeping with this the legal conceptions of primitive
man change. Thepsychology of society adapts itself to
itseconomy. On the given economic foundation there rises up
fatally theideological superstructure appropriate to it. But on the
other hand each new step in the development of the productive
forces places men, in their daily life, in new mutual relations
which do not correspond to the relations of production now
becoming outdated. These new and unprecedented situations
reflect themselves in the psychology of men, and very strongly
change it. In what direction? Some members of society defend the
old order: these are the people of stagnation. Others to whom the
old order is not advantageous  stand for progress; their
psychology changes in the direction of those relations of
production which in time will replace the old economic relations,
now becoming outdated. The adaptation of psychology to
economy, as you see, continues, but slow psychological
evolution precedes economic revolution. [47]

Once this revolution has taken place, a complete harmony is
established between the psychology of society and its economy.
Then on the basis of the new economy there takes place the full
flowering of the new psychology. For a certain time this harmony
remains unbroken, and even becomes stronger and stronger. But
little by little the first shoots of a new discord make their
appearance; the psychology of the foremost class, for the reason
mentioned above, again outlives old relations of production:
without for a moment ceasing to adapt itself to economy, it again
adapts itself to the new relations of production, constituting the
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germ of the future economy. Well, are not these two sides of one
and the same process?

Up to now we have been illustrating the idea of Marx mainly by

examples from the sphere of the law of property. This law is

undoubtedly the same ideology we have been concerned with, but

ideology of the first or, so to speak, lower sort. How are we to

understand the view of Marx regarding ideology of the higher sort
science, philosophy, the arts, etc.?

In the development of these ideologies, economy is the foundation
in this sense, that society must achieve a certain degree of
prosperity in order to produce out of itself a certain stratum of
people who could devote their energies exclusively to scientific
and other similar occupations. Furthermore, the views
of Plato and Plutarch which we quoted earlier show that the
very direction of intellectual work in society is determined by
the production relations of the latter. It was already Vice who said
of the sciences that they grow out of social needs. In respect of
such a science as political economy, thisis clear for everyone who
has the least knowledge of its history. Count Pecchio justly
remarked that political economy particularly confirms the rule that
practice aways and everywhere precedes science. [48] Of course,
this too can be interpreted in a very abstract sense; one may say:
Well, naturally science needs experience, and the more the
experience the fuller the science. But this is not the point here.
Compare the economic views of Aristotle or Xenophon with the
views of Adam Smith or Ricardo, and you will see that between
the economic science of ancient Greece, on the one hand, and the
economic science of bourgeois society, on the other, there exists
not only aquantitative but also a qualitative difference the point
of view is quite different, the attitude to the subject is quite
different. How is this difference to be explained? Simply by the
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fact thatthe very phenomena have changed: relations of
production in bourgeois society dont resemble production
relations in ancient society. Different relations in production create
different views in science. Furthermore; compare the views of
Ricardo with the views of some Bastiat, and you will see that these
men have different views of production relations which were the
same in ther general character, being bourgeois production
relations. Why is this? Because at the time of Ricardo these
relations were still only flowering and becoming stronger, while in
the time of Bastiat they had already begun to decline. Different
conditions of the same production relations necessarily had to
reflect themselves in the views of the persons who were defending
them.

Or let us take the science of public law. How and why did its
theory develop? The scientific elaboration of public law, says
Professor Gumplowicz, begins only where the dominating classes
come into conflict among themselves regarding the sphere of
authority belonging to each of them. Thus, the first big political
struggle which we encounter in the second half of the European
middle ages, the struggle between the secular and the ecclesiastic
authority, the struggle between the Emperor and the Pope, gives
the first impetus to the development of the German science of
public law. The second disputed political question which brought
division into the midst of the dominating classes, and gave an
impulse to the elaboration by publicists of the appropriate, part of
public law was the question of the election of the

Emperor, [49] and so on.

What are the mutual relations of classes? They are, in the first
place, just those relations which people adopt to one another in the
social process of production production relations. These
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relations find their expression in the political organization of
society and in the political struggle of various classes, and that
struggle serves as an impetus for the appearance and development
of variouspolitical theories. on the economic foundation there
necessarily arises its appropriate ideological superstructure.

Still, all these ideologies, too, may be of the first quality, but are
certainly not of the highest order. How do matters.. stand, for
example, with philosophy or art? Before replying to this question,
we. must make a certain digression.

Helvetius started from the principle that | homme nest que
sensibilitd From this point of view it is obvious that man. will
avoid unpleasant sensations and will strive to acquire only those
which are pleasant. This is the inevitable, natural egotism of
sentient matter. But if thisis so, in what way do there arise in man
quite unselfish strivings, like love of truth or heroism? Such was
the problem which Helvetius had to solve. He did not prove
capable of solving it, and in order to get out of his difficulty he
simply crossed out that samex, that same unknown quantity,
which he had undertaken to define. He began to say that there is
not a single learned man who loves truth unselfishly, that every
man sees in it only the path to glory, and in glory the path to
money, and in money the. means of procuring for himself pleasant
physical sensations, as for example, by purchasing savoury food or
beautiful slaves. One need hardly say how futile are such
explanations. They only demonstrated what we noted earlier the
incapacity of French metaphysical materialism to grapple
with questions of devel opment.
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29. M. Kovalevsky, Tableau des origines et de | @vdution de la famille et de la
propridtd, Stockholm 1890, pp.52-53. The late N. Sber s Outlines of Primitive
Economic Culture contains numerous facts demonstrating with the utmost clarity
that modes of appropriation are determined by modes of production.

30. Ibid., p.95.
31. Ibid., p.57.
32. 1bid., p.93.

33. It is known that the intimate connection between the hunter and his weapon
exigts in dl primitive tribes.  Der Jger darf s ich keiner fremden Waffen
bedienen, ( The hunter must not make use of a stra hger s weapons. Ed.) says

Martius of the primitive inhabitants of Brazil, explaining at the same time whence
these savages derived such a conviction: Besonde rs behaupten digenigen
Wilden, die mit dem Blasrohr schiessen, dass dieses Geschoss durch den
Gebrauch eines Fremden verdorben werde, und geben es nicht aus ihren H nden .

(In particular these savages who shoot with a blow pipe insist that this weapon is
spoiled when used by a stranger, and dont alow it out of their hands.) (Von
dem Rechtszustande unter den Ureinwohnern Brasiliens, Munich 1832, p.50.)
Die Fhrung diesr Waffen (bows and arrows) erford ert eine grosse
Geschicklichkeit und best ndige Uebung. Wo sie bei wilden V lkern im
Gebrauche sind, berichten uns die Reisenden, dass schon die Knaben sich mit
Kinderger ten im Schiessen ben. (The use of thes e weapons (bows and
arrows) requires great skill and constant practice. Where they are in use among
savage peoples, we are told by travellers, the boys already practise shooting with
toy weapons. ) (Oskar Peschel, V Ikerkunde, Leipzig 1875, S. 190.)

34. Loc. cit., p.56.

35. Dr. Albert Hermann Post, Der Ursprung des Rechts. Prolegomena zu einer
algemeinen vergleichenden Rechtswissenschaft, Oldenburg 1876, p.25.

36. Post belongs to the category of these people who have far from parted with
idealism yet. Thus, for example, he shows that the union of kindred corresponds
to hunting and nomad society, and that with the appearance of agriculture and the
stable settlement bound up with it, the union of kindred yields place to
Gaugenossenschaft (we should call it the neighbou r-community), it would seem
clear that the man is seeking the key to the explanation of the history of social
relations in nothing el se than the development of productive forces. in individual
cases Post is almost always true to such a principle. But this does not prevent him
regarding im Menschen schaffend ewigen Geist (th e Eternal Spirit, creating in
Man Ed.) asthe fundamenta cause of the history of law. Thisthan has been, as
it were, specially created in order to delight Mr. Kareyev.

37. Loc. cit,, p.139. When we were making this extract, we imagined Mr.
Mikhailovsky quickly rising in his seat, crying: | find this debatable: the Chinese
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may be armed with English rifles. Can one on the basis of these rifles judge of the
degree of their civilization? Very well asked, Mr. Mikhailovsky: from English
rifles it is not logical to draw conclusions about Chinese civilization. It is of
English civilization that one must judge from, them.

38. Loc. cit., pp. 252-53.

39. In a letter to his betrothed, written in 1833. Footnote for Mr. Mikhailovsky:
This is not the B chner who preached materialism in the general philosophical
sense: it is his brother, who died young, the author of a famous tragedy, The
Death of Danton.

40. Vestnik Y evropy, July 1894, p.6.
41. 1bid., p.7.

42. See the book of the late L. Mechnikov on the Great Historical Rivers. [17*] In
this book the author in essence only summarized the conclusions arrived at by the
most authoritative specialist historians, such as Lenormant. lisde Reclus saysin
his introduction to the book that Mechnikov s view will mark an epoch in the
history of science. This is untrue, in the sense that the view is not a new one:
Hegel expressed it in the most definite way. But undoubtedly science will gain a
great dedl if it consistently adheresto that view.

43. See Morgans Ancient Society and Engelss book, Origin of the Family,
Private Property and the State.

44. Deutsche Wirtschaftsgeschichte bis zum Schluss der Karolingenperiode,
Leipzig 1889, Val.l, pp.233-34.

45. Marx says that every class struggle is a political struggle. Consequently,

concludes Barth, politics in your opinion does not influence economics at al, yet
you yourself quote facts proving ... etc. Bravo, exclaims Mr. Kareyev, that s what
| call amodel of how one ought to argue with Marx! The model of Mr. Kareyev

displays a remarkable power of thought altogether. Rousseau, says the model,

lived in a society where class digtinctions and privileges were carried to the
extreme, where al were subjected to an all-powerful despotism; and yet the
method of the rational structure of the state borrowed from antiquity the method
which was also used by Hobbes and Locke led Rouss eau to create an ideal of
society based on universa equality and popular self-government. This ided
completely contradicted the order existing in France. Rousseau s theory was
carried out in practice by the Convention; consequently, philosophy influenced
politics, and through it economics (loc. cit., p.58). How do you like this brilliant
argument, to serve which Rousseau, the son of a poor Genevese Republican, turns
out to be the product of aristocratical society? To refute Mr. Barth means to
repeat oneself. But what are we to say of Mr. Kareyev, who applauds Barth? Ah,
Mr. V.V., your professor of history is poor stuff , really he isl We advise you
quite disinterestedly: find yourself anew professor.

46. Dont imagine that we are slandering the worthy professor. He quotes with
great praise the opinion of Barth, according to which law carries on a separate,
though not independent existence. Now, it s just t his separateness though not
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independence that prevents Mr. Kareyev from mastering the essence of the
historical process. How precisely it prevents him will be immediately shown by
pointsin the text.

47. In essence this is the very psychological process which the proletariat of
Europe is now going through: its psychology is already adapting itself to the new,
future relations of production.

48. Quand essa cominciava appena a nascerc net dic iassettesimo secolo, alcune
nazioni avevano gi da pig secoli florito collalor o sola esperienza, da cui poscia
la scienza ricavo i suoi dettami. Storia della Eco nomia pubblica in Italia, ecc.,
Lugano 1829, p.11. [ Even before it (political econ omy) began to take shape in
the seventeenth century, some nations had been flourishing for several centuries
relying solely on their practical experience. That experience was later used by this
sciencefor its propositions.  Ed.]

John Stuart Mill repeats. In every department of human affairs, Practice long
precedes Science ... The conception, accordingly, of Political Economy as a
branch of Science is extremely modern; but the subject with which its enquiries
are conversant has in all ages necessarily constituted one of the chief practical
interests of mankind. Principles of Political Econ omy, London 1843, Vol.l, p.1.

49. Rechtsstaat and Sozialismus, Innsbruck 1881, pp.124-25.

$# ’

13*. K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol.l, Moscow 1955, pp. 362-63.
14*. K. Marx, Capital, Vol.1, Moscow 1958, p.177.

15*. K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Val.l, Moscow 1955, p.363.

16*. Ibid., p.368.

17*. Plekhanov here refersto L.1. Mechnikov s book La civilisation et les grands
fleuves historiques, avec une prdface de M. Elisde Reclus, Paris 1889.

18*. Plekhanov refers to Paul Barths objections to Marx inDie
Geschichtsphilosophie Hegels und der Hegelianer bis auf Marx und Hartmann,
Leipzig 1890, pp.49-50.

19*. Sovo i delo gosudarevo (the word and deed of the sovereign) the
conventional name for the Tsarist political police method in the Russian Empire
in the 18th century. To say word and deed meant t o report state crimes.

20*. Quotation from N.l.Kareyev s Economic Materialism in History, Vestnik
Yevropy, July 1894, p.7.
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