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minent laws of capitalistic produc-
tion . . . develop . . . the conscious
technical application of science, the
methodical cultivation of the soil, the
transformation of the instruments ot
labour 1into instruments ot labour only
usable in common... the entangle-
ment of all peoples 1n the net ot the
world market, and this, the inter-
national character of the capitalistic
regime. .. but with this too grows
the revolt of the working class, a class
always 1ncreasing 1n numbers, and
disciplined, united, organised by the
very mechanism of the process of
capitalist production itself.” (Capital,
vol. 1, p. 8306, C. H. Kerr edition.)
The only question, therefore, which
arises here is the professor’s audacity
in presenting i the name ot Marx a
product of his own imagination.

“Economic Interpretation of History”

Next on the list 1s an indirect con-
fession of mental bankrupty, for the
professor makes the tollowing state-
ment: ‘“I'he most problematic point
in the economic interpretation ot his-
tory 1s the ambiguity ot the concept
of economic change.” (Author’s em-
phasis.)

Marx and Engels found the econ-
omic factor to be the 1mportant
factor in the movement ot historical
events. With the formulation of the
Materialist Conception of History,
man was presented with the means
of understanding why social systems
change. As Marx says: “‘It 1s not the
articles made, but how they are made,
and by what instruments, that enables
us to distinguish different economical
epochs.” (Capital, vol. 1, p. 200.)

Fngels, in no way ambiguously,
wrote in a letter to a student (Jan.
25, 1895): “We hold that in the final
analysis, economic conditions con-
stitute the determinative factor 1n
historical evolution... that the pol-
itical, philosophical, religious, literary,
artistic, etc., evolutions are based on
the economic evolution. They all
react upon each other and upon the
economic bases. It does not mean
that the economic factor is the sole ac-
tive cause and all others merely
passive effects. But the whole situ-
ation presents a mutual interaction
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among the various forces on the bases
of economic necessity, which latter
force ultimately prevails... History
1s not as some would imagine for the
sake ot this greater convenience, an
automatic effect of the economic
situation, but men themselves make
their own history. Certain it 1s, how-
ever, that men act in accordance with
the prevailing conditions that domin-
ate their field of action and among
these the economic circumstances,
however much influenced by political
and 1deological forces, are always of
chief importance.” (The Western So-
cialist, Mar.-Apr. 1953).

In the light ot the above, the only
“problematic point” needing to be
considered 1s the degree of 1mper-
tinence of a certain professor who
would judge and condemn scientific
theory without first having attempted
to comprehend 1t.

Dialectics

Our professor, consistent i1n his
inconsistencies, offers the following
paragraph: “I‘or the consistent Marx-
1st dialectician, straight-line, gradual
progress can never lead to worthwhile
results. .. Since true reform, which
does not destroy the present system
but gradually transforms 1it, i1s ruled
out, revolution becomes necessary,
and to a consistent believer 1in dialec-
tics the sufferimng and sacrifices of
violent change constitute the price
mankind has to pay to have any es-
sential progress at all... This was
the philosophy that Marx professed.”

The ‘““‘worthwhile results” of ‘‘grad-
ual progress” can only be viewed rel-
atively. On one hand, every technical
advancement in the means of produc-
tion generally results in greater profits
for the owning class, therefore a
worthwhile result for them. On the

other hand, the ‘“‘gradual progress’’ of

capitalism has developed the means
of social production to a stage that 1s
more and more becoming incompatible
with minority ownership. It i1s from
this development that the idea 1s grow-
ing for the necessity of establishing
social ownership and democratic con-
trol, therefore a worthwhile result.
It 1s to this objective that Marxists
devote their energies, and so to state
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that gradual progress cannot for
Marxists lead to worthwhile results is
quite absurd.

Reforms have relatively little to do
with revolution, although lack of
reform may indeed result in a general
revolt as in Cuba where this was dis-
covered by the American capitalist
class, to their loss and Cuban capital-
1ISm's gain.

The Marxian analysis of capitalism
shows that the i1nherent anarchy ot
social production tied to minority
ownership 1s resulting 1n an ever-
oreater degree of proletarian class
consciousness, thereby bring us closer
to production for use, 1.e., the Social-
1st revolution.

That Marx ‘“‘professed violent
change” as his “‘philosophy” 1s not true.
However, a “philosophy” ot violent
change with suffering and sacrifice 1s
and always has been the patented phil-
osophy of the capitalist class. For
example, during the French industrial
revolution a capitalist philosopher
(Diderot) said, ‘“Mankind will not be
free until the last king has been stran-
oled with the entrails of the last
priest.” That “philosophy”™ was a
direct manifestation of the economic
needs of the beneficiaries of the in-
dustrial revolution, the ancestors ot
the present day capitalists, and was
embraced by them because the mon-
arch represented the interests ol the
landed aristocrats, while the estab-
lished church owned almost a third
of the property, thereby standing 1in
the way of the ascent of King Capital.
Marx points out, ‘“T'he history of. ..
their expropriation is written 1in the
annals of mankind in letters of blood
and fire.” (Capital, vol. 1, p. 780.)

The international Socialist revo-
lution will be an act of the majority.
Any violence, if such occurs, will be
instigated by the minority. Marx put
it this way: ‘“The transformation of
scattered private property, arising
from individual labour, into capitalist
property is, naturally, a process, 1n-
comparably more protracted, violent,
and difficult, than the transformation
of capitalist private property, already
practically resting on socialised pro-
duction, into socialised property. In
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the former case, we had the expropri-
ation of the mass of the people, by
a few usurpers; in the latter, we have
the expropriation of a few usurpers by
the mass of the people.” (Capital, vol.

1, p. 837.)

Class Struggle

Protessor Landauer writes: ‘“As
Marx was not a consistent dialectician,
he wrote many passages that are in-
compatible with the belief in illimit-
able class struggle. 'There exists,
theretore, a cleavage in the Marxist
system between the belief in dem-
ocratic evolution and the contrary
beliet 1n the inevitability of revolution
ending 1n dictatorship.”

Marx tells why he applied the dial-
ectic method: *“...because it includes
in 1ts comprehension an affirmative
recognition of the existing state of
things, at the same time also, the
recognition of the negation of that
state, of 1ts 1inevitable breaking up;
because i1t regards every historically
developed social form as in fluid
movement, and therefore takes into

-account i1ts transient nature not less

than 1ts momentary existence because
1t lets nothing impose upon it and is
in 1ts essence critical and revolution-
ary.” (Capital, vol. 1, p. 26.)

The professor offers no proof that
Marx was not a consistent dialec-
tician; he has no proof. That he
anticipated possible criticism is sug-
gested by his vague and diffuse treat-
ment of the class struggle — unless,
of course, he simply did not know
what he was talking about, in which
case we can only beg him to keep
quiet until after his next visit with
Marx’s Capital.

We shall see later that the profes-
sor, 1n his reterence to dictatorship,
1s under the illusion that the capitalist
revolution ot 1917 in Russia was a
Socialist revolution. The ‘‘cleavage”
which he found, therefore, exists not
in the Marxian system but in the
professor’s head.

Marx and Engels saw the Socialist
revolution as the outcome of the or-
ocanized movement of the class-con-
sctous majority. Here 1s a passage
from. Marx, ‘“To fit the workers for
their historic task ot inaugurating the




