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INTRODUCTION

The foundation of modern communism rests firmly upon
the philosophical system developed by Lenin—his theories of
history, politics, and economics; his tactics for securing and
retaining power; and his vision of a new social and economic
system. Lenin’s place in communist history is unchallenged
either by communism’s proponents or opponents. Communist
theoreticians of every faction carefully buttress all their argu-
ments and programs with appropriate citations from Lenin;
he is, indeed, the first and last word in every consideration of
communist philosophy.

Therefore, Lenin’s literary works assume special impor-
tance. He speaks with remarkable directness and forcefulness.
No one need doubt the source of communist goals and tactics;
they are explained and constantly reiterated by Lenin himself
throughout his writings. There is an obvious need to make
these writings more readily available to the general student of
communism and its role in world affairs.

Now, at last, this present volume meets the need for an
objective introduction to Lenin’s thinking, as presented by his
own writings. Obviously, his extensive writings cannot be fully
included in a one-volume, introductory anthology; his com-
plete works comprise several dozen volumes. However, this
book does feature what are generally considered his four most
significant works: The Development of Capitalism in Russia,
his first major study, which is represented here by key sections;
What Is to Be Done?, long regarded as the key manual of com-
munist action, which is presented here complete, except for
one highly specialized and dated section; I'mperialism, the
Highest Stage of Capitalism, in which Lenin seeks to chart the
future of capitalism, presented here complete; and The State
and Revolution, which summarizes Lenin’s concepts of the
goals and future of communism, regarded as his most impor-
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tant work, also presented here complete. These four works,
taken together, offer a balanced cross section of Lenin’s views.
quether, they deal with both theory and action—Lenin’s anal-
ysis of problems and the program he proposes to solve them.

Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov, later known as V. L Lenin, was
born April 10, 1870 in the Volga town of Simbirsk (now
Ulyanovsk), the third child of Ilya Nikolaievich Ulyanov and
Maria Alexandrovna Blank Ulyanov. The elder Ulyanov was
a dedicated educator and the director of the school system of
the province of Simbirsk. Under his devoted leadership, almost
500 new schools were built, and school attendance in the prov-
ince doubled—among a population 80 per cent illiterate. He
was referred to suspiciously as “the Liberal” by his merchant
neighbors. Maria Alexandrovna Blank Ulyanov was a culti-
vateq woman of Volga German ancestry, the daughter of a
physician. A Lutheran, she was officially classified a dissenter
from the state Russian Orthodox religion.

Therefore, the Ulyanov household was in striking contrast
to the typical Russian family of the time, and distinctly dif-
f§rent even from the average professional, middle-class Rus-~
sian family. Vladimir Ilyich and his two brothers, Alexander
(1866-1887) and Dmitri (1874-1943), and three sisters, Anna
(1864-1935), Olga (1871-1891), and Maria (1878-1937),
were reared in an atmosphere of idealism and cosmopolitan
culture. Edmund Wilson, the noted American literary critic,
has said that in order to understand this remarkable family,
one should think not in traditional Russian or even European
t‘er.ms, but turn instead to the New England tradition of “plain-
living and high-thinking.” Indeed, the interior of the Ulyanov
home, which has been restored, is said to bear an unusual re-
semblance to a cultured, New England home of the mid-1880s.

This idyllic family life was not to last, however. In 1886,
Ilya Nikolaievich Ulyanov, only 45 years old but exhausted
from years of dedicated service, died suddenly. The next year,
Alexander Ulyanov, the eldest of the children and a brilliant
student at the University of St. Petersburg, was involved in a
plot to assassinate Tsar Alexander ITT. He and Anna, who hap-
peped to be visiting him, were arrested. Alexander readily ad-
mlt.tec.i his role in the plot and attempted to protect others by
claiming full responsibility. He and four others were hanged,
and Anna was banished to Kokuchkino, a small town near
nga_n, about 150 miles from the Ulyanov family home at
Simbirsk. The entire family was suspected by the authorities;
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nonetheless, Vladimir was admitted to the University of Kazan.
Quickly becoming involved in antigovernment student activi-
ties, he was soon expelled and, like Anna, banished to Ko-
kuchkino. Thereupon, the rest of the Ulyanov family, Maria
Alexandrovna and the smaller children, joined Vladimir and
Anna at Kokuchkino.

In the autumn of 1888, clemency measures released Vlad-
imir and Anna from banishment, and the Ulyanov family
moved to Kazan. However, Vladimir was not readmitted to
the University of Kazan and could only continue his studies
alone. Maria Alexandrovna acquired a farm in Samara, where
the family spent the winters, returning to Kazan for the rest
of each year. Vladimir adjusted to this routine; he utilized the
libraries and secured banned Marxist works while in Kazan
and did field research on the state of the peasants while in
Samara. He pursued a dual goal of preparing himself for uni-
versity degree examinations and deepening his knowledge of
Marxism. Making extensive use of his fluency in German, ac-
quired at home, he studied Marx in the original and translated
the Communist Manifesto into Russian. And he continued his
efforts to re-enter a university. The authorities refused to ad-
mit him as a resident-student at any university, but they even-
tually permitted him to take the final law school examinations
at the University of St. Petersburg, with the condition that he
would prepare himself by independent study. He took the ex-
aminations at the 1891 session and graduated first in the class.

It was at this point that the Ulyanov family was broken up.
Olga, studying in St. Petersburg, was fatally stricken by typhoid
fever. Subsequently, Maria Alexandrovna moved to Moscow,
where her youngest son, Dmitri, entered the university.

Vladimir settled in St. Petersburg and registered for the bar.
There, he redoubled his efforts in a two-front struggle not only
against the Tsarist government, but also against the Narod-
niki, known as “Friends of the People” and “Populists,” whose
political arm was the Social Revolutionary Party. The Narod-
niki had dominated the anti-Tsarist opposition for decades and
were bitterly hostile to the new Marxist movement.

The Narodniki were exclusively peasant-oriented. First, they
thought in populist terms, and the overwhelming majority of
the Russian population consisted of peasants. Second, they
were ultranationalistic and anti-Western, basing their move-
ment on Russian culture and tradition; they glorified the role
of primitive communism among the peasants of medieval Rus-
sia and asserted that Russia was a unique case in which West-
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ern concepts of revolutionary change had no place. Third,
they were antimodern; they opposed industrialization and in-
novation and sought instead to implement a romantic, “back
to nature,” agrarian utopia. They relied heavily on sporadic,
individualistic terrorism in which Narodniki intellectuals would
sacrifice themselves in assassination attempts unrelated to any
over-all, revolutionary plan. There was a strongly mystical
strain in the Narodniki outlook which involved symbolic self-
sacrifice of life on behalf of a traditional “Mother Russia.”

Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov, on the other hand, was already
dedicated to the transformation of Russia into a modern, in-
ternational, industrialized, urban-oriented, Marxist society,
which he believed could be achieved only by a carefully organ-
ized revolution executed by professional revolutionaries utiliz-
ing the most modern techniques. He threw himself into the
dual struggle against both the Tsarists and the Narodniki—
and we now see clearly the mature Lenin—with the combina-
tion of dedication and skill that was to mark his subsequent
career. Although he did not yet use the name Lenin, it is
appropriate to refer to him by that name from this point on.

Under the leadership of Lenin, a score of scattered groups
were united into a new organization, the League of Struggle
for the Emancipation of the Working Class. But the Tsarist
police moved rapidly, and in December 1895, Lenin and other
Russian Marxist leaders were arrested and imprisoned. Lenin
remained in prison until early 1897, when he was banished to
Siberia for three years. While in prison, he utilized his time
writing his first major work, The Development of Capitalism
in Russia, which he completed in Siberian exile. In 1898, he
was joined by Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaya, a revo-
lutionary associate of the previous several years, now also
banished to Siberia; they were married July 10, 1898.

Meanwhile, in March 1898, the new Russian Social Demo-
cratic Labor (RSDLP) Party held its first congress in Minsk
and openly proclaimed its program. Even though the party
was almost immediately repressed, Russian Marxism had en-
tered a new era.

In January 1900, having served three years of Siberian ban-
ishment, Lenin returned to European Russia and soon there-
after went into self-imposed exile in Western Europe, where
he was to spend the next five years. Krupskaya joined him
when her banishment ended. The Lenins settled first in Munich,
then.London, and finally in Switzerland. In association with
Russian Marxists abroad, then led by Georgiy Valentinovich
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Plekhanov, sometimes referred to as “the father of Russian
Marxism,” the Lenins devoted themselves to revolutionary
activity. Lenin edited a new Russian, revolutionary periodical,
Iskra, and Krupskaya undertook the correspondence and other
details involved in smuggling the paper into Russia. Iskra was
intended to be just what its name, “The Spark,” implied; Lenin
was striving to eventually ignite a Marxist revolution in Rus-
sia. It was also during this period that he completed and pub-
lished another major work, What Is to Be Done? In this book,
he carefully outlines his concept of political action. Lenin com-
pletely rejects the Western role of a democratic political party
working within the framework of parliamentary democracy;
instead, he calls for a monolithic organization of dedicated
professional revolutionaries devoted to the single goal of the
dictatorship of the proletariat.

Lenin was approaching his second major ideological con-
frontation. In previous years, he had fought not only Tsarists,
but also the Narodniki. He was now about to openly attack
another enemy: his opponents within the RSDLP.

In July and August of 1903, the RSDLP held its Second
Congress, this time abroad. First meeting in Brussels, the con-
vention was dispersed by the Belgian police and subsequently
reassembled in London. As the congress progressed, it was
soon obvious that the RSDLP was, in practice, an umbrella
for many conflicting viewpoints. The “Economists” empha-
sized improvement of living and working conditions and
stressed trade unionism rather than political change. The Jew-
ish Bund desired to remain a separate, autonomous organiza-
tion within the party. Finally, those who desired a socialist
society were not only split over how to achieve it, but were
also divided on the question of the nature of socialism—
whether democratic or Leninist.

Democratic socialism already was making a major impact
in Western Europe. In Britain, the Fabians, led by Sidney and
Beatrice Webb, George Bernard Shaw, and other intellectuals,
were advocating the ideals and programs that led to the devel-
opment of the modern British trade union movement and the
Labour Party. In Germany, Eduard Bernstein propounded his
theory of evolutionary socialism. In France, in the Scandi-
pavian countries and elsewhere in Western Europe, in the
United States, and throughout the English-speaking world,
there was strong sympathy for democratic socialism. Demo-
cratic socialists existed in Russia, too. Their goal was a dem-
ocratic society with personal liberty and a mixed economy of
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public and private ownership. Lenin scorned such views as
bourgeois; to him, socialism meant a dictatorship of the prole-
tariat exercising absolute control over all political and eco-
pomic matters. To democratic socialists, establishment of their
concept of socialism was the ultimate goal. To Lenin, on the
other hand, establishment of his concept of socialism— a dic-
tatorship of the proletariat—was but a step toward the ulti-
mate goal: communism.

A political development outside the RSDLP increased the
division within the Party itself—the emergence of the Con-
stitutional Democratic Party, a group of Western-oriented lib-
erals who sought to establish Western parliamentary democracy
and Western social patterns in Russia. These Constitutional
Democrats, referred to as “Cadets,” were regarded with favor
by many democratic socialists within the RSDLP. The latter
wished to co-operate with the Constitutional Democrats in
joint, democratic, political strategy and action to achieve mu-
tual goals. Lenin, on the contrary, scorned the Constitutional
Democrats, denouncing them as bourgeois liberals who merely
wished to preserve the capitalist system. Moreover, Lenin, who
rejected Western parliamentarianism, believed that it was use-
Iess to attempt to accomplish any fundamental reform through
parliamentary democracy; he was convinced that real change
could be brought about only by and through the dictatorship
of the proletariat. Consequently, the emergence of the Consti-
tutional Democrats as a significant political factor divided still
further the two factions within the RSDLP.

Open conflict between these two contradictory viewpoints
was inevitable; it came about in the Second Congress of the
RSDLP. While the congress was in session, both the “Econ-
omists” and the Jewish Bundists withdrew from the RSDLP,
leaving the democratic socialists as the only real opposition
to the Leninists. The lines were clearly drawn; the choice was
now reduced to two alternative programs, democratic social-
ism or Leninism. Lenin was able to gather a majority of the
remaining delegates; hence, his group became known as “Bol-
sheviks” (from the Russian bolshe, “more™), while the demo-
cratic socialist minority became known as “Mensheviks” (from
the Russian menshe, “less”). Lenin, who well understood the
value of words, was therefore able to characterize his move-
ment by the term “majority,” with all the consequent psycho-
logical advantages, when in fact his forces actually were a
minority in the over-all party. The “Mensheviks” soon gained
the party leadership, and the two groups continued to strug-

i
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gle until the Leninists withdrew from the RSDLP several years
later. The “Bolsheviks” then reconstituted themselves as the
Communist Party, and were henceforth known as Commu-
nists, while the “Mensheviks,” assuming full control of the
RSDLP, were known henceforth as Social Democrats.

Meanwhile, conditions inside Russia had been worsening.
The Tsarist government thought that the Russo-Japanese War
of 1904-1905 would distract the restive population, but the
humiliating defeat suffered by Russia only broadened and in-
tensified resentment against the government. The Russian
masses still had faith in the Tsar. however; they believed he
could and would intervene personally on their behalf. On Jan-
uary 9, 1905, Father Gapon, a priest of the official Russian
Orthodox Church, led a procession of St. Petersburg workers
to petition the Tsar for improvement of working conditions.
The demonstrators were peaceful; they carried religious icons
and portraits of the Tsar and sang religious hymns and the
Tsarist national anthem Nevertheless, as they approached the
Winter Palace, soldiers and Cossacks opened fire, and the help-
less demonstrators were massacred.

This “Bloody Sunday™ slaughter had a great effect through-
out Russia. In June 1905, the famous Potemkin naval revolt
took place; the Tsar no longer dared depend on his army and
navy. By October, there was an effective general strike, and
in mid-October the Tsar felt compelled to grant certain civil
liberties and to establish a Duma (parliament). The new lib-
erty was shori-lived, however. The Tsar withdrew major con-
cessions; the Moscow workers responded with an uprising in
December and were crushed. By mid-1906, the Tsar dissolved
the First Duma; in 1907. he not only dissolved the Second
Duma, but also arrested and deported some of its members.
Lenin, who had returned to Russia in November 1905, was
hunted by the Tsarist police, and in December 1907, almost
lost his life fleeing across the ice from the Finnish mainland
to a Finnisb island, where a ship carried him back into exile.

Lenin’s second exile was spent largely in Paris and Switzer-
land. It was to take Russia a full decade to recover from the
1905-1907 repression. Lenin bided his time; he and Krupskaya
continued to devote themselves to the cause of a Russian,
Marxist revolution. In 1916, Lenin completed another major
work, Imperialism, The Highest Stage of Capitalism. In this
book, he looked beyond the traditional concept of imperialism
as the building of empires by subjugation of territories and the
subsequent exploitation of these colonies for raw material and
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as captive markets. He considered this type of imperialism
merely a transitional stage to a new variety of imperialism in
which advanced, wealthy nations would dominate underde-
veloped, poor nations by the simple device of exporting cap-
ital. Thus, the capitalists of the advanced Western nations
would neither need to extract raw materials from the under-
developed nations, nor compel them to purchase finished
manufactured goods; they could merely sit back and collect
continuous income from their capital, while the exploited
workers of the underdeveloped nations performed all the
work. Lenin considered this the final, “parasitic” stage of
capitalism.

It was during this second exile that Lenin also wrote what is
generally regarded as his most significant work, The State and
Revolution. In this book, Lenin reaffirms his total rejection of
all the institutions of Western democracy. He emphasizes that
a Leninist should participate in Western parliamentarianism
for one purpose alone: to bring about its ultimate destruction.
He reiterates that the dictatorship of the proletariat is the only
true Leninist method for eliminating capitalism. However, he
goes well beyond these points to introduce a wholly new aspect
of Leninist philosophy; he presents an unprecedented exam-
ination of what he asserts will inevitably follow the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, the “withering away” of the state.
Lenin, the hard-headed, ultrapractical revolutionary tactician,
suddenly projects a utopian vision. He predicts that once the
dictatorship of the proletariat is established and capitalism de-
stroyed, people will be transformed. No longer will they think
in a selfish, capitalistic context, but in a new, brotherly com-
munist one, liberated from the restraints of capitalism. As a
result, they will behave in a natural, ethical manner; police,
courts, laws, all will become unnecessary. The entire apparatus
of government will cease to exist, the state itself will disap-
pear, and only individually self-governing people will remain,
each serving the common good to the extent of his ability, and
each receiving according to his needs, in a perfect communist
society.

By this time, Lenin had reached a third ideological confron-
tation, one which provoked him to the type of wrath he bad
earlier directed first against the Narodniki and then against
the Mensheviks. Karl Kautsky, literary executor of the works
of Marx and Engels and distinguished theoretician of the Ger-
man Social Democratic Party, with whom Lenin previously
had agreed on various key Marxist points, now boldly attacked
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Lenin and his plans for Russian revolution as non-Marxist and
anti-Marxist. Kautsky emphasized Marx’s view that a revolu-
tion, to be truly Marxist, must take place in an industrialized
society with a large, informed urban proletariat; and, Kautsky
added, Marx also believed that, because the urban proletariat
would be an overwhelming majority of the population, the
truly Marxist revolution would be democratic. Specifically,
Kautsky strongly rejected Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship
of the proletariat and reasserted his own interpretation of the
democratic, antitotalitarian concepts of Marxism. Lenin, deeply
stung by the charge of non-Marxism from a Marxist theo-
retician of Kautsky’s stature, reacted with violent denunciation
intended to destroy Kautsky’s reputation and alienate his
followers.

From neutral Switzerland, Lenin followed the effect of
World War I on Russia. Russian military defeats demoralized
the armed forces and the general population. Economic con-
ditions worsened. During January and February of 1917, some
three-quarters of the St. Petersburg workers were on strike,
paralyzing Russia’s industrial center. On February 27, the sit-
uation exploded into full revolution. Key military garrisons
in St. Petersburg, ordered by the Tsar to crush the rebels,
joined them instead. By March 3, the circumstances compelled
Nicholas II to abdicate; the monarchy was abolished and suc-
ceeded by a provisional government of Constitutional Demo-
crats and Social Democrats.

Lenin vigorously opposed the entire war as merely an im-
perialist struggle between competing groups of capitalists. The
German government, persuaded that Lenin would withdraw
Russia from the war should he come to power, provided him
with a special railroad car, to which they granted extraterri-
toriality; occupants of the car were relieved of passport and
custom requirements, In this fashion, Lenin and several asso-
ciates returned from Swiss exile and arrived at St. Petersburg’s
Finland Station on April 3, 1917.

The rest is well-known history—how the liberal February
Revolution of 1917 was succeeded by the communist October
Revolution the same year, Lenin thus bringing about the over-
throw of the liberal provisional government led by Alexander
Kerensky. Leninism then moved from theory and revolution-
ary tactics into a new stage: national government in a major
state. The goal of Russian liberals and democratic socialists,
a Western-type democracy combining economic and social jus-
tice with personal freedom, was precluded by the Leninist
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dictatorship of the proletariat. Lenin himself lived seven more

years, until his death on January 21, 1924.

There is evidence that Lenin, in his last years, was deeply
disillusioned by the turn of events in the Soviet Union. Lenin,
after all, did not advocate authoritarianism simply for its own
sake. He did not seek to merely replace one autocratic system

with another, but considered the dictatorship of the prole- .‘

tariat only a temporary institution, a necessary, transitional
stage preceding genuine communism. Of course, in the almost
half-century since Lenin’s death, communism has not moved
beyond the stage of the dictatorship of the proletariat; the
state has not yet begun to “wither away” in any communist
country. Nonetheless, Lenin remains the unchallenged father
of communism, and all communist leaders, theoreticians, and
parties—however they may differ among themselves—univer-
sally rely on Lenin’s writings as the gospel for their every view
and action.

In historical perspective, Lenin emerges as one of the world’s
most remarkable men. Not only did he develop a detailed
philosophy of society and economics, but he also led a revo-
lution that brought his views to power in a major nation, and
then presided over a government that sought to achieve his
sweeping, unprecedented goals. Since his death, his thinking
has continued to profoundly influence the course of world
history. Regardless of one’s personal outlook, no modern
education can be complete without some familiarity with a
philosophy of such contemporary significance.

Lenin’s footnotes have been carefully retained in this edition.
However, most page references have been deleted. Other al-
terations (e.g. Americanization of spelling and punctuation
changes) have been quite minor.

HENRY M. CHRISTMAN

THE DEVELOPMENT OF
CAPITALISM IN RUSSIA

In December 1895, Lenin and a number of his associates
were arrested and imprisoned. Lenin spent more than a year
in prison, during which he began his first major study,.The
Development of Capitalism in Russia. Released from prison,
Lenin was sent into exile in Siberia, where he completed the
book. It was published legally in St. Petersburg iq 18?9 und_er
the pseudonym “V. Ilin.” Lenin was still in Siberian exile
when the book appeared; he was not permitted to return to
European Russia until the following year. )

The subtitle of this work is “The Process of Formatl.on of
the Home Market for Large-Scale Industry.” Lenin hlmgelf
defined the scope of the book as follows: “First, as the title
already shows, we take the question of the Qevelopment of
capitalism in Russia exclusively from the point of v1ew.of
the home market and leave aside the question of the forc_elgp
market and data concerning foreign trade. Secondly, we limit
ourselves only to the post-Reform period. Thirdly, we take
principally and almost exclusively data on the home,. purely
Russian gubernias, Fourthly, we limit ourselves exclusively to
the economic aspect of the process.”

Lenin’s immediate ideological goal in writing The Develo?-
ment of Capitalism in Russia was to combat the economic
theories of the Narodniki movement, the history and signifi-
cance of which is discussed in the Introduction to the present
volume. )

Publication of The Development of Capitalism_.in Russ.ta
brought into print various key Leninist concepts. First, Lenin
argued that Marxist theory applied immediately and .dlrectly
to the distinctive conditions and problems of Russia, thus
challenging the Narodniki characterization of _Russxa as a
unique case. Second, Lenin attacked the historic Narqdn}h
orientation toward the peasantry, stressing instead the signifi-
cance of the industrial proletariat as a revolutionary base.
Third, Lenin assailed the Narodniki theory of a revolutionary
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transformation of Russia directly from an almost feudal so- :
ciety into a socialist one; Lenin asserted that capitalism was |
a necessary and even desirable transitional stage between feud- |

alism and socialism.

The length of The Development of Capitalism in Russia
precludes a one-volume collection. Presented here, therefore, {
are the key excerpts in which Lenin himself sums up his

conclusions.

R

CONCLUSIONS TO CHAPTER 1

We will now sum up the theoretical postulates . . . which

are directly related to the question of the home market.

1. The fundamental process of the formation of a home
market (i.e., the development of commodity production and
capitalism) is social division of labor. This means that, one
after another, various forms of working up raw materials (and
various operations in this process) become separated from
agriculture and become independent branches of industry
which exchange their products (now become commodities)
for the products of agriculture. Thus, agriculture itself be-
comes an industry (i.e., production of commodities) and the
same process of specialization takes place in it.

2. The direct deduction from the preceding postulate is the
law of all-developing commodity economy, and particularly
capitalist economy, that the industrial (i.e., non-agricultural)
population grows faster than the agricultural population, that
an increasing part of the population is withdrawn from agri-
culture and drawn into the manufacturing industries.

3. The divorcement of the direct producer from the means
of production, i.e., his expropriation, which marks the transition
from simple commodity production to capitalist production
(and which is the necessary condition for this transition), cre-
ates the home market. This process of creating the home mar-
ket proceeds in two directions: on the one hand, the means
of production from which the small producer is “liberated”
are converted into capital in the hands of the new owner,
serve to produce commodities and, consequently, are them-
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selves transformed into commodities. Thus, even the simple
reproduction of these means of production now requires that
they shall be purchased (formerly, in the majority of cases,
these means of production were reproduced in the natural
form and sometimes they were made at home), i.e., creates
a market for means of production, and later, the products
produced with the aid of these means of production are also
transformed into commodities. On the other hand, the means
of existence of this small producer become a material element
of variable capital, i.e., the sum of money which the employer
(whether he is a landlord, a contractor, a lumber merchant,
factory owner, etc., does not matter), spends on hiring work-
ers. Thus, these means of existence are now also transformed
into commodities, i.e., create a home market for articles of
consumption.

4. The realization of the product in capitalist society (and,
consequently, the realization of surplus value) cannot be ex-
plained unless we understand that: 1) the value of the social
product, like that of the individual product, is divided into
three parts and not into two (constant capital + variable cap-
ital + surplus value, and not only into variable capital + sur-
plus value, as Adam Smith and the whole of subsequent
political economy prior to Marx taught) and 2) that in its
natural form it should be divided into two main subdivisions:
means of production (consumed productively) and articles of
consumption (for personal consumption). Having laid down
these main theoretical postulates Marx fully explained the
process of realizing the product in general and surplus value
in particular in capitalist production, and revealed that it was
utterly wrong to drag the foreign market into the question of
realization.

5. Marx’s theory of realization also shed light on the ques-
tion of national consumption and income.

From what has been said above, it automatically follows
that the question of the home market as a separate, independ-
ent question, independent of the question of the degree of
development of capitalism, does not exist at all. That is pre-
cisely why the Marxian theory nowhere and never raises this
question separately. The home market appears when commod-
ity production appears: it is created by the development of
commodity production; and the degree to which social divi-
sion of labor has taken place determines the height of its de-
velopment; it spreads with the transference of commodity
production from the product to labor power, and only to the




14 Essential Works of Lenin i.

extent that the latter is transformed into a commodity does {

capitalism embrace the whole industry of the country, develop-
ing mainly in regard to means of production which, in capital-

ist society, occupy an increasingly important place. The “home |
market” for capitalism is created by developing capitalism it- .

self, which increases the social division of labor and which
divides the direct producers into capitalists and workers. The

degree of the development of the home market is the degree |

of development of capitalism in the country. To discuss the

question of the limits of the home market separately from the |
degree of development of capitalism (as the Narodnik econ-

omists do) is wrong.

That is why the question as to how the home market for
Russian capitalism is being formed reduces itself to the fol-

lowing questions: in what manner and in what direction are

the various aspects of Russian national economy developing?
What are the interconnections and interdependence between

these various aspects?

The next chapters will be devoted to the examination of the

data which contain the reply to these questions.

CONCLUSIONS TO CHAPTER II

We will sum up the main postulates which follow from the ;

data examined above:

1. The social-economic environment in which the contem- °

porary Russian peasantry find themselves is that of commodity

production. Even in the central agricultural zone (which is |

the most backward in this respect as compared with the ex-
treme southeastern regions or with the industrial gubernias*),

the peasant is completely subordinated to the market on which |
he depends as a consumer and as a producer, quite apart from ;

his being a taxpayer.

2. The system of social-economic relationships existing |

among the peasantry (agricultural and village commune)
reveals all the contradictions which are a feature of all com-

modity production and all capitalism: competition, the strug- :
gle for economic independence, competition for land (pur-
chased or hired), the concentration of production in the hands

of a minority, the driving of the majority into the ranks of the
proletariat, the exploitation of the latter by the minority by
means of merchant capital and the hire of agricultural labor-

* This term is defined in the glossary at the end of the book, along with |

many of the other less-familiar terms that appear in the text.—Ed.
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ers. There is not a single economic phenomenon among the
peasantry that does not bear this contradictory form, which is
specifically peculiar to the capitalist system, i.e., which does
not express the struggle and antagonism of interests, which is
not an advantage for some and a loss for others. Such is the
purchase and the renting of land; such are the diametrically
opposite types of “trade,” and such is the technical progress
of economy.

We attach cardinal importance to this conclusion not only
on the question of capitalism in Russia, but also on the ques-
tion of the significance of the Narodnik doctrine in general.
These very contradictions irrefutably demonstrate to us that
the system of economic relationships in the “communal” vil-
ages does not represent a special system (“people’s produc-
tion,” etc.), but the ordinary petty-bourgeois system. In spite
of the theories that have been prevalent in Russia during the
past half century, the Russian commune peasantry are not the
antagonists of capitalism, on the contrary, they are the deepest
and most durable foundation of it. The deepest—because, pre-
cisely here, remote from all “artificial” influences, and in spite
of institutions which restrict the development of capitalism,
we see the constant formation of the elements of capitalism
within the very “commune” itself. The most durable—be-
cause it is in agriculture in general, and among the peasantry
in particular, that ancient traditions, the traditions of patri-
archal society, are strongest, and as a consequence the trans-
forming effects of capitalism (the development of productive
forces, the change in social relationships, etc.) manifest them-
selves most slowly and gradually.!

3. The sum total of all the economic contradictions among
the peasantry comprises what we call the disintegration of the
peasantry. The peasants themselves very aptly and strikingly
characterize this process by the term “unpeasantize.”? This
process signifies the complete destruction of the old, patri-
archal peasantry and the creation of new types of rural popu-
lation,

Before we proceed to describe these types we will state the
following. References to this process have been made in our
literature long ago and very often. For example, Mr. Vasilchi-
kov, who studied the works of the Valuev Commission, estab-
lished the formation of a “rural proletariat” in Russia and the
“disintegration of the peasant estate.” (Landownership and Ag-

1 Cf. Das Kapital, Vol. I2.
2 Agricultural Review of the Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia, 1892,
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riculture, first edition, Vol. I, chap. IX.) This fact was men- }
tioned by V. Orlov (Statistical Abstract for the Moscow |
Gubernia, Vol. IV, part I) and by many others. But all these |
references remained fragmentary. No attempt was ever made }
to study this phenomenon systematically, and that is why, not-
withstanding the wealth of data provided by the Zemstvo §
statistical household census, we have not to the present day }

sufficient information about this phenomenon. This is due also

to the fact that the majority of the writers who write on this |
question regard the disintegration of the peasantry simply as
the rise of property inequality, simply as “differentiation,” to }
use a favorite term employed by the Narodniki in general and |
by Mr. Karyshev in particular. (Cf. his book, Rent, and his j
articles in Russkoye Bogatsvo.) Undoubtedly, the rise of prop- ;
erty inequality is the starting point of the whole process, but |
the process is not confined to “differentiation.” The old peas- §
antry are not only undergoing a process of “differentiation,” }
they are being completely destroyed, they are ceasing to exist,
they are being squeezed out by absolutely new types of rural }
population—types which serve as the basis of a society in

which commodity production and capitalist production pre-
dominate. These types are the rural bourgeoisie (mainly petty

bourgeoisie) and the rural proletariat, a class of commodity ]
producers in agriculture and a class of agricultural wage }

workers.
It is to a high degree instructive that the purely theoretical

analysis of the process of the formation of agricultural cap- |

italism points to the disintegration of the small producers as

an important factor in this process. We have in mind one of |
the most interesting chapters in Vol. III of Capital, namely }
chapter XLVII, The Genesis of Capitalist Ground Rent. As {
the starting point of this genesis Marx takes labor rent (Ar- |

beitsrente),

“which means that the direct producer cultivates during a part of
the week, with instruments of labor (plough, cattle, etc.), actually j
or legally belonging to him, the soil owned by him in fact, and §
works during the remaining days upon the estate of the feudal !
lord, without any compensation from the feudal lord. . . .” (Das

Kapital, 111, 2.)

The next form of rent is rent in kind (Productenrente),
when the direct producer produces the whole product on land

which he himself exploits and gives the landowner the whole
of the surplus product in kind. The producer here becomes §
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more independent and obtains the possibility of acquiring by
his labor a certain quantity of products over and above his
indispensable requirements.

“This form (of rent) will also give rise to greater differences in
the economic situation of the individual direct producers. At least
the possibility for such a differentiation exists, and so does the
possibility that the direct producer may have acquired the means
to exploit other laborers for himself. . . .”

And so, even when natural self-sufficing society still pre-
vails, with the very first step in the direction towards greater
independence for the dependent peasant, the germs of this dis-
integration appear. But these germs can develop only under
the next form of rent, under money rent, which is a mere
change of form of rent in kind. Under money rent, the direct
producer no longer turns over the product, but its price, to
the landlord.! The basis of this form of rent remains the same
as that of rent in kind, the direct producer is still the tradi-
tional possessor of the land, “although (the basis of) money
rent likewise approaches its dissolution.” Money rent “requires
a considerable development of commerce, of city industries,
of the production of commodities in general and also the cir-
culation of money.” The traditional, customary relation be-
tween the dependent peasant and the landlord is transformed
into a purely money relationship, based on a contract. This,
on the one hand, leads to the expropriation of the old peasant
and, on the other hand, it leads to the peasant buying his land
and his liberty.

“The transformation of rent in kind into money rent is not only
necessarily accompanied, but even anticipated by the formation of
a class of propertyless day laborers, who hire themselves out for
wages. During the period of their rise, when this new class appears
but sporadically, the custom necessarily develops among the better
situated tributary farmers (Rentepflichtigen) of exploiting agricul-
tural laborers for their own account. . . . In this way they gradu-
ally acquire the ability to accumulate a certain amount of wealth
and to transform themselves even into future capitalists. The old

1A strict distinction must be drawn between money rent and capitalist
ground rent; the latter presupposes the existence of capitalists and_ wage
workers in agriculture, the former—dependent peasants. Capitalist rent is part
of the surplus value which remains after entrepreneur profit is deducted, where-
as money rent is the price of the whole of the surplus product paid by the
peasant to the landowner. An example of money rent in Russia is the quit-rent
(obrok) which the peasant pays to the landlord. Undoubtedly, the taxes which
the peasants now have to pay represent, in part, money rent. Sometimes, even
Peasant renting of land approximates to money rent, when the high rent the
Pcasant has to pay leaves him no more than meager wages.
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self-employing possessors of the land thus give rise among them-
selves to a nursery for capitalist tenants, whose development is
conditioned upon the general development of capitalist production
outside of the rural districts.” (Das Kapital, 111, 2.)

4. The disintegration of the peasantry, which, at the expense }

of the middle “peasantry,” develops the extreme groups, cre-

ates two new types of rural population. The common feature
of both types—is the commodity, money character of econ- i
omy. The first new type is—the rural bourgeoisie, or wealthy {
peasantry. These include the independent farmers who carry §

on commercial farming in all its varied forms (we will de-
scribe the main groups in chap. IV), then come the owners

of commercial and industrial enterprises, etc. The combina- ]
tion of commercial farming and commercial and industrial 1

enterprise is one of the forms of “combining agriculture with

trade” that is specifically peculiar to this type of peasantry. }
From among these wealthy peasants there arises the farmer §
class, for the renting of land for the sale of grain (in the agri- §
cultural belt) plays an enormous part in their economy, very
often a more important part than their allotment. In the ma- |

jority of cases the size of the farm among these peasants is
larger than they are able to cultivate with the aid of the mem-

bers of their families alone, and that is why the formation of |

a contingent of agricultural laborers, and still more, of day

laborers, is the necessary condition for the existence of the i

wealthy peasant.! The spare cash which these peasants obtain
in the form of net income is used either for commercial pur-
poses or for usury, which is so excessively developed in our

rural districts, or, in favorable circumstances, is invested in ]
the purchase of land, improvements on the farm, etc. In a §
word—these are small agrarians. Numerically, the peasant |
bourgeoisie represent a small minority of the peasantry, prob- j
ably not more than one-fifth of the total number of households §
(which, approximately, is equal to three-tenths of the popu-

lation), although the proportion fluctuates considerably ac- §

cording to district. But in regard to its importance in peasant

economy as a whole, in regard to the share it has of the total |
means of production owned by the peasantry and to its share |
of the total produce produced by the peasantry—the peasant !

1 We will observe here that the employment of hired labor is not an essen- »

tial feature of the concept, petty-bourgeois. All independent production for

the market, if the contradictions described in par. 2 exist in the social system

of economy, and especially if the mass of producers are being transformed
into wage laborers, comes within the meaning of this concept.
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bourgeoisie is undoubtedly the predominant group. It is the
master of the countryside at the present time.

5. The other new type is the rural proletariat, the class of
wage laborers possessing allotments. This comprises the poor
peasant, including the completely landless peasant; but the
typical representative of the Russian rural proletariat is the ag-
ricultural laborer, the day laborer, the unskilled laborer, the
building worker, or worker in other trades, possessing an al-
lotment. The insignificant dimensions of the farm on a small
patch of land, and, moreover, a farm in a state of ruin (this
is particularly evidenced by the letting of land), the inability
to exist without selling labor power (the “trades” of the poor
peasant), an extremely low standard of living, probably lower
than that of the laborer without an allotment—these are the
distinguishing features of this type.l Not less than one-half of
the total peasant households (which is approximately four-
tenths of the population) may be included in the category of
representatives of the rural proletariat, i.e., all the horseless
and a large part of the one-horse peasants (this, of course, is
a mass, approximate calculation, which in various districts
would be considerably modified in accordance with local con-
ditions). The grounds which compel one to believe that such
a large proportion of the peasantry belong to the rural prole-
tariat have been given above.? It should be added that in our
literature the postulate of the theory that capitalism requires
a free, landless worker, is often understood in too stereotyped
a manner. This postulate is quite correct as indicating the
main trend, but capitalism penetrates into agriculture particu-
larly slowly and in extremely varied forms. Very often, the
rural laborer is allotted land in the interests of the rural em-

11In order to prove that it is correct to include the poor peasant in the
Category of wage laborers possessing an allotment, it must not only be shown
how and which peasants sell labor power, but also how and which employers
buy labor power. This will be shown in subsequent chapters.

% Professor Conrad is of the opinion that the criterion for a real peasant in
Germany is a pair of working animals (Gespannbauerngueter). (Cf. Land-
Owner.ship and Agriculture, 1896.) For Russia the criterion ought rather to be
but higher, In order to define the term “peasant,”” Conrad takes the percent-
age of persons or households engaged in “hired labor” or ‘“‘auxiliary occupa-
tions” generally. (Ibid.) Professor Stebut, who, it cannot be denied, is an
authority on questions of fact, in 1882, wrote: “After the fall of serfdom,
the. peasant with his small economic unit engaged exclusively in growing
grain, that is to say, the peasant mainly in the Central Black Earth Belt of

ussia, in the majority of cases, became an artisan, agricultural laborer, or

ay laborer, for whom agriculture became only a subsidiary occupation.”
(Essays on Russian Agriculture, Its Weakness and the Measures to Be Taken
for Its Improvement, 1883.) Evidently the term artisan here includes the wage
labofer in industry (building, etc.). However incorrectly this manner of em-
Ploying terms may be, it is nevertheless very widespread in our literature, even
1n special economic literature.
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ployers, and for that reason the type of rural laborer with an]
allotment is a common type in all capitalist countries. The
type assumes different forms in different countries: the Eng-§
lish cotter (cottager) differs from the parcel land peasant in]
France or in the Rhine Provinces, and the latter differs againj
from the Knecht in Prussia. Each of these bears traces of thej
special agrarian system, of the special history of agrarian rela-4
tions in those countries—but this, however, does not prevent
the economist from generalizing them under the single type}
of agricultural proletarian. The legal title to his plot of land}
does not affect the definition at all. Whether the land belongs}
to him as his own property (as in the case of the parcel land]
peasant), or whether the landlord or Rittergutsbesitzer allows:
him the use of the land, or, finally, whether he owns it as a}
member of the village commune, as in Russia—makes no dif-;
ference to the case at all.l In including the poor peasant inj
the category of rural proletariat we are not suggesting any<
thing pew. This term has already been employed by many}
writers, and only the Narodnik economists persist in speaking;
about the peasantry in general as if they were something anti-
capitalist, and close their eyes to the fact that the mass of
“the peasantry” has already occupied a definite place in the
general system of capitalist production, namely, the place of
agricultural and industrial wage laborers. In Russia, people
like to sing the praises of our agrarian system for having pre-{
served the village commune and the peasantry, etc., and con-
trast this to the Baltic system with its capitalist system of!
agriculture. It will be of interest, therefore, to see what types
of the agricultural population in the Baltic gubernias are in-9
cluded in the class of agricultural laborers and day laborers.
Peasants in the Baltic gubernias are divided into: peasants;
with a large amount of land (25 to 50 dessiatins in a separate}
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1 We will quote examples of the various forms of wage labor in agriculture §
from Handwdrterbuch der Staatswissenschaft [Statesman’s Handbook]. “The §
peasant’s holding,” says Professor Conrad, ‘““must be distinguished from the
parcel land, from the ‘poor peasant’s plot,’ or ‘vegetable plot,” the owner of;
which is obliged to seek occupation and earnings on the side.” “In France,
according to the census of 1881, 18,249,209 persons, i.e., a little less than
one-half” (of the population) “obtained their livelihood by agriculture: about |
nine million owned their land, five million were tenant farmers and share-
croppers, four million were day laborers and owners of small plots, or tenants
obtaining their livelihood mainly by wage labor., . . . It is assumed that at}
least 75 per cent of the agricultural laborers in France own land.” In Ger- ]
many, the category of agricultural laborers includes: owners of land: 1),
Kitner, Hqusler Instleute (cottars); 2) contract lay laborers who own land
and who hire themselves to farmers for a certain part of the year (something
like our “‘three-day laborers”). “Contract day laborers represent the bulk of {
agricultural laborers in those parts of Germany where large-scale farming
predominates’; 3) agricultural laborers who till rented land. ;
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lot), poor peasants (3 to 10 dessiatins—poor peasants’ lots)
and landless peasants. As S. Korolenko quite justly remarks,
the poor peasant “most closely resembles the general type of
Russian peasant of the central gubernias” (Free Hired Labor);
he is constantly compelled to divide his time between seeking
for work on the side and cultivating his own plot of land. But
what interests us most is the economic position of the agri-
cultural laborer. The fact is that the landlords themselves find
it profitable to allot them land in part payment for their work.
Here are some examples of the landholdings of the Baltic
laborers: 1) two dessiatins of land (we have converted lofstelle
into dessiatins: 1 lofstelle = one-third of a dessiatin); the hus-
band works 275 days, and the wife, 50 days per year at a
wage of 25 kopeks per day; 2) two and two-thirds dessiatins;
“the agricultural laborer owns one horse, three cows, three
sheep and two pigs,” the laborer works alternate weeks and
the wife works 50 days in the year; 3) six dessiatins of land
(Bauss Uyezd, Courland Gubernia); “the agricultural laborer
owns one horse, three cows, three sheep and several pigs,” he
works three days in the week and the wife works 35 days in
the year; 4) in the Hazenpot Uyezd, Courland Gubernia—
cight dessiatins of land, “in all cases the agricultural laborer
gets his flour milled free and free medical aid and medicine,
and their children attend school,” etc. We draw the reader’s
attention to the size of the land and farms owned by these
agricultural laborers, i.e., to the very conditions which, in the
opinion of the Narodniki, distinguish our peasants from the
European agrarian system which corresponds to capitalist pro-
duction. We will combine all the examples given in the pub-
lication we have quoted: 10 agricultural laborers own 3.5
dessiatins of land, that is, on the average, 3.15 dessiatins per
laborer. The term agricultural laborer here includes peasants
who work the lesser part of the year for the landlord (the
husband works half the year and the wife 35 to 50 days), it
includes also the one-horse peasants who own two and even
three cows. We are compelled to ask, therefore: where is this
notorious difference between the “village commune” peasant
and the Baltic laborer? In the Baltic, things are called by their
proper names, but in Russia the one-horse agricultural laborer
is combined with the wealthy peasant, an “average” is struck
and sentimental talk is indulged in about the “commune
spirit,” “labor principles,” “people’s industry” and *“combin-
ing agriculture with industry. . . .”
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6. The intermediary link between these post-Reform types]
of the “peasantry” is the middle peasantry. Their distinguish
ing feature is that commodity farming is least developed]
among them. Only in good years and under particularly favor-
able conditions is the independent husbandry of this type of
peasant sufficient to maintain him and for that reason his
position is a very unstable one. In the majority of cases the}
middle peasant cannot make ends meet without resorting to;
loans to be repaid by labor, etc., without seeking “subsidiary”
earnings on the side, which partly also consist of selling laborj
power, etc. Bach time there is a failure of the harvest, masses}
of the middle peasants are thrown into the ranks of the prole
tariat. In its social relationships, this group oscillates between
the higher group, towards which it gravitates and into whichy
only a fortunate minority succeeds in entering, and the lowe!
groups, into which the whole process of evolution is forcing
it. We have seen that the peasant bourgeoisie not only squeezes]
out the lower group, but also the middle group of the peas-
antry. Thus, a process which is a specific feature of capitalist
economy is going on—the process of “unpeasantizing”; the
intermediary members are dying out, while the extremes are
growing.

7. The disintegration of the peasantry creates the home
market for capitalism. In the lower group, the formation of]
the market takes place in regard to articles of consumption]
(the personal consumption market). The rural proletarian
consumes less in comparison with the middle peasant—and,J
moreover, consumes goods of an inferior quality (potatoes:
instead of bread, etc.), but he buys more. The rise and devel-
opment of a rural bourgeoisie creates a market in a twofold
manner: first, and principally, in regard to means of produc
tion (the productive consumption market), for the well-to-do
peasant tries to convert into capital the means of production;
he “collects” from the “impoverished” landlords as well a
from the ruined peasant. Secondly, the market for articles of
consumption is created by the fact that the requirements of
the wealthy peasants have grown.!

8. No precise statistical data to show whether the disinte-
gration of the peasantry is progressing, and with what rapid-}

1The fact that the home market is formed by the disintegration of thef
peasantry is alone able to explain, for example, the enormous growth of the
home market for cotton goods, the manufacture of which has increased s
rapidly in the post-Reform period, simultaneously with the mass ruination of
the peasantry. Mr. N—on, who illustrated his theory of the formation of thd
home market precisely with this example of the textile industry, was tota
unable to explain, however, how this contradictory phenomenon arose.
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ity, are available which could be juxtaposed to the combined
tables (secs. I to VI). That is not surprising, for up till now
(as we have already remarked), no attempt has been made
to study systematically at least the statistics on the disintegra-
tion of the peasantry and to indicate the forms in which this
process is taking place.! But all the general data on the eco-
nomics of our rural districts indicate an uninterrupted and
rapid increase of disintegration: on the one hand, the “peas-
ants” abandon and let their land, t":. number of horseless
peasants is growing, the “peasant” is fleeing to the towns, etc.;
on the other hand, the “progressive trend in peasant economy”
is making headway, the “peasant” is buying land, improving
his farm, introducing metal ploughs, is developing the sowing
of grass, dairy farming, etc. We now know which “peasants”
are taking part in one or other of these diametrically opposed
sides of this process.

Furthermore, the development of the migratory movement
gives an enormous impetus to the disintegration of the peas-
antry, and particularly of the agricultural peasantry. It is well
known that it is mainly the peasants from the agricultural
gubernias who are migrating (migration from the industrial
gubernias is quite insignificant), and precisely from the densely
populated central gubernias where labor rent (otrabotki)
(which retards the disintegration of the peasantry) is most
developed. That is the first point. The second point is that it
is mainly the peasants in medium circumstances who are leav-
ing the districts from which the peasants are migrating and
that it is the extreme groups that are remaining at home.
Thus, migration is accelerating the disintegration of the peas-
antry in the districts from which the peasants are migrating
and carries the germs of disintegration to the districts to which
they are migrating (in the first period of their new life, the
settlers in Siberia work as agricultural laborers).? This con-
nection between migration and disintegration is fully proved
by I. Hurwitz in his excellent piece of research, The Peasant
Migration to Siberia, 1889. We strongly recommend this book
to the reader which our Narodniki press has strenuously tried
to hush up.

1The only exception to this is the excellent work by 1. Hurwitz, Economics
of the Russian Village, New York, 1902. One can only express astonishment
at the art with which Mr. Hurwitz worked up the material in the volumes of

Zemstvo statistics, which do not give any combined tables of the groups of

the peasants according to economic status. )
2 Restriction of migration, therefore, has a powerful retarding effect upon

the disintegration of the peasantry.




24 Essential Works of Lenin’j

9. As is known, merchant and usurer’s capital plays a great
part in our countryside. We think it superfluous to quote
numerous facts and sources to prove this phenomenon: the
facts are well known and are not directly related to our theme.»‘_
We are only interested in the questions: in what relation does}
merchant and usurer’s capital in our countryside stand to the]
disintegration of the peasantry? Is there any connection be-{
tween the relations among the various groups of peasants de-J
scribed above, and the relations between the peasant creditors
and the peasant debtors? Is usury a factory and driving force
in the disintegration, or does it retard it? '

We will first of all point out how theory presents this ques-
tion. In his analysis of capitalist production the author o i
Capital gave a very important place, as is known, to merchant}
and usurer’s capital. The main postulates in Marx’s views onj
this question are as follows: 1) Merchant and usurer’s capital,}
on the one hand, and industrial capital (i.e., capital invested]
in production, irrespective of whether in agriculture or in in<
dustry), on the other, represent one type of economic phe-
nomenon which is covered by the formula: the purchase of|
commodities for the purpose of selling at a profit. (Das Kapi-
tal, 1.) 2) Merchant and usurer’s capital always historically]
precede the formation of industrial capital and are logically}
the necessary premise of its formation (Das Kapital, 111, 1);}
but in themselves, neither merchant capital nor usurer’s capitalf
represent a sufficient premise for the rise of industrial capita
(i.e., capitalist production); they do not always disintegrate thef
old mode of production and put in its place the capitalist;
mode of production; the formation of the latter “depends en-
tirely upon the stage of historical development and the circum-
stances surrounding it.” (Ibid., part IL) “To what extent it”}
(commercial and merchant capital) “brings about a dissolu+
tion of the old mode of production depends on its solidity and|
internal articulation. And to what this process of dissolutio
will lead, in other words, what new mode of production wil
take the place of the old, does not depend on commerce, buf}
on the character of the old mode of production itself.” (Ibid.}]
III.) 3) The independent development of merchant capital
stands in an inverse ratio to the general economic develop4
ment of society (Ibid.), the more merchant and usurer’s capif
tal is developed the less is industrial capital (=capitalist pro
duction) developed and vice versa. 1

Consequently, in regard to Russia, we have to ask: are mer4
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chant and usurer’s capital being linked up with industrial capi-
tal? Are merchant and usurer’s capital, in disintegrating the
old mode of production, leading to its being substituted by the
capitalist mode of production or by some other system? These
are questions of fact, questions which must be answered in
regard to all aspects of the national economy of Russia. In re-
gard to peasant farming the data examined above contains the
reply to this question, and the reply is in the affirmative. The
usual Narodnik opinion, according to which the “kulak” and
the “prosperous muzhik” are not two forms of the same eco-
nomic phenomenon, but opposite types of phenomena having
no connection with each other, is totally unfounded. It is one
of the Narodnik prejudices which no one has taken the trouble
to prove by an exact analysis of precise economic data. The
data prove the contrary. No matter whether the peasant hires
laborers for the purpose of enlarging his farm, or whether he
trades in land (recall the data quoted above on the extent of
rented land among the rich), or in provisions, or whether he
trades in hemp, or hay, or cattle, etc., or money (usury), he
represents a single economic type; in the main, his operations
reduce themselves to one and the same set of economic rela-
tions. Furthermore—that in the Russian communal village the
role of capital is not confined to bondage and usury, and that
capital is extending also into production, is apparent from the
fact that the wealthy peasant invests his money not only in
commercial establishments and enterprises (cf. above), but also
in improvements on his farm, in the purchase and renting of
land, in improved implements, in hiring laborers, etc. If capi-
tal in our countryside were incapable of creating anything but
bondage and usury, it could not be argued, on the basis of the
data on production, that the peasantry was disintegrating, that
a rural bourgeoisie and a rural proletariat were being formed;
in that case, the whole of the peasantry would represent a
fairly even type of farmer, oppressed by poverty, among whom
might be discerned only usurers who are distinguished exclu-
sively by the amount of money they own and not by the di-
mensions and method of organization of agricultural produc-
tion. Finally, the above-quoted data logically lead to the im-
portant postulate that the independent development of mer-
chant and usurer’s capital in our countryside retards the disin-
tegration of the peasantry. The more commerce develops and
brings the country closer to the towns, squeezes out the primi-
tive village fairs and undermines the monopoly of the village
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shopkeeper, the more proper European forms of credit de-
velop and squeeze out the village usurer—the wider and
deeper will the disintegration of the peasantry proceed. The
capital of the wealthy peasants which is squeezed out of petty
trade and usury will flow to a wider extent into production,
into which it is already beginning to flow.

10. Another important phenomenon in the economy of our
countryside which retards the disintegration of the peasantry
is the survival of barshchina, i.e., otrabotki. Otrabotki is based
on payment of wages in kind, hence, on weakly developed
commodity production. Otrabotki presupposes and requires
precisely a middle peasant who would not be entirely inde-
pendent (otherwise he would not agree to the bondage of labor
rent), but who would not be a proletarian (because to work
for labor rent it is necessary to possess implements, one must
be to some extent at least a master of “good standing™).

When we said above that the peasant bourgeoisie were the
masters of the countryside at the present time, we abstracted
those factors which retarded disintegration: bondage, usury,
labor rent, etc. As a matter of fact, often the real masters of
the countryside today are not the representatives of the peas-
ant bourgeoisie, but the village usurers and neighboring land-
owners. It is quite legitimate, however, to abstract these factors
in this way, because, otherwise, it would be impossible to
study the internal structure of the economic relationships
among the peasantry. It is interesting to note that the Narod-
niki also employ this method, only they stop half-way, they do
not follow up their reasoning to its logical conclusion. Speak-
ing of the burden of taxation, etc., in his Destiny of Capital-
ism, Mr. V. V. observes that because of these reasons “the
conditions of natural” (sic/) “existence no longer exist” in the
village commune, in the “mir.” Excellent! But the whole ques-
tion is precisely: what are the “natural conditions” that do
not yet exist in our villages? In order to be able to reply to this
question it is necessary to study the economic relationships
prevailing in the village commune, to raise the veil, if one
may so express it, that conceals the survivals of pre-Reform
antiquity which obscure the “natural conditions” of life in our
villages. Had Mr. V. V. done this he would have seen that
this system of real relationships reveals the complete disinte-
gration of the peasantry, that the more completely bondage,
usury, labor rent (otrabotki), etc., are removed, the more pro-
found will be the process of disintegration among the peas-
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antry.l Above we showed, on the basis of the Zemstvo statis-
tics, that this disintegration is already a fact, that the peasantry
have split up into opposite groups.

EXCERPT FROM CHAPTER IV

IX. CoNcLUSIONS CONCERNING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF
CAPITALISM IN RUSSIAN AGRICULTURE

In chapters II-IV the question of capitalism in Russian ag-
riculture was examined from two angles. First we examined
the given system of social-economic relationships in peasant
and landlord economy, the system which developed in the
post-Reform epoch. We found that the peasantry was very
rapidly being split up into a numerically small but economi-
cally powerful rural bourgeoisie, on the one hand, and into a
rural proletariat on the other. Inseparably connected with this
process of “unpeasantizing” is the transition of the landlords
from the labor rent system of economy to the capitalist system.
Then we examined this very process from another angle: we
took as our starting point the manner in which agriculture is
being transformed into commodity production, and examined
the social and economic relationships which are characteristic
of every main form of commercial agriculture. We found that
through all the variety of agricultural conditions the same
processes run like a thread in both peasant and landlord
economy.

We will now examine the conclusions that follow from all
the data given above.

1. The main feature of the post-Reform evolution of agri-
culture is that it is more and more assuming a commercial,
entrepreneur character. In regard to private landlord farming,
this fact is so obvious that it does not require any special ex-
planation. In regard to peasant farming, however, this fact is
not so easily established, firstly, because the employment of
wage labor is not an absolutely essential symptom of the small
rural bourgeoisie. As we have already observed above, all

1 In passing, we must say that Mr, V. V.’s Destiny of Capitalism, and
particularly chap. VI from which the above-quoted passage is taken, con-
tains some very good and very just pages, namely, the pages in which the
author does not speak about the “‘destiny of capitalism,” or about capitalism
at all, but about the manner in which the taxes are collected. It is characteris-
tic, however, that Mr. V. V. fails to see the inseparable connection between
this and the survivals of the labor rent (barshchina) system, which he (as
we shall see further on) is capable of idealizing!
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small commodity producers who cover their expenditure by
their independent husbandry come under this category, pro-
vided the general system of economy is based on the capitalist
contradictions that were examined in chapter IL. Secondly, the
small, rural bourgeois (in Russia, as in other capitalist coun-
tries) combines—by a number of transitional stages—with the
“peasant” who owns a tiny plot of land, and with the rural
proletarian who owns a small allotment. This circumstance is
one of the reasons why the theories which draw no distinc-
tions between the rural bourgeoisie and the rural proletariat
among the *“peasantry” are so tenacious.!

2. Owing to its very nature, the transformation of agricul-
ture into commodity production takes place in a special man-
ner which differs from that process in industry. Manufacturing
industry is split up into a number of quite independent
branches which are engaged exclusively in the manufacture of
a single product or part of a product. The agricultural indus-
try, however, is not split up into quite separate branches, but
merely specializes in one market product in one case, or an-
other market product in another case, and all the other sides
of agriculture are adapted to the principal (i.e., market) prod-
uct. For that reason, the forms of commercial agriculture are
distinguished for their great variety, which assume different
forms not only in different districts, but also in different farms.
That is why, in examining the question of the growth of com-
mercial agriculture, we must not on any account restrict our-
selves to general data covering agriculture as a whole.?

3. The growth of commercial agriculture creates a home
market for capitalism. Firstly, specialization in agriculture
gives rise to exchange between the various agricultural dis-

1 Incidentally, the favorite postulate of the Narodnik economists that “Rus-
sian peasant economy is in the majority of cases purely natural self-sufficing
economy,” is based on the ignoring of this circumstance. (Cf.'Influence of
Harvests on Grain Prices, 1, p. 52.) All one has to do is to take “average”
figures which merge the rural bourgeoisie with the rural proletariat—and this
postulate can be taken as proved!

2This is precisely the kind of data the authors of the work referred to in
the preceding footnote confine themselves to when they speak of the “peasan-
try.” They assume that every peasant sows the very grain that he consumes,
that he sows all the kinds of grain that he consumes and that he sows them
exactly in the proportions that he consumes them. It does not require very
much effort to draw the “conclusion” from such “assumptions” (which con-
tradict the facts and ignore the main feature of the post-Reform epoch) that
natural self-sufficing economy predominates. In Narodnik literature one may
also come across the following ingenious method- of argument: every separate
form of commercial farming is an ‘“exception’” to agriculture as a whole.
Therefore all commercial farming generally should be regarded as an exception,
the general rule should be taken to be self-sufficing economy! In college text-
books on logic, one will find many similar examples of such reasoning in the
part dealing with sophistry.
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tricts, between the various types of agricultural economies and
between the various kinds of agricultural produce. Secondly,
the more agriculture is drawn into the sphere of commodity
circulation the more rapid is the growth of the demand of the
rural population for the products of the manufacturing indus-
tries which meet the requirements of personal use; thirdly, the
more rapid is the growth in the demand for means of produc-
tion, for neither the small nor the big rural entrepreneur can
carry on the new, commercial agriculture with the aid of an-
cient “peasant” implements, buildings, etc., etc. Fourthly and
finally, the demand is created for labor power, because the rise
of a petty rural bourgeoisie, and the transition of the landlords
to the capitalist mode of production presupposes the rise of a
contingent of agricultural laborers and day laborers. The fact
that the post-Reform epoch is characterized by the expansion
of the home market for capitalism (the development of capi-
talist agriculture, the development of factory industry gen-
erally, the development of the agricultural machine industry
in particular, the development of so-called peasant “agricul-
tural” trades, i.e., working for hire, etc.) can only be explained
by the growth of commercial farming.

4. Capitalism to an enormous degree expands and intensi-
fies among the agricultural population the antagonisms without
which that mode of production cannot exist at all. Notwith-
standing this, however, agricultural capitalism in Russia, in its
historical significance, is a powerful progressive factor. Firstly,
capitalism has transformed the landowning “lord of the
manor” as well as the patriarchal peasant into the same type
of trader as are all masters in modern society. Before capital-
ism came on the scene, agriculture in Russia was a gentle-
man’s occupation, an aristocratic hobby for some—and a bur-
densome duty for others; hence, it could not be conducted in
any other way except by methods of ancient routine; and it
necessarily determined that complete isolation of agriculture
from all that went on in the world outside of the confines of
the village. The labor rent system—that living survival of an-
tiquity in modern economy—strikingly confirms the correct-
ness of this characterization. Capitalism for the first time broke
down the estate system in land tenure and converted the land
into a commodity. The farmer’s product was put on sale and
began to be subjected to social accounting—first on the local,
then on the national, and finally on the international market,
and in this way the former isolation of the uncouth husband-
man from the rest of the world was broken down completely.
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Willy nilly, the farmer was compelled by the threat of ruin to
reckon with the whole complex of social relationships in his
own country and in other countries connected with the world
market. Even the labor rent system, which formerly guaran-
teed Oblomov an assured income without his taking any risk,
without any expenditure of capital, without any exchanges in
the ancient routine of production, proved incapable of saving
him from the competition of the American farmer. That is
why we can say in regard to post-Reform Russia what was
said half a century ago in regard to Western Europe, namely,
that agricultural capitalism was “the driving force which
dragged the idyll into historical motion.”?

Secondly, agricultural capitalism for the first time put an
end to the age-long stagnation in our agriculture, gave a tre-
mendous impetus to the transformation of its technique and
to the development of the productive forces of social labor. A
few decades of capitalist “change” have done more than whole
centuries of preceding history. Monotonous, routine, natural,
self-sufficing economy has given way to diversified forms of
commercial agriculture: primitive agricultural implements
have begun to give way to perfected implements and machines;
the immobility of ancient systems of husbandry was under-
mined by new methods of agriculture. The process of all these
changes is inseparably linked up with the above-mentioned
phenomenon of specialization in agriculture. By its very na-
ture, capitalism in agriculture (as in industry) cannot develop
evenly: it pushes to the front in one place (in one country, in
one district, on a certain farm) one side of agriculture, in an-
other place it pushes to the front another, etc. In one case it
changes the technique of certain agricultural operations, in
other cases it changes other operations, and breaks them away
from patriarchal peasant economy and from the patriarchal
labor rent system. In view of the fact that the whole of this

1 Misere de la Philosophie [Poverty of Philosophy] (Paris, 1896, p. 223);
the author [Karl Marx] contemptuously described the longings of those who
desired a return to the good old patriarchal life of simple morals, etc., who
condemned the “subordination of the land to the same laws that governed
all other industries,” as reactionary jeremiads. .

We quite understand that to the Narodniki the whole of the argument given
in the text may not only seem unconvincing but may even appear to be
inexplicable. But it would be too ungrateful a task to analyze such opinions,
for example, as that the mobilization of the land is—an “abnormal” phe-
nomenon (Mr. Chuprov, in the debate on grain prices, stenographic report),
that the inalienability of the peasants’ allotments is an institution that may be
advocated, that the labor rent system is better, or at all events is not worse
than the capitalist system, etc. All that which has been explained above refutes
the political-economic arguments brought forward by the Narodniki in de-~
fense of their opinion.
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process takes place under the guidance of the capricious de-
mands of the market which are not always known to the pro-
ducer, capitalist agriculture, in each separate case (not infre-
quently in each separate district, sometimes even in each sep-
arate country), becomes more and more one-sided compared
with previous agriculture; but, taken as a whole, it becomes
immeasurably more many-sided and rational than patriarchal
agriculture. The rise of special forms of commercial agricul-
ture makes capitalist crises possible and inevitable in agri-
culture in the event of capitalist over-production, but these
crises (like capitalist crises in general) give a still more power-
ful impetus to the development of world production and to
the socialization of labor.l

Thirdly, capitalism for the first time created large-scale agri-
cultural production in Russia based on the employment of
machinery and the wide co-operation of workers. Before capi-
talism, the production of agricultural produce was carried on
in an invariable, miserable, petty form, when the peasant
worked for himself as well as when he worked for the landlord
—and the “commune” character of agriculture was totally un-
able to put an end to this enormous fragmentation of produc-
tion. Inseparably connected with the fragmentation of produc-
tion was the isolation of the producers themselves.? Tied to
their allotment, to their tiny “commune,” they were sharply
isolated even from the peasants in the neighboring village com-
mune by the various categories to which they respectively
belonged (former owners, former state, etc.), by the different

1 West European romanticists and Russian Narodniki lay strong emphasis
on this process, on the one-sidedness of capitalist agriculture, on the instability
and crises created by capitalism—and on these grounds deny the progressive
ch_aracter of capitalist progress compared with pre-capitalist stagnation.

2 Hence, in spite of the difference in the forms of landownership, the same
thing can be applied to the Russian peasant as was said about the small
French peasant by Marx: “The peasants who farm their own small holdings
form the majority of the French population. Throughout the country, they live
in almost identical conditions, but enter very little into relationships one with
another. Their mode of production isolates them, instead of bringing them
into mutual contact. The isolation is intensified by the inadequacy of the
means of communication in France, and by the poverty of the peasants. Their
farms are so small that there is practically no scope for a division of labor,
no opportunity for scientific agriculture. Among the peasantry, therefore, there
can be no multiplicity of development, no differentiation of talents, no wealth
of social relationships. Each family is almost self-sufficient, producing on its
own plot of land the greater part of its requirements, and thus providing itself
with the necessaries of life through an interchange with nature rather than by
means of intercourse with society. Here is a small plot of land, with a peasant
fa_rmer and his family; there is another plot of land, another peasant with his
wife and children. A score or two of these atoms make up a village, and a
few score of villages make up a department. In this way, the great mass of
the French nation is formed by the simple addition of like entities, much as
a sack of potatoes consists of a lot of potatoes huddled in a sack.” (Der
achtzente Brumaire des Louis Bonaparte, 1885.)
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sizes of their land holdings—differences in the conditions un-
der which they were emancipated (and these conditions were
sometimes determined by the individual character of the land-
lords and their caprices). Capitalism for the first time broke
down these purely medieval obstacles—and did a very good
thing in doing so. Already, the differences between the various
categories of peasants, the difference in their categories accord-
ing to the size of their allotment holdings, are proving to be
incomparably less important than the economic difference
within each category and within each village commune. Capi-
talism destroys local isolation and insularity, and in place of
the petty medizval division among the farmers it introduces
division on a large scale, embracing the whole nation, dividing
them into classes which occupy different positions in the gen-
eral system of capitalist economy.! Formerly, the very condi-
tions of production determined the fact that the masses of
tillers of the soil were tied down to their place of residence,
but the rise of various forms and various districts of commer-
cial and capitalist agriculture could not but give rise to the
migration of enormous masses of the population over the
whole country: and without the mobility of the population

(as has already been observed above) the development of its ,:

intelligence and initiative is impossible.

Fourthly and finally, agricultural capitalism in Russia for
the first time uprooted the labor rent system and the personal
dependence of the farmer. The labor rent system had undi-
vided sway im our agriculture from the time of Russkaya
Pravda right down to the contemporary system of otrabotki,
under which the peasant tills the landlord’s fields with his own
implements; an inevitable accompaniment of this system was
the wretchedness and ignorance of the tiller of the soil who is
degraded, if not by the serf, then at all events by the “semi-
free” character of his labor; without a certain lack of civil
rights on the part of the tiller of the soil (for example, belong-
ing to the lower estate, corporal punishment, assignment for
public work, being tied to his allotment, etc.), the otrabotochni
system would have been impossible. Hence, by substituting
freely hired labor for the otrabotochni system, agricultural

1The need for union and amalgamation in capitalist society has not
diminished but, on the contrary, bas enormously increased. But it is abso-
lutely absurd to use the old measure to satisfy this meed of the new society.
This new society now demands, firstly, that the union shall not be local,
according to estate and category; and, secondly, that its starting point shall
be the difference in position and interest that has been created by capitalism
and the disintegration of the peasantry.
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capitalism in Russia has rendered a great historical service.l
Summing up what has been said above about the progressive
historical role of Russian agricultural capitalism, it may be
said that it is socializing agricultural production. Indeed, the
fact that agriculture has been transformed from a privileged
occupation of the higher estates and a burden for the lower
estate into an ordinary commercial and industrial occupation,
the fact that the product of the labor of the tiller of the soil
has become subject to social accounting on the market, the
fact that monotonous, routine agriculture is being converted
into technically transformed commercial agriculture with a
variety of forms, the fact that local isolation and the separa-
tion among small tillers of the soil is being broken down, the
fact that the various forms of bondage and personal depend-
ence are being squeezed out by impersonal transactions in the
purchase and sale of labor power—all these are links in the
single process, which is socializing agricultural labor and are
more and more intensifying the contradictions between the
anarchy of market fluctuations, between the individual char-
acter of the separate agricultural enterprises and the collective
character of large-scale capitalist agriculture.

Thus (we repeat once more), in emphasizing the progres-
sive historical role of capitalism in Russian agriculture, we do
not for a moment forget the historical transitional character
of this regime, or the profound social contradictions which
are peculiar to it. On the contrary, we showed above that it is
precisely the Narodniki, who are only capable of deploring
the “changes” brought about by capitalism, who very super-
ficially appraise these contradictions and gloss over the disin-
tegration of the peasantry, ignore the capitalist character of
the employment of machinery in our agriculture and thus
cover up by phrases like “agricultural trades” or “earnings,”
the rise of a class of wage laborers.

1 Of the numerous sighs and regrets expressed by Mr. N—on concerning
the changes being brought about by capitalism in Russia, one deserves special
attention: *‘, ., . Neither the confusion that reigned in the period of the
appanaged princes nor the reign of the Tartars affected the forms of our
€conomic life’’ (Outlines); capitalism alone has displayed ‘contempt for its
Own historical past.,” Sacred truth! Capitalism is progressive precisely be-
Cause it has displayed “contempt” for the ‘“ancient” forms, “sanctified by
2ge,” of otrabotki and bondage which, indeed, no political storm—from the

confusion of the appanaged princes” to the “Tartars”—could overthrow.
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EXCERPT FROM CHAPTER VI

XI. THE COMPLETE SEPARATION OF INDUSTRY
FROM AGRICULTURE

Large-scale machine industry alone brings about the comd
plete separation of industry from agriculture. Russian statisticsj
fully confirm this postulate, which was laid down by the author}
of Capital for other countries,! but which is usually ignored]
by the Narodnik economists. Mr. N—on, in season and out ofj
season, talks in his Outlines about “the separation of industry}
from agriculture,” but he does not take the trouble to exam-
ine the precise data in order to determine how this process is}
taking place and to note the various forms it assumes. Mr.j
V. V. mentions the contacts our industrial worker has with
the land (in manufacture, our author does not think it neces 3
sary to distinguish between the various stages of capitalism,}
although he pretends to adhere to the theory of the author of}
Capitall) and declaims against the “shameful” (sic/) “depend+
ence” “of our” (his italics) “capitalist industry” upon thed
worker-farmer, etc. (The Destiny of Capitalism.) Apparently}
Mr. V. V. has not heard, or if he has heard he has forgotten,]
that not only “our,” but even western capitalism could nof]
break the workers’ connection with the land until it reached
the stage of large-scale machine industry. And, finally, MrJ
Kablukov only very recently presented students with the fol<
lowing astonishing distortion of the facts: “Whereas in the
West, work in the factory represents the sole means of liveli4
hood for the worker, here (in Russia), with relatively few ex-
ceptions” (sicl!) “the worker regards working in the factory]
as an auxiliary occupation; ke is mostly drawn to the land.”|

A practical analysis of this question will be found in thefR
Moscow Sanitary Statistics, compiled by Mr. Dementyev, on
the “factory workers’ connection with agriculture.” Systemat-}
ically collected statistics covering about 20,000 workers have
shown that only 14.1 per cent of the factory workers go off for
agricultural work. But what is still more important is the fact,]
so comprehensively revealed in the above-mentioned work,
that it is precisely mechanized production that separates the
workers from the land. Of a number of figures quoted in proof]
of this, we select the following most striking:

1 Das Kapital.
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Per Cent Leaving

Factories and Works for Field Work

Hand Cotton Weavers and Dyers.......cceeeernane. 72.;
Silk Weavers ...... 63.
Pottery .... . 310 II;?OC:_
Calico Finishers and Offices for Distributing

Wool to Outdoor WOrkers........cccvveerreereerersnes 30.7
Cloth (All ProcCesses).....c.ceereererrmererrrereernesonenesan 204
Cotton Spinning and Power Loom Weaving...... 13.8 | Machine
Power Loom Weaving Including Finishing........ 6.2 % Produc-
Engineering Works 2.7 tion
Calico Finishing by Machine........cccceverrirenienenee 2.3

Of the industries enumerated in the author’s table, we have
divided eight of them according to the method of production
employed, either hand labor or machine production. In regard
to the ninth branch, cloth, we will note that its manufacture
is carried on partly by band and partly by machinery. Thus,
in the hand weaving factories about 63 per cent of the weavers
leave for field work, but not a single weaver working on power
looms leaves, and of the workers employed in those depart-
ments of cloth mills which use mechanical power, 3.3 per cent
leave.

“Thus, the most important reason that causes the factory work-
ers to give up all connections with the land is the transition from
hand labor to machine production. Notwithstanding the fact that a
relatively large number of factories are still carried on with hand
labor, the number of workers employed in them, compared with
the number employed in factories where machine production is
carried on, is quite insignificant, and that is why the percentage of
those who leave for field work is as small as 14.1 of the total adult
workers and 15.4 of the adult workers belonging exclusively to the
Peasant estate.”1

We would recall the fact that the returns of the sanitary
inspection of factories in the Moscow Gubernia gave the fol-
lowing figures: mechanical power, 22.6 per cent of total fac-
tories (including 18.4 per cent with steam power); in these
are concentrated 80.7 per cent of the total number of workers.
Hand labor factories, 69.2 per cent, which employ only 16.2
per cent of the total number of workers. In 244 factories using
Mechanized power 92,302 workers are employed (378 workers
per factory) while 747 hand labor factories employ 18,520

11b1d., The Factory.
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workers (25 workers per factory).! We have shown above]
how considerable is the concentration of all Russian factory
workers in large enterprises, mostly power driven, employing
on the average 488 and more workers per enterprise. MTr.!
Dementyev studied in detail the influence of the place of birth,
the difference between those who are native to the locality and
those who have come from other districts, difference in estate:
(citizen or peasant), etc., upon the divorcement of the work-]
ers from the land and he found that all these influences are
eclipsed by the main factor: the transition from hard produc-;
tion to machine production.? ]

“Whatever the causes for the transformation of the former tiller;
of the soil into a factory worker may be, the fact is that these spe-
cial workers exist. They are merely registered as peasants, con-
nected with the village only by the fact that they have to pay!
taxes there, which they pay when they have to renew their pass-
ports; for, as a matter of fact, they have no farm in the village,
and in a large number of cases not even a house, which usually
they have sold. Even their right to land they preserve only jurid-
ically, so to speak, and the industrial disorders of 1885-86 showed,
in many factories, that these workers regard themselves as being
totally alien to the village in the same way as the peasants in their
turn regard them, the offspring of their own fellow villagers, as
foreign incomers. Thus we have already a crystallized class of;
workers who do not own their own homes, who in fact own no!
property, a class bound by no ties and living from hand to mouth.
And this class did not come into being only yesterday. It already
has its factory genealogy and a not inconsiderable section has its
third generation.”3

Finally, interesting material on the separation of the factory
from agriculture is given in the latest factory statistics. The!
Census of Factory and Works (for 1894-95) gives information
on the number of days in the year in which each factory is in|
operation. Mr. Kasperov hastened to use this data in support!
of the Narodnik theories and calculated that “on the average,

11btd., Vol. TV, part I.

2 Mr. Zhbankov, in Sanitary Inspection of Factorles and Works in Smolensk
Gubernla (Smolensk, 1894-96), estimates the number of workers who leave
for field work at only 10 to 15 per cent of the Yartsev Textile Mill alone
(Vol. II; in 1893-94 the Yartsev Textile Mill employed 3,106 workers out of a
total of 8,810 factory workers in the Smolensk Gubernia). The temporary
workers in this factory represented 28 per cent of the males (in all factories,
29 per cent) and 18.6 per cent of the females (in all factories, 21 per cent.
Cf. Vol. II), It should be noted that the temporary workers include 1) those
who have been employed at the factory for less than twelve months; 2) those |
who leave for summer work in the fields; 3) those “who ceased work at the
faptory for various reasons for several years.” (Vol. IL)

3 Compiled Statistical Information; The Factory.
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the Russian factory works 165 days in the year,” that “in Rus-
sia, 35 per cent of the factories work less than 200 days in
the year.”l It goes without saying that in view of the vague-
ness of the term “factory,” these figures, taken without dis-
crimination, have hardly any significance, since they do not
indicate how many days in the year the various categories of
workers work. We have counted up the figures given in the
Census for the large factories (employing 100 and more work-
ers) which as we have seen above (section VII), employ about
three-fourths of the total number of factory workers. And we
found that, according to the various categories, the average
number of working days in the year was as follows: A) 242;
B) 235; C) 273,2 and the average for all large factories was
244. If we calculate the average number of working days per
worker, we will get 253 working days per year—the average
number of working days per worker employed in large fac-
tories. Of the twelve sections into which the various branches
of industry are divided in the Census, only in one is the aver-
age number of working days, in the lower categories, lower
than 200, namely section XI (food products): A) 189; B)
148; C) 280. Factories in category A and B in this section
employ a total of 110,588 workers, which equals 16.2 per cent
of the total number of workers employed in large factories
(655,670). We would point out that this section includes the
most varied branches of industry: beet sugar, tobacco; distil-
ling, flour milling, etc. For the remaining sections, the average
number of work days per factory is as follows: A) 259; B)
271; C) 272. Thus, the larger the factory, the larger is the
number of days they are in operation in the course of the year.
The total returns for all large factories in European Russia,
therefore, confirm the conclusion arrived at by the Moscow
Sanitary statisticians and prove that the factory is creating a
class of permanent factory workers.

Thus, the data on the Russian factory workers fully confirm
the theory enunciated in Capital that it is precisely large-scale
machine industry that brings about a complete and decisive
change in the conditions of life of the industrial population
and separates it completely from agriculture and from the cen-

1 Statistical Summary of the Industrial Development o[ Russia. A paper
read by M. I. Tugan-Baranovsky, member of the Imperial _Free Economic
Society, and the debate on this paper at the session of the Third Department,
St. Petersburg, 1898. . .

2We will remind the reader that category A includes factories employing
from 100 to 499 workers; B, from 500 to 999 workers and C, 1,000 and more
Wworkers.
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tury-old traditions of patriarchal life connected with the latter.
But, in destroying patriarchal and petty-bourgeois relation-;
ships, large-scale machine industry creates, on the other hand,
conditions which bring together the wage workers in agricul-
ture with those in industry: first, it, in general, carries into the
rural districts the commercial and industrial conditions of life
which first arise in the non-agricultural centers; second, it cre-
ates mobility among the population and large markets for
hiring agricultural as well as industrial laborers; third, by in-
troducing machinery into agriculture, large-scale machine in-
dustry introduces into the rural districts skilled industrial’
workers who enjoy a higher standard of living.

XII. THREE STAGES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM
IN RUSSIAN INDUSTRY

We will now sum up the main conclusions to which the data,
on the development of capitalism in our industry lead us.l

There are three main stages in this development: small com-’
modity production (petty, mainly peasant trades); capitalist
manufacture; and the factory (large-scale machine industry).
The facts utterly refute the opinion that is widespread among:
us that “factory” and “kustar” industry are isolated from each
other. On the contrary, their division is purely artificial. The
connection and continuity between these two forms of indus-
try are most direct and intimate. The facts very clearly prove |
that the main trend of small commodity production is towards
the development of capitalism, in particular towards the rise .
of manufacture, and before our very eyes, manufacture is very |
rapidly growing into large-scale machine industry. Perhaps:
one of the most striking manifestations of the close and im-
mediate connection between the consecutive forms of industry
is the fact that a number of big and very big manufacturers
were, at one time, the smallest of small tradesmen and passed
through all the stages from “people’s industry” to “capitalism.”
Savva Morozov was first a serf peasant (he purchased his free-
dom in 1820), then a shepherd, carter, weaver in a mill, then
a “kustar” weaver, walking to Moscow to sell his cloth to
merchants; then he became the owner of a small establishment |
for giving out work to outdoor workers, and finally a factory
owner. At the time of his death in 1862, he and his numerous

1 As we stated in the preface, we limit ourselves to the post-Reform epoch

and dfo not deal with the forms of industry which were based on the labor
of serfs.
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sons owned two large cotton mills. In 1890, the four factories
which belonged to his descendants employed 39,000 workers
and produced goods to the value of 35,000,000 rubles.! In
the silk industry in the Vladimir Gubernia, a number of big
manufacturers were formerly weavers in mills, or “kustar”
weavers.2 The biggest manufacturers in Ivanovo-Voznesensk
(Kuvayevs, Fokins, Zubkovs, Kokushkins, Bobrovs and many
others) were formerly “kustars.”® The brocade factories in the
Moscow Gubernia all grew up from small “kustar” work-
shops.t The manufacturer Zavyalov, of the Pavlovsk district,
in 1864 still had “a vivid recollection of the time when he was
a simple worker employed by master craftsman Khabarov.”s
The manufacturer Varipayev was a small “kustar.”® Kondra-
tov was a small “kustar” who walked to Pavlovo carrying a
bag with goods he had made.” The manufacturer Asmolov was
a horse driver employed by itinerant dealers, later became a
small trader, the owner of a small tobacco workshop, and sub-
sequently owned a factory with a turnover of millions,? etc.
It would be interesting to know where, in these and similar
cases, the Narodnik economists would define the beginning of
“artificial” capitalism and the end of “people’s” industry.

The three main forms of industry enumerated above are dis-
tinguished from each other by the different technical methods
employed. The characteristic feature of small commodity pro-
duction is its very primitive, hand technique that remained
unchanged from time immemorial. The craftsman remains a
peasant who adopts the methods handed down by tradition of
working up raw material. Manufacture introduces division of
labor, which fundamentally changes the form of technique and
transforms the peasant into a “detail worker.” But hand labor
remains, and, on this basis, progress in methods of production
is inevitably very slow. Division of labor springs up spon-
taneously and is adopted by tradition just as in peasant labor.
Large-scale machine industry alone introduces a radical change,
throws hand labor overboard, transforms production on new,
rational principles and systematically applies the knowledge of

1 Industry in the Viadimir Gubernia, VI. Index, 1890. Shishmarev: 4 Brief
Review of the Industries in the Region of Nizhni-Novgorod and Shuisk-Ivan-
ovsk Railways, St. Petersburg, 1892.

2 Industry in the Viadimir Gubernia, TI1.

® Shishmarev.

: IC“otr,nzgxl'led Statistics of Moscow Gubernia, Vol. VII, part III, Moscow, 1883.

al N

8 Ibid.

7 Grigoriev.

8 Historical Statistical Review, Vol, 11,
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science to industry. Until capitalism organized large-scale ma-
chine industry in Russia, we observed—and still observe inj
those industries in which it has not yet organized large-scale
production—almost complete stagnation in technique; we see!
the employment of the same kind of hand loom, the same;
kind of water mill or windmill that was employed in produc-#§
tion a century ago. On the other hand, in those industries:
which the factory has conquered, we see a complete technical
revolution and extremely rapid progress in the methods of!
machine production. ]

Owing to the difference in the technical methods employed,}
we see different stages of development in capitalism. The char-
acteristic feature of small commodity production and manu-§
facture is the prevalence of small enterprises from among;
which only a few large ones stand out. Large-scale machine]
industry completely squeezes out the small enterprises. Cap-
italist relationships arise also in the small trades (in the form;
of small workshops employing wage workers, and merchant;
capitalists), but these are only slightly developed and are notj
marked by a sharp line of antagonism between the groups ofj
persons taking part in production. Neither big capitalists nor
broad strata of proletarians have yet arisen. In manufacture;
we see the rise of both the one and the other. The gulf that
divides the owner of the means of production from the worker;
has already become fairly wide. “Wealthy” industrial centers|
spring up, the mass of the inhabitants of which represent en: ]
tirely propertyless workers. A smail number of merchants,
who do an enormous business in the purchase of raw mate-
rials and the sale of finished goods, and a mass of detail Yvork-
ers living from hand to mouth, such is the general picture]
which manufacture presents. But the multitude of small estab-
lishments, the preservation of contacts with the land, the pres4
ervation of tradition in production and in the whole system o
life, all this creates a mass of intermediary elements between
the extremes of manufacture and retards the development of}
these extremes. Large-scale machine industry sweeps away al
these retarding factors, the extremes of social _antagoms |
reach their highest development. All the gloomy sides of cap4
italism, as it were, concentrate together; the machine, as is}
well known, gives a powerful impetus to the undue lengthend
ing of the working day; women and children are drawn into
industry; a reserve army of unemployed is formed (and mus§
be formed to suit the conditions of factory production), etcy
However, the socialization of labor, which the factory brings
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about to an enormous degree, and the change it brings about
in the sentiments and understanding of the people it em-
ploys (particularly the destruction of patriarchal and petty-
bourgeois traditions) gives rise to a reaction: unlike preced-
ing stages, large-scale machine production imperatively calls
for the planned regulation and public control of production
(a manifestation of the latter tendency is factory legislation) .

The very character of the development of production changes
at various stages of capitalism. In small trades this develop-
ment follows in the wake of the development of peasant econ-
omy; the market is extremely restricted, the distance between
the producer and the consumer is small, the insignificant di-
mensions of production easily adapt themselves to barely fluc-
tuating local demands. That is why the characteristic feature
of industry at that stage is its stability, but that stability is
tantamount to stagnation in technique and the preservation of
patriarchal social relationships enmeshed in all sorts of sur-
vivals of medizval traditions. Manufacture works for a wide
market—sometimes for the whole nation and, in conformity
with this, production acquires the character of instability that
is peculiar to capitalism and which reaches its greatest dimen-
sions under factory production. The development of large-
scale machine production cannot proceed except in spurts;
periods of crisis alternate with periods of prosperity. This spo-
radic growth of the factory accelerates to an enormous degree
the ruination of the small producers; and the workers are
drawn into the factory in masses at one moment, in busy sea-
sons, and thrown out at another. The formation of a vast
reserve army of unemployed, who are prepared to take any
kind of work, becomes a condition for the existence and devel-
opment of large-scale machine industry., In chapter II we
showed the strata of the peasantry from which this army is
recruited and in subsequent chapters the main occupations for
which capital keeps this army in reserve were indicated. The
“instability” of large-scale machine industry has always given
rise, and now gives rise, to reactionary complaints among those
who continue to look at things through the spectacles of the
small producer and who forget that it is this “instability” alone
that put an end to the stagnation of the past and stimulated
the rapid change in methods of production and in all social
relationships.

10n the connection between factory legislation and the conditions and
felationships to which large-scale machine industry gives rise, see chapter II,
part 2 of Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky’s book, The Russian Faotory, and especially
the article in Novoye Slovo, July, 1897.
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One of the manifestations of this change is the separation
of industry from agriculture, the release of the social relation-
ships in industry from the traditions of serfdom and the patri-
archal system that hover over agriculture. In small commodity
production the tradesman has not yet completely emerged
from the peasant shell; in the majority of cases he remains
a tiller of the soil, and this connection between small industry
and small agriculture is so strong that we observe an interest-
ing law of the parallel disintegration of the small producer in
industry and in agricutture. The rise of a petty bourgeoisie

and of wage workers is proceeding simultaneously in both

spheres of national economy, and by that is preparing, at both
poles of disintegration, the divorcement from farming of those

engaged in industry. Under manufacture this divorcement as- }

sumes considerable dimensions. A number of industrial centers

arise which do not engage in agriculture. The chief represen- -

tative of industry is no longer the peasant, but the merchant

manufacturer on the one hand and the “artisan” on the other. ]}
Industry and the relative development of commercial inter- |
course with the rest of the world raise the standard of living |

and the culture of the population; the worker working for
the merchant manufacturer begins to look down upon the

peasant farmer. Large-scale machine industry completes this ]

change, finally separates industry from agriculture, creates, as

we have seen, a special class of the population which is totally 3

alien to the old type of peasantry and which differs from the
latter in its manner of living, its family relationships, in its
higher standard of material and spiritual requirements.! In small
industry and in manufacture we always see survivals of patri-

archal relations and a variety of forms of personal dependence }
which, in the general conditions of ccpitalist economy, ex-

tremely worsen the position of the toilers, degrade and cor-
rupt them. Large-scale machine industry, by concentrating to-
gether masses of workers who frequently come from various

parts of the country, cannot possibly tolerate survivals of §
patriarchalism and personal dependence, and is marked by its -

“contempt for the past.” And it is precisely this rupture with

obsolete tradition that served as one of the important condi-

t For types of the “factory” worker, see Chapter VI, section II, 5. See also

Compiled Statistical Information of Moscow Gubernia, Vol. VII, part I,

Moscow, 1883 (the factory worker—moralist, “wise one”), Nizhni-Novgorod

Zbornik, 1; Vol. IV. Industry in Viadimir Gubernia, 1I1. Novoye Slovo, Oct.,

1897. See also above-mentioned work by Mr. Zhbankov in which are described §

the workers who go to the towns to seek commercial and industrial occupa-
tions.
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tions which made possible and created the necessity for the
regulation and the public control of production. Particularly,
in speaking of the changes the factory has brought about in
the conditions of life of the population, it is necessary to ob-
serve that the drawing of women and adolescents into the
factory! is, in the main, a progressive phenomenon. Unques-
tionably, capitalism extremely worsens the conditions of these
categories of workers and it becomes particularly necessary
to regulate and shorten their working day, to guarantee hy-
gienic conditions of labor, etc.; but to strive to completely
prohibit women and adolescents from going into industry, or
to preserve the patriarchal system which prevented them from
doing so, would be reactionary and utopian. By destroying the
patriarchal isolation of these categories of the population who
formerly never emerged from the narrow circle of domestic,
family relationships, by drawing them into direct participa-
tion in social production, large-scale machine industry stimu-
lates their development and increases their independence, i.e.,
creates conditions of life that are incomparably superior to
the patriarchal immobility of pre-capitalist relationships.2
The characteristic feature of the first two stages of develop-
ment of industry is that the population is settled. The small

1 According to Index, the factories and works in European Russia in 1890
employed 875,764 persons of whom 210,207 (27 per cent) were women, 17,793
(2 per cent) were boys and 8,216 (1 per cent) were girls.

2 “The poor woman weaver goes to the factory together with her father and
husband and works like them and independently of them. She helps to main-
tain the family no less than the man.” “In the factory the woman . . , is a
producer, completely independent of her husband.” The woman factory worker
learns to read and write with remarkable rapidity. (Industry in Viadimir
Gubernia, 111.) The following conclusion arrived at by Mr. Kharisomenov
is perfectly just: industry destroys “‘the econmomic dependence of the woman
on the family . . . and on the husband. . . .” “At another’s factory, the
woman is equal to the man; this is proletarian equality. . . . The capitalization
of mdugtry is an important factor in woman’s struggle for independence in
the family.” “Industry creates a new position for the woman, completely inde-
pendent of the family and of the husband.” (Yuridicheski Vestnik, 1883,
No. 12. In the Compiled Statistical Information on Moscow Gubernia (Vol.
VII, part II, Moscow, 1882), the investigators compared the position of
women engaged in making stockings by hand with those working by machine.
The handworkers earned about 8 kopeks per day, machine workers, 14 to 30
kopeks per day. The conditions of the woman worker working by machine
are described as follows. “. . . Before us is a free young woman, not restricted
by any obstacles, emancipated from the family and from all that which repre-
sents the conditions of life of the peasant woman, a young woman who at any
moment may wander from place to place, from employer to employer, and
may at any moment find herself without employment . . . without a crust of
b;ead. . . . “The hand knitter earns a very meager wage which is not suffi-
cient to maintain her; she is able to maintain herself only because she is a
member of a family that has an allotment and receives some of the product
Of that land; under machine production the working woman, in addition to
victuals and tea, earns a wage which enables her to live apart from the family
and to dispense with the income from the land. . . . Moreover, the wages of
::gr&zn”workers working at the machine, under present conditions, is more
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tradesman, remaining a peasant, is bound to his village by his
farm. The worker under manufacture is usually restricted to
the small industrial district which is created by manufacture.
There is nothing inherent in the system of industry in the first
and second stages of development that disturbs the settled
character and isolation of the producer. Intercourse between
the various industrial districts is rare. The transfer of industry
from one place to another takes place only in the form of

the migration of individual small producers who establish small

trades in the outlying parts of the state. Large-scale machine

industry, however, necessarily creates mobility among the

population; commercial intercourse between various districts

grows enormously; railways greatly facilitate travel. On the
whole, the demand for labor increases, now rising in the }
period of boom, now falling in the period of crisis, so that §

it becomes necessary for the worker to go from one factory
to another and from one part of the country to another. Large-

scale machine industry creates new industrial centers which,
with unprecedented rapidity, arise sometimes in unpopulated §
places—which would be impossible without the mass migra- j

tion of workers. Further on we will show the dimensions and
significance of the so-called migratory non-agricultural trades.

At the moment, we will limit ourselves to a brief presentation |
of the data of the Zemstvo Sanitary Statistics of the Moscow 3
Gubernia. Investigation among 103,175 factory workers showed
that only 53,238, or 51.6 per cent were born in the particular
uyezd in which they worked. Hence, nearly half the total num- |
ber of workers migrated from one uyezd to another. The §
number of workers who were born in the Moscow Gubernia 1
was 66,038, or 64 per cent of the total.! More than one third }
of the total came in from other gubernias (chiefly from gu- §
bernias in the central industrial zone adjacent to the Moscow

Gubernia). Investigation of the various uyezds showed that

the more industrially developed uyezds had a small per cent §

of workers native to the particular uyezd working there: for
example in the uyezds of Mozhaisk and Volokolamsk, which

are not highly developed industrially, from 92 to 93 per cent

of the factory workers are natives of the place they work in.

In the highly industrial Moscow, Kolomna and Bogorodsk 1}
Uyezds the per cent of native workers drops to 24, 40 and
50. The investigators draw the conclusion from this that “the §

1In the less industrially developed Smolensk Gubernia, an investigation
l==2monlgI ;,000 factory workers showed that 80 per cent were natives. (Zhban-
ov, II.
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considerable development of factory production in the uyezd
encourages the influx of elements from outside the uyezd.”t
These facts show also (we will add) that mobility among the
3ndustr1al workers bears the same features that we observed
in the mobility of the agricultural workers, viz., that the in-
dustrial workers, also, not only migrate from those districts
where there is a surplus of labor, but also from those districts
where there is a shortage of labor. For example, the Bronnitsi
Uyezd attracts 1,123 workers from other uyezds in the Mos-
cow Gubernia and from other gubernias, and at the same time
1,246 workers leave that uyezd to go to more industrially
developed uyezds, i.e., Moscow and Bogorodsk. Hence, the
wor.kers leave, not only because they cannot find “local occu-
pations,” but also because they strive to go to those places
where conditions are better. Elementary as this fact is, it is
worth while reminding the Narodnik economists of it again,
for tpey idealize local occupations, condemn migratory trades
and ignore the progressive significance of the mobility among
the population which capitalism creates.

The characteristic features described above, which distin-
guish large-scale machine industry from preceding forms of
industry, may be summed up in the words—socialization of
labor. Indeed, production for an enormous national and inter-
national market, the development of close commercial con-
tacts with various parts of the country and with various coun-
tries in the purchase of raw materials and auxiliary materials,
the enormous technical progress, the concentration of produc-
tion and the population by enormous enterprises, the destruc-
tion of the outworn traditions of patriarchal life, the creation
of mobility among the population and the raising of the stand-
ard of requirements and the development of the worker—all
these are elements of the capitalist process which more and
more socialize the production of the country and at the same
time socialize those who participate in production.2

1Compiled Stat. Inf. on Moscow Gub., san'tar;
pa;tnll (I&/Ioscow, o0 , S ; ytary statistics section, Vol. IV,
he data given in the three last chapters prove, in our opinion, that th
classification of the capitalist forms and stages of i’ndustry gigen by Marx l:
$ore correct and sound than that classification which has gained currency at
We present time and which confuses manufacture with the factory and regards
Torkmg for the merchant as a special form of industry. (Ho6ld and Biicher.)
so confuse manufacture with the factory implies taking the purely superficial
¥mptom_s as the basis for the classification and ignoring the essential features
?h technique, economics and social life which distinguish manufacture from
1e machine period of capitalism. Undoubtedly, capitalist domestic industry
s]{iys a great role in the mechanism of capitalist industry. There is no doubt
N so that working for the merchant is a special feature of pre-machine capital-
m, but it is to be met with (and in by no means small dimensions) in the
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In regard to the question of the relation of large-scale ma-
chine industry in Russia to the home market for capitalism,
the data given above lead to the following conclusion: The
rapid development of factory industry in Russia creates an
enormous and continuously increasing market for means of
production (building material, fuel, metals, etc.), it increases
with particular rapidity the proportion of the population en-

gaged in conducing articles to be used in production and not A
for personal consumption. But the market for articles for per- |

sonal use also grows rapidly owing to the growth of large-scale

machine industry, which draws a growing proportion of the
population away from agriculture into commercial and indus- !

trial occupations.

EXCERPT FROM CHAPTER VIII

VI. THE “MisSION” OF CAPITALISM

We must now, in conclusion, sum up the question which in
literature has come to be known as the “mission” of capital- §
ism, i.e., of its historical role in the economic development of |

Russia. To admit that this role is a progressive one is quite
compatible (as we have tried to show in detail at every stage

in our exposition of the facts) with the fullest admission of 1
the negative and gloomy sides of capitalism, with the fullest |

admission of the inevitable, profound and ali-sided social an-

tagonisms which are a feature of capitalism and which reveal %

the historically transitional character of this economic system.

most varied stages of the development of capitalism. It will be impossible to
understand the significance of working for the merchant, unless it is studied
in connection with the whole structure of industry in the given period, or in
the given stage of the development of capitalism. The peasant who weaves
baskets for the order of the village shopkeeper, the Pavlov wooden handle
maker making handles in his own home for the knives manufactured by
Zavyalov, the working woman who makes clothes, shoes, gloves or boxes for
the order of big manufacturers or merchants—all work for the merchant, but
all these instances of capitalist domestic industry bear a different character
and have different significance. We do not in the least deny the merits of
Biicher, for example, who has studied the pre-capitalist forms of industry,
but we think that his classification of capitalist forms of industry is wrong.
We cannot agree with the views expressed by Mr. Struve (Cf. Mir Bozhi,
1898, No. 4) in so far as he adopts Biicher’s theory (the part referred to)
and applies it to Russian “kustar industry.” (Since these lines were written,
1899, Mr. Struve has managed to complete the cycle of his scientific and
polmcal_ development. Wavering between Biicher and Marx, between liberal
and socialist economics, he has finally become a pure liberal bourgeois. The
writer of these lines is proud of the fact that as far as he was able, he has

Egged ]to burge Social-Democracy of such elements.) [Footnote to second
on.
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It is the Narodniki who try with all their might to make it
appear that if one admits that capitalism is historically -pro-
gressive, one thereby becomes an apologist of capitalism, and
it is precisely the Narodniki who underestimate (and some-
times ignore) the most profound contradictions of Russian
capitalism, gloss over the disintegration of the peasantry, the
capitalist character of the evolution of our agriculture, the
rise of a class of rural and industrial wage workers with allot-
ments, and gloss over the complete predominance of the low-
est and worst forms of capitalism in the notorious “kustar”
industries.

The progressive, historical role of capitalism may be summed
up in two brief postulates: increase in the productive forces
of social labor and the socialization of labor. But both these
facts manifest themselves in very diversified processes in vari-
ous branches of national economy.

The development of the productive forces of social labor
is observed in complete relief only in the epoch of large-scale
machine industry. Until that high stage of capitalism was
reached, bandicraft and primitive technique was preserved and
developed quite spontaneously and at a very slow pace. The
post-Reform epoch differs sharply from previous epochs in
Russian history in this respect. The Russia of the wooden
plough and the flail, of the water mill and hand loom, rapidly
began to be transformed into the Russia of the steel plough
and the threshing machine, of steam driven mills and looms.
There is not a single branch of national economy that is sub-
ordinated to the capitalist mode of production in which a
similarly complete transformation of technique has not been
observed. Owing to the very nature of capitalism, this process
of transformation cannot take place except through a series
of unevennesses and disproportionalities: periods of prosper-
ity alternate with periods of crisis, the development of one
branch of industry leads to the decline of another, the prog-
ress of agriculture affects one branch in one district and an-
other branch in another, the growth of trade and industry is
faster thrr,n that of agriculture, etc. A number of errors the
Narodniki commit are due to their effort to prove that this
disproportionate, sporadic, feverish development is not devel-
Opment.!

1“Let us see , . . what the further development of capitalism can bring us
even if we could sink England to the bottom of the sea and take her place.”

(Mr. N—on, Outlines.) The textile industry in Ergland and America, which
Supplies two-thirds of the world’s requireme=is, employs only a little over
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Another feature of the development of the social productive ;
forces by gapitalism is that the growth of means of production §
(productive consumption) is much faster than the growth of §
individual gonsumption: we have pointed out more than once

&nifests itself in agriculture and in industry. This }
feature is the result of the operation of the general laws of the §
realization of the product in capitalist society, and is in com- §
plete harmony with the antagonistic nature of this system of j

how this

society.l

The socialization 'of labor by capitalism manifests itself in 3
the following processes: Firstly, the very growth of commod-
ity production destroys the fragmental character of small eco-:
nomic units that is the feature of natural self-sufficing economy %
and unites the small local markets into an enormous national }
(and then into a world) market. Working for oneself is trans- §
formed into working for the whole of society, and the more §
capitalism is developed the greater is the contradiction be- §
tween the collective character of production and the individual- §
ist character of the appropriation of the results of production. §
Secondly, in place of the formerly scattered production, cap- §
italism creates production, both in agriculture and in industry, §
that is concentrated to a degree never witnessed before. This §

600,000 persons. “So that even if we succeeded in winning a considerable part

of the world market . . . capitalism would still be unable to exploit the whole §
mass of labor power which it is now continuously depriving of employment. 3
What are 600,000 English and American workers compared with the millions 3

of peasants who are idle for months?”’

“History has existed up till now, but it no longer exists.” Up till now every |
step in the development of capitalism in the textile industry has been accom- ;
panied by the disintegration of the peasantry, by the growth of commercial ;
agriculture and agricultural capitalism, by the attraction of the population §
. from agriculture into industry, by “millions of peasants” turning to building, j

lumbering and many other kinds of non-agricultural occupations for hire, by }

the migration of masses of people to the outlying regions and the conversion

of these regions into a market for capitalism. But all this took place up till }

now; now nothing like it takes place any more!

1 Ignoring the significance of means of production and the lack of an §
analytical attitude toward *‘statistics” caused Mr. N—on to give utterance j
“, .. all (1) capitalist *

to the following remarks which do mot bear criticism:
production in the sphere of the manufacturing industries, at best, produce

new values to an amount not exceeding 400-500,000,000 rubles.” (Outlines.) |
‘Mr. N—on bases this calculation on the returns of the three per cent and |
assessment tax without stopping to think whether such returns can cover “the
whole of capitalist production in the sphere of the manufacturing industries.” i

Moreover, he takes returns which (on his own admission) do not cover the

mining industry, and yet he includes in “new values” only surplus value and 1
variable capital. Our theoretician forgot that, in those branches of industry &

which produce goods for personal consumption, constant capital also repre~

sents new values for soclety and is exchanged for the variable capital and |}

surplus value of those branches of industry which produce means of produc-
tion (mining industry, building, lumber, laying of railways, etc.). Had not
Mr. N—on confused the number of “factory” workers with the total number

of workers capitalistically employefl in the manufacturing industries, he would }

easily have observed the error of calculations.
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is the most striking and outstanding manifestation of the fea- -
rure of capitalism that we are examining, but it is not the
only one. Thirdly, capitalism squeezes out the forms of per--
sonal dependence that were an inseparable part of preceding '

systems of economy. In Russia, the progressive character of
capitalism in this respect is particularly marked, for in Rus-
sia the personal dependence of the producer existed (and
partly continues to exist to the present day) not only in agri-
culture but also in the manufacturing industries (“factories”
employing serf labor), in the mining industry, in the fishing
industry, etc.! Compared with the labor of a dependent or
bonded peasant, the labor of a free laborer is a progressive
phenomenon in all branches of national economy. Fourthly,
capitalism necessarily creates mobility among the population
which was not required in previous systems of social economy
and was impossible on any large scale under those systems.
Fifthly, capitalism constantly diminishes the proportion of the
population engaged in agriculture (in which the most back-
ward forms of social and economic relationships usually pre-
dominate), and increases the number of large industrial centers.
Sixthly, capitalism increases among the population the need
for union, for association, and gives these associations a spe-
cial character compared with associations in previous times.
While breaking down the narrow, local estate associations of
medieval society and creating fierce competition, capitalism
at the same time divides society into large groups of persons
who occupy different positions in production, and gives a tre-
mendous impetus to the organization of the persons within
each of these groups. Seventhly, all the changes referred to,
which capitalism brings about in the old economic system,
inevitably lead also to a change in the spiritual make-up of
the population. The sporadic character of economic develop-
ment, the rapid change in the methods of production and the
enormous concentration of production, the disappearance of

! For example, in one of the principal centres of the Russian fishing in-
dustry, therlMurmansk coast, ‘the “ancient” and “time-honored” form of
€coriomic rélationships was what was known as pokrut which was already
SStablished in the seventeenth century and continued almost without change
Tight up to recent times. “The relations between the pokruts and their masters
;‘{e not limited to the time they are employed: on the contrary, they affect
ele whole life of the pokruts who are in a constant state of economic depend-
S?Ce on their masters.” (Compiled Material on Artels in Russia, Vol. 'II,
an Petersburg, 1874.) Fortunately, in this branch of industry also, capitalism
ahbarently “is contemptuous of its own historical past.” “Monopoly . . . i8
( ll”ﬂg way to . . . the capitalist organization of fishing with free laborers.
roductive Forces, V.)
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all forms of personal dependence and patriarchal relations]
the mobility of the population, the influence of the big indus
trial centers, etc.—all this cannot but bring about a profoun(
change in the very character of the producers, and we havd
already had occasion to note the observations of Russian in
vestigators on this score.

Turning now to the Narodnik economists, with whose rep§
resentatives we have constantly had to enter into controvers
we may sum up our differences with them in the following
manner: First, we cannot but regard the Narodniks’ concepy
tion of the process of development of capitalism in Russia ang
their conception of the system of economic relationships thal
existed in Russia before the rise of capitalism as being absod
lutely wrong. Moreover, from our point of view, the fact th';
they ignore the capitalist contradictions in the peasant ecof
nomic system (both in agriculture and in other peasant occuj
pations) is particularly important. Furthermore, the questlo
as to whether the development of capitalism in Russia is slovy
or rapid depends entirely upon what this development is com{
pared with. If we compare the pre-capitalist epoch in Russid
with the capitalist epoch (and this is precisely the comparisor
that should be made if a correct solution to the problem i
to be found), then we will have to admit that the developmen
of social economy under capitalism is extremely rapid. Ifj
however, we compare the present rate of development with
the rate that would have been possible at the modern leve]
of ‘technique and culture generally, then we would have tg
admit that the present rate of development of capitalism in
Russia is really slow. Nor could it be anything else but slow]
for there is not a single capitalist country in the world idf
which ancient institutions, which are incompatible with capy
italism, which retard its development, which immeasurabl
worsen the conditions of the producers who “suffer from cap4
italism as well as from the insufficient development of capital§
ism,” have survived in such abundance as they have survived
in Russia. Finally, perhaps one of the greatest causes of diff
ference between the Narodniki and ourselves is the differencd
in our fundamental views on social and economic processes;
In studying the latter, the Narodniki usually try to draw som¢
moral; they do not regard the various groups of persons taking
part in production as the creators of certain forms of life
they do not try to picture to themselves the sum total of socia
and economic relationships as the result of the mutual rela
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tions between these groups, which have different interests and
different historical roles. . If the writer of these lines has
succeeded in providing materlal that will assist in clearing up
these questions, he will regard his labors as not having been
in vain.



WHAT IS TO BE DONE?

What Is to Be Done?, Lenin’s major work on Bolshevik
organization and discipline, was published in the spring of
1902. In this work, Lenin directs special attention to three
issues, which he describes as “The character and the prin-
cipal content of our political agitation, our organizational
tasks, and the plan for setting up, simultaneously, and from
all sides, a militant, all-Russian organization.” Yet, due to
a combination of circumstances and personality, he was un-
able to discuss these points in the abstract, but was drawn
into the debate then widening the division between the two
outlooks in Russian Marxism, a division that became final
with the formal Bolshevik-Menshevik split.

Lenin, writing within the context of Russian politics, faced
the immediate problems involved in building an organization
within the autocratic Tsarist state. Moreover, he took up and
discussed at length, in polemic fashion, the internal issues
then confronting Russian Marxism, thus producing a work
considerably longer than he originally planned. And the writ-
ing was done under great pressure; Lenin himself admitted
the literary shortcomings of the work. Because of these fac-
tors, the over-all significance of this work may not be imme-
diately apparent to the casual reader.

In What Is to Be Done?, Lenin clearly defines his concepts
of Bolshevik organization. As he specifies, the basic Bolshevik
movement is not a movement of workers, or a movement of
intellectuals, or a combination of the two; rather, it is an
authoritarian organization of dedicated professional revolu-
tionaries, individually recruited from among workers and in-
tellectuals. According to Lenin, the only real role of the
Bolshevik movement is to plan for, work for, and execute
revolution. Lenin believed that revolution must be carefully
and systematically planned and carried through; he scorned
those who anticipated “spontaneous” revolution by the people
themselves. He also strongly attacked the “Economists,” who
were concerned with effecting immediate improvement in liv-
Ing and working conditions.
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What Is to Be Done? appears here complete, except for thd
deletion of the last of its five sections, “The ‘Plan’ for an AlH
Russian Political Newspaper,” which is unusually specialized
and detailed.

DOGMATISM AND “FREEDOM OF CRITICISM”

A. WHAT 15 “FREEDOM OF CRITICISM”'?

“Freedom of criticism,” this undoubtedly is the most fashs
ionable slogan at the present time, and the one most frequently
employed in the controversies between the Socialists and dems
ocrats of all countries. At first sight, nothing would appear td
be more strange than the solemn appeals by one of the partied
to the dispute for freedom of criticism. Can it be that some o
the advanced parties have raised their voices against the cond
stitutional law of the majority of European countries which
guarantees freedom to science and scientific investigation?
“Something must be wrong here,” an onlooker, who has no§
yet fully appreciated the nature of the disagreements among
the controversialists, will say when he hears this fashionabld
slogan repeated at every cross-road. “Evidently this slogan i
one of the conventional phrases which, like a nickname, be
comes legitimatized by use, and becomes almost a com mor
noun,” he will conclude.

In fact, it is no secret that two separate tendencies have bee: :
formed in international Social-Democracy.! The fight betweer

1 Incidentally, this perhaps is the only occasion in the histoi'y of moder g
socialism in which controversies between various tendencies within the socialish
movement have grown from national into international controversies; and
is extremely encouraging. Formerly, the disputes between the Lasalleans and
the Eisenachers, between the Guesdists and the Possibilists, between thd
Fabians and the Social-Democrats, and between the Narodovolists and thd
Social-Democrats, remained purely national disputes, reflected purely nationa¥
features and proceeded, as it were, on different planes. At the present t.im
(this is quite evident now), the English Fabians, the French Ministerialists

the German Bernstejnists and the Russian “critics”—all belong to the sam
family, all extol each other, learn from each other, and are rallying the;
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these tendencies now flares up in a bright flame, and now dies
down and smoulders under the ashes of imposing “resolutions
for an armistice.” What this “new” tendency, which adopts a
“critical” attitude towards “obsolete doctrinaire” Marxism, rep-
resents has been stated with sufficient precision by Bernstein, *
and demonstrated by Millerand.*

Social-Democracy must change from a party of the social
revolution into a democratic party of social reforms. Bernstein
has surrounded this political demand with a whole battery of
symmetrically arranged “new” arguments and reasonings. The
possibility of putting socialism on a scientific basis and of
proving that it is necessary and inevitable from the point of
view of the materialist conception of history was denied, as
also were the facts of growing impoverishment and proleta-
rianization and the intensification of capitalist contradictions.
The very conception, “ultimate aim,” was declared to be un-
sound, and the idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat was
absolutely rejected. It was denied that there is any difference
in principle between liberalism and socialism. The theory of
the class struggle was rejected on the grounds that it could
not be applied to a strictly democratic society, governed ac-
cording to the will of the majority, etc.

Thus, the demand for a definite change from revolutionary
Social-Democracy to bourgeois social-reformism was accom-
panied by a no less definite turn towards bourgeois criticism
of all the fundamental ideas of Marxism. As this criticism of
Marxism has been going on for a long time now, from the
political platform, from university chairs, in numerous pam-
phlets and in a number of scientific works, as the younger
generation of the educated classes has been systematically
trained for decades on this criticism, it is not surprising that
the “new, critical” tendency in Social-Democracy should spring
up, all complete, like Minerva from the head of Jupiter. The
content of this new tendency did not have to grow and de-
velop, it was transferred bodily from bourgeois literature to
socialist literature. :

To proceed. If Bernstein’s theoretical criticism and political
yearnings are still obscure to anyone, the French have taken

forces against “doctrinaire’” Marxism. Perhaps in this first really international
battle with socialist opportunism, international revolutionary Social-Democ-
facy will become sufficiently strengthened to put an end to the political re-
action that has long reigned in Europe.

* These figures are identified in the biographical index of proper names at
the back of the book. Many of the more obscure names appearing in the
text may be found in this index.—Ed.
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the trouble to demonstrate the “new method.” In this ind
stance, also, France has justified its old reputation as thef
country in which “more than anywhere else, the historical
class struggles were each time fought out to a decision . . .
(Engels, in his introduction to Marx’s The Eighteenth Bru<
maire.) The French Socialists have begun, not to theorize}
but to act. The more developed democratic political condi
tions in France have permitted them to put Bernsteinism into
practice immediately, with all its consequences. Millerand hasj
provided an excellent example of practical Bernsteinism; not4
without reason did Bernstein and Vollmar rush so zealouslyj
to defend and praise him! Indeed, if Social-Democracy, in]
essence, is merely a reformist party, and must be bold enough]
to admit this openly, then not only has a Socialist the right to
join a bourgeois cabinet, it is even his duty always to strivej
to do so. If democracy, in essence, means the abolition of class
domination, then why should not a Socialist minister charmy
the whole bourgeois world by orations on class co-operation?$
Why should he not remain in the cabinet even after the shoot-}
ing down of workers by gendarmes has exposed, for the hun4
dredth and thousandth time, the real nature of the democraticy
co-operation of classes? Why should he not personally takej
part in welcoming the tsar, for whom the French Socialists]
now have no other sobriquet than “Hero of the Knout, Gal-}
lows and Banishment” (knouter, pendeur et déportateur)? Andj
the reward for this utter humiliation and self-degradation of]
socialism in the face of the whole world, for the corruption
of the socialist consciousness of the working class—the onlyj
basis that can guarantee our victory—the reward for this is{
imposing plans for niggardly reforms, so niggardly in fact thatj
much more has been obtained from bourgeois governments!§

He who does not deliberately close his eyes cannot fail to§
see that the new “critical” tendency in socialism is nothing]
more nor less than a new species of opportunism. And if wej
judge people not by the brilliant uniforms they deck thems-}
selves in, not by the imposing appellations they give them-]
selves, but by their actions, and by what they actually advocate,}
it will be clear that “freedom of criticism” means freedom fory
an opportunistic tendency in Social-Democracy, the freedom
to convert Social-Democracy into a democratic reformist]
party, the freedom to introduce bourgeois ideas and bourgeoisj
elements into socialism. 3

“Freedom” is a grand word, but under the banner of freef
trade the most predatory wars were conducted; under the band
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ner of free labor, the toilers were robbed. The modern use of
the term “freedom of criticism” contains the same inherent
falsehood. Those who are really convinced that they have ad-
vanced science would demand, not freedom for the new views
to continue side by side with the old, but the substitution of
the new views for the old. The cry “Long live freedom of
criticism,” that is heard today, too strongly calls to mind the
fable of the empty barrel.

We are marching in a compact group along a precipitous
and difficult path, firmly holding each other by the hand. We
are surrounded on all sides by enemies, and are under their
almost constant fire. We have combined voluntarily, precisely
for the purpose of fighting the enemy, and not to retreat into
the adjacent marsh, the inhabitants of which, from the very
outset, have reproached us with having separated ourselves
into an exclusive group and with having chosen the path of
struggle instead of the path of conciliation. And now several
among us begin to cry out: let us go into this marsh! And
when we begin to shame them, they retort: how conservative
you are! Are you not ashamed to deny us the right to invite
you to take a better road! Oh yes, gentlemen! You are free
not only to invite us, but to go yourselves wherever you will,
even into the marsh. In fact, we think that the marsh is your
proper place, and we are prepared to render you every assist-
ance to get there. Only let go of our hands, don’t clutch at us
and don’t besmirch the grand word “freedom”; for we too
are “free” to go where we please, free not only to fight against
the marsh, but also against those who are turning towards the
marsh.

B. THE NEW ADVOCATES OF “FREEDOM OF CRITICISM”

Now, this slogan (“freedom of criticism”) is solemnly ad-
vanced in No. 10 of Rabocheye Dyelo, the organ of the League
of Russian Social-Democrats Aboard, not as a theoretical pos-
‘tl_llat_e, but as a political demand, as a reply to the question:
fis it possible to unite the Social-Democratic organizations
operating abroad?”-—%“in order that unity may be durable,
there must be freedom of criticism.”

From this statement two very definite conclusions must be
drawn: 1) that Rabocheye Dyelo has taken the opportunist
tendency in international Social-Democracy under its wing;
and 2) that Rabocheye Dyelo demands freedom for oppor-
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tunism in Russian Social-Democracy. We shall examine these
conclusions.

Rabocheye Dyelo is “particularly” displeased with Iskra’s
and Zarya’s “inclination to predict a rupture between the
Mountain and the Gironde in international Social-Democ-
racy.”!

“Generally speaking,” writes Krichevsky, editor of Rabocheye
Dyelo, “this talk about the Mountain and the Gironde that is heard
in the ranks of Social-Democracy represents a shallow historical
analogy, which looks strange when it comes from the pen of a
Marxist. The Mountain and the Gironde did not represent two dif-
ferent temperaments, or intellectual tendencies, as ideologist his-
torians may think, but two different classes or strata—the middle
bourgeoisie on the one hand, and the petty bourgeoisie and the
proletariat on the other. In the modern socialist movement, how-
ever, there is no conflict of class interests; the socialist movement
in its entirety, all of its diverse forms [B. K.’s italics], including
the most pronounced Bernsteinists, stand on the basis of the class
interests of the proletariat and of the proletarian class struggle, for
its political and economic emancipation.”

A bold assertion! Has not B. Krichevsky heard the fact,
long ago noted, that it is precisely the extensive participation
of the “academic™ stratum in the socialist movement in recent
years that has secured the rapid spread of Bernsteinism? And
what is most important—on what does our author base his
opinion that even “the most pronounccd Bernsteinists” stand
on the basis of the class struggle for the political and economic
emancipation of the proletariat? No one knows. This deter-
mined defense of the most pronounced Bernsteinists is not
supported by any kind of argument whatever. Apparently, the
author believes that if he repeats what the pronounced Bern-
steinists say about themselves, his assertion requires no proof.
But can anything more “shallow” be imagined than an opinion
of a whole tendency that is based on nothing more than what
the representatives of that tendency say about themselves?
Can anything more shallow be imagined than the subsequent
“homily” about the two different and even diametrically oppo-

1A comparison between the two tendencies among the revolutionary pro-
letariat (the revolutionary and the opportunist) and the two tendencies among
the revolutionary bourgeoisie in the eighteenth century (the Jacobin, known
as the Mountain, and the Girondists) was made in a leading article in No. 2
of Iskra, February 1901. This article was written by Plekhanov. The Cadets,
the Bezzaglavtsi and the Mensheviks to this day love to refer to the Jacobin-
ism in Russian Social-Democracy but they prefer to remain silent about or
: - . to forget the circumstances that Plekhanoy used this term for the first
time against the Right wing of Social-Democracy.
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site types, or paths, of Party development? (Rabocheye Dyelo.)
The German Social-Democrats, you see, recognize complete
freedom of criticism, but the French do not, and it is precisely
the latter that present an example of the “harmfulness of
intolerance.”

To which we reply that the very example B. Krichevsky
quotes proves that those who regard history literally from the
Ilovaysky point of view sometimes describe themselves as
Marxists. There is no need whatever, in explaining the unity
of the German Socialist Party and the dismembered state of
the French Socialist Party, to search for the special features in
the history of the respective countries, to compare the condi-
tions of military semi-absolutism in the one country with re-
publican parliamentarism in the other, or to analyze the effects
of the Paris Commune and the effects of the Anti-Socialist
Law* in Germany; to compare the economic life and economic
development of the two countries, or recall that “the unex-
ampled growth of German Social-Democracy” was accom-
panied by a strenuous struggle, unexampled in the history of
socialism, not only against mistaken theories (Miihlberger,
Diihring,! the Socialists of the Chair), but also against mis-
taken tactics (Lassalle), etc., etc. All that is superfluous! The
French quarrel among themselves because they are intolerant;
the Germans are united because they are good boys.

And observe, this piece of matchless profundity is intended
to “refute” the fact which is a complete answer to the defense
of Bernsteinism. The question as to whether the Bernsteinists
do stand on the basis of the class struggle of the proletariat
can be completely and irrevocably answered only by historical
experience. Consequently, the example of France is the most

* In response to the new strength of the recently united German Social
Democratic Party (see footnote on the Gotha Program of 1875, page 69),
Bismarck had the Reichstag enact a group of laws aimed specifically at the
German Social Democrats. These laws, enacted in 1878, restricted freedom of
publication and assembly in Germany.—Ed.

1At the time Engels hurled his attack against Diihring, many representa-
tives of German Social-Democracy, inclined towards the latter’s views, and
accusations of acerbity, intolerance, uncomradely polemics, etc., were even
publicly hurled at Engels at the Party congress. At the Congress of 1877,
Most, and his supporters, moved a resolution to prohibit the publication of
Engels’ articles in Vorwiirts because “they do not interest the overwhelming
majority of the readers,” and Vahlteich declared that the publication of these
articles had caused great damage to the Party, that Diithring had also rendered
services to Social-Democracy: “We must utilize everyone in the interest of
the Party; let the professors engage in polemics if they care to do so, but
Vorwirts is not the place in which to conduct them.” (Vorwdrts, No. 65,
June 6, 1877.) Here we have another example of the defense of “freedom of
criticism,” and it would do our legal critics and illegal oprortunists, who love
so much to quote examples from the Germans, a deal of good to ponder
over it!
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important one in this respect, because France is the only coun-
try in which the Bernsteinists attempted to stand independ-
ently, on their own feet, with the warm approval of their
German colleagues (and partly also of the Russian oppor-
tunists). (Cf. Rabocheye Dyelo, Nos. 2-3.) The reference to the
“intolerance” of the French, apart from its “historical” signifi-
cance (in the Nozdrev sense), turns out to be merely an
attempt to obscure a very unpleasant fact with angry invec-
tives.

But we are not even prepared to make a present of the Ger-
mans to B. Krichevsky and to the numerous other champions
of “freedom of criticism.” The “most pronounced Bernstein-
ists” are still tolerated in the ranks of the German Party only
because they submit to the Hanover resolution, which em-
phatically rejected Bernstein’s “amendments,” and to the Lii-
beck resolution, which, notwithstanding the diplomatic terms
in which it is couched, contains a direct warning to Bernstein.
It is a debatable point, from the standpoint of the interests of
the German Party, whether diplomacy was appropriate and
whether, in this case, a bad peace is better than a good quar-
rel; in short, opinions may differ in regard to the expediency,
or not, of the methods employed to reject Bernsteinism, but
one cannot fail to see the fact that the German Party did re-
ject Bernsteinism on two occasions. Therefore, to think that
the German example endorses the thesis: “The most pro-
nounced Bernsteinists stand on the basis of the proletarian
class struggle, for its economic and political emancipation,”
means failing absolutely to understand what is going on before
one’s eyes.

More than that. As we have already observed, Rabocheye
Dyelo comes before Russian Social-Democracy, demands
“freedom of criticism,” and defends Bernsteinism. Apparently
it came to the conclusion that we were unfair to our “critics”
and Bernsteinists. To whom were we unfair, when and how?
What was the unfairness? About this not a word. Rabocheye
Dyelo does not name a single Russian critic or Bernsteinist!
All that is left for us to do is to make one of two possible sup-
positions: first, that the unfairly treated party is none other
than Rabocheye Dyelo itself (and that is confirmed by the fact
that, in the two articles in No. 10, reference is made only to
the insults hurled at Rabocheye Dyelo by Zarya and Iskra). If
that is the case, how is the strange fact to be explained that
Rabocheye Dyelo, which always vehemently dissociates itself
from Bernsteinism, could not defend itself, without putting in
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a word on behalf of the “most pronounced Bernsteinists” and
of freedom of criticism? The second supposition is that third
persons have been treated unfairly. If the second supposition
is correct, then why are these persons not named?

We see, therefore, that Rabocheye Dyelo is continuing to
play the game of hide-and-seek that it has played (as we shall
prove further on) ever since it commenced publication. And
note the first practical application of this greatly extolled
“freedom of criticism.” As a matter of fact, not only has it
now been reduced to abstention from all criticism, but also to
abstention from expressing independent views altogether. The
very Rabocheye Dyelo which avoids mentioning Russian
Bernsteinism as if it were a secret disease (to use Starover’s apt
expression) proposes, for the treatment of this disease, fto copy
word for word the latest German prescription for the treat-
ment of the German variety of the disease! Instead of freedom
of criticism—slavish (worse: monkey-like) imitation! The very
same social and political content of modern international op-
portunism reveals itself in a variety of ways according to its
national characteristics. In one country the opportunists long
ago came out under a separate flag, while in others they ig-
nored theory and in practice conducted a radical-socialist
policy. In a third country, several members of the revolution-
ary party have deserted to the camp of opportunism and
strive to achieve their aims not by an open struggle for princi-
ples and for mew tactics, but by gradual, unobserved and, if
one may so express it, unpunishable corruption of their Party.
In a fourth country again, similar deserters employ the same
methods in the gloom