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“After the death of Darwin the vast majority of the biologists of the world, 

instead of further developing his dotrine, have done everything in their power to 

diminish it, to smash its scientific foundation.” -Lysenko. 

 

November last year marked the 90th anniversary of “The Origin of Species”, the 

pioneering work of the English biologist Charles Darwin. This work showed for the 
first time, correctly and based on scientific data the fact that life has evolved 

from a simple origin towards an ever increasing complexity. Half a century earlier 

(1809) the French biologist Lamarck had published his “Philosophie zoologique” 

which already opposed the then prevailing view that animal and plant species are 

immutable. In his work Lamarck advocated the view that animal and plant species are 

the result of evolution, but the science of his day lacked the factual material to 

answer the question about the origin of species, other then speculatively. Only 

later, Darwin was able to lay the foundation for scientifically accurate proofs 

about the development of plant and animal species. Nowadays evolution from lower to 

higher forms is so well proven, that no respected biologist or any reasonable 

person generally denies it. 

 

DARWINISM 

 

In demonstration that evolution has happened and continues to happen, Darwin in his 

book simultaneously discusses the causes of evolution. Especially the 

purposefulness appararent in nature, that evolution seems to lead towards, was the 

main subject of his investigation. Darwin concluded that evolution has happened and 

continues to happen, because of the internal governing principles of nature.  

According to Darwin the principles of evolution are: variability, heritability and 
natural selection. 
 

Evolution necessitates entirely new traits or entirely new forms to appear next to, 

or to replace previous ones. The emergence of new traits in the offspring of some 

individual member of a species or the emergence of entirely new forms, which Darwin 

detected in nature, he called variability. However, if the new traits caused by 

variability are not inherited by the next generations, they don't have any 

evolutionary significance. New traits must be inherited, to become permanent in the 

species, before variability can cause evolution of the species. Only heritable 



changes, which Darwin also observed in plant and animal species, can be causes of 

evolution.  

 

Most broadly Darwin analyzed the reasons why evolution leads to purposefulness. In 

the structure of every organism there has been observed the striving, so to say, to 

adapt better and better to the living conditions where the organism lives. 

According to Darwin, there cannot be any superhuman higher power behind this 

purposefulness in evolution. The reasons for it can be found in nature itself, in 

its own governing principles. Showing these principles is particularly important in 

Darwin's work. He analyzes them for example in the following way: “. . . if 

variations useful to any organic being do ever occur, assuredly individuals thus 

characterised will have the best chance of being preserved in the struggle for 

life; and from the strong principle of inheritance, they will tend to produce 

offspring similarly characterised. This principle of preservation, or the survival 

of the fittest, I have called Natural Selection. It leads to the improvement of 
each creature in relation to its organic and inorganic conditions of life; and 

consequently, in most cases, to what must be regarded as an advance in 

organisation. Nevertheless low and simple forms will long endure if well fitted for 

their simple conditions of life.” Purposefulness is therefore the result of 

natural selection, which takes place through the struggle for existence. In the 

struggle for existence, the individuals who have gained some heritable adaptation 

useful for those conditions, will best be able to survive and have offspring. In 

explaining the struggle for existence Darwin took as his foundation the doctrine of 

the infamous priest Malthus, according to which all living things have the tendency 

to procreate faster then their available food sources permit. However, Darwin 

includes into the struggle for existence more then just struggle for scarce 

nutrition. In the end, he is compelled to explain that he uses the phrase 

“struggle for existence” only figuratively and as a general term of convenience. 

As an example he mentions the mistletoe: “As the mistletoe is disseminated by 

birds, its existence depends on birds; and it may metaphorically be said to 

struggle with other fruit-bearing plants, in order to tempt birds to devour and 

thus disseminate its seeds rather than those of other plants. In these several 

senses, which pass into each other, I use for convenience sake the general term of 

struggle for existence.“ 

 

Darwin's theory about the causes of evolution is at its foundations undeniably 

materialist. In summarizing his doctrine Darwin says: “Nothing at first can appear 

more difficult to believe than that the more complex organs and instincts should 

have been perfected, not by means superior to, though analogous with, human 

reason... Nevertheless, this difficulty, though appearing to our imagination 

insuperably great, cannot be considered real...” In his research Darwin overcame 

this difficulty and in his book he showed the hypothesis which, as he said, seemed 

less believable, to be true. He showed that nature has evolved due to its own 



internal laws of development. One of those laws in particular, natural selection, 

he proved rigorously. 

 

Marx and Engels were among the first who understood the scientific importance of 

Darwin's research and saw clearly the scientific correctness of his theory. 

According to Engels Darwin's theory, along with the discovery of the cell and with 

the transformation of energy, was the third huge step forward towards understanding 

the unity and interrelation of natural phenomena, that is, towards their 

dialectical materialist understanding. In his view by proving that nature is the 

product of a process of development which has lasted millions of years, Darwin in 

particular has given the strongest blow against the metaphysical position that 

nature moves in the monotony of an ever repeating cycle. But Marx and Engels also 

paid attention to the mistakes of darwinism. The classics of marxism considered it 

the greatest mistake of Darwin that he had included in his doctrine the theory of 

Malthus, which even in relation to the development of human society is clearly 

wrong, and that he considered the struggle for existence in nature to prove this as 

an eternal law of human society. Darwin did not realize the contradiction between 

his theory and malthusianism. According to Malthus, tremendous procreation is the 

source of all misery, while according to Darwin the struggle for existence created 

by plentiful procreation, leads development upwards towards ever higher forms. Also 

the fact that the procreation of any organism always means an increase in the 

amount of food for some other organism, doesn't speak of a contradiction between 

the available amount of food and the procreation tendency. At the same time the 

procreating species, by procreating as plentifully as possible, is securing its own 

survival and doesn't by any means lead itself into misery by doing it. If we think 

consistently, according to malthusianism evolution should lead to the complete 

destruction of lower and weaker forms, but according to darwinism such forms also 

have the possibility to survive if they have adapted well to the simple conditions 

where they live. In reality the only thing Malthus and Darwin have in common is the 

recognition of the possibility of organisms to procreate plentifully. Inspite of 

that Darwin says about his doctrine: “This is the doctrine of Malthus, applied to 

the whole animal and vegetable kingdoms.” In accepting so carelessly the doctrine 

of Malthus, Darwin couldn't therefore avoid discussing the struggle between 

individuals of the same species, which, however, happens quite rarely in nature. On 

the other hand the struggle between species is the generally observable fact of 

nature. 

 

The marxist classics also considered it a notable weakness of darwinism that Darwin 

didn't more closely analyze those hereditary changes which give birth to the new 

traits selected by natural selection. Darwin states only: “I have hitherto 

sometimes spoken as if the variations... had been due to chance. This, of course, 

is a wholly incorrect expression, but it serves to acknowledge plainly our 

ignorance of the cause of each particular variation.” On the other hand, although 



Darwin says: “Variability is governed by many unknown laws.”, he still ventures 

to estimate that: “The complex and little known laws governing acknowledged 

variations are the same, as far as we can see, with the laws which have governed 

the production of so-called specific differences. In both cases physical conditions 

seem to have produced some direct and definite effect, but how much we cannot 

say.” Engels had said the following about this part of Darwin's doctrine: 

“Darwin, when considering natural selection, leaves out of account the causes 

which have produced the alterations in separate individuals, and deals in the first 

place with the way in which such individual deviations gradually become the 

characteristics of a race, variety or species. To Darwin it was of less immediate 

importance to discover these causes—which up to the present are in part absolutely 

unknown, and in part can only be stated in quite general terms—than to find a 

rational form in which their effects become fixed, acquire permanent significance. 

It is true that in doing this Darwin attributed to his discovery too wide a field 

of action, made it the sole agent in the alteration of species and neglected the 

causes of the repeated individual variations, concentrating rather on the form in 

which these variations become general; but this is a mistake which he shares with 

most other people who make any real advance... But who was it that lent decisive 

impetus to work in this direction too? No other than Darwin.” 

 

Engels understood correctly. After Darwin, biologists began researching the causes 

of hereditary changes but simultaneously this weak spot of Darwin's fortress, 

became the idealist breakthrough location. Through it, ideas were introduced into 

the doctrine of evolution, which were entirely contrary to Darwin's views, and they 

sought to demolish the scientific foundation of darwinism. According to Darwin, 

chance had been the wrong word for explaining hereditary changes, but nonetheless 

they began to be explained with that word. The influence of living conditions on 

these changes was denied, i.e. exactly the opposite of what Darwin had surmised. In 

the end, biologists researching hereditary changes reached conclusions which were 

actually outright denials of the fact of evolution from lower to higher forms. On 

the other hand, there were biologists who tried to continue research in the 

materialist direction pointed out by Darwin. But in the capitalist world these 

kinds of researches have not had a possibility of succeeding. This trend could only 

be led to decisive victory by the biologists of the Soviet Union, who have 

continued Darwin's work while rejecting his errors, and have shown the decisive 

importance of living conditions on hereditary changes, as Darwin had surmised. It 

is not a coincidence that the true continuers of Darwin's work are to be found in 

the Soviet Union. In that country darwinism has been correctly understood, which is 

further proved by the fact that in Soviet institutions of higher learning there are 

constant lectures on a course on darwinism, the kind of course which is not taught 

in the universities of Darwin's homeland. In the Soviet Union they never fear or 

reject scientific truth. There, every real scientific achievement is accepted with 

open arms and used to benefit mankind. They have understood that discovering the 



developmental governing principles of nature means man's mastery over nature. That 

is why there, man is able to control the development of nature just like the 

development of society. 

 

MENDELISM-MORGANISM 

 

The emergence of the teachings of Lamarck and Darwin happened during the era when 

the bourgeoisie was still revolutionary and progressive. Lamarck presented his 

doctrine after the French revolution and influenced by it. Darwin's “Origin of 

Species” was published during the height of capitalism's flourishing in England. 

In those times capitalism was extending its influence to the countryside, causing a 

rise in agricultural production. Plant and animal breeding began to advance. 

According to Darwin it was the careful examination of domesticated animals and 

cultivated plants which had a pivotal importance for the birth of his doctrine. But 

due to the further development of capitalism, the world didn't receive much benefit 

from the teachings of Lamarck and Darwin. In the course of time, continuing 

research in their direction didn't receive support from the rulers of the 

capitalist world. In fact, they were not interested in mastering nature in the 

sense that everything beneficial could be gained from it. They were only interested 

in monopolizing the riches of nature in the greatest possible degree, so that 

nothing would be left for anyone else. Capitalist monopolies have become breaks  on 

all progress. They hinder the development and improvement of man's creative 

ability, sciences, industry, agriculture and thus also the standard of living. 

Scientists do as a rule, have freedom of thought, but also as a rule they are 

prevented from applying their progressive views and ideas into practice. 

 

In America for example, the farmer can receive a reward for burning his wheat crop 

so it wouldn't depress the american world market prices. But we have never heard of 

them giving a reward for increasing the wheat or corn crop. So the capitalist world 

also doesn't need scientific theories, which would help mankind to benefit from 

nature as much as possible. It needs other kinds of theories. It has more use for 

making things confused and mystified, than for explaining them. And theories like 

that, it has also acquired – developed first by the German Weismann and then by the 

Austrian Mendel, the American Morgan, the Danish Johanssen etc. 

 

Since the causes of hereditary changes remained speculative in the research of 
Darwin, the leading biologists of the capitalist world attempted to turn this area 

of study which has a decisive importance for the development of nature, into 

something outside man's possibilities of knowing and into a part of nature without 

any governing principles. Darwin had surmised that living conditions in nature are 

in a law governed relation to hereditary changes, but these biologists attempted to 

deny this. Their theories are based on the so-called germ-plasm theory of the 

German Weismann from the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries. According to that 



theory, only one part of the sex cell of an organism develops after fertilization 

into the body of the offspring. The other part forms immediately the sex cells of 

the offspring, which again after fertilization develop a part of themselves into 

the body of the next generation, while leaving another part again as sex cells. 

Thus a substance which Weismann calls the germ-plasm is passed down from generation 

to generation in the part which remains as sex cells. It never dies, and a new 

germ-plasm of the species is never born, it only grows continuously and multiplies 

extending from generation to generation. For this reason in Weismann's opinion sex 

cells are more important then the rest of the body, which is only the temporary 

vessel and provider of nourishment created for itself by the germ-plasm in the sex 

cell. The germ-plasm therefore gives birth to more and more generations of food-

providers for the germ-plasm, new individuals who are all the same because the 

unchanging germ-plasm controls their formation. If there appear changes in the 

external features of the body, it is the result of changes in the germ-plasm. 

Changes like this are caused by conception, where the germ-plasms of two 

individuals combine and form a germ-plasm which includes the properties of both 

parents. But even this is only the recombination of old properties which already 

existed. Only the properties determined by the germ-plasm can be inherited, but the 

germ-plasm never undergoes development and cannot be changed due to outside causes. 

Therefore life conditions cannot have any impact for heritable characteristics, 

they cannot cause heritable changes. Heritable characteristics are determined by 

the immortal germ-plasm, independent of life conditions, which rules over the 

mortal body. 

 

A similar view was presented by the Austrian monk Mendel. He said the 

characteristics of an individual are derived from special hereditary properties 

inside the sex cells, which are absolutely unchangeable. They are passed from one 

generation to the next as something independent, determining the characteristics of 

the offspring. Nowadays these hereditary properties are called genes. The 

hereditary substance consisting of genes is therefore only a different name for 

Weismann's germ-plasm. Afterwards, under the leadership of the American Morgan, the 

biologists of the capitalist world have further developed the theory of genes which 

are passed down from generation to generation, which are independent from living 

conditions and determine the characteristics of each individual. The emergence of 

new hereditary forms they explain either as the result of sexual crossing or 

mutation. Crossing can create new heritable properties when the properties of two 

different individuals combine into one individual through the sex cells. The genes 

however, remain unchanged, they have only been combined in a new way. Although the 

number of new combinations is finite, since genes remain numerically and 

qualitatively the same, there can still be a large number of possible combinations. 

Random chance determines which combination becomes a reality. Thus, nothing 

actually new can ever be created, and the evolution from lower to more developed 

forms cannot be explained by these “new” combinations. 



 

The morganists actually admit that the new forms created through sexual crossing 

cannot according to their theory explain the fact that evolution from lower forms 

to higher has happened. But the genes are not absolutely unchangeable after all, 

they explain. Although genes usually remain unchanged from generation to 

generation, this unchangeability is not absolute. For one reason or another, an 

individual gene can change, which is called mutation. The newly created anomalous 

form is called a mutant. The morganists see the basis of the evolutionary process 

in these genetic mutants. But at the same time they state, that there are no 

detectable guiding principles in mutation. They happen entirely by random chance. 

An experimenter can cause a mutation, but he cannot estimate before hand, what kind 

of mutants his experiment will create. In trying to explain the evolutionary 

process the mutation theory also has other weaknesses. 

 

Firstly, mutations are relatively rare. Experimentally it has been possible to 

create them only through powerful stimuli, such as poisons, x-rays, extremely high 

or low temperatures. Many mutants actually don't bring anything new to the species, 

but on the contrary something old only disappears. Often mutations are outright 

harmful and natural selection would certainly weed them out. Morgan himself has 

stated: “It has become apparent that many mutants do not adapt to the living 

conditions of their environment any better then their predecessor forms, nor to 

other conditions known to us. . . The general picture received by us, is a process 

following a descending course, that the embryonic substance, within certain limits, 

sometimes and actually often, degenerates rather then developing.” There is an 

unavoidable contradiction between the theories of the morganists and the 

development in real life. There is nothing surprising in this, because in their 

research they have not even wanted to follow the theory of evolution. The Danish 

Johanssen wrote in his main work: “One of the most important goals of our work was 

to end the harmful dependence of the theory of heredity on the theory of 

evolution.” This goal they have successfully achieved; their doctrine of heredity 

can actually be true only if there has never been any evolution. 

 

Darwin discovered the causes of development in the governing laws prevailing in 

nature. The morganists deny development and instead of governing laws they talk 

about random chance, which prevails everywhere. Hereditary changes, both the new 

combinations created as a results of crossing and mutants, are at the end of the 

day completely random. Thus all of nature is for them, a chaos of random and 

isolated phenomena. Planned changing of such a nature is impossible. For example in 

the breeding of crops and livestock, it is determined by random chance if the 

species will end up the way the breeder hopes. By crossing it is possible to 

combine good qualities from different individuals, but at the end of the day 

whether the genes will combine in the desired way depends on chance. Therefore man 

doesn't have any possibility of purposively changing and steering nature for his 



own benefit. He can only sit and wait, in case nature happens to give charitable 

favors. It is exactly these kinds of theories that the rulers of the capitalist 

world need, to be able to cover up the real causes of the mass misery in the 

countries ruled by the capitalists. They are in reality a justification of the 

imperialists' policy of misery. 

 

MICHURINISM 

 

In the socialist Soviet Union they are preparing for the gradual transition from 

socialism to communism, when it must be possible to satisfy everyone's needs. This 

requires such highly developed production that there are always plenty of consumer 

goods and of course food products in particular. Such abundance in agricultural 

products that everyone's needs can be satisfied, has up to now, for numerous 

reasons been impossible. It is already a commendable achievement that in the Soviet 

Union during the five year plan agricultural production has doubled. But it is 

still too little, especially when during the same time, industrial production has 

increased by twelve times. Engels stated that “mastery over nature is maintained 

in industry quite differently, to a much bigger degree, than in agriculture”, 

which up to that point had been dominated by the quirks of nature. In that sense we 

haven't progressed far from those times. But instead of the biologists of the 

capitalist countries who advise people to continue to submit to those quirks, 

soviet biologists have taken as their mission to gain mastery over nature. It can 

only happen by discovering the governing laws of nature, and in that, random chance 

is the enemy of science. Russian academician Mitin has said: “Only that kind of 

science can be called true science, which leads man towards understanding the 

governing laws of the surrounding world and opens new horizons and possibilities 

for mankind. Also only that kind of science can be called science, which serves 

practice, which is tested in practice and gives positive results in practice.” 

 

In the Soviet Union science is needed for different kinds of purposes then in 

capitalist countries. Biologists in particular, have been given an important 

mission. When the entire land of the soviets is striving to increase agricultural 

production so that the building of communism won't meet any obstacles in that area, 

the biologists have to research the possibilities and methods for reaching this 

goal. In this regard soviet biologists have increased man's mastery over nature and 

nature's phenomena in entirely new areas. Soviet biologists have shown the path for 

mankind to become masters of nature's development. Their mentor Michurin carried 
out research already in the times of tsarist Russia, but only after the soviet 

revolution they attracted official attention and began to be supported by the 

government. His most famous disciple is Lysenko, son of a peasant, who soviet power 
gave the opportunity to study and use his talents in scientific work. 

 



Soviet biologists had to focus in their research in particular to the same weak 

point of Darwin's theory, as the biologists of the capitalist world, that is, the 

causes of heritable changes. But when the morganists try to deny the laws governing 

the relationship between living conditions and heritable changes, and therefore 

also man's possibilities to purposefully change animal and plant species, soviet 

biologists try to prove the opposite. The biologists who continued Michurin's work 

eventually collected so much evidence for the decisive importance of living 

conditions for heritable characteristics, that a new theory of heredity clearly had 

to be developed. According to this theory, there is no hereditary substance which 

is independent from the body, unchangeable and immortal. The existence of such a 

substance is already debunked by the fact that sex cells are created by the body 

and not immediately by the sex cell the body developed from. “Sex cells are the 

product of the life processes of the bodies of the parents”, says Lysenko. When in 

every generation it is the body which produces the sex cells, they cannot be the 

carriers of any eternally continuing and immortal germ-plasm. 

 

According to the morganists the characteristics of two different individuals can be 

acquired by crossing. But the crossing must always happen sexually, where the genes 

determining the characteristics, which reside inside the sex cells, can get into 

the new individual through the uniting of the sex cells. Soviet biologists have 

proved that any characteristics from two different individuals can be combined 

without any sex cells, through grafting. Michurin developed the so-called mentor 

method for this kind of plant breeding. In this method, the branches of old fruit 

trees are grafted to the crown of a young species, then the young species acquires 

for itself new characteristics from the grafted branches of the old species, 

without sex cells. Young plant individuals which are only just developing, always 

change their development after this kind of grafting. When their seeds are planted, 

they grow plants containing characteristics from both plants involved in the 

grafting. However, for some plants visible changes to their characteristics are not 

observable the same year as the grafting or even in the first generation of seeds. 

Despite of that, soviet biologists already have enough evidence to conclude that: 

“There is no grafting so dishonest, that it wouldn't cause changes in the heredity 

of a young plant.” (Lysenko) So soviet biologists are able to transfer heritable 

changes from one plant to another, without sex cells. This means that heredity is 

not at all tied to only some substance inside the sex cell, but is inherent to 

other parts of the living body as well. A new individual which has through 

grafting, received hereditary characteristics of two individuals, is called a 

vegetative hybrid. Vegetative hybrids don't differ in principle from hybrids 

produced by sexual crossing. For that reason Lysenko says: “Thus experiments in 

vegetative hybridisation provide unmistakable proof that any particle of a living 

body, even the juices exchanged between scion and stock, possesses hereditary 

qualities.” In the course of fertilization characteristics, of course, are 

transmitted to the offspring through sex cells, because in that situation they 



don't have any other path of transmission. But soviet biologists have proved that 

the theory of a hereditary substance isolated from the body is not based on fact. 

 

When the basis of the morganist theory, the immortal hereditary substance, has been 

debunked with facts, it follows that conclusions developed from that basis also 

cannot be correct. The most important such conclusion is their claim that 

hereditary changes are totally independent from the living conditions of plants and 

animals, something which they have never been able to credibly prove. About the 

significance of living conditions on hereditary changes Lysenko says: “There is no 

living body without heredity, and there is no heredity without a living body. The 

living body and its conditions of life are inseparable. Deprive an organism of its 

conditions of life and its living body will die.” “Changes in the heredity of an 

organism or in the heredity of any part of its body are the result of changes in 

the living body itself.” 

 

So heredity is related to all parts of the living body and its changes are the 

result of changes in the living body. The living body is intimately related to its 

conditions of life, so “changes in heredity. . . are always determined by the 

organism's conditions of life” (Lysenko). The living body has the characteristic 

of requiring for its life certain specific conditions at each given phase of 

development. If due to changes in conditions of life the body cannot find these 

necessary requirements and it must carry out its metabolism in conditions that 

differ from those of the previous generations, then parts of the body will be 

formed, which differ more or less from those of the previous generations. The 

inheritance of these changes depends on how much the substances from the altered 

part of the body can be part of the process that forms the sex cells. A changed 

branch or the stem of a fruit tree or potato for example, are so distant from the 

process of sex cell formation that the change is not inherited through sexual 

procreation. But if the offspring forms directly from the altered part of the body, 

then the change is inherited. This is what happens if the altered part is cut off 

and grown as a separate, independent plant. Conditions of life can also cause 

changes which are entirely outside the process of sex cell production and in that 

case the change naturally is not hereditary. The true hereditary factors must 

therefore be looked for in the factors that impact the development of the living 

body. Lysenko says: “Once we know how the heredity of an organism is built up, we 

can change it in a definite direction by creating definite conditions at a 

definite moment in the development of the organism.” (Lysenko) 

 

The founding father of soviet biologists Michurin could already conclude based on 

his own research: “We cannot wait for favors from nature, we have to wrest them 

from her.” “When man gets involved in the process it becomes possible to compel 

each plant and animal form to develop faster and specifically to the direction 

useful for man. A wide field of possibilities for useful work opens up for man . . 



.” Michurin himself created in his life over 300 new plant species. His disciples 

have continued his work and created thousands of new plant species. Their theory 

doesn't render man helpless at the hands of nature, but with it man can master 

nature. Exactly that kind of theory is needed by the land of socialism in 

transition to communism. 

 

Michurinism is consistent continuation of Darwin's work from the same materialist 

foundation that Darwin began from. It has proved correct Darwin's estimation that 

hereditary changes are in a law governed relation to conditions of life, and is by 

no means in contradiction with facts. But it doesn't limit itself to only 

explaining the history of nature, the development that has already happened, the 

way darwinism does. It has directed its gaze towards the future development of 

nature, and is not content only to explain it but strives to also actively 

influence it, to change it in a direction beneficial for mankind. With the teaching 

of Michurin, darwinism goes through a development which Lysenko described in the 

following way: “From a science which primarily explains the past history of the 

organic world, it is becoming a creative, effective means of systematically 

mastering living nature, making it serve practical requirements.” That is why the 

Michurinist trend in biology can be called creative soviet darwinism. 

 

 


