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1

PREFACE

Volume Four of the Collected Works contains Lenin’s
writings for the period February 1898-February 1901.
These writings are devoted to the struggle for the victory of
revolutiollary Marxism in the working-class movement and
to the exposure of the anti-revolutionary views of the Na-
rodniks, “legal Marxists,” and “economists.”

“A Note on the Question of the Market Theory (Apropos
of the Polemic of Messrs. Tugan-Baranovsky and Bulgakov),”
“Once More on the Theory of Realisation,” and “Capitalism
in Agriculture (Kautsky’s Book and Mr. Bulgakov’s Arti-
cle)” were directed against the “legal Marxists,” who sought to
subordinate and adapt the working-class movement to the
interests of the bourgeoisie.

This volume contains Lenin’s first writings against “econ-
omism”: “A Protest by Russian Social-Democrats,” articles
for the third issue of Rabochaya Gazeta, “A Retrograde Trend
in Russian Social-Democracy,” and “Apropos of the Pro-
fession de foi,” in which he laid bare the opportunism of the
“economists” and showed “economism” to be a variety of
international opportunism (“Bernsteinism on Russian soil”).
Against the anti-Marxist positions adopted by the “econo-
mists,” Lenin contraposed the plan of the unity of social-
ism with the working-class movement.

Several of the articles in this volume are models of the
journalism of social and political exposure to which Lenin
attached great significance in the struggle against the law-
lessness of the tsarist officials, the struggle to awaken the
consciousness of the broad masses of the people. These
articles are: “Beat—but Not to Death!”, “Why Accelerate
the Vicissitude of the Times?” and “Objective Statistics,” pub-
lished under the general heading of “Casual Notes”: “The
Drafting of 183 Studeuts into the Army,” the preface to
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the pamphlet on the famous Kharkov May Day celebration,
1900, May Days in Kharkov, and the article, “Factory Courts,”
written in connection with the granting of police functions
to the Factory Inspectorate.

The volume also contains writings relating to the organi-
sation of the all-Russian illegal Marxist newspaper Iskra:
“Draft of a Declaration of the Editorial Board of Iskra and
Zarya,” “How the ‘Spark’ Was Nearly Extinguished,” and
“Declaration of the Editorial Board of Iskra.”

These documents, as well as the articles, “Our Programme,”
“A Draft Programme of Our Party,” “The Urgent Tasks of
Our Movement,” and “The Workers’ Party and the Peasant-
ry,” define the tasks confronting the Marxist organisations
and the working-class movement of Russia at the moment
when Lenin set about the actual formation of a party to
fight under the unitary banner of revolutionary Marxism
against opportunism, amateurishness in work, ideological
disunity, and vacillation.

The present volume also contains the “Draft Agreement”
with the Plekhanovist Emancipation of Labour group on
the publication of the newspaper Iskra and the magazine
Zarya, which appears for the first time in a collected edi-
tion of Lenin’s writings. Iskra was launched on the basis of
the “Draft Agreement.”



V. I. LENIN
1897
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ON THE QUESTION OF OUR FACTORY STATISTICS
(PROFESSOR KARYSHEV'S NEW STATISTICAL EXPLOITS)

The Russian reading public displays a lively interest
in the question of our factory statistics and in the chief
conclusions to be drawn from them. This interest is quite
understandable, for the question is connected with the more
extensive one of the “destiny of capitalism in Russia.”
Unfortunately, however, the state of our factory statistics
does not correspond to the general interest in their data.
This branch of economic statistics in Russia is in a truly
sad state, and still sadder, perhaps, is the fact that the
people who write about statistics often display an astound-
ing lack of understanding of the nature of the figures they
are analysing, their authenticity and their suitability for
drawing certain conclusions. Such precisely is the estimate
that must be made of Mr. Karyshev’s latest work, first pub-
lished in Izvestia Moskovskovo Selskokhozyaistvennovo Insti-
tuta (4th year, Book 1) and then as a separate booklet with
the high-sounding title Material on the Russian National
Economy. I. Our Factory Industry in the Middle Nineties
(Moscow, 1898). Mr. Karyshev tries, in this essay, to draw
conclusions from the latest publication of the Department
of Commerce and Manufactures on our factory industry.*
We shall make a detailed analysis of Mr. Karyshev’s con-
clusions and, especially, of his methods. We think that an
analysis of this sort will have significance, not only in deter-
mining the way in which the material is treated by Pro-

* Ministry of Finance. Department of Commerce and Manufac-
tures. The Factory Industry of Russia. List of Factories and Works,
St. Petersburg, 1897, pp. 63 4 vi+1047.
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fessor So-and-So (for this a review of a few lines would suf-
fice), but also in determining the degree of reliability of our
factory statistics, for which deductions they are suitable
and for which they are unsuitable, what the most important
requirements of our factory statistics are and the tasks of
those who study them.

As its name implies, the source used by Mr. Karyshev
contains a list of factories in the Empire for the year 1894-95.
The publication of a full list of all factories (i.e., of rela-
tively large industrial establishments, with varying concep-
tions of what is to be considered large) is not new to our liter-
ature. Since 1881 Messrs. Orlov and Budagov have compiled
a Directory of Factories and Works the last (third) edition of
which was issued in 1894. Much earlier, in 1869, a list of
factories was printed in the notes accompanying the statis-
tical tables on industry in the first issue of the Ministry of
Finance Yearbook. The reports which factory owners are by
law obliged to submit annually to the Ministry provided the
material for all these publications. The new publication of
the Department of Commerce and Manufactures differs
from former publications of this type in its somewhat more
extensive information, but at the same time it has tremendous
shortcomings from which the earlier ones did not suffer
and which greatly complicate its utilisation as material on
factory statistics. In the introduction to the List there is a
reference to the unsatisfactory condition of these statistics
in the past which thereby defines the purpose of the publica-
tion to serve precisely as material for statistics and not
merely as a reference book. But the List, as a statistical pub-
lication, amazes one by the complete absence of any sort of
summarised totals. It is to be hoped that a publication of
this sort, the first of its kind, will also be the last statistical
publication without summaries. The huge mass of raw mate-
rial in the form of piles of figures is useless ballast in a refer-
ence book. The introduction to the List sharply criticises
the reports previously submitted to the Ministry by factory
owners on the grounds that they “consisted of confusing in-
formation, always one and the same, which was repeated
from year to year and did not allow even the quantity of
goods produced to be accurately determined, whereas produc-
tion figures as complete and reliable as possible are an urgent
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necessity” (p. 1). We shall certainly not say a word in defence
of the absolutely outmoded system of our former factory
statistics that were purely pre-Reform,* both as to organisa-
tion and as to quality. But, unfortunately, there is scarcely
any noticeable improvement in their present condition.
The gigantic List just published still does not give us the
right to speak of any serious changes in the old system admit-
ted by all to be useless. The reports “did not allow even the
quantity of goods produced to be accurately determined.”...
Indeed, in the latest List there is no information whatsoever
on the quantity of goods, although Mr. Orlov’s Directory,
for example, gave this information for a very large number
of factories, and in some branches of industry for almost all
factories, so that in the summarised table there is informa-
tion on the quantity of the product (for the leather, distill-
ing, brick, cereals, flour milling, wax, lard, flax-scutching,
and brewery industries). And it was from the old reports
that the Directory material was compiled. The List does not
give any information on machinery employed, although the
Directory gave this information for some branches of indus-
try. The introduction describes the changes that have oc-
curred in our factory statistics in this way: formerly, factory
owners supplied information through the police according
to “a brief and insufficiently clear programme” and no one
checked the information. “Material was obtained from which
no more or less precise conclusions could be drawn” (p. 1).
Now a new and much more detailed programme has been
compiled and the gathering and checking of factory statis-
tical information have been entrusted to the factory inspec-
tors. At first glance one might think that we now have the
right to expect really acceptable data, since a correct pro-
gramme and provision for checking the data are two very im-
portant conditions for successful statistics. In actual fact, how-
ever, these two features are still in their former primitively
chaotic state. The detailed programme with an explanation
is not published in the introduction to the List although
statistical methodology requires the publication of the pro-
gramme according to which the data were gathered. We

*The Reform of 1861 which abolished serfdom in Russia.—Ed.
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shall see from the following analysis of the List material
that the basic questions of programme for factory statistics
still remain entirely unclarified. With regard to checking
the data, here is a statement by a person engaged in the prac-
tical side of this process—Mr. Mikulin, Senior Factory Inspec-
tor of Kherson Gubernia,* who has published a book contain-
ing an analysis of statistical data gathered according to the
new system in Kherson Gubernia.

“It proved impossible to make a factual check of all the
figures in the reports submitted by owners of industrial estab-
lishments and they were, therefore, returned for correction
only in those cases when comparison with the data of similar
establishments or with information obtained during an
inspection of the establishments showed obvious incon-
sistencies in the answers. In any case, responsibility for
the correctness of the figures for each establishment contained
in the lists rests with those who submitted them” (Factory
and Artisan Industry in Kherson Gubernia, Odessa, 1897,
preface. Our italics). And so, responsibility for the accuracy
of the figures, as before, still rests with the factory owners.
Representatives of the Factory Inspectorate were not only
unable to check all the figures, but, as we shall see below,
were even unable to ensure that they were uniform and could
be compared.

Later, we shall give full details of the shortcomings
of the List and the material it uses. Its chief shortcoming,
as we have noted, is the complete absence of summaries
(private persons who compiled the Directory drew up summa-
ries and expanded them with each edition). Mr. Karyshev,
availing himself of the collaboration of two other people,
conceived the happy idea of filling this gap, at least in
part, and of compiling summaries on our factory industry
according to the List. This was a very useful undertaking,
and every one would have been grateful for its achievement,
if ... if Mr. Karyshev, firstly, had published even a few of

* Gubernia, uyezd, volost—Russian administrative-territorial units.
The largest of these was the gubernia, which had its subdivisions in
uyezds, which in turn were subdivided into volosts. This system of
districting continued under the Soviet power until the introduction
of the new system of administrative-territorial division of the country
1929-30.—Ed.
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the obtained results in their entirety and if, secondly, he had
not displayed, in his treatment of the material, a lack of
criticism bordering on high-handedness. Mr. Karyshev was
in a hurry to draw conclusions before he had studied the ma-
terial attentively and before his statistical processing
was anything like “thorough,”™ so that naturally he made
a whole series of the most curious errors.

Let us begin with the first, basic question in industrial
statistics: what establishments should come under the
heading of “factories”? Mr. Karyshev does not even pose
this question; he seems to assume that a “factory” is some-
thing quite definite. As far as the List is concerned, he as-
serts, with a boldness worthy of better employment, that
in contrast to former publications this one registers not only
large establishments but all factories. This assertion, which
the author repeats twice (pp. 23 and 34), is altogether un-
true. Actually the reverse is the case; the List merely regis-
ters larger establishments as compared with former publica-
tions on factory statistics. We shall now explain how it is
that Mr. Karyshev could “fail to notice” such a “trifle”; but
first let us resort to historical reference. Prior to the middle
eighties our factory statistics did not include any definitions
or rules that limited the concept of factory to the larger
industrial establishments. Every type of industrial (and
artisan) establishment found its way into “factory” statis-
tics; this, it goes without saying, led to terrific chaos in
the data, since the full registration of all such establishments,
by the employment of existing forces and means (i.e., with-
out a correct industrial census), is absolutely out of the ques-
tion. In some gubernias or in some branches of industry hun-
dreds and thousands of the tiniest establishments were includ-
ed, while in others only the larger “factories” were listed.
It was, therefore, natural that the people who first tried to
make a scientific analysis of the data contained in our factory
statistics (in the sixties) turned all their attention to this
question and directed all their efforts to separating the

* Contrary to the opinion of the reviewer in Russkiye Vedomosti?
(1898, No. 144), who, apparently, was as little capable of a critical
attitude to Mr. Karyshev’s conclusions as was Mr. Karyshev of a
critical attitude to the List’s figures.
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branches for which there were more or less reliable data from
those for which the data were absolutely unreliable, to separat-
ing establishments large enough to enable the obtainment
of satisfactory data from those too small to yield satisfactory
data. Bushen,* Bok,** and Timiryazev*** provided such
valuable criteria on all these questions that, had they been
carefully observed and developed by the compilers of our
factory statistics, we should now have, in all probability,
some very acceptable data. But in actual fact all these criter-
ia remained, as usual, a voice crying in the wilderness, and
our factory statistics have remained in their former chaotic
state. From 1889 the Department of Commerce and Manufac-
tures began its publication of the Collection of Data on Fac-
tory Industry in Russia (for 1885 and the following years).
A slight step forward was made in this publication: the small
establishments, i.e., those with an output valued at less
than 1,000 rubles, were excluded. It goes without saying
that this standard was too low and too indefinite; it is ridic-
ulous even to think of the full registration of all industrial
establishments with an output valued at more than that
amount as long as the information is collected by the police.
As before, some gubernias and some branches of industry
included a mass of small establishments with outputs ranging
in value from 2,000 to 5,000 rubles, while other gubernias and
other branches of industry omitted them. We shall see in-
stances of this further on. Finally, our latest factory statis-
tical system has introduced a completely different formula
for defining the concept “factory.” It has been recognised
that “all industrial establishments™ (of those “wunder the
jurisdiction” of the Factory Inspectorate) are subject to regis-
tration “if they employ no fewer than 15 workers, as are also
those employing fewer than 15 workers, if they have a steam-
boiler, a steam-engine, or other mechanical motive power and

* Ministry of Finance Yearbook. First issue. St. Petersburg, 1869.
** Statistical Chronicle of the Russian Empire. Series II, Issue 6,
St. Petersburg, 1872. Material for the factory statistics of European
Russia, elaborated under the editorship of I. Bok.
*** Statistical Atlas of Main Branches of Factory Industry of
European Russia, with List of Factories and Works. Three issues St.
Petersburg, 1869, 1870, and 1873.
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machines or factory installations.”™ We must examine this
definition in detail (the points we have stressed are particu-
larly unclear), but let us first say that this concept of “facto-
ry” is something quite new in our factory statistics; until
now no attempt has been made to limit the concept “factory”
to establishments with a definite number of workers, with
a steam-engine, etc. In general, the strict limitation of the
concept “factory” is undoubtedly necessary, but the definition
we have cited suffers, unfortunately, from its extreme lack
of precision, from its unclarity and diffusion. It provides the
following definitions of establishments subject to registra-
tion as “factories” in the statistics: 1) The establishment must
come within the jurisdiction of the Factory Inspectorate.
This, apparently, excludes establishments belonging to the
state, etc., metallurgical plants and others. In the List,
however, there are many state and government factories
(see Alphabetical List, pp. 1-2), and we do not know whether
they were registered in all gubernias or whether the data per-
taining to them were subject to checking by the Factory
Inspectorate, etc. It must be said, in general, that as long
as our factory statistics are not freed from the web of various
“departments” to which the different industrial establishments
belong, they cannot be satisfactory; the areas of departmental
jurisdiction frequently overlap and are subject to changes;
even the implementation of similar programmes by different
departments will never be identical. The rational organisa-
tion of statistics demands that complete information
on all industrial establishments be concentrated in one
purely statistical institution to ensure careful observation
of identical methods of gathering and analysing data. So
long as this is not done, the greatest caution must he exer-
cised in dealing with factory statistics that now include and
now exclude (at different times and in different gubernias)
establishments belonging to “another department.” Metal-
lurgical plants, for instance, have long been excluded from
our factory statistics; but Orlov, nevertheless, included in

* Circular of June 7, 1895, in Kobelyatsky (Handbook for Members
of the Factory Inspectorate, etc., 4th edition. St. Petersburg, 1897,
p. 35. Our italics). This circular is not reprinted in the introduction
to the List, and Mr. Karyshev, in analysing the List material, did not
go to the trouble of discovering what the List meant by “factories™!!
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the last edition of his Directory quite a number of metallurgi-
cal plants (almost all rail production, the Izhevsk and Vot-
kinsk factories in Vyatka Gubernia, and others) that are not
included in the List, although the latter records metallurgi-
cal plants in other gubernias that were previously not includ-
ed in “factory” statistics (e.g., the Siemens copper-smelting
plant in Elisavetpol Gubernia, p. 330). In Section VIII of the
introduction to the List¢, iron-working, iron-smelting, iron
and copper-founding and other establishments are mentioned
(p. iii), but no indication at all is given of the way in which
metallurgical plants are separated from those “subordinated”
to the Department of Commerce and Manufactures. 2) Only
industrial establishments are subject to registration. This
definition is not as clear as it seems to be at first glance;
the separation of artisan and agricultural establishments
requires detailed and clearly defined rules applicable to each
branch of industry. Below we shall see confusion in abundance
arising out of the absence of these rules. 3) The number of
workers in an establishment must be no less than 15. It is not
clear whether only workers actually employed in the estab-
lishment are counted or whether those working outside are
included; it has not been explained how the former are to be
distinguished from the latter (this is also a difficult ques-
tion), whether auxiliary workers should be counted, etc. In
the above-mentioned book Mr. Mikulin quotes instances of the
confusion arising out of this unclarity. The List enumerates
many establishments that employ only outside workers. It
stands to reason that an attempt to list all establishments
of this type (i.e., all shops giving out work, all people in the
so-called handicraft industries who give out work, etc.)
can only raise a smile under the present system, of gather—
ing information, while fragmentary data for some gubernias
and some branches of industry are of no significance and
merely add to the confusion. 4) All establishments possessing
a steam-boiler or a steam-engine are called “factories.”
This definition is the most accurate and most happily cho-
sen, because the employment of steam is really typical for
the development of large-scale machine industry. 5) Estab-
lishments possessing “other” (non-steam) “mechanical motive
power” are regarded as factories. This definition is very inac-
curate and exceedingly broad; by this definition, estab-
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lishments employing water, horse, and wind power, even
treadmills, may be called factories. Since the registration
of all such establishments is not even feasible, there must be
confusion, examples of which we shall soon see. 6) Under the
heading “factories” are included establishments having “fac-
tory installations.” This most indefinite and hazy definition
negates the significance of all definitions given previously and
makes the data chaotic and impossible to compare. This
definition will inevitably be understood differently in differ-
ent gubernias, and what sort of definition is it in reality?
A factory is an establishment having factory installations....
Such is the last word of our newest system of factory statis-
tics. No wonder these statistics are so unsatisfactory. We
shall give examples from all sections of the List in order to
show that in some gubernias and in some branches of indus-
try the tiniest establishments are registered, which introduces
confusion into factory statistics, since there can be no ques-
tion of recording all such establishments. Let us take Section
I: “cotton processing.” On pp. 10-11 we come across five
“factories” in the villages of Vladimir Gubernia which, for
payment, dye yarn and linen belonging to others (sic!).
In place of the value of the output the sum paid for dyeing is
given as from 10 rubles (?) to 600 rubles, with the number of
workers from zero (whether this means that there is no infor-
mation on the number of workers or that there are no hired
workers, is not known) to three. There is no mechanical mo-
tive power. These are peasant dye-houses, i.e., the most prim-
itive artisan establishments that have been registered by
chance in one gubernia and, it goes without saying, omitted
in others. In Section II (wool processing), in the same Vladi-
mir Gubernia, we find hand “factories” that card wool belong-
ing to others for the payment of 12-48 rubles a year and em-
ploy 0 or 1 worker. There is a hand silk factory (Section III,
No. 2517) in a village; it employs three workers and has an out-
put valued at 660 rubles. Then more village dye-houses in
the same Vladimir Gubernia, employing 0-3 workers for
hand work and receiving 150-550 rubles for the treatment
of linen (Section IV, treatment of flax, p. 141). There is a
bast-mat “factory” in Perm Gubernia, on a hand-work level,
employing six workers (Section V), with an output valued
at 921 rubles (No. 3936). It goes without saying that there
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are more than a few such establishments in other gubernias
(Kostroma, for instance), but they were not counted as fac-
tories. There is a printing-works (Section VI) with one work-
er and an output value of 300 rubles (No. 4167): in other
gubernias only the big printing-works were included, and in
still others, none at all. There is a “sawmill” with three work-
ers sawing barrel staves for the payment of 100 rubles (Sec-
tion VII, No. 6274), and a metal-working hand establish-
ment employing three workers with an output valued at 575
rubles (No. 8962). In Section IX (processing of mineral prod-
ucts) there are very many of the tiniest establishments,
brickworks especially, with, for example, only one worker
and an output valued at 48-50 rubles, and so on. In Section X
(processing of livestock products) there are petty candle, sheep-
skin processing, leather and other establishments employing
hand labour, 0-1-2 workers, with an output valued at a few
hundred rubles (pp. 489, 507, et al.). More than anywhere else
there are numerous establishments of a purely artisan type in
Section XI (processing of foodstuffs), in the oil-pressing and,
especially, the flour-milling branches. In the latter industry
the strict division of “factories” from petty establishments
1s most essential; but so far this has not been done and utter
chaos reigns in all our factory statistical publications. An
attempt to introduce order into the statistics on the factory-
type flour-milling establishments was made by the first
congress of gubernia statistical committee secretaries (in
May 1870).* but it was in vain, and up to the present day
the compilers of our factory statistics do not seem to be con-
cerned about the utter uselessness of the figures they print.
The List, for example, included among the factories windmills
employing one worker and realising from 0 to 52 rubles, etc.
(pp 587, 589, et passim); water-mills with one wheel, employ-
ing one worker and earning 34-80 rubles, etc. (p. 589 et
passim); and so on. It goes without saying that such “statis-
tics” are simply ridiculous, because another and even several
other volumes could be filled with such mills without giving

* According to the draft rules drawn up by the congress on the
gathering of industrial data, all mills equipped with less than 10
pairs of millstones, but not roller mills, were excluded from the list
of factories. Statistical Chronicle, Series II, Issue 6, Introduction, p.
x1iii.
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a complete list. Even in the section dealing with the chemi-
cal industry (XII) there are tiny establishments such as vil-
lage pitch works employing from one to three workers, with an
output valued at 15-300 rubles (p. 995, et al.). Such methods
can go so far as to produce “statistics” similar to those pub-
lished in the sixties in the well-known Military Statistical
Abstract that for European Russia listed 3,086 pitch and tar
“factories,” of which 1,450 were in Archangel Gubernia (em-
ploying 4,202 workers, with a total output valued at 156,274
rubles, i.e., an average of fewer than three workers and a
little more than 100 rubles per “factory”). Archangel Gubernia
seems to have been deliberately left out of this section of the
List altogether, as though the peasants there do not distil
pitch and make tar! We must point out that all the instances
cited concern registered establishments that do not come
under the definitions given in the circular of June 7, 1895.
Their registration, therefore, is purely fortuitous; they were
included in some gubernias (perhaps, even, in some uyezds®),
but in the majority they were omitted. Such establishments
were omitted in former statistics (from 1885 onwards) as
having an output valued at less than 1,000 rubles.

Mr. Karyshev did not properly understand this basic prob-
lem of factory statistics; yet he did not hesitate to make “de-
ductions” from the figures he obtained by his calculations.
The first of these deductions is that the number of factories
in Russia is decreasing (p. 4, et al.). Mr. Karyshev arrived at
this conclusion in a very simple way: he took the number of
factories for 1885 from the data of the Department of Com-
merce and Manufactures (17,014) and deducted from it the
number of factories in European Russia given in the List
(14,578). This gives a reduction of 14.3%—the professor even
calculates the percentage and is not bothered by the fact that
the 1885 data did not include the excise-paying factories; he
confines himself to the remark that the addition of excise-
paying establishments would give a greater “reduction” in
the number of factories. And the author undertakes to discov-
er in which part of Russia this “process of diminution in the
number of establishments™ (p. 5) is evolving “most rapidly.”
In actual fact there is no process of diminution, the number of

* See footnote on p. 15.—Ed.
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factories in Russia is increasing and not decreasing, and the
figment of Mr. Karyshev’s imagination came from the
learned professor’s having compared data that are not at all
comparable.® The incomparability is by no means due to the
absence of data on excise-paying factories for 1885. Mr.
Karyshev could have taken figures that included such facto-
ries (from Orlov’s cited Directory that was compiled from
the same Department of Commerce and Manufactures lists),
and in this way could have fixed the number of “factories”
in European Russia at 27,986 for 1879, 27,235 for 1884,
21,124 for 1890, and the “reduction” by 1894-95 (14,578)
would have been incomparably greater. The only trouble
is that all these figures are quite unsuitable for comparison,
because, frst, there is no uniform conception of “factory”
in old and present-day factory statistical publications, and,
secondly, very small establishments are included in the num-
ber of “factories” fortuitously and indiscriminately (for cer-
tain gubernias, for certain years), and, with the means at the
disposal of our statistics, it would be ridiculous even to
assume that they could be registered in full. Had
Mr. Karyshev taken the trouble to study the definition of
“factory” in the List, he would have seen that in order to com-
pare the number of factories in that publication with the
number of factories in others it would be necessary to take only
establishments employing 15 or more workers, because it is
only this type of establishment that the List registered in
toto and without any limitations for all gubernias and all
branches of industry. Since such establishments are among
the relatively large ones, their registration in previous publi-
cations was also more satisfactory. Having thus assured the
uniformity of data to be compared, let us compute the num-
ber of factories in European Russia employing sixteen™* or

*In 1889 Mr. Karyshev took data for 1885 (Yuridichesky Vestnik,?
No. 9) drawn from the most loyal reports of the governors, data that
included the very smallest flour-mills, oil-presses, brickyards, potteries,
leather, sheepskin, and other handicraft establishments, and fixed
the number of “factories” in European Russia at 62,801! We are amazed
that he did not calculate the percentage of “reduction” in the number
of factories today in relation to this figure.

** We are taking 16 and not 15 workers, partly because the com-
putation of factories with 16 and more workers has already been made
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more workers, taking them from the Directory for 1879 and

from the List for 1894-95. We get the following instructive
figures:

Number of Factories in European Russia

Employing Employing

Source Year Total 16 or more fewer than
workers 16 workers
Directory, 1st edition 1879 27,986* 4,551 23,435
Directory, 3rd edition 1890 21,124 6,013 15,111
List 1894-95 14,578 6,659 7,919
(without
print-
shops
6,372)

Therefore, the comparison of those figures which alone can
be considered relatively uniform, comparable, and complete
shows that the number of factorles in Russia is increasing, and
at a fairly rapid rate: in fifteen or sixteen years (from 1879 to
1894-95) it has increased from 4,500 to 6,400, i.e., by 40 per
cent (in 1879 and 1890 print-shops were not included in the
number of factories). As far as the number of establishments
employing fewer than 16 workers is concerned, it would be
absurd to compare them for these years, since different def-
initions of “factory” and different methods of excluding
small establishments were employed in all these publica-
tions. In 1879 no small establishments were excluded; on
account of this, the very smallest establishments in branches
closely connected with agriculture and peasant industries
(flour milling, oil pressing, brickmaking, leather, potteries,
and others) were included, but they were omitted in later
publications. By 1890 some small establishments (those with
an output valued at less than 1,000 rubles) were omitted;
this left fewer small “factories.” And lastly, in 1894-95, the
mass of establishments employing fewer than 15 workers was
omitted, which resulted in the immediate reduction in the
number of small “factories” to about a half of the 1890 figure.
The number of factories for 1879 and 1890 can be made
comparable in another way—Dby selecting the establishments

in the Directory for 1890 (3rd edition, p. x), and partly because the
explanations of the Ministry of Finance sometimes adopt this standard
(see Kobelyatsky, loc. cit., p. 14).

* Some gaps in the information have been filled in approximately:
see Directory, p. 695.
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with an output valued at no less than 2,000 rubles. This is
possible because the totals from the Directory, as quoted
above, refer to all registered establishments, whereas the Di-
rectory entered in its name index of factories only those with
an output valued at no less than 2,000 rubles. The number
of establishments of this type may be considered approxi-
mately comparable (although there can never be a complete
list of these establishments as long as our statistics are in their
present state), with the exception, however, of the flour-
milling industry. Registration in this branch is of a complete-
ly fortuitous character in different gubernias and for differ-
ent years both in the Directory and in the Collection of the
Department of Commerce and Manufactures. In some guber-
nias only steam-mills are counted as “factories,” in others
big water-mills are added, in the third case hundreds of wind-
mills, and in the fourth even horse-mills and treadmills are
included, etc. Limitation on the basis of the value of output
does not clear up the chaos in statistics on factory-type mills,
because, instead of that value the quantity of flour milled
is taken, and this, even in very small mills, frequently
amounts to more than 2,000 poods a year. The number of mills
included in factory statistics, therefore, makes unbelievable
leaps from year to year on account of the lack of uniformity
in registration methods. The Collection, for example, listed
5,073, 5,605 and 5,201 mills in European Russia for the
years 1889, 1890, and 1891 respectively. In Voronezh Guber-
nia the number of mills, 87 in 1889, suddenly increased to
285 in 1890 and 483 in 1892 as a result of the accidental in-
clusion of windmills. In the Don region the number of mills
increased from 59 in 1887 to 545 in 1888 and 976 in 1890,
then dropping to 685 in 1892 (at times windmills were includ-
ed, while at others they were not), etc., etc. The employ-
ment of such data is clearly impermissible. We, therefore,
take only steam-mills and add to them establishments in
other branches of industry with an output value of no less
than 2,000 rubles, and the number of factories we get for
European Russia in 1879 is about 11,500 and in 1890 about
15,500.* From this, again, it follows that there is an increase

*It is impossible to obtain the required figure from the data in
the List, first, because it omits a mass of establishments with an output
valued at 2,000 rubles and more owing to their employing fewer than
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in the number of factories and not the decrease invented by
Mr. Karyshev. Mr. Karyshev’s theory of the “process of dim-
inution in the number of establishments” in the factory
industry of Russia is a pure fable, based on a worse than in-
sufficient acquaintance with the material he undertook to
analyse. Mr. Karyshev, as long ago as 1889 (Yuridiehesky
Vestnik, No. 9), spoke of the number of factories in Russia,
comparing absolutely unsuitable figures taken from the loyal
reports of the governors and published in the Returns for
Russia for 1884-85 (St. Petersburg, 1887, Table XXXIX)
with the strange figures of the Military Statistical Abstract
(Issue IV. St. Petersburg, 1871), which included among the
“factories” thousands of tiny artisan and handicraft establish-
ments, thousands of tobacco plantations (sic! see pp. 345
and 414 of the Military Statistical Abstract on tobacco “fac-
tories” in Bessarabia Gubernia), thousands of rural flour-
mills and oil-presses, etc., etc. Small wonder that in this way
the Military Statistical Abstract recorded over 70,000 “facto-
ries” in European Russia in 1866. The wonder is that a man was
found who was so inattentive and uncritical with regard to ev-
ery printed figure as to take it as a basis for his calculations.*

Here a slight diversion is necessary. From his theory of the
diminution of the number of factories Mr. Karyshev deduces
the existence of a process of the concentration of industry.
It goes without saying that, in rejecting his theory, we do not
by any means reject the conclusion, since it is only Mr.
Karyshev’s way of arriving at it that is wrong. To demon-
strate this process, we must isolate the biggest establishments.
Let us take, for example, establishments employing 100 or
more workers. Comparing the number of such establishments,
the number of workers they employ, and the total value of
their output with data on all establishments, we get this table:

15 workers. Secondly, because the List counted the total value of the
output without excise (in which it differed from former statistics).
Thirdly, because the List, in some cases, registered, not the total value
of the output, but payment for the processing of raw material.

* Dealing with the question of the number of factory workers, Mr.
Tugan-Baranovsky has shown the utter uselessness of the Military
Statistical Abstract data (see his book, The Factory, etc., St. Petersburg,
1898, p. 336, et seq., and Mir Bozhy,* 1898, No. 4), and Messrs.
N. —on and Karyshev have responded with silence to his direct chall-
enge. They really cannot do anything else but remain silent.
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It can be seen from this table that the number of very
large establishments is increasing, as well as the number of
workers employed and the value of the output, which consti-
tute an ever greater proportion of the total number of work-
ers and the total value of the output of officially registered
“factories.” The objection may be raised that if a concentra-
tion of industry is taking place, it means that big establish-
ments are squeezing out the smaller, whose number and, con-
sequently, the total number of establishments, is decreasing.
But, firstly, this last deduction is not made in respect of “fac-
tories” but refers to all industrial establishments, and of these
we have no right to speak because we have no statis-
tics on industrial establishments that are in the least
reliable and complete. Secondly, and from a purely theoret-
ical standpoint, it cannot be said a priori that the number of
industrial establishments in a developing capitalist society
must inevitably and always diminish, since, simultaneous
with the process of the concentration of industry, there is the
process of the population’s withdrawal from farming, the
process of growth in the number of small industrial establish-
ments in the backward parts of the country as a result of the
break-up of the semi-natural peasant economy, etc.*

Let us return to Mr. Karyshev. He pays almost the greatest
attention of all to those data that are the least reliable (i.e.,
the data on the number of “factories”). He divides up the
gubernias into groups according to the number of “factories,”
he designs a cartogram on which these groups are plotted,
he compiles a special table of gubernias having the greatest
number of “factories” in each branch of industry (pp. 16-
17); he presents a mass of calculations in which the number
of factories in each gubernia is shown as a percentage of the
total (pp. 12-15). In doing this Mr. Karyshev overlooked a
mere bagatelle: he forgot to ask himself whether the numbers
of factories in different gubernias are comparable. This is a
question that must be answered in the negative and, conse-
quently, the greater part of Mr. Karyshev’s calculations,

*The handicraft census for 1894-95 in Perm Gubernia showed,
for example, that with every decade of the post-Reform period more
and more small industrial establishments are being opened in the
villages. See Survey of Perm Territory. A Sketch of the State of Handi-
craft Industry in Perm Gubernia. Perm, 1896.
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comparisons, and arguments must he relegated to the sphere
of innocent statistical exercises. If the professor had acquaint-
ed himself with the definition of “factory” given in the cir-
cular of June 7, 1895, he would easily have concluded that
such a vague definition cannot be applied uniformly in
different gubernias, and a more attentive study of the List
itself could have led him to the same conclusion. Let us cite
some examples. Mr. Karyshev selects Voronezh, Vyatka, and
Vladimir gubernias (p. 12) for the number of establishments
in Section XI (processing of food products; this group
contains the greatest number of factories). But the abundance
of “factories” in these gubernias is to be explained primarily
by the purely fortuitous registration, specifically in these
gubernias, of small establishments such as were not included
in other gubernias. In Voronezh Gubernia, for instance, there
are many “factories” simply because small flour-mills were
included (of 124 mills only 27 are steam-mills; many of them
are water-mills with 1-2-3 wheels; such mills were not included
in other gubernias, and, indeed, they could not be listed in
full), as well as small oil-presses (mostly horse-driven), which
were not included in other gubernias. In Vyatka Gubernia only
3 out of 116 mills are steam-driven, in Vladimir Gubernia a
dozen windmills and 168 oil-presses were included, of which
the majority were wind- or horse-driven or were worked by
hand. The fact that there were fewer establishments in oth-
er gubernias, does not, of course, mean that these gubernias
were devoid of windmills, small water-mills, etc. They were
simply not included. In a large number of gubernias steam-
mills were included almost exclusively (Bessarabia, Eka-
terinoslav, Taurida, Kherson, et al.), and the flour-milling
industry accounted for 2,308 “factories” out of 1,233 in
European Russia, according to Section XI. It was absurd
to speak of the distribution of factories by gubernias without
investigating the dissimilarity of the data. Let us take Section
IX, the processing of minerals. In Vladimir Gubernia, for
example, there are 96 brickworks and in the Don region, 31,
i.e., less than a third of the number. The Directory (for
1890) showed the opposite: 16 in Vladimir and 61 in the Don
region. It now turns out that, according to the List¢, out of
the 96 brickworks in Vladimir Gubernia only 5 employ 16 or
more workers, while the analogous figures for the Don region
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are 26 out of 31. The obvious explanation of this is that in
the Don region small brickworks were not so generously
classified as “factories” as in Vladimir Gubernia, and that is
all (the small brickworks in Vladimir Gubernia are all run on
hand labour). Mr. Karyshev does not see any of this (p. 14).
In respect of Section X (processing of livestock products)
Mr. Karyshev says that the number of establishments is
small in almost all gubernias but that “an outstanding excep-
tion is Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia with its 252 factories”
(p. 14). This is primarily due to the fact that very many
small hand establishments (sometimes horse- or wind-driven)
were included in this gubernia and not in the others.
Thus, for Mogilev Gubernia the List includes only two facto-
ries in this section; each of them employs more than 15 work-
ers. Dozens of small factories processing livestock products
could have been listed in Mogilev Gubernia, in the same way
as they were included in the Directory for 1890, which showed
99 factories processing livestock products. The question then
arises: What sense is there in Mr. Karyshev’s calculations
of the distribution by percentages of “factories” so differently
understood?

In order to show more clearly the different conceptions
of the term “factory” in different gubernias, we shall take
two neighbouring gubernias: Vladimir and Kostroma. Accord-
ing to the List, there are 993 “factories” in the former and
165 in the latter. In all branches of industry (sections) in the
former there are tiny establishments that swamp the large
ones by their great number (only 324 establishments employ
16 or more workers). In the latter there are very few small
establishments (112 factories out of 165 employ 16 or more
workers), although everybody realises that more than a few
windmills, oil-presses, small starch, brick, and pitch works,
etc., etc., could be counted in this gubernia.*

*We have here another instance of the arbitrary determination
of the number of “factories” in our “newest” system of factory statis-
tics. The List for 1894-95 records 471 factories for Kherson Gubernia
(Mr. Karyshev, op. cit., p. 5), but for 1896 Mr. Mikulin suddenly lists
as many as 1,249 “factory establishments” (op. cit., p. xiii), among them
773 with mechanical motive power and 109 without, employing more
than 15 workers. With this unclarity in the definition of “factory” such
leaps are inevitable.
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Mr. Karyshev’s light-minded attitude towards the au-
thenticity of the figures he uses reaches its peak when he com-
pares the number of “factories” per gubernia for 1894-95
(according to the List) with that for 1885 (according to the
Collection). There is a serious dissertation on the increased
number of factories in Vyatka Gubernia, on the “considera-
bly decreased” number in Perm Gubernia, and on the substan-
tially increased number in Vladimir Gubernia, and so on (pp.
6-7). “In this we may see,” concludes our author profoundly,
“that the above-mentioned process of diminution in the num-
ber of factories affects places with a more developed and older
industry less than those where industry is younger” (p. 7).
Such a deduction sounds very “scientific”; the greater the
pity that it is merely nonsensical. The figures used by
Mr. Karyshev are quite fortuitous. For example, according to
the Collection, for 1885-90 the number of “factories” in Perm
Gubernia was 1,001, 895, 951, 846, 917, and 1,002 respective-
ly, following which, in 1891, the figure suddenly dropped to
585. One of the reasons for these leaps was the inclusion of
469 mills as “factories” in 1890 and 229 in 1891. If the List
gives only 362 factories for that gubernia, it must be borne in
mind that it now includes only 66 mills as “factories.” If
the number of “factories” has increased in Vladimir Guber-
nia, the List’s registration of small establishments in that
gubernia must be remembered. In Vyatka Gubernia, the Col-
lection recorded 1-2-2-30-28-25 mills from 1887 to 1892 and
the List, 116. In short, the comparison undertaken by
Mr. Karyshev demonstrates over and over again that he is
quite incapable of analysing figures from different sources.

In giving the numbers of factories in different sections
(groups of industrial branches) and in computing their ratio
to the total number, Mr. Karyshev once again fails to notice
that there is no uniformity in the number of small establish-
ments included in the various sections (there are, for exam-
ple, fewer in the textile and metallurgical industries than
elsewhere, about one-third of the total number for European
Russia, whereas in the industries processing livestock and
food products they constitute about two-thirds of the total
number). It stands to reason that in this way he is comparing
non-comparable magnitudes, with the result that his percent-
ages (p. 8) are devoid of all meaning. In short, on the entire
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question of the number of “factories” and their distribution
Mr. Karyshev has displayed a complete lack of understanding
of the nature of the data he has employed and their degree
of reliability.

As we go over from the number of factories to the number
of workers, we must say, in the first place, that the figures
for the total number of workers recorded in our factory sta-
tistics are much more reliable than those given for the facto-
ries. Of course, there is no little confusion here, too, and no
lack of omissions and reductions of the actual number. But
in this respect we do not find such great divergence in the
type of data used, and the excessive variations in the number
of small establishments, which are at times included in the
number of factories and at others not, have very little effect
on the total number of workers, for the simple reason that
even a very large percentage of the smallest establishments
gives a very small percentage of the total number of workers.
We have seen above that for the year 1894-95, 74 per cent
of the workers were concentrated in 1,468 factories (10 per
cent of the total number). The number of small factories
(employing fewer than 16 workers) was 7,919 out of 14,578,
i.e., more than a half, and the number of workers in them
was (even allowing an average of 8 workers per establish-
ment) something like 7 per cent of the total. This gives rise
to the following phenomenon: while there is a tremendous
difference in the number of factories in 1890 (in the Directory)
and in 1894-95, the difference in the number of workers is
insignificant: in 1890 the figure was 875,764 workers for
fifty gubernias of European Russia, and in 1894-95 it was
885,555 (counting only workers employed inside the estab-
lishments). If we deduct from the first figure the number of
workers employed in the rail manufacturing (24,445) and
salt-refining (3,704) industries, not included in the List,
and from the second figure the number of workers in print-
shops (16,521), not included in the Directory, we get 847,615
workers for 1890 and 869,034 workers for 1894-95, 1i.e.,
2.5 per cent more. It goes without saying that this percentage
cannot express the actual increase, since many small estab-
lishments were not included in 1894-95, but, in general,
the closeness of these figures shows the relative suitability
of the over-all data on the total number of workers and their
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relative reliability. Mr. Karyshev, from whom we have tak-
en the total number of workers, does not make an accurate
analysis of precisely which branches of industry were
included in 1894-95 as compared with former publications,
nor does he point out that the List omits many establishments
that were formerly included in the number of factories. For
his comparison with former statistics he takes the same
absurd data of the Military Statistical Abstract and repeats
the same nonsense about the alleged reduction in the number
of workers relative to the population which has already been
refuted by Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky (see above). Since the data
on the number of workers are more authentic, they are deserv-
ing of a more thorough analysis than the data on the number
of factories, but Mr. Karyshev has done just the opposite.
He does not even group factories together according to the
number of workers employed, which is what he should have
done in the first place, in view of the fact that the List regards
the number of workers as an important distinguishing fea-
ture of the factory. It can be seen from the data cited above
that the concentration of workers is very great.

Instead of grouping factories according to the number
of workers employed in them, Mr. Karyshev undertook a
much simpler calculation, aimed at determining the average
number of workers per factory. Since the data on the number
of factories are, as we have seen, particularly unreliable,
fortuitous, and dissimilar, the calculations are full of errors.
Mr. Karyshev compares the average number of workers per
factory in 1886 with the figure for 1894-95 and from this de-
duces that “the average type of factory is growing larger”
(pp. 23 and 32-33), not realising that in 1894-95 only the
larger establishments were listed, so that the comparison is
incorrect. There is a very strange comparison of the number
of workers per factory in the different gubernias (p. 26);
Mr. Karyshev obtains the result, for instance, that “Kostroma
Gubernia turns out to have a bigger average type of industry
than all other gubernias”—242 workers per factory as com-
pared with, for example, 125 in Vladimir Gubernia. It does
not enter the learned professor’s head that this is due merely
to different methods of registration, as we have explained
above. Having allowed the difference between the number of
large and small establishments in different gubernias to pass
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unnoticed, Mr. Karyshev invented a very simple way of
evading the difficulties encountered in this question. Precisely
put, he multiplied the average number of workers per factory
for the whole of European Russia (and then for Poland and the
Caucasus) by the number of factories in each gubernia and
indicated the groups he thus obtained on a special cartogram
(No. 3). This, indeed, is really so simple! Why group factories
according to the number of workers they employ, why exam-
ine the relative number of large and small establishments in
different gubernias, when we can so easily artificially level
out the “average” size of the factories in various gubernias
according to one standard? Why try to find out whether there
are many or few small and petty establishments included in
the number of factories in Vladimir or Kostroma Gubernia,
when we can “simply” take the average number of workers
per factory throughout European Russia and multiply it by
the number of factories in each gubernia? What matters it if
such a method equates hundreds of fortuitously registered
windmills and oil-presses with big factories? The reader,
of course, will not notice it, and who knows—he may even
believe the “statistics” invented by Professor Karyshev!

In addition to workers employed in the establishment, the
List has a special category of workers “outside the establish-
ment.” This includes not only those working at home to the
orders of the factory (Karyshev, p. 20), but also auxiliary
workers, and so on. The number of these workers given in
the List (66,460 in the Empire) must not be regarded as “an
indication of how far advanced in Russia is the development
of the so-called outside department of the factory” (Karyshev,
p. 20), since there can be no question of anything like a com-
plete registration of such workers under the present system
of factory statistics. Mr. Karyshev says very thoughtlessly:
“66,500 for the whole of Russia with her millions of handi-
craftsmen and artisans is but a few” (ibid.). Before writing
this he had to forget that, if not the greater part, at least a
very large part of these “millions of handicraftsmen,” as is
confirmed by all sources, work for jobbers, i.e., are the
selfsame “outside workers.” One has only to glance at
those pages of the List devoted to districts known for their
handicraft industries to be convinced of the thoroughly
fortuitous and fragmentary nature of the registration of
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“outside workers.” Section II (wool processing) of the List,
for example, for Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia counts only 28
outside workers in the town of Arzamas and in the suburban
Viyezdnaya Sloboda (p. 89), whereas we know from the
Transactions of the Commission of Inquiry into Handicraft
Industry in Russia (Issues V and VI) that many hundreds
(up to a thousand) “handicraftsmen” work there for masters.
The List does not record any outside workers at all in Semyo-
nov Uyezd, whereas we know from the Zemstvo® statistics
that over 3,000 “handicraftsmen” work there for masters in
the felt boot and insole branches. The List records only one
“factory” employing 17 outside workers in the accordion indus-
try of Tula Gubernia (p. 395), whereas the cited Transac-
tions of the Commission, etc., as early as 1882, listed between
2,000 and 3,000 handicraftsmen working for accordion factory
owners (Issue IX). It is, therefore, obvious that to regard the
figure of 66,500 outside workers as being in any way authen-
tic and to discuss their distribution by gubernias and branches
of industry, as Mr. Karyshev does, and even to compile a
cartogram, is simply ridiculous. The real significance of
these figures lies not at all in the determination of the extent
to which capitalist work is done in the home (which is deter-
minable only from a complete industrial census that includes
all shops and other establishments, as well as individuals
giving out work to be done at home), but in the separation of
the workers in the establishments, i.e., factory workers in the
strict sense from outside workers. Hitherto these two types of
workers have often been confounded; frequent instances of
such confusion are to be found even in the Directory for 1890.
The List is now making the first attempt to put an end to
this state of affairs.

The List’s figures relating to the annual output of the
factories have been analysed by Mr. Karyshev most satisfac-
torily of all, mainly because that author at last introduced
the grouping of factories by the magnitude of their output
and not by the usual “averages.” It is true that the author
still cannot rid himself of these “averages” (the magnitude
of output per factory) and even compares the averages for
1894-95 with those for 1885, a method that, as we have repeat-
edly said, is absolutely incorrect. We would note that the
total figures for the annual output of factories are much more
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authentic than the total figures for the number of factories,
for the reason, already mentioned, of the minor role of the
small establishments. According to the Lis¢, there are, for
example, only 245 factories in European Russia with an out-
put valued at more than one million rubles, i.e., only 1.9 per
cent, but they account for 45.6 per cent of the total annual
output of all factories in European Russia (Karyshev, p. 38),
while factories with an output valued at less than 5,000 rubles
constitute 30.8 per cent of the total number, but account for
only 0.6 per cent of the total output, i.e., a most insignificant
fraction. We must here note that in these calculations Mr.
Karyshev ignores the difference between the value of the
total output (=value of the product) and payment for the pro-
cessing of raw material. This very important distinction is
made for the first time in our factory statistics by the List.*
It goes without saying that these two magnitudes are abso-
lutely incomparable with each other and that they should have
been separated. Mr. Karyshev does not do this, and it is to be
supposed that the low percentage of annual output of the
small establishments is partly due to the inclusion of estab-
lishments that showed only the cost of processing the product
and not its value. Below we shall give an example of the error
into which Mr. Karyshev falls through ignoring this circum-
stance. The fact that the List differentiates between payment
for processing and the value of the product and that it does
not include the sum of the excise in the price of production
makes it impossible to compare these figures with those of
previous publications. According to the List, the output of
all the factories of European Russia amounts to 1,345 million
rubles, while according to the Directory for 1890 it amounted
to 1,501 million. But if we subtract the sum of the excise from
the second figure (250 million rubles in the distilling industry
alone), then the first figure will be considerably greater.

* The only thing is that, unfortunately, we have no guarantee that
the List made this distinction strictly and consistently, i.e., that the
value of the product is shown only for those factories that actually
sell their product, and payment for processing raw material only for
those that process material belonging to others. It is possible, for
example, that in the flour-milling industry (where the above-mentioned
distinction is most frequently met with) the mill owners should have
shown either of the figures indiscriminately. This is a problem that
requires special analysis.
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In the Directory (2nd and 3rd editions) factories were dis-
tributed in groups according to the amount of annual output (with-
out any indication of the share of each group in
the total output), but this distribution cannot he compared
with the data in the List because of the differences in registra-
tion methods mentioned above and in the determining of
the magnitude of annual output.

We have yet another fallacious argument of Mr. Karyshev
to examine. Here, too, in quoting data on the total annual
output of factories in each gubernia, he could not refrain
from making comparisons with the data for the years 1885
to 1891, i.e., with the data of the Collection. Those data con-
tain no information on productions subject to excise, and for
that reason Mr. Karyshev looks only for gubernias in which
the total output for 1894-95 is less than in previous years.
Such gubernias are to be found to the number of eight (pp.
39-40), and apropos of this Mr. Karyshev argues about “the
retrograde movement in industry” in the “less industrial”
gubernias and says that this “may serve as an indication of
the difficult position of the small establishments in their
competition with big establishments,” and so on. All these
arguments would probably be very profound if—if they
were not all completely fallacious. And here, too, Mr. Kary-
shev did not notice that he was comparing absolutely non-
comparable and dissimilar data. Let us demonstrate this
incomparability by data on each of the gubernias indicated
by Mr. Karyshev.* In Perm Gubernia the total output in 1890
was 20.3 million rubles (Directory), while in 1894-95 it was
13.1 million rubles; this includes the flour-milling industry,
12.7 million (at 469 mills!) in 1890, and 4.9 million (at 66
mills) in 1894-95. The seeming “reduction,” therefore, is sim-
ply a matter of the fortuitous registration of different numbers
of mills. The number of steam-mills, for example, increased
from 4 in 1890 and 1891 to 6 in 1894-95. The “reduction” of

*In this case we do not take the data of the Collection but those of
the Directory for 1890, deducting industries subject to excise. With
the exception of these industries, the Directory data do not differ
from those of the Collection, since they are based on the same reports
of the Department of Commerce and Manufactures. In order to expose
Mr. Karyshev’s error we need detailed data for individual factories
and not only for individual industries.
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output in Simbirsk Gubernia is to be explained in the same
way (1890: 230 mills with an output of 4.8 million rubles;
1894-95: 27 mills with an output of 1.7 million rubles. Steam-
mills, 10 and 13 respectively). In Vyatka Gubernia the total
output was 8.4 million rubles in 1890 and 6.7 million in 1894-
95, a reduction of 1.7 million rubles. Here, in 1890, two met-
allurgical works, the Votkinsk and the Izhevsk, were includ-
ed, with a combined output valued at precisely 1.7 million
rubles; in 1894-95 they were not included because they were
“subordinated” to the Department of Mines and Metallurgy.
Astrakhan Gubernia: 2.5 million rubles in 1890 and 2.1 mil-
lion in 1894-95. But in 1890 the salt-refining industry
(346,000 rubles) was included, while in 1894-95 it was not,
because it belongs to the “mining” industries. Pskov Guber-
nia: 2.7 million rubles in 1890 and 2.3 million in 1894-95;
but 45 flax-scutching establishments with a total output of
1.2 million rubles were counted in 1890, and in 1894-95 only
four flax-spinning establishments with an output valued at
248,000 rubles. It stands to reason that the flax-scutching
establishments in Pskov Gubernia have not disappeared but
were simply not included in the list (perhaps because the ma-
jority of them are hand-worked and employ less than 15 work-
ers). In Bessarabia Gubernia the output of the flour-mills
was registered in different ways, although a similar number
of mills was recorded both in 1890 and in 1894-95 (97 in each
case); in 1890 the quantity of flour milled was computed—4.3
million poods valued at 4.3 million rubles, while in 1894-95
the majority of the mills recorded only payment for milling,
so that their total output (1.8 million rubles) cannot be com-
pared with the figure for 1890. The following instances will
illustrate the difference. Levenson’s two mills recorded an
output of 335,000 rubles in 1890 (Directory, p. 424), and in
1894-95 recorded only 69,000 rubles payment for milling
(List, No. 14231-2). Schwartzberg’s mill, on the contrary,
showed the value of the product in 1890 as 125,000 rubles
(Directory, p. 425), and in 1894-95 as 175,000 rubles (List,
No. 14214); out of the total sum for the flour-milling industry
in 1894-95, 1,400,000 rubles are accounted for by the value of
the product and 0.4 million rubles as payment for milling. The
same is true of Vitebsk Gubernia: in 1890—241 mills with
a total output figure of 3.6 million rubles, and in 1894-95—82
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mills with a total output figure of 120,000 rubles, the majori-
ty of the mills showing only payment for milling (the number
of steam-mills in 1890 was 37, in 1891, 51, and in 1894-95,
64), so that more than a half of this sum of 120,000 rubles
does not represent the value of the product but payment for
milling. And, finally, in the last gubernia, Archangel, the
“retrograde movement in industry” discovered by Mr. Kary-
shev is explained simply by a strange error in his calculations:
in actual fact the total value of the output of the Archangel
factories, according to the List, is not the 1.3 million rubles
twice quoted by Mr. Karyshev (pp. 40 and 39, as compared
with 3.2 million rubles in 1885-91), but 6.9 million rubles,
of which 6.5 million rubles was accounted for by 18 sawmills
(List, p. 247).

Summarising what has been said above, we come to the
conclusion that Mr. Karyshev’s approach to the material he
was analysing was astonishingly inattentive and devoid of
criticism, so that he committed a whole series of the crud-
est errors. With regard to the calculations based on the
List figures that he made together with his colleagues, it
must be said that they lose much in statistical value from
the fact that Mr. Karyshev did not publish full totals, i.e.,
total numbers of factories, workers, value of output for all
gubernias and all branches of industry (although he apparent-
ly made these calculations, which, had he published them in
full, would, on the one hand, have made verification possible
and, on the other, have proved of great benefit to those who
use the List). The purely statistical analysis of the materi-
al, therefore, proved extremely fragmentary, incomplete, and
unsystematic, and Mr. Karyshev’s deductions, made in too
great a hurry, serve, for the most part, as an example of how
not to work with figures.

Returning to the question raised above on the present
state of our factory statistics, we must say, first of all, that if
“complete and reliable production figures” are an “urgent
necessity” (as the introduction to the List says, with which
one cannot but agree), then, to obtain them, a correctly
organised industrial census is essential, one that will regis-
ter each and every industrial establishment, enterprise,
and kind of work, and that will be taken regularly at definite
intervals of time. If the data on occupations in the first
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census’ of the population, taken on January 28, 1897,
prove satisfactory and if they are analysed in detail, they
will greatly facilitate the taking of an industrial census. As
long as there are no such censuses it can only be a question of
registering some of the big industrial establishments. It must
be conceded that the present system of collecting and process-
ing statistical information on such big establishments
(“factories and workers™ in the prevailing terminology) is un-
satisfactory in the highest degree. Its first shortcoming is
the division of factory statistics among various “departments”
and the absence of a special, purely statistical institution
that centralises the collecting, checking, and classifying of all
information on all types of factories. When you analyse the
data of our present-day factory statistics you find yourself
on territory that is intersected in all directions by the bound-
aries of various “departments” (which employ special ways
and means of registration, and so on). It sometimes happens
that these boundaries pass through a certain factory, so that
one section of a factory (the iron foundry, for example) comes
under the Department of Mines and Metallurgy, while another
section (the manufacture of ironware, for example) comes un-
der the Department of Commerce and Manufactures. It can be
understood how this makes the use of the data difficult and
into what errors those investigators risk falling (and fall)
who do not pay sufficient attention to this complicated ques-
tion. With regard to the checking of the information, it must
be said in particular that the Factory Inspectorate will, nat-
urally, never be in a position to check the extent to which all
information supplied by all factory owners corresponds to
reality. Under a system of the present-day type (i.e., under
which the information is not gathered by means of a census
conducted by a special staff of agents but by means of ques-
tionnaires circulated among factory owners), the chief
attention should be paid to ensuring that the central
statistical institution have direct contact with all factory
owners, systematically control the uniformity of the returns,
and see to their completeness and to the dispatch of question-
naires to all industrial centres of any importance—that it
thus prevent the fortuitous inclusion of dissimilar data, or
different applications and interpretations of the programme.
The second basic shortcoming of present-day statistics
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lies in the fact that the programme for the gathering of in-
formation has not been elaborated. If this programme is
prepared in offices and is not submitted to the criticism of
specialists and (what is particularly important) to an all-
round discussion in the press, the information never can be
in any way complete and uniform. We have seen, for example,
how unsatisfactorily even the basic programmatic question—
what is a “factory”?—is being solved. Since there is no in-
dustrial census, and the system employed is that of gathering
information from the industrialists themselves (through the
police, the Factory Inspectorate, etc.), the concept “factory”
should most certainly be defined with complete accuracy and
limited to big establishments of such size as to warrant our
expectation that they will be registered everywhere and in
their entirety without omissions. It appears that the fundamen-
tal elements of the definition of a “factory establishment”
as at present accepted have been quite well chosen: 1) the
number of workers employed in the establishment to be no
fewer than 15 (the question of separating auxiliary workers
from factory workers in the true sense of the word, of de-
termining the average number of workers for the year,
etc., to be elaborated); and 2) the presence of a steam-engine
(even when the number of workers is smaller). Although
extreme caution should be exercised in extending this def-
inition, it is an unfortunate fact that to these distinguishing
characteristics have been added other, quite indeterminate
ones. If, for instance, the bigger establishments employing
water power must not be omitted, it should be shown with
absolute accuracy what establishments of this type are subject
to registration (using motive power of not less than so many
units, or employing not less than a certain number of workers
and so on). If it is considered essential to include smaller
establishments in some branches, these branches must be
listed very precisely and other definite features of the con-
cept “factory establishments” must be given. Those
branches in which “factory” establishments merge with
“handicraft” or “agricultural” establishments (felt, brick,
leather, flour milling, oil pressing, and many others) should
be given special attention. We believe that the two
characteristics we have given of the concept “factory” should
in no case be extended, because even such relatively big



ON THE QUESTION OF OUR FACTORY STATISTICS 43

establishments can scarcely be registered without omissions
under the existing system of gathering information. A
reform of the system may be expressed either in partial and
insignificant changes or in the introduction of full industri-
al censuses. As far as the extent of the information is con-
cerned, i.e., the number of questions asked the industrialists,
here, too, a radical distinction has to be made between an
industrial census and statistics of the present-day type.
It is only possible and necessary to strive for complete infor-
mation in the first case (questions on the history of the estab-
lishment, its relations to neighbouring establishments and
the neighbourhood population, the commercial side of af-
fairs, raw and auxiliary materials, quantity and type of the
product, wages, the length of the working day, shifts, night-
work and overtime, and so on and so forth). In the second
case great caution must be exercised: it is better to obtain
relatively little reliable, complete, and uniform information
than a lot of fragmentary, doubtful information that cannot
be used for comparisons. The only addition undoubtedly
necessary is that of questions on machinery in use and on
the amount of output.

In saying that our factory statistics are unsatisfactory in
the highest degree, we do not by any means wish to imply
that their data are not deserving of attention and analysis.
Quite the contrary. We have examined in detail the short-
comings of the existing system in order to stress the necessity
for a particularly thorough analysis of the data. The chief
and basic purpose of this analysis should be the separation
of the wheat from the chaff, the separation of the relatively
useful material from the useless. As we have seen, the chief
mistake made by Mr. Karyshev (and many others) consists
precisely in the failure to make such a separation. The figures
on “factories” are the least reliable, and under no circum-
stances can they be used without a thorough preliminary anal-
ysis (the separate listing of the bigger establishments, etc.).
The number of workers and the output values are much more
reliable in the grand totals (it is, however, still necessary to
make a strict analysis of which productions were included and
in which way, how the output value was computed, etc.).
If the more detailed totals are taken, it is possible that the
data will prove unsuited for comparison and their use condu-
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cive to error. The fables of the reduction of the number of
factories in Russia and of the number of factory workers (rel-
ative to the population)—fables that have been so zealously
disseminated by the Narodniks®—can only be explained
as due to the ignoring of all these circumstances.

As far as the analysis of the material itself is concerned, it
must undoubtedly be based on information on each separate
factory, i.e., card-index information. The cards must, first
and foremost, be grouped by territorial units. The gubernia
is too big a unit. The question of the distribution of industry
is so important that the classification must be for individual
cities, suburbs, villages, and groups of villages that form in-
dustrial centres or districts. Further, grouping by branches of
industry is essential. In this respect our latest factory statis-
tical system has, in our opinion, introduced an undesirable
change, causing a radical rupture with the old subdivision
into branches of industry that has predominated right from
the sixties (and earlier). The List made a new grouping of
industries in twelve sections: if the data are taken by sec-
tions only, we get an excessively broad framework embracing
branches of production of the most diverse character and
throwing them together (felt cloth and rough felt, saw-
mills and furniture manufacture, notepaper and printing,
iron-founding and jewellery, bricks and porcelain, leather
and wax, oil-pressing and sugar-refining, beer-brewing and
tobacco, etc.). If these sections are subdivided in detail into
separate branches we get groups that are far too detailed
(see Mikulin, op. cit.), over three hundred of them! The old
system that had ten sections and about a hundred branches
of production (91 in the Directory for 1890) seems to us to
have been much happier. Furthermore, it is essential to group
the factories according to the number of workers, the type
of motive power, as well as according to the amount of output.
Such a grouping is particularly necessary from the purely
theoretical standpoint for the study of the condition and de-
velopment of industry and for the separation of relatively
useful from useless data in the material at hand The absence
of such a grouping (necessary within the territorial groups
and the groups of branches of production) is the most signif-
icant shortcoming of our present publications on factory
statistics, which allow only “average figures” to be determined,
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quite often absolutely false and loading to serious errors.
Lastly, grouping under all these headings should not be lim-
ited to a determination of the number of establishments in
each group (or sub-group) but must be accompanied by a cal-
culation of the number of workers and aggregate output in
each group, in establishments employing both machine and
hand labour, etc. In other words, combined tables are necessa-
ry as well as group tables.

It would be a mistake to think that such an analysis in-
volves an inordinate amount of labour. The Zemstvo statistical
bureaus with their modest budgets and small staffs carry out
much more complicated work for each uyezd; they analyse
20,000, 30,000 and 40,000 separate cards (and the number
of relatively big, “factory” establishments throughout the
whole of Russia would probably not be more than 15,000-
16,000); moreover, the volume of information on each card
is incomparably greater: there are several hundred columns
in the Zemstvo statistical abstracts, whereas in the Lis¢ there
are less than twenty. Notwithstanding this, the best Zemstvo
statistical abstracts not only provide group tables under var-
ious headings, but also combined tables, i.e., those showing
a combination of various features.

Such an analysis of the data would, firstly, provide the
requisite material for economic science. Secondly, it would
fully decide the question of separating relatively useful from
useless data. Such an analysis would immediately disclose
the fortuitous character of data on some branches of industry,
some gubernias, some points of the programme, etc. An op-
portunity would be provided to extract relatively full, reli-
able, and uniform material. Valuable indications would be
obtained of the way in which these qualities can be assured
in the future.

Written in August 1898

Published in 1898 in the collection, Published according to
Economic Studies and Essays, the text in the collection
by Vladimir Ilyin
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REVIEW

A. Bogdanov. A Short Course of Economic Science. Moscow,
1897. Publ. A. Murinova’s Bookshop. 290 pp. Price 2 rubles.

Mr. Bogdanov’s book is a remarkable manifestation in
our economic literature; not only is it “no superfluous”
guide among a number of others (as the author “hopes”
in his preface), it is by far the best of them. In this note,
therefore, we intend to call the reader’s attention to the
outstanding merits of the book and to indicate a few minor
points which could, in our opinion, be improved upon in
future editions; in view of the lively interest displayed by
our reading public in economic questions, it is to be expected
that further editions of this useful book will soon be forth-
coming.

The chief merit of Mr. Bogdanov’s Course is the strict
adherence to a definite line from the first page to the last,
in a book that treats of many and very extensive problems.
From the outset the author gives a clear-cut and precise
definition of political economy as “the science that studies
the social relations of production and distribution in their
development” (3), and he never deviates from this point
of view, one that is often but poorly understood by learned
professors of political economy who lapse from “the social
relations of production” to production in general and fill
their ponderous courses with a pile of empty banalities
and examples that have nothing to do with social science.
Alien to the author is the scholasticism that often impels
compilers of textbooks to indulge in “definitions” and in an
analysis of every aspect of each definition; the clarity of
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his exposition, actually gains, rather than loses, by this,
and the reader gets a clear conception, for example, of such
a category as capital, both in the social and in the historical
sense. In his Course, Mr. Bogdanov bases the sequence of
his exposition on the view that political economy is the
science of the historically developing systems of social
production. He begins his Course with a brief exposition of
“general concepts” (pp. 1-19) of the science and ends
with a brief “history of economic views” (pp. 235-90),
outlining the subject of the science in Section C: “The
Process of Economic Development”; he does not give his
outline dogmatically (as is the case with the majority of
textbooks), but by means of a characteristic of the periods of
economic development in their proper sequence: the periods
of primitive clan communism, slavery, feudalism and
guilds, and, finally, capitalism. This is precisely what an
exposition of political economy should be. The objection
may be raised that under these circumstances the author
is inevitably compelled to break up one and the same theo-
retical division (e.g., money) between different periods
and thereby repeat himself. But this purely formal short-
coming is more than compensated by the fundamental mer-
its of the historical exposition. And is it really a short-
coming? The repetitions are quite insignificant and are of
benefit to the beginner because he is better able to grasp
the more important postulates. The treatment of the vari-
ous functions of money in the various periods of economic
development, for example, shows the student clearly that
the theoretical analysis of these functions is not based on
abstract speculation but on a precise study of what actually
happened in the course of the historical development of
mankind. It provides a more complete conception of the
particular, historically determined, systems of social econ-
omy. The whole task of a handbook of political econ-
omy is, of course, to give the student of that science the
fundamental concepts of the different systems of social econ-
omy and of the basic features of each system; the whole
task is one of placing in the hands of the student who has
mastered the elementary handbook a reliable guide to the
further study of the subject, so that, having understood
that the most important problems of contemporary social
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life are intimately bound up with problems of economic
science, he may acquire an interest in this study. In ninety-
nine cases out of a hundred this is precisely what is lacking
in handbooks of political economy. Their shortcoming is
due not so much to the fact that they are usually limited to
one system of social economy (i.e., the capitalist system)
as to their inability to focus the reader’s attention on the
basic features of that system; they are unable to give a clear
definition of its historical significance and to show the pro-
cess (and the conditions) of its emergence, on the one hand,
and the tendencies of its further development, on the other;
they are unable to represent the different aspects and different
manifestations of contemporary economic life as component
parts of a definite system of social economy, as manifesta-
tions of the basic features of that system; they are unable
to give the reader reliable guidance, because they do not
usually adhere to one particular line with complete consist-
ency; and, lastly, they are unable to interest the student,
because they have an extremely narrow and incoherent
conception of the significance of economic questions and
present economic, political, moral, and other “factors” in
“poetic disorder.” Only the materialist conception of his-
tory can bring light into this chaos and open up the possi-
bility for a broad, coherent, and intelligent view of a spe-
cific system of social economy as the foundation of a specific
system of man’s entire social life.

The outstanding merit of Mr. Bogdanov’s Course is
that the author adheres consistently to historical material-
ism. In outlining a definite period of economic develop-
ment in his “exposition” he usually gives a sketch of the
political institutions, the family relations, and the main
currents of social thought in connection with the basic
features of the economic system under discussion. The au-
thor explains how the particular economic system gave rise
to a certain division of society into classes and shows how
these classes manifested themselves in the political, family,
and intellectual life of that historical period, and how the
interests of these classes were reflected in certain schools
of economic thought, for example, how the interests of devel-
oping capitalism were expressed by the school of free com-
petition and how, at a later period, the interests of the same
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class were expressed by the school of vulgar economists
(284), the apologist school. The author rightly points
out the connection between the position of definite classes
and the historical school (284), as well as the school of
Katheder-reformers? (the “realistic” or ‘“historico ethi-
cal” school), which, with its empty and false conception of
the “non-class” origin and significance of juridico-political
institutions (288), etc., must be characterised as the school
of “compromise” (287). The author connects the theories
of Sismondi and Proudhon with the development of capital-
ism and with good reason relegates them to the category of
petty-bourgeois economists; he shows the roots of their
ideas in the interests of a specific class in capitalist society,
the class that occupies the “middle, transitional place”
(279), and recognises without circumlocution the reactionary
import of such ideas (280-81). Thanks to the consistency
of his views and his ability to examine the different aspects
of economic life in their relation to the fundamental fea-
tures of the economic system under discussion, the author has
given a correct assessment of such phenomena as the partic-
ipation of the workers in the profits of an enterprise (one
of the “forms of wages” that “can very rarely prove prof-
itable for the employer” [pp. 132-33]) or the production
associations which, “being organised within capitalist
relations,” “in reality serve only to increase the petty bour-
geoisie” (187).

We know that it is precisely these features of Mr. Bog-
danov’s Course that will give rise to more than a few re-
proaches. It stands to reason that representatives and sup-
porters of the “ethico-sociological” school in Russia®
will be dissatisfied. Among the dissatisfied there will also
be those who assume that “the question of the economic
conception of history is purely academic,”* and many oth-
ers.... But apart from this, one might say partisan, dissat-
isfaction, the objection will be raised that the posing of
questions so extensively has led to the extraordinarily
condensed exposition of the Short Course which, in the brief

*This is the opinion of the Russkaya Mysl'! reviewer (1897; No-
vember, bibliographical section, p. 517). And to think that there are
such comedians in the world!
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space of 290 pages, deals with all periods of economic
development, from the clan community and savagery to
capitalist cartels and trusts, as well as the political and
family life of the world of antiquity and the Middle Ages, and
with the history of economic views. Mr. A. Bogdanov’s expo-
sition really is condensed to the highest degree, as he him-
self states in his preface, wherein he says plainly that his
book is a “conspectus.” There is no doubt that some of the
author’s terse notes, dealing mostly with facts of a histor-
ical character, but sometimes with more detailed problems
of theoretical economics, will not be understood by the
beginner who wishes to learn something of political econ-
omy. We, however, do not think that the author should be
blamed for this. We would even say, without fear of being
accused of paradoxes, that such notes should be regarded as
a merit and not a shortcoming of the book under review.
For, indeed, were the author to think of giving a detailed
exposition, explanation and basis for every such note, his
book would have attained immeasurable dimensions quite
out of keeping with the purposes of a short guide. And it
would be impossible to outline, in any course, no matter
how extensive, all the data of modern science on all periods
of economic development and on the history of economic
views from Aristotle to Wagner. Had he discarded all such
notes, his book would positively have been worsened by the
reduction of the scope and significance of political economy.
In their present form these terse notes will, we think, be
of great benefit both to teachers and students who use
the book. Concerning the former this is more than true.
The latter will see from the sum total of these notes
that political economy cannot be studied carelessly, mir
nichts dir nichts,* without any previous knowledge, and
without making the acquaintance of very many and very
important problems in history, statistics, etc. Students
will see that they cannot become acquainted with problems
of social economy in its development and its influence on
social life from one or even from several textbooks or courses
that are often distinguished by their “facility of exposi-

*As Kautsky aptly remarked in the preface to his well-known
book, Marx's Oekonomische Lehren. (Marx’s Economic Teachings.—Ed.)
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tion” as well as by their amazing emptiness, their meaning-
less phrase-mongering; that the most vitally important
questions of history and present-day reality are indissolubly
bound up with economic questions and that the roots of the
latter are to be found in the social relations of production.
Such, indeed, is the chief purpose of any guidebook—to
give the basic concepts of the subject under discussion
and to show in what direction it is to be studied in greater
detail and why such a study is important.

Let us now turn to the second part of our remarks and
point out those places in Mr. Bogdanov’s book that, in our
opinion, stand in need of correction or expansion. We hope
the respected author will not demur at the trivial and even
hole-picking nature of these remarks: in a conspectus indi-
vidual phrases and even individual words have incomparably
greater significance than in an extensive and detailed expo-
sition.

Mr. Bogdanov, in general, uses only the terminology of
the school of economics to which he adheres. But when he
speaks of the form of value he replaces that term by the
expression “formula of exchange” (p. 39, et seq.). This seems
to us to be an unfortunate expression; the term “form of
value” is really inconvenient in a brief handbook, and it
would probably be better to say instead: form of exchange
or stage of development of exchange, since, otherwise, we
get such expressions as “predominance of the second formula
of exchange” (43) (?). In speaking of capital, the author
was mistaken in omitting the general formula of capital
which would have helped the student to master the fact that
trading and industrial capital are of the same kind.

In describing capitalism, the author omitted the question
of the growth of the commercial-industrial population at
the expense of the agricultural population and that of the
concentration of the population in the big cities; this gap
is felt all the more because the author, in speaking of the
Middle Ages, dealt in detail with the relations between
countryside and town (63-66), while in respect of the modern
town he said only a couple of words about the countryside
being subordinated to it (174).

In discussing the history of industry, the author deter-
minedly placed the “domestic system of capitalist produc-
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tion mid-way between artisan production and manufac-
ture” (p. 156, Thesis 6). This simplification does not seem to
us, in the present case, to be very convenient. The author
of Capital described capitalist domestic industry in the
section on machine industry and attributed it directly to
the transforming effect which the latter exerts on old forms
of labour. Actually those forms of domestic labour that
prevail, both in Europe and in Russia, in the dressmaking
industry, for example, cannot by any means be placed “mid-
way between artisan production and manufacture.” They
come later than manufacture in the historical development
of capitalism and it would have been worth while, we think,
to say a few words about this.

In the chapter on the machine period of capitalism,** a
noticeable gap is the absence of a paragraph on the reserve
army and capitalist over-population, engendered by machine
industry, on its significance in the cyclical development
of industry, and on its chief forms. The very scanty
mention the author makes of these phenomena on pages
205 and 270 are clearly insufficient.

The author’s statement that “during the past fifty years”
“profit has been increasing more rapidly than rent” (179)
is too bold an assertion. Not only Ricardo (against whom
Mr. Bogdanov mentions the point), but Marx as well affirms
the general tendency of rent to increase with particular
rapidity under all and any circumstances (rent may even
increase when the price of grain is decreasing). That reduction
in grain prices (and in rent under certain circumstances),
brought about recently by the competition of the virgin
fields of America, Australia, etc., became acute only in the
seventies, and Engels’ note to the section on rent (Das Ka-
pital, III 2, 259-60'?), devoted to the present-day agrar-
lan crisis, is formulated with much greater caution. Engels
here postulates the “law” of the growth of rent in civi-

*Pp. 93, 95, 147, 156. It seems to us that this term is a successful
substitution for the expression “domestic system of large-scale pro-
duction” that was introduced into our literature by Korsak.

**The strict division of capitalism into a period of manufacture
and a period of machine industry is one of the most valuable features
of Mr. Bogdanov’s Course.
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lised countries, which explains the “amazing vitality of the
class of big landlords,” and further says only that this vi-
tality “is gradually being exhausted” (allmdahlig sich er-
schopft).

The paragraphs devoted to farming are also marked
by excessive brevity. The paragraph on (capitalist) rent
shows only in the barest outline that it is conditioned
by capitalist farming (“In the period of capitalism land
remains private property and takes on the role of capital,”
127—and that is all!). In order to avoid all sorts of mis-
understandings, a few words, in greater detail, should have
been said about the emergence of the rural bourgeoisie, the
condition of the farm labourers, and the difference in their
condition and that of the factory workers (a lower standard
of living and requirements, remnants of their attachment to
the land or of various Gesindeordnungen,* etc.). It is also
a pity that the author did not touch on the genesis of capi-
talist rent. After the mention he made of the coloni'® and
dependent peasants and, further, of the rent paid by our
peasants, he should have given a brief characteristic of the
course taken by the development of rent from labour rent
(Arbeitsrente) to rent in kind (Produktenrente), then to money
rent (Geldrente), and finally to capitalist rent (cf. Das Kapi-
tal, 1II, 2, Kap. 47%).

In treating of the supplanting of subsidiary industries
by capitalism and the resultant loss of stability experienced
by peasant economy, the author expresses himself as fol-
lows: "In general the peasant economy becomes poorer—
the sum total of values produced decreases” (148). This is
most inexact. The process of the ruination of the peasantry
by capitalism consists in its dispossession by the rural bour-
geoisie, which derives from that same peasantry. Mr. Bog-
danov could hardly, for example, describe the decline of
peasant farming in Germany without mentioning the Voll-
bauer.** In the place mentioned the author speaks of the
peasantry in general, and follows this up immediately with
an example from Russian reality; well, to speak of the

* Legal injunctions fixing the relations between landowners and
serfs.—Ed.

** A peasant who is in possession of a full (undivided) plot of
land.—Ed.
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Russian peasantry “in general” is a more than risky busi-
ness. On the same page the author says: “The peasant either
engages in farming alone or he goes to the manufactory,”
that is, we add on our own part, be becomes either a
rural bourgeois or a proletarian (with a tiny piece of land).
Mention should have been made of this two-sided process.

Lastly, we must mention the absence of examples from
Russian life as a general drawback of the book. On very
many questions (for instance, on the organisation of pro-
duction in the Middle Ages, the development of machine in-
dustry and railways, the growth of the urban population,
crises and syndicates, the difference between manufacto-
ries and factories, etc.) such examples taken from our eco-
nomic literature would have been of great importance, since
the absence of examples with which he is familiar makes it
much more difficult for the beginner to master the subject.
It seems to us that the filling of these gaps would not greatly
increase the size of the book and would not increase the dif-
ficulty of distributing it widely, which is very desirable
in all respects.

Written in February 1898

Published in April 1898 Published according to
in the magazine Mir Bozhy, No. 4 the text in the magazine
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A NOTE ON THE QUESTION OF THE MARKET
THEORY

(APROPOS OF THE POLEMIC of Messrs. TUGAN-BARANOVSKY
AND BULGAKOV)

The question of markets in capitalist society, it will be
remembered, occupied a highly important place in the
theory of the Narodnik economists headed by Messrs. V. V.
and N.—on. It is, therefore, perfectly natural that econ-
omists who adopt a negative attitude towards the Narodnik
theories should deem it essential to call attention to this
problem and to explain, first and foremost, the basic, ab-
stract-theoretical points of the “market theory.” An attempt
to offer such an explanation was undertaken by Mr. Tugan-
Baranovsky in 1894 in his book, Industrial Crises in Modern
England, Chapter 1, Part 2, “The Market Theory”; last year,
Mr. Bulgakov devoted his book, Markets under Capitalist
Production (Moscow, 1897), to the same problem. The two
authors are in agreement in their basic views; the central
feature of both is an exposition of the noteworthy analysis,
“the circulation and reproduction of the aggregate social
capital,” an analysis made by Marx in the third section of
Volume II of Capital. The two authors agree that the theo-
ries propounded by Messrs. V. V. and N.—on on the market
(especially the internal market) in capitalist society are
completely erroneous and are due either to an ignoring or a
misunderstanding of Marx’s analysis. Both authors recog-
nise the fact that developing capitalist production creates its
own market mainly for means of production and not for arti-
cles of consumption; that the realisation of the product in
general and of surplus-value in particular is fully explicable
without the introduction of a foreign market; that the neces-
sity of a foreign market for a capitalist country is not due to
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the conditions of realisation (as Messrs. V. V. and N.—on
assumed), but to historical conditions, and so on. It would
seem that Messrs. Bulgakov and Tugan-Baranovsky, being
in such complete accord, would have nothing to argue about
and that they could direct their joint efforts to a further and
more detailed criticism of Narodnik economics. But in
actual fact a polemic arose between these two writers (Bul-
gakov, op. cit., pages 246-57, et passim; Tugan-Baranovsky
in Mir Bozhy, 1898, No. 6, “Capitalism and the Market,”
apropos of S. Bulgakov’s book). In our opinion both
Mr. Bulgakov and Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky have gone a bit too
far in their polemic and have given their remarks too personal
a character. Let us try and discover whether there is any real
difference between them and, if there is, which of them has
the greater right on his side.

To begin with, Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky charges Mr. Bul-
gakov with possessing “little originality” and with liking too
much jurare in verba magistri* (Mir Bozhy, 123). “The
solution I set forth as regards the question of the role of the
foreign market for a capitalist country,” says Mr. Tugan-
Baranovsky, “adopted in toto by Mr. Bulgakov, is not taken
from Marx at all.” We believe this statement to be untrue,
for it was precisely from Marx that Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky
took his solution to the question; Mr. Bulgakov no doubt
also took it from the same source, so that the argument
should not be about “originality” but about the understand-
ing of a certain postulate of Marx, about the need to expound
Marx in one way or in another. Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky
says that Marx “does not touch at all on the question of the
foreign market in the second volume” (loc. cit.). This is
not true. In that same (third) section of the second vol-
ume, wherein he analyses the realisation of the product,
Marx very definitely explains the relationship of foreign
trade and, consequently, of the foreign market, to this
question. He says the following:

“Capitalist production does not exist at all without
foreign commerce. But when one assumes normal annual
reproduction on a given scale one also assumes that
foreign commerce only replaces home products [Artikel —

*To swear by the words of the master.—Ed.
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goods]™ by articles of other use- or bodily form, without affect-
ing value-relations, hence without affecting either the value-
relations in which the two categories ‘means of production’
and ‘articles of consumption’ mutually exchange, or the rela-
tions between constant capital, variable capital, and sur-
plus-value, into which the value of the product of each of
these categories may be divided. The involvement of foreign
commerce in analysing the annually reproduced value of
products can therefore only confuse without contributing
any new element of the problem, or of its solution. For this
reason it must be entirely discarded” (Das Kapital, 11!,
469.'5 Our italics). Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky’s “solution of the
question,” namely, “...in any country importing goods from
abroad there may be a surplus of capital; a foreign market is
absolutely essential to such a country” (Industrial Crises,
p. 429. Quoted in Mir Bozhy, loc. cit., 121)—is merely a para-
phrase of Marx’s postulate. Marx says that in analysing reali-
sation foreign trade must not be taken into consideration,
since it only replaces one article by another. In analysing
the question of realisation (Chapter I of the second part of
Industrial Crises), Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky says, that a
country importing goods must export them, that is, must
have a foreign market. One may ask, can it be said after this
that Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky’s “solution of the question” is
“not taken from Marx at all”? Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky says
further that “Volumes II and III of Capital constitute a far
from finished rough draft” and that “for this reason we do not
find in Volume III conclusions drawn from the splendid anal-
ysis given in Volume II” (op. cit., 123). This statement too
is inaccurate. In addition to individual analyses of social
reproduction (Das Kapital, III, 1, 289),% there is an ex-
planation of how and to what extent the realisation of con-
stant capital is “independent” of individual consumption
and “we find in Volume III” a special chapter (the 49th, “Con-
cerning the Analysis of the Process of Production™) devoted
to conclusions drawn from the splendid analysis given in
Volume II, a chapter in which the results of the analysis

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.—Ed.
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are applied to the solution of the exceedingly important
question of the forms of social revenue in capitalist society.
Lastly, we must point out the equal inaccuracy of
Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky’s assertion that “Marx, in Volume III
of Capital speaks in a quite different manner on the given
question,” and that in Volume III we “can even find state-
ments that are decisively refuted by that analysis” (op. cit.,
123). On page 122 of his article Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky
quotes two such passages from Marx that allegedly contradict
the basic doctrine. Let us examine them closely. In Volume
IIT Marx says: “The conditions of direct exploitation, and
those of realising it, are not identical. They diverge not only
in place and time, but also logically. The first are only lim-
ited by the productive power of society, the latter by the
proportional relation of the various branches of production
and the consumer power of society.... The more productive-
ness develops, the more it finds itself at variance with the
narrow basis on which the conditions of consumption rest”
(III, 1, 226. Russian translation, p. 189).!" Mr. Tugan-Bara-
novsky interprets these words as follows: “The mere pro-
portional distribution of national production does not
guarantee the possibility of marketing the products. The
products may not find a market even if the distribution of
production is proportional—this is apparently the mean-
ing of the above-quoted words of Marx.” No, this is
not the meaning of those words. There are no grounds for seeing
in them some sort of a correction to the theory of realisation
expounded in Volume II. Marx is here merely substantiating
that contradiction of capitalism which he indicated in
other places in Capital, that is, the contradiction between
the tendency toward the unlimited expansion of production
and the inevitability of limited consumption (as a conse-
quence of the proletarian condition of the mass of the peo-
ple). Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky will, of course, not dispute the
fact that this contradiction is inherent in capitalism; and
since Marx points to this in the passage quoted, we have no
right to look for some other meaning in his words. “The con-
sumer power of society” and the “proportional relation of
the various branches of production” —these are not condi-
tions that are isolated, independent of, and unconnected with,
each other. On the contrary, a definite condition of consump-
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tion is one of the elements of proportionality. In actual fact,
the analysis of realisation showed that the formation of a
home market for capitalism owes less to articles of con-
sumption than to means of production. From this it
follows that Department I of social production (the produc-
tion of means of production) can and must develop more
rapidly than Department II (the production of articles of
consumption). Obviously, it does not follow from this that
the production of means of production can develop in com-
plete independence of the production of articles of consump-
tion and outside of all connection with it. In respect of this,
Marx says: “As we have seen [Book II, Part III], contin-
uous circulation takes place between constant capital
and constant capital.... It is at first independent of indi-
vidual consumption because it never enters the latter. But
this consumption definitely (definitiv) limits it neverthe-
less, since constant capital is never produced for its own
sake but solely because more of it is needed in spheres of
production whose products go into individual consumption”-
(IT1, 1, 289. Russian translation, 242).'® In the final analy-
sis, therefore, productive consumption (the consumption
of means of production) is always bound up with individual
consumption and is always dependent on it. Inherent in
capitalism, on the one hand, is the tendency toward the lim-
itless expansion of productive consumption, toward the
limitless expansion of accumulation and production, and,
on the other, the proletarisation of the masses of the people
that sets quite narrow limits for the expansion of individ-
ual consumption. It is obvious that we have here a con-
tradiction in capitalist production, and in the above-quoted
passage Marx simply reaffirms this contradiction.*

*The other passage quoted by Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky has pre-
cisely the same meaning (III, 1, 231, cf. S. [Seite—German for page.—
Ed.] 232 to the end of the paragraph),!® as well as the following passage
on crises: “The ultimate cause of all real crises always remains the
poverty and limited consumption of the masses as opposed to the drive
of capitalist production to develop the productive forces as though
only the absolute consuming power of society constituted their limit”
(Das Kapital, 111, 2, 21. Russian translation, p. 395).20 The following
observation by Marx expresses the same idea: “Contradiction in the
capitalist mode of production: the labourers as buyers of commodities
are important for the market. But as sellers of their own commodity—
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The analysis of realisation in Volume II does not in any
way refute this contradiction (Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky’s opin-
ion notwithstanding); it shows, on the contrary, the con-
nection between productive and personal consumption. It
stands to reason that it would be a serious error to conclude
from this contradiction of capitalism (or from its other
contradictions) that capitalism is impossible or unprogres-
sive as compared with former economic regimes (in the way
our Narodniks like doing). Capitalism cannot develop except
in a whole series of contradictions, and the indication of
these contradictions merely explains to us the historically
transitory nature of capitalism, explains the conditions and
causes of its tendency to go forward to a higher form.

Summarising all that has been said above, we arrive at
the following conclusion: the solution of the question of the
role of the foreign market as expounded by Mr. Tugan-Ba-
ranovsky was taken precisely from Marx; there is no con-
tradiction whatsoever on the question of realisation (or on
the theory of markets) between Volumes II and III of
Capital.

Let us proceed. Mr. Bulgakov accuses Mr. Tugan-Baranov-
sky of an incorrect assessment of the market theories of
pre-Marxian economists. -Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky accuses
Mr. Bulgakov of uprooting Marx’s ideas from the scientific
soil in which they grew and of picturing matters as though
“Marx’s views had no connection with those of his predeces-
sors.” This last reproach is absolutely groundless, for
Mr. Bulgakov not only did not express such an absurd opinion
but, on the contrary, cited the views of representatives of
various pre-Marxian schools. In our opinion, both Mr. Bul-
gakov and Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky, in outlining the history
of the question, were wrong in paying too little attention to
Adam Smith, who absolutely should have been treated in
the greatest detail in a special exposition of the “market

labour-power—capitalist society tends to keep them down to the
minimum price (Das Kapital, 1I, 303).2! We have already spoken of
Mr. N.—on’s incorrect interpretation of this passage in Novoye Slovo,??
1897, May. (See present edition, Vol. 2, A Characterisation of Economic
Romanticism, pp. 168-69.—Ed.) There is no contradiction whatsoever
between all these passages and the analysis of realisation in Section
IIT of Volume II.
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theory™”; “absolutely” because it was precisely Adam Smith
who was the founder of that fallacious doctrine of the divi-
sion of the social product into variable capital and surplus-
value (wages, profit and rent, in Adam Smith’s terminology),
which persisted until Marx and which, not only prevented
the solution of the question of realisation, but did not even
pose it correctly. Mr. Bulgakov says in all justice that
“with incorrect premises and a false formulation of the prob-
lem itself, these disputes [on the market theory, that
arose in economic literature] could only lead to empty,
scholastic discussions” (op. cit., p. 21, note). The author,
incidentally, devoted only one page to Adam Smith, omit-
ting the brilliant, detailed analysis of Adam Smith’s theory
given by Marx in the 19th chapter of Volume II of Capi-
tal (§1I, S. 353-83),2% and instead dwelt on the theories
of the secondary and unoriginal theoreticians, J. S. Mill
and von Kirchmann. As far as Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky is
concerned, he ignored Adam Smith altogether and, as a re-
sult, in his outline of the views of later economists omit-
ted their fundamental error (that of repeating Adam Smith’s
above-mentioned error). It goes without saying that under
these circumstances the exposition could must be satisfactory.
We shall confine ourselves to two examples. Having out-
lined his Scheme No. 1 that explains simple reproduction,
Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky says: “But the case of simple repro-
duction assumed by us does not, of course, give rise to any
doubts; the capitalists, according to our assumption, con-
sume all their profits, so it is obvious that the supply of com-
modities will not exceed the demand” (Industrial Crises,
p. 409). This is wrong. It was not at all “obvious” to former
economists, for they could not explain even the simple
reproduction of social capital, and, indeed, it cannot be
explained unless it is understood that the value of the social
product is divided into constant capital+variable capi-
tal 4+ surplus-value, and in its material form into two
great departments—means of production and articles of
consumption. For this reason even this case gave Adam
Smith cause for “doubts,” in which, as Marx showed, he got
tangled up. If the later economists repeated Smith’s error
without sharing his doubts, this only shows that they had
taken a step backwards in theory as far as the present ques-
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tion is concerned. It is likewise incorrect for Mr. Tugan-
Baranovsky to state: “The Say-Ricardo doctrine is correct
theoretically; if its opponents had taken the trouble to make
numerical computations of the way commodities are dis-
tributed in capitalist economy, they would easily have under-
stood that their refutation of this theory contains a logical
contradiction” (loc. cit., 427). No. The Say-Ricardo doctrine is
incorrect theoretically—Ricardo repeated Smith’s error (see
his Works, translated by Sieber, St. Petersburg, 1882,
p. 221), and Say put the finishing touches to it by maintaining
that the difference between the gross and the net product of
society is fully subjective. And however hard Say-Ricardo
and their opponents had applied themselves to “numerical
computations,” they would never have reached a solution,
because this is not merely a matter of figures, as Bulgakov
has rightly remarked in respect of another passage in Mr.
Tugan-Baranovsky’s book (Bulgakov, loc. cit., p. 21, note).

We now come to another subject for dispute between
Messrs. Bulgakov and Tugan-Baranovsky—the question of
numerical schemes and their significance. Mr. Bulgakov main-
tains that Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky’s Schemes, “owing to their
departure from the model [i.e., from Marx’s Schemes, to a
great extent lose their power of conviction and do not ex-
plain the process of social reproduction” (loc. cit., 248); and
Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky says that “Mr. Bulgakov does not
properly understand what such schemes are intended for”
(Mir Bozhy, No. 6 for 1898, p. 125). In our opinion the truth
in this case is entirely on Mr. Bulgakov’s side. It is more
likely that Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky “does not properly under-
stand what the schemes are intended for” when he assumes
that they “prove the deduction,” (ibid.). Schemes alone can-
not prove anything: they can only illustrate a process, if
its separate elements have been theoretically explained.
Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky compiled his own Schemes which
differed from Marx’s (and which were incomparably less
clear than Marx’s), at the same time omitting a theoretical
explanation of those elements of the process that they
were supposed to illustrate. The basic postulate of
Marx’s theory, that the social product does not consist of
only wvariable capitall +surplus-value (as Adam Smith,
Ricardo, Proudhon, Rodbertus, and others thought), but of
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constant capital4+the above two parts—this postulate is
not explained at all by Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky, although he
adopted it in his Schemes. The reader of Mr. Tugan-Baranov-
sky’s book is unable to understand this basic thesis of
the new theory. Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky did not in any way
show why it is essential to divide social production into two
departments (I: means of production and II: articles of con-
sumption), although, as Mr. Bulgakov justly remarked, “in
this one division there is greater theoretical meaning than
in all former arguments about the market theory” (loc. cit.,
p. 27). This is why Mr. Bulgakov’s exposition of the Marx-
ian theory is much clearer and more correct than Mr. Tugan-
Baranovsky’s.

In conclusion, examining Mr. Bulgakov’s book in greater
detail, we must note the following. About a third of the
book is devoted to questions of the “differences in the turn-
over of capital” and of the “wages fund.” The sections un-
der these headings seem to us to be the least successful. In
the first of these the author tries to add to Marx’s analy-
sis (see p. 63, note) and delves into very intricate compu-
tations and schemata to illustrate how the process of real-
isation takes place with differences in the turnover of cap-
ital. It seems to us that Mr. Bulgakov’s final conclusion
(that, in order to explain realisation with differences in the
turnover of capital, it is necessary to assume that the cap-
italists in both departments have reserves, cf. p. 85) fol-
lows naturally from the general laws of the production and
circulation of capital, so that there was no need to assume
different cases of relations of the turnover of capital in
Departments I and II and to draw up a whole series of
diagrams. The same must be said of the second of the above-
mentioned sections. Mr. Bulgakov correctly points out
Mr. Herzenstein’s error in asserting that he had found a contra-
diction in Marx’s theory on this question. The author right-
ly says that “if the turnover period of all individual capitals
is made to equal one year, at the beginning of the given year
the capitalists will be the owners both of the entire product
of the preceding year and of a sum of money equal to its val-
ue” (pp. 142-43). But Mr. Bulgakov was entirely wrong to
take (p. 92, et seq.) the purely scholastic presentation of
the problem by earlier economists (whether wages are derived
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from current production or from the production of the pre-
ceding working period); he created additional difficulties
for himself in “dismissing” the statement by Marx, who
“seems to contradict his basic point of view,” “arguing as
though” “wages are not derived from capital but from cur-
rent production” (p. 135). But Marx did not pose the question
in this way at all. Mr. Bulgakov found it necessary to “dis-
miss” Marx’s statement because he tried to apply to Marx’s
theory a completely alien formulation of the question. Once
it has been established how the entire process of social pro-
duction takes place in connection with the consumption of
the product by different classes of society, how the capital-
ists contribute the money necessary for the circulation of
the product—once all this has been explained, the question
of whether wages are derived from current or preceding pro-
duction loses all serious significance. Engels, publisher of
the last volumes of Capital, therefore, said in the preface to
Volume II that arguments like that of Rodbertus, for exam-
ple, as to “whether wages are derived from capital or income,
belong to the domain of scholasticism and are definitely set-
tled in Part III of the second book of Capital” (Das Kapital,
II, Vorwort, S. xxi).2*

Written at the end 1898

Published in January 1899 Published according to the
in the magazine Nauchnoye text in the magazine
Obozreniye,25 No. 1
Signed: Viadimir Ilyin
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Parvus. The World Market and the Agricultural Crisis.
Economic essays. Translated from the German by L. Y. St. Pe-
tersburg, 1898. Publ O. N. Popova (Educational Library, Series 2,

No. 2). 142 pp. Price 40 kopeks.

This book, by the gifted German journalist who writes
under the pseudonym of Parvus, consists of a number of es-
says describing some of the phenomena of modern world
economy, with the greatest attention paid to Germany. Par-
vus’ central theme is the development of the world market
and he describes mainly the recent stages of this development
in the period of the decline of England’s industrial hegem-
ony. Of the greatest interest are his remarks on the role
being played by the old industrial countries that serve as
a market for the younger capitalist countries: England, for
example, swallows up an ever-growing amount of German
manufactured goods and at the present time takes from one-
fifth to a quarter of the total German export. Parvus employs
the data of commercial and industrial statistics to describe
the peculiar division of labour between the various capital-
ist countries, some of whom produce mainly for the colonial
market and others for the European market. In the chapter
headed “Towns and Railways” the author makes an extreme-
ly interesting attempt to describe the most important
“forms of capitalist towns” and their significance in the gen-
eral system of capitalist economy. The remaining and great-
er part of the book (pp. 33-142) is devoted to questions
concerning the contradictions in present-day capitalist
agriculture and the agrarian crisis. Parvus first explains
the influence of industrial development on grain prices, on
ground rent, etc. He then outlines the theory of ground rent
developed by Marx in Volume III of Capital and explains
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the basic cause of capitalist agrarian crises from the stand-
point of this theory. Parvus adds data on Germany to the
purely theoretical analysis of this question and comes to
the conclusion that “the last and basic cause of the agrarian
crisis is increased ground rent due exclusively to capitalist
development and the consequent increased price of land.”
“Eliminate these prices,” says Parvus, “and European
agriculture will again be able to compete with the Russian
and American.” “Its [private property’s] only weapon against
the agrarian crisis is, with the exception of fortuitous favour-
able combinations on the world market, the auctioning of
all capitalist landed properties” (141). The conclusion drawn
by Parvus, therefore, coincides, by and large, with Engels’
opinion; in Volume III of Capital Engels pointed to the fact
that the present-day agricultural crisis makes the ground
rents formerly obtained by European landowners impossi-
ble.?6 We strongly recommend to all readers who are interested
in the questions mentioned above to acquaint themselves
with Parvus’ book. It is an excellent reply to the current
Narodnik arguments on the present agricultural crisis which
are constantly to be met with in the Narodnik press and which
suffer from a most essential shortcoming: the fact of the cri-
sis is examined in disconnection from the general develop-
ment of world capitalism; it is examined, not from the stand-
point of definite social classes, but solely for the purpose of
deducing the petty-bourgeois moral on the viability of small
peasant farming.

The translation of Parvus’ book, can, on the whole, be
considered satisfactory, although in places awkward and
heavy turns of speech are to be met with.

Written in February 1899 Published according to

Published in March 1899 the text in the magazine
in the magazine Nachalo,27 No. 3
Signed: VI. Ilyin
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R. Gvozdev. Kulak Usury, Its Social and Economic Signifi-
cance. St. Petersburg, 1899. Publ. N. Garin.

Mr. Gvozdev’s book sums up data gathered by our eco-
nomic literature on the interesting question of kulak usurers.
The author mentions a number of indications of the devel-
opment of commodity circulation and production in the
pre-Reform period that brought about the emergence of trad-
ing and usurer’s capital. He then reviews the material on
usury in grain production, on kulakism, in connection with
migration, handicraft industries, and peasants’ auxiliary
employments, as well as in connection with taxation and
credit. Mr. Gvozdev rightly points out that representatives
of Narodnik economics have held a wrong view of kulakism,
regarding it as some sort of an “excrescence” on the organism
of “people’s production” and not as one of the forms of capi-
talism, closely and indivisibly bound up with the entire
Russian social economy. The Narodniks ignored the connec-
tion between kulakism and the differentiation of the peasantry,
the closeness of the village usurer “bloodsuckers” and
others to the “enterprising muzhiks,” those representatives
of the rural petty bourgeoisie in Russia. The survivals of
medieval institutions that still weigh down on our coun-
tryside (social-estate seclusion of the village commune,?®
the tying of the peasant to his allotment,? collective lia-
bility,3® the social-estate inequality of taxation) create tre-
mendous barriers against the investment of small amounts of
capital in production, against their employment in agriculture
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and industry. The natural result of all this is the tremendous
prevalence of the lowest and worst forms of capital, viz., trad-
ing and usurer’s capital. In the midst of a mass of “eco-
nomically weak” peasants dragging out an existence of semi-
starvation on their small allotments, the small group of
prosperous peasants inevitably turns into exploiters of the
worst type, enslaving the poor by money loans, winter hir-
ing,?! etc., etc. Outdated institutions hindering the growth
of capitalism both in agriculture and in industry thereby
reduce the demand for labour-power but, at the same time,
do not protect the peasant from the most shameless and un-
curbed exploitation or even from starving to death. A rough
estimate of the sums paid by indigent peasants to the kulaks
and usurers, quoted by Mr. Gvozdev in his book, shows
clearly the groundlessness of the usual comparison made
between the Russian allotment-holding peasantry and the
West-European proletariat. In actual fact the masses of that
peasantry are in a far worse condition than is the rural pro-
letariat in the West; in actual fact our indigent peasants are
paupers and the years in which it is necessary to take ex-
traordinary measures of help for millions of starving peasants
occur with over-growing frequency. If the fiscal institu-
tions did not artificially lump together the prosperous and
poor peasantry, the latter would undoubtedly have to be
officially regarded as paupers, which would more accurate-
ly and more truthfully define the attitude of modern so-
ciety to those strata of the population. Mr. Gvozdev’s book
is valuable because it gives a summary of data on the proc-
ess of “non-proletarian impoverishment”* and very justly
describes this process as the lowest and worst form of the
differentiation of the peasantry. Mr. Gvozdev is apparently
well acquainted with Russian economic literature, but his
book would have gained had he given less space to quota-
tions from various magazines and allowed more space for an
independent study of the material. The Narodnik analysis
of the available material usually leaves untouched the
aspects of the given question that are most important from
the theoretical point of view. Furthermore, Mr. Gvozdev’s

*Parvus, The World Market and the Agricultural Crisis. St. Pe-
tersburg, 1898, p. 8, footnote.
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own arguments are frequently too sweeping and general.
This must be said, in particular, of the chapter on handi-
craft industries. The style of the book suffers, at times, from
mannerisms and haziness.

Written in February 1899 Published according to

Published in March 1899 the text in the magazine
in the magazine Nachalo, No. 3
Signed: VI. Ilyin
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Commercial and Industrial Russia. Handbook for Merchants

and Factory Owners. Compiled under the editorship of A. A. Blau,

Head of the Statistical Division of the Department of Commerce
and Manufactures. St. Petersburg, 1899. Price 10 rubles.

The publishers of this gigantic tome set themselves the
aim of “filling a gap in our economic literature” (p. 1), that is,
to give at one and the same time the addresses of commercial
and industrial establishments throughout Russia and infor-
mation on the “condition of the various branches of industry.”
No objection could be made to such a combination of refer-
ence and scientific-statistical material, were both the one
and the other sufficiently complete. In the book named above,
unfortunately, the directory completely overwhelms the
statistical material, the latter being incomplete and insuffi-
ciently analysed. First of all, this publication compares un-
favourably with previous publications of the same nature,
since it does not give statistical data for each individual
establishment or enterprise included in its lists. As a result,
the lists of establishments and enterprises, occupying 2,703
huge columns of small print, lose all their scientific signifi-
cance. In view of the chaotic state of our commercial and
industrial statistics it is extremely important to have data
precisely on each individual establishment or enterprise,
since our official statistical institutions never make any-
thing like a tolerable analysis of these data but confine
themselves to announcing totals in which relatively reliable
material is mixed up with absolutely unreliable material.
We shall now show that this last remark applies equally to
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the book under review; but first let us mention the following
original method employed by the compilers. Printing the
addresses of establishments and enterprises in each branch
of production, they gave the number of establishments and
the sum of their turnover for the whole of Russia only;
they calculated the average turnover for one establishment
in each branch and indicated with a special symbol those
having a turnover greater or less than the average. It would
have been much more to the purpose (if it was impossible to
print information on each individual establishment) to fix a
number of categories of establishments and enterprises that
are similar for each branch of commerce and industry (accord-
ing to the amount of turnover, the number of workers, the
nature of the motive power, etc.) and to distribute all estab-
lishments according to these categories. It would then at
least have been possible to judge the completeness and com-
parability of the material for different gubernias and differ-
ent branches of production. As far as factory statistics, for
example, are concerned, it is enough to read the phenomenally
vague definition of this concept on page 1 (footnote) of the
publication under review and then glance over the lists of
factory owners in some branches to become convinced of the
heterogeneity of the statistical material published in the
book. It is, therefore, necessary to exercise great caution in
dealing with the summarised factory statistics in Section I,
Part I of Commercial and Industrial Russia (Historical-
Statistical Survey of Russian Industry and Trade). We read
here that in 1896 (partly also in 1895) there were, throughout
the Russian Empire, 38,401 factories with an aggregate out-
put of 2,745 million rubles, employing 1,742,181 workers;
these data include excise-paying and non-excise-paying in-
dustries and mining and metallurgical enterprises. We are
of the opinion that this figure cannot, without substantial
verification, be compared with the figures of our factory
statistics for previous years. In 1896 a number of branches
of production were registered that formerly (until 1894-95)
had not come under the heading of “factories”: bakeries,
fisheries, abattoirs, print-shops, lithograph shops, etc., etc.
The value of the total output of all mining and metallurgi-
cal establishments in the Empire was fixed at 614 million
rubles by original methods about which we are told only



72 V. I. LENIN

that the value of pig-iron is, apparently, repeated in the val-
ue of iron and steel. The total number of workers in the min-
ing and metallurgical industries is, on the contrary, appar-
ently underestimated: the figure for 1895-96 was given as
505,000. Either this is an error or many branches have been
omitted. From the figures scattered throughout the book it
can be seen that for only a few branches in this department
the number of workers is 474,000, not including those engaged
in coal-mining (about 53,000), salt-mining (about 20,000),
stone-quarrying (about 10,000), and in other mining indus-
tries (about 20,000). There were more than 505,000 workers
in all the mining and metallurgical industries of the Em-
pire in 1890, and precisely these branches of production have
developed particularly since that time. For example: in
five branches of this division for which historical-statisti-
cal data are given in the text of the book (iron founding,
wire drawing, machine building, gold- and copper-ware man-
ufacturing) there were, in 1890, 908 establishments, with
a total output valued at 77 million rubles and employing
69,000 workers, while in 1896 the figures were—1,444
establishments, with a total output valued at 221.5 million
rubles, employing 147,000 workers. By assembling the histor-
ical-statistical data scattered throughout the book, which,
unfortunately, do not cover all branches of production but
only a certain number (cotton processing, chemical produc-
tion, and more than 45 other branches), we can obtain the
following information for the Empire as a whole. In 1890
there were 19,639 factories, with a total output valued at
929 million rubles, employing 721,000 workers, and in 1896
there were 19,162 factories, with a total output valued at
1,708 million rubles, employing 985,000 workers. If we add
two branches subject to excise—beet-sugar and distilling—
(1890-91—116,000 workers and 1895-96—123,000 workers),
we get the number of workers as 837,000 and 1,108,000 re-
spectively, an increase of nearly one-third in a period of six
years. Note that the decrease in the number of factories
is due to the differences in the registration of flour-mills:
in 1890, among the factories, 7,003 mills were includ-
ed (156 million rubles, 29,638 workers), while in 1896
only 4,379 mills (272 million rubles, 37,954 workers) were
included.
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Such are the data that can be extracted from the publi-
cation under review and which allow us to get some concep-
tion of the industrial boom in Russia in the nineties. It will
be possible to deal with this question in greater detail when
the full statistical data for 1896 have been published.

Written in February 1899 Published according to the

Published in March 1899 text in the magazine
in the magazine Nachalo, No. 3
Signed: VI. Ilyin



74

ONCE MORE ON THE THEORY OF REALISATION

My “Note on the Question of the Market Theory (Con-
cerning the Polemic of Messrs. Tugan-Baranovsky and Bul-
gakov)” was published in the number of Nauchnoye Obo-
zreniye for January of the present year (1899) and was
followed by P. B. Struve’s article, “Markets under Capitalist
Production (Apropos of Bulgakov’s Book and Ilyin’s Arti-
cle).” Struve “rejects, to a considerable extent, the theory
proposed by Tugan-Baranovsky, Bulgakov, and Ilyin”
(p. 63 of his article) and expounds his own conception of
Marx’s theory of realisation.

In my opinion, Struve’s polemic against the above-men-
tioned writers is due not so much to an essential difference
of views as to his mistaken conception of the content of the
theory he defends. In the first place, Struve confuses the
market theory of bourgeois economists who taught that prod-
ucts are exchanged for products and that production, there-
fore, should correspond to consumption, with Marx’s theory
of realisation which showed by analysis how the reproduc-
tion and circulation of the aggregate social capital, i.e., the
realisation of the product in capitalist society, takes place.™
Neither Marx nor those writers who have expounded his
theory and with whom Struve has entered into a polemic
deduced the harmony of production and consumption from
this analysis, but, on the contrary, stressed forcefully the
contradictions that are inherent in capitalism and that are
bound to make their appearance in the course of capitalist

* See my Studies, p. 17, et al. (See present edition, Vol. 2, A Charac-
terisation of Economic Romanticism, p. 151, et al.—Ed.)
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realisation.™ Secondly, Struve confuses the abstract theory
of realisation (with which his opponents dealt exclusively)
with concrete historical conditions governing the realisa-
tion of the capitalist product in some one country and
some one epoch. This is just the same as confusing the
abstract theory of ground rent with the concrete conditions
of the development of capitalism in agriculture in some
one country. These two basic delusions of Struve engen-
dered a whole series of misunderstandings which can only
be cleared up by an analysis of the individual propositions
of his article.

1. Struve does not agree with me when I say that in expound-
ing the theory of realisation we must give Adam Smith
special emphasis. “If it is a matter of going back to Adam,”
he writes, “then we should not stop at Smith but at the phys-
iocrats.”32 But this is not so. It was precisely Adam Smith
who did not confine himself to admitting the truth (known
also to the physiocrats) that products are exchanged for
products but raised the question of how the different com-
ponent parts of social capital and the product are replaced
(realised) according to their value.** For this reason Marx,
who fully recognised that in the theory of the physiocrats,
i.e., in Quesnay’s Tableau économique, some postulates
were, “for their time, brilliant”***; who recognised that in the
analysis of the process of reproduction Adam Smith had, in
some respects, taken a step backwards as compared with
the physiocrats (Das Kapital, I 2, 612, Anm. 323%), never-
theless devoted only about a page and a half to the physio-
crats in his review of the history of the question of realisa-
tion (Das Kapital, II 1, S. 350-51%%), whereas he devoted

*Ibid., pp. 20, 27, 24, et al. (See present edition, Vol. 2, pp. 155,
163-64, 160-61.—Ed.)

**Incidentally, in my article in Nauchnoye Obozreniye the term
“stoimost” (value) was everywhere changed to “tsennost.” This was
not my doing, but the editor’s. I do not regard the use of any one term
as being of particularly great importance, but I deem it necessary to
state that I used and always use the word “stoimost.”

*** Frederick Engels, Herrn E. Diihring’s Umwdilzung der Wissen-
schaft, Dritte Auflage (Frederick Engels, Herr Eugen Diihring’s Revo-
lution in Science [Anti-Diihring], third ed.—Ed.), p. 270,33 from the
chapter written by Marx.
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over thirty pages to Adam Smith (ibid., 351-833%) and
analysed in detail Smith’s basic error which was inherited
by the entire subsequent political economy. It is, therefore,
necessary to pay greater attention to Adam Smith in order
to explain the bourgeois economists’ theory of realisation,
since they all repeated Smith’s mistake.

2. Mr. Bulgakov quite correctly says in his book that
bourgeois economists confuse simple commodity circula-
tion with capitalist commodity circulation, whereas Marx
established the difference between them. Struve believes
that Mr. Bulgakov’s assertion is based on a misunderstand-
ing. In my opinion it is just the opposite, the misunder-
standing is not Mr. Bulgakov’s but Struve’s. And how, in-
deed, has Struve refuted Mr. Bulgakov? In a manner most
strange: he refutes his postulate by repeating it. Struve says:
Marx cannot be regarded as a champion of that theory
of realisation according: to which the product can be real-
ised inside the given community, because Marx “made a sharp
distinction between simple commodity circulation and
capitalist circulation” (!! p. 48). But that is precisely what Mr.
Bulgakov said! This is precisely why Marx’s Theory is not
confined to a repetition of the axiom that products are ex-
changed for products. That is why Mr. Bulgakov is correct in
regarding the disputes between bourgeois and petty-bour-
geois economists on the possibility of over-production to be
“empty and scholastic discussions”: the two disputants
confused commodity and capitalist circulation; both of
them repeated Adam Smith’s error.

3. Struve is wrong in giving the theory of realisation
the name of the theory of proportional distribution. It is
inaccurate and must inevitably lead to misunderstandings.
The theory of realisation is an abstract® theory that shows
how the reproduction and circulation of the aggregate so-
cial capital takes place. The essential premises of this
abstract theory are, firstly, the exclusion of foreign trade,
of the foreign markets. But, by excluding foreign trade, the
theory of realisation does not, by any means, postulate
that a capitalist society has ever existed or could ever

* See my article in Nauchnoye Obozreniye, p. 37. (See p. 55 of this
volume.—Ed.)
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exist without foreign trade.™ Secondly, the abstract theory
of realisation assumes and must assume the proportional dis-
tribution of the product between the various branches of
capitalist production. But, in assuming this, the theory
of realisation does not, by any means, assert that in a cap-
italist society products are always distributed or could
be distributed proportionally.** Mr. Bulgakov rightly com-
pares the theory of realisation with the theory of value.
The theory of value presupposes and must presuppose the
equality of supply and demand, but it does not by any means
assert that this equality is always observed or could be
observed in capitalist society. The law of realisation, like
every other law of capitalism, is “implemented only by
not being implemented” (Bulgakov, quoted in Struve’s ar-
ticle, p. 56). The theory of the average and equal rate of
profit assumes, in essence, the same proportional distribu-
tion of production between its various branches. But surely
Struve will not call it a theory of proportional distribution
on these grounds.

4. Struve challenges my opinion that Marx justly
accused Ricardo of repeating Adam Smith’s error. “Marx
was wrong,” writes Struve. Marx, however, quotes directly
a passage from Ricardo’s work (II!, 383).37 Struve ignores
this passage. On the next page Marx quotes the opinion of

*Ibid., p. 38. (See p. 56 of this volume.—Ed.) Cf. Studies, p. 25
(see present edition, Vol. 2, p. 162.—Ed.): “Do we deny that capitalism
needs a foreign market? Of course not. But the question of a foreign
market has absolutely nothing to do with the question of realisation.

** “Not only the products ... which replace surplus-value, but
also those which replace variable ... and constant capital ... all these
products are realised in the same way, in the midst of ‘difficulties,’
in the midst of continuous fluctuations, which become increasingly
violent as capitalism grows” [Studies, p. 27 (see present edition, Vol.
2, p. 164.—Ed.)]. Perhaps Struve will say that this passage is contra-
dicted by other passages, e.g., that on p. 31 (see present edition, Vol.
2, p. 169.—Ed.): “... the capitalists can realise surplus-value”? This
is only a seeming contradiction. Since we take an abstract theory of
realisation (and the Narodniks put forward precisely an abstract theory
of the impossibility of realising surplus-value), the deduction that
realisation is possible becomes inevitable. But while expounding the
abstract theory, it is necessary to indicate the contradictions that
are inherent in the actual process of realisation. This was done in
my article.
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Ramsay, who had also noted Ricardo’s error. I also indicat-
ed another passage from Ricardo’s work where he says forth-
rightly: “The whole produce of the land and labour of every
country is divided into three portions: of these, one por-
tion is devoted to wages, another to profits, and the other to
rent” (here constant capital is erroneously omitted. See
Ricardo’s Works, translated by Sieber, p. 221). Struve also
passes over this passage in silence. He quotes only one of
Ricardo’s comments which points out the absurdity of
Say’s argument on the difference between gross and net
revenue. In Chapter 49, Volume III of Capital, where
deductions from the theory of realisation are expounded,
Marx quotes precisely this comment of Ricardo, saying the
following about it: “By the way, we shall see later” —appar-
ently, this refers to the still unpublished Volume IV of Capi-
tal?®—“that Ricardo nowhere refuted Smith’s false anal-
ysis of commodity-price, its reduction to the sum of the
values of the revenues (Revenuen). He does not bother
with it, and accepts its correctness so far in his analysis
that he ‘abstracts’ from the constant portion of the value of
commodities. He also falls back into the same way of looking
at things from time to time” (i.e., into Smith’s way of look-
ing at things. Das Kapital, 111, 2, 377. Russian translation,
696).39 We shall leave the reader to judge who is right:
Marx, who says that Ricardo repeats Smith’s error,* or
Struve, who says that Ricardo “knew perfectly well [?]
that the whole social product is not exhausted by wages,
profit, and rent,” and that Ricardo “unconsciously [!] wan-
dered away from the parts of the social product that consti-
tute production costs.” Is it possible to know perfectly well
and at the same time unconsciously wander away?

5. Struve not only did not refute Marx’s statement
that Ricardo had adopted Smith’s error, but repeated that
very error in his own article. “It is strange ... to think,”

*The correctness of Marx’s assessment is also seen with particular
clarity from the fact that Ricardo shared Smith’s fallacious views on
the accumulation of an individual capital. Ricardo thought that the
accumulated part of the surplus-value is expended entirely on wages,
whereas it is expended as: 1) constant capital and 2) wages. See Das
Kapital, 12, 611-13, Chapter 22, §2.%0 Cf. Studies, p. 29, footnote. (See
present edition, Vol. 2, p. 167.—Ed.)
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he writes, “that any one division of the social product into
categories could have substantial importance for the general
comprehension of realisation, especially since all portions
of the product that is being realised actually take on the
form of revenue (gross) in the process of realisation and
the classics regarded them as revenues” (p. 48). That is
precisely the point—not¢ all the portions of the product in
realisation take on the form of revenue (gross); it was pre-
cisely this mistake of Smith that Marx explained when he
showed that a part of the product being realised does not
and cannot ever take on the form of revenue. That is the
part of the social product which replaces the constant capi-
tal that serves for the production of means of production (the
constant capital in Department I, to use Marx’s terminology).
Seed grain in agriculture, for instance, never takes on the
form of revenue; coal used for the extraction of more coal
never takes on the form of revenue, etc., etc. The process
of the reproduction and circulation of the aggregate social
capital cannot be understood unless that part of the gross
product which can serve only as capltal the part that can
never take on the form of revenue, is separated from it.*
In a developing capitalist society this part of the social prod-
uct must necessarily grow more rapidly than all the other
parts of the product. Only this law will explain one of
the most profound contradictions of capitalism: the growth
of the national wealth proceeds with tremendous rapidity,
while the growth of national consumption proceeds (if at
all) very slowly.

6. Struve “cannot at all understand” why Marx’s differ-
entiation between constant and variable capital “is essen-
tial to the theory of realisation” and why I “particularly
insist” on it.

Struve’s lack of comprehension is, on the one hand, the
result of a simple misunderstanding. In the first place,
Struve himself admits one point of merit in this differentia-
tion—that it includes not only revenues, but the whole
product. Another point of merit is that it links up the
analysis of the process of realisation logically with the

* Cf. Das Kapital, 1II, 2, 375-76 (Russian translation, 696),*! on
distinguishing the gross product from gross revenue.
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analysis of the process of production of an individual capi-
tal. What is the aim of the theory of realisation? It is
to show how the reproduction and circulation of the aggre-
gate social capital takes place. Is it not obvious from the
first glance that the role of variable capital must be radi-
cally different from that of constant capital? Products that
replace variable capital must be exchanged, in the final
analysis, for articles of consumption for the workers and
meet their usual requirements. The products that replace
constant capital must, in the final analysis, be exchanged
for means of production and must be employed as capital
for fresh production. For this reason the differentiation be-
tween constant and variable capital is absolutely essential
for the theory of realisation. Secondly, Struve’s misunder-
standing is due to his having, here also, arbitrarily and erro-
neously understood the theory of realisation as showing that
the products are distributed proportionally (see, especially,
pp. 50-51). We have said above and say again that such a
conception of the content of the theory of realisation is fal-
lacious.

Struve’s failure to understand is, on the other hand, due
to the fact that he deems it necessary to make a distinction
between “sociological” and “economic” categories in Marx’s
theory and makes a number of general remarks against that
theory. I must say, first, that none of this has anything what-
soever to do with the theory of realisation, and, secondly,
that I consider Struve’s distinction to be vague and that I
see no real use for it. Thirdly, that I consider not only debat-
able, but even directly incorrect, Struve’s assertions that
“it is indisputable that the relation of the sociological prin-
ciples” of his theory to the analysis of market phenomena
“was not clear to Marx himself,” that “the theory of value,
as expounded in Volumes I and III of Capital, undoubtedly
suffers from contradiction.”* All these statements of Struve

*In opposition to this last statement of Struve let me quote the
latest exposition of the theory of value made by K. Kautsky, who
states and proves that the law of the average rate of profit “does not
abolish the law of value but merely modifies it” (Die Agrarfrage, S.
67-68). (The Agrarian Question, pp. 67-68.—Ed.) We would point
out, incidentally, the following interesting statement made by Kautsky
in the introduction to his excellent book: “If I have succeeded in de-
veloping new and fruitful ideas in this work I am grateful, first and
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are mere empty words. They are not arguments but decrees.
They are the anticipated results of the criticism of Marx
which the Neo-Kantians?? intend to undertake.* If we live
long enough we shall see what the criticism brings. In the
meantime we assert that this criticism has provided nothing
on the theory of realisation.

foremost, to my two great teachers for this; I stress this the more read-
ily since there have been, for some time, voices heard even in our
circles that declare the viewpoint of Marx and Engels to be obsolete....
In my opinion this scepticism depends more on the personal peculiar-
ities of the sceptics than on the qualities of the disputed theory. I
draw this conclusion, not only from the results obtained by analysing
the sceptics’ objections, but also on the basis of my own personal expe-
rience. At the beginning of my ... activities I did not sympathise with
Marxism at all. I approached it quite as critically and with as much
mistrust as any of those who now look down with an air of superiority
on my dogmatic fanaticism. I became a Marxist only after a certain
amount of resistance. But then, and later, whenever I had doubts
regarding any question of principle, I always came to the ultimate
conclusion that it was I who was wrong and not my teachers. A more
profound study of the subject compelled me to admit the correctness of
their viewpoint. Every new study of the subject, therefore, every at-
tempt to re-examine my views served to strengthen my conviction, to
strengthen in me my recognition of the theory, the dissemination and
application of which I have made the aim of my life.”

*Incidentally, a few words about this (future) “criticism,” on
which Struve is so keen. Of course, no right-minded person will, in
general, object to criticism. But Struve, apparently is repeating his
favourite idea of fructifying Marxism with “critical philosophy.” It
goes without saving that I have neither the desire nor the opportunity
to deal here at length with the philosophical content of Marxism and
therefore confine myself to the following remark. Those disciples of
Marx who call, “Back to Kant,” have so far produced exactly nothing to
show the necessity for such a turn or to show convincingly that Marx’s
theory gains anything from its impregnation with Neo-Kantianism.
They have not even fulfilled the obligation that should be a priority
with them—to analyse in detail and refute the negative criticism
of Neo-Kantianism made by Engels. On the contrary, those disciples
who have gone back to pre-Marxian materialist philosophy and not to
Kant, on the one hand, and to dialectical idealism, on the other, have
produced a well-ordered and valuable exposition of dialectical mate-
rialism, have shown that it constitutes a legitimate and inevitable
product of the entire latest development of philosophy and social sci-
ence. It is enough for me to cite the well-known work by Mr. Beltov
in Russian literature and Beitrdge zur Geschichte des Materialismus
(Stuttgart, 1896)43 [Essays on the History of Materialism (Stuttgart,
1896).—Ed.] in German literature.
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7. On the question of the significance of Marx’s Schemes
In the third section of Capital II, Struve maintains that the
abstract theory of realisation can be well explained by the
most varied methods of dividing the social product. This
amazing assertion is to be fully explained by Struve’s basic
misunderstanding—that the theory of realisation “is com-
pletely exhausted” (??!) by the banality that products are
exchanged for products. Only this misunderstanding could
have led Struve to write such a sentence: “The role played by
these masses of commodities [those being realised] in pro-
duction, distribution, etc., whether they represent capital
(sic!!) and what sort of capital, constant or variable, is of
absolutely no significance to the essence of the theory under
discussion” (51). It is of no significance to Marx’s theory of
realisation, a theory that consists in the analysis of the re-
production and circulation of the aggregate social capital,
whether or not commodities constitute capital!! This
amounts to saying that as far as the essence of the theory of
ground rent is concerned, there is no significance in whether
or not the rural population is divided into landowners,
capitalists, and labourers, since the theory is reduced, as
it were, to an indication of the differing fertility of the differ-
ent plots of land.

Only because of the same misunderstanding could Struve
have asserted that the “natural relations between the elements
of social consumption—social metabolism—can best be
shown,” not by the Marxian division of the product, but
by the following division: means of production+articles of
consumption+surplus-value (p. 50).

What is this social metabolism? Primarily it is the ex-
change of means of production for articles of consumption.
How can this exchange be shown if surplus-value is espe-
cially separated from means of production and from articles
of consumption? After all, surplus-value is embodied
either in means of production or in articles of consumption!
Is it not obvious that such a division, which is logically
groundless (in that it confuses division according to the
natural form of the product with division by elements of
value), obscures the process of social metabolism?*

*Let us remind the reader that Marx divides the aggregate social
product into two departments according to the natural form of the
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8. Struve says that I ascribed to Marx the bourgeois-
apologetic theory of Say-Ricardo (52), the theory of harmony
between production and consumption (51), a theory that is
in howling contradiction to Marx’s theory of the evolution
and eventual disappearance of capitalism (51-52); that,
therefore, my “perfectly correct argument” that Marx,
in both the second and third volumes, stressed the contradic-
tion, inherent in capitalism, between the unlimited expan-
sion of production and the limited consumption on the part
of the masses of the people, “jettisons that theory of reali-
sation ... whose defender” I am “in other cases.”

This statement of Struve is likewise untrue and derives
likewise from the above-mentioned misunderstanding to
which he has become subject.

Whence comes Struve’s assumption that I do not understand
the theory of realisation as an analysis of the process of repro-
duction and circulation of the aggregate social capital, but
as a theory which says only that products are exchanged for
products, a theory which preaches the harmony of produc-
tion and consumption? Struve could not have shown by an
analysis of my articles that I understand the theory of re-
alisation in the second way, for I have stated definitely and
directly, that I understand it in the first way. In the article

“A Characterisation of Economic Romanticism,” in the
section devoted to an explanation of Smith’s and Sismondi’s
error, I say: “The whole question is how realisation takes
place—that is, the replacement of all parts of the social prod-
uct. Hence, the point of departure in discussing social cap-
ital and revenue—or, what is the same thing, the realisa-
tion of the product in capitalist society—must be the
distinction between ... means of production and articles of
consumption” (Studies, 17).* “The problem of realisation
consists in analysing the replacement of all parts of the
social product in terms of value and in terms of material
form” (ibid., 26).** Is not Struve repeating this when he

product: I—means of production and Il—articles of consumption. In
each of these departments the product is divided into three parts ac-
cording to elements of value: 1) constant capital, 2) variable capital,
and 3) surplus-value.

* See present edition, Vol. 2, p. 152.—Ed.

**Ibid., p. 162.—Ed.
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says—supposedly against me—that the theory which
interests us “shows the mechanism of realisation ... insofar as
that realisation is effected” (Nauchnoye Obozreniye, 62)?
Am I contradicting that theory of realisation which I de-
fend when I say that realisation is effected “in the midst of
difficulties, in the midst of continuous fluctuations, which
become increasingly violent as capitalism grows, in the midst
of fierce competition, etc.”? (Studies, 27)*; when I say
that the Narodnik theory “not only reveals a failure to under-
stand this realisation, but, in addition, reveals an extremely
superficial understanding of the contradictions inherent in
this realisation” (26-27)**; when I say that the realisa-
tion of the product, effected not so much on account of
articles of consumption as on account of means of produc-
tion, “is, of course, a contradiction, but the sort of contra-
diction that exists in reality, that springs from the very
nature of capitalism” (24),*** a contradiction that “fully
corresponds to the historical mission of capitalism and to
its specific social structure: the former” (the mission) “is to
develop the productive forces of society (production for
production); the latter” (the social structure of capitalism)
“precludes their utilisation by the mass of the population™

9. Apparently there are no differences of opinion between
Struve and me on the question of the relations between
production and consumption in capitalist society. But if
Struve says that Marx’s postulate (which asserts that con-
sumption is not the aim of capitalist production) “bears the
obvious stamp of the polemical nature of Marx’s whole
system in general,” that “it is tendentious” (53), then I most
decidedly challenge the appropriateness and justification of
such expressions. It is a fact that consumption is not the aim
of capitalist production. The contradiction between this fact
and the fact that, in the final analysis, production is bound
up with consumption, that it is also dependent on consump-
tion in capitalist society—this contradiction does not spring
from a doctrine but from reality. Marx’s theory of realisation

*See present edition, Vol. 2, p. 164.—Ed.
**Ibid., p. 163.—Ed.
#4% Tpid " p. 160.—Ed.
*%Ipid. p. 156.—Ed.
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has, incidentally, tremendous scientific value, precisely
because it shows how this contradiction occurs, and because
it puts this contradiction in the foreground. “Marx’s system”
is of a “polemical nature,” not because it is “tendentious,”*
but because it provides an exact picture, in theory, of all
the contradictions that are present in reality. For this
reason, incidentally, all attempts to master “Marx’s system”
without mastering its “polemical nature” are and will continue
to be unsuccessful: the “polemical nature” of the system is
nothing more than a true reflection of the “polemical nature”
of capitalism itself.

10. “What is the real significance of the theory of reali-
sation?” asks Mr. Struve and answers by quoting the opinion
of Mr. Bulgakov, who says that the possible expansion of
capitalist production is actually effected even if only by a
series of crises. “Capitalist production is increasing through-
out the world,” says Mr. Bulgakov. “This argument,” objects
Struve, “is quite groundless. The fact is that the real ‘expan-
sion of capitalist production’ is not by any means effected in
that ideal and isolated capitalist state which Bulgakov
presupposes and which, by his assumption, is sufficient
unto itself, but in the arena of world economy where the
most differing levels of economic development and differ-
ing forms of economic existence come into collision™ (57).

Thus, Struve’s objection may be summed up as follows:
In actual fact realisation does not take place in an isolated,
self-sufficing, capitalist state, but “in the arena of world
economy,” i.e., by the marketing of products in other coun-
tries. It is easy to see that this objection is based on an error.
Does the problem of realisation change to any extent if we
do not confine ourselves to the home market (“self-sufficing”
capitalism) but make reference to the foreign market, if we
take several countries instead of only one? If we do not
think that the capitalists throw their goods into the sea or
give them away gratis to foreigners—if we do not take
individual, exceptional cases or periods, it is obvious that we
must accept a certain equilibrium of export and import.

*The classical example of gentlemen & la A. Skvortsov who sees
tendentiousness in Marx’s theory of the average rate of profit could
serve as a warning against the use of such expressions.
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(13

If a country exports certain products, realising them “in
the arena of world economy,” it imports other products in
their place. From the standpoint of the theory of realisation
it must necessarily be accepted that “foreign commerce only
replaces home products [Artikel—goods] by articles of other
use- or bodily form™ (Das Kapital, 11, 469.4 Quoted by me in
Nauchnoye Obozreniye, p. 38*). Whether we take one country
or a group of countries, the essence of the process of reali-
sation does not change in the slightest. In his objection to
Mr. Bulgakov, therefore, Struve repeats the old error of the
Narodniks, who connected the problem of realisation with
that of the foreign market.**

In actual fact these two questions have nothing in common.
The problem of realisation is an abstract problem that is
related to the general theory of capitalism. Whether we take
one country or the whole world, the basic laws of realisa-
tion, revealed by Marx, remain the same.

The problem of foreign trade or of the foreign market is
an historical problem, a problem of the concrete conditions
of the development of capitalism in some one country and
in some one epoch.***

11. Let us dwell for a while on the problem that has “long
interested” Struve: what is the real scientific value of the
theory of realisation?

It has exactly the same value as have all the other postu-
lates of Marx’s abstract theory. If Struve is bothered by
the circumstance that “perfect realisation is the ideal of
capitalist production, but by no means its reality,” we must
remind him that all other laws of capitalism, revealed by
Marx, also depict only the ideal of capitalism and not its
reality. “We need present,” wrote Marx, “only the inner organ-
isation of the capitalist mode of production, in its ideal
average (in ithrem idealen Durchschnitt), as it were” (Das
Kapital, 1II, 2, 367; Russian translation, p. 688).45 The
theory of capital assumes that the worker receives the full
value of his labour-power. This is the ideal of capitalism,

*See present volume, pp. 56-57.—Ed.
**1 analysed this error of the Narodniks in my Studies, pp. 25-29.
(See present edition, Vol. 2, pp. 161-66.—Ed.)
***1bid., cf. Nauchnoye Obozreniye, No. 1, p. 37 (see present
volume, p. 55.—Ed.)
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but by no means its reality. The theory of rent presupposes
that the entire agrarian population has been completely
divided into landowners, capitalists, and hired labourers.
This is the ideal of capitalism, but by no means its reality.
The theory of realisation presupposes the proportional dis-
tribution of production. This is the ideal of capitalism, but
by no means its reality.

The scientific value of Marx’s theory is its explanation
of the process of the reproduction and circulation of the
aggregate social capital. Further, Marx’s theory showed how
the contradiction, inherent in capitalism, comes about, how
the tremendous growth of production is definitely not accom-
panied by a corresponding growth in people’s consumption.
Marx’s theory, therefore, not only does not restore the apol-
ogetic bourgeois theory (as Struve fancies), but, on the con-
trary, provides a most powerful weapon against apologetics.
It follows from the theory that, even with an ideally smooth
and proportional reproduction and circulation of the aggre-
gate social capital, the contradiction between the growth of
production and the narrow limits of consumption is inevi-
table. But in reality, apart from this, realisation does not
proceed in ideally smooth proportions, but only amidst
“difficulties,” “fluctuations,” “crises,” etc.

Further, Marx’s theory of realisation provides a most pow-
erful weapon against the petty-bourgeois reactionary crit-
icism of capitalism, as well as against apologetics. It was
precisely this sort of criticism against capitalism that our
Narodniks tried to substantiate with their fallacious theory
of realisation. Marx’s conception of realisation inevitably
leads to the recognition of the historical progressiveness
of capitalism (the development of the means of production
and, consequently, of the productive forces of society)
and, thereby, it not only does not obscure the historically
transitory nature of capitalism, but, on the contrary,
explains it.

12. “In relation to an ideal or isolated, self-sufficing
capitalist society,” asserts Struve, extended reproduction
would be impossible, “since the necessary additional workers
can nowhere be obtained.”

I certainly cannot agree with Struve’s assertion. Struve
has not proved, and it cannot be proved, that it is impossible
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to obtain additional workers from the reserve army. Against
the fact that additional workers can be obtained from
the natural growth of the population, Struve makes the un-
substantiated statement that “extended reproduction, based
on the natural increase in the population, may not be arith-
metically identical with simple reproduction, but from the
practical capitalist standpoint, i.e., economically, may
fully coincide with it.” Realising that the impossibility of
obtaining additional workers cannot be proved theoretically,
Struve evades the question by references to historical and
practical conditions. “I do not think that Marx could solve
the historical [?!] question on the basis of this absolutely
abstract construction.” ... “Self-sufficing capitalism is the
historically [!] inconceivable limit.” ... “The intensification
of the labour that can be forced on a worker is extremely
limited, not only in actual fact, but also logically.” ... “The
constant raising of labour productivity cannot but weaken
the very compulsion to work.” ...

The illogicality of these statements is as clear as day-
light! None of Struve’s opponents has ever or anywhere
given voice to the absurdity that an historical question can
be solved with the aid of abstract constructions. In the
present instance Struve himself did not propound an histor-
ical question, but one that is an absolute abstraction, a
purely theoretical question, “in relation to an ideal capi-
talist society” (57). Is it not obvious that he is simply evad-
ing the question? I, of course, would not dream of denying
that there exist numerous historical and practical conditions
(to say nothing of the immanent contradictions of capitalism)
that are leading and will lead to the destruction of capital-
ism rather than to the conversion of present-day capitalism
into an ideal capitalism. But on the purely theoretical
question “in relation to an ideal capitalist society” I still
retain my former opinion that there are no theoretical
grounds for denying the possibility of extended reproduction
in such a society.

13. “Messrs. V. V. and N.—on have pointed out the
contradictions and stumbling-blocks in the capitalist de-
velopment of Russia, but they are shown Marx’s Schemes
and told that capital is always exchanged for capital...”
(Struve, op. cit., 62).
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This is sarcasm in the highest degree. The pity is that
matters are depicted in an absolutely false light. Anyone
who reads Mr. V. V.’s Essays on Theoretical Economics
and Section XV of the second part of Mr. N.—on’s
Sketches will see that both these writers raised precisely
the abstract-theoretical question of realisation—the real-
isation of the product in capitalist society in general.
This is a fact. There is another circumstance which is also a
fact; other writers, those who opposed them, “deemed it
essential to explain, first and foremost, the basic, abstract-
theoretical points of the market theory” (as is stated in the
opening lines of my article in Nauchnoye Obozreniye).
Tugan-Baranovsky wrote on the theory of realisation in
the chapter of his book on crises, which bears the
subtitle, “The Market Theory.” Bulgakov gave his book
the subtitle, “A Theoretical Study.” It is therefore a
question of who confuses abstract-theoretical and con-
crete-historical questions, Struve’s opponents or Struve
himself?

On the same page of his article Struve quotes my statement
to the effect that the necessity for a foreign market is not
due to the conditions of realisation but to historical condi-
tions. “But,” Struve objects (a very typical “but”!), “Tu-
gan-Baranovsky, Bulgakov, and Ilyin have examined only
the abstract conditions of realisation and have not examined
the historical conditions” (p. 62).

The writers mentioned did not explain historical condi-
tions for the precise reason that they took it upon themselves
to speak of abstract-theoretical and not concrete-his-
torical questions. In my book, On the Question of the
Development of Capitalism in Russia (“The Home Market
for Large-Scale Industry and the Process of Its Formation
in Russia”),* the printing of which has now (March 1899)
been completed, I did not raise the question of the market
theory but of a home market for Russian capitalism. In
this case, therefore, the abstract truths of theory play only
the role of guiding principles, a means of analysing concrete
data.

*The reference is to The Development of Capitalism in Russia
(see present edition, Vol. 3).—Ed.
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14. Struve “wholly supports” his “point of view” on the
theory of “third persons” which he postulated in his Cri¢-
ical Remarks. I, in turn, wholly support what I said
in this connection at the time Critical Remarks ap-
peared.

In his Critical Remarks (p. 251) Struve says that
Mr. V. V.’s argument “is based on a complete theory, an
original one, of markets in a developed capitalist society.”
“This theory,” says Struve, “is correct insofar as it confirms
the fact that surplus-value cannot be realised by
consumption, either by the capitalists or the workers, and
presupposes consumption by third persons.” By these
third persons “in Russia” Struve “presumes the Russian
agricultural peasantry” (p. 61 of the article in Nauchnoye
Obozreniye).

And so, Mr. V. V. propounds a complete and original
theory of markets in a developed capitalist society, and
the Russian agricultural peasantry is pointed out to him!
Is this not confusing the abstract-theoretical question of
realisation with the concrete-historical question of capital-
ism in Russia? Further, if Struve acknowledges Mr. V. V.’s
theory to be even partly correct, he must have overlooked
Mr. V. V.’s basic theoretical errors on the question of real-
isation, he must have overlooked the incorrect view that
the “difficulties” of capitalist realisation are confined to
surplus-value or are specially bound up with that part of
the value of the product—he must have overlooked the
incorrect view that connects the question of the foreign mar-
ket with the question of realisation.

Struve’s statement that the Russian agricultural peasant-
ry, by the differentiation within it, creates a market for our
capitalism is perfectly correct (in the above-mentioned book
I demonstrated this thesis in detail by an analysis of Zemstvo
statistical data). The theoretical substantiation of this
thesis, however, relates in no way to the theory of the real-
isation of the product in capitalist society, but to the theo-
ry of the formation of capitalist society. We must also note
that calling the peasants “third persons” is not very fortunate
and is likely to cause a misunderstanding. If the peasants
are “third persons” for capitalist industry, then the industrial
producers, large and small, the factory owners and work-
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ers, are “third persons” for capitalist farming. On the other
hand, the peasant farmers (“third persons”) create a market
for capitalism only to the extent that they are differentiat-
ed into the classes of capitalist society (rural bourgeoisie
and rural proletariat), i.e., only insofar as they cease to be
“third” persons and become active persons in the capitalist
system.

15. Struve says: “Bulgakov makes the very subtle remark
that no difference in principle can be discerned between the
home and the foreign market for capitalist production.”
I fully agree with this remark: in actual fact a tariff or polit-
ical frontier is very often quite unsuitable as aline drawn
between the “home” and “foreign” markets. But for reasons
just indicated I cannot agree with Struve that “the theory
asserting the necessity for third persons ... arises out of
this.” One demand does arise directly out of this: do not
stop at the traditional separation of the home and foreign
markets when analysing the question of capitalism. This
distinction, groundless from a strictly theoretical point of
view, is of particularly little use for such countries as
Russia. It could be replaced by another division which dis-
tinguishes, for instance, the following aspects of capitalist
development: 1) the formation and development of capital-
ist relations within the bounds of a certain fully populated
and occupied territory; 2) the expansion of capitalism to
other territories (in part completely unoccupied and being
colonised by emigrants from the old country, and in part
occupied by tribes that remain outside the world market
and world capitalism). The first side of the process might be
called the development of capitalism in depth and the sec-
ond its development in breadth.* Such a division would
include the whole process of the historical development of
capitalism: on the one hand, its development in the old
countries, where for centuries the forms of capitalist rela-
tions up to and including large-scale machine industry have

* It goes without saying that the two sides of the process are actual-
ly closely united, and that their separation is a mere abstraction,
merely a method of investigating a complicated process. My book
mentioned above is devoted entirely to the first side of the process. See
Chapter VIII, Section V.
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been built up; on the other hand, the mighty drive of devel-
oped capitalism to expand to other territories! to populate
and plough up new parts of the world, to set up colonies
and to draw savage tribes into the whirlpool of world capi-
talism. In Russia this last-mentioned capitalist tendency
has been and continues to be seen most clearly in our outly-
ing districts whose colonisation has been given such tremen-
dous impetus in the post-Reform, capitalist period of Rus-
sian history. The south and south-east of European Rus-
sia, the Caucasus, Central Asia, and Siberia serve as some-
thing like colonies for Russian capitalism and ensure its
tremendous development, not only in depth but also in
breadth.

Finally, the division proposed is convenient because it
clearly determines the range of questions which precisely
is embraced by the theory of realisation. It is clear that the
theory applies only to the first side of the process, only to
the development of capitalism in depth. The theory of
realisation (i.e., the theory which examines the process
of the reproduction and circulation of the aggregate social
capital) must necessarily take an isolated capitalist society
for its constructions, i.e., must ignore the process of capi-
talist expansion to other countries, the process of commodity
exchange between countries, because this process does not
provide anything for the solution of the question of reali-
sation and only transfers the question from one country to
several countries. It is also obvious that the abstract theory
of realisation must take as a prerequisite an ideally devel-
oped capitalist society.

In regard to the literature of Marxism, Struve makes the
following general remark: “The orthodox chorus still
continues to dominate, but it cannot stifle the new stream
of criticism because true strength in scientific questions is
always on the side of criticism and not of faith.” As can be
seen from the foregoing exposition, we have satisfied ourselves
that the “new stream of criticism” is not a guarantee against
the repetition of old errors. No, let us better remain “under the
sign of orthodoxy”! Let us not believe that orthodoxy means
taking things on trust, that orthodoxy precludes critical ap-
plication and further development, that it permits histori-
cal problems to be obscured by abstract schemes. If there
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are orthodox disciples who are guilty of these truly grievous
sins, the blame must rest entirely with those disciples and
not by any means with orthodoxy, which is distinguished by
diametrically opposite qualities.

Written at the end 1898 Published according to the
Published in January 1899 text in the magazine
in the magazine Nauchnoye

Obozreniye, No. 8
Signed: V. Ilyin
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REVIEW

Karl Kautsky. Die Agrarfrage. Eine Uebersicht iiber die .
Tendenzen der modfernen Landwirtschaft und die Agrarpolitik u.s.w.
Stuttgart, Dietz, 1899.

Kautsky’s book is the most important event in present-
day economic literature since the third volume of Capital.
Until now Marxism has lacked a systematic study of capi-
talism in agriculture. Kautsky has filled this gap with
“The Development of Agriculture in Capitalist Society,”
the first part (pp. 1-300) of his voluminous (450-page) book.
He justly remarks in his preface that an “overwhelming”
mass of statistical and descriptive economic material on the
question of agricultural capitalism has been accumulated and
that there is an urgent need to reveal the “basic tendencies”
of economic evolution in this branch of the economy in order
to demonstrate the varied phenomena of agricultulal capi-
talism as “partial manifestations of one common [integral]
process” (eines Gesammiprozesses). It is true that agricultural
forms and the relations among the agricultural population
in contemporary society are marked by such tremendous
variety that there is nothing easier than to seize upon a whole
mass of facts and pointers taken from any inquiry that will
“confirm” the views of the given writer. This is precisely the
method used in a large number of arguments by our Narod-
nik press which tries to prove the viability of petty peasant
economy or even its superiority over large-scale production.

*Karl Kautsky. The Agrarian Question. A Review of the Tenden-
cies in Modern Agriculture and Agrarian Policy, etc.—Ed.
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in agriculture. A distinguishing feature of all these arguments
is that they isolate individual phenomena, cite individual
cases, and do not even make an attempt to connect them with
the general picture of the whole agrarian structure of capital-
ist countries in general and with the basic tendencies of the
entire present-day evolution of capitalist farming. Kautsky
does not make this usual mistake. He has been studying the
problem of capitalism in agriculture for over twenty years
and is in possession of very extensive material; in particu-
lar, Kautsky bases his inquiry on the data of the latest
agricultural censuses and questionnaires in England, Ameri-
ca, France (1892), and Germany (1895). He never loses his
way amidst piles of facts and never loses sight of the
connection between the tiniest phenomenon and the general
structure of capitalist farming and the general evolution of
capitalism.

Kautsky does not confine himself to any one particular ques-
tion, e.g., the relations between large-scale and small-scale
production in agriculture, but deals with tha general question
of whether or not capital is bringing agriculture under its
domination, whether it is changing forms of production and
forms of ownership in agriculture and how this process is
taking place. Kautsky gives every recognition to the impor-
tant rola played by pre-capitalist and non-capitalist forms of
agrlculture in modern society and to the necessity of examin-
ing ths relationship of these forms to the purely capitalist
forms; he begins his investigation with an extremely bril-
liant and precise characterisation of the patriarchal peasant
economy and of agriculture in the feudal epoch. Having
thus established the starting-points for the development of
capitalism in agriculture, he proceeds to characterise “mod-
ern agriculture.” The description is given first of all from
the technical standpoint (the crop rotation system, division
of labour, machinery, fertilisers, bacteriology), and the
reader is given a splendid picture of the great revolution
capitalism has wrought in the course of a few decades by
making agriculture a science instead of a routine craft.
Further comes the investigation of “the capitalist character of
modern agriculture”—a brief and popularly written, but ex-
tremely precise and talented, exposition of Marx’s theory of
profit and rent. Kautsky shows that the tenant farmer system
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and the mortgage system are merely two sides of one and the
same process, noted by Marx, of separating the agricultural
producers from the landowners. The relations between large-
scale and small-scale production are then examined and it is
shown that the technical superiority of the former over the
latter is beyond doubt. Kautsky effectively demonstrates
this thesis and explains in detail how the stability of petty
production in agriculture does not depend in any way on its
technical rationality but on the fact that the small peasants
work far harder than hired labourers and reduce their vital
necessities to a level lower than that of the latter.
The supporting data which Kautsky cites are in the
highest degree interesting and clear-cut. An analysis of
the question of associations in agriculture leads Kautsky
to the conclusion that associations are undoubtedly
indicative of progress but that they are a transition to
capitalism and not to communal production; associations
do not decrease but increase the superiority of large-scale
over small-scale agricultural production. It is absurd to think
that the peasant in modern society can go over to communal
production. Reference is usually made to statistical data
which do not show that the small producer is ousted by the
big producer, but which merely serve to show that the devel-
opment of capitalism in agriculture is much more complicated
than in industry. In industry, too, such manifestations as the
spread of capitalist work in the home, etc., are not infrequent-
ly interconnected with the basic tendency development.
But in agriculture the ousting of the small producer is ham-
pered, primarily, by the limited size of the land area; the
buying-up of small holdings to form a big holding is a very
difficult matter; with intensified farming an increase in the
quantity of products obtained is sometimes compatible with
a reduction in the area of the land (for which reason statistics
operating exclusively with data on the size of the farm have
little evidential significance). The concentration of produc-
tion takes place through the buying-up of many holdings by
one proprietor; the latifundia thus formed serve as a basis
for one of the higher forms of large-scale capitalist farming.
Lastly, it would not even be advantageous for the big land-
owners to force out the small proprietors completely: the
latter provide them with hand[s]! For this reason the landown-
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ers and capitalists frequently pass laws that artificially
maintain the small peasantry. Petty farming becomes stable
when it ceases to compete with large-scale farming, when it
is turned into a supplier of labour-power for the latter. The
relations between large and small landowners come still
closer to those of capitalists and proletarians. Kautsky de-
votes a special chapter to the “proletarisation of the peas-
antry,” one that is rich in data, especially on the question
of the “auxiliary employments” of the peasants, i.e., the
various forms of hired labour.

After elucidating the basic features of the development of
capitalism in agriculture, Kautsky proceeds to denuonstrate
the historically transitory character of this system of social
economy. The more capitalism develops, the greater the dif-
ficulties that commercial (commodity) farming encounters.
The monopoly in land ownership (ground rent), the right
of inheritance, and entailed estates?” hamper the rationali-
sation of farming. The towns exploit the countryside to an
ever greater extent, taking the best labour forces away from
the farmers and absorbing an ever greater portion of the
wealth produced by the rural population, whereby the rural
population is no longer able to return to the soil that which
is taken from it. Kautsky deals in particularly great detail
with the depopulating of the countryside and acknowledges
to the full that it is the middle stratum of farmers which
suffers least of all from a shortage of labour-power, and he
adds that “good citlzens” (we may also add: and the Russian
Narodniks) are mistaken in rejoicing at this fact, in thinking
that they can see in it the beginnings of a rebirth of the peas-
antry which refutes the applicability of Marx’s theory to
agriculture. The peasantry may suffer less than other agri-
cultural classes from a shortage of hired labour, but it suffers
much more from usury, tax oppression, the irrationality
of its economy, soil exhaustion, excessive toil, and under-
consumption. The fact that not only agricultural labourers,
but even the children of the peasants, flee to the towns is a
clear refutation of the views of optimistically-minded petty-
bourgeois economists! But the biggest changes in the condi-
tion of European agriculture have been brought about by
the competition of cheap grain imported from America, the
Argentine, India, Russia, and other countries. Kautsky made
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a detailed study of the significance of this fact that arose out
of the development of industry in quest for markets. He
describes the decline in European grain production under the
impact of this competition, as well as the lowering of rent,
and makes a particularly detailed study of the “industriali-
sation of agriculture” which is manifested, on the one hand,
in the industrial wage-labour of the small peasants and, on the
other, in the development of agricultural technical production
(distilling, sugar refining, etc.), and even in the elimina-
tion of some branches of agriculture by manufacturing indus-
tries. Optimistic economists, says Kautsky, are mistaken in
believing that such changes in European agriculture can save
it from crisis; the crisis is spreading and can only end in a
general crisis of capitalism as a whole. This, of course, does
not give one the least right to speak of the ruin of agriculture,
but its conservative character is gone for ever; it has entered
a state of uninterrupted transformation, a state that is typ-
ical of the capitalist mode of production in general. “A
large area of land under large-scale agricultural production,
the capitalist nature of which is becoming more and more
pronounced; the growth of leasing and mortgaging, the in-
dustrialisation of agriculture—these are the elements that
are preparing the ground for the socialisation of agricultural
production....” It would be absurd to think, says Kautsky in
conclusion, that one part of society develops in one direction
and another in the opposite direction. In actual fact “social
development in agriculture is taking the same direction as in
industry.”

Applying the results of his theoretical analysis to questions
of agrarian policy, Kautsky naturally opposes all attempts
to support or “save” peasant economy. There is no reason
even to think that the village commune, says Kautsky,
could go over to large-scale communal farming (p. 338,
section, “Der Dorfkommunismus™*; cf. p. 339). “The
protection of the peasantry (der Bauernschutz) does not mean
protection of the person of the peasant (no one, of course,
would object to such protection), but protection of the
peasant’s property. Incidentally, it is precisely the peasant’s
property that is the main cause of his impoverishment and

*Village communism.—Ed.
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his degradation. Hired agricultural labourers are now quite
frequently in a better position than the small peasants.
The protection of the peasantry is not protection from pov-
erty but the protection of the fetters that chain the peas-
ant to his poverty” (p. 320). The radical transformation of
agriculture by capitalism is a process that is only just begin-
ning, but it is one that is advancing rapidly, bringing about
the transformation of the peasant into a hired labourer and
increasing the flight of the population from the countryside.
Attempts to check this process would be reactionary and
harmful: no matter how burdensome the consequences of
this process may be in present-day society, the consequences
of checking the process would be still worse and would place
the working population in a still more helpless and hopeless
position. Progressive action in present-day society can only
strive to lessen the harmful effects which capitalist advance
exerts on the population, to increase the consciousness of
the people and their capacity for collective self-defence.
Kautsky, therefore, insists on the guarantee of freedom of
movement, etc., on the abolition of all the remnants of
feudalism in agriculture (e.g., die Gesindeordnungen,*
which place farm workers in a personally dependent, semi-
serf position), on the prohibition of child labour under the age
of fourteen, the establishment of an eight-hour working day,
strict sanitary police to exercise supervision over workers’
dwellings, etc., etc.

It is to be hoped that Kautsky’s book will appear in a
Russian translation.*®

Written in March 1899 Published according to

Published in April 1899 the text in the magazine
in the magazine Nachalo, No. 4
Signed: VI. Ilyin

* Legislation defining relations between landowners and serfs.—
Ed.
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J. A. Hobson. The Ewolution of Modern Capitalism. Translated
from the English. St. Petersburg, 1898. Publ. O. N. Popouva.
Price 1 rb. 50 kop.

Hobson’s book is, strictly speaking, not a study of the evo-
lution of modern capitalism, but a series of sketches, based
mainly on English data, dealing with the most recent indus-
trial development. Hence, the title of the book is somewhat
broad: the author does not touch upon agriculture at all and
his examination of industrial economics is far from complete.
Like the well-known writers Sidney and Beatrice Webb,
Hobson is a representative of one of the advanced trends of
English social thought. His attitude towards “modern capi-
talism” is critical; he fully admits the necessity of replacing
it by a higher form of social economy and treats the problem
of its replacement with typically English reformist practi-
cality. His conviction of the need for reform is, in the main,
arrived at empirically, under the influence of the recent
history of English factory legislation, of the English labour
movement, of the activities of the English municipalities,
etc. Hobson lacks well-knit and integral theoretical views
that could serve as a basis for his reformist programme and
elucidate specific problems of reform. He is, therefore, at his
best when he deals with the grouping and description of the
latest statistical and economic data. When, on the other
hand, he deals with the general theoretical problems of polit-
ical economy, he proves to be very weak. The Russian reader
will even find it strange to see a writer with such extensive



REVIEW OF J. A. HOBSON’S BOOK 101

knowledge and practical aspirations deserving of full sym-
pathy helplessly labouring over questions like, what is
“capital,” what is the role of “savings,” etc. This weak side of
Hobson is fully explained by the fact that he regards John
Stuart Mill as a greater authority on political economy than
Marx, whom he quotes once or twice but whom he evidently
does not understand at all or does not know. One cannot but
regret the vast amount of unproductive labour wasted by
Hobson in an attempt to get clear on the contradictions of
bourgeois and professorial political economy. At best he
comes close to the solutions given by Marx long ago; at worst
he borrows erroneous views that are in sharp contradiction
to his attitude towards “modern capitalism.” The most unfor-
tunate chapter in his book is the seventh: “Machinery and
Industrial Depression.” In this chapter Hobson tried to ana-
lyse the theoretical problems of crises, of social capital and
revenue in capitalist society, and of capitalist accumulation.
Correct ideas on the disproportionateness of production and
consumption in capitalist society and on the anarchic charac-
ter of capitalist economy are submerged in a heap of scholas-
tic arguments about “saving” (Hobson confuses accumulation
with “saving”), amidst all sorts of Crusoeisms (suppose “a man
working with primitive tools, discovers an implement ...
saving food,”etc.), and the like. Hobson is very fond of dia-
grams, and in most cases he uses them very ably for graphic
illustration of his exposition. But the idea of the “mechanism
of production” given in his diagram on page 207 (Chap. VII)
can only elicit a smile from the reader who is at all acquaint-
ed with the real “mechanism” of capitalist “production.”
Hobson here confuses production with the social system of
production and evinces an extremely vague understanding
of what capital is, what its component parts are, and into
what classes capitalist society is necessarily divided. In Chap-
ter VIII he cites interesting data on the composition of the
population according to occupation, and on the changes in
this composition in the course of time, but the great flaw in
his theoretical arguments on “machinery and the demand for
labour” is that he ignores the theory of “capitalist over-
population” or the reserve army. Among the more happily
written chapters of Hobson’s book are those in which he
examines modern towns and the position of women in modern
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industry. Citing statistics on the growth of female labour
and describing the extremely bad conditions under which
this labour is performed, Hobson justly points out that the
only hope of improving these conditions lies in the supplant-
ing of domestic labour by factory labour, which leads to
“closer social intercourse” and to “organisation.” Similarly,
on the question of the significance of towns, Hobson comes
close to Marx’s general views when he admits that the anti-
thesis between town and country contradicts the system of
collectivist society. Hobson’s conclusions would have been
much more convincing had he not ignored Marx’s teaching
on this question too. Hobson would then, probably, have em-
phasised more clearly the historically progressive role of the
cities and the necessity of combining agriculture with indus-
try under the collectivist organisation of economy. The last
chapter of Hobson’s book, “Civilisation and Industrial De-
velopment,” is perhaps the best. In this chapter the author
proves by a number of very apt arguments the need to re-
form the modern industrial system along the line of expand-
ing “public control” and the “socialisation of industry.”
In evaluating Hobson’s somewhat optimistic views regarding
the methods by which these “reforms” can be brought about,
the special features of English history and of English life
must be borne in mind: the high development of de-
mocracy, the absence of militarism, the enormous strength
of the organised trade unions, the growing investment
of English capital outside of England, which weakens the
antagonism between the English employers and workers,
ete.

In his well-known book on the social movement in the
nineteenth century, Prof. W. Sombart notes among other
things a “tendency towards unity” (title of Chapter VI),
i.e., a tendency of the social movement of the various coun-
tries, in its various forms and shades, towards uniformity
and along with it a tendency towards the spread of the ideas
of Marxism. In regard to England Sombart sees this tendency
in the fact that the English trade unions are increasingly
abandoning “the purely Manchester standpoint.” In regard
to Hobson’s book we can say that under pressure of the de-
mands of life, which is increasingly corroborating Marx’s
“prognosis,” progressive English writers are beginning to
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realise the unsoundness of traditional bourgeois political
economy and, freeing themselves from its prejudices, are
involuntarily approaching Marxism.

The translation of Hobson’s book has substantial short-
comings.

Written in April 1899 Published according to
Published in May 1899 the text in the magazine

in the magazine Nachalo, No. 5
Signed: VI. Ilyin
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FIRST ARTICLE

Nachalo, No. 1-2 (Section II, pp. 1-21), contains an article
by Mr. S. Bulgakov entitled: “A Contribution to the Ques-
tion of the Capitalist Evolution of Agriculture,” which is a
criticism of Kautsky’s work on the agrarian question. Mr.
Bulgakov rightly says that “Kautsky’s book represents
a whole world outlook,” that it is of great theoretical and
practical importance. It is, perhaps, the first systematic and
scientific investigation of a question that has stimulated
a heated controversy in all countries, and still continues to
do so, even among writers who are agreed on general views
and who regard themselves as Marxists. Mr. Bulgakov
“confines himself to negative criticism,” to criticism of
“individual postulates in Kautsky’s book™ (which he “brief-
ly”—too briefly and very inexactly, as we shall see—re-
views for the readers of Nachalo). “Later on,” Mr. Bulgakov
hopes “to give a systematic exposition of the question of the
capitalist evolution of agriculture” and thus “also present
a whole world outlook” in opposition to Kautsky’s.

We have no doubt that Kautsky’s book will give rise to no
little controversy among Marxists in Russia, and that in
Russia, too, some will oppose Kautsky, while others will
support him. At all events, the writer of these lines dis-
agrees most emphatically with Mr. Bulgakov’s opinion,
with his appraisal of Kautsky’s book. Notwithstanding
Mr. Bulgakov’s admission that Die Agrarfrage® is “a remark-
able work,” his appraisal is astonishingly sharp, and is writ-
ten in a tone unusual in a controversy between authors of

*The Agrarian Question.—Ed.



110 V. I. LENIN

related tendencies. Here are samples of the expressions
Mr. Bulgakov uses: “extremely superficial” ... “equally little
of both real agronomics and real economics” ... “Kautsky
employs empty phrases to evade serious scientific problems”
(Mr. Bulgakov’s italics!!), etc., etc. We shall therefore care-
fully examine the expressions used by the stern critic and
at the same time introduce the reader to Kautsky’s book.

I

Even before Mr. Bulgakov gets to Kautsky, he, in passing,
takes a shot at Marx. It goes without saying that Mr. Bul-
gakov emphasises the enormous services rendered by the great
economist, but observes that in Marx’s works one “some-
times” comes across even “erroneous views ... which have been
sufficiently refuted by history.” “Among such views is, for
example, the one that in agriculture variable capital dimin-
ishes in relation to constant capital just as it does in manu-
facturing industry, so that the organic composition of agri-
cultural capital continuously rises.” Who is mistaken here,
Marx or Mr. Bulgakov? Mr. Bulgakov has in mind the fact
that in agriculture the progress of technique and the growing
intensity of farming often lead f0 an increase in the amount
of labour necessary to cultivate a given plot of land. This
is indisputable; but it is very far from being a refutation of
the theory of the diminution of variable capital relatively
to constant capital, in proportion to constant capital. Marx’s

theory merely asserts that the ratio % (v=variable capital,

c=constant capital) in general has a tendency to diminish,
even when v increases per unit of area. Is Marx’s theory re-
futed if, simultaneously, ¢ increases still more rapidly?
Agriculture in capitalist countries, taken by and large,
shows a diminution of v and an increase of ¢. The rural pop-
ulation and the number of workers employed in agriculture
are diminishing in Germany, in France, and in England,
whereas the number of machines employed in agriculture is
increasing. In Germany, for example, from 1882 to 1895, the
rural population diminished from 19,200,000 to 18,500,000
(the number of wage-workers in agriculture diminished from
5,900,000 to 5,600,000), whereas the number of machines
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employed in agriculture increased from 458,369 to 913,391%;
the number of steam-driven machines employed in agri-
culture increased from 2,731 (in 1879) to 12,856 (in 1897),
while the total horse power of the steam-driven machinery
employed increased still more. The number of cattle in-
creased from 15,800,000 to 17,500,000 and the number of pigs
from 9,200,000 to 12,200,000 (in 1883 and 1892 respectively).
In France, the rural population diminished from 6,900,000
(“independent”) in 1882 to 6,600,000 in 1892; and the number
of agricultural machines increased as follows: 1862—132,784;
1882—278,896; 1892—355,795. The number of cattle was as
follows: 12,000,000; 13,000,000; 13,700,000 respectively;
the number of horses: 2,910,000; 2,840,000; 2,790,000 re-
spectively (the reduction in the number of horses in the period
1882-92 was less significant than the reduction in the rural
population). Thus, by and large, the history of modern capi-
talist countries has certainly not refuted, but has confirmed
the applicability of Marx’s law to agriculture. The mistake
Mr. Bulgakov made was that he too hastily raised certain
facts in agronomics, without examining their significance, to
the level of general economic laws. We emphasise “general,”
because neither Marx nor his disciples ever regarded this
law otherwise than as the law of the general tendencies of
capitalism, and not as a law for all individual cases. Even
in regard to industry Marx himself pointed out that periods

of technical change (when the ratio % diminishes) are fol-
lowed by periods of progress on the given technical basis (when
the ratio % remains constant, and in certain cases may even

increase). We know of cases in the industrial history of cap-
italist countries in which this law is contravened by entire
branches of industry, as when large capitalist workshops
(incorrectly termed factories) are broken up and supplanted
by capitalist domestic industry. There cannot be any doubt
that in agriculture the process of development of capitalism
1s immeasurably more complex and assumes incomparably
more diverse forms.

* Machines of various types are combined. Unless otherwise stated,
all figures are taken from Kautsky’s book.
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Let us now pass to Kautsky. The outline of agriculture
in the feudal epoch with which Kautsky begins is said to be
“very superficially compiled and superfluous.” It is difficult
to understand the motive for such a verdict. We are sure that
if Mr. Bulgakov succeeds in realising his plan to give a sys-
tematic exposition of the capitalist evolution of agricul-
ture, he will have to outline the main features of the pre-
capitalist economics of agriculture. Without this the charac-
ter of capitalist economics and the transitional forms which
connect it with feudal economics cannot be understood.
Mr. Bulgakov himself admits the enormous importance of
“the form which agriculture assumed at the beginning [Mr.
Bulgakov’s italics] of its capitalist course.” It is precisely
with “the beginning of the capitalist course” of European agri-
culture that Kautsky begins. In our opinion, Kautsky’s out-
line of feudal agriculture is excellent; it reveals that remark-
able distinctness and ability to select what is most impor-
tant and essential without becoming submerged in details of
secondary importance which, in general, are characteristic of
this author. In his introduction Kautsky first of all gives an
extremely precise and correct presentation of the question.
In most emphatic terms he declares: “There is not the slight-
est doubt—we are prepared to accept this a priori (von
vornherein)—that agriculture does not develop according
to the same pattern as industry: it is subject to special laws”
(S. 5-6). The task is “to investigate whether capital is
bringing agriculture under its domination and how it is dom-
inating it, how it transforms it, how it invalidates old
forms of production and forms of property and creates the
need for new forms” (S. 6). Such, and only such, a presenta-
tion of the question can result in a satisfactory explanation
of “the development of agriculture in capitalist society”
(the title of the first, theoretical, part of Kautsky’s book).

At the beginning of the “capitalist course,” agriculture
was in the hands of the peasantry, which, as a general rule,
was subordinated to the feudal regime of social economy.
Kautsky first of all characterises the system of peasant
farming, the combining of agriculture with domestic industry,
and further the elements of decay in this paradise of petty-
bourgeois and conservative writers (a la Sismondi), the sig-
nificance of usury and the gradual “penetration into the coun-
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tryside, deep into the peasant household itself, of the class
antagonism which destroys the ancient harmony and commu-
nity of interests” (S. 13). This process, which began as far
back as the Middle Ages, has not completely come to an end
to this day. We emphasise this statement because it shows
immediately the utter incorrectness of Mr. Bulgakov’s
assertion that Kautsky did not even raise the question of
who was the carrier of technical progress in agriculture.
Kautsky raised and answered that question quite definitely;
anyone who reads his book carefully will grasp the truth
(often forgotten by the Narodniks, agronomists, and many
others) that the carrier of technical progress in modern agri-
culture is the rural bourgeoisie, both petty and big; and
(as Kautsky has shown) the big bourgeoisie plays a more im-
portant role in this respect than the petty bourgeoisie.

II

After describing (in Chapter III) the main features of feu-
dal agriculture: the predominance of the three-field system,
the most conservative system in agriculture; the oppression
and expropriation of the peasantry by the big landed aris-
tocracy; the organisation of feudal-capitalist farming by
the latter; the transformation of the peasantry into starving
paupers (Hungerleider) in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries; the development of bourgeois peasants (Gross-
bauern, who cannot manage without regular farm labourers
and day labourers), for whom the old forms of rural relations
and land tenure were unsuitable; the abolition of these forms
and the paving of the way for “capitalist, intensive farming”
(S. 26) by the forces of the bourgeois class which had devel-
oped in the womb of industry and the towns—after describ-
ing all this, Kautsky goes on to characterise “modern
agriculture” (Chapter IV).

This chapter contains a remarkably exact, concise, and
lucid outline of the gigantic revolution which capitalism
brought about in agriculture by transforming the routine
craft of peasants crushed by poverty and ignorance into the
scientific application of agronomics, by disturbing the age-
long stagnation of agriculture, and by giving (and continuing
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to give) an impetus to the rapid development of the produc-
tive forces of social labour. The three-field system gave way
to the crop rotation system, the maintenance of cattle and the
cultivation of the soil were improved, the yield increased
and specialisation in agriculture and the division of labour
among individual farms greatly developed. Pre-capitalist
uniformity was replaced by increasing diversity, accompanied
by technical progress in all branches of agriculture. Both
the use of machinery in agriculture and the application of
steam power were introduced and underwent rapid develop-
ment; the employment of electric power, which, as special-
ists point out, is destined to play an even greater role in this
branch of production than steam power, has begun. The use
of access roads, land improvement schemes, and the appli-
cation of artificial fertilisers adapted to the physiology of
plants have been developed; the application of bacteriology
to agriculture has begun. Mr. Bulgakov’s assertion that
“Kautsky’s data”* are not accompanied by an economic anal-
ysis” is completely groundless. Kautsky shows precisely
the connection between this revolution and the growth of
the market (especially the growth of the towns), and the sub-
ordination of agriculture to competition which forced the
changes and specialisation. “This revolution, which has its
origin in urban capital, increases the dependence of the farm-
er on the market and, moreover, constantly changes market
conditions of importance to him. A branch of production
that was profitable while the local market’s only connection
with the world market was a high road becomes unprofitable
and must necessarily be superseded by another branch of
production when a railway is run through the locality. If, for
example, the railway brings cheaper grain, grain production

*“All these data,” thinks Mr. Bulgakov; “can be obtained from
any (sic!) handbook of the economics of agriculture.” We do not share
Mr. Bulgakov’s roseate views on “handbooks.” Let us take from “any” of
the Russian books those of Messrs. Skvortsov (Steam Transport) and
N. Kablukov (Lectures, half of them reprinted in a “new” book The
Conditions of Development of Peasant Economy in Russia). Neither
from the one nor from the other would the reader be able to obtain
a picture of that transformation which was brought about by capitalism
in agriculture, because neither even sets out to give a general picture
of the transition from feudal to capitalist economy.
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becomes unprofitable; but at the same time a market for milk
is created. The growth of commodity circulation makes it
possible to introduce new, improved varieties of crops into
the country,” etc. (S. 37-38). “In the feudal epoch,” says
Kautsky, “the only agriculture was small-scale agriculture,
for the landlord cultivated his fields with the peasant’s
implements. Capitalism first created the possibility for large-
scale production in agriculture, which is technically more
rational than small-scale production.” In discussing agri-
cultural machinery, Kautsky (who, it should be said in
passing, points precisely to the specific features of agricul-
ture in this respect) explains the capitalist nature of its
employment; he explains the influence of agricultural
machinery upon the workers, the significance of machinery as
a factor of progress, and the “reactionary utopianism” of
schemes for restricting the employment of agricultural machin-
ery. “Agricultural machines will continue their transforma-
tive activity: they will drive the rural workers into the towns
and in this way serve as a powerful instrument for raising
wages in the rural districts, on the one hand, and for the fur-
ther development of the employment of machinery in agri-
culture, on the other” (S. 41). Let it be added that in special
chapters Kautsky explains in detail the capitalist character
of modern agriculture, the relation between large- and small-
scale production, and the proletarisation of the peasantry.
As we see, Mr. Bulgakov’s assertion that Kautsky “does not
raise the question of knowing why all these wonder-working
changes were necessary’ is entirely untrue.

In Chapter V (“The Capitalist Character of Modern Agri-
culture”) Kautsky expounds Marx’s theory of value, profit,
and rent. “Without money, modern agricultural production
is impossible,” says Kautsky, “or, what is the same thing, it
is impossible without capital. Indeed, under the present mode
of production any sum of money which does not serve the pur-
pose of individual consumption can be transformed into
capital, i.e., into a value begetting surplus-value and, as a
general rule, actually is transformed into capital. Hence,
modern agricultural production is capitalist production”
(S. 56). This passage, incidentally, enables us to appraise
the following statement made by Mr. Bulgakov: “I employ
this term (capitalist agriculture) in the ordinary sense
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(Kautsky also employs it in the same sense), i.e., in the
sense of large-scale production in agriculture. Actually,
however (sic!), when the whole of the national economy is
organised on capitalist lines, there is no non-capitalist agri-
culture, the whole of it being determined by the general con-
ditions of the organisation of production, and only within
these limits should the distinction be made between large-
scale, entrepreneur farming and small-scale farming. For
the sake of clarity a new term is required here also.” And
so it seems, Mr. Bulgakov is correcting Kautsky.... “Actually,
however,” as the reader sees, Kautsky does not employ the
term “capitalist agriculture” in the “ordinary,” inexact sense
in which Mr. Bulgakov employs it. Kautsky understands
perfectly well, and says so very precisely and clearly, that
under the capitalist mode of production all agricultural
production is “as a general rule” capitalist production. In
support of this opinion he adduces the simple fact that in
order to carry on modern agriculture money is needed, and
that in modern society money which does not serve the pur-
pose of individual consumption becomes capital. It seems to
us that this is somewhat clearer than Mr. Bulgakov’s “cor-
rection,” and that Kautsky has fully proved that it is pos-
sible to dispense with a “new term.”

In Chapter V of his book Kautsky asserts, inter alia, that
both the tenant farmer system, which has developed so fully
in England, and the mortgage system, which is developing
with astonishing rapidity in continental Europe, express,
in essence, one and the same process, viz., the separation of
the land from the farmer.* Under the capitalist tenant farm-
er system this separation is as clear as daylight. Under the
mortgage system it is “less clear, and things are not so simple;
but in essence it amounts to the same thing” (S. 86). Indeed,
it is obvious that the mortgaging of land is the mortgage,
or sale, of ground rent. Consequently, under the mortgage
system, as well as under the tenant farmer system, the recip-
ients of rent (=the landowners) are separated from the

* Marx pointed to this process in Volume III of Capital (without
examining its various forms in different countries) and observed that
this separation of “land as an instrument of production from landed
property and landowner” is “one of the major results of the capitalist
mode of production” (III, 2, S. 156-57; Russian translation, 509-10).50
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recipients of the profit of enterprise (=farmers, rural entre-
preneurs). “In general, the significance of this assertion of
Kautsky is unclear” to Mr. Bulgakov. “It can hardly be consid-
ered as proved that the mortgage system expresses the separa-
tion of the land from the farmer.” “Firstly, it cannot be proved
that debt absorbs the whole rent; this is possible only by
way of exception....” To this we reply: There is no need to
prove that interest on mortgage debts absorbs the whole
rent, just as there is no need to prove that the actual amount
paid for land leased coincides with rent. It is sufficient to
prove that mortgage debts are growing with enormous rapid-
ity; that the landowners strive to mortgage all their land,
to sell the whole of the rent. The existence of this tendency—
a theoretical economic analysis can, in general, deal only
with tendencies—cannot be doubted. Consequently, there
can be no doubt about the process of separation of the land
from the farmer. The combination of the recipient of rent and
the recipient of the profit of enterprise in one person is, “from
the historical point of view, an exception™ (ist historisch eine
Ausnahme, S. 91).... “Secondly, the causes and sources of the
debt must be analysed in each separate case for its signif-
icance to be understood.” Probably this is either a misprint
or a slip. Mr. Bulgakov cannot demand that an economist
(who, moreover, is dealing with the “development of agri-
culture in capitalist society” in general) should investigate
the causes of the debt “in each separate case” or even expect
that he would be able to do so. If Mr. Bulgakov wanted
to say that it is necessary to analyse the causes of debt in
different countries at different periods, we cannot agree with
him. Kautsky is perfectly right in saying that too many
monographs on the agrarian question have accumulated, and
that the urgent task of modern theory is not to add new mono-
graphs but to “investigate the main trends of the capitalist
evolution of agriculture as a whole” (Vorrede, S. vi*). Among
these main trends is undoubtedly the separation of the land
from the farmer in the form of an increase in mortgage debts.
Kautsky precisely and clearly defined the real significance of
mortgages, their progressive historical character (the sep-
aration of the land from the farmer being one of the condi-

* Foreword, p. vi.—Ed.
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tions for the socialisation of agriculture, S. 88), and the
essential role they play in the capitalist evolution of agri-
culture.® All Kautsky’s arguments on this question are ex-
tremely valuable theoretically and provide a powerful
weapon against the widespread bourgeois talk (particularly
in “any handbook of the economics of agriculture™) about
the “misfortune” of debts and about “measures of assistance.”
... “Thirdly,” concludes Mr. Bulgakov, “land leased out may,
in its turn, be mortgaged; and in this sense it may assume the
same position as land not leased out.” A strange argument!
Let Mr. Bulgakov point to at least one economic phenome-
non, to at least one economic category, that is not interwoven
with others. The fact that there are cases of combined leasing
and mortgaging does not refute, does not even weaken, the
theoretical proposition that the separation of the land from
the farmer is expressed in two forms: in the tenant farmer
system and in mortgage debts.

Mr. Bulgakov also declares that Kautsky’s statement
that “countries in which the tenant farmer system is devel-
oped are also countries in which large land ownership pre-
dominates™ (S. 88) is “still more unexpected” and “altogeth-
er untrue.” Kautsky speaks here of the concentration of
land ownership (under the tenant farmer system) and the
concentration of mortgages (under the system in which the
landowners manage their own farms) as conditions that fa-
cilitate the abolition of the private ownership of land. On the
question of concentration of land ownership, continues Kaut-
sky, there are no statistics “which would enable one to trace
the amalgamation of several properties in single hands™;
but “in general it may be taken” that the increase in the num-
ber of leases and in the area of the leased land proceeds
side by side with concentration of land ownership. “Coun-
tries in which the tenant farmer system is developed are
also countries in which large land ownership predominates.”

*The increase in mortgage debts does not always imply that
agriculture is in a depressed state.... The progress and prosperity of
agriculture (as well as its decline) “should find expression in an increase
in mortgage debts—firstly, because of the growing need of capital
on the part of progressing agriculture, and, secondly, because of the
increase in ground rent, which facilitates the expansion of agricultural
credit” (S. 87).
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It is clear that Kautsky’s entire argument applies only to
countries in which the tenant farmer system is developed;
but Mr. Bulgakov refers to East Prussia, where he “hopes
to show” an increase in the number of leases side by side
with the break-up of large landed properties—and he thinks
that by means of this single example he is refuting Kautsky!
It is a pity, however, that Mr. Bulgakov forgets to inform his
readers that Kautsky himself points to the break-up of large
estates and the growth of peasant tenant farming in the
East Elbe province and, in doing so, explains, as we shall see
later, the real significance of these processes.

Kautsky points to the concentration of mortgage insti-
tutions as proof that the concentration of land ownership
is taking place in countries in which mortgage debts exist.
Mr. Bulgakov thinks that this is no proof. In his opinion,
“It might easily be the case that the deconcentration of cap-
ital (by the issue of shares) is proceeding side by side with
the concentration of credit institutions.” Well, we shall not
argue with Mr. Bulgakov on this point.

I11

After examining the main features of feudal and capital-
ist agriculture, Kautsky passes on to the question of “large-
and small-scale production” in agriculture (Chapter VI).
This chapter is one of the best in Kautsky’s book. In it he
first examines the “technical superiority of large-scale produc-
tion.” In deciding the question in favour of large-scale
production, Kautsky does not give an abstract formula that
ignores the enormous variety of agricultural relations (as
Mr. Bulgakov, altogether groundlessly, supposes); on the
contrary, he clearly and precisely points to the necessity of
taking this variety into account in the practical applications
of the theoretical law. In the first place, “it goes without
saying” that the superiority of large-scale over small-scale
production in agriculture is inevitable only when “all other
conditions are equal” (S. 100. My italics). In industry, also,
the law of the superiority of large-scale production is not as
absolute and as simple as is sometimes thought; there, too,
it is the equality of “other conditions” (not always existing in
reality) that ensures the full applicability of the law. In
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agriculture, however, which is distinguished for the incompa-
rably greater complexity and variety of its relations, the full
applicability of the law of the superiority of large-scale
production is hampered by considerably stricter conditions.
For instance, Kautsky very aptly observes that on the bor-
derline between the peasant and the small landlord estates
“quantity is transformed into quality”: the big peasant farm
may be “economically, if not technically, superior” to the
small landlord farm. The employment of a scientifically
educated manager (one of the important advantages of large-
scale production) is too costly for a small estate; and the
management by the owner himself, is very often merely
“Junker,” and by no means scientific, management. Secondly,
large-scale production in agriculture is superior to small
production only up to a certain limit. Kautsky closely in-
vestigates this limit further on. It also goes without saying
that this limit differs in different branches of agriculture
and under different social-economic conditions. Thirdly,
Kautsky does not in the least ignore the fact that “so far,”
there are branches of agriculture in which, as experts admit,
small-scale production can compete with large-scale produc-
tion; for example, vegetable gardening, grape growing, in-
dustrial crops, etc.(S.115). But these branches occupy a
position quite subordinate to the decisive (entscheidenden)
branches of agriculture, viz., the production of grain and ani-
mal husbandry. Moreover, “even in vegetable gardening and
grape growing there are already fairly successful large-
scale enterprises” (S. 115). Hence, “taking agriculture as a
whole (in Allgemeinen), those branches in which small-
scale production is superior to large-scale production need
not be taken into account, and it is quite permissible to say
that large-scale production is decidedly superior to small-
scale production” (S. 116).

After demonstrating the technical superiority of large-
scale production in agriculture (we shall present Kautsky’s
arguments in greater detail later on in examining Mr. Bul-
gakov’s objections), Kautsky asks: “What can small produc-
tion offer against the advantages of large-scale production?”
And he replies: “The greater diligence and greater care of the
worker, who, unlike the hired labourer, works for himself,
and the low level of requirements of the small independent
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farmer, which is even lower than that of the agricultural
labourer” (S. 106); and, by adducing a number of striking
facts concerning the position of the peasants in France,
England, and Germany, Kautsky leaves no doubt whatever
about “overwork and under-consumption in small-scale pro-
duction.” Finally, he points out that the superiority of large-
scale production also finds expression in the striving of farm-
ers to form associations: “Associated production is large-
scale production.” The fuss made by the ideologists of the pet-
ty bourgeoisie in general, and the Russian Narodniks in par-
ticular (e.g., the above-mentioned book by Mr. Kablukov),
over the small farmers’ associations is well known. The
more significant, therefore, is Kautsky’s excellent analysis
of the role of these associations. Of course, the small farmers’
associations are a link in economic progress; but they ex-
press a transition to capitalism (Fortschritt zum Kapitalismus)
and not toward collectivism, as is often thought and asserted
(S. 118). Associations do not diminish but enhance the
superiority (Vorsprung) of large-scale over small-scale pro-
duction in agriculture, because the big farmers enjoy greater
opportunities of forming associations and take greater ad-
vantage of these opportunities. It goes without saying that
Kautsky very emphatically maintains that communal, col-
lective large-scale production is superior to capitalist large-
scale production. He deals with the experiments in collec-
tive farming made in England by the followers of Robert
Owen™ and with analogous communes in the United
States of North America. All these experiments, says Kaut-
sky, irrefutably prove that it is quite possible for workers to
carry on large-scale modern farming collectively, but that
for this possibility to become a reality “a number of
definite economic, political, and intellectual conditions”
are necessary. The transition of the small producer (both
artisan and peasant) to collective production is hindered by
the extremely low development of solidarity and discipline,
the isolation, and the “property-owner fanaticism,” noted
not only among West-European peasants, but, let us add,

*On pages 124-26 Kautsky describes the agricultural commune in
Ralahine, of which, incidentally, Mr. Dioneo tells his Russian readers
in Russkoye Bogatstvo,®! No. 2, for this year.
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also among the Russian “commune” peasants (recall
A. N. Engelhardt and G. Uspensky). Kautsky cate-
gorically declares that “it is absurd to expect that the peas-
ant in modern society will go over to communal production”
(S. 129).

Such is the extremely rich content of Chapter VI of
Kautsky’s book. Mr. Bulgakov is particularly displeased
with this chapter. Kautsky, we are told, is guilty of the
“fundamental sin” of confusing various concepts; “technical
advantages are confused with economic advantages.” Kautsky
“proceeds from the false assumption that the technically
more perfect mode of production is also economically more
perfect, i.e., more viable.” Mr. Bulgakov’s emphatic state-
ment is altogether groundless, of which, we hope, the reader
has been convinced by our exposition of Kautsky’s line of
argument. Without in the least confusing technique with
economics,™ Kautsky rightly investigates the question of
the relation of large-scale to small-scale production in agri-
culture, other conditions being equal, under the capitalist
system of production. In the opening sentence of the first
section of Chapter VI Kautsky points precisely to this con-

*The only thing Mr. Bulgakov could quote in support of his
claim is the title Kautsky gave to the first section of his Chapter VI:
“(a) The Technical Superiority of Large-Scale Production,” although
this section deals with both the technical and the economic advantages
of large-scale production. But does this prove that Kautsky confuses
technique with economics? And, strictly speaking, it is still an open
question as to whether Kautsky’s title is inexact. The point is that
Kautsky’s object was to contrast the content of the first and second
sections of Chapter VI: in the first section (a) he deals with the technical
superiority of large-scale production in capitalist agriculture, and
here, in addition to machinery, etc., he mentions, for instance, credit.
“A peculiar sort of technical superiority,” says Mr. Bulgakov ironically.
But Rira bien qui rira le dernier! (He laughs best who laughs last.—Ed.)
Glance into Kautsky’s book and you will see that he has in mind, prin-
cipally, the progress made in the technique of credit business (and
further on in the technique of trading), which is accessible only to
the big farmer. On the other hand, in the second section of this chapter
(b) he compares the quantity of labour expended and the rate of con-
sumption by the workers in large-scale production with those in small-
scale production. Consequently, in this part Kautsky examines the
purely economic difference between small- and large-scale production.
The economics of credit and commerce is the same for both; but the
technique is different.
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nection between the level of development of capitalism and the
degree of the general applicability of the law of the superi-
ority of large-scale agriculture: “The more capitalist agri-
culture becomes, the more it develops the qualitative differ-
ence between the techniques of small- and large-scale pro-
duction” (S. 92). This qualitative difference did not exist in
pre-capitalist agriculture. What then can be said of this
stern admonition to which Mr. Bulgakov treats Kautsky:
“In point of fact, the question should have been put as
follows: what significance in the competition between
large- and small-scale production can any of the specific
features of either of these forms of production have under
the present social-economic conditions?” This “correction”
bears the same character as the one we examined above.

Let us see now how Mr. Bulgakov refutes Kautsky’s argu-
ments in favour of the technical superiority of large-scale
production in agriculture. Kautsky says: “One of the most
important features distinguishing agriculture from industry
is that in agriculture production in the proper sense of the
word [Wirtschaftsbetrieb, an economic enterprise] is usually
connected with the household (Haushalt), which is not the
case in industry.” That the larger household has the advan-
tage over the small household in the saving of labour and
materials hardly needs proof.... The former purchases (note
this! V. 1.) “kerosene, chicory, and margarine wholesale;
the latter purchases these articles retail, etc.” (S. 93).
Mr. Bulgakov “corrects”: “Kautsky did not mean to say that
this was technically more advantageous, but that it cost
less”!... Is it not clear that in this case (as in all the others)
Mr. Bulgakov’s attempt to “correct” Kautsky was more than
unfortunate? “This argument,” continues the stern critic, “is
also very questionable in itself, because under certain condi-
tions the value of the product may not include the value of
the scattered huts, whereas the value of a common house is
included, even with the interest added. This, too, depends
upon social-economic conditions, which—and not the alleged
technical advantages of large-scale over small-scale produc-
tion—should have been investigated.”... In the first place,
Mr. Bulgakov forgets the trifle that Kautsky, after compar-
ing the significance of large-scale production with that of
small-scale production, all other conditions being equal,
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proceeds to examine these conditions in detail. Consequent-
ly, Mr. Bulgakov wants to throw different questions together.
Secondly, how is it that the value of the peasants’ huts does
not enter into the value of the product? Only because the
peasant “does not count” the value of the timber he uses or
the labour he expends in building and repairing his hut. In-
sofar as the peasant still conducts a natural economy, he,
of course, may “not count” his labour; there is no justifica-
tion for Mr. Bulgakov’s not telling his readers that Kautsky
very clearly and precisely points this out on pp. 165-67 of his
book (Chapter VII, “The Proletarisation of the Peasant”).
But we are now discussing the “social-economic condition”
of capitalism and not of natural economy or of simple
commodity production. Under capitalist social conditions
“not to count” one’s labour means to work for nothing (for
the merchant or another capitalist); it means to work for
incomplete remuneration for the labour power expended;
it means to lower the level of consumption below the stand-
ard. As we have seen, Kautsky fully recognised and correct-
ly appraised this distinguishing feature of small production.
In his objection to Kautsky, Mr. Bulgakov repeats the usual
trick and the usual mistake of the bourgeois and petty-bour-
geois economists. These economists have deafened us with
their praises of the “viability” of the small peasant, who, they
say, need not count his own labour, or chase after profit
and rent, etc. These good people merely forget that such
arguments confuse the “social-economic conditions” of natural
economy, simple commodity production, and capitalism.
Kautsky excellently explains all these mistakes and draws
a strict distinction between the various systems of social-
economic relations. He says: “If the agricultural production
of the small peasant is not drawn into the sphere of commodi-
ty production, if it is merely a part of household economy, it
also remains outside the sphere of the centralising tendencies
of the modern mode of production. However irrational
his parcellised economy may be, no matter what waste of
effort it may lead to, he clings to it tightly, just as his wife
clings to her wretched household economy, which likewise
produces infinitely miserable results with an enormous ex-
penditure of labour-power, but which represents the only
sphere in which she is not subject to another’s rule and is
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free from exploitation™ (S. 165). The situation changes when
natural economy is supplanted by commodity economy. The
peasant then has to sell his produce, purchase implements,
and purchase land. As long as the peasant remains a simple
commodity producer, he can be satisfied with the standard
of living of the wage-worker; he needs neither profit nor
rent; he can pay a higher price for land than the capital-
ist entrepreneur (S. 166). But simple commodity production
is supplanted by capitalist production. If, for instance, the
peasant has mortgaged his land, he must also obtain the rent
which he has sold to the creditor. At this stage of develop-
ment the peasant can only formally be regarded as a simple
commodity producer. De facto, he usually has to deal with the
capitalist—the creditor, the merchant, the industrial entre-
preneur—from whom he must seek “auxiliary employment,”
i.e., to whom he must sell his labour-power. At this stage—
and Kautsky, we repeat, compares large-scale with small-
scale farming in capitalist society—the possibility for the
peasant “not to count his labour” means only one thing to
him, namely, to work himself to death and continually
to cut down his consumption.

Equally unsound are the other objections raised by Mr.
Bulgakov. Small-scale production permits of the employment
of machinery within narrower limits; the small proprietor
finds credit more difficult to obtain and more expensive,
says Kautsky. Mr. Bulgakov considers these arguments
false and refers to—peasant associations! He completely
ignores the evidence brought forward by Kautsky, whose
appraisal of these associations and their significance we quoted
above. On the question of machinery, Mr. Bulgakov again
reproaches Kautsky for not raising the “more general econom-
ic question: What, upon the whole, is the economic role
of machinery in agriculture [Mr. Bulgakov has forgotten
Chapter IV of Kautsky’s book!] and is it as inevitable an
instrument in agriculture as in manufacturing industry?”
Kautsky clearly pointed to the capitalist nature of the use
of machinery in modern agriculture (S. 39, 40, et seq.); noted
the specific features of agriculture which create “technical
and economic difficulties” for the employment of machinery
in agriculture (S. 38, et seq.); and adduced data on the grow-
ing employment of machinery (S. 40), on its technical
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significance (42, et seq.), and on the role of steam and electric-
ity. Kautsky indicated the size of farm necessary, according
to agronomic data, for making the fullest use of various
machines (94), and pointed out that according to the German
census of 1895 the employment of machinery steadily and
rapidly increases from the small farms to the big ones (2 per
cent in farms up to two hectares, 13.8 per cent in farms of
2 to 5 hectares, 45.8 per cent in farms of 5 to 20 hectares,
78.8 per cent in farms of 20 to 100 hectares, and 94.2 per
cent in farms of 100 and more hectares). Instead of these
figures, Mr. Bulgakov would have preferred “general” argu-
ments about the “invincibility” or non-invincibility of ma-
chines!...

“The argument that a larger number of draught animals
per hectare is employed in small-scale production is un-
convincing ... because the relative intensity of animal main-
tenance per farm ... is not investigated”—says; Mr. Bul-
gakov. We open Kautsky’s book at the page that contains
this argument and read the following: “The large number
of cows in small-scale farming [per 1,000 hectares] is to
no small extent are determined by the fact that the peasant
engages more in animal husbandry and less in the production
of grain than the big farmer; but this does not explain the
difference in the number of horses maintained” (page 96,
on which are quoted figures for Saxony for 1860, for the whole
of Germany for 1883, and for England for 1880). We remind
the reader of the fact that in Russia the Zemstvo statistics
reveal the same law expressing the superiority of large-scale
over small-scale farming: the big peasant farms manage with
a smgller number of cattle and implements per unit of
land.

Mr. Bulgakov gives a far from complete exposition of
Kautsky’s arguments on the superiority of large-scale over
small-scale production in capitalist agriculture. The su-
periority of large-scale farming does not only lie in the fact
that there is less waste of cultivated area, a saving in live-
stock and implements, fuller utilisation of implements,

*See V. Y. Postnikov, Peasant Farming in South Russia. Cf. V.
Ilyin, The Development of Capitalism, Chapter II, Section I. (See
present edition, Vol. 3.—Ed.)
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wider possibilities of employing machinery, and more oppor-
tunities for obtaining credit; it also lies in the commercial
superiority of large-scale production, the employment in
the latter of scientifically trained managers (Kautsky, S.
104). Large-scale farming utilises the co-operation of workers
and division of labour to a larger extent. Kautsky attaches
particular importance to the scientific, agronomic education
of the farmer. “A scientifically well-educated farmer can be
employed only by a farm sufficiently large for the work of
management and supervision to engage fully the person’s
labour-power” (S. 98: “The size of such farms varies, according
to the type of production,” from three hectares of vineyards
to 500 hectares of extensive farming). In this connection
Kautsky mentions the interesting and extremely character-
istic fact that the establishment of primary and secondary
agricultural school benefits the big farmer and not the
peasant by providing the former with employees (the same
thing is observed in Russia). “The higher education that is
required for fully rationalised production is hardly compat-
ible with the peasants’ present conditions of existence. This,
of course, is a condemnation, not of higher education, but
of the peasants’ conditions of life. It merely means that peas-
ant production is able to exist side by side with large-scale
production, not because of its higher productivity, but be-
cause of its lower requirements™ (S. 99). Large-scale produc-
tion must employ, not only peasant labourers, but also
urban workers, whose requirements are on an incomparably
higher level.

Mr. Bulgakov calls the highly interesting and important
data which Kautsky adduces to prove “overwork and under-
consumption in small-scale production” “a few[!] casual[??]
quotations.” Mr. Bulgakov “undertakes” to cite as many
“quotations of an opposite character.” He merely forgets to
say whether he also undertakes to make an opposite asser-
tion which he would prove by “quotations of an opposite
character.” This is the whole point! Does Mr. Bulgakov
undertake to assert that large-scale production in capitalist
society differs from peasant production in the prevalence
of overwork and the lower consumption of its workers?
Mr. Bulgakov is too cautious to make such a ludicrous asser-
tion. He considers it possible to avoid the fact of the peasants’
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overwork and lower consumption by remarking that “in some
places peasants are prosperous and in other places they are
poor”!! What would be said of an economist who, instead of
generalising the data on the position of small- and large-
scale production, began to investigate the difference in the
“prosperity” of the population of various “places”? What
would be said of an economist who evaded the overwork and
lower consumption of handicraftsmen, as compared with
factory workers, with the remark that “in some places handi-
craftsmen are prosperous and in other places they are poor”?
Incidentally, a word about handicraftsmen. Mr. Bulgakov
writes: “Apparently Kautsky was mentally drawing a paral-
lel with Hausindustrie,* where there are no technical limits
to overwork [as in agriculture], but this parallel is unsuit-
able here.” Apparently, we say in reply, Mr. Bulgakov
was astonishingly inattentive to the book he was criticis-
ing, for Kautsky did not “mentally draw a parallel” with
Hausindustrie, but pointed to it directly and precisely on the
very first page of that part of the chapter which deals with the
question of overwork (Chapter VI, b, S. 106): “As in domestic
industry (Hausindustrie), the work of the children of the
family in small peasant farming is even more harmful than
wage-labour for others.” However emphatically Mr. Bulga-
kov decrees that this parallel is unsuitable here, his opin-
ion is nevertheless entirely erroneous. In industry, over-
work has no technical limits; but for the peasantry it is
“limited by the technical conditions of agriculture,” argues
Mr. Bulgakov. The question arises: who, indeed, confuses
technique with economics, Kautsky or Mr. Bulgakov?
What has the technique of agriculture, or of domestic indus-
try, to do with the case when facts prove that the small
producer in agriculture and in industry drives his children
to work at an earlier age, works more hours per day, lives
“more frugally,” and cuts down his requirements to such a
level that he stands out in a civilised country as a real “bar-
barian” (Marx’s expression)? Can the economic similarity of
such phenomena in agriculture and in industry be denied on
the grounds that agriculture has a large number of specific
features (which Kautsky does not forget in the least)? “The

* Domestic industry.—Ed.
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small peasant could not put in more work than his field re-
quires even if he wanted to,” says Mr. Bulgakov. But the
small peasant can and does work fourteen, and not twelve,
hours a day; he can and does work with that super-normal
intensity which wears out his nerves and muscles much more
quickly than the normal intensity. Moreover, what an incor-
rect and extreme abstraction it is to reduce all the peasant’s
work to field work! You will find nothing of the kind in Kaut-
sky’s book. Kautsky knows perfectly well that the peasant
also works in the household, works on building and repairing
his hut, his cowshed, his implements, etc., “not counting”
all this additional work, for which a wage-worker on a big
farm would demand payment at the usual rate. Is it not clear
to every unprejudiced person that overwork has incompa-
rably wider limits for the peasant—for the small farmer—
than for the small industrial producer if he is only such? The
overwork of the small farmer is strikingly demonstrated as
a universal phenomenon by the fact that all bourgeois writ-
ers unanimously testify to the “diligence” and “frugality”
of the peasant and accuse the workers of “indolence” and
“extravagance.”

The small peasants, says an investigator of the life of the
rural population in Westphalia quoted by Kautsky, overwork
their children to such an extent that their physical develop-
ment is retarded; working for wages has not such bad sides.
A small Lincolnshire farmer stated the following to the par-
liamentary commission which investigated agrarian condi-
tions in England (1897): “I have brought up a family and
nearly worked them to death.” Another said: “I and my
children have been working eighteen hours a day for several
days and average ten to twelve during the year.” A third:
“We work much harder than labourers, in fact, like slaves.”
Mr. Read described to the same commission the conditions
of the small farmer, in the districts where agriculture in the
strict sense of the word predominates, in the following man-
ner: “The only way in which he can possibly succeed is this,
in doing the work of two agricultural labourers and living at
the expense of one ... as regards his family, they are
worse educated and harder worked than the children of the
agricultural labourers” (Royal Commission on Agricul-
ture, Final Report, pp. 34, 358. Quoted by Kautsky,
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S. 109). Will Mr. Bulgakov assert that not less frequently
a day labourer does the work of two peasants? Particularly
characteristic is the following fact cited by Kautsky show-
ing that “the peasant art of starvation (Hungerkunst) may
lead to the economic superiority of small production”: a
comparison of the profitableness of two peasant farms in
Baden shows a deficit of 933 marks in one, the large one,
and a surplus of 191 marks in the other, which was only
half the size of the first. But the first farm, which was con-
ducted exclusively with the aid of hired labourers, had to feed
the latter properly, at a cost of nearly one mark (about 45
kopeks) per person per day; whereas the smaller farm was
conducted exclusively with the aid of the members of the
family (the wife and six grown-up children), whose main-
tenance cost only half the amount spent on the day labour-
ers: 48 pfennigs per person per day. If the family of the small
peasant had been fed as well as the labourers hired by the big
farmer, the small farmer would have suffered a deficit of
1,250 marks! “His surplus came, not from his full corn bins,
but from his empty stomach.” What a huge number of simi-
lar examples would be discovered, were the comparison of
the “profitableness” of large and small farms accompanied
by calculation of the consumption and work of peasants and
of wage-workers.* Here is another calculation of the higher
profit of a small farm (4.6 hectares) as compared with a big
farm (26.5 hectares), a calculation made in one of the special
magazines. But how is this higher profit obtained? —asks
Kautsky. It turns out that the small farmer is assisted by his
children, assisted from the time they begin to walk; whereas
the big farmer has to spend money on his children (school,
gymnasium). In the small farm even the old people, over
70 years of age, “take the place of a full worker.” “An ordinary
day labourer, particularly on a big farm, goes about his work
and thinks to himself: ‘I wish it was knocking-off time.’
The small peasant, however, at all events in all the busy
seasons, thinks to himself: ‘Oh, if only the day were an hour
or two longer.”” The small producers, the author of this
article in the agricultural magazine says didactically, make

*Cf. V. Ilyin, The Development of Capitalism in Russia, pp. 112,
175, 201. (See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 168-70, 244-46, 273-75.—Ed.)
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better use of their time in the busy seasons: “They rise ear-
lier, retire later and work more quickly, whereas the labour-
ers employed by the big farmer do not want to get up ear-
lier, go to bed later or work harder than at other times.”
The peasant is able to obtain a net income thanks to the
“simple” life he leads: he lives in a mud hut built mainly by
the labour of his family; his wife has been married for 17
years and has worn out only one pair of shoes; usually she goes
barefoot, or in wooden sabots; and she makes all the clothes
for her family. Their food consists of potatoes, milk, and on
rare occasions, herring. Only on Sundays does the husband
smoke a pipe of tobacco. “These people did not realise that
they were leading a particularly simple life and did not ex-
press dissatisfaction with their position.... Following this
simple way of life, they obtained nearly every year a small
surplus from their farm.”

v

After completing his analysis of the interrelations between
large- and small-scale production in capitalist agriculture,
Kautsky proceeds to make a special investigation of the “lim-
its of capitalist agriculture” (Chapter VII). Kautsky says
that objection to the theory that large-scale farming is
superior to small-scale is raised mainly by the “friends of
humanity” (we almost said, friends of the people...) among the
bourgeoisie, the pure Free Traders, and the agrarians. Many
economists have recently been advocating small-scale farm-
ing. The statistics usually cited are those showing that
big farms are not eliminating small farms. And Kautsky
quotes these statistics: in Germany, from 1882 to 1895, it
was the area of the medium-sized farms that increased most;
in France, from 1882 to 1892, it was the area of the smallest
and biggest farms that increased most; the area of the medium-
sized farms diminished. In England, from 1885 to 1895,
the area of the smallest and the biggest farms diminished;
it was the area of the farms ranging from 40 to 120 hectares
(100 to 300 acres), i.e., farms that cannot be put in the cate-
gory of small farms, which increased most. In America, the
average area of farms is diminishing: in 1850 it was 203
acres; in 1860—199 acres; in 1870—153 acres; in 1880—134
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acres; and in 1890—137 acres. Kautsky makes a closer exam-
ination of the American statistics and, Mr. Bulgakov’s
opinion notwithstanding, his analysis is extremely impor-
tant from the standpoint of principle. The main reason for
the diminution in the average farm area is the break-up
of the large plantations in the South after the emancipation
of the Negroes; in the Southern States the average farm area
diminished by more than one-half. “Not a single person who
understands the subject will regard these figures as evidence
of the victory of small-scale over modern [= capitalist] large-
scale production.” In general, an analysis of American sta-
tistics by regions shows a large variety of relations. In the
principal “wheat states,” in the northern part of the Middle
West, the average farm area increased from 122 to 133 acres.
“Small-scale production becomes predominant only in those
places where agriculture is in a state of decline, or where
pre-capitalist, large-scale production enters into competi-
tion with peasant production” (135). This conclusion of Ka-
utsky is very important, for it shows that if certain conditions
are not adhered to, the handling of statistics may become
merely mishandling: a distinction must be drawn between
capitalist and pre-capitalist large-scale production. A
detailed analysis must be made for separate districts that
differ materially from one another in the forms of farming
and in the historical conditions of its development. It is
said, “Figures prove!” But one must analyse the figures to
see what they prove. They only prove what they directly
say. The figures do not speak directly of the scale on which
production is carried on, but of the area of the farms. It is
possible, and in fact it so happens, that “with intensive farm-
ing, production can be carried on upon a larger scale on
a small estate than on a large estate extensively farmed.”
“Statistics that tell us only about the area of farms tell us
nothing as to whether the diminution of their area is due to
the actual diminution of the scale of farming, or to its in-
tensification” (146). Forestry and pastoral farming, these
first forms of capitalist large-scale farming, permit of the
largest area of estates. Field cultivation requires a smaller
area. But the various systems of field cultivation differ
from one another in this respect: the exhaustive, extensive
system of farming (which has prevailed in America up to
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now) permits of huge farms (up to 10,000 hectares, such as
the bonanza farms* of Dalrymple, Glenn, and others. In our
steppes, too, peasant farms, and particularly merchants’
farms, attain such dimensions). The introduction of fer-
tilisers, etc., necessarily leads to a diminution in the area of
farms, which in Europe, for instance, are smaller than in
America. The transition from field farming to animal hus-
bandry again causes a diminution in the area of farms: in
England, in 1880, the average size of livestock farms was
52.3 acres, whereas that of field farms was 74.2 acres. That
is why the transition from field farming to animal husbandry
which is taking place in England must give rise to a tendency
for the area of farms to diminish. “But it would be judging
very superficially if the conclusion were drawn from this
that there has been a decline in production” (149). In East
Elbe (by the investigation of which Mr. Bulgakov hopes some
time to refute Kautsky), it is precisely the introduction of
intensive farming that is taking place: the big farmers, says
Sering, whom Kautsky quotes, are increasing the productiv-
ity of their soil and are selling or leasing to peasants the re-
mote parts of their estates, since with intensive farming it is
difficult to utilise these remote parts. “Thus, large estates in
East Elbe are being reduced in size and in their vicinity small
peasant farms are being established; this, however, is not
because small-scale production is superior to large-scale, but
because the former dimensions of the estates were adapted to
the needs of extensive farming” (150). The diminution in
farm area in all these cases usually leads to an increase in the
quantity of products (per unit of land) and frequently to an
increase in the number of workers employed, i.e., to an
actual increase in the scale of production.

From this it is clear how little is proved by general agri-
cultural statistics on the area of farms, and how cautiously
one must handle them. In industrial statistics we have direct
indices of the scale of production (quantity of goods, total
value of the output, and the number of workers employed), and,
besides, it is easy to distinguish the different branches.
Agricultural statistics hardly ever satisfy these necessary
conditions of evidence.

* These words are in English in the original.—Ed.
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Furthermore, the monopoly in landed property limits
agricultural capitalism: in industry, capital grows as a re-
sult of accumulation, as a result of the conversion of surplus-
value into capital; centralisation, i.e., the amalgamation
of several small units of capital into a large unit, plays a
lesser role. In agriculture, the situation is different. The
whole of the land is occupied (in civilised countries), and it
is possible to enlarge the area of a farm only by centralising
several lots; this must be done in such a way as to form one
continuous area. Clearly, enlarging an estate by purchasing
the surrounding lots is a very difficult matter, particularly
in view of the fact that the small lots are partly occupied by
agricultural labourers (whom the big farmer needs), and
partly by small peasants who are masters of the art of main-
taining their hold by reducing consumption to an unbeliev-
able minimum. For some reason or other the statement of
this simple and very clear fact, which indicates the limits of
agricultural capitalism, seemed to Mr. Bulgakov to be a mere
“phrase” (??!!) and provided a pretext for the most ground-
less rejoicing: “And so [!], the superiority of large-scale pro-
duction comes to grief [!] at the very first obstacle.” First,
Mr. Bulgakov misunderstands the law of the superiority of
large-scale production, ascribing to it excessive abstractness,
from which Kautsky is very remote, and then turns his mis-
understanding into an argument against Kautsky! Truly
strange is Mr. Bulgakov’s belief that he can refute Kautsky
by referring to Ireland (large landed property, but without
large-scale production). The fact that large landed property
is one of the conditions of large-scale production does not in
the least signify that it is a sufficient condition. Of course,
Kautsky could not examine the historical and other causes
of the specific features of Ireland, or of any other country,
in a general work on capitalism in agriculture. It would not
occur to anyone to demand that Marx, in analysing the
general laws of capitalism in industry, should have ex-
plained why small industry continued longer in France, why
industry was developing slowly in Italy, etc. Equally
groundless is Mr. Bulgakov’s assertion that concentration
“could” proceed gradually: it is not as easy to enlarge estates
by purchasing neighbouring lots as it is to add new prem-
ises to a factory for an additional number of machines, etc.
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In referring to this purely fictitious possibility of the grad-
ual concentration, or renting, of land for the purpose of
forming large farms, Mr. Bulgakov paid little attention to
the really specific feature of agriculture in the process of
concentration—a feature which Kautsky indicated. This is
the latifundia, the concentration of several estates in the
hands of a single owner. Statistics usually register the num-
ber of individual estates and tell us nothing about the proc-
ess of concentration of various estates in the hands of big
landowners. Kautsky cites very striking instances, in Ger-
many and Austria, of such concentration which leads to a
special and higher form of large-scale capitalist farming in
which several large estates are combined to form a single
economic unit managed by a single central body. Such
gigantic agricultural enterprises make possible the combi-
nation of the most varied branches of agriculture and the
most extensive use of the advantages of large-scale pro-
duction.

The reader will see how remote Kautsky is from abstract-
ness and from a stereotyped understanding of “Marx’s
theory,” to which he remains true. Kautsky warned
against this stereotyped understanding, even inserting a spe-
cial section on the doom of small-scale production in industry
in the chapter under discussion. He rightly points out
that even in industry the victory of large-scale production is
not so easy of achievement, and is not so uniform, as those
who talk about Marx’s theory being inapplicable to agri-
culture are in the habit of thinking. It is sufficient to point to
capitalist domestic industry; it is sufficient to recall the
remark Marx made about the extreme variety of transitional
and mixed forms which obscure the victory of the factory
system. How much more complicated this is in agriculture!
The increase in wealth and luxury leads, for example, to mil-
lionaires purchasing huge estates which they turn into forests
for their pleasures. In Salzburg, in Austria, the number of
cattle has been declining since 1869. The reason is the sale
of the Alps to rich lovers of the hunt. Kautsky says very aptly
that if agricultural statistics are taken in general, and uncrit-
ically, it is quite easy to discover in the capitalist mode of
production a tendency to transform modern nations into
hunting tribes!
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Finally, among the conditions setting the limits to capi-
talist agriculture, Kautsky also points to the fact that the
shortage of workers—due to the migration of the rural popu-
lation—compels the big landowners to allot land to labour-
ers, to create a small peasantry to provide labour-power for
the landlord. An absolutely propertyless agricultural labour-
er is a rarity, because in agriculture rural economy, in the
strict sense, is connected with household economy. Whole
categories of agricultural wage-workers own or have the use
of land. When small production is eliminated too greatly,
the big landowners try to strengthen or revive it by the sale or
lease of land. Sering, whom Kautsky quotes, says: “In all
European countries, a movement has recently been observed
towards ... settling rural labourers by allotting plots of land
to them.” Thus, within the limits of the capitalist mode of
production it is impossible to count on small-scale produc-
tion being entirely eliminated from agriculture, for the capi-
talists and agrarians themselves strive to revive it when the
ruination of the peasantry has gone too far. Marx pointed to
this rotation of concentration and parcellisation of the land
in capitalist society as far back as 1850, in the Neue Rhein-
ische Zeitung."?

Mr. Bulgakov is of the opinion that these arguments of
Kautsky contain “an element of truth, but still more of
error.” Like all Mr. Bulgakov’s other verdicts, this one has
also extremely weak and nebulous grounds. Mr. Bulgakov
thinks that Kautsky has “constructed a theory of proletarian
small-scale production,” and that this theory is true for a
very limited region. We hold a different opinion. The agri-
cultural wage-labour of small cultivators (or what is the same
thing, the agricultural labourer and day labourer with an
allotment) is a phenomenon characteristic, more or less, of
all capitalist countries. No writer who desires to describe cap-
italism in agriculture can, without violating the truth, leave
this phenomenon in the background.* Kautsky, in Chapter
VIII of his book, viz., “The Proletarisation of the Peasant,”
adduces extensive evidence to prove that in Germany, in

* Cf. The Development of Capitalism in Russia, Chapter II, Section
XII, p. 120. (See present edition, Vol. 3, p. 178.—Ed.) It is estimated
that in France about 75 per cent of the rural labourers own land. Other
examples are also given.
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particular, proletarian small-scale production is general.
Mr. Bulgakov’s statement that other writers, including
Mr. Kablukov, have pointed to the “shortage of workers™ leaves
the most important thing in the background—the enormous
difference in principle between Mr. Kablukov’s theory and
Kautsky’s theory. Because of his characteristically Klein-
biirger* point of view, Mr. Kablukov “constructs” out of
the shortage of workers the theory that large-scale production
is unsound and that small-scale production is sound. Kautsky
gives an accurate description of the facts and indicates their
true significance in modern class society: the class interests
of the landowners compel them to strive to allot land to the
workers. As far as class position is concerned, the agricultur-
al wage-workers with allotments are situated between the
petty bourgeoisie and the proletariat, but closer to the latter.
In other words, Mr. Kablukov develops one side of a compli-
cated process into a theory of the unsoundness of large-scale
production, whereas Kautsky analyses the special forms of
social-economic relations created by the interests of large-
scale production at a certain stage of its development and
under certain historical conditions.

\Y

We shall now pass to the next chapter of Kautsky’s book,
the title of which we have just quoted. In this chapter
Kautsky investigates, firstly, the “tendency toward the par-
cellisation of landholdings,” and, secondly, the “forms of
peasant auxiliary employments.” Thus, here are depicted
those extremely important trends of capitalism in agricul-
ture that are typical of the overwhelming majority of capi-
talist countries. Kautsky says that the break-up of landhold-
ings leads to an increased demand for small plots on the part
of small peasants, who pay a higher price for the land than
the big farmers. Several writers have adduced this fact
to prove that small-scale farming is superior to large-scale
farming. Kautsky very appropriately replies to this by com-
paring the price of land with the price of houses: it is well
known that small and cheap houses are dearer per unit of

* Petty-bourgeois.—Ed.
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capacity (per cubic foot, etc.) than large and costly houses.
The higher price of small plots of land is not due to the
superiority of small-scale farming, but to the particularly
oppressed condition of the peasant. The enormous number of
dwarf farms that capitalism has called into being is seen from
the following figures: in Germany (1895), out of 5,500,000
farms, 4,250,000, i.e., more than three-fourths, are of an
area of less than five hectares (58 per cent are less than two
hectares). In Belgium, 78 per cent (709,500 out of 909,000)
are less than two hectares. In England (1895), 118,000 out
of 520,000 are less than two hectares. In France (1892),
2,200,000 (out of 5,700,000) are less than one hectare;
4,000,000 are less than five hectares. Mr. Bulgakov thinks
that he can refute Kautsky’s argument that these dwarf
farms are very irrational (insufficient cattle, implements,
money, and labour-power which is diverted to auxiliary oc-
cupations) by arguing that “very often” (??) the land is spade-
tilled “with an incredible degree of intensity,” although ...
with “an extremely irrational expenditure of labour-power.”
It goes without saying that this objection is totally ground-
less, that individual examples of excellent cultivation of the
soil by small peasants are as little able to refute Kautsky’s
general characterisation of this type of farming as the above-
quoted example of the greater profitableness of a small farm
is able to refute the thesis of the superiority of large-scale
production. That Kautsky is quite right in placing these
farms, taken as a whole,* in the proletarian category is seen
from the fact, revealed by the German census of 1895, that
very many of the small farmers cannot dispense with sub-
sidiary earnings. Of a total of 4,700,000 persons obtaining an
independent livelihood in agriculture, 2,700,000, or 57 per
cent, have subsidiary earnings. Of 3,200,000 farms of less
than two hectares each, only 400,000, or 13 per cent, have no
subsidiary incomes! In the whole of Germany, out of

*We emphasise “taken as a whole,” because it cannot, of course,
be denied that in certain cases even these farms having an insignifi-
cant area of land can provide a large quantity of products and a large
income (vineyards, vegetable gardens, etc.). But what would we say
of an economist who tried to refute the reference to the lack of horses
among Russian peasants by pointing, for instance, to the vegetable
growers in the suburbs of Moscow who may sometimes carry on rational
and profitable farming without horses?
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5,500,000 farms, 1,500,000 belong to agricultural and indus-
trial wage-workers (4704,000 to artisans). And after this
Mr. Bulgakov presumes to assert that the theory of prole-
tarian small landholdings was “constructed” by Kautsky!*
Kautsky thoroughly investigated the forms assumed by the
proletarisation of the peasantry (the forms of peasant aux-
iliary employment) (S. 174-93). Unfortunately, space does
not permit us to deal in detail with his description of these
forms (agricultural work for wages, domestic industry—
Hausindustrie, “the vilest system of capitalist exploitation”—
work in factories and mines, etc.). Our only observation is
that Kautsky makes the same appraisal of auxiliary employ-
ment as that made by Russian economists. Migratory workers

*In a footnote to page 15, Mr. Bulgakov says that Kautsky, believ-
ing that grain duties were not in the interest of the overwhelming
majority of the rural population, repeats the mistake committed by
authors of the book on grain prices.53 We cannot agree with this opin-
ion either. The authors of the book on grain prices made a large num-
ber of mistakes (which I indicated repeatedly in the above-mentioned
book), but there is no mistake whatever in admitting that high grain
prices are not in the interests of the mass of the population. What is a
mistake is the direct deduction that the interests of the masses coin-
cide with the interests of the whole social development. Messrs. Tugan-
Baranovsky and Struve have rightly pointed out that the criterion in
appraising grain prices must be whether, more or less rapidly, through
capitalism, they eliminate labour-service, whether they stimulate so-
cial development. This is a question of fact which I answer differently
from the way Struve does. I do not at all regard it as proved that the
development of capitalism in agriculture is retarded by low prices. On
the contrary, the particularly rapid growth of the agricultural machin-
ery industry and the stimulus to specialisation in agriculture which
was given by the reduction of grain prices show that low prices stimu-
late the development of capitalism in Russian agriculture (cf. The
Development of Capitalism in Russia, Chapter III, Section V, p. 147,
footnote 2). (See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 212-13.—Ed.) The reduc-
tion of grain prices has a profound transforming effect upon all other
relations in agriculture.

Mr. Bulgakov says: “One of the important conditions for the inten-
sification of farming is the raising of grain prices.” (The same opinion
is expressed by Mr. P. S. in the “Review of Home Affairs” column,
p. 299 in the same issue of Nachalo.) This is inexact. Marx showed in
Part VI of Volume III of Capital®t that the productivity of additional
capital invested in land may diminish, but may also increase; with a
reduction in the price of grain, rent may fall, but it may also rise.
Consequently, intensification may be due—in different historical
periods and in different countries—to altogether different conditions,
irrespective of the level of grain prices.



140 V. I. LENIN

are less developed and have a lower level of requirements
than urban workers; not infrequently, they have a harmful
effect on the living conditions of the urban workers. “But
for those places from which they come and to which they
return they are pioneers of progress.... They acquire new
wants and new ideas” (S. 192), they awaken among the back-
woods peasants consciousness, a sense of human dignity,
and confidence in their own strength.

In conclusion we shall deal with the last and particularly
sharp attack Mr. Bulgakov makes upon Kautsky. Kautsky
says that in Germany, from 1882 to 1895 it was the smallest
(in area) and the largest farms that grew most in number
(so that the parcellisation of the land proceeded at the ex-
pense of the medium farms). Indeed, the number of farms
under one hectare increased by 8.8 per cent; those of 5 to
20 hectares increased by 7.8 per cent; while those of over
1,000 hectares increased by 11 per cent (the number of those
in the intervening categories hardly increased at all, while
the total number of farms increased by 5.3 per cent). Mr.
Bulgakov is extremely indignant because the percentage is
taken of the biggest farms, the number of which is insignif-
icant (515 and 572 for the respective years). Mr. Bulgakov’s
indignation is quite groundless. He forgets that these farms
insignificant in number, are the largest in size and that they
occupy nearly as much land as 2,300,000 to 2,500,000 dwarf
farms (up to one hectare). If I were to say that the number of
very big factories in a country, those employing 1,000 and
more workers, increased, say, from 51 to 57, by 11 per cent,
while the total number of factories increased 5.3 per cent,
would not that show an increase in large-scale production,
notwithstanding the fact that the number of very large facto-
ries may be insignificant as compared with the total number
of factories? Kautsky is fully aware of the fact that it was the
peasant farms of from 5 to 20 hectares which grew most in
total area (Mr. Bulgakov, p. 18), and he deals with it in the
ensuing chapter.

Kautsky then takes the changes in area in the various cat-
egories in 1882 and 1895. It appears that the largest increase
(+563,477 hectares) occurred among the peasant farms of
from 5 to 20 hectares, and the next largest among the biggest
farms, those of more than 1,000 hectares (4+94,014), where
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as the area of farms of from 20 to 1,000 hectares diminished
by 86,809 hectares. Farms up to one hectare increased
their area by 32,683 hectares, and those from 1 to 5 hec-
tares, by 45,604 hectares.

And Kautsky draws the following conclusion: the dim-
inution in the area of farms of from 20 to 1,000 hectares
(more than balanced by an increase in the area of farms of
1,000 hectares and over) is due, not to the decline of large-
scale production, but to its intensification. We have al-
ready seen that intensive farming is making progress in
Germany and that it frequently requires a diminution in
the area of farms. That there is intensification of large-scale
production can be seen from the growing utilisation of steam-
driven machinery, as well as from the enormous increase in
the number of agricultural non-manual employees, who in
Germany are employed only on large farms. The number
of estate managers (inspectors), overseers, bookkeepers,
etc., increased from 47,465 in 1882 to 76,978 in 1895, i.e.,
by 62 per cent; the percentage of women among these employ-
ees increased from 12 to 23.4.

“All this shows clearly how much more intensive and more
capitalist large-scale farming has become since the begin-
ning of the eighties. The next chapter will explain why
simultaneously there has been such a big increase in the
area of middle-peasant farms™ (S. 174).

Mr. Bulgakov regards this description as being “in crying
contradiction to reality,” but the arguments he falls back on
again fail to justify such an emphatic and bold verdict, and
not by one iota do they shake Kautsky’s conclusion. “In the
first place, the intensification of farming, if it took place,
would not in itself explain the relative and absolute diminu-
tion of the cultivated area, the diminution of the total pro-
portion of farms in the 20- to 1,000-hectare group. The
cultivated area could have increased simultaneously with the
increase in the number of farms. The latter need merely
(sic!) have increased somewhat faster, so that the area of
each farm would have diminished.”*

* Mr. Bulgakov adduces data, in still greater detail, but they add
nothing whatever to Kautsky’s data, since they show the same increase
in the number of farms in one group of big proprietors and a reduction
in the land area.
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We have deliberately quoted in full this argument, from
which Mr. Bulgakov draws the conclusion that “the diminu-
tion in the size of farms owing to the growth of intensive
farming is pure fantasy” (sic!), because it strikingly reveals
the very mistake of mishandling “statistics” against which
Kautsky seriously warned. Mr. Bulgakov puts ridicu-
lously strict demands upon the statistics of the area of
farms and ascribes to these statistics a significance which
they never can have. Why, indeed, should the cul-
tivated area have increased “somewhat”? Why “should not”
the intensification of farming (which, as we have seen, some-
times leads to the sale and renting to peasants of parts
of estates remote from the centre) have shifted a certain
number of farms from a higher category to a lower? Why
“should it not” have diminished the cultivated area of farms
of from 20 to 1,000 hectares?* In industrial statistics a re-
duction in the output of the very big factories would have
indicated a decline in large-scale production. But the dimi-
nution in area of large estates by 1.2 per cent does not and
cannot indicate the volume of production, which very often
increases with a decrease in the area of the farm. We know
that the process of livestock breeding replacing grain farm-
ing, particularly marked in England, is going on in Europe
as a whole. We know that sometimes this change causes a
decrease in the farm area; but would it not be strange to draw
from this the conclusion that the smaller farm area implied
a decline in large-scale production? That is why, incidental-
ly, the “eloquent table” given by Mr. Bulgakov on page 20,
showing the reduction in the number of large and small farms
and the increase in the number of medium farms (5 to 20 hec-
tares) possessing animals for field work, proves nothing at
all. This may have been due to a change in the system of
farming.

That large-scale agricultural production in Germany has
become more intensive and more capitalist is evident, first-
ly, from the increase in the number of steam-driven ma-
chines employed: from 1879 to 1897 their number increased

*There was a reduction in this category from 16,986,101 hectares
to 16,802,115 hectares, i.e., by a whole ... 1.2 per cent! Does not this
speak in favour of the “death agony” of large-scale production seen by
Mr. Bulgakov?
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fivefold. It is quite useless for Mr. Bulgakov to argue in his
objection that the number of all machines in general (and
not steam-driven machines only) owned by small farms (up
to 20 hectares) is much larger than that owned by the large
farms; and also that in America machines are employed in
extensive farming. We are not discussing America now, but
Germany, where there are no bonanza farms.* The following
table gives the percentage of farms in Germany (1895) em-
ploying steam ploughs and steam threshing machines:

Per cent of farms

employing
steam
Farms itearﬂ threshing
ploughs machines
Under 2 hectares 0.00 1.08
2 to 5 »” 0.00 5.20
5 to 20 ” 0.01 10.95
20 to 100 »” 0.10 16.60
100 hectares and over 5.29 61.22

And now, if the total number of steam-driven machines
employed in agriculture in Germany has increased fivefold,
does it not prove that large-scale farming has become more
intensive? Only it must not be forgotten, as Mr. Bulgakov
forgets on page 21, that an increase in the size of enterprises
in agriculture is not always identical with an increase in
the area of farms.

Secondly, the fact that large-scale production has become
more capitalist is evident from the increase in the num-
ber of agricultural non-manual employees. It is useless for
Bulgakov to call this argument of Kautsky a “curiosity”:
“an increase in the number of officers, side by side with a
reduction of the army”—with a reduction in the number of
agricultural wage-workers. Again we say: Rira bien qui
rira le dernier!™* Kautsky not only does not forget the reduc-
tion in the number of agricultural labourers, but shows it

*These words are in English in the original.—Ed.

** What is indeed a curiosity is Mr. Bulgakov’s remark that the
increase in the number of non-manual employees testifies, perhaps,
to the growth of agricultural industry, but not(!) to the growth of
intensive large-scale farming. Until now we have thought one of the
most important forms of increased intensification to be the growth of
industry in agriculture (described in detail and appraised by Kautsky in
Chapter X).
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in detail in regard to a number of countries; only this fact
has absolutely nothing to do with the matter in hand, be-
cause the rural population as a whole is diminishing, while
the number of proletarian small farmers is increasing. Let us
assume that the big farmer abandons the production of grain
and takes up the production of sugar-beet and the manu-
facture of sugar (in Germany in 1871-72, 2,200,000 tons of
beets were converted into sugar; in 1881-82, 6,300,000
tons; in 189192, 9,500,000 tons, and in 1896-97,
13,700,000 tons). He might even sell, or rent, the remote
parts of his estate to small peasants, particularly if he
needs the wives and children of the peasants as day labourers
on the beet plantations. Let us assume that he introduces a
steam plough which eliminates the former ploughmen (on
the beet plantations in Saxony— “models of intensive farm-
ing”*—steam ploughs have now come into common use).
The number of wage-workers diminishes. The number of
higher grade employees (bookkeepers, managers, technicians,
etc.) necessarily increases. Will Mr. Bulgakov deny that
we see here an increase in intensive farming and capitalism
in large-scale production? Will he assert that nothing of
the kind is taking place in Germany?

To conclude the exposition of Chapter VIII of Kautsky’s
book, viz., on the proletarisation of the peasants, we
need to quote the following passage. “What interests us
here,” says Kautsky, after the passage we have cited above,
quoted also by Mr. Bulgakov, “is the fact that the proletar-
isation of the rural population is proceeding in Germany,
as in other places, notwithstanding the fact that the tenden-
cy to parcellise medium estates has ceased to operate there.
From 1882 to 1895 the total number of farms increased by
281,000. By far the greater part of this increase was due to
the greater number of proletarian farms up to one hectare in
area. The number of these farms increased by 206,000.

“As we see, the development of agriculture is quite a
special one, quite different from the development of indus-
trial and trading capital. In the preceding chapter we pointed
out that in agriculture the tendency to centralise farms
does not lead to the complete elimination of small-scale pro-

* Kirger, quoted by Kautsky, S. 45.
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duction. When this tendency goes too far it gives rise to an
opposite tendency, so that the tendency to centralise and the
tendency to parcellise alternate with each other. Now we
see that both tendencies can operate side by side. There is
an increase in the number, of farms whose owners come into
the commodity market as proletarians, as sellers of labour-
power.... All the material interests of these small farmers as
sellers of the commodity labour-power are identical with the
interests of the industrial proletariat, and their land owner-
ship does not give rise to antagonism between them and the
proletariat. His land more or less emancipates the peasant
small holder from the dealer in food products; but it does
not emancipate him from the exploitation of the capitalist
entrepreneur, whether industrial or agricultural” (S. 174).

In the following article we shall deal with the remain-
ing part of Kautsky’s book and give the work a general ap-
praisal; in passing, we shall examine the objections Mr.
Bulgakov raises in a later article.
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SECOND ARTICLE

I

In Chapter IX of his book (“The Growing Difficulties of
Commercial Agriculture”) Kautsky proceeds to analyse the
contradictions inherent in capitalist agriculture. From the
objections which Mr. Bulgakov raises against this chapter,
which we shall examine later, it is evident that the critic
has not quite properly understood the general significance
of these “difficulties.” There are “difficulties” which, while
being an “obstacle” to the full development of rational ag-
riculture, at the same time stimulate the development of
capitalist agriculture. Among the “difficulties” Kautsky
points, for example, to the depopulation of the countryside.
Undoubtedly, the migration from the countryside of the best
and most intelligent workers is an “obstacle” to the full de-
velopment of rational agriculture; but it is equally indubi-
table that the farmers combat this obstacle by developing
technique, e.g., by introducing machinery.

Kautsky investigates the following “difficulties”: a) ground
rent; b) right of inheritance; c) limitation of right of
inheritance; entailment (fideicommissum, Anerbenrecht)?;
d) the exploitation of the countryside by the town; e) depop-
ulation of the countryside.

Ground rent is that part of surplus-value which remains
after the average profit on invested capital is deducted. The
monopoly of landed property enables the landowner to ap-
propriate this surplus, and the price of land (= capitalised
rent) keeps rent at the level it has once reached. Clearly,
rent “hinders” the complete rationalisation of agriculture:
under the tenant farmer system the incentive to improve-
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ments, etc., becomes weaker, and under the mortgage sys-
tem the major part of the capital has to be invested, not in
production, but in the purchase of land. In his objection
Mr. Bulgakov points out, first, that there is “nothing terrible”
in the growth of mortgage debts. He forgets, however, that
Kautsky, not “in another sense,” but precisely in this sense,
has pointed to the necessary increase in mortgages even when
agriculture is prospering (see above, First Article, II).
Here, Kautsky does not raise the question as to whether an
increase in mortgages is “terrible” or not, but asks what dif-
ficulties prevent capitalism from accomplishing its mission.
Secondly, in Mr. Bulgakov’s opinion, “it is hardly correct
to regard increased rent only as an obstacle.... The rise in
rent, the possibility of raising it, serves as an independent
incentive to agriculture, stimulating progress of technique
and every other form” of progress (“process” is obviously a
misprint). Stimuli to progress in capitalist agriculture are:
population growth, growth of competition, and growth of
industry; rent, however, is a tribute exacted by the landowner
from social development, from the growth of technique.
It is, therefore, incorrect to state, that the rise in rent is an
“independent incentive” to progress. Theoretically, it is possi-
ble for capitalist production to exist in the absence of pri-
vate property in land, i.e., with the land nationalised
(Kautsky, S. 207), when absolute rent would not exist at
all, and differential rent would be appropriated by the state.
This would not weaken the incentive to agronomic prog-
ress; on the contrary, it would greatly increase it.

“There can be nothing more erroneous than to think that
it is in the interest of agriculture to force up (in die Hohe
treiben) the prices of estates or artificially to keep them at a
high level,” says Kautsky. “This is in the interest of the pres-
ent (augenblicklichen) landowners, of the mortgage banks
and the real estate speculators, but not in the interest of
agriculture, and least of all in the interest of its future, of
the future generation of farmers” (S. 199). As to the price of
land, it is capitalised rent.

The second difficulty confronting commercial agricul-
ture is that it necessarily requires private property in
land. This leads to the situation in which the land is
either split up on passing to heirs (such parcellisation even
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leading in some places to technical retrogression) or is bur-
dened by mortgages (when the heir who receives the land
pays the co-heirs money capital which he obtains by a mort-
gage on the land). Mr. Bulgakov reproaches Kautsky for
“overlooking, in his exposition, the positive side” of the mo-
bilisation of the land. This reproach is absolutely ground-
less; for in the historical part of his book (in particular
Chapter III of Part I, which deals with feudal agriculture
and the reasons for its supersession by capitalist agricul-
ture), as well as in the practical part,* Kautsky clearly pointed
out to his readers the positive side and the historical ne-
cessity of private property in land, of the subjection of agri-
culture to competition, and, consequently, of the mobilisa-
tion of the land. The other reproach that Mr. Bulgakov
directs at Kautsky, namely, that he does not investigate the
problem of “the different degrees of growth of the population
in different places,” is one that we simply cannot understand.
Did Mr. Bulgakov really expect to find studies in demog-
raphy in Kautsky’s book?

Without dwelling on the question of entailment, which,
after what has been said above, represents nothing new, we
shall proceed to examine the question of the exploitation of
the countryside by the town. Mr. Bulgakov’s assertion that
Kautsky “does not contrapose the positive to the negative
sides and, primarily, the importance of the town as a market
for agricultural produce,” is in direct contradiction to the
facts. Kautsky deals very definitely with the importance of
the town as a market for agriculture on the very first page
of the chapter which investigates “modern agriculture”
(S. 30, et seq.). It is precisely to “urban industry” (S. 292)
that Kautsky ascribes the principal role in the transforma-
tion of agriculture, in its rationalisation, etc.**

That is why we cannot possibly understand how Mr. Bul-
gakov could repeat in his article (page 32, Nachalo, No. 3)
these very ideas as if in opposition to Kautsky! This is a

* Kautsky emphatically expressed his opposition to every medie-
val restriction upon the mobilisation of the land, to entailment
(fideicommissum, Anerbenrecht), and to the preservation of the medie-
val peasant commune (S. 332), etc.

** Cf. also S. 214, where Kautsky discusses the role urban capital
plays in the rationalisation of agriculture.
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particularly striking example of this stern critic’s false ex-
position of the book he is subjecting to criticism. “It must
not be forgotten,” Mr. Bulgakov says to Kautsky admon-
ishingly, that “part of the values [which flow to the towns]
returns to the countryside.” Anyone would think that
Kautsky forgets this elementary truth. As a matter of fact
Kautsky distinguishes between the flow of values (from the
countryside to the town) with or without an equivalent re-
turn much more clearly than Mr. Bulgakov attempts to do.
In the first place, Kautsky examines the “flow of commodity
values from the country to the town without equivalent
return (Gegenleistung)” (S. 210) (rent which is spent in the
towns, taxes, interest on loans obtained in city banks) and
justly regards this as the economic exploitation of the coun-
tryside by the town. Kautsky further discusses the ques-
tion of the efflux of values with an equivalent return, i.e., the
exchange of agricultural produce for manufactured goods. He
says: “From the point of view of the law of value, this efflux
does not signify the exploitation of agriculture®; actually,
however, in the same way as the above-mentioned factors,
it leads to its agronomic (stofflichen) exploitation, to the
impoverishment of the land in nutritive substances” (S. 211).

As for the agronomic exploitation of the countryside by
the town, here too Kautsky adheres to one of the fundamen-
tal propositions of the theory of Marx and Engels, i.e., that
the antithesis between town and country destroys the neces-
sary correspondence and interdependence between agricul-
ture and industry, and that with the transition of capitalism
to a higher form this antithesis must disappear.**

*Let the reader compare Kautsky’s clear statement as quoted
above with the following “critical” remark by Mr. Bulgakov: “If
Kautsky regards the giving of grain to the non-agricultural population
by direct grain producers as exploitation,” etc. One cannot believe
that a critic who has read Kautsky’s book at all attentively could have
written that “if”!

** It goes without saying that the opinion that it is necessary to
abolish the antithesis between town and country in a society of asso-
ciated producers does not in the least contradict the admission that the
attraction of the population to industry from agriculture plays a
historically progressive role. I had occasion to discuss this elsewhere
(Studies, p. 81, footnote 69). (See present edition, Vol. 2, p. 229.—Ed.)
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Mr. Bulgakov thinks that Kautsky’s opinion on the agronomic
exploitation of the country by the town is a “strange” one;
that, “at all events, Kautsky has here stepped on the soil
of absolute fantasy” (sic!!!). What surprises us is that
Mr. Bulgakov ignores the fact that Kautsky’s opinion, which
he criticises, is identical with one of the fundamental ideas
of Marx and Engels. The reader would be right in conclud-
ing that Mr. Bulgakov considers the idea of the abolition of
the antithesis between town and country to be “absolute fan-
tasy.” If such indeed is the critic’s opinion, then we emphati-
cally disagree with him and go over to the side of “fantasy”
(actually, not to the side of fantasy, of course, but to that
of a more profound criticism of capitalism). The view that
the idea of abolishing the antithesis between town and coun-
try is a fantasy is not new by any means. It is the ordinary
view of the bourgeois economists. It has even been borrowed
by several writers with a more profound outlook. For ex-
ample, Dithring was of the opinion that antagonism be-
tween town and country “is inevitable by the very nature
of things.”

Further, Mr. Bulgakov is “astonished” (!) at the fact that
Kautsky refers to the growing incidence of epidemics among
plants and animals as one of the difficulties confronting com-
mercial agriculture and capitalism. “What has this to do
with capitalism...?” asks Mr. Bulgakov. “Could any high-
er social organisation abolish the necessity of improving
the breeds of cattle?” We in our turn are astonished at
Mr. Bulgakov’s failure to understand Kautsky’s perfectly
clear idea. The old breeds of plants and animals created by
natural selection are being superseded by “improved” breeds
created by artificial selection. Plants and animals are be-
coming more susceptible and more demanding; with the
present means of communication epidemics spread with as-
tonishing rapidity. Meanwhile, farming remains individual,
scattered, frequently small (peasant) farming, lacking knowl-
edge and resources. Urban capitalism strives to provide
all the resources of modern science for the development of
the technique of agriculture, but it leaves the social posi-
tion of the producers at the old miserable level; it does
not systematically and methodically transplant urban cul-
ture to the rural districts. No higher social organisation will
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abolish the necessity of improving the breeds of cattle (and
Kautsky, of course, did not think of saying anything so ab-
surd); but the more technique develops, the more suscepti-
ble the breeds of cattle and plants* become, the more the pres-
ent capitalist social organisation suffers from lack of so-
cial control and from the degraded state of the peasants and
workers.

The last “difficulty” confronting commercial agricul-
ture that Kautsky mentions is the “depopulation of the coun-
tryside,” the absorption by the towns of the best, the most
energetic and most intelligent labour forces. Mr. Bulgakov
is of the opinion that in its general form this proposition
“is at all events incorrect,” that “the present development
of the urban at the expense of the rural population in no
sense expresses a law of development of capitalist agricul-
ture,” but the migration of the agricultural population of
industrial, exporting countries overseas, to the colonies.
I think that Mr. Bulgakov is mistaken. The growth of the
urban (more generally: industrial) population at the expense
of the rural population is not only a present-day phenome-
non but a general phenomenon which expresses precisely
the law of capitalism. The theoretical grounds of this law
are, as I have pointed out elsewhere,** first, that the growth
of social division of labour wrests from primitive agriculture
an increasing number of branches of industry,*** and,

*That is why in the practical part of his book Kautsky recom-
mends the sanitary inspection of cattle and of the conditions of their
maintenance (S. 397).

** The Development of Capitalism in Russia, Chapter I, Section II,
and Chapter VIII, Section II. (See present edition, Vol. 3.—Ed.)
*** Pointing to this circumstance, Mr. Bulgakov says that “the
agricultural population may diminish relatively [his italics] even when
agriculture is flourishing.” Not only “may,” but necessarily must in
capitalist society.... “The relative diminution [of the agricultural
population] merely (sic!) indicates here a growth of new branches of
people’s labour,” concludes Mr. Bulgakov. That “merely” is very strange.
New branches of industry do actually withdraw “the most energetic
and most intelligent labour forces” from agriculture. Thus, this simple
reason is sufficient to enable one to accept Kautsky’s general thesis as
being fully correct: the relative diminution of the rural population suf-
ficiently confirms the correctness of the general thesis (that capitalism
withdraws the most energetic and most intelligent labour forces from
agriculture).
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secondly, that the variable capital required to work a given
plot of land, on the whole, diminishes (cf. Das Kapital,
ITI, 2, S. 177; Russian translation, p. 526,%% which I quote
in my book, The Development of Capitalism, pp. 4 and 444%).
We have indicated above that in certain cases and certain
periods we observed an increase in the variable capital re-
quired for the cultivation of a given plot of land; hut this
does not affect the correctness of the general law. Kautsky
of course, would not think of denying that not in every case
does the relative diminution of the agricultural population
become absolute diminution; that the degree of this ab-
solute diminution is also determined by the growth of cap-
italist colonies. In relevant places in his book Kautsky
very clearly points to this growth of capitalist colonies
which flood Europe with cheap grain. (“The flight from the
land of the rural population (Landflucht) which leads to the
depopulation of the European countryside, constantly brings,
not only to the towns, but also to the colonies, fresh crowds
of robust country dwellers...” S. 242.) The phenomenon of
industry depriving agriculture of its strongest, most ener-
getic, and most intelligent workers is general, not only in
industrial, but also in agricultural, countries; not only in
Western Europe, but also in America and in Russia. The
contradiction between the culture of the towns and the bar-
barism of the countryside which capitalism creates inevita-
bly leads to this. The “argument” that “a decrease in the ag-
ricultural population side by side with a general increase
in the population is inconceivable without the importa-
tion of large quantities of grain™ is, in Mr. Bulgakov’s opin-
ion, “obvious.” But in my opinion this argument is not
only not obvious, but wrong. A decrease in the agricultural
population side by side with a general increase in the popu-
lation (growth of the towns) is quite conceivable without
grain imports (the productivity of agricultural labour in-
creases and this enables a smaller number of workers to
produce as much as and even more than was formerly pro-
duced). A general increase in the population parallel with a

* See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 40, 561.—Ed.
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decrease in the agricultural population and a decrease (or
a disproportionate increase) in the quantity of agricultural
products is also conceivable—“conceivable” because the
nourishment of the people has deteriorated under capi-
talism.

Mr. Bulgakov asserts that the increase of the medium-
sized peasant farms in Germany in the period 1882-95, a
fact established by Kautsky, which he connected with the
other fact that these farms suffer least from a shortage of
labour, “is capable of shaking the whole structure” of Kauts-
ky’s argument. Let us examine Kautsky’s statements more
closely.

According to agricultural statistics, the largest increase
in area in the period 1882-95 occurred in the farms of from
5 to 20 hectares. In 1882 these farms occupied 28.8 per cent
of the total area of all farms and in 1895, 29.9 per cent.
This increase in the total area of medium-sized peasant
farms was accompanied by a decrease in the area of big
peasant farms (20 to 100 hectares; 1882—31.1 per cent,
1895—30.3 per cent). “These figures,” says Kautsky, “glad-
den the hearts of all good citizens who regard the peasantry
as the strongest bulwark of the present system. ‘And so,
it does not move, this agriculture,” they exclaim in triumph;
‘Marx’s dogma does not apply to it.”” This increase in the
medium-sized peasant farms is interpreted as the beginning
of a new era of prosperity for peasant farming.

“But this prosperity is rooted in a bog,” Kautsky replies
to these good citizens. “It arises, not out of the well-being
of the peasantry, but out of the depression of agriculture as
a whole” (230). Shortly before this Kautsky said that, “not-
withstanding all the technical progress which has been made,
in some places [Kautsky’s italics] there is a decline in agri-
culture; there can be no doubt of that” (228). This decline
is leading, for example, to the revival of feudalism—to
attempts to tie the workers to the land and impose certain
duties upon them. Is it surprising that backward forms of
agriculture should revive on the soil of this “depression”?
That the peasantry, which in general is distinguished from
workers employed in large-scale production by its lower level
of requirements, greater ability to starve, and greater
exertion while at work, can hold out longer during a
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crisis?* “The agrarian crisis affects all agricultural classes
that produce commodities; it does not stop at the middle
peasant” (S. 231).

One would think that all these propositions of Kautsky
are so clear that it is impossible not to understand them.
Nevertheless, the critic has evidently failed to understand
them. Mr. Bulgakov does not come forward with an opinion:
he does not tell us how he explains this increase in the medium-

* Kautsky says elsewhere: “The small farmers hold out longer in
a hopeless position. We have every reason to doubt that this is an
advantage of small-scale production” (S. 134).

In passing, let us mention data fully confirming Kautsky’s view
that are given by Koenig in his book, in which he describes in detail
the condition of English agriculture in a number of typical counties
(Die Lage der englischen Landwirtschaft, etc. [The Condition of English
Agriculture, etc.], Jena, 1896, von Dr. F. Koenig). In this book we
find any amount of evidence of overwork and under-consumption on
the part of the small farmers, as compared with hired labourers, but no
evidence of the opposite. We read, for instance, that the small farms
pay “because of immense (ungeheuer) diligence and frugality” (88);
the farm buildings of the small farmers are inferior (107); the small
landowners (yeoman farmers [these words are in English in the origi-
nal.—Ed.]) are worse off than the tenant farmers (149); “their conditions
are very miserable (in Lincolnshire), their cottages being worse than
those of the labourers employed on the big farms, and some are in a
very bad state. The small landowners work harder and for longer hours
than ordinary labourers, but they earn less. They live more poorly
and eat less meat ... their sons and daughters work without pay and are
badly clothed” (157). “The small farmers work like slaves; in the sum-
mer they often work from 3 a.m. to 9 p.m.” (a report of the Chamber
of Agriculture in Boston, S. 158). “Without a doubt,” says a big farmer,
“the small man (der kleine Mann), who has little capital and on whose
farm all the work is done by members of his family, finds it easier to
cut down housekeeping expenses, while the big farmer must feed his
labourers equally well in bad years and good” (218). The small farmers
(in Ayrshire) “are extraordinarily (ungeheuer) diligent; their wives and
children do no less, and often more, work than the day labourers;
it is said that two of them will do as much work in a day as three hired
labourers” (231). “The life of the small tenant farmer, who must work
with his whole family, is the life of a slave” (253). “Taken as a whole ...
the small farmers have evidently withstood the crisis better than the
big farmers, but this does not imply that the small farm is more
profitable. The reason, in our opinion, is that the small man (der kleine
Mann) utilises the unpaid assistance of his family.... Usually ... the
whole family of the small farmer works on the farm.... The children
are fed and clothed, and only rarely do they get a definite daily wage”
(277-78), etc., etc.
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sized peasant farms, but he ascribes to Kautsky the opinion
that “the development of the capitalist mode of production
is ruining agriculture.” And Mr. Bulgakov exclaims angrily:
“Kautsky’s assertion that agriculture is being destroyed is
wrong, arbitrary, unproved, and contradicts all the main
facts of reality,” etc., etc.

To this we can only say that Mr. Bulgakov conveys Kaut-
sky’s ideas altogether incorrectly. Kautsky does not state
that the development of capitalism is ruining agriculture;
he says the opposite. Only by being very inattentive in read-
ing Kautsky’s book can one deduce from his words on the
depression (= crisis) in agriculture and on the technical ret-
rogression to be observed in some places (nota bene) that he
speaks of the “destruction,” the “doom”™ of agriculture. In
Chapter X, which deals especially with the question of over-
seas competition (i.e., the main reason for the agrarian cri-
sis), Kautsky says: “The impending crisis, of course (natiir-
lich), need not necessarily (braucht nicht) ruin the industry
which it affects. It does so only in very rare cases. As a gener-
al rule, a crisis merely causes a change in the existing
property relations in the capitalist sense” (273-74). This
observation made in connection with the crisis in the agri-
cultural industries clearly reveals Kautsky’s general view
of the significance of a crisis. In the same chapter Kautsky
again expresses the view in relation to the whole of
agriculture: “What has been said above does not give one
the least right to speak about the doom of agriculture
(Man braucht deswegen noch lange nicht von einem Unter-
gang der Landwirtschaft zu sprechen), but where the mod-
ern mode of production has taken a firm hold its conser-
vative character has disappeared for ever. The continua-
tion of the old routine (das Verharren beim Alten) means
certain ruin for the farmer; he must constantly watch the
development of technique and continuously adapt his meth-
ods of production to the new conditions.... Even in the ru-
ral districts economic life, which hitherto has with strict
uniformity moved in an eternal rut, has dropped into a state
of constant revolutionisation, a state that is characteris-
tic of the capitalist mode of production™ (289).

Mr. Bulgakov “does not understand” how trends toward the
development of productive forces in agriculture can be com-
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bined with trends that increase the difficulties of commer-
cial agriculture. What is there unintelligible in this? Capi-
talism in both agriculture and industry gives an enormous
impetus to the development of productive forces; but it is
precisely this development which, the more it proceeds,
causes the contradictions of capitalism to become more acute
and creates new “difficulties” for the system. Kautsky devel-
ops one of the fundamental ideas of Marx, who categori-
cally emphasised the progressive historical role of agricul-
tural capitalism (the rationalisation of agriculture, the sep-
aration of the land from the farmer, the emancipation of
the rural population from the relations of master and slave,
etc.), at the same time no less categorically pointing to the
impoverishment and oppression of the direct producers and
to the fact that capitalism is incompatible with the require-
ments of rational agriculture. It is very strange indeed that
Mr. Bulgakov, who admits that his “general social-philo-
sophic world outlook is the same as Kautsky’s,”* should
fail to note that Kautsky here develops a fundamental idea
of Marx. The readers of Nachalo must inevitably remain in
perplexity over Mr. Bulgakov’s attitude towards these fun-
damental ideas and wonder how, in view of the identity of
their general world outlook, he can say: “De principiis non
est disputandum™!!?** We permit ourselves not to believe
Mr. Bulgakov’s statement; we consider that an argument
between him and other Marxists is possible precisely because
of the community of these “principia.” In saying that capi-
talism rationalises agriculture and that industry provides
machinery for agriculture, etc., Mr. Bulgakov merely re-
peats one of these “principia.” Only he should not have
said “quite the opposite” in this connection. Readers might
think that Kautsky holds a different opinion, whereas he
very emphatically and definitely develops these fundamen-
tal ideas of Marx in his book. He says: “It is precisely indus-
try which has created the technical and scientific condi-
tions for new, rational agriculture. It is precisely industry
which has revolutionised agriculture by means of machines

* As for the philosophic world outlook, we do not know whether
what Mr. Bulgakov says is true. Kautsky does not seem to be an
adherent of the critical philosophy, as Mr. Bulgakov is.

**In matters of principle there is no disputing.—Ed.
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and artificial fertilisers, by means of the microscope and the
chemical laboratory, giving rise in this way to the techni-
cal superiority of large-scale capitalist production over small-
scale, peasant production” (S. 292). Thus, Kautsky does
not fall into the contradiction in which we find Mr. Bulga-
kov bogged: on the one hand, Mr. Bulgakov admits that
“capitalism [i.e., production carried on with the aid of wage-
labour, i.e., not peasant, but large-scale production?] ration-
alises agriculture,” while on the other, he argues that “it
is not large-scale production which is the vehicle of this
technical progress”!

II

Chapter X of Kautsky’s book deals with the question of
overseas competition and the industrialisation of agri-
culture. Mr. Bulgakov treats this chapter in a very offhand
manner: “Nothing particularly new or original, more or
less well-known main facts,” etc., he says, leaving in the
background the fundamental question of the conception of
the agrarian crisis, its essence and significance. And yet this
question is of enormous theoretical importance.

The conception of the agrarian crisis inevitably follows
from the general conception of agrarian evolution which
Marx presented and on which Kautsky enlarges in detail.
Kautsky sees the essence of the agrarian crisis in the fact
that, owing to the competition of countries which produce
very cheap grain, agriculture in Europe has lost the opportu-
nity of shifting to the masses of consumers the burdens im-
posed on it by the private ownership of land and capitalist
commodity production. From now on agriculture in Europe
“must itself bear them [these burdens], and this is what the
present agrarian crisis amounts to” (S. 239, Kautsky’s ital-
ics). Ground rent is the main burden. In Europe, ground
rent has been raised by preceding historical development
to an extremely high level (both differential and absolute
rent) and is fixed in the price of land.* On the other hand, in

* For the process of inflating and fixing rent see the apt remarks
of Parvus in The World Market and the Agricultural Crisis. Parvus
shares Kautsky’s main view on the crisis and on the agrarian question
generally.
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the colonies (America, Argentina, and others), insofar as
they remain colonies, we see free land occupied by new set-
tlers, either entirely gratis or for an insignificant price; more-
over, the virginal fertility of this land reduces production
costs to a minimum. Up to now, capitalist agriculture in
Europe has quite naturally transferred the burden of exces-
sively high rents to the consumer (in the form of high grain
prices); now, however, the burden of these rents falls upon
the farmers and the landowners themselves and ruins them.*
Thus, the agrarian crisis has upset, and continues to upset,
the prosperity which capitalist landed property and capital-
ist agriculture formerly enjoyed. Hitherto capitalist landed
property has exacted an ever-increasing tribute from social
development; and it fixed the level of this tribute in the
price of land. Now it has to forego this tribute.** Capitalist
agriculture has now been reduced to the state of insta-
bility that is characteristic of capitalist industry and is
compelled to adapt itself to new market conditions. Like
every crisis, the agrarian crisis is ruining a large number of
farmers, is bringing about important changes in the estab-
lished property relations, and in some places is leading to
technical retrogression, to the revival of medieval relations
and forms of economy. Taken as a whole, however, it is
accelerating social evolution, ejecting patriarchal stagna-
tion from its last refuge, and making necessary the further
specialisation of agriculture (a principal factor of agricultur-
al progress in capitalist society), the further application of
machinery, etc. On the whole, as Kautsky shows by data

* Parvus, op. cit. p. 141, quoted in a review of Parvus’ book in
Nachalo, No. 3, p. 117. (See present volume, p. 66.—Ed.) We should
add that the other “difficulties” of commercial agriculture confronting
Europe affect the colonies to an incomparably smaller degree.

** Absolute rent is the result of monopoly. “Fortunately, there is
a limit to the raising of absolute rent.... Until recent times it rose stead-
ily in Europe in the same way as differential rent. But overseas com-
petition has undermined this monopoly to a very considerable extent.
We have no grounds for thinking that differential rent in Europe has
suffered as a result of overseas competition, except for a few counties
in England.... But absolute rent has dropped, and this has benefited
(zu gute gekommen) primarily the working classes” (S. 80; cf. also
S. 328).
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for several countries, in Chapter IV of his book, even in West-
ern Europe, instead of the stagnation in agriculture in the
period 1880-90, we see technical progress. We say even in
Western Europe, because in America, for example, this
progress is still more marked.

In short, there are no grounds for regarding the agrarian
crisis as an obstacle to capitalism and capitalist develop-
ment.
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REPLY TO Mr. P. NEZHDANOV

In issue No. 4 of Zhizn, Mr. P. Nezhdanov examined
articles by me and other authors on the market theory. I
intend to reply to only one of Mr. Nezhdanov’s assertions—
that in my article in Nauchnoye Obozreniye, issue No. 1
for this year, I “distorted my struggle against the theory of
third persons.” As far as the other questions are concerned,
those raised by Mr. P. Nezhdanov in respect of the market
theory and, in particular, of P. B. Struve’s views, I shall
confine myself to a reference to my article in reply to Struve
(“Once More on the Theory of Realisation”; the delay in its
publication in Nauchnoye Obozreniye was due to circum-
stances over which the author had no control).

Mr. P. Nezhdanov maintains that “capitalist production
does not suffer from any contradiction between produc-
tion and consumption.” From this he concludes that Marx,
in recognising this contradiction, “suffered from a serious
internal contradiction” and that I am repeating Marx’s
error.

I believe Mr. Nezhdanov’s opinion to be a mistaken one
(or one based on a misunderstanding) and cannot see any con-
tradiction in Marx’s views.

Mr. P. Nezhdanov’s assertion that there is no contradic-
tion between production and consumption in capitalism is
so strange that it is only to be explained by the very special
meaning that he attaches to the concept “contradiction.”
Mr. P. Nezhdanov is of the opinion that “if there really
were a contradiction between production and consumption
that contradiction would provide a regular surplus-product”
(p. 301; the same in the final theses, p. 316). This is an utterly
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arbitrary and, in my opinion, utterly incorrect interpreta-
tion. In criticising my assertions on the contradiction be-
tween production and consumption in capitalist society, Mr.
P. Nezhdanov should (I think) have told the reader how I
understand that contradiction and should not have limited
himself to an exposition of his own views on the essence and
significance of that contradiction. The whole essence of the
question (which has given rise to Mr. P. Nezhdanov’s polemic
against me) is that I understand the contradiction under
discussion quite differently from the way in which Mr. P.
Nezhdanov wishes to understand it. I did not say anywhere
that this contradiction should regularly™ produce a surplus-
product; I do not think so and such a view cannot be deduced
from Marx’s words. The contradiction between production
and consumption that is inherent in capitalism is due to the
tremendous rate at which production is growing, to the
tendency to unlimited expansion which competition gives it,
while consumption (individual), if it grows at all, grows
very slightly; the proletarian condition of the masses of the
people makes a rapid growth of individual consumption
impossible. It seems to me that any one reading carefully
pages 20 and 30 of my Studies (the article on the Sismondists
cited by Mr. P. Nezhdanov) and page 40 of Nauchnoye
Obozreniye (1899, No. 1)** can convince himself that, from
the outset, I gave only this meaning to the contradiction
between production and consumption in capitalism. Indeed,
no other meaning can be ascribed to this contradiction by
one who adheres strictly to Marx’s theory. The contradiction
between production and consumption that is inherent in
capitalism consists only in this, that the growth of the national
wealth proceeds side by side with the growth of the people’s
poverty; that the productive forces of society increase
without a corresponding increase in consumption by the
people, without the employment of these productive forces
for the benefit of the working masses. The contradiction

*1 stress regularly because the irregular production of a surplus-
product (crises) is inevitable in capitalist society as a result of the
disturbance in proportion between the various branches of industry.
But a certain state of consumption is one of the elements of proportion.

**See present edition, Vol. 2, pp. 155 and 167 and pp. 58-59 of
the present volume.—Ed.
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under discussion, understood in this sense, is a fact that does
not admit of any doubt and that is confirmed by the daily
experience of millions of people, and it is the observation of
this fact that leads the working men to the views that have
found a full scientific expression in Marx’s theory. This
contradiction does not, by any means, lead inevitably to the
regular production of a surplus-product (as Mr. Nezhdanov
would like to think). We can quite well imagine (if we argue
from a purely theoretical standpoint about an ideal capi-
talist society) the realisation of the entire product in a capi-
talist society without any surplus-product, dbut we cannot
imagine capitalism without a disparity between production
and consumption. This disparity is expressed (as Marx has
demonstrated clearly in his Schemes) by the fact that the
production of the means of production can and must out-
strip the production of articles of consumption.

Mr. Nezhdanov, therefore, was completely mistaken in
his deduction that the contradiction between production and
consumption must regularly provide a surplus-product, and
this mistake led to his unjustly accusing Marx of inconsist-
ency. Marx, on the contrary, remains consistent when he
shows:

1) that the product can be realised in a capitalist society
(it goes without saying that this is true if proportionality
between the various branches of industry is assumed);
that it would be incorrect to introduce foreign trade or “third
persons” to explain this realisation;

2) that the theories of the petty-bourgeois economists
(a la Proudhon) on the impossibility of realising surplus-
value are based on a complete misunderstanding of the very
process of realisation in general;

3) that even with fully proportional, ideally smooth real-
isation we cannot imagine capitalism without a contradic-
tion between production and consumption, without the tre-
mendous growth of production being accompanied by an
extremely slow growth (or even stagnation and worsening)
of consumption by the people. Realisation is due more to
means of production than to articles of consumption—this
is obvious from Marx’s Schemes; and from this, in turn, it
follows inevitably that “the more productiveness develops,
the more it finds itself at variance with the narrow basis on
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which the conditions of consumption rest” (Marx).?" It is
obvious from all the passages in Capital devoted to the con-
tradiction between production and consumption™ that it is
only in this sense that Marx understood the contradiction be-
tween production and consumption.

Incidentally, Mr. P. Nezhdanov is of the opinion that
Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky also denies the contradiction between
production and consumption in a capitalist society. I do not
know whether this is true. Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky himself
introduced into his book a scheme showing the possibility
of the growth of production accompanied by a contraction of
consumption (which, of course, is possible and actual under
capitalism). How can one deny that we see here a contradic-
tion between production and consumption, although there
is no surplus-product?

In charging Marx (and me) with inconsistency, Mr. P.
Nezhdanov also lost sight of the fact that he should have
explained, as a basis for his viewpoint, how one should un-
derstand the “independence” of the production of means of
production from the production of articles of consumption.
According to Marx, this “independence” is limited to the fol-
lowing: a certain (and constantly growing) part of the product
which consists of means of production is realised by ex-
changes within the given department, i.e., exchanges of
means of production for means of production (or the use of the
product obtained, in natura,** for fresh production); but in
the final analysis the manufacture of means of production is
necessarily bound up with that of articles of consumption,
since the former are not manufactured for their own sake, but
only because more and more means of production are demand-
ed by the branches of industry manufacturing articles of
consumption.*** The views of the petty-bourgeois econo-
mists, therefore, do not differ from those of Marx because the

* These passages are quoted in my article in Nauchnoye Obozreniye,
1899, No. 1 (see present volume, p. 56, et seq.—Ed.) and are repeated
in the first chapter of The Development of Capitalism in Russia, pp.
18-19. (See present edition, Vol. 3, p. 56-57.—Ed.)

**In its natural form.—Ed.

*** Das Kapital, III, 1, 289.58 Quoted by me in Nauchnoye Obo-
zreniye, p. 40 (see present volume, p. 59.—Ed.), and in The Develop-
ment of Capitalism, 17. (See present edition, Vol. 3, p. 55.—Ed.)
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former recognised in general the connection between produc-
tion and consumption in a capitalist society while the latter
denied in general that connection (which would be absurd).
The difference is that the petty-bourgeois economists consid-
ered this connection between production and consumption
to be a direct one, that they thought production follows con-
sumption. Marx showed that this connection is an indirect
one, that it only makes itself felt in the final analysis, because
in capitalist society consumption follows production. But
the connection nevertheless exists, even if it is indirect;
consumption must, in the final analysis, follow production,
and, if the productive forces are driving towards an unlim-
ited growth of production, while consumption is restricted by
the proletarian condition of the masses of the people, there
is undoubtedly a contradiction present. This contradiction
does not signify the impossibility of capitalism,* but it does
signify that its transformation to a higher form is a necessity:
the stronger this contradiction becomes, the more devel-
oped become the objective conditions for this transformation,
as well as the subjective conditions, i.e., the workers’ con-
sciousness of this contradiction.

The question now arises: what position could Mr. Nezhda-
nov adopt on the question of the “independence” of the means
of production as regards articles of consumption? One of
two: either he will completely deny any dependence between
them, will assert the possibility of realising means of pro-
duction that are in no way connected with articles of con-
sumption, that are not connected even in “the final analysis”
—in which case he will inevitably descend to the absurd, or
he will admit, following Marx, that in the final analysis
means of production are connected with articles of consump-
tion, in which case he must admit the correctness of my un-
derstanding of Marx’s theory.

In conclusion, let me take an example to illustrate these
abstract arguments with concrete data. It is known that in
any capitalist society exceptionally low wages (=the low

* Studies, p. 20 (see present edition, Vol. 2, p. 155.—Ed.); Nauch-
noye Obozreniye, No. 1, p. 41 (see present volume, p. 60.—Ed.);
The Development of Capitalism, pp. 19-20. (See present edition, Vol. 3,
p. 58.—Ed.) If this contradiction were to lead to “a regular surplus-
product,” it would signify precisely the impossibility of capitalism.
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level of consumption by the masses of the people) often hin-
der the employment of machinery. What is more, it even
happens that machines acquired by entrepreneurs are in dis-
use because the price of labour drops so low that manual
labour becomes more profitable to the owner!* The existence
of a contradiction between consumption and production,
between the drive of capitalism to develop the productive
forces to an unlimited extent and the limitation of this drive
by the proletarian condition, the poverty and unemploy-
ment of the people, is, in this case, as clear as daylight.
But it is no less clear that it is correct to draw one single
conclusion from this contradiction—that the development
of the productive forces themselves must, with irresistible
force, lead to the replacement of capitalism by an econ-
omy of associated producers. It would, on the other hand, be
utterly incorrect to draw from this contradiction the con-
clusion that capitalism must regularly provide a surplus-
product, i.e., that capitalism cannot, in general, realise the
product, and can, therefore, play no progressive historical
role, and so on.

Written in May 1899 Published according to

Published in December 1899 the text in the magazine
in the magazine Zhizn
Signed: Viadimir Ilyin

*1 bring an instance of this phenomenon in the sphere of Russian
capitalist agriculture in The Development of Capitalism in Russia,
page 165. (See present edition, Vol. 3, p. 234.—Ed.) Similar phenomena
are not individual instances but are the usual and inevitable con-
sequences of the basic features of capitalism.
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Facsimile of the first page of the reprint of “A Protext by Russian
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A MEETING OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS, SEVENTEEN IN NUMBER,
HELD AT A CERTAIN PLACE (IN RUSSIA), ADOPTED UNANIMOUSLY
THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION AND RESOLVED TO PUBLISH IT AND

TO SUBMIT IT TO ALL COMRADES FOR THEIR CONSIDERATION

A tendency has been observed among Russian Social-
Democrats recently to depart from the fundamental principles
of Russian Social-Democracy that were proclaimed by its
founders and foremost fighters, members of the Emancipation
of Labour group® as well as by the Social-Democratic publi-
cations of the Russian workers’ organisations of the nineties.
The Credo reproduced below, which is presumed to express
the fundamental views of certain (“young”) Russian Social-
Democrats, represents an attempt at a systematic and def-
inite exposition of the “new views.” The following is its full
text:

“The guild and manufacture period in the West laid a sharp impress
on all subsequent history and particularly on the history of Social-
Democracy. The fact that the bourgeoisie had to fight for free forms,
that it strove to release itself from the guild regulations fettering pro-
duction, made the bourgeoisie a revolutionary element; everywhere
in the West it began with liberté, fraternité, égalité (liberty, fraternity,
equality), with the achievement of free political forms. By these gains,
however, as Bismarck expressed it, it drew a bill on the future payable
to its antipode—the working class. Hardly anywhere in the West did
the working class, as a class, win the democratic institutions—it made
use of them. Against this it may be argued that the working class took
part in revolutions. A reference to history will refute this opinion, for,
precisely in 1848, when the consolidation of Constitutions took place
in the West, the working class represented the urban artisan element,
the petty-bourgeois democracy; a factory proletariat hardly existed,
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while the proletariat employed in large-scale industry (the German
weavers depicted by Hauptmann, the weavers of Lyons) represented
a wild mass capable only of rioting, but not of advancing any political
demands. It can be definitely stated that the Constitutions of 1848
were won by the bourgeoisie and the small urban artisans. On the other
hand, the working class (artisans, manufactory workers, printers,
weavers, watchmakers, etc.) have been accustomed since the Middle
Ages to membership in organisations, mutual benefit societies, reli-
gious societies, etc. This spirit of organisation is still alive among the
skilled workers in the West, sharply distinguishing them from the
factory proletariat, which submits to organisation badly and slowly
and is capable only of lose-organisation (temporary organisations)
and not of permanent organisations with rules and regulations. It was
these manufactory skilled workers that comprised the core of the Social-
Democratic parties. Thus, we get the picture: on the one hand, the
relative ease of political struggle and every possibility for it, on the
other hand, the possibility for the systematic organisation of this
struggle with the aid of the workers trained in the manufacturing period.
It was on this basis that theoretical and practical Marxism grew up in
the West. The starting-point was the parliamentary political struggle
with the prospect—only superficially resembling Blanquism, but of
totally different origin—of capturing power, on the one hand, and of a
Zusammenbruch (collapse), on the other. Marxism was the theoretical
expression of the prevailing practice: of the political struggle predomi-
nating over the economic. In Belgium, in France, and particularly
in Germany, the workers organised the political struggle with incred-
ible ease; but it was with enormous difficulty and tremendous friction
that they organised the economic struggle. Even to this day the eco-
nomic organisations as compared with the political organisations
(leaving aside England) are extraordinarily weak and unstable, and
everywhere laissent a désirer quelque chose (leave something to be
desired). So long as the energy in the political struggle had not been
completely exhausted, Zusammenbruch was an essential organisational
Schlagwort (slogan) destined to play an extremely important historical
role. The fundamental law that can be discerned by studying the
working-class movement is that of the line of least resistance. In the
West, this line was political activity, and Marxism, as formulated in
the Communist Manifesto, was the best possible form the movement
could assume. But when all energy in political activity had been
exhausted, when the political movement had reached a point of in-
tensity difficult and almost impossible to surpass (the slow increase
in votes in the recent period, the apathy of the public at meetings
the note of despondency in literature), this, in conjunction with the
ineffectiveness of parliamentary action and the entry into the arena
of the ignorant masses, of the unorganised and almost unorganisable
factory proletariat, gave rise in the West to what is now called Bern-
steinism,62 the crisis of Marxism. It is difficult to imagine a more
logical course than the period of development of the labour movement
from the Communist Manifesto to Bernsteinism, and a careful study
of this whole process can determine with astronomical exactitude the
outcome of this “crisis.” Here, of course, the issue is not the defeat or
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victory of Bernsteinism—that is of little interest; it is the radical
change in practical activity that has been gradually taking place for
a long time within the party.

“The change will not only be towards a more energetic prosecution
of the economic struggle and consolidation of the economic organisa-
tions, but also, and most importantly, towards a change in the party’s
attitude to other opposition parties. Intolerant Marxism, negative
Marxism, primitive Marxism (whose conception of the class division
of society is too schematic) will give way to democratic Marxism, and
the social position of the party within modern society must undergo
a sharp change. The party will recognise society, its narrow corporative
and, in the majority of cases, sectarian tasks will be widened to social
tasks, and its striving to seize power will be transformed into a striving
for change, a striving to reform present-day society on democratic lines
adapted to the present state of affairs, with the object of protecting the
rights (all rights) of the labouring classes in the most effective and
fullest way. The concept ‘politics’ will be enlarged and will acquire a
truly social meaning, and the practical demands of the moment will
acquire greater weight and will be able to count on receiving greater
attention than they have been getting up to now.

“It is not difficult to draw conclusions for Russia from this brief
description of the course of development taken by the working-class
movement in the West. In Russia, the line of least resistance will
never tend towards political activity. The incredible political oppres-
sion will prompt much talk about it and cause attention to be concen-
trated precisely on this question, but it will never prompt practical
action. While in the West the fact that the workers were drawn into
political activity served to strengthen and crystallise their weak
forces, in Russia, on the contrary, these weak forces are confronted
with a wall of political oppression. Not only do they lack practical
ways of struggle against this oppression, and hence, also for their own
development, but they are systematically stifled and cannot give forth
even weak shoots. If to this we add that the working class in our country
has not inherited the spirit of organisation which distinguished the
fighters in the West, we get a gloomy picture, one that is likely to
drive into despondency the most optimistic Marxist who believes that
an extra factory chimney stack will by the very fact of its existence
bring great welfare. The economic struggle too is hard, infinitely hard,
but it is possible to wage it, and it is in fact being waged by the masses
themselves. By learning in this struggle to organise, and coming into
constant conflict with the political regime in the course of it, the Rus-
sian worker will at last create what may be called a form of the labour
movement, the organisation or organisations best conforming to
Russian conditions. At the present, it can be said with certainty that
the Russian working-class movement is still in the amoeba state
and has not yet acquired any form. The strike movement, which goes on
with any form of organisation, cannot yet be described as the crystal-
lised form of the Russian movement, while the illegal organisations
are not worth consideration even from the mere quantitative point of
view (quite apart from the question of their usefulness under present
conditions).
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“Such is the situation. If to this we add the famine and the process
of ruination of the countryside, which facilitate Streikbrecher-ism,*
and, consequently, the even greater difficulty of raising the masses
of the workers to a more tolerable cultural level, then ... well, what
is there for the Russian Marxist to do?! The talk about an independent
workers’ political party merely results from the transplantation of
alien aims and alien achievements to our soil. The Russian Marxist,
so far, is a sad spectacle. His practical tasks at the present time are
paltry, his theoretical knowledge, insofar as he utilises it not as an
instrument for research but as a schema for activity, is worthless for
the purpose of fulfilling even these paltry practical tasks. Moreover,
these borrowed patterns are harmful from the practical point of view.
Our Marxists, forgetting that the working class in the West entered
political activity after that field had already been cleared, are much
too contemptuous of the radical or liberal opposition activity of all
other non-worker strata of society. The slightest attempt to concentrate
attention on public manifestations of a liberal political character
rouses the protest of the orthodox Marxists, who forget that a number
of historical conditions prevent us from being Western Marxists and
demand of us a different Marxism, suited to, and necessary in, Russian
conditions. Obviously, the lack in every Russian citizen of political
feeling and sense cannot be compensated by talk about politics or by
appeals to a non-existent force. This political sense can only be acquired
through education, i.e., through participation in that life (however
un-Marxian it may be) which is offered by Russian conditions. ‘Nega-
tion’ is as harmful in Russia as it was appropriate (temporarily) in the
West, because negation proceeding from something organised and
possessing real power is one thing, while negation proceeding from
an amorphous mass of scattered individuals is another.

“For the Russian Marxist there is only one course: participation in, i.e., assis-
tance to, the economic struggle of the proletariat, and par-
ticipation in liberal opposition activity. As a ‘negator,” the Russian
Marxist came on the scene very early, and this negation has weakened
the share of his energy that should be turned in the direction of polit-
ical radicalism. For the time being, this is not terrible; but if the
class schema prevents the Russian intellectual from taking an active
part in life and keeps him too far removed from opposition circles
it will be a serious loss to all who are compelled to fight for legal forms
separately from the working class, which has not yet put forward polit-
ical aims. The political innocence concealed behind the cerebrations
of the Russian Marxist intellectual on political topics may play mischief
with him.”

We do not know whether there are many Russian Social-
Democrats who share these views. But there is no doubt
that ideas of this kind have their adherents, and we there-

* Strike-breaking.—Ed.
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fore feel obliged to protest categorically against such views
and to warn all comrades against the menacing deflection of
Russian Social-Democracy from the path it has already
marked out—the formation of an independent political
working-class party which is inseparable from the class
struggle of the proletariat and which has for its immediate
aim the winning of political freedom.

The above-quoted Credo represents, first, “a brief de-
scription of the course of development taken by the work-
ing-class movement in the West,” and, secondly, “conclu-
sions for Russia.”

First of all, the authors of the Credo have an entirely
false conception of the history of the West-European work-
ing-class movement. It is not true to say that the working
class in the West did not take part in the struggle for po-
litical liberty and in political revolutions. The history of
the Chartist movement and the revolutions of 1848 in France,
(Germany, and Austria prove the opposite. It is absolute-
ly untrue to say that “Marxism was the theoretical expres-
sion of the prevailing practice: of the political struggle
predominating over the economic.” On the contrary, “Marx-
ism” appeared at a time when non-political socialism pre-
vailed (Owenism, “Fourierism,” “true socialism”) and the
Communist Manifesto took up the cudgels at once against
non-political socialism. Even when Marxism came out fully
armed with theory (Capital) and organised the celebrated
International Working Men’s Association,%® the political
struggle was by no means the prevailing practice (narrow
trade-unionism in England, anarchism and Proudhonism in
the Romance countries). In Germany the great historic
service performed by Lassalle was the transformation of the
working class from an appendage of the liberal bourgeoisie
into an independent political party. Marxism linked up the
economic and the political struggle of the working class into a
single inseparable whole; and the effort of the authors of the
Credo to separate these forms of struggle is one of their most
clumsy and deplorable departures from Marxism.

Further, the authors of the Credo also have an entirely
wrong conception of the present state of the West-European
working-class movement and of the theory of Marxism,
under the banner of which that movement is marching.
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To talk about a “crisis of Marxism” is merely to repeat the
nonsense of the bourgeois hacks who are doing all they can
to exacerbate every disagreement among the socialists and
turn it into a split in the socialist parties. The notorious
Bernsteinism—in the sense in which it is commonly un-
derstood by the general public, and by the authors of the
Credo in particular—is an attempt to narrow the theory of
Marxism, to convert the revolutionary workers’ party into a
reformist party. As was to be expected, this attempt has
been strongly condemned by the majority of the German So-
cial-Democrats. Opportunist trends have repeatedly mani-
fested themselves in the ranks of German Social-Democra-
cy, and on every occasion they have been repudiated by the
Party, which loyally guards the principles of revolutionary
international Social-Democracy. We are convinced that
every attempt to transplant opportunist views to Russia will
encounter equally determined resistance on the part of the
overwhelming majority of Russian Social-Democrats.
Similarly, there can be no suggestion of a “radical change
in the practical activity” of the West-European workers’
parties, in spite of what the authors of the Credo say: the
tremendous importance of the economic struggle of the pro-
letariat, and the necessity for such a struggle, were recog-
nised by Marxism from the very outset. As early as the forties
Marx and Engels conducted a polemic against the utopian
socialists who denied the importance of this struggle.®
When the International Working Men’s Association was
formed about twenty years later, the question of the impor-
tance of trade unions and of the economic struggle was raised
at its very first Congress, in Geneva, in 1866. The resolu-
tion adopted at that Congress spoke explicitly of the impor-
tance of the economic struggle and warned the socialists and
the workers, on the one hand, against exaggerating its im-
portance (which the English workers were inclined to do at
that time) and, on the other, against underestimating its
importance (which the French and the Germans, particular-
ly the Lassalleans, were inclined to do). The resolution rec-
ognised that the trade unions were not only a natural, but
also an essential phenomenon under capitalism and consid-
ered them an extremely important means for organising
the working class in its daily struggle against capital and
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for the abolition of wage-labour. The resolution declared
that the trade unions must not devote attention exclusively to
the “immediate struggle against capital,” must not remain
aloof from the general political and social movement of the
working class; they must not pursue “narrow” aims, but must
strive for the general emancipation of the millions of op-
pressed workers. Since then the workers’ parties in the various
countries have discussed the question many times and, of
course, will discuss it again and again—whether to devote
more or less attention at any given moment to the economic
or to the political struggle of the proletariat; but the general
question, or the question in principle, today remains as it
was presented by Marxism. The conviction that the class
struggle must necessarily combine the political and the eco-
nomic struggle into one integral whole has entered into the
flesh and blood of international Social-Democracy. The ex-
perience of history has, furthermore, incontrovertibly proved
that absence of freedom, or restriction of the political
rights of the proletariat, always make it necessary to put the
political struggle in the forefront.

Still less can there be any suggestion of a serious change
in the attitude of the workers’ party towards the other oppo-
sition parties. In this respect, too, Marxism has mapped out
the correct line, which is equally remote from exaggerating
the importance of politics, from conspiracy (Blanquism,
etc.), and from decrying politics or reducing it to opportu-
nist, reformist social tinkering (anarchism, utopian and petty-
bourgeois socialism, state socialism, professorial social-
ism, etc.). The proletariat must strive to form independent
political workers’ parties, the main aim of which must be
the capture of political power by the proletariat for the pur-
pose of organising socialist society. The proletariat must not
regard the other classes and parties as “one reactionary
mass”%; on the contrary, it must take part in all political
and social life, support the progressive classes and parties
against the reactionary classes and parties, support every
revolutionary movement against the existing system, cham-
pion the interests of every oppressed nationality or race, of
every persecuted religion, of the disfranchised sex, etc. The
arguments the Credo authors advance on this subject merely
reveal a desire to obscure the class character of the struggle
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of the proletariat, weaken this struggle by a meaningless
“recognition of society,” and reduce revolutionary Marxism to
a trivial reformist trend. We are convinced that the over-
whelming majority of Russian Social-Democrats will reso-
lutely reject this distortion of the fundamental principles of
Social-Democracy. Their erroneous premises regarding the
West-European working-class movement led the authors of
the Credo to draw still more erroneous “conclusions for
Russia.”

The assertion that the Russian working class “has not yet
put forward political aims” simply reveals ignorance of the
Russian revolutionary movement. The North-Russian
Workers’ Union® formed in 1878 and the South-Russian
Workers’ Union®” formed in 1875 put forward even then the
demand for political liberty in their programmes. After the
reaction of the eighties, the working class repeatedly put
forward the same demand in the nineties. The assertion that
“the talk about an independent workers’ political party mere-
ly results from the transplantation of alien aims and alien
achievements to our soil” reveals a complete failure to un-
derstand the historical role of the Russian working class and
the most vital tasks of Russian Social-Democracy. Appar-
ently, the programme of the authors of the Credo inclines
to the idea that the working class, following “the line of
least resistance,” should confine itself to the economic strug-
gle, while the “liberal opposition elements” fight, with the
“participation” of the Marxists, for “legal forms.” The ap-
plication of such a programme would be tantamount to the
political suicide of Russian Social-Democracy, it would great-
ly retard and debase the Russian working-class movement
and the Russian revolutionary movement (for us the two
concepts coincide). The mere fact that it was possible for
a programme like this to appear shows how well ground-
ed were the fears expressed by one of the foremost cham-
pions of Russian Social-Democracy, P. B. Axelrod, when, at
the end of 1897, he wrote of the possibility of the following
prospect:

“The working-class movement keeps to the narrow rut of purely
economic conflicts between the workers and employers and, in itself
taken as a whole, is not of a political character, while in the struggle
for political freedom the advanced strata of the proletariat follow the
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revolutionary circles and groups of the so-called intelligentsia” (Axel-
rod, Present Tasks and Tactics of the Russian Social-Democrats, Geneva,
1898, p. 19).

Russian Social-Democrats must declare determined war
upon the whole body of ideas expressed in the Credo, for
these ideas lead straight to the realisation of this prospect.
Russian Social-Democrats must bend every effort to trans-
late into reality another prospect, outlined by P. B. Axel-
rod in the following words:

“The other prospect: Social-Democracy organises the Russian
proletariat into an independent political party which fights for lib-
erty, partly side by side and in alliance with the bourgeois revolution-
ary groups (if such should exist), and partly by recruiting directly
into its ranks or securing the following of the most democratic-minded
and revolutionary elements from among the intelligentsia” (ibid.,
p. 20).

At the time P. B. Axelrod wrote the above lines the decla-
rations made by Social-Democrats in Russia showed clearly
that the overwhelming majority of them adhered to the
same point of view. It is true that one St. Petersburg workers’
paper, Rabochaya Mysl,*® seemed to incline toward the ideas
of the authors of the Credo. In a leading article setting forth
its programme (No. 1, October 1897) it expressed, regrettab-
ly, the utterly erroneous idea, an idea running counter to
Social-Democracy, that the “economic basis of the movement”
may be “obscured by the effort to keep the political ideal con-
stantly in mind.” At the same time, however, another St.
Petersburg workers’ newspaper, S. Peterburgsky Rabochy
Listok®® (No. 2, September 1897), emphatically expressed the
opinion that “the overthrow of the autocracy ... can be
achieved only by a well-organised and numerically strong
working-class party” and that “organised in a strong party”
the workers will “emancipate themselves, and the whole of
Russia, from all political and economic oppression.” A
third newspaper, Rabochaya Gazeta,’” in its leading ar-
ticle in issue No. 2 (November 1897), wrote: “The fight
against the autocratic government for political liberty is the
immediate task of the Russian working-class movement.”
“The Russian working-class movement will increase its
forces tenfold if it comes out as a single harmonious whole,
with a common name and a well-knit organisation....” “The
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separate workers’ circles should combine into one common
party.” “The Russian workers’ party will be a Social-
Democratic Party.”

That precisely these views of Rabochaya Gazeta were fully
shared by the vast majority of Russian Social-Democrats is
seen, furthermore, from the fact that the Congress of Russian
Social-Democrats™ in the spring of 1898 formed the Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party, published its manifesto
and recognised Rabochaya Gazeta as the official Party organ.
Thus, the Credo authors are taking an enormous step back-
ward from the stage of development which Russian Social-
Democracy has already achieved and which it has recorded in
the Manifesto of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party.
Since the frenzied persecution by the Russian Government has
led to the present situation in which the Party’s activity has
temporarily subsided and its official organ has ceased publi-
cation, it is the task of all Russian Social-Democrats to exert
every effort for the utmost consolidation of the Party, to
draw up a Party programme and revive its official organ. In
view of the ideological vacillations evidenced by the fact
that programmes like the above-examined Credo can appear,
we think it particularly necessary to emphasise the following
fundamental principles that were expounded in the Manifesto
and that are of enormous importance to Russian Social-
Democracy. First, Russian Social-Democracy “desires to be and
to remain the class movement of the organised working
masses.” Hence it follows that the motto of Social-Democracy
must be: aid to the workers, not only in their economic, but
also in their political struggle; agitation, not only in connec-
tion with immediate economic needs, but also in connection
with all manifestations of political oppression; propaganda,
not only of the ideas of scientific socialism, but also of demo-
cratic ideas. Only the theory of revolutionary Marxism can
be the banner of the class movement of the workers, and
Russian Social-Democracy must concern itself with the further
development and implementation of this theory and must
safeguard it against the distortions and vulgarisations to
which “fashionable theories” are so often subjected (and the
successes of revolutionary Social-Democracy in Russia have
already made Marxism a “fashionable” theory). While con-
centrating all their present efforts on activity among factory



A PROTEST BY RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS 181

and mine workers, Social-Democrats must not forget that
with the expansion of the movement home workers,
handicraftsmen, agricultural labourers, and the millions
of ruined and starving peasants must be drawn into the
ranks of the labouring masses they organise.

Secondly: “On his strong shoulders the Russian worker
must and will carry to a finish the cause of winning politi-
cal liberty.” Since its immediate task is the overthrow of
the autocracy, Social-Democracy must act as the vanguard
in the fight for democracy, and consequently, if for no other
reason, must give every support to all democratic elements
of the population of Russia and win them as allies. Only an
independent working-class party can serve as a strong bul-
wark in the fight against the autocracy, and only in alli-
ance with such a party, only by supporting it, can all the
other fighters for political liberty play an effective part.

Thirdly and finally: “As a socialist movement and trend,
the Russian Social-Democratic Party carries on the cause
and the traditions of the whole preceding revolutionary
movement in Russia; considering the winning of political
liberty to be the most important of the immediate tasks
of the Party as a whole, Social-Democracy marches towards
the goal that was already clearly indicated by the glorious
representatives of the old Narodnaya Volya.”?” The tradi-
tions of the whole preceding revolutionary movement
demand that the Social-Democrats shall at the present time
concentrate all their efforts on organising the Party, on
strengthening its internal discipline, and on developing
the technique for illegal work. If the members of the old
Narodnaya Volya managed to play an enormous role in
the history of Russia, despite the fact that only narrow
social strata supported the few heroes, and despite the fact
that it was by no means a revolutionary theory which served
as the banner of the movement, then Social-Democracy, re-
lying on the class struggle of the proletariat, will be able to
render itself invincible. “The Russian proletariat will throw
off the yoke of autocracy in order to continue the struggle
against capital and the bourgeoisie for the complete victory
of socialism with still greater energy.”

We invite all groups of Social-Democrats and all work-
ers’ circles in Russia to discuss the above-quoted Credo
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and our resolution, and to express a definite opinion on the
question raised, in order that all differences may be re-
moved and the work of organising and strengthening the
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party may be accelerated.

Groups and circles may send their resolutions to the
Union of Russian Social-Democrats Abroad which, by
Point 10 of the decision of the 1898 Congress of Russian
Social-Democrats, is a part of the Russian Social-Democratic
Party and its representative abroad.
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REVIEW

S. N. Prokopovich. The Working-Class Movement in the West™

“...to turn to social science and to its alleged conclusion
that the capitalist system of society is hastening inexorably to
its doom by virtue of the contradictions developing within
it. We find the relevant explanations in Kautsky’s Erfurt
Programme” (147). Before dealing with the content of the
passage quoted by Mr. Prokopovich, we must take note of
a peculiarity highly typical of him and similar reformers
of theory. Why is it that our “critical investigator,” in turn-
ing to “social science,” looks for “explanations” in Kautsky’s
popular booklet and nowhere else? Does he really believe
that the whole of “social science” is contained in that little
booklet? He knows perfectly well that Kautsky is “a faith-
ful custodian of the traditions of Marx” (I, 187) and that an
exposition and a substantiation of the “conclusions” of a
certain school of “social science” are to be found precisely
in Marx’s treatises on political economy; yet he acts as
though such a thing were altogether unknown to him. What
are we to think of an “investigator” who confines himself to
attacks on “custodians” of a theory but who does not once,
throughout his book, risk crossing swords openly and direct-
ly with the theory itself?

In the passage quoted by Mr. Prokopovich, Kautsky says
that the technological revolution and the accumulation of
capital are progressing with increasing rapidity, that the
expansion of production is made necessary by the fundamental
properties of capitalism and must be uninterrupted, while
the expansion of the market “has for some time been proceed-
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ing too slowly” and that “the time is apparently at hand
when the market for European industry will not only cease
its further expansion but will even begin to shrink. This
event can only mean the bankruptcy of the entire capitalist
society.” Mr. Prokopovich “criticises” the “conclusions”
drawn by “social science” (i.e., Kautsky’s citation of one
of the laws of development evolved by Marx): “The basis
thus given for the inevitability of the collapse of capitalist
society allots the chief role to the contradiction between
‘the constant drive to expand production and the ever slow-
er expansion of the market and, finally, its shrinkage.’
It is this contradiction, according to Kautsky, that must
bring about the collapse of the capitalist system of society.
But [listen well!] the expansion of production presumes the
‘productive consumption’ of part of the surplus-value—i.e.,
first its realisation and then its expenditure on machinery,
buildings, etc., for new production. In other words, the ex-
pansion of production is most closely connected with the
existence of a market for the commodities already produced,;
the constant expansion of production with a market that is
relatively shrinking is, therefore, an impossibility” (148)..
And Mr. Prokopovich is so well satisfied with his excursion
into the sphere of “social science” that in the very next line
he speaks with condescending disdain of a “scientific”
(in inverted commas) substantiation of faith, etc. Such
jockeying with criticism would be outrageous, were it not for
the fact that it is, more than anything else, amusing. Our
good Mr. Prokopovich has heard a knell, but knows not from
what bell. Mr. Prokopovich has heard of the abstract theory
of realisation that has recently been heatedly discussed in
Russian literature in the course of which the role of “produc-
tive consumption” has been particularly stressed on account of
errors in Narodnik economics. Mr. Prokopovich has not prop-
erly understood this theory and imagines that it denies
(1) the existence in capitalism of those basic and elementa-
ry contradictions Kautsky speaks of. To listen to Mr. Pro-
kopovich, we would have to believe that “productive con-
sumption” could develop quite independently of individual
consumption (in which consumption by the masses plays
the dominant role), i.e., that capitalism does not con-
tain within itself any contradiction between production and
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consumption. This is simply absurd, and Marx and his Rus-
sian supporters® have clearly opposed such misconstruc-
tions. Not only does the bourgeois-apologetic theory into
which our “critical investigator” has wandered not follow
from the fact that “the expansion of production presumes
productive consumption,” but, on the contrary, from it fol-
lows the contradiction between the tendency towards the un-
limited growth of production and limited consumption that
is inherent precisely in capitalism and that must bring
about its collapse.

Apropos of what has been said, it is worth while mention-
ing the following interesting point. Mr. Prokopovich is
a fervent follower of Bernstein, whose magazine articles
he quotes and translates for several pages. In his well-know
book, Die Voraussetzungen, etc.,** Bernstein even recom-
mends Mr. Prokopovich to the German public as his Russian
supporter, but he makes a reservation, the substance of which
is that Mr. Prokopovich is more Bernsteinian than Bern-
stein. And, a remarkable thing, Bernstein and his Russian
yesman both distort the theory of realisation, but in diamet-
rically opposite directions, so that they cancel each other out.
Firstly, Bernstein regarded as a “contradiction” the fact
that Marx turned against Rodbertus’ theory of crises and at
the same time declared that “the ultimate cause of all real
crises is the poverty and limited consumption of the masses.”
Actually there is no contradiction here at all, as I have had
occasion to point out in other places (Studies, p. 30,*** The
Development of Capitalism in Russia, p. 19****). Secondly,
Bernstein argues in precisely the same manner as does Mr.
V. V. here in Russia, that the tremendous growth of the sur-
plus-product must inevitably mean an increase in the num-
ber of well-to-do (or the greater prosperity of the workers),

* Cf. my article in Nauchnoye Obozreniye for August 1899, espe-
cially page 1572 (see pp. 74-93 of this volume, especially p. 84.—Ed.),
and The Development of Capitalism in Russia, p. 16, et seq. (See pres-
ent edition, Vol. 3, p. 54, et seq.—Ed.)

** The Premises, etc.—Ed.
*** See present edition, Vol. 2, A Characterisation of Economic
Romanticism, pp. 167-68.—Ed.
**k** See present edition, Vol. 3, p. 58.—Ed.
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since the capitalists themselves and their servants (sic!)
cannot “consume” the entire surplus-product (Die Voraussetz-
ungen, etc., S. 51-52). This naive argument completely
ignores the role of productive consumption, as Kautsky point-
ed out in his book against Bernstein (Kautsky, Gegen Bern-
stein, 1I. Abschnitt,*—the paragraph on “the employment of
surplus-value”). And now there appears a Russian Bernstein-
ian, recommended by Bernstein, who says exactly the oppo-
site, who lectures Kautsky on the role of “productive con-
sumption” and then reduces Marx’s discovery to the absurdity
that productive consumption can develop quite inde-
pendently of individual consumption (!), that the realisa-
tion of surplus-value by its use for the production of means of
production does away with the dependence, in the final anal-
ysis, of production on consumption and, consequently, with
the contradiction between them! By this example the reader
may judge whether Mr. Prokopovich’s “loss of a good half of
the theoretical premises” is due to the “investigations” or
whether our “critical investigator” is “at a loss” due to some
other cause.

A second example. Taking up three pages (25-27), our
author “investigated” the question of peasant associations
in Germany. He gave a list of the various kinds of asso-
ciations and statistical data on their rapid growth (especial-
ly of dairy associations) and argued: “The artisan has been
almost deprived of his roots in the modern economic system,
whereas the peasant continues to stand firm [!] in it.” How
very simple, isn’t it really? The undernourishment of the
German peasants, their exhaustion from excessive labour,
the mass flight of people from the countryside to the towns—
all that must be mere invention. It suffices to point to the
rapid growth of associations (especially dairy associations
that result in depriving the peasants’ children of milk
and lead to the peasants’ greater dependence on capitalists)
in order to prove the “stability” of the peasantry. “The de-
velopment of capitalist relations in the manufacturing in-
dustry ruins the artisan but improves the condition of the
peasant. It [the condition?] hinders the penetration of capi-
talism into agriculture.” This is new! Until now it has been

* Kautsky, Against Bernstein, Section II.—Ed.
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believed that it is the development of capitalism in the man-
ufacturing industry that is the main force which gives rise
to, and develops, capitalism in agriculture. But Mr. Proko-
povich, like his German prototypes, could truly say of him-
self: nous avons changé tout ca—we have changed all that!
But would that be true, gentlemen? Have you really changed
anything at all, have you shown the error in even one of the
basic postulates of the theory you have “torn to pieces” and
replaced it by a truer postulate? Have you not, on the con-
trary, returned to the old prejudices?... “On the other hand,
the development of the manufacturing industry ensures sub-
sidiary earnings for the peasant.”... A return to the doc-
trine of Messrs. V. V. & Co. on the subsidiary earnings of the
peasantry! Mr. Prokopovich does not deem it worth mention-
ing the fact that in a large number of cases these “earnings”
express the conversion of the peasant into a wage-labourer.
He prefers to conclude his “investigation” with the high-
sounding sentence: “The sap of life has not yet left the peasant
class.” It is true that Kautsky has shown, precisely in re-
spect of Germany, that agricultural associations are a transi-
tion stage on the way fo capitalism—but, you see, we already
know how the terrible Mr. Prokopovich has crushed Kautsky!

We see this resurrection of Narodnik views (Narodnik
views of the V. V. hue) not only in the above passage but in
many other places in Mr. Prokopovich’s “critical investiga-
tion.” The reader probably knows the fame (a sorry fame)
that Mr. V. V. earned for himself by h1s excesswe narrow-
ing and debasing of the theory known as “economic” materi-
alism: this theory, as “adapted” by Mr. V. V., did not postu-
late that in the final analysis all factors are reduced to the
development of the productive forces, but postulated that
many extremely important (although in the final analysis
secondary) factors could be neglected. Mr. Prokopovich
offers us a very similar distortion when he attempts to ex-
pose Kautsky as one who does not understand the signifi-
cance of “material forces” (144), in the course of which
Mr. Prokopovich himself light-mindedly confuses “economic
organisation” (145) with “economic force” (on 146 and
especially 149). Unfortunately we cannot dwell to the needed
extent on an analysis of this error of Mr. Prokopovich, but
must refer the reader to the above-mentioned book by Kautsky
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against Bernstein (Abschnitt III, Section a), where the
original versions of Mr. Prokopovich’s rehashings are dis-
cussed at length. We also hope that the reader who peruses
Mr. Prokopovich’s book attentively will see quite easily that
the theory torn to pieces by our “critical investigator”
(Mr. Prokopovich, incidentally, here, too, maintains a modest
silence about the views of the founders of the theory and
refrains from examining them, preferring to confine himself
to extracts from the speeches and articles of present-day
adherents of this theory)—that the theory is in no way to
blame for this disgraceful narrowing of “economic” material-
ism (cf., for example, statements by authoritative Belgian
spokesmen on pp. 74, 90, 92, 100 in the second part).

As far as the extracts quoted by Mr. Prokopovich are con-
cerned, it should be said that he often seizes on individual
passages and gives the reader a distorted impression of views
and arguments that have not been expounded in Russian
literature. On account of this, Mr. Prokopovich’s jockey-
ing with criticism creates a most repulsive impression.
In some cases it would be worth the while of those who
read Mr. Prokopovich’s book to refer even to a book by
Professor Herkner that has recently been translated into
Russian: Wage-Labour in Western Europe (St. Petersburg,
1899, published by the magazine Obrazovaniye). For instance,
in a note to page 24 (Part I) Mr. Prokopovich writes that
the Congress of 1892 “adopted a resolution sympathising
with the organisation of producers’ associations” and follows
this up with a quotation which, first, does not fully support
the words of the author and, secondly, breaks off precisely at
the point where it speaks of the necessity “to conduct a par-
ticular struggle against the belief that associations are in a
position to bring any influence to bear on capitalist produc-
tion relations, etc.” (Herkner, Notes, pp. xi-xii, Note
6 to Chapter IX).

Mr. Prokopovich is just as successful in his crushing of
Kautsky on pages 56, 150, 156, 198, and in many other places
as he is in the case we have examined. Mr. Prokopovich’s
assertions that Liebknecht, in the sixties, for a time re-
nounced his ideals, betrayed them, etc. (111, 112), are in
no sense to be taken seriously. We have had occasion to see
how well-founded his judgements are, and the following
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sentence (once again directed, not against the founder of the
theory, but against its “custodian”) will, for example, show
us to what Pillars of Hercules the insolence and self-assur-
ance of our “investigator” will take him: “We should be act-
ing superficially, if we undertook to criticise this whole
conception of the working-class movement from the stand-
point of its conformity to the true course taken by the devel-
opment of this movement—from the standpoint of its sci-
entific basis [Mr. Prokopovich’s italics]. There is not and can-
not be (sic!) a grain of science in it” (156). This is what you
call categorical criticism! All this Marxism, it isn’t even
worth criticising, and that’s that! Obviously we have be-
fore us either a man who is destined to make a great revolu-
tion in the science “of which there cannot be even a grain”
in the theory that is dominant in Germany, or ... or—how
can it be put delicately?—or a man who, when “at a loss,”
repeats the phrases of others. Mr. Prokopovich prostrates him-
self with such fervour before this very latest of gods who has
pronounced those words for the thousandth time that he has
no pity on his own forehead. Bernstein, if you please, “has
some shortcomings in his theoretical views” (198) that con-
sist—can you imagine it?—in his belief in the necessity of a
scientific theory that defines the aims of the men of action
concerned. “Critical investigators” are not subject to this
strange belief. “Science will become free,” utters Mr. Prokopo-
vich, “only when it is admitted that it must serve the aims of
a party and not define them. It must be recognised that science
cannot define the aims of a practical party” (197). Be it
noted that Bernstein renounced precisely these views of
his follower. “A principled programme inevitably leads to
dogmatism and is only a hindrance in the way of the party’s
sound development.... Theoretical principles are all very well
in propaganda but not in a programme” (157). “Programmes
are unnecessary; they are harmful.” “The individual himself
may be a programme if he is sensitive to, and has a fine
feeling for, the needs of the times.”... The reader probably
thinks that I am continuing to quote Mr. Prokopovich. But
no, I am now quoting the newspaper Novoye Vremya,™ which
recently published articles on a programme that attracted a
great deal of attention—not the programme of a party, of
course, but of the new Minister for Internal Affairs....
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The relationship of the freedom of unprincipledness—ex-
cuse me, “freedom of science”—preached by Mr. Prokopovich
to the views of the majority of the West-European personal-
ities of whom our valiant critic so valiantly writes, may
be seen from the following quotations drawn from that same
book by Mr. Prokopovich: “Of course, without a betrayal of
principles...” (159). “Not in any way violating one’s inde-
pendence, loyalty to principle....” “I renounce compromise
only in the case ... in which it leads to a renunciation of
principles or even to the ignoring of principles...” (171).
“Introducing no unprincipledness...”, (174). “Not, of course,
selling one’s soul, in the present case, one’s principles...”
(176). “The principles are now firmly established...” (183).
“A compass [is needed] that would rid us of the need to grope
our way,’ against “short-sighted empiricism,” against “a
thoughtless attitude to principles” (195). “Primary impor-
tance attaches to principles, to the theoretical part...” (103,
Part II), etc.

In conclusion, two more quotations: “If German Social-
Democracy were the expression of socialism and not of the
proletariat that is acting in defence of its own interests
in present-day society, for the first time recognising its sig-
nificance, then—since not all Germans are idealists—side by
side with this party that pursues idealist aims we should see
another, stronger party, a working-class party that repre-
sents the practical interests of that part of the German prole-
tariat that is not idealist.”... “If socialism were not to play
the role of a mere symbol in that movement, a symbol distin-
guishing one definite organisation, if it were the motive
idea, the principle that demands of party members a certain
specific service—in that ease the socialist party would
separate from the general labour party, and the mass of the
proletariat, which strives for better living conditions under
the existing system and cares little for the ideal future, would
form an independent labour party.” The reader will again
probably think....

Written at the end 1899 Published according to

First published in 1928 the manuscript
in Lenin Miscellany VII
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Karl Kautsky. Bermstein und das sozialdemokratische
Programm. Eine Antikritik™*

...In the introduction Kautsky gives voice to some
extremely valuable and apt ideas on the conditions that
must be satisfied by serious and conscientious criticism if
those undertaking it do not wish to confine themselves with-
in the narrow bounds of soulless pedantry and scholasticism,
if they do not wish to lose sight of the close and indestructible
bonds that exist between the “theoretical reason” and the
“practical reason”—not the practical reason of individuals,
but of the masses of the population placed in specific condi-
tions. Truth, of course, comes first, says Kautsky, and if
Bernstein has become sincerely convinced of the error of
his former views, it is his plain duty to give definite expres-
sion to his convictions. But the trouble with Bernstein
is his lack of precisely this directness and definiteness. His
pamphlet is amazingly “encyclopaedic” (as Antonio Labriola
has remarked in a French magazine); it touches on a mass of
problems, an agglomeration of questions, but not on any one
of them does it provide an integral and precise exposition of
the critic’s new views. The critic merely expresses his doubts
and abandons difficult and complicated questions without
any independent analysis after having scarcely touched upon
them. This brings about, Kautsky notes sarcastically, a
strange phenomenon: Bernstein’s followers understand his

* Karl Kautsky. Bernstein and the Social-Democratic Programme.
A Counter-Critique.—Ed.
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book in the most diverse ways, whereas his opponents all
understand it in the same way. Bernstein’s chief objection
to his opponents is that they do not understand him, that
they do not want to understand him. The whole series of
newspaper and magazine articles that Bernstein has written
in answer to his opponents has failed to explain his positive
views.

Kautsky begins his Counter-Criticism with the question
of method. He examines Bernstein’s objections to the ma-
terialist conception of history and shows that Bernstein
confuses the concept of “determinism” with that of “mecha-
nism,” that he confuses freedom of will with freedom of
action, and without any grounds identifies historical necessi-
ty with the hopeless position of people under compulsion.
The outworn accusation of fatalism, which Bernstein also
repeats, is refuted by the very premises of Marx’s theory of
history. Not everything can be reduced to the development
of the productive forces, says Bernstein. Other factors
“must be taken into consideration.”

Very well, answers Kautsky, that is something every in-
vestigator must do, irrespective of what conception of his-
tory guides him. Anyone who wants to make us reject Marx’s
method, the method that has so brilliantly justified itself
and continues to justify itself in practice, must take one of
two paths: either he must reject altogether the idea of
objective laws, of the necessity of the historical process, and
in so doing abandon all attempts at providing a scientific
basis for sociology; or he must show how he can evolve the
necessity of the historical process from other factors (ethi-
cal views, for example), he must show this by an analysis
that will stand up to at least a remote comparison with
Marx’s analysis in Capital. Not only has Bernstein not
made the slightest attempt to do this, but, confining him-
self to empty platitudes about “taking into consideration”
other factors, he has continued to use the old materialist meth-
od in his book as though he did not declare it to be wanting!
As Kautsky points out, Bernstein, at times, even applies
this method with the most impermissible crudity and one-
sidedness! Further on Bernstein’s accusations are levelled
against dialectics which, he alleges, lead to arbitrary con-
structions, etc., etc. Bernstein repeats these phrases (that
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have already managed to disgust also the Russian readers)
without making the slightest attempt to show what is in-
correct in dialectics, whether Hegel or Marx and Engels
are guilty of methodological errors (and precisely what
errors). The only means by which Bernstein tries to moti-
vate and fortify his opinion is a reference to the “tenden-
tiousness” of one of the concluding sections of Capital
(on the historical tendency of capitalist accumulation).
This charge has been worn threadbare: it was made by Eugen
Diihring and Julius Wolf and many others in Germany, and
it was made (we add on our part) by Mr. Y. Zhukovsky in the
seventies and by Mr. N. Mikhailovsky in the nineties—by
the very same Mr. Mikhailovsky who had once accused Mr. Y.
Zhukovsky of acrobatics for making the selfsame charge.
And what proof does Bernstein offer in confirmation of this
worn-out nonsense? Only the following: Marx began his
“investigation” with ready-made conclusions, since in 1867
Capital drew the same conclusion that Marx had drawn as
early as the forties. Such “proof” is tantamount to fraud,
answers Kautsky, because Marx based his conclusions on two
investigations and not on one, as he points out very defi-
nitely in the introduction to Zur Kritik (see Russian trans-
lation: A Critique of Some of the Propositions of Political
Economy™). Marx made his first investigation in the forties,
after leaving the Editorial Board of the Rheinische Zei-
tung.” Marx left the newspaper because he had to treat of
material interests and he realised that he was not sufficiently
prepared for this. From the arena of public life, wrote
Marx about himself, I withdrew into the study. And so
(stresses Kautsky, hinting at Bernstein), Marx had doubts
regarding the correctness of his judgement of material inter-
ests, regarding the correctness of the dominant views on
this subject at that time, but he did not think his doubts
to be important enough to write a whole book and inform
the world about them. On the contrary, Marx set out to
study in order to advance from doubtings of the old views
to positive new ideas. He began to study French social
theories and English political economy. He came into close
contact with Engels, who was at that time making a de-
tailed study of the actual state of the economy in England.
The result of this joint work, this first inquiry, was the
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well-known conclusions which the two writers expounded
very definitely towards the end of the forties.”” Marx moved
to London in 1850, and the favourable conditions there for
research determined him “to begin afresh from the very begin-
ning and to work through the new material critically” (A
Critique of Some of the Propositions, 1st edition, p. xi.™
Our italics). The fruit of this second inquiry, lasting many
long years, were the works: Zur Kritik (1859) and Das
Kapital (1867). The conclusion drawn in Capital coincides
with the former conclusion drawn in the forties because the
second inquiry confirmed the results of the first. “My views,
however they may be judged ... are the result of conscientious
investigation lasting many years,” wrote Marx in 1859
(zbid., p. xii).” Does this, asks Kautsky, resemble conclu-
sions found ready-made long before the investigation?

From the question of dialectics Kautsky goes over to
the question of value. Bernstein says that Marx’s theory
is unfinished, that it leaves many problems “that are by
no means fully explained.” Kautsky does not think of refut-
ing this: Marx’s theory is not the last word in science, he
says. History brings new facts and new methods of inves-
tigation that require the further development of the theory.
If Bernstein had made an attempt to utilise new facts and
new methods of inquiry for the further development of
the theory, everybody would have been grateful to him.
But Bernstein does not dream of doing that; he confines
himself to cheap attacks on Marx’s disciples and to ex-
tremely vague, purely eclectic remarks, such as: the Gossen-
Jevons-Bohm theory of marginal utility is no less just than
Marx’s theory of labour-value. Both theories retain their
significance for different purposes, says Bernstein, because
Bohm-Bawerk has as much right, a prior, to abstract from
the property of commodities that they are produced by
labour, as Marx has to abstract from the property that they
are use-values. Kautsky points out that it is utterly absurd
to regard two opposite, mutually exclusive theories suitable
for different purposes (and, furthermore, Bernstein does
not say for what purposes either of the two theories is suit-
able). It is by no means a question as to which property of
commodities we are, a priori (von Hause aus), entitled to
abstract from; the question is how to explain the principal
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phenomena of present-day society, based on the exchange of
products, how to explain the value of commodities, the func-
tion of money, etc. Even if Marx’s theory may leave a num-
ber of still unexplained problems, Bernstein’s theory of
value is a totally unexplained problem. Bernstein fur-
ther quotes Buch, who constructed the concept of the
“maximum density” of labour; but Bernstein does not give
a complete exposition of Buch’s views or make a definite
statement of his own opinion on that question. Buch, it
seems, gets entangled in contradictions by making value
depend on wages and wages depend on value. Bernstein
senses the eclecticism of his statements on value and tries
to defend eclecticism in general. He calls it “the revolt of
the sober intellect against the tendency inherent in every
dogma to constrict thought within narrow confines.” If Bern-
stein were to recall the history of thought, retorts Kaut-
sky, he would see that the great rebels against the constric-
tion of thought within narrow confines were never eclectics,
that what has always characterised them has been the
striving for the unity, for the integrity of ideas. The eclectic
is too timid to dare revolt. If, indeed, I click my heels
politely to Marx and at the same time click my heels po-
litely to Bohm-Bawerk, that is still a long way from revolt!
Let anyone name even one eclectic in the republic of
thought, says Kautsky, who has proved worthy of the name
of rebel!

Passing from the method to the results of its application,
Kautsky deals with the so-called Zusammenbruchstheorie,
the theory of collapse, of the sudden crash of West-European
capitalism, a crash that Marx allegedly believed to be
inevitable and connected with a gigantic economic cri-
sis. Kautsky says and proves that Marx and Engels never
propounded a special Zusammenbruchstheorie, that they did
not connect a Zusammenbruch necessarily with an economic
crisis. This is a distortion chargeable to their opponents
who expound Marx’s theory one-sidedly, tearing out of con-
text odd passages from different writings in order thus tri-
umphantly to refute the “one-sidedness” and “crudeness”
of the theory. Actually Marx and Engels considered the
transformation of West-European economic relations to be
dependent on the maturity and strength of the classes
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brought to the fore by modern European history. Bernstein
tries to assert that this is not the theory of Marx, but Kaut-
sky’s interpretation and extension of it. Kautsky, however,
with precise quotations from Marx’s writings of the forties
and sixties, as well as by means of an analysis of the basic
ideas of Marxism, has completely refuted this truly pettifog-
ging trickery of the Bernstein who so blatantly accused
Marx’s disciples of “apologetics and pettifoggery.” This part
of Kautsky’s book is particularly interesting, the more so,
since some Russian writers (e.g., Mr. Bulgakov in the maga-
zine Nachalo) have been in a hurry to repeat the distortion
of Marx’s theory which Bernstein offered in the guise of
“criticism” (as does Mr. Prokopovich in his Working-Class
Movement in the West, St. Petersburg, 1899).

Kautsky analyses the basic tendencies of contemporary
economic development in particularly great detail in order
to refute Bernstein’s opinion that this development is not
proceeding in the direction indicated by Marx. It stands to
reason that we cannot present here a detailed exposition of
the chapter “Large- and Small-Scale Production” and of
other chapters of Kautsky’s book which are devoted to a
political-economic analysis and contain extensive numerical
data, but shall have to confine ourselves to a brief mention of
their contents. Kautsky emphasises the point that the ques-
tion is one of the direction, by and large, of development
and by no means of particularities and superficial manifesta-
tions, which no theory can take into account in all their great
variety. (Marx reminds the reader of this simple but oft for-
gotten truth in the relevant chapters of Capital.) By a detailed
analysis of the data provided by the German industrial
censuses of 1882 and 1895 Kautsky shows that they are a bril-
liant confirmation of Marx’s theory and have placed beyond
all doubt the process of the concentration of capital and
the elimination of small-scale production. In 1896 Bernstein
(when he himself still belonged to the guild of apologists and
pettifoggers, says Kautsky ironically) most emphatically
recognised this fact, but now he is excessive in his exagger-
ation of the strength and importance of small-scale produc-
tion. Thus, Bernstein estimates the number of enterprises
employing fewer than 20 workers at several hundred thou-
sand, “apparently adding in his pessimistic zeal an extra
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nought to the figure,” since there are only 49,000 such en-
terprises in Germany. Further, whom do the statistics not
place among the petty entrepreneurs—cabmen, messengers,
gravediggers, fruit hawkers, seamstresses (even though they
may work at home for a capitalist), etc., etc.! Here let us note
a remark of Kautsky’s that is particularly important from
the theoretical standpoint—that petty commercial and in-
dustrial enterprises (such as those mentioned above) in
capitalist society are often merely one of the forms of rel-
ative over-population; ruined petty producers, workers
unable to find employment turn (sometimes temporarily)
into petty traders and hawkers, or rent out rooms or beds
(also “enterprises,” which are registered by statistics equal-
ly with all other types of enterprise!), etc. The fact that
these employments are overcrowded does not by any means
indicate the viability of petty production but rather the
growth of poverty in capitalist society. Bernstein, however,
emphasises and exaggerates the importance of the petty
“industrial producers” when to do so seems to him to serve his
advantage (on the question of large- and small-scale produc-
tion), but keeps silent about them when he finds it to his
disadvantage (on the question of the growth of poverty).

Bernstein repeats the argument, long known to the Rus-
sian public as well, that joint-stock companies “permit”
the fragmentation of capital and “make unnecessary” its
concentration, and he cites some figures (cf. Zhizn, No. 3
for 1899) on the number of small shares. Kautsky replies
that these figures prove exactly nothing, since small shares
in any companies might belong to big capitalists (as even
Bernstein must admit). Bernstein does not adduce any evi-
dence, nor can he, to prove that joint-stock companies
increase the number of property-owners, for the joint-
stock companies actually serve to expropriate the gullible
men of small means for the benefit of big capitalists and
speculators. The growth in the number of shares merely
shows that wealth has a tendency to take on the form of
shares; but this growth tells us nothing about the distri-
bution of wealth. In general, Bernstein’s attitude to the
question of an increase in the number of wealthy people,
the number of property-owners, is an astonishingly thought-
less one, which has not prevented his bourgeois followers
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from praising precisely this part of his book and announc-
ing that it is based on “a tremendous amount of numerical
data.” And Bernstein proved himself skilful enough, says
Kautsky ironically, to compress this tremendous amount of
data into two pages! He confuses property-owners with capi-
talists, although no one has denied an increase in the num-
ber of the latter. In analysing income-tax data, he ignores
their fiscal character, and their confusion of income from
property with income in the form of salary, etc. He compares
data for different times that have been collected by different
methods (on Prussia, for example) and are, therefore, not
comparable. He even goes so far as to borrow data on the
growth of property-owners in England (printing these figures
in heavy type, as his trump card) from an article in some
sensational newspaper that was singing the praises of Queen
Victoria’s jubilee and whose handling of statistics was the
nec plus ultra of light-mindedness! The source of this in-
formation is unknown and, indeed, such information cannot
be obtained on the basis of data on the English income tax,
since these do not permit one to determine the number of
tax-payers and the total income of each tax-payer. Kautsky
adduces data from Kolb’s book on the English income tax
from 1812 to 1847 and shows that they, in exactly the same
way as Bernstein’s newspaper data, indicate an (apparent)
increase in the number of property-owners—and that, in a
period of the most terrible increase in the most horrible
poverty of the people in England! A detailed analysis of Bern-
stein’s data led Kautsky to the conclusion that Bernstein had
not quoted a single figure that actually proved a growth in
the number of property-owners.

Bernstein tried to give this phenomenon a theoretical
grounding: the capitalists, he said, cannot themselves
consume the entire surplus-value that increases to such a
colossal extent; this means that the number of property-
owners that consume it must grow. It is not very difficult
for Kautsky to refute this grotesque argument that totally
ignores Marx’s theory of realisation (expounded many times
in Russian literature). It is particularly interesting that
for his refutation Kautsky does not employ theoretical argu-
ments alone, but offers concrete data attesting to the growth
of luxury and lavish spending in the West-European coun-
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tries; to the influence of rapidly changing fashions, which
greatly intensify this process; to mass unemployment; to
the tremendous increase in the “productive consumption”
of surplus-value, i.e., the investment of capital in new en-
terprises, especially the investment of European capital in
the railways and other enterprises of Russia, Asia, and
Africa.

Bernstein declares that everyone has abandoned Marx’s
“theory of misery” or “theory of impoverishment.” Kautsky
demonstrates that this is again a distorted exaggeration on
the part of the opponents of Marx, since Marx propounded no
such theory. He spoke of the growth of poverty, degradation,
etc., indicating at the same time the counteracting tend-
ency and the real social forces that alone could give rise
to this tendency. Marx’s words on the growth of poverty are
fully justified by reality: first, we actually see that capi-
talism has a tendency to engender and increase poverty,
which acquires tremendous proportions when the above-men-
tioned counteracting tendency is absent. Secondly, poverty
grows, not in the physical but in the social sense, i.e.,
in the sense of the disparity between the increasing level
of consumption by the bourgeoisie and consumption by so-
ciety as a whole, and the level of the living standards of
the working people. Bernstein waxes ironical over such a
conception of “poverty,” saying that this is a Pickwickian
conception. In reply Kautsky shows that people like Las-
salle, Rodbertus, and Engels have made very definite state-
ments to the effect that poverty must be understood in its
social, as well as in its physical, sense. As you see—he
parries Bernstein’s irony—it is not such a bad company
that gathers at the “Pickwick Club”! Thirdly and lastly,
the passage on increasing impoverishment remains perfectly
true in respect of the “border regions” of capitalism, the
border regions being understood both in the geographical
sense (countries in which capitalism is only beginning to
penetrate and frequently not only gives rise to physical
poverty but to the outright starvation of the masses) and
in the political-economic sense (handicraft industries and,
in general, those branches of economy in which backward
methods of production are still retained).

The chapter on the “new middle estate” is likewise extremely
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interesting and, for us Russians, particularly instructive.
If Bernstein had merely wanted to say that in place of
the declining petty producers a new middle estate, the intel-
ligentsia, is appearing, he would be perfectly correct, says
Kautsky, pointing out that he himself noted the importance
of this phenomenon several years before. In all spheres of
people’s labour, capitalism increases the number of office
and professional workers with particular rapidity and makes
a growing demand for intellectuals. The latter occupy a
special position among the other classes, attaching themselves
partly to the bourgeoisie by their connections, their outlooks,
etc., and partly to the wage-workers as capitalism increas-
ingly deprives the intellectual of his independent position,
converts him into a hired worker and threatens to lower his
living standard. The transitory, unstable, contradictory po-
sition of that stratum of society now under discussion is
reflected in the particularly widespread diffusion in its midst
of hybrid, eclectic views, a farrago of contrasting principles
and ideas, an urge to rise verbally to the higher spheres and
to conceal the conflicts between the historical groups of the
population with phrases—all of which Marx lashed with his
sarcasm half a century ago.

In the chapter on the theory of crises Kautsky shows
that Marx did not at all postulate a “theory” of the ten-
year cycle of industrial crises, but merely stated a fact.
The change in this cycle in recent times has been noted by
Engels himself. It is said that cartels of industrialists
can counteract crises by limiting and regulating production.
But America is a land of cartels; yet instead of a limita-
tion we see there a tremendous growth of production. Fur-
ther, the cartels limit production for the home market but
expand it for the foreign market, selling their goods abroad
at a loss and extracting monopoly prices from consumers in
their own country. This system is inevitable under protec-
tionism and there are no grounds for anticipating a change
from protectionism to Free Trade. The cartels close small
factories, concentrate and monopolise production, introduce
improvements, and in this way greatly worsen the condition
of the producers. Bernstein is of the opinion that the specu-
lation which gives rise to crises weakens as the conditions
on the world market change from unforeseeable to foreseeable
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and known conditions; but he forgets that it is the “unfore-
seeable” conditions in the new countries that give a tremen-
dous impetus to speculation in the old countries. Using sta-
tistical data, Kautsky shows the growth of speculation in
precisely the last few years, as well as the growth in the symp-
toms indicating a crisis in the not very distant future.

With regard to the remaining part of Kautsky’s book, we
must mention his analysis of the muddle people get into
through confusing (as does Mr. S. Prokopovich, op. cit.) the
economic strength of certain groups with their economic or-
ganisations. We must mention Kautsky’s statement to the
effect that Bernstein ascribes to purely temporary conditions
of a given historical situation the dignity of a general law—
his refutation of Bernstein’s incorrect views on the essence
of democracy; and his explanation of Bernstein’s statis-
tical error, in comparing the number of industrial workers
in Germany with the number of voters and overlooking
the mere trifle that not all the workers in Germany (but
only males over the age of 25) enjoy the franchise and that
not all participate in the elections. We can only strongly
recommend to the reader who is interested in the question of
the significance of Bernstein’s book and in the polemic
around it to turn to the German literature and under no circum-
stances to believe the biased and one-sided reviews by the
proponents of eclecticism that dominate in Russian literature.
We have heard that part of Kautsky’s book here under-
review will probably be translated into Russian. This is-
very desirable, but is no substitute for an acquaintanceship-
with the original.

Written at the end 1899 Published according to
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LETTER TO THE EDITORIAL GROUP

Dear Comrades!

In response to your request I am sending three articles
for the newspaper and deem it essential to say a few words
about my collaboration in general and the relations between
us in particular.

From your previous communication I gathered that you
wanted to found a publishing firm and give me a series of
Social-Democratic pamphlets to edit.

Now I see that matters are different, that you have set
up your Editorial Board, which is beginning the pub-
lication of a mnewspaper and invites me to collabo-
rate.

Needless to say, I agree willingly to this proposal as
well, but I must state, in doing so, that I consider success-
ful collaboration possible only on the following terms:
1) regular relations between the editors and the collabora-
tor, who shall be informed of decisions on all manuscripts
(accepted, rejected, changed) and of all publications of
your firm; 2) my articles to be signed with a special pseu-
donym (if the one I sent you has been lost, choose another
yourselves); 3) agreement between the editors and the col-
laborator on fundamental views concerning theoretical ques-
tions, concerning immediate practical tasks, and concerning
the desired character of the newspaper (or series of pam-
phlets).

I hope the editors will agree to these terms and, in order
to effect the earliest possible agreement between us,
I will deal in brief with the questions arising out of the
third condition.
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I am informed that you find that “the old current is strong”
and that there is no particular need for a polemic against
Bernsteinism and its Russian echoers. I consider this view to
he too optimistic. Bernstein’s public announcement that
the majority of the Russian Social-Democrats agree with
him3!; the split between the “young” Russian Social-Dem-
ocrats abroad and the Emancipation of Labour group®?
which is the founder, the representative, and the most faith-
ful custodian of the “old current”; the vain efforts of Rabo-
chaya Mysl to say some new word, to revolt against the
“extensive” political tasks, to raise petty matters and
amateurish work to the heights of apotheosis, to wax vul-
garly ironical over “revolutionary theories” (No. 7, “In
Passing™); lastly, complete disorder in the legal Marxist
literature and the frantic efforts on the part of the major-
ity of its representatives to seize upon Bernsteinism, the
“criticism” & la mode—all this, in my opinion, serves to
show clearly that the re-establishment of the “old current”
and its energetic defence is a matter of real urgency.

You will see from the articles what my views on the
tasks of the paper and the plan of its publication are, and
I should very much like to know the extent of our solidarity
on this question (unfortunately the articles have been writ-
ten in somewhat of a hurry: it is very important for me to
know the deadline for their delivery).

I think it is necessary to launch a direct polemic against
Rabochaya Mysl, but for this purpose I should like to re-
ceive Nos. 1-2, 6, and those following 7; also Proletarskaya
Borba.?® I need the last-named pamphlet also in order to
review it in the paper.

As to length, you write that I am to impose no constraint
on myself. I think that as long as there is a newspaper
I shall give preference to newspaper articles and deal in them
even with pamphlet themes, reserving for myself the right
to work the articles up into pamphlets at a later date. The
subjects with which I propose to deal in the immediate fu-
ture are: 1) the Draft Programme (I'll send it soon)®; 2) ques-
tions of tactics and organisation that are to be discussed at
the next congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour
Party®; 3) a pamphlet on rules of conduct for workers and
socialists at liberty, in prison, and in exile—modelled after
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the Polish pamphlet (on “rules of conduct”—if you can, I
should like you to obtain it for me); 4) strikes (I—their sig-
nificance, II—laws on strikes; III—a review of some of the
strikes of recent years); 5) the pamphlet, Woman and the
Working-Class Cause, and others.

I should like to know approximately what material the
Editorial Board has in hand, so as to avoid repetition and
the tackling of questions that have already been “exhausted.”

I shall await an answer from the Editorial Board through
the same channels. (Apart from this way I have not had nor
have I any other means of communicating with your group.)

F.p.%
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OUR PROGRAMME

International Social-Democracy is at present in a state
of ideological wavering. Hitherto the doctrines of Marx
and Engels were considered to be the firm foundation of rev-
olutionary theory, but voices are now being raised every-
where to proclaim these doctrines inadequate and obso-
lete. Whoever declares himself to be a Social-Democrat
and intends to publish a Social-Democratic organ must define
precisely his attitude to a question that is preoccupying
the attention of the German Social-Democrats and not of
them alone.

We take our stand entirely on the Marxist theoretical
position: Marxism was the first to transform socialism from
a utopia into a science, to lay a firm foundation for this
science, and to indicate the path that must be followed in
further developing and elaborating it in all its parts. It
disclosed the nature of modern capitalist economy by ex-
plaining how the hire of the labourer, the purchase of la-
bour-power, conceals the enslavement of millions of proper-
tyless people by a handful of capitalists, the owners of the
land, factories, mines, and so forth. It showed that all
modern capitalist development displays the tendency of
large-scale production to eliminate petty production and
creates conditions that make a socialist system of society
possible and necessary. It taught us how to discern, be-
neath the pall of rooted customs, political intrigues, abstruse
laws, and intricate doctrines—the class struggle, the
struggle between the propertied classes in all their variety
and the propertyless mass, the proletariat, which is at the
head of all the propertyless. It made clear the real task of
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a revolutionary socialist party: not to draw up plans for
refashioning society, not to preach to the capitalists and
their hangers-on about improving the lot of the workers, not
to hatch conspiracies, but to organise the class struggle of
the proletariat and to lead this struggle, the ultimate aim
of which is the conquest of political power by the proletar-
tat and the organisation of a socialist society.

And we now ask: Has anything new been introduced into
this theory by its loud-voiced “renovators” who are raising
so much noise in our day and have grouped themselves around
the German socialist Bernstein? Absolutely nothing. Not
by a single step have they advanced the science which Marx
and Engels enjoined us to develop; they have not taught
the proletariat any new methods of struggle; they have only
retreated, borrowing fragments of backward theories and
preaching to the proletariat, not the theory of struggle,
but the theory of concession—concession to the most vicious
enemies of the proletariat, the governments and bourgeois
parties who never tire of seeking new means of baiting the
socialists. Plekhanov, one of the founders and leaders of
Russian Social-Democracy, was entirely right in ruthlessly
criticising Bernstein’s latest “critique”®’; the views of Bern-
stein have now been rejected by the representatives of the
German workers as well (at the Hannover Congress).®®

We anticipate a flood of accusations for these words;
the shouts will rise that we want to convert the socialist
party into an order of “true believers” that persecutes “her-
etics” for deviations from “dogma,” for every independent
opinion, and so forth. We know about all these fashionable
and trenchant phrases. Only there is not a grain of truth
or sense in them. There can be no strong socialist party
without a revolutionary theory which unites all socialists,
from which they draw all their convictions, and which they
apply in their methods of struggle and means of action.
To defend such a theory, which to the best of your knowledge
you consider to be true, against unfounded attacks and at-
tempts to corrupt it is not to imply that you are an enemy
of all criticism. We do not regard Marx’s theory as some-
thing completed and inviolable; on the contrary, we are
convinced that it has only laid the foundation stone of the
science which socialists must develop in all directions if
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they wish to keep pace with life. We think that an independ-
ent elaboration of Marx’s theory is especially essential for
Russian socialists; for this theory provides only general
guiding principles, which, in particular, are applied in
England differently than in France, in France differently
than in Germany, and in Germany differently than in Rus-
sia. We shall therefore gladly afford space in our paper
for articles on theoretical questions and we invite all com-
rades openly to discuss controversial points.

What are the main questions that arise in the application
to Russia of the programme common to all Social-Democrats?
We have stated that the essence of this programme is to
organise the class struggle of the proletariat, and to lead
this struggle, the ultimate aim of which is the conquest of
political power by the proletariat and the establishment
of a socialist society. The class struggle of the proletariat
comprises the economic struggle (struggle against individual
capitalists or against individual groups of capitalists for the
improvement of the workers’ condition) and the political
struggle (struggle against the government for the broadening
of the people’s rights, i.e., for democracy, and for the
broadening of the political power of the proletariat). Some
Russian Social-Democrats (among them apparently those
who direct Rabochaya Mysl regard the economic struggle
as incomparably the more important and almost go so
far as to relegate the political struggle to the more or less
distant future. This standpoint is utterly false. All Social-
Democrats are agreed that it is necessary to organise the eco-
nomic struggle of the working class, that it is necessary to
carry on agitation among the workers on this basis, i.e.,
to help the workers in their day-to-day struggle against
the employers, to draw their attention to every form and
every case of oppression and in this way to make clear to
them the necessity for combination. But to forget the polit-
ical struggle for the economic would mean to depart from
the basic principle of international Social-Democracy, it
would mean to forget what the entire history of the labour
movement teaches us. The confirmed adherents of the bour-
geoisie and of the government which serves it have even made
repeated attempts to organise purely economic unions of
workers and to divert them in this way from “politics,” from
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socialism. It is quite possible that the Russian Govern-
ment, too, may undertake something of the kind, as it has
always endeavoured to throw some paltry sops or, rather,
sham sops, to the people, only to turn their thoughts away
from the fact that they are oppressed and without rights.
No economic struggle can bring the workers any lasting im-
provement, or can even be conducted on a large scale, unless
the workers have the right freely to organise meetings and
unions, to have their own newspapers, and to send their
representatives to the national assemblies, as do the work-
ers in Germany and all other European countries (with the
exception of Turkey and Russia). But in order to win these
rights it is necessary to wage a political struggle. In Rus-
sia, not only the workers, but all citizens are deprived of
political rights. Russia is an absolute and unlimited mon-
archy. The tsar alone promulgates laws, appoints officials
and controls them. For this reason, it seems as though in
Russia the tsar and the tsarist government are independent
of all classes and accord equal treatment to all. But in
reality all officials are chosen exclusively from the proper-
tied class and all are subject to the influence of the big cap-
italists, who make the ministers dance to their tune and
who achieve whatever they want. The Russian working class
is burdened by a double yoke; it is robbed and plundered
by the capitalists and the landlords, and to prevent it
from fighting them, the police bind it hand and foot, gag
it, and every attempt to defend the rights of the people
is persecuted. Every strike against a capitalist results
in the military and police being let loose on the workers.
Every economic struggle necessarily becomes a political
struggle, and Social-Democracy must indissolubly combine
the one with the other into a single class struggle of the
proletariat. The first and chief aim of such a struggle must
be the conquest of political rights, the conquest of polit-
ical liberty. If the workers of St. Petersburg alone, with
a little help from the socialists, have rapidly succeeded in
wringing a concession from the government—the adoption
of the law on the reduction of the working day%®—then the
Russian working class as a whole, led by a single Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party, will be able, in persistent
struggle, to win incomparably more important concessions.
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The Russian working class is able to wage its economic
and political struggle alone, even if no other class comes
to its aid. But in the political struggle the workers do
not stand alone. The people’s complete lack of rights and
the savage lawlessness of the bashi-bazouk officials rouse
the indignation of all honest educated people who cannot
reconcile themselves to the persecution of free thought
and free speech; they rouse the indignation of the persecuted
Poles, Finns, Jews, and Russian religious sects; they rouse
the indignation of the small merchants, manufacturers, and
peasants, who can nowhere find protection from the persecu-
tion of officials and police. All these groups of the population
are incapable, separately, of carrying on a persistent polit-
ical struggle. But when the working class raises the banner
of this struggle, it will receive support from all sides. Russian
Social-Democracy will place itself at the head of all fight-
ers for the rights of the people, of all fighters for democracy,
and it will prove invincible!

These are our fundamental views, and we shall develop
them systematically and from every aspect in our paper.
We are convinced that in this way we shall tread the path
which has been indicated by the Russian Social-Democratic
Labour Party in its published Manifesto.
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OUR IMMEDIATE TASK

The Russian working-class movement is today going
through a period of transition. The splendid beginning
achieved by the Social-Democratic workers’ organisations in
the Western area, St. Petersburg, Moscow, Kiev, and other
cities was consummated by the formation of the Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party (spring 1898). Russian
Social-Democracy seems to have exhausted, for the time
being, all its strength in making this tremendous step forward
and has gone back to the former isolated functioning of
separate local organisations. The Party has not ceased to
exist, it has only withdrawn into itself in order to gather
strength and put the unification of all Russian Social-Dem-
ocrats on a sound footing. To effect this unification, to
evolve a suitable form for it and to get rid completely of
narrow local isolation—such is the immediate and most
urgent task of the Russian Social-Democrats.

We are all agreed that our task is that of the organisa-
tion of the proletarian class struggle. But what is this
class struggle? When the workers of a single factory or of
a single branch of industry engage in struggle against their
employer or employers, is this class struggle? No, this
is only a weak embryo of it. The struggle of the workers
becomes a class struggle only when all the foremost repre-
sentatives of the entire working class of the whole country
are conscious of themselves as a single working class and
launch a struggle that is directed, not against individual
employers, but against the entire class of capitalists and
against the government that supports that class. Only
when the individual worker realises that he is a member
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of the entire working class, only when he recognises the
fact that his petty day-to-day struggle against individual
employers and individual government officials is a struggle
against the entire bourgeoisie and the entire government,
does his struggle become a class struggle. “Every class strug-
gle is a political struggle”®*—these famous words of Marx
are not to be understood to mean that any struggle of workers
against employers must always be a political struggle. They
must be understood to mean that the struggle of the workers
against the capitalists inevitably becomes a political struggle
insofar as it becomes a class struggle. It is the task of the
Social-Democrats, by organising the workers, by conducting
propaganda and agitation among them, to furn their spon-
taneous struggle against their oppressors into the struggle
of the whole class, into the struggle of a definite political
party for definite political and socialist ideals. This is some-
thing that cannot be achieved by local activity alone.
Local Social-Democratic activity has attained a fairly
high level in our country. The seeds of Social-Democratic
ideas have been broadcast throughout Russia; workers’ leaf-
lets—the earliest form of Social-Democratic literature—are
known to all Russian workers from St. Petersburg to Krasno-
yarsk, from the Caucasus to the Urals. All that is now lack-
ing is the unification of all this local work into the work
of a single party. Our chief drawback, to the overcoming
of which we must devote all our energy, is the narrow “ama-
teurish” character of local work. Because of this amateur-
ish character many manifestations of the working-class move-
ment in Russia remain purely local events and lose a great
deal of their significance as examples for the whole of Rus-
sian Social-Democracy, as a stage of the whole Russian
working-class movement. Because of this amateurishness,
the consciousness of their community of interests throughout
Russia is insufficiently inculcated in the workers, they do
not link up their struggle sufficiently with the idea of
Russian socialism and Russian democracy. Because of this
amateurishness the comrades’ varying views on theoretical
and practical problems are not openly discussed in a cen-
tral newspaper, they do not serve the purpose of elaborating
a common programme and devising common tactics for the
Party, they are lost in narrow study-circle life or they lead
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to the inordinate exaggeration of local and chance peculiari-
ties. Enough of our amateurishness! We have attained suf-
ficient maturity to go over to common action, to the elab-
oration of a common Party programme, to the joint dis-
cussion of our Party tactics and organisation.

Russian Social-Democracy has done a great deal in crit-
icising old revolutionary and socialist theories; it has
not limited itself to criticism and theorising alone; it has
shown that its programme is not hanging in the air but
is meeting the extensive spontaneous movement among the
people, that is, among the factory proletariat. It has now
to make the following, very difficult, but very important,
step—to elaborate an organisation of the movement adapted
to our conditions. Social-Democracy is not confined to
simple service to the working-class movement: it repre-
sents “the combination of socialism and the working-class
movement” (to use Karl Kautsky’s definition which repeats
the basic ideas of the Communist Manifesto); the task of
Social-Democracy is to bring definite socialist ideals to
the spontaneous working-class movement, to connect this
movement with socialist convictions that should attain the
level of contemporary science, to connect it with the regu-
lar political struggle for democracy as a means of achiev-
ing socialism—in a word, to fuse this spontaneous movement
into one indestructible whole with the activity of the rev-
olutionary party. The history of socialism and democracy
in Western Europe, the history of the Russian revolutionary
movement, the experience of our working-class movement—
such is the material we must master to elaborate a pur-
poseful organisation and purposeful tactics for our Party.
“The analysis” of this material must, however, be done in-
dependently, since there are no ready-made models to be
found anywhere. On the one hand, the Russian working-class
movement exists under conditions that are quite different
from those of Western Europe. It would be most dangerous
to have any illusions on this score. On the other hand,
Russian Social-Democracy differs very substantially from
former revolutionary parties in Russia, so that the necessi-
ty of learning revolutionary technique and secret organisa-
tion from the old Russian masters (we do not in the least
hesitate to admit this necessity) does not in any way relieve
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us of the duty of assessing them critically and elaborating
our own organisation independently.

In the presentation of such a task there are two main
questions that come to the fore with particular insistence:
1) How is the need for the complete liberty of local Social-
Democratic activity to be combined with the need for es-
tablishing a single—and, consequently, a centralist—party?
Social-Democracy draws its strength from the spontaneous
working-class movement that manifests itself differently
and at different times in the various industrial centres;
the activity of the local Social-Democratic organisations is
the basis of all Party activity. If, however, this is to be
the activity of isolated “amateurs,” then it cannot, strictly
speaking, be called Social-Democratic, since it will not be
the organisation and leadership of the class struggle of the
proletariat. 2) How can we combine the striving of Social-
Democracy to become a revolutionary party that makes
the struggle for political liberty its chief purpose with the
determined refusal of Social-Democracy to organise politi-
cal conspiracies, its emphatic refusal to “call the workers
to the barricades” (as correctly noted by P. B. Axelrod),
or, in general, to impose on the workers this or that “plan”
for an attack on the government, which has been thought
up by a company of revolutionaries?

Russian Social-Democracy has every right to believe that
it has provided the theoretical solution to these questions;
to dwell on this would mean to repeat what has been said in
the article, “Our Programme.” It is now a matter of the
practical solution to these questions. This is not a solution
that can be made by a single person or a single group;
it can be provided only by the organised activity of Social-
Democracy as a whole. We believe that the most urgent
task of the moment consists in undertaking the solution of
these questions, for which purpose we must have as our im-
mediate aim the founding of a Party organ that will appear
regularly and be closely connected with all the local groups.
We believe that all the activity of the Social-Democrats
should be directed to this end throughout the whole of the
forthcoming period. Without such an organ, local work
will remain narrowly “amateurish.” The formation of the
Party—if the correct representation of that Party in a
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certain newspaper is not organised—will to a considerable
extent remain bare words. An economic struggle that is not
united by a central organ cannot become the class struggle of
the entire Russian proletariat. It is impossible to conduct a
political struggle if the Party as a whole fails to make
statements on all questions of policy and to give direction to
the various manifestations of the struggle. The organisation
and disciplining of the revolutionary forces and the develop-
ment of revolutionary technique are impossible without the
discussion of all these questions in a central organ, without
the collective elaboration of certain forms and rules for the
conduct of affairs, without the establishment—through
the central organ—of every Party member’s responsibility
to the entire Party.

In speaking of the necessity to concentrate all Party
forces—all literary forces, all organisational abilities,
all material resources, etc.—on the foundation and cor-
rect conduct of the organ of the whole Party, we do not
for a moment think of pushing other forms of activity into
the background—e.g., local agitation, demonstrations, boy-
cott, the persecution of spies, the bitter campaigns against
individual representatives of the bourgeoisie and the govern-
ment, protest strikes, etc., etc. On the contrary, we are con-
vinced that all these forms of activity constitute the basis
of the Party’s activity, but, without their unification through
an organ of the whole Party, these forms of revolutionary
struggle lose nine-tenths of their significance; they do not lead
to the creation of common Party experience, to the creation
of Party traditions and continuity. The Party organ, far
from competing with such activity, will exercise tremendous
influence on its extension, consolidation, and systematisa-
tion.

The necessity to concentrate all forces on establishing
a regularly appearing and regularly delivered organ arises
out of the peculiar situation of Russian Social-Democracy
as compared with that of Social-Democracy in other European
countries and with that of the old Russian revolutionary
parties. Apart from newspapers, the workers of Germany,
France, etc., have numerous other means for the public mani-
festation of their activity, for organising the movement—
parliamentary activity, election agitation, public meetings,
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participation in local public bodies (rural and urban), the
open conduct of trade unions (professional, guild), etc.,
etc. In place of all of that, yes, all of that, we must be
served—until we have won political liberty—by a revolu-
tionary newspaper, without which no broad organisation of
the entire working-class movement is possible. We do not
believe in conspiracies, we renounce individual revolution-
ary ventures to destroy the government; the words of Lieb-
knecht, veteran of German Social-Democracy, serve as the
watchword of our activities: “Studieren, propagandieren,
organisieren” —Learn, propagandise, organise—and the piv-
ot of this activity can and must be only the organ of the
Party.

But is the regular and more or less stable establishment
of such an organ possible, and under what circumstances
is it possible? We shall deal with this matter next time.
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AN URGENT QUESTION

In the previous article we said that our immediate task
is to establish a Party organ, one that appears and can be
delivered regularly, and we raised the question of whether
and under what circumstances it is possible to achieve this
aim. Let us examine the more important aspects of this
question.

The main objection that may be raised is that the achieve-
ment of this purpose first requires the development
of local group activity. We consider this fairly widespread
opinion to be fallacious. We can and must immediately
set about founding the Party organ—and, it follows, the
Party itself—and putting them on a sound footing. The con-
ditions essential to such a step already exist: local Party
work is being carried on and obviously has struck deep roots;
for the destructive police attacks that are growing more
frequent lead to only short interruptions; fresh forces rapid-
ly replace those that have fallen in battle. The Party has
resources, for publishing and literary forces, not only abroad,
but in Russia as well. The question, therefore, is whether
the work that is already being conducted should be
continued in “amateur” fashion or whether it should
be organised into the work of one party and in such
a way that it is reflected in its entirety in one common
organ.

Here we come to the most urgent question of our move-
ment, to its sore point—organisation. The improvement of
revolutionary organisation and discipline, the perfection of
our underground technique are an absolute necessity. We
must openly admit that in this respect we are lagging behind
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the old Russian revolutionary parties and must bend all our
efforts to overtake and surpass them. Without improved
organisation there can be no progress of our working-class
movement in general, and no establishment of an active
party with a properly functioning organ, in particular. That
is on the one hand. On the other, the existing Party or-
gans (organs in the sense of institutions and groups, as
well as newspapers) must pay greater attention to questions
of organisation and exert an influence in this respect on lo-
cal groups.

Local, amateurish work always leads to a great excess of
personal connections, to study-circle methods, and we have
grown out of the study-circle stage which has become too
narrow for our present-day work and which leads to an over-
expenditure of forces. Only fusion into a single party will
enable us strictly to observe the principles of division of la-
bour and economy of forces, which must be achieved in order
to reduce the losses and build as reliable a bulwark as
possible against the oppression of the autocratic government
and against its frantic persecutions. Against us, against the
tiny groups of socialists hidden in the expanses of the
Russian “underground,” there stands the, huge machine of a
most powerful modern state that is exerting all its forces to
crush socialism and democracy. We are convinced that we
shall, in the end, smash that police state, because all the
sound and developing sections of our society are in favour
of democracy and socialism; but, in order to conduct a sys-
tematic struggle against the government we must raise
revolutionary organisation, discipline, and the technique
of underground work to the highest degree of perfection.
It is essential for individual Party members or separate
groups of members to specialise in the different aspects
of Party work—some in the duplication of literature,
others in its transport across the frontier, a third catego-
ry in its distribution inside Russia, a fourth in its dis-
tribution in the cities, a fifth in the arrangement of secret
meeting places, a sixth in the collection of funds, a seventh
in the delivery of correspondence and all information about
the movement, an eighth in maintaining relations, etc.,
etc. We know that this sort of specialisation requires much
greater self-restraint, much greater ability to concentrate on
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modest, unseen, everyday work, much greater real heroism
than the usual work in study circles.

The Russian socialists and the Russian working class,
however, have shown their heroic qualities and, in general,
it would be a sin to complain of a shortage of people. There
is to be observed among the working youth an impassioned,
uncontrollable enthusiasm for the ideas of democracy and
socialism, and helpers for the workers still continue to
arrive from among the intellectuals, despite the fact that the
prisons and places of exile are overcrowded. If the idea of
the necessity for a stricter organisation is made widely known
among all these recruits to the revolutionary cause, the plan
for the organisation of a regularly published and delivered
Party newspaper will cease to be a dream. Let us take one
of the conditions for the success of this plan—that the news-
paper be assured a regular supply of correspondence and other
material from everywhere. Has not history shown that
at all times when there has been a resurgence of our revolu-
tionary movement such a purpose has proved possible of
achievement even in respect of papers published abroad?
If Social-Democrats working in various localities come to
regard the Party newspaper as their own and consider the
maintenance of regular contact with it, the discussion of
their problems and the reflection of the whole movement in
it to be their main task, it will be quite possible to ensure
the supply to the paper of full information about the move-
ment, provided methods of maintaining secrecy, not very
complicated ones, are observed. The other aspect of the ques-
tion, that of delivering the newspaper regularly to all parts
of Russia, is much more difficult, more difficult than the simi-
lar task under previous forms of revolutionary movement in
Russia when newspapers were not, to such an extent, intended
for the masses of the people. The purpose of Social-Demo-
cratic newspapers, however, facilitates their distribution.
The chief places to which the newspaper must be delivered
regularly and in large numbers are the industrial centres,
factory villages and towns, the factory districts of big cities,
etc. In such centres the population is almost entirely work-
ing class; in actual fact the worker in such places is master of
the situation and has hundreds of ways of outwitting the
police; relations with neighbouring factory centres are
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distinguished by their extraordinary activity. At the time
of the Exceptional Law against the Socialists (1878-90)%
the German political police did not function worse, but prob-
ably better, than the Russian police; nevertheless, the
German workers, thanks to their organisation and discipline,
were able to ensure the regular transport across the fron-
tiers of a weekly illegal newspaper and to deliver it to
the houses of all subscribers, so that even the ministers
could not refrain from admiring the Social-Democratic post
(“the red mail”). We do not, of course, dream of such suc-
cesses, but we can, if we bend our efforts towards it, en-
sure that our Party newspaper appears no less than twelve
times a year and is regularly delivered in all the main
centres of the movement to all groups of workers that can
be reached by socialism.

To return to the question of specialisation, we must
also point out that its insufficiency is due partially to
the dominance of “amateur” work and partially to the fact
that our Social-Democratic newspapers usually devote far
too little attention to questions of organisation.

Only the establishment of a common Party organ can give
the “worker in a given field” of revolutionary activity the
consciousness that he is marching with the “rank’ and file,”
the consciousness that his work is directly essential to the
Party, that he is one of the links in the chain that will
form a noose to strangle the most evil enemy of the Russian
proletariat and of the whole Russian people—the Russian
autocratic government. Only strict adherence to this type
of specialisation can economise our forces; not only will
every aspect of revolutionary work be carried out by a
smaller number of people, but there will be an opportunity
to make a number of aspects of present-day activities legal
affairs. This legalisation of activity, its conduct within
the framework of the law, has long been advised for Rus-
sian socialists by Vorwdrts (Forward),’> the chief organ
of the German Social-Democrats. At first sight one is
astonished at such advice, but in actual fact it merits
careful attention. Almost everyone who has worked in
a local study circle in some city will easily remember that
among the numerous and diverse affairs in which the circle
engaged some were, in themselves, legal (e.g., the gathering
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of information on the workers’ conditions; the study of legal
literature on many questions; consultation and reviewing of
certain types of foreign literature; maintenance of cer-
tain kinds of relations; aid to workers in obtaining a gen-
eral education, in studying factory laws, etc.). Making
affairs of this sort the specific function of a special con-
tingent of people would reduce the strength of the revo-
lutionary army “in the firing line” (without any reduc-
tion of its “fighting potential”) and increase the strength
of the reserve, those who replace the “killed and wound-
ed.” This will be possible only when both the active mem-
bers and the reserve see their activities reflected in
the common organ of the Party and sense their connection
with it. Local meetings of workers and local groups will,
of course, always be necessary, no matter to what extent
we carry out our specialisation; but, on the one hand, the
number of mass revolutionary meetings (particularly danger-
ous from the standpoint of police action and often having
results far from commensurate with the danger involved)
will become considerably less and, on the other hand, the
selection of various aspects of revolutionary work as special
functions will provide greater opportunities to screen such
meetings behind legal forms of assembly: entertainments,
meetings of societies sanctioned by law, etc. Were not the
French workers under Napoleon III and the German workers
at the time of the Exceptional Law against the Socialists
able to devise all possible ways to cover up their political
and socialist meetings? Russian workers will be able to do
likewise.

Further: only by better organisation and the establish-
ment of a common Party organ will it be possible to extend
and deepen the very content of Social-Democratic propagan-
da and agitation. We stand in great need of this. Local work
must almost inevitably lead to the exaggeration of local
particularities, to . .
this is impossible without a central organ which Wlll
at the same time, be an advanced democratic organ. Only
then will our urge to convert Social-Democracy into a leading
fighter for democracy become reality. Only then, too, shall

*Part of the manuscript is not extant.—Ed.
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we be able to work out definite political tactics. Social-
Democracy has renounced the fallacious theory of the “one
reactionary mass.” It regards utilisation of the support of
the progressive classes against the reactionary classes to be
one of the most important political tasks. As long as the
organisations and publications are local in character, this
task can hardly be carried out at all: matters do not go
farther than relations with individual “liberals” and the
extraction of various “services” from them. Only a com-
mon Party organ, consistently implementing the principles
of political struggle and holding high the banner of democra-
cy will be able to win over to its side all militant demo-
cratic elements and use all Russia’s progressive forces in the
struggle for political freedom. Only then shall we be able
to convert the workers’ smouldering hatred of the police
and the authorities into conscious hatred of the autocratic
government and into determination to conduct a desperate
struggle for the rights of the working class and of the en-
tire Russian people! In modern Russia, a strictly organ-
ised revolutionary party built up on this foundation will
prove the greatest political force!

In subsequent issues we shall publish the draft programme
of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party and begin
a more detailed discussion of the various organisa-
tional questions.
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The thing to begin with, most likely, is the question
of whether there is really a pressing need for a programme of
the Russian Social-Democrats. From comrades active in
Russia we have heard the opinion expressed that at this
particular moment there is no special need to draw up a
programme; that the urgent question is one of developing and
strengthening local organisations, of placing agitation and the
delivery of literature on a more sound footing; that it would
be better to postpone the elaboration of a programme until
such time as when the movement stands on firmer ground; that
a programme might, at the moment, turn out to be unfounded.

We do not share this opinion. It goes without saying
that “every step of real movement is more important than a
dozen programmes,”® as Karl Marx said. But neither Marx
nor any other theoretician or practical worker in the Social-
Democratic movement has ever denied the tremendous impor-
tance of a programme for the consolidation and consistent
activity of a political party. The Russian Social-Democrats
have just got over the period of the most bitter polemics
with socialists of other trends and with non-socialists who
were unwilling to understand Russian Social-Democracy;
they have also got over the initial stages of the movement
during which the work was carried on piecemeal by small
local organisations. The need for unity, for the establishment
of common literature, for the appearance of Russian workers’
newspapers arises out of the real situation, and the founda-
tion in the spring of 1898 of the Russian Social-Democratic
Labour Party, which announced its intention of elaborating
a Party programme in the near future, showed clearly that
the demand for a programme grew out of the needs of the
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movement itself. At the present time the urgent question of
our movement is no longer that of developing the former
scattered “amateur” activities, but of uniting—of organisa-
tion. This is a step for which a programme is a necessity.
The programme must formulate our basic views; precisely
establish our immediate political tasks; point out the imme-
diate demands that must show the area of agitational activi-
ty; give unity to the agitational work, expand and deepen
it, thus raising it from fragmentary partial agitation for
petty, isolated demands to the status of agitation for the
sum total of Social-Democratic demands. Today, when Social-
Democratic activity has aroused a fairly wide circle of social-
ist intellectuals and class-conscious workers, it is urgently
necessary to strengthen connections between them by a pro-
gramme and in this way give all of them a sound basis for
further, more extensive, activity. Lastly, a programme is
urgently necessary because Russian public opinion is very
often most profoundly mistaken in respect of the real tasks
and methods of action of the Russian Social-Democrats: these
mistaken views in some cases grow naturally in the morass of
political putrefaction that is our real life, in others they are
artificially nurtured by the opponents of Social-Democracy.
In any case, this is a fact that has to be taken into account.
The working-class movement, merging with socialism and
with the political struggle, must establish a party that will
have to dispel all these misunderstandings, if it is to stand
at the head of all the democratic elements in Russian society.
The objection may be raised, further, that the present
moment is inopportune for the elaboration of a programme
because there are differences of opinion that give rise to
polemics among the Social-Democrats themselves. I believe
the contrary to be true—this is another argument
in favour of the necessity for a programme. On the one
hand, since the polemic has begun, it is to be hoped that in
the discussion of the draft programme all views and all
shades of views will be afforded expression, that the discus-
sion will be comprehensive. The polemic indicates that the
Russian Social-Democrats are showing a revived interest
in extensive questions pertaining to the aims of our move-
ment and to its immediate tasks and tactics; precisely
such a revival is essential to a discussion of the draft pro-
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gramme. On the other hand, if the polemic is not to be
fruitless, if it is not to degenerate into personal rivalry,
if it is not to lead to a confusion of views, to a confound-
ing of enemies and friends, it is absolutely essential that
the question of the programme be introduced into the polemic.
The polemic will be of benefit only if it makes clear in
what the differences actually consist, how profound they
are, whether they are differences of substance or differences on
partial questions, whether or not these differences interfere
with common work in the ranks of one and the same party.
Only the introduction of the programme question into
the polemic, only a definite statement by the two polemis-
ing parties on their programmatic views, can provide an an-
swer to all these questions, questions that insistently de-
mand an answer. The elaboration of a common programme for
the Party should not, of course, put an end to all polemics;
it will firmly establish those basic views on the character,
the aims, and the tasks of our movement which must serve
as the banner of a fighting party, a party that remains con-
solidated and united despite partial differences of opinion
among its members on partial questions.

And now, to the matter.

When a programme of the Russian Social-Democrats is
spoken of, all eyes naturally turn towards the members
of the Emancipation of Labour group who founded Russian
Social-Democracy and have done so much for its theoreti-
cal and practical development. Our older comrades were
not slow in responding to the demands of the Russian So-
cial-Democratic movement Almost at the very same time—
in the spring of 1898 —when preparations were being made
for the congress of Russian Social-Democrats which laid the
foundations for the Russian Social-Democratic Labour
Party, P. B. Axelrod published his pamphlet, Present
Tasks and Tactics of the Russian Social-Democrats (Geneva,
1898; the foreword being dated March 1898), and reprinted
as an appendix to it “A Draft Programme of the Russian
Social-Democrats,” published by the Emancipation of La-
bour group as early as 1885.

We shall begin with a discussion of this draft. Despite
the fact that it was published almost 15 years ago, it is
our opinion that, by and large, it adequately serves it
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purpose and is on the level of present-day Social-Democratic
theory. The draft designates precisely that class which alone,
in Russia as in other countries, is capable of being an in-
dependent fighter for socialism—the working class, the
“industrial proletariat”; it states the aim which this class
must set itself—“the conversion of all means and objects
of production into social property,” “the abolition of commod-
ity production” and “its replacement by a new system of social
production”—“the communist revolution”; it indicates the
“inevitable preliminary condition” for “the reconstruction
of social relations”—“the seizure of political power by the
working class”; it affirms the international solidarity of the
proletariat and the necessity for an “element of variety in
the programmes of the Social-Democrats of different states
in accordance with the social conditions in each of them
taken separately”; it points to the specific feature of Russia
“where the masses of working people suffer under the double
yoke of developing capitalism and moribund patriarchal
economy’’; it shows the connection between the Russian revo-
lutionary movement and the process of the creation (by the
forces of developing capitalism) of “a new class, the indus-
trial proletariat—the most responsive, mobile, and developed”;
it indicates the necessity for the formation of “a revolution-
ary working-class party” and specifies “its first political
task” —“the overthrow of absolutism”; it shows the “means
of political struggle” and formulates its basic demands.

All these elements are, in our opinion, absolutely essen-
tial to a programme of the Social-Democratic working-class
party; they all enunciate theses that have, until now, been
again and again confirmed both in the development ‘of so-
cialist theory and in the development of the working-class
movement of all countries, specifically, in the development
of Russian social thought and the Russian working-class
movement. In view of this, the Russian Social-Democrats
can and should, in our opinion, make the draft of the Eman-
cipation of Labour group—a draft requiring editorial changes,
corrections, and additions only in respect of details—
the basis of the programme of the Russian Social-Democratic
working-class party.

Let us try to note which of these changes of detail we
deem advisable and in regard to which it would be desirable
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to have an exchange of opinions among all Russian Social-
Democrats and class-conscious workers.

In the first place, there must, of course, be some slight
changes in the structural character of the programme;
in 1885 it was the programme of a group of revolutionaries
abroad who had proved able to define the only path of devel-
opment for the movement that offered success, but who, at
that time, still did not see before them anything like an
extensive and independent working-class movement in Rus-
sia. In 1900 it has become a question of a programme for a
working-class party founded by a large number of Russian
Social-Democratic organisations. In addition to the editorial
changes that are in consequence essential (and that need
not be dealt with in detail, since they are self-evident),
this difference makes it necessary to bring into the fore-
ground and emphasise more strongly the process of economic
development that is engendering the material and spiritual
conditions for the Social-Democratic working-class move-
ment, and the class struggle of the proletariat which the
Social-Democratic Party sets itself the aim of organising.
The cardinal point of the programme should be the character-
isation of the basic features of the present-day economic sys-
tem of Russia and its development (cf. in the programme of
the Emancipation of Labour group: “Capitalism has achieved
tremendous success in Russia since the abolition of serf-
dom. The old system of natural economy is giving way to
commodity production...”). This should be followed by an
outline of the fundamental tendency of capitalism—the
splitting of the people into a bourge01s1e and a proletariat,
the growth of “the mass of misery, oppression, slavery, deg-
radation, exploitation.”® These famous words of Marx
are repeated in the second paragraph of the Erfurt Programme
of the German Social-Democratic Party,?® and the critics
that are grouped about Bernstein have recently made partic-
ularly violent attacks precisely against this point, re-
peating the old objections raised by bourgeois liberals and
social-politicians against the “theory of impoverishment.”
In our opinion the polemic that has raged round this ques-
tion has demonstrated the utter groundlessness of such “crit-
icism.” Bernstein himself admitted that the above words
of Marx were true as a characterisation of the tendency of
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capitalism—a tendency that becomes a reality in the ab-
sence of the class struggle of the proletariat against it, in
the absence of labour protection laws achieved by the
working class. It is precisely in Russia today that we see
the above tendency manifesting its effect with tremen-
dous force on the peasantry and the workers. Further, Kaut-
sky has shown that these words on the growth of “the mass
of misery, etc.,” are true in the sense, not only of character-
ising a tendency, but of indicating the growth of “social
poverty,” i.e., the growth of the disparity between the
condition of the proletariat and the living standard of the
bourgeoisie—the standard of social consumption that contin-
ues to rise parallel with the gigantic growth in the pro-
ductivity of labour. Lastly, these words are true also in
the sense that in “the border regions” of capitalism (i.e.,
those countries and those branches of the national economy
in which capitalism is only just emerging and clashing with
pre-capitalist conditions) the growth of poverty—mnot only
“social,” but also the most horrible physical poverty, to
the extent of starvation and death from starvation—assumes
a mass scale. Everybody knows that this is ten times more
applicable to Russia than to any other European country.
And so, the words about the growth of “the mass of misery,
oppression, slavery, degradation, exploitation” must, in
our opinion, imperatively be included in our programme—
first, because they faithfully describe the basic and essen-
tial features of capitalism, they characterise precisely the
process that unrolls before our eyes and that is one of the
chief reasons for the emergence of the working-class move-
ment and socialism in Russia; secondly, because these words
provide a fund of material for agitation, because they
summarise a whole series of phenomena that most oppress
the masses of the workers, but, at the same time, most
arouse their indignation (unemployment, low wages, under-
nourishment, famine, the Draconian discipline of capital,
prostitution, the growth in the number of domestics, etc.,
etc.); and, thirdly, because by this precise characterisa-
tion of the ruinous effect of capitalism and of the necessa-
ry, inevitable indignation of the workers we draw a line
between ourselves and the indecisive elements who ,”sympa-
thise” with the proletariat and demand “reforms” for its
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benefit, while trying to occupy the “golden mean” between
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, between the autocratic
government and the revolutionaries. It is particularly nec-
essary today to dissociate ourselves from such people, if
we are to strive for a united and consolidated working-class
party that conducts a determined and unswerving struggle
for political liberty and socialism.

Here a few words are in order on our attitude to the
Erfurt Programme. From what has been said above it is clear
to everyone that we consider it necessary to make changes
in the draft of the Emancipation of Labour group that will
bring the programme of the Russian Social-Democrats clos-
er to that of the German. We are not in the least afraid
to say that we want to imitate the Erfurt Programme: there
is nothing bad in imitating what is good, and precisely to-
day, when we so often hear opportunist and equivocal criti-
cism of that programme, we consider it our duty to speak
openly in its favour. Imitating, however, must under no cir-
cumstances be simply copying. Imitation and borrowing are
quite legitimate insofar as in Russia we see the same basic
processes of the development of capitalism, the same basic
tasks for the socialists and the working class; but they must
not, under any circumstances, lead to our forgetting the
specific features of Russia which must find full expression
in the specific features of our programme. Running ahead
somewhat, let us say here that among these specific features
are, first, our political tasks and means of struggle; and,
secondly, our struggle against all remnants of the patri-
archal, pre-capitalist regime and the specific posing of the
peasant question arising out of that struggle.

Having made this necessary reservation, let us continue.
The statement on the growth of “the mass of misery” must be
followed by a characterisation of the class struggle of the
proletariat—a declaration of the aim of this struggle (the
conversion of all means of production into social property
and the replacement of capitalist production by socialist
production), a declaration of the international character
of the working-class movement, a declaration of the political
character of the class struggle and its immediate objective
(the winning of political liberty). It is particularly necessary
to recognise the struggle against the autocracy for political
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liberties as the first political task of the working-class
party; this task should, in our opinion, be explained by
an exposition of the class nature of the present-day Russian
autocracy and of the need to overthrow it, not only in
the interests of the working class, but also in the interests of
social development as a whole. Such a description is essential
both in regard to theory, because, from the standpoint of the
basic ideas of Marxism, the interests of social development
are higher than the interests of the proletariat—the interests
of the working-class movement as a whole are higher than the
interests of a separate section of the workers or of separate
phases of the movement; and in regard to practice, the eluci-
dation is essential because of the need to characterise the
focal point to which all the variety of Social-Democratic
activity—propaganda, agitation, and organisation—must be
directed and round which it must be concentrated. In addi-
tion, we think a special paragraph of the programme should be
devoted to the provision that the Social-Democratic working-
class party set itself the aim of supporting every revolution-
ary movement against the autocracy and the struggle
against all attempts on the part of the autocratic government
to corrupt and befog the political consciousness of the people
by means of bureaucratic guardianship and sham doles, by
means of that demagogic policy which our German comrades
have called the “Peitsche und Zuckerbrot” policy (whip and
biscuit policy). The biscuit = the doles to those who, for the
sake of partial and individual improvements in their material
conditions, renounce their political demands and remain
the humble slaves of police violence (hostels for students,
etc.) and for workers—one has only to recall the proclama-
tions of Minister of Finance Witte at the time of the St.
Petersburg strikes in 1896 and 1897, or the speeches in
defence of the workers delivered by representatives of the
Ministry of Internal Affairs at the commission on the pro-
mulgation of the law of June 2, 1897). The whip=the in-
creased persecution of those who, despite the doles, remain
fighters for political liberty (the drafting of students into
the army®®; the circular of August 12, 1897, on the trans-
portation of workers to Siberia; increased persecution of
Social-Democracy, etc.). The biscuit is to decoy the weak,
to bribe and corrupt them; the whip is to overawe and “rend-
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er harmless” honest and class-conscious fighters for the-work-
ing-class cause and for the cause of the people. As long as
the autocracy exists (and we must now in drawing up our
programme take into account the existence of the autocracy,
since its collapse would inevitably call forth such huge
changes in political conditions that they would compel the
working-class party to make essential changes in the formula-
tion of its immediate political tasks)—as long as the autoc-
racy exists, we must expect a continued renewal and increase
of the government’s demagogic measures. Consequently,
we must conduct against them a systematic struggle, expos-
ing the falseness of the police benefactors of the people,
showing the connection between government reforms and the
struggle of the workers, teaching the proletariat to make use
of every reform to strengthen its fighting position and extend
and deepen the working-class movement. The point on the
support for all fighters against the autocracy is necessary
in the programme, because Russian Social-Democracy, in-
dissolubly fused with the advanced elements of the Russian
working class, must raise the general-democratic banner,
in order to group about itself all sections and all elements
capable of fighting for political liberty or at least of sup-
porting that fight in some way or another.

Such is our view on the demands that must be met by
the section of our programme dealing with principles and
on the basic postulates that must be expressed in it with
the maximum precision and clarity. In our opinion the fol-
lowing should be deleted from the draft programme of the
Emancipation of Labour group (from the part dealing with
principles): 1) statements on the form of peasant land ten-
ure (we shall discuss the peasant question later); 2) state-
ments on the causes of “instability,” etc., of the intelli-
gentsia; 3) the point on the “abolition of the present system
of political representation and its replacement by direct
people’s legislation”; 4) the point on the “means of political
struggle.” True, we do not see anything obsolete or erro-
neous in the last point, but, on the contrary, believe that
the means of struggle should be precisely those indicated
by the Emancipation of Labour group (agitation, revolu-
tionary organisation, transition at “a suitable moment”
to determined attack, not rejecting, in principle, even ter-
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ror); but we believe that the programme of a working-class
party is no place for indications of the means of activity that
were necessary in the programme of a group of revolution-
aries abroad in 1885. The programme should leave the question
of means open, allowing the choice of means to the mili-
tant organisations and to Party congresses that determine
the tactics of the Party. Questions of tactics, however, can
hardly be introduced into the programme (with the excep-
tion of the most important questions, questions of principle,
such as our attitude to other fighters against the autocracy).
Questions of tactics will be discussed by the Party newspaper
as they arise and will be eventually decided at Party con-
gresses. The same applies, in our opinion, to the question
of terror. The Social-Democrats must imperatively under-
take the discussion of this question—of course, from the
standpoint of tactics and not of principle—because the
growth of the movement leads of its own accord, spontaneous-
ly, to more frequent cases of the killing of spies and to
greater, more impassioned indignation in the ranks of the
workers and socialists who see ever greater numbers of their
comrades being tortured to death in solitary confinement
and at places of exile. In order to leave nothing unsaid, we
will make the reservation that, in our own personal opinion,
terror is not advisable as a means of struggle at the present
moment, that the Party (as a party) must renounce it (until
there occurs a change of circumstances that might lead to
a change of tactics) and concentrate all its energy on organi-
sation and the regular delivery of literature. This is not
the place to speak in greater detail on the question.

As far as the issue of direct people’s legislation is con-
cerned, it seems to us that at the present moment it should
not be included in the programme. The victory of socialism
must not be connected, in principle, with the substitution of
direct people’s legislation for parliamentarism. This was
proved, in our view, by the discussion on the Erfurt Pro-
gramme and by Kautsky’s book on people’s legislation. Kaut-
sky admits (on the basis of an historical and political anal-
ysis) that a certain benefit accrues from people’s legislation
under the following conditions: 1) the absence of an anti-
thesis between town and village or the preponderance
of the towns, 2) the existence of highly developed political
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parties; 3) “the absence of excessively centralised state
power, independently opposed to people’s legislation.” In
Russia we see exactly the opposite conditions, and the dan-
ger of “people’s legislation” degenerating into an imperial-
ist “plebiscite” would be particularly great in our country.
If Kautsky could say, in 1893, speaking of Germany and
Austria, that “for us, East-Europeans, direct people’s leg-
islation belongs to the sphere of the ‘state of the future,””
what is there to be said of Russia? We, therefore, believe
that at present, when the autocracy is dominant in Russia,
we should limit ourselves to the demand for a “democratic
constitution” and prefer the first two points of the practical
part of the programme of the Emancipation of Labour
group to the first two points of the practical part of the
“Erfurt Programme.”

Now let us look at the practical part of the programme.
This part consists, in our opinion, of three sections, in
substance if not in arrangement: 1) the demands for general
democratic reforms; 2) the demands for measures of protec-
tion for the workers; and 3) the demands for measures in
the Interests of the peasants. There is hardly any need to
make substantial changes in the “draft programme” of the
Emancipation of Labour group as regards the first section,
which demands: 1) universal franchise; 2) salaries for depu-
ties; 3) general, secular, free, and compulsory education, etc.; 4) in-
violability of the person and domicile of citizens; 5) un-
curtailed freedom of conscience, speech, assembly, etc.
(here it should perhaps be added specifically: the right to
strike); 6) freedom of movement and occupation (here it
would probably be correct to add: “freedom of migration” and
“the complete abolition of passports™); 7) full equality of
all citizens, etc.; 8) replacement of the permanent army by
the general arming of the people; 9) “the revision of our en-
tire civil and criminal legislation, the abolition of social-
estate divisions and of punishments incompatible with the
dignity of man.” Here it would be well to add: “complete
equality of rights for men and women.” To this section should
be added the demand for fiscal reforms formulated in the
programme of the Emancipation of Labour group as one of
the demands to “be put forward by the working-class party,
basing itself on these fundamental political rights”—“the
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abolition of the present system of taxation and the institu-
tion of a progressive income tax.” Lastly, there should also be
here a demand for “the election of civil servants by the
people; for every citizen to be granted the right to prosecute
in court any government official without first having to
make a complaint to superiors.”

In the second section of the practical demands we find
in the programme of the Emancipation of Labour group a
general demand for “the legislative regulation of rela-
tions between workers (urban and rural) and employers,
and the organisation of a relevant inspectorate with work-
ers’ representation.” We think that the working-class party
should define the demands made on this point more thor-
oughly and in greater detail; the party should demand:
1) an eight-hour working day; 2) prohibition of night-work
and prohibition of the employment of children under
14 years of age; 3) uninterrupted rest periods, for every work-
er, of no less than 36 hours a week; 4) extension of factory
legislation and the Factory Inspectorate to all branches of
industry and agriculture, to government factories, to arti-
san establishments, and to handicraftsmen working at home;
election, by the workers, of assistant inspectors having the
same rights as the inspectors; 5) establishment of factory
and rural courts for all branches of industry and agriculture,
with judges elected from the employers and-the workers in
equal numbers; 6) unconditional prohibition everywhere of
payment in kind; 7) legislation fixing the responsibility
of factory owners for all accidents and maiming of work-
ers, both industrial and agricultural; 8) legislation fixing
payment of wages at least once a week in all cases of the hire
of workers of all kinds; 9) repeal of all laws violating the
equality of employers and employees (for example, the laws
making factory and farm workers criminally responsible
for leaving their work, the laws giving employers greater
freedom to cancel hiring agreements than their employees,
etc.). (It goes without saying that we are only outlining de-
sirable demands without giving them the final formulation
required for the draft.) This section of the programme must
(in conjunction with the preceding section) provide the bas-
ic, guiding principles for agitation, without in any way,
of course, hindering agitators in this or that locality, branch
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of production, factory, etc., from putting forward demands
in a somewhat modified form, demands that are more con-
crete or more specific. In drawing up this section of the pro-
gramme, we should strive, therefore, to avoid two extremes—
on the one hand, we must not omit any one of the main,
basic demands that hold great significance for the entire
working class; on the other, we must not go into minute
particulars with which it would hardly be rational to load
the programme.

The demand for “state assistance for producers’ associa-
tions” in the programme of the Emancipation of Labour
group should, in our opinion, be completely eliminated.
The experience of other countries, as well as theoretical
considerations, and the specific features of Russian life
(the tendency of the bourgeois liberals and the police govern-
ment to flirt with “artels” and with “the patronage ... of peo-
ple’s industry,” etc.)—all this should counsel against our
putting forward this demand. (Fifteen years ago, of course,
matters were quite different in many respects; then it was
quite natural for Social-Democrats to include such a demand
in their programme.)

There remains the third and last section of the practical
part of the programme—the demands related to the peas-
ant question. In the programme of the Emancipation of
Labour group we find only one demand pertaining to this
question—the demand for a “radical revision of our agrar-
ian relations, i.e., a revision of the conditions of land re-
demption and the allotment of the land to the village com-
munes; the granting of the right to refuse an allotment
and to leave the village commune to those peasants who
find it convenient to do so, etc.”

It seems to me that the basic idea here expressed is per-
fectly correct and that the Social-Democratic working-
class party should, in point of fact, include a relevant de-
mand in its programme (I say “a relevant demand” because
I think certain amendments are desirable).

I understand this problem in the following way. The
peasant question in Russia differs substantially from the
peasant question in the West, the sole difference being that
in the West the question is almost exclusively one of a
peasant in a capitalist, bourgeois society, whereas in Russia
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it is one of a peasant who suffers no less (if not more) from
pre-capitalist institutions and relations, from the survivals
of serfdom. The role of the peasantry as a class that provides
fighters against the autocracy and against the survivals of
serfdom is by now played out in the West, but not yet in
Russia. In the West the industrial proletariat has long since
become completely alienated from the countryside; this alien-
ation has been made final by relevant legal institutions.
In Russia “the industrial proletariat, both by its composition
and by the conditions of its existence, is to a very great ex-
tent still connected with the countryside” (P. B. Axelrod, op.
cit., p. 11). True enough, the differentiation of the peasantry
into a petty bourgeoisie and into wage-workers is proceeding
with great power and astounding rapidity in Russia, but it is
a process that has not yet come to an end, and what is
most important—this process is still evolving within the
framework of the old institutions of serfdom that fetter all
the peasants with the heavy chains of collective liability
and the tax-assessed community. The Russian Social-Demo-
crat, therefore, even if he (like the writer of these lines)
belongs to the determined opponents of the protection or
support of small proprletorshlp or small agrlcultural economy
in capitalist society, i.e., even if, on the agrarian question,
he (like the writer of these lines) is on the side of those Marx-
ists whom the bourgeois and opportunists of all stripes love
to deride as “dogmatists” and “orthodox”—the Russian
Social-Democrat can and must, without betraying his
convictions in the slightest, but, rather, because of those
convictions, insist that the working-class party should in-
scribe on its banner support for the peasantry (not by any
means as a class of small proprietors or small farmers),
insofar as the peasantry is capable of a revolutionary struggle
against the survivals of serfdom in general and against the
autocracy in particular. Do not all of us Social-Democrats
declare that we are ready to support even the big bourgeoisie
insofar as it is capable of a revolutionary struggle against the
above manifestations—how then can we refuse to support the
petty-bourgeois class, many millions strong, that is gradual-
ly, step by step, merging with the proletariat? If support for
the liberal demands of the big bourgeoisie does not mean sup-
port of the big bourgeoisie, then support for the democratic



A DRAFT PROGRAMME OF OUR PARTY 243

demands of the petty bourgeoisie certainly does not mean
support of the petty bourgeoisie; on the contrary, it is pre-
cisely this development which political liberty will make
possible in Russia that will, with particular force, lead to
the destruction of small economy under the blows of capital.
I do not think there will be any arguments among the Social-
Democrats on this point. The question, therefore, is: 1) how
to elaborate demands in such a way that they do not degener-
ate into support of small property-owners in a capitalist
society? and 2) is our peasantry capable, at least in part, of
a revolutionary struggle against the remnants of serfdom
and against absolutism?

Let us begin with the second question. It is doubtful
whether anyone will deny the existence of revolutionary
elements among the Russian peasantry. In the post-Reform
period, too, we know, there have been peasant revolts against
the landlords, their stewards, and the government officials
who support them. Well known are the agrarian killings,
revolts, etc. Well known is the growing indignation of the
peasantry (in whom even pitiful fragments of education
have already begun to arouse a sense of human dignity)
against the savage lawlessness of the gang of aristocratic wast-
rels that has been let loose against the peasantry under the
title of Rural Superintendents.?® Well known is the fact that
famines of growing frequency involve millions of people who
cannot remain passive spectators of such “food difficulties.”
Well known is the fact of the growth of religious sects and
rationalism among the peasantry; political protests in reli-
gious guise are common to all nations at a certain stage of
their development, and not to Russia alone. The existence of
revolutionary elements among the peasantry, therefore, is
not open to the slightest doubt. We do not in the least exag-
gerate the strength of these elements; we do not forget the
political backwardness and ignorance of the peasants, nor in
the least wipe out the difference between “the Russian revolt,
senseless and ruthless,” and the revolutionary struggle; we
do not in the least forget the endless means which the govern-
ment has at its disposal for the political deception and de-
moralisation of the peasantry. But from all this there follows
only one thing, that it would be senseless to make the peas-
antry the vehicle of the revolutionary movement, that
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a party would be insane to condition the revolutionary
character of its movement upon the revolutionary mood of
the peasantry. There can be no thought of proposing anything
of the sort to the Russian Social-Democrats. We say only
that a working-class party cannot, without violating the
basic tenets of Marxism and without committing a
tremendous political mistake, overlook the revolution-
ary elements that exist among the peasantry and
not afford those elements support. Whether or not
the revolutionary elements among the Russian peasantry
will be able to behave at least in the way the West-
European peasants behaved at the time of the overthrow
of the autocracy is a question to which history has not
yet provided an answer. If they prove themselves inca-
pable, the Social-Democrats will have lost nothing as far
as their good name or their movement is concerned, since
it will not be their fault if the peasantry does not re-
spond (may not have the strength to respond) to their rev-
olutionary appeal. The working-class movement is going
its own way and will continue to do so, despite all the be-
trayals of the big bourgeoisie or the petty bourgeoisie.
If the peasantry should prove itself capable—then that
Social-Democracy which did not afford it support under
these circumstances would for ever lose its good name
and the right to be regarded as the leading fighter for de-
mocracy.

Returning to the first question presented above, we
must say that the demand for a “radical revision of agrar-
ian relations” seems unclear to us: it may have been suf-
ficient fifteen years ago, but we can hardly be satisfied
with it today when we must provide guidance for agitation
and, at the same time, guard ourselves against the defenders
of small economy, all too numerous in present-day Russian
society, who have such “influential” supporters as Messrs.
Pobedonostsev, Witte, and very many officials in
the Ministry of Internal Affairs. We take the liberty of
offering our comrades for discussion the following approxi-
mate formulation of the third section of the practical part
of our programme:

“The Russian Social-Democratic working-class party,
giving its support to every revolutionary movement against
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the present state and social system, declares that it will
support the peasantry, insofar as it is capable of revolutionary
struggle against the autocracy, as the class that suffers most
from the Russian people’s lack of rights and from the sur-
vivals of serfdom in Russian society.

“Proceeding from this principle, the Russian Social-
Democratic working-class party demands:

“1) The abrogation of land redemption'®® and quit-rent
payments and of all duties at present obligatory for the peas-
antry as a tax-paying social-estate.

“2) The return to the people of the sums of which the
government and the landed proprietors have robbed the
peasants in the form of redemption payments.

“3) The abolition of collective liability and of all laws
that hamper the peasant in disposing of his land.

“4) The abolition of all remnants of the peasant’s feudal
dependence on the landlord, whether they are due to spe-
cial laws and institutions (e.g., the position of the peasants
and workers in the iron-foundry districts of the Urals)
or to the fact that the land of the peasants and the landlords
has not yet been demarcated (e.g., survivals of the law
of easement in the Western territory),'! or to the fact that
the cutting-off of the peasant land by the landlords has
left the peasants in what is in actual fact the hopeless posi-
tion of former corvée peasants.

“5) That peasants be granted the right to demand, in
court, the reduction of excessively high rents and to prosecute
for usury landlords and, in general, all persons who
take advantage of the necessitous condition of the peas-
ants to conclude with them shackling agreements.”

We shall have to deal in particular detail with the mo-
tives for such a proposal—not because this is the most
important part of the programme, but because it is the
most disputed and has a more remote connection with the
generally established truths that are accepted by all So-
cial-Democrats. The introductory proposition on (condi-
tional) “support” for the peasantry seems to us to be neces-
sary, because the proletariat cannot and must not, in gener-
al, take upon itself the defence of the interests of a class
of small property-owners; it can support it only to the
extent to which that class is revolutionary. And since it is
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the autocracy that is today the embodiment of all that is
backward in Russia, all the survivals of serfdom, lack of
rights, and “patriarchal” oppression, it is essential to point
out that the working-class party supports the peasantry
only to the extent that the latter is capable of revolution-
ary struggle against the autocracy. Such a proposition is
apparently excluded by the following proposition in the
draft of the Emancipation of Labour group: “The main
bulwark of the autocracy resides precisely in the political
apathy and intellectual backwardness of the peasantry.”
But this is not a contradiction of theory alone; it is a con-
tradiction of reality, because the peasantry (like the class
of small property-owners in general) is distinguished by
the duality of its character. We do not wish to repeat well-
known political-economic arguments showing the internal
contradictions of the condition of the peasantry, but we
shall call to mind the following characterisation by Marx
of the French peasantry of the early fifties:

“The Bonaparte dynasty represents not the revolution-
ary, but the conservative peasant; not the peasant that
strikes out beyond the condition of his social existence,
the small holding, but rather the peasant who wants to
consolidate this holding, not the country folk who, linked
up with the towns, want to overthrow the old order through
their own energies, but on the contrary those who, in
stupefied seclusion within this old order, want to see them-
selves and their small holdings saved and favoured by
the ghost of the Empire. It represents not the enlighten-
ment, but the superstition of the peasant; not his judge-
ment, but his prejudice; not his future, but his past; not
his modern Cevennes, but his modern Vendée” (Der 18.
Brumaire. S. 99'°%), The working-class party needs precise-
ly to support the peasantry which is striving to overthrow
“the old order,” i.e., in Russia, first and foremost the
autocracy. The Russian Social-Democrats have always rec-
ognised the necessity to extract and absorb the revolution-
ary side of the Narodnik doctrine and trend. In the pro-
gramme of the Emancipation of Labour group this is
expressed not only in the above-quoted demand for “a radi-
cal revision,” etc., but also in the following words: “It
goes without saying, incidentally, that even today, people
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who are in direct contact with the peasantry could, by
their activities among them, render important service to
the socialist movement in Russia. Far from repelling
such people, the Social-Democrats will make every effort
to come to an agreement with them on the basic prin-
ciples and methods of their work.” Fifteen years ago, when
the traditions of revolutionary Narodism were still alive,
such a declaration was sufficient; but today we must
ourselves begin to discuss “basic principles of work”
among the peasantry if we want the Social-Democratic
working-class party to become a vanguard fighter for
democracy.

But do not the demands we propose lead to the support,
not of the peasants themselves, but of their property, to the
consolidation of small economy, and do they correspond to
the entire course of capitalist development? Let us examine
these questions that are of the highest importance to the
Marxist.

There can scarcely be any differences of opinion among
Social-Democrats with regard to the substance of the first
and third demands. The second demand, by its essence,
will probably give rise to differences of opinion. The follow-
ing considerations; to our view, speak in its favour:
1) it is a fact that the redemption payments represented
direct plunder of the peasants on the part of the landlords,
that the payments were not only for peasant land but for
serf-holding rights, and that the government gathered
more from the peasants than it paid to the landlords; 2) we
have no grounds for regarding this fact as something ended
and filed away in the archives of history, for the aristocrat-
ic exploiters themselves do not so regard the peasant
Reform when they lament over the “sacrifices” they made at
the time; 3) precisely today, when the starvation of millions
of peasants is becoming chronic, when the government
that wastes millions on gifts to the landlords and capital-
ists, and on an adventurist foreign policy, is haggling for
pennies off the grants to the starving—precisely today it is
appropriate and essential to recall what the rule of the
autocratic government that serves the interests of the
privileged classes has cost the people; 4) the Social-Demo-
crats cannot remain indifferent spectators of peasant
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hunger and the death of peasants from starvation; there
have never been two opinions among Russian Social-
Democrats as to the need for the most extensive help to the
starving, and hardly anyone will claim that serious help
is possible without revolutionary measures; 5) the ex-
propriation of the royal demesne!®® and greater mobilisa-
tion of lands belonging to the aristocracy, i.e., that which
would result from the implementation of the proposed
demand, would bring only benefit to the entire social
development of Russia. Against the proposed demand we
shall probably be told, mostly, that it is “impracticable.”
If such an obJectlon 1s supported only by phrases against
“revolutionism” and “utopianism,” we can say in advance
that such opportunist phrases do not frighten us in the least
and that we do not attach any significance to them. If,
however, the objection is supported by an analysis of the
economic and political conditions of our movement, we
fully admit the necessity for a more detailed discussion of
the question and the benefit accruing from a polemic in
regard to it. We would only mention that this demand does
not stand alone but forms part of the demand to support
the peasantry to the extent that the latter is revolutionary.
History will decide precisely how and with what strength
these elements in the peasantry will manifest themselves.
If we understand by the “practicability” of a demand its
general correspondence, not to the interests of social de-
velopment, but to a specific state of economic and polit-
ical conditions, it will be a totally fallacious criterion, as
Kautsky showed convincingly in his polemic with Rosa
Luxemburg when the latter spoke of the “impracticability”
(for the Polish working-class party) of the demand for
Polish independence. Kautsky, at that time, pointed out
as an example (if our memory serves us) the demand made
by the Erfurt Programme on the election of civil servants
by the people. The “practicability” of this demand is more
than doubtful in present-day Germany, but none of the
Social-Democrats proposed limiting the demands to the
narrow bounds of what is possible at a given moment or
under given conditions.

Further, as far as the fourth point is concerned, prob-
ably no one will object, in principle, to the necessity for
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Social-Democrats to advance the demand for the abolition
of all remnants of feudal dependence. What will need
clarification will probably be only the formulation of that
demand, as well as its extent, i.e., whether it should in-
clude, for example, measures for abolishing the factual
corvée dependence of the peasants that was created by the
cutting-off of peasant lands in 1861.* In our opinion
this question should be decided in the affirmative. The
tremendous significance of the actual survival of corvée
(labour-service) economy has been fully established in
literature, as has also the tremendous retardation of social
development (and the development of capitalism) caused by
this survival. The development of capitalism, of course,
is leading up to, and will in the end result in, the elimina-
tion of these survivals “of their own accord, in a natural
way.” But, first, these survivals are extraordinarily tena-
cious, so that their rapid elimination is not to be ex-
pected; secondly—and mainly—the “natural way” means
nothing other than the dying-out of the peasants who, in
point of fact (due to labour-service, etc.), are tied to the
soil and enslaved by the landlords. It stands to reason that
under these circumstances the Social-Democrats cannot
allow their programme to be silent on this question. It may be
asked: How could this demand be implemented? We think
it unnecessary to deal with this in the programme. The
implementation of this demand (as of almost all others
in this section, depending on the strength of the revolu-
tionary elements among the peasantry) will, of course,
necessitate a detailed examination of local conditions by
local, elective, peasant committees as a counterweight
to the Committees of Nobles®® that accomplished
their “legal” plunder in the sixties; the democratic
demands of the programme adequately define the democrat-
ic institutions required for this purpose. This would be
precisely the “radical revision of agrarian relations” of
which the programme of the Emancipation of Labour
group speaks. As we said above, we agree in principle with
this point of the Emancipation of Labour group’s draft
and would only: 1) specify the conditions under which the
proletariat can struggle for the class interests of the peas-
antry; 2) define the character of the revision—the aboli-
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tion of the remnants of feudal dependence; 3) express the
demands more precisely.

We foresee another objection: a re-examination of the
question of cut-off lands, etc., should lead to the return
of those lands to the peasantry. This is obvious. But will
this not strengthen small property, small holdings. Can
the Social-Democrats desire the replacement of the big
capitalist economy, which is perhaps being conducted on the
lands plundered from the peasantry, by small economy?
This would, indeed, be a reactionary measure!

We answer: undoubtedly the substitution of small-scale for
large-scale economy is reactionary, and we must not favour it.
But the demand we are discussing is conditioned by the aim
of “abolishing the remnants of feudal dependence”; consequent-
ly, it cannot lead to the fragmentation of big holdings; it
applies only to old holdings that are, in essence, based purely
on the corvée system; in relation to them a peasant holding,
free of all medieval impediments (cf. point 3) is progressive,
not reactionary. It is, of course, not easy to draw a line
of demarcation here, but we do not believe that any one
demand in our programme can be “easily” realised. Our
role is to outline the basic principles and basic tasks; those
who will be called upon to decide these problems in prac-
tice will know how to consider the details.

The purpose of last point is identical with that
of the preceding: the struggle against all remnants of the
pre-capitalist mode of production (so abundant in the
Russian countryside). It will be remembered that the
renting of land by peasants in Russia very often serves
to conceal survivals of corvée relations. The idea for this
last point was borrowed from Kautsky, who pointed out that,
in relation to Ireland, even Gladstone’s liberal adminis-
tration had enacted a law in 1881 granting the courts the
right to reduce excessively high rents, and included in the
number of desirable demands: “The reduction of exorbitant
rents by courts especially set up for this purpose” (Reduzier-
ung tibermdssiger Pachtzinsen durch dazu eingesetzte
Gerichtshofe). This would be particularly useful in Russia
(given the condition, of course, of the courts being democrat-
ically organised) in the sense that it would eliminate
corvée relations. We think that to this we could also add the
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demand for the extension of the laws on usury to cover en-
slaving agreements; in the Russian village, bondage is so
widespread, so heavily oppressive to the peasant in his
capacity as a worker, so exceedingly obstructive to social
progress, that the struggle against it is particularly nec-
essary. And it would not be more difficult for a court to
establish the enslaving, usurious character of an agreement,
than to establish the excessive nature of rent.

In general, the demands we propose reduce themselves,
in our opinion, to two main objectives: 1) to abolish all
pre-capitalist, feudal institutions and relations in the
countryside (the complement to these demands being con-
tained in the first section of the practical part of the pro-
gramme); 2) to give the class struggle in the countryside a
more open and conscious character. We believe that precisely
these principles should serve as a guide for the Social-
Democratic “agrarian programme” in Russia. It is neces-
sary to dissociate ourselves resolutely from the attempts,
so numerous in Russia, to smooth down the class struggle in
the countryside. The dominant liberal-Narodnik tendency
is distinguished precisely by this feature, but, in resolutely
rejecting it (as was done in the “Appendix to the Report
of the Russian Social-Democrats at the International Con-
gress in London”), we should not forget that we must take
particular note of the revolutionary content of Narodism.
“To the extent that Narodism was revolutionary, i.e.,
came out against the social-estate, bureaucratic rule and
against the barbarous forms of exploitation and oppres-
sion of the people which the state supported, to that extent
Narodism had to be included, with relevant amendments,
as a component part of the programme of Russian
Social-Democracy” (Axelrod, Present Tasks and Tactics,
p. 7). Two basic forms of the class struggle are today
intertwined in the Russian countryside: 1) the struggle
of the peasantry against the privileged landed propri-
etors and against the remnants of serfdom; 2) the strug-
gle of the emergent rural proletariat against the rural
bourgeoisie. For Social-Democrats the second struggle,
of course, is of greater importance; but they must also
indispensably support the first struggle to the extent that
it does not contradict the interests of social development.
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It is no accident that the peasant question has always
occupied and continues to occupy such a prominent place
in Russian society and in the Russian revolutionary
movement: this fact is a reflection of the great signif-
icance still retained by the first of the two forms of
struggle.

In conclusion, there is one possible misunderstanding
against which we should be on guard. We spoke of Social-
Democracy’s “revolutionary appeal” to the peasants. Does
this not mean diffusion, is it not harmful to the essential
concentration of forces for work among the industrial
proletariat? Not in the least; the necessity for such a con-
centration is recognised by all Russian Social-Democrats;
it figures in the draft of the Emancipation of Labour group
(1885) and again in the pamphlet, The Tasks of the Russian
Social-Democrats (1898). Consequently, there are absolutely
no grounds at all to fear that the Social-Democrats will
split their forces. A programme is not an instruction; a
programme must embrace the whole movement, and in prac-
tice, of course, first one and then another aspect of the
movement has to be brought into the foreground. No one
will dispute the necessity to speak in the programme of
rural, as well as industrial, workers, although in the present
situation there is not a single Russian Social-Democrat who
would think of calling upon the comrades to go to the village.
The working-class movement, however, even apart from our
efforts, will inevitably lead to the spread of democratic
ideas in the countryside. “Agitation based on economic
interests will inevitably lead Social-Democratic circles
directly up against facts that show clearly the closest soli-
darity of interests between our industrial proletariat and
the peasant masses” (Axelrod, ibid., p. 13). For this reason
an “Agrarprogramm” (in the sense indicated; strictly speak-
ing, of course, it is not an “agrarian programme” at all)
is an absolute necessity for Russian Social-Democrats. In
our propaganda and agitation we constantly come upon
peasant-workers, that is, factory-workers who retain their
connections with the village, who have relatives or a family
in the village and who travel back and forth. Questions of land
redemption payments, collective liability, and rent are
of vital interest even to large numbers of metropolitan
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workers (to say nothing of the workers in the Urals, for
example, amongst whom Social-Democratic propaganda
and agitation has begun to find its way). We should be remiss
in performing our duty, if we did not take care to give pre-
cise guidance to Social-Democrats and class-conscious
workers who go to the village. Nor should we forget the
rural intelligentsia, elementary school teachers, for in-
stance. The latter are so humiliated, materially and spirit-
ually, they observe so closely and know from their own
experience the lack of rights and the oppression of the people,
that there can be no doubt at all of the sympathetic recep-
tion among them of Social-Democratic ideas (given the
further growth of the movement).

These then, in our opinion, should be the component
parts of a programme of the Russian Social-Democratic
working-class party: 1) a statement on the basic character
of the economic development of Russia; 2) a statement on
the inevitable result of capitalism: the growth of poverty
and the increasing indignation of the workers; 3) a state-
ment on the class struggle of the proletariat as the basis of
our movement; 4) a statement on the final aims of the
Social-Democratic working-class movement—on its striv-
ing to win political power for the accomplishment of
these aims—and on the international character of the
movement; 5) a statement on the essentially political na-
ture of the class struggle; 6) a statement to the effect that
the Russian absolutism, which conditions the lack of rights
and the oppression of the people and patronises the exploit-
ers, is the chief hindrance to the working-class move-
ment, and that the winning of political liberty, essential in
the interests of the entire social development, is, therefore,
the most urgent political task of the Party; 7) a statement to
the effect that the Party will support all parties and sections
of the population that struggle against the autocracy and
will combat the demagogic intrigues of our government;
8) the enumeration of the basic democratic demands; then,
9) demands for the benefit of the working class; and 10) de-
mands for the benefit of the peasantry, with an explanation
of the general character of these demands.

We are fully conscious of the difficulty of providing a
completely satisfactory formulation of the programme
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without a number of conferences with comrades; but we
consider it essential to set about this task, believing (for
the reasons indicated above) that postponement is imper-
missible. We hope to receive the aid of all the theoreticians
of the Party (headed by the members of the Emancipation
of Labour group), as well as of all socialists doing practical
work in Russia (not only of Social-Democrats: it would be
very desirable to hear the opinion of socialists of other
groups and we would not refuse to publish their opinion),
and the aid of all class-conscious workers.
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A RETROGRADE TREND IN RUSSIAN
SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY

The Editorial Board of Rabochaya Mysl has published
a Separate Supplement to “Rabochaya Mysl” (September
1899), for the purpose of “dispelling the mass of misunder-
standing and indefiniteness that exists with regard to the
trend of Rabochaya Mysl (such as our ‘renunciation of
politics’).” (From the Editorial Board.) We are very glad
that Rabochaya Mysl is at last raising programmatic ques-
tions which, until now, it sought to ignore, but we emphati-
cally protest against the statement that the “trend of
Rabochaya Mysl is that of progressive Russian workers”
(as the Editorial Board declares in the cited text). In fact, if
the Editorial Board of Rabochaya Mysl wants to follow the
path indicated (so far only indicated) in that publication,
this means that it has falsely understood the programme
elaborated by the founders of Russian Social-Democracy,
a programme that has to-date had the adherence of all
Russian Social-Democrats working in Russia; it means
that it is taking a step backwards with respect to the level of
theoretical and practical development already attained by
Russian Social-Democracy.

The Rabochaya Mysl trend is expounded in the leading
article of the Separate Supplement entitled “Our Reality”
(signed: R. M.), which article we must now analyse in the
greatest detail.

From the very beginning of the article we see that R. M.
gives a false description of “our reality” in general, and of
our working-class movement in particular, that he reveals
an extremely narrow conception of the working-class
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movement and a desire to close his eyes to the higher forms
of that movement which have evolved under the leadership
of the Russian Social-Democrats. “Our working-class
movement,” says R. M., indeed, at the outset of the article,
“contains the germs of the most diverse forms of organisa-
tion” ranging from strike associations to legal societies
(permitted by law).

“And is that all?” asks the reader, in perplexity. Surely
R. M. must have noticed some higher, more advanced forms
of organisation in the working-class movement in Russia!
Apparently he is unwilling to notice them because, on the
next page, he repeats his assertion in a still more emphatic
manner: “The tasks of the movement at the present moment,
the real working-class cause of the Russian workers,” he
says, “reduce themselves to the workers’ amelioration of
their condition by all possible means,” and yet the only
means enumerated are strike organisations and legal
societies! Thus, the Russian working-class movement
reduces itself, it would seem, to strikes and legal societies!
But this is an absolute untruth! As far back as twenty years
ago, the Russian working-class movement founded a much
broader organisation put forward much more extensive
aims (of which in detail below). The Russian working-
class movement founded such organisations as the St. Peters-
burg!®® and Kiev!®” Leagues of Struggle, the Jewish
Workers’ League,®® and others. R. M. does indeed say
that the Jewish working-class movement has a “specific
political character” and is an exception. But this, again, is
an untruth; for if the Jewish Workers’ League were some-
thing “specific,” it would not have amalgamated with a number
of Russian organisations to form the Russian Social-Demo-
cratic Labour Party. The foundation of this Party is the
biggest step taken by the Russian working-class movement
in its fusion with the Russian revolutionary movement.
This step shows clearly that the Russian working-class
movement does not reduce itself to strikes and legal socie-
ties. How could it have happened that the Russian social-
ists writing in Rabochaya Mysl are unwilling to recognise
this step and to grasp its significance?

It happened because R. M. does not understand the
relation of the Russian working-class movement to social-
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ism and to the revolutionary movement in Russia, because
he does not understand the political aims of the Russian
working class. “The most characteristic index of the trend
of our movement,” writes R. M., “is, of course, the demands
put forward by the workers.” We ask: why are the demands
of the Social-Democrats and Social-Democratic organisa-
tions not included among the indices of our movement?
On what grounds does R. M. separate the demands of the
workers from the demands of the Russian Social-Democrats?
R. M. makes this division throughout his article in the
same way as the editors of Rabochaya Mysl make it, in
general, in every issue of their paper. In order to explain
this error of Rabochaya Mysl we must clarify the general
question of the relation of socialism to the working-class
movement. At first socialism and the working-class move-
ment existed separately in all the European countries. The
workers struggled against the capitalists, they organised
strikes and unions, while the socialists stood aside from the
working-class movement, formulated doctrines criticising
the contemporary capitalist, bourgeois system of society
and demanding its replacement by another system, the
higher, socialist system. The separation of the working-
class movement and socialism gave rise to weakness and
underdevelopment in each: the theories of the socialists,
unfused with the workers’ struggle, remained nothing more
than utopias, good wishes that had no effect on real
life; the working-class movement remained petty, fragment-
ed, and did not acquire political significance, was not
enhghtened by the advanced science of its time. For this
reason we see in all European countries a constantly grow-
ing urge to fuse socialism with the working-class movement
in a single Social-Democratic movement. When this fusion
takes place the class struggle of the workers becomes the
conscious struggle of the proletariat to emancipate itself
from exploitation by the propertied classes, it is evolved
into a higher form of the socialist workers’ movement—
the independent working-class Social-Democratic party. By
directing socialism towards a fusion with the working-class
movement, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels did their
greatest service: they created a revolutionary theory that
explained the necessity for this fusion and gave socialists
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the task of organising the class struggle of the prole-
tariat.

Precisely this is what happened in Russia. In Russia,
too, socialism has been in existence for a long time, for
many decades, standing aside from the struggle of the work-
ers against the capitalists, aside from the workers’ strikes,
etc. On the one hand, the socialists did not understand
Marx’s theory, they thought it inapplicable to Russia;
on the other, the Russian working-class movement remained
in a purely embryonic form. When the South-Russian Work-
ers’ Union was founded in 1875 and the North-Russian
Workers’ Union in 1878, those workers’ organisations did
not take the road chosen by the Russian socialists; they
demanded political rights for the people, they wanted
to wage a struggle for those rights, but at that time the
Russian socialists mistakenly considered the political
struggle a deviation from socialism. However, the Russian
socialists did not hold to their undeveloped, fallacious
theory. They went forward, accepted Marx’s teaching, and
evolved a theory of workers’ socialism applicable to Russia—
the theory of the Russian Social-Democrats. The founda-
tion of Russian Social-Democracy was the great service
rendered by the Emancipation of Labour group, Plekhanov,
Axelrod, and their friends.* Since the foundation of Rus-
sian Social-Democracy (1883) the Russian working-class
movement—in each of its broader manifestations—has
been drawing closer to the Russian Social-Democrats in
an effort to merge with them. The founding of the Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party (in the spring of 1898)
marked the biggest step forward towards this fusion. At
the present time the principal task for all Russian social-
ists and all class-conscious Russian workers is to
strengthen this fusion, consolidate and organise the Social-
Democratic Labour Party. He who does not wish to recog-
nise this fusion, he who tries to draw some sort of arti-
ficial line of demarcation between the working-class move-
ment and Social-Democracy in Russia renders no service

*The fusion of Russian socialism with the Russian working-class
movement has been analysed historically in a pamphlet by one of
our comrades, The Red Flag in Russia, A Brief History of the Russian
Working-Class Movement. The pamphlet will shortly be off the press.109
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but does harm to workers’ socialism and the working-class
movement in Russia.

To continue. “As far as extensive demands, political
demands, are concerned,” writes R. M., “it is only in those
of the St. Petersburg weavers ... in 1897 that we see the
first and still weakly conscious case of our workers put-
ting forward such broad political demands.” We must again
say that this is beyond all doubt untrue. In publishing
such utterances, Editorial Board of Rabochaya Mysl dis-
plays, first, a forgetfulness of the history of the Russian
revolutionary and working-class movement that is unpar-
donable in a Social-Democrat, and, secondly, an unpardon-
ably narrow conception of the workers’ cause. The Russian
workers put forward extensive political demands in the
May, 1898, leaflet of the St. Petersburg League of Strug-
gle and in the newspapers S. Peterburgsky Rabochy Lis-
tok and Rabochaya Gazeta, the latter having been recog-
nised, in 1898, by leading Russian Social-Democratic organ-
isations as the official organ of the Russian Social-
Democratic Labour Party. Rabochaya Mysl, by ignoring
these facts, is moving backwards and fully justifies the
opinion that it is not representative of advanced workers,
but of the lower, undeveloped strata of the proletariat
(R. M. himself says in his article that this has already
been pointed out to Rabochaya Mysl). The lower strata of
the proletariat do not know the history of the Russian
revolutionary movement, nor does R. M. know it. The
lower strata of the proletariat do not understand the rela-
tionship between the working-class movement and Social-
Democracy, nor does R. M. understand that relationship.
Why was it that in the nineties the Russian workers did not
form their special organisations separate and apart from
the socialists as they had done in the seventies? Why did
they not put forward their own political demands separate
and apart from the socialists? R. M. apparently understands
this to mean that “the Russian workers are still little pre-
pared for this” (p. 5 of his article), but this explanation is
only further proof that he has the right to speak only on
behalf of the lower strata of the proletariat. The lower
strata of the workers, during the movement of the nineties,
were not conscious of its political character. Nevertheless,
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everyone knows (and R. M. himself speaks of it) that the
working-class movement of the nineties acquired an exten-
sive political significance. This was due to the fact that the
advanced workers, as always and everywhere, determined
the character of the movement, and they were followed by
the working masses because they showed their readiness and
their ability to serve the cause of the working class, because
they proved able to win the full confidence of the masses.
Those advanced workers were Social-Democrats; many of
them even took a personal part in the disputes between the
Narodnaya Volya adherents and the Social-Democrats that
typified the transition of the Russian revolutionary move-
ment from peasant and conspiratorial socialism to work-
ing-class socialism. It can, therefore, be understood why
these advanced workers have not alienated themselves from
the socialists and revolutionaries in a separate organisa-
tion. Such an alienation had a meaning and was necessary
at the time when socialism alienated itself from the work-
ing-class movement. Such alienation would have been
impossible and meaningless once the advanced workers
had seen before them working-class socialism and the So-
cial-Democratic organisations. The fusion of the advanced
workers and the Social-Democratic organisations was alto-
gether natural and inevitable. It was the result of the great
historical fact that in the nineties two profound social
movements converged in Russia: one, a spontaneous move-
ment, a popular movement within the working class, the
other, the movement of social thought in the direction of
the theory of Marx and Engels, towards the theory of So-
cial-Democracy.

From the following it can be seen how extremely narrow
is Rabochaya Mysl’s conception of the political struggle.
Speaking of the breadth of political demands, R. M. states:
“For the workers to conduct such a political struggle con-
sciously and independently, it is essential that it be waged by
the working-class organisations themselves, that the work-
ers’ political demands should find support in the work-
ers’ consciousness of their common political requirements
and the interests of the moment [note well!], that they
should be the demands of the workers’ [craft] organisations
themselves, that they should really be drawn up by them
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jointly and also put forward jointly by those working-class
organisations on their own initiative....” It is further ex-
plained that the immediate common political demands of
the workers are, for the time being (!!), still the ten-hour
working day and the restoration of holidays abolished by
the law of June 2, 1897.

And after this the editors of Rabochaya Mysl are still
surprised that they are accused of renouncing politics!
Indeed, is not this reduction of politics to the struggle
of craft unions for individual reforms the renunciation of
politics? Is this not the rejection of the basic tenet of world
Social-Democracy that the Social-Democrats must strive
to organise the class struggle of the proletariat into independ-
ent political working-class parties that fight for democracy
as a means for the proletariat to win political power and
organise a socialist society? With a strangely unbounded
thoughtlessness our latest distorters of Social-Democracy
cast overboard everything dear to the Social-Democrats,
everything that gives us the right to regard the working-
class movement as a world-historical movement. It matters
little to them that the long experience of European social-
ism and European democracy teaches the lesson that it is
essential to strive for the formation of independent work-
ing-class political parties. It matters little to them that in
the course of a long and arduous historical path the Russian
revolutionary movement has evolved the union of social-
ism and the working-class movement, the union of the
great social and political ideals and the class struggle of
the proletariat. It matters little to them that the advanced
Russian workers have laid the foundation of the Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party. Down with all that!
Let us liberate ourselves from a too extensive ideological
equipment and from a too difficult and exacting historical
experience—and let “there remain for the time being”
only craft unions (the possibility of organising which in
Russia has not yet been proved at all, if we leave legal
societies out of the reckoning), let these craft unions, “on
their own initiative,” elaborate demands, the demands of
the “moment,” demands for tiny, petty reforms!! What is
this, if not the preachment of a retrograde trend? What,
indeed, if not propaganda for the destruction of socialism!
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And please note that Rabochaya Mysl does not merely
outline the idea that local organisations should elaborate
their own local forms of struggle and specific motives for
agitation, methods of agitation, etc.—nobody would
object to this idea. Russian Social-Democrats have never
laid claim to anything hampering the independence of the
workers in this respect. But Rabochaya Mysl wants to push
aside the great political aims of the Russian proletariat alto-
gether and “for the time being” confine itself “exclusively”
to “the interests of the moment.” Until now the Russian
Social-Democrats have always wanted to make use of every
demand of the moment and, by agitating for that demand,
to organise the proletariat for the struggle against the
autocracy as the immediate objective. Now Rabochaya
Mysl wants to limit the struggle of the proletariat to a petty
struggle for petty demands. R. M., knowing very well that
he is retreating from the views of the entire Russian Social-
Democracy, makes the following reply to those who accuse
Rabochaya Mysl: It is said that the overthrow of tsarism is
the immediate objective of the Russian working-class
movement. But of which working-class movement, asks
R. M., “the strike movement? the mutual benefit societies?
the workers’ circles?” (page 5 of the article). To this we
reply: Speak for yourself alone, for your group, for the lower
strata of the proletariat of a given locality which it repre-
sents, but do not presume to speak on behalf of the advanced
Russian workers! The representatives of the lower strata of
the proletariat often do not realise that the struggle for the
overthrow of the autocracy can only be conducted by a
revolutionary party. Nor does R. M. know this. The advanced
workers, however, do. The less advanced representatives of
the proletariat often do not know that the Russian working-
class movement is not limited to the strike struggle, to
mutual benefit societies and workers’ circles; that the
Russian working-class movement has long been striving
to organise itself into a revolutionary party and has
demonstrated this striving by action. R. M. does not
know this, either. But the advanced Russian workers
know it.

R. M. tries to represent his complete misunderstanding
of Social-Democracy as a sort of specific understanding
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of “our reality.” Let us look more closely at his ideas on
this subject.

“As far as the concept of the autocracy itself is concerned,”
writes R. M., “...we shall not deal with that at length,
assuming that all to whom we speak have the most precise
and clear conception of such things.” We shall soon see
that R. M. himself has an extremely imprecise and unclear
conception of such things; but first let us mention one other
circumstance. Are there workers among those to whom R. M.
is speaking? Of course, there are. And if so, where are they
to get a precise and clear conception of the autocracy?
Obviously this requires the broadest and most systematic
propaganda of the ideas of political liberty in general;
agitation is required to connect every individual manifesta-
tion of police violence and of oppression by officialdom
with a “precise conception” (in the minds of the workers)
of the autocracy. This, it would seem, is elementary. But if
it is, then can purely local propaganda and agitation against
the autocracy be successful? Is it not absolutely essential
to organise such propaganda and agitation throughout
Russia into a single planned activity, i.e., into the activ-
ity of a single party? Why then does R. M. not indicate
that the task of organising systematic propaganda and
agitation against the autocracy is one of the immediate
objectives of the Russian working-class movement? Only
because he has the most imprecise and unclear conception
of the tasks of the Russian working-class movement and of
Russian Social-Democracy.

R. M. proceeds to explain that the autocracy is a tre-
mendous “personal power” (a bureaucracy drilled like
soldiers) and a tremendous “economic power” (financial
resources). We shall not dwell on the “imprecise” aspects
of his explanation (and there is much