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PREFACE TO VOLUME ONE

The first volume contains four works (New Economic
Developments in Peasant Life, On the So-Called Market
Question, What the “Friends of the People” Are and How They
Fight the Social-Democrats, The Economic Content of Narod-
ism and the Criticism of It in Mr. Struve’s Book) written by
V. I. Lenin in 1893-1894, at the outset of his revolutionary
activity, during the first years of the struggle to establish
a workers’ revolutionary party in Russia.

In these works, which are directed against the Narodniks
and “legal Marxists,” Lenin gives a Marxist analysis of
Russia’s social and economic system at the close of the
nineteenth century, and formulates a number of programme
principles and tasks for the revolutionary struggle of the
Russian proletariat.

The paper, On the So-Called Market Question, is included
in the fourth edition of V. I. Lenin’s Collected Works: it
did not appear in earlier editions. Lenin wrote the paper
in the autumn of 1893. The manuscript was believed to be
lost beyond recall and was discovered only in 1937, when
it was published for the first time.

Lenin’s work What the “Friends of the People” Are
is published in the present edition according to a new copy
of the hectographed edition of 1894 which came into the
possession of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism only in 1936,
and was not taken account of in previous editions of the
Works of V. 1. Lenin. The copy mentioned contains numerous
editorial corrections apparently introduced by Lenin when
preparing to have the book published abroad. All these
corrections have been introduced into the present edition.
This edition, therefore, contains the exact text of What
the “Friends of the People” Are and How They Fight the
Social-Democrats.
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IN PEASANT LIFE

(ON V. Y. POSTNIKOV’S Peasant Farming in South Russia)1

Written in the spring of 1893 Published according to the
First published in 1923 manuscript






13

I

V. Y. Postnikov’s Peasant Farming in South Russia
(Moscow, 1891, pp. XXXII4391), which appeared two
years ago, is an extremely detailed and thorough descrip-
tion of peasant farming in the Taurida, Kherson and Yeka-
terinoslav gubernias,® but chiefly in the mainland (north-
ern) uyezds of Taurida Gubernia. This description is based
firstly—and primarily—on the Zemstvo? statistical in-
vestigations of the three gubernias mentioned; and, secondly,
on the author’s personal observations made partly in his
official capacity,** and partly for the special purpose of
studying peasant farming in 1887-1890.

An attempt to combine into one whole the Zemstvo sta-
tistical investigations for an entire region and to set forth
the results in systematic form is in itself of tremendous
interest, since the Zemstvo statistics provide a mass of
detailed material on the economic conditions of the peas-
antry, but they do so in a form that renders these investi-
gations practically useless to the public: the Zemstvo sta-
tistical abstracts comprise whole volumes of tables (a sep-

* Administrative divisions: the biggest territorial division in
tsarist Russia was the gubernia (literally—governor’s province);
each gubernia had its capital city which was the seat of the governor.
The gubernia was divided in wuyezds (counties) each with its admin-
istrative centre and these, in turn were divided into volosts (rural
districts) containing a number of villages.—Ed. Eng. ed.

**The author was an official in the Government Land Depart-
ment of Taurida Gubernia.
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arate volume is usually devoted to each uyezd), the mere
summarising of which under sufficiently definite and compre-
hensive headings is a labour in itself. The need to summa-
rise and analyse Zemstvo statistical data has long been
felt. It is for this purpose that the publication of the Re-
sults of Zemstvo Statistical Investigations was recently under-
taken. The plan of this publication is as follows: a particu-
lar question related to peasant farming is taken, and a
special investigation is carried out, bringing together all
the data on this question contained in the Zemstvo statis-
tics; data are brought together relating to the black-earth
South of Russia and to the non-black-earth North, to the
exclusively agricultural gubernias and to the gubernias
where there are handicraft industries. The two published
volumes of Results have been compiled according to this
plan; the first is devoted to the “peasant community” (V. V.),
the second to “peasant rentings of non-allotment land”
(N. Karyshev).? It is quite reasonable to doubt the correct-
ness of this method of summarising: firstly, data relating to
different economic regions with different economic conditions
have to be placed under one heading (the separate character-
isation of each region involves tremendous difficulties due
to the incompleteness of the Zemstvo investigations and the
omission of many uyezds. These difficulties were already
evident in the second volume of Results; Karyshev’s attempt
to assign the data contained in the Zemstvo statistics to defi-
nite regions was unsuccessful); secondly, it is quite impos-
sible to give a separate description of one aspect of peasant
farming without touching on others; the particular question
has to be artificially abstracted, and the completeness of
the picture is lost. Peasant rentings of non-allotment land
are divorced from the renting of allotment land, from gener-
al data on the economic classification of the peasants and
the size of the crop area; they are regarded only as part of
peasant farming, whereas actually they are often a special
method of private-landowner farming. That is why a summary
of Zemstvo statistical data for a given region where the
economic conditions are uniform would, I think, be prefer-
able.

While expressing, in passing, my views on a more correct
way of summarising Zemstvo statistical investigations,
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views to which I am led by comparing the Results with Post-
nikov’s book, I must, however, make the reservation that
Postnikov did not, in fact, aim at summarising materials:
he pushes the figures into the background and concentrates
his attention on a full and clear description.

In his description, the author pays almost equal atten-
tion to questions of an economic, administrative-legal char-
acter (forms of land tenure) and of a technical character
(boundaries, farming system, harvests), but with the
intention of keeping questions of the first kind in the
foreground.

“l must confess,” says Mr. Postnikov in the Preface,
“that I devote less attention to the technique of peasant
farming than I might have done; but I take this course be-
cause, in my view, conditions of an economic character
play a much more important part in peasant farming than
technique. In our press ... the economic aspect is usually
ignored.... Very little attention is paid to investigating
fundamental economic problems, such as the agrarian and
boundary problems are for our peasant farming. It is to the
elucidation of these problems, and of the agrarian problem
in particular, that this book is chiefly devoted” (Preface,
p. IX).

Fully sharing the author’s views on the relative impor-
tance of economic and technical questions, I intend to de-
vote my article only to that part of Mr. Postnikov’s work
in which peasant farming is subjected to political-econom-
ic investigation.™

In his preface the author defines the main points of the
investigation as follows:

“The considerable employment of machines that has
recently become evident in peasant farming and the
marked increase in the size of farms belonging to the well-to-

*It seems to me that such an exposition is worthwhile, inas-
much as Mr. Postnikov’s book, one of the most outstanding in our
economic literature of recent years, has passed almost unnoticed.
This may partly be explained by the fact hat although the author
recognises the great importance of economic problems, he treats
them too fragmentarily and encumbers his exposition with details
relating to other problems.
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do section of the peasantry, constitute a new phase in our
agrarian life, the development of which will undoubtedly
receive a new stimulus from the severe economic conditions
of the present year. The productivity of peasant labour and
the working capacity of the family rise considerably with
the increase in the size of the farm and the employment of
machines, a point hitherto overlooked in defining the area
that a peasant family can cultivate....

“The employment of machines in peasant farming causes
substantial changes in peasant life: by reducing the
demand for labour in agriculture and rendering the exist-
ing agricultural over-population still more acute for the
peasants, it helps to increase the number of families which,
having become superfluous in the villages, are forced to
seek outside employment and virtually become landless.
At the same time, the introduction of large machines in
peasant farming raises the peasant’s living standard, even
under the prevailing methods and extensive character of
agriculture, to a level hitherto undreamt-of. Therein lies the
guarantee of the strength of the new economic developments
in peasant life. To draw attention to and elucidate these
developments among the peasantry of South Russia is the
immediate purpose of this book” (Preface, p. X).

Before proceeding to outline what, in the opinion of
our author, these new economic developments are, I must
make two reservations.

Firstly, it has been said above that Postnikov provides
data for Kherson, Yekaterinoslav and Taurida gubernias;
data in sufficient detail are given only for the latter gubernia,
however, and then not for the whole of it; the author
gives no data for the Crimea, where the economic conditions
are somewhat different, and confines himself exclusively to
the three northern, mainland uyezds of Taurida Gubernia—
Berdyansk, Melitopol and Dnieper uyezds. I shall confine
myself to the data for these three uyezds.

Secondly, in addition to Russians, Taurida Guber-
nia is inhabited by Germans and Bulgarians, whose num-
bers, however, are small compared with the Russian popu-
lation: in Dnieper Uyezd, there are 113 households of
German colonists out of 19,586 households in the uyezd,
i.e., only 0.6%; in Melitopol Uyezd, there are 2,159
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(1,874+285) German and Bulgarian households out of
34,978, i.e., 6.1%. Lastly, in Berdyansk Uyezd, 7,224
households out of 28,794, i.e., 256%. Taken together, in all
the three uyezds, the colonists account for 9,496 households
out of 83,358, i.e., about one-ninth. Consequently, the num-
ber of colonists is, on the whole, very small, and in the
Dnieper Uyezd is quite insignificant. The author describes
the colonists’ farming in detail, always separating it from
that of the Russians. All these descriptions I omit, confin-
ing myself exclusively to the farming of the Russian peasants.
True, the figures given combine the Russians and the Ger-
mans, but, owing to the small number of the latter, their
addition cannot change the general picture, so that it is
quite permissible, on the basis of these data, to describe
Russian peasant farming. The Russian population of
Taurida Gubernia, who have settled in this region during the
past 30 years, differ from the peasantry of the other Russian
gubernias only by their greater affluence. Community land
tenure in these areas is, in the words of our author, “typical
and stable.”™ In a word, if the colonists are omitted, peasant
farming in Taurida Gubernia does not differ fundamental-
ly from the general type of Russian peasant farming,

IT

“At the present time,” says Postnikov, “a South-
Russian village of any size (and the same can probably be
said of most localities in Russia) presents such a variegat-
ed picture as regards the economic status of the vari-
ous groups of its inhabitants, that it is very difficult to speak
of the living standard of separate villages as single units,
or to depict this standard in average figures. Such average
figures indicate certain general conditions that determine
the economic life of the peasantry, but they do not give any
idea of the great diversity of economic phenomena that
actually exists” (p. 106).

A little further on, Postnikov expresses himself still
more definitely:

* Individual land tenure prevails in only 5 villages.
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“The diversity in economic level,” he says, “makes it
extremely difficult to settle the question of the general
prosperity of the population. People who make a cursory
tour through the large villages of Taurida Gubernia
usually draw the conclusion that the local peasants are
very prosperous. But can a village be called prosperous
when half its peasants are rich, while the other half live
in permanent poverty? And by what criteria is the rela-
tively greater or lesser prosperity of a particular village to
be determined? Obviously, average figures characterising the
condition of the population of a whole village or district
are here insufficient to draw conclusions as to the prosperity
of the peasants. This latter may be judged only from the
sum-total of many facts, by dividing the population into
groups” (p. 154).

One might think that there is nothing new in this state-
ment of the differentiation of the peasantry; it is referred to
in practically every work dealing with peasant farming
in general. But the point is that, as a rule, when mention
is made of the fact, no significance is attached to it, it being
regarded as unimportant or even incidental. It is deemed
possible to speak of a type of peasant farming, the type
being defined by average figures; discussion takes place
about the significance of various practical measures in
relation to the peasantry as a whole. In Postnikov’s book we
see a protest against such views. He points (and does so re-
peatedly) to the “tremendous diversity in the economic status
of the various households within the village community”
(p. 323), and takes up arms against “the tendency to regard
the peasant mir* as something integral and homogeneous,
such as our urban intelligentsia still imagine it to be”
(p. 351). “The Zemstvo statistical investigations of the
past decade,” he says, “have shown that our village com-
munity is by no means the homogeneous unit our publi-
cists of the seventies thought it was, and that in the past
few decades there has taken place within it a differentiation
of the population into groups with quite different levels of
economic prosperity” (p. 323).

*Mir—a peasant community. See Note 4 at the end of the book.
—Ed. Eng. ed.
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Postnikov supports his opinion with a mass of data dis-
persed throughout the book, and we must proceed to gather
all these data systematically in order to test the truth of
this opinion and to decide who is right—whether it is the
“urban intelligentsia,” who regard the peasantry as some-
thing homogeneous, or Postnikov, who asserts that there is
tremendous heterogeneity—and then how profound is this
heterogeneity, does it prevent a general description of peas-
ant farming being given from the political-economic
standpoint, on the basis of only average data, and can it
alter the action and influence of practical measures in rela-
tion to the various categories of the peasantry?

Before citing figures that supply the material to settle
these questions, it should be noted that Postnikov took
all data of this kind from the Zemstvo statistical abstracts
for Taurida Gubernia. Originally, the Zemstvo census
statistics were confined to data covering whole village
communities, no data being collected on individual
peasant households. Soon, however, differences were noted in
the property status of these households, and house-to-house
censuses were undertaken; this was the first step towards a
more thoroughgoing study of the economic status of the
peasants. The next step was the introduction of combined
tables: prompted by the conviction that the property dif-
ferences among the peasants within the village community*
are more profound than the differences between the various
juridical categories of peasants, the statisticians began to
classify all the indices of peasant economic status according
to definite property differences; for example, they grouped the
peasants according to the number of dessiatines™ under
crops, the number of draught animals, the amount of
allotment arable per household, and so on.

The Taurida Zemstvo statistics classify the peasants
according to the number of dessiatines under crops. Postni-
kov is of the opinion that this classification “is a happy one”
(p. XII), as “under the farming conditions in the Taurida
uyezds, the amount of land under crops is the most important
criterion of the peasant’s living standard” (p. XII). “In
the South-Russian steppe territory,” says Postnikov, “the

* A dessiatine=2.7 acres.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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development among the peasants of various kinds of non-
agricultural industries is as yet relatively insignificant, and
the main occupation of the vast majority of the rural popu-
lation today is agriculture based on the cultivation of
grain.” “The Zemstvo statistics show that in the northern
uyezds of Taurida Gubernia, 7.6% of the native rural
population engage exclusively in industries, while 16.3%,
in addition to farming their own land, have some sub-
sidiary occupation” (p. 108). As a matter of fact, classifica-
tion according to area under crops is far more correct even for
other parts of Russia than any other basis of classification
adopted by the Zemstvo statisticians, as, for example, num-
ber of dessiatines of allotment land or allotment arable per
household. For, on the one hand, the amount of allotment
land is no direct indication of the household’s prosperity, inas-
much as the size of the allotment is determined by the num-
ber of registered® or of actual males in the family, and is
only indirectly dependent on the peasant’s prosperity, and
because, lastly, the peasant possibly does not use his allotment
land and leases it to others, and when he has no imple-
ments he cannot use it. On the other hand, if the principal
pursuit of the population is agriculture, the determination
of the cultivated area is necessary in order to keep account
of production, to determine the amount of grain consumed
by the peasant, purchased by him, or placed on the market,
for unless these points are ascertained, a highly important
aspect of peasant economy will remain unexplained, the
character of his farming, its significance relative to oth-
er earnings, etc., will not be made clear. Lastly, it is
precisely the cultivated area that must be made the basis
of classification, so that we can compare the economy of
the household with the so-called norms of peasant land
tenure and farming, with the food norm (Nahrungsfldche)
and the labour norm (Arbeitsfliche).* In a word, clas-

* Food norm and labour norm—as can be seen from the text Lenin
uses these expressions as translations of the German political-
economic terms “Nahrungsfliche” and “Arbeitsfliche,” the former
being the amount of land required to feed one person (or any other
unit, such as the family) and the latter the amount that can be cul-
tivated by one person (or family).—Ed. Eng. ed.
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sification according to area under crops not only seems
to be a happy one; it is the best and is absolutely essential.
As to area under crops the Taurida statisticians divide
the peasants into six groups: 1) those cultivating no land;
2) those cultivating up to 5 dessiatines; 3) from 5 to 10
dessiatines; 4) from 10 to 25 dessiatines; 5) from 25 to 50
dessiatines and 6) over 50 dessiatines per household. For
the three uyezds the proportionate relation of these groups
according to the number of households is as follows:

Uyezds Average area (dess.)
Ber- Dnie- under crops per
Percentages or households dyansk  Melitopol  per household in all
% % % three uyezds
Cultivating no land 6 7.5 9 —
” up to 5 dess. 12 11.5 11 3.5
” 5to10 ” 22 21 20 8
” 10to 25 7~ 38 39 41.8 16.4
” 25to 50 7 19 16.6 15.1 34.5
”? over 50 7 3 4.4 31 75

The general proportions (these percentages are given
for the whole population, including Germans) undergo little
change if we omit the Germans. Thus, the author reckons
that of the households in the Taurida uyezds 40% cultivate
small areas (up to 10 dessiatines), 40% medium (from 10 to
25 dessiatines) and 20% large areas. If the Germans are
excluded, the latter figure is reduced to one-sixth (16.7%,
i.e., in all 3.3% less) and correspondingly increases the
number of households with a small cultivated area.

To determine the degree to which these groups differ,
let us begin with land tenure and land usage.

Postnikov gives the following table (the combined totals
of the three categories of land mentioned in it were not
calculated by him [p. 145]):
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AVERAGE ARABLE PER HOUSEHOLD
(dessiatines)

Berdyansk Uyezd | Melitopol Uyezd Dnieper Uyezd

Peasant groups

+ = + =] - =
=] 4 o ) o )
) 0 ) ] ) ]
E 2 3 - E|E£|3 - B £ % -
+ [3} + < - [3) + < + [3) + <
° b g B8 2 = o - | S = g L
— = ) =} — =} 3 o — = @ =}
< =¥ [==T < =¥ =<1 ISl < =¥ A e
Cultivating noland || 6.8/ 3.1/0.09| 10 8.7 0.7 - 94|64/ 09 | 01| 74

” up to 5 dess. 6.9/ 0.7/ 04 8 71, 0.2| 0.4| 7.7| 5.5 0.04| 0.6] 6.1

» 5 to 10 » 9 - | 11| 101} 9 | 0.2| 14| 10.6| 8.7| 0.05| 1.6/10.3
» 10 to 25 » 14.1| 0.6/ 4 | 18.7/12.8| 0.3| 4.5| 17.6|12.5| 0.6 | 5.8/18.9
» 25 to 50 » 27.6| 2.1| 9.8 39.5/23.5| 1.5|13.4| 38.4|16.6| 2.3 |17.4/36.3
» over 50 » 36.7|31.3/48.4| 116.4|36.2| 21.3| 42.5|100 | 17.4|30 44 |91.4

Per uyezd 14.8| 16| 5 | 21.4|14.1| 14| 6.7| 22.2|11.2| 1.7 | 7.0/19.9

“These figures show,” says Postnikov, “that the more
affluent group of peasants in the Taurida uyezds not only
have large allotments, which may be due to the large size
of their families, but are at the same time the largest pur-
chasers and the largest renters of land” (p. 146).

It seems to me that in this connection we need only say
that the increase in the amount of allotted land, as we
proceed from the bottom group to the top, cannot be
explained entirely by the larger size of families. Postnikov
gives the following table showing the family composition
by groups for the three uyezds.
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Average per family
Berdyansk Melitopol Dnieper
Uyezd Uyezd Uyezd

5 wf 53 wi  LE  wk
55 <£E 8= <£E 8= 2F
5% o9 5% o9 5% o9
2.9 | 2.9 | 2.9 |

Cultivating no land 4.5 0.9 4.1 0.9 4.6 1
» up to 5 dess. 4.9 11 4.6 1 4.9 11
i 5to10 ”» 5.6 1.2 5.3 1.2 5.4 1.2
» 10 to 25 ” 7.1 1.6 6.8 1.5 6.3 1.4
»  251to0 50 ” 8.2 1.8 8.6 1.9 8.2 1.9
”» overb50 10.6 2.3 10.8 2.3 101 2.3
Per uyezd 6.6 1.5 6.5 1.5 6.2 1.4

The table shows that the amount of allotment land per
household increases from the bottom group to the top much
more rapidly than the number of persons of both sexes and
the number of working members. Let us illustrate this by tak-
ing 100 as the figure for the bottom group in Dnieper Uyezd:

Cultivating no land
» up to 5 dess.
” 5to10 ~»
» 10to 256 ~»
”» 25to 50
” over 50

Allotment

land

100

86
136
195
259
272

Working
members

100
110
120
140
190
230

Persons of
both sexes

100
106
117
137
178
219

It is clear that what determines the size of the allotment,
apart from the composition of the family, is the prosperity

of the household.

Examining the data for the amount of purchased land
in the various groups, we see that the purchasers of land are
almost exclusively the top groups, with over 25 dessiatines
under crops, and chiefly the very big cultivators, those with
75 dessiatines under crops per household. Hence, the data
for purchased land fully corroborate Postnikov’s opinion
regarding the differences between the peasant groups. The
type of information as that given by the author on p. 147,
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for example, where he says that “the peasants of the Taurida
uyezds purchased 96,146 dessiatines of land,” does not in any
way describe the real situation; almost all this land is in
the hands of an insignificant minority, those already best
provided with allotment land, the “affluent” peasants, as
Postnikov calls them; and they constitute no more than
one-fifth of the population.

The same must be said of rented land. The above table
gives the total figure for rented land, allotment and non-
allotment. It appears that the area of rented land grows
quite regularly the greater the prosperity of the peasants,
and that, consequently, the better supplied the peasant is
with land, the more he rents, thus depriving the poorer
groups of the land they need.

It should be noted that this phenomenon is common to
the whole of Russia. Prof. Karyshev, summarising the facts
of peasant non-allotment rentings throughout Russia,
wherever Zemstvo statistical investigations are available,
formulates the general law that the amount of rented land
depends directly on the renter’s degree of affluence.*

Postnikov, incidentally, cites even more detailed figures
about the distribution of rented land (non-allotment and
allotment together), which I give here:

Berdyansk Melitopol Dnieper

Uyezd Uyezd Uyezd

Arable Arable Arable
an ~ an ~ ap ~
S w o g S w o g E w o g
=3 23 w2 B2 8% w2 B8 £ e
22ES. 82 B2 ES. 82 B2 s &2
w2 2048 0. w2224 o, w2 2%4 o
o =3 22 AS =4 228 A% =g a2 AT

Cultivating up to
5 dess. 18.7 2.1 11 144 3 5.50(25 2.4 15.25
” 51010 »  33.6 3.2 9.20|34.8 4.1 5.52|42 3.9 12

” 10 to 25 » b7 7 7.65(59.3 7.5 5.74 |69 8.5 4.75
»  25to 50 » 60.6 16.1 6.80(80.5 16.9 6.30 /88 20 3.75
” over 50 i 78.5 62 4.20|88.8 47.6 3.93|/91 48.6 3.55
Per uyezd 448 111 5.80 50 12.4 4.86 56.2 12.4 4.23

* Results of the Economic Investigation of Russia According to
Zemstvo Statistical Data; Vol. II, N. Karyshev, Peasant Renting
of Non-Allotment Land, Dorpat, 1892. Pp. 122, 133 et al.
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We see that here, too, average figures do not in any way
describe the real situation. When we say, for example, that
in Dnieper Uyezd 56% of the peasants rent land, we give
a very incomplete picture of this renting, for the percentage
of renters in the groups who (as will be shown later) have
insufficient land of their own is much lower—only 25% in
the first group, whereas the top group, those who have
sufficient land of their own, almost all resort to renting
(91%). The difference in the number of rented dessiatines
per renting household is even more considerable: the top
category rents 30, 15 and 24 times more than the bottom
one. Obviously, this alters the very character of the renting,
for in the top category it is already a commercial undertak-
ing, whereas in the bottom one it may be an operation
necessitated by dire need. This latter assumption is corrob-
orated by data on rentals: they show that the bottom groups
pay a higher rent for the land, sometimes four times
as much as the top category (in Dnieper Uyezd). It should
be recalled in this connection that the increase in rent as
the amount of rented land grows smaller is not peculiar to
South Russia; Karyshev’s work shows the general applica-
bility of this law.

“Land in the Taurida uyezds,” says Postnikov with regard
to these data, “is rented chiefly by the well-to-do peasants,
who have enough allotment land and land of their own;
this should be said in particular of the renting of non-allot-
ment land, i.e., of privately-owned and government, land,
situated at greater distances from the villages. Actually
this is quite natural: to be able to rent distant land the
peasant must have sufficient draught animals, whereas the
less prosperous peasants in these areas have not enough
even to cultivate their allotment land” (p. 148).

It should not be thought that this distribution of rented
land is due to its being rented by individuals. There is no
difference at all where the land is rented by the commu-
nity, and for the simple reason that the land is distributed
on the same principle, that is, “according to where the money
lies.”

“According to the registers of the Administration of
State Property,” says Postnikov, “in 1890, out of 133,852
dessiatines of government land leased on contract in the

b
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three uyezds, 84,756 dessiatines of good land, or about 63% of
the total area, were used by peasant communities. But the
land rented by the peasant communities was used by a
comparatively small number of householders, mostly well-
to-do at that. The Zemstvo house-to-house census makes
this fact quite clear” (p. 150).*

“Thus,” concludes Postnikov, “in Dnieper Uyezd
more than half of all the rented arable, in Berdyansk
Uyezd over two-thirds, and in Melitopol Uyezd, where
mostly government land is rented, even more than four-
fifths of the rented land was in the hands of the group of
well-to-do peasants. On the other hand, the group of poor
peasants (cultivating up to 10 dessiatines of arable), held in
all the uyezds a total of 1,938 dessiatines, or about 4% of the
rented land” (p. 150). The author then cites many examples
of the uneven distribution of community-rented land, but
there is no need to quote them here.

As to Postnikov’s conclusion about the amount of rent-
ed land being dependent upon the degree of prosperity of
the renter, it is highly interesting to note the opposite view
of the Zemstvo statisticians.

Postnikov placed an article, “On Zemstvo Statistical
Work in Taurida, Kherson and Yekaterinoslav Guber-
nias” (pp. XI-XXXII), at the beginning of his book. Here,
among other things, he examines the Taurida Gubernia
Handbook, published by the Taurida Zemstvo in 1889, in
which the entire investigation was briefly summarised. An-
alysing the section of the book which deals with renting,
Postnikov says:

“In our land-abundant southern and eastern gubernias,
the Zemstvo statistics have revealed that a fairly substan-
tial proportion of well-to-do peasants, in addition to hav-
ing considerable allotments of their own, rent fairly large
amounts of land on the side. Farming is here conducted not
only to satisfy the requirements of the family itself, but
also to obtain some surplus, an income with which to improve
buildings, acquire machines and buy additional land. This

*The last section of this table (the totals for the three uyezds)
is not given by Postnikov. In a note to the table he says that “under
the terms of lease the peasants may plough up only one-third of the
rented land.”
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is quite a natural desire, and there is nothing reprehensible
about it, for in itself it contains no elements of kulakism.”
[There are no elements of kulakism here, it is true; but there
undoubtedly are elements of exploitation: by renting land
far in excess of their requirements, the prosperous peasants
deprive the poor of land needed for their subsistence; by
enlarging their farms they need extra hands and resort to
hiring labour.] “But some of the Zemstvo statisticians,
evidently regarding such manifestations in peasant life as
something illegitimate, try to belittle their importance and
to prove that it is chiefly the need for food that drives the
peasant to rent land, and that even if the well-to-do peas-
ants do rent a great deal of land, these renters constitute
a percentage that decreases steadily as the size of the allot-
ment increases” (p. XVII)—to prove this point, Mr. Wer-
ner, the compiler of the Handbook, grouped together, accord-
ing to the size of their allotments, the peasant families
of the entire Taurida Gubernia who had 1 or 2 working mem-
bers and 2 or 3 draught animals. It turned out that “as the
size of the allotment increases, there is a regular decrease
in the percentage of renting households and a less regular
decrease in the amount of land rented per household”
(p. XVIII). Postnikov quite rightly says that this method is
not conclusive at all, since a section of the peasants (only
those possessing 2 or 3 draught animals) has been selected
arbitrarily, it being precisely the well-to-do peasants who
have been omitted, and that, moreover, to lump together
the mainland uyezds of Taurida Gubernia and the
Crimea is impermissible, since the conditions of renting in
the two areas are not identical: in the Crimea, one half to
three-fourths of the population are landless (so-called dessia-
tiners),® whereas in the northern uyezds only 3 or 4% are
landless. In the Crimea, it is almost always easy to find land
for hire; in the northern uyezds it is sometimes impossible.
It is interesting to note that the Zemstvo statisticians of
other gubernias have been observed to make similar at-
tempts (of course, equally unsuccessful) to tone down such
“illegitimate” manifestations in peasant life as renting land
to provide an income. (See Karyshev, op. cit.)

If, accordingly, the distribution of peasant non-allotment
renting reveals the existence among the various peasant
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farms of differences that are not only quantitative (he rents
much, he rents little), but also qualitative (he rents through
need of food; he rents for commercial purposes), still
more has this to be said of the renting of allotment
land.

“The total allotment arable rented by peasants from
other peasants,” says Postnikov, “as registered in the three
Taurida uyezds by the 1884-1886 house-to-house census of the
peasantry amounted to 256,716 dessiatines, which here con-
stitutes one-fourth of the total peasant allotment arable; and
this does not include land let by peasants to all sorts of
people who live in the countryside, or to clerks, teach-
ers, priests and other persons who do not belong to the
peasantry and are not covered by the house-to-house census.
Practically all this land is rented by peasants who belong to
the well-to-do groups, as the following figures show. The
amount of allotment arable rented by peasants from their
neighbours, as recorded by the census, was as follows:

Cultivating up to 10 dess.

per household 16,594 dess., i.e., 6%
Cultivating 10 to 25 dess.
per household 89,526 ” 35%
Cultivating more than 25 dess.
per household 150,596 ” ” 59%
Total 256,716 dess. 100%

“The major part, however, of this leased land, like most
of the lessors themselves, belongs to the group of peasants
who cultivate no land, do no farming of any sort, or to those
who cultivate but little land. Thus, a considerable number
of the peasants of the Taurida uyezds (approximately one-
third of the total population) do not exploit their whole
allotment—some for lack of desire, but mostly for lack of
the necessary animals and implements with which to engage
in farming—but lease it to others and thereby increase the
land in use by the other, better-off section of the peasants.
The majority of the lessors undoubtedly belong to the
category of impoverished, declining householders™ (pp.
136-37).
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Corroboration of this is furnished by the following
table “for two uyezds of Taurida Gubernia (the Zemstvo
statistics provide no information for Melitopol Uyezd),
which shows the proportion of householders who lease their
allotments to others, and the percentage of allotment arable
leased by them™ (p. 135):

Berdyansk Uyezd Dnieper Uyezd
% of % of
h’holders % of h’holders % of
leasing leased leasing leased
their allotment their allotment
allotment land allotment land
land land
Cultivating no land 73.0 97.0 80.0 971
” up to 5 dess. 65.0 54 30 38.4
> 5to10 ”» 46.0 23.6 23 17.2
” 10to 256 ~ 21.5 8.3 16 8.1
> 25to 50 9 2.7 7 2.9
> over 50 ” 12.7 6.3 7 13.8
For uyezd . . 32.7 11.2 25.7 14.9

Let us now pass from peasant land tenure and land
usage to the distribution of farm stock and implements.
Postnikov gives the following data—for all three uyezds
together—on the number of draught animals possessed by
the groups:

Average per house-

hold
Total oo
- *a g
w <=2 — * 2] g A
@ o I g = “5:; o5 g
E = EF S g FE8cF
= o As O« — NRagads
Cultivating no land — — 03 08 11 805
”» up to 5 dess. 6,467 3,082 1.0 14 24 483
” 5 to 10 ~ 25152 8924 19 23 4.2 12.5
” 10 to 25 7 80,5617 24,943 32 41 1.3 1.4
”» 25 to 50 ” 62,823 19,030 5.8 8.1 13.9 0.1
” over 50 21,003 11,648 10.5 19.5 30 0.03
Total . . . 195962 67,627 31 45 176 —

*In terms of cattle
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These figures, by themselves, do not characterise the
categories—that will be done below, when we describe the
technique of agriculture and classify the peasants according
to economic category. Here we shall only mention that the
difference between peasant groups with regard to the number
of draught animals they own is so profound that we see far
more animals in the top groups than can possibly be re-
quired for the needs of the family, while the bottom groups
have so few (especially draught animals) that independent
farming becomes impossible.

Similar in every respect are data on the distribution of
farm implements. The house-to-house census, that registered
the peasant-owned iron ploughs and drill ploughs, gives the
followir)lg figures for the entire population of the uyezds”
p. 214):

Percentage of households

with no plough- with only with an iron

ing implements a drill plough plough, etc.
Berdyansk Uyezd 33 10 57
Melitopol ” 37.8 28.2 34
Dnieper ” 39.3 7 53.7

This table shows how very large a group of peasants is
unable to carry on independent farming. The situation among
the top groups can be seen from the following data on the
number of implements per household in the various groups,
classified according to area under crops:

Implements per household

Melitopol Dnieper
Berdyansk Uyezd Uyezd Uyezd
Carting (irons Cart- Plough- Cart- Plough-
wagons, ploughs and ing ing ing ing
etc.)  drill ploughs)
Cultivating 5 to 10 dess. 0.8 0.5 08 04 08 0.5
” 10 to 25 ~ 1.2 1.3 1.2 1 1 1
” 25 to 50 21 2 2 1.6 1.7 1.5
” over 50 7 3.4 3.3 3.2 28 27 24

As regards the number of implements, the top group has
4 to 6 times more than the bottom one (the group with less
than 5 dessiatines under crops is entirely disregarded by
the author); as regards the number of working members in the



32 V. I. LENIN

23
12
as many as the same group. This alone shows that the top
group has to resort to the hire of labour, while in the bottom
group half the households are without farm implements
(N.B.—this “bottom” group is the third from below)
and, consequently, are unable to carry on independent farm-
ing

families,* however, it has times, i.e., less than twice,

Naturally, the above-mentioned differences in the amount
of land and implements held are the cause of differences in
the amount of land under crops. The area under crops per
household in the six groups has been given above. The total
area cultivated by the peasants of Taurida Gubernia is
distributed by groups as follows:

Dessia-
tines under %

crops
Cultivating up to 5 dess. 34,070 2.4} 12% of crop area held
” 5t 10 ~» 140,426 9.7 ) by 40% of population
” 10 to 256 ” 540,093 37.6 38% of crop area held
by 40% of population
” 25 to 50 ” 230,583 34.3} 50% of crop area held
” over 50 ” 230,683 16 by 20% of population

Total 1,439,267 100%

These figures speak for themselves. It should only be
added that for a family to live by farming alone, Postni-
kov estimates (p. 272), a crop area of 16 to 18 dessia-
lines per household is required.

III

In the previous chapter, data showing the property status
of the different groups of peasants and the size of their
farms were summarised. We must now sum up data indi-
cating the character of the farming of the various groups
or peasants and their methods and systems of farming.

*See above, the table showing the family composition of the
various groups.
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Let us first dwell on Postnikov’s proposition that “the
productivity of peasant labour and the working capacity of
the family rise considerably with the increase in the size
of the farm and the employment of machines” (p. X). The
author demonstrates this proposition by calculating the
number of workers and draught animals per given area under
crops in the different economic groups. In so doing, however,
it is impossible to use the data of family composition, as
“the bottom economic groups release part of their working
members for outside employment as farm labourers, while
the top groups take labourers into employment™ (p. 114).
The Taurida Zemstvo statistics do not give the number of
labourers hired or released for hire, and Postnikov esti-
mates it approximately by taking the Zemstvo statistical
data for the number of households which hired people and by
calculating how many working people were needed for the
given cultivated area. Postnikov admits that he can lay no
claim to perfect accuracy for these estimates, but he believes
that it is only in the two top groups that his calculations
may considerably change the family composition, as the
number of hired labourers in the other groups is small. By
comparing the data on family composition given above with
the following table the reader can test the correctness of
this view:

In the three uyezds of Taurida Gubernia

Working persons Average per household

Number in Working

. Released Differ- family persons

Hired for hire ence . .

(with hired labourers)
Cultivating no land 239 1,077 — 838 4.3 0.9
” up to 5 dess. 247 1,484 —1,237 4.8 1.0
” 5 to 10 ” 465 4,292 —3.827 5.2 1.0
”» 10 to 26 ” 2,846 3,389 — 543 6.8 1.6
» 25 to 50 6,041 — +6,041 8.9 2.4
”» over 50 ” 8,241 — +8,241 13.3 5.0

Total 18,079 10,242  +7,837 - —

* Working persons—this somewhat un-English term is used for
“working members, men and women of a peasant family or house-
hold” as opposed to hired labourers.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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Comparing the last column with the data of family
composition, we see that Postnikov has somewhat understat-
ed the number of workers in the bottom and overstated it
in the top groups. As his purpose was to prove that the num-
ber of workers per given area under crops decreases as the
size of the farm increases, his approximate estimates suc-
ceeded in minimising rather than exaggerating this de-
crease.

Having made this preliminary calculation, Postnikov
gives the following table showing the relation between the
crop area and the number of working persons, draught ani-
mals, and then population generally for different groups of
peasants (p. 117):

Per 100 dess. of crop area

Area under
crops per Iill(())lﬁs gfr{; Vl(gk Number of

pair of ;| . draught
draught (with hired animals
animals labourers)
Cultivating up to 5 dess. 7.1 dess. 28.7 136  28.5 28.2
” 5to10 ” 8.2 ”» 12.9 67 12.6 25
” 10to 25 ~ 10.2 > 6.1 41.2 9.3 20
” 25to 50 7 12.56 29 255 7 16.6
” over 50 14.5 ~» 1.3 18 6.8 14
Average 10. 9dess. 54 36.6 9 18.3

“Thus, with the increase in the size of the farm and in
the area cultivated by the peasant, the expenditure on the
maintenance of labour-power, human and animal, that prime
item of expenditure in agriculture, progressively decreases,
and among the groups that cultivate large areas, drops to
nearly one-half per dessiatine under crops of what it
is among the groups with small cultivated areas” (p. 117).

The proposition that the maintenance of working persons
and draught animals is the predominant item of expenditure
in agriculture is confirmed by the author later when he cites
the detailed budget of a Mennonite” farm: of the total ex-
penditure, 24.3% is general expenditure on the farm;
23.6% is expenditure on draught animals and 52.1% on
working persons (p. 284).

Postnikov attributes great importance to his conclusion
that the productivity of labour increases with the increase
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in the size of the farm (as is shown from the above quotation,
taken from his preface); and, indeed, one cannot but admit
its importance—firstly, for a study of the economic life of
our peasantry and the character of the farming of the vari-
ous groups; and, secondly, in connection with the general
question of the relation between small-scale and large-
scale farming. This latter question has been greatly con-
fused by many writers, the chief cause of the confusion being
that comparison was made between dissimilar farms, ex-
isting in different social conditions and differing in
the type of farming; for example, farms whose income was
derived from the output of agricultural produce were com-
pared with farms whose income was derived from exploiting
other households’ need of land (e.g., peasant and landlord
farms in the period immediately following the Reform of
1861).% Postnikov is entirely free of this error and does not
forget the first rule of all comparisons, namely, that the
things compared must be of a similar order.

The author gives a more detailed proof of his proposi-
tion in respect of the Taurida uyezds, and cites data, firstly,
for each uyezd separately and, secondly, for the Russian
population separately, or, rather, for its most numerous
group, the former state peasants (pp. 273-74).

Dessiatines under crops per pair of draught
animals

For the uyezds in In the group of former
general state peasants
Ber- Meli- Dnie- Ber- Meli- Dnie-
dyansk topol per dyansk topol per

Cultivating up to 5 dess. 8.9 8.7 4.3

” 5to10 8.9 8.7 6.8 8.9 9.1 6.8
” 10 to 256 ” 10.2 10.6 9.7 103 109 9.6
” 25 to 50 11.6 124 123 123 12.8 11.9
” over 50 ” 13.5 13.8 156.7 13.7 143 15

Average 10.7 11.3 101 — — —

The conclusion reached is the same, that “on the small-
scale farm the relative number of draught animals per
given crop area is one and a half times or double the number
on the ‘full’ peasant farm. The same law is revealed by the
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house-to-house census in the case of all the other, smaller,
groups—former landlords’ peasants, tenant farmers, etc.—
and in all localities, even in the smallest, confined to one
volost or even one village” (p. 274).

The relation between size of crop area and farm expendi-
ture is also found to be unfavourable for the small farms in
respect of another type of expenditure—the maintenance
of implements and productive animals.

We have already seen how rapidly both these items in-
crease per farm as we proceed from the bottom group to the
top one. If we calculate the quantity of implements per
given crop area, we find that it decreases from the bottom to
the top group (p. 318):

Per 100 dessiatines of crop area

Productive Iron ploughs
animals a drill ploughs Waggons

Cultivating up to 5 dess. 42 head 4.7 10
” 5to10 ~ 288 ” 5.9 9
” 10to 256 249 ”» 6.5 7

” 25to 50 7 23.7 ”» 4.8 5.7

” over 50 258 ” 3.8 4.3

For the three uyezds 25.5 head 5.4 6.5

“This table shows that as the crop area per household
increases, the biggest implements (for cultivation and
cartage) progressively decrease in number per given crop
area, and, consequently, on the farms of the top groups the
cost of maintaining cultivation and cartage implements
should be relatively less per dessiatine. The group with up to
10 dessiatines per household under crops constitutes an ex-
ception: there are comparatively fewer farm implements than
in the next group, with its 16 dessiatines per household under
crops, but that is only because many of the peasants do not
work with their own implements, but with hired ones, which
does not, however, in any way reduce the expenditure on
implements” (p. 318).

“Zemstvo statistics,” says Postnikov, “prove incontroverti-
bly that the larger the size of a peasant farm, the smaller
the number of implements, workers and draught animals
employed on a given cultivated area” (p. 162).
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“In previous chapters,” says Postnikov further on, “it
has been shown that in the Taurida uyezds this phenomenon
occurs in all the groups of peasants and in all localities.
It can be seen in peasant farming, as the Zemstvo statistics
show, in other gubernias as well, where agriculture is also
the main branch of peasant economy. This phenomenon,
therefore, is widespread and assumes the form of a law, eco-
nomically of great importance, for it robs small crop farm-
ing, to a considerable degree, of all economic sense”
(p. 313).

This last remark of Postnikov’s is somewhat premature:
to prove the inevitability of small farms being ousted by
large ones, it is not enough to demonstrate the greater ad-
vantage of the latter (the lower price of the product); the
predominance of money (more precisely, commodity) econ-
omy over natural economy must also be established;
under natural economy, when the product is consumed by
the producer himself and is not sent to the market, the cheap
product does not encounter the more costly product on
the market, and is therefore unable to oust it. But of that
more anon.

To prove that the above-established law is applicable
to all Russia, Postnikov takes those uyezds for which the
Zemstvo statistics contain a detailed economic classifica-
tion of the population, and calculates the cultivated area
per pair of draught animals and per working person in the
various groups. The conclusion is the same: “where the peas-
ant farm is a small one the cultivated area has to bear a
cost of maintaining labour-power one and a half times to
twice as large as when the farm is of a more adequate size”
(p. 316). This is true for both Perm (p. 314) and Voronezh
gubernias, for both Saratov and Chernigov gubernias (p. 315),
so that Postnikov has undoubtedly proved this law to be
applicable to all Russia.

Let us now pass to the question of the “incomes and ex-
penditures” (Chapter IX) of the different groups of peasant
farms and of their relation to the market.

“The territory of every farm that is an independent unit,”
says Postnikov, “consists of the following four parts: one
part produces food for the sustenance of the working family
and of the labourers who live on the farm; this, in the
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narrow sense, is the food area of the farm. Another part pro-
vides fodder for the cattle working on the farm, and may
be called the fodder area. A third part consists of the farm-
yard, roads, ponds, etc., and of that part of the crop area
that produces seed; it may be called the farm-service area,
as it serves the needs of the whole farm without distinction.
Lastly, the fourth part produces grain and plants destined,
either raw or processed, for sale on the market; this is the
market or commercial area of the farm. The division of the
territory into these four parts is determined in each separate
farm, not by the crops grown, but by the immediate purpose
of their cultivation.

“The cash income of the farm is determined by the com-
mercial part of its territory, and the larger the latter and the
greater the relative value of the produce obtained from it,
the greater the demand made by the farmers on the market
and the larger the amount of labour the country can maintain
outside of agriculture within the vicinity of its market;
the greater, too, is the state (fiscal) and cultural impor-
tance of agriculture to the country, and the greater, too,
are the net income of the cultivator himself and the re-
sources at his disposal for farm expenses and for improve-
ments” (p. 257).

This argument of Postnikov’s would be perfectly true,
if one, fairly substantial, correction were made: the author
speaks of the importance of the farm’s commercial area to the
country in general, whereas this can obviously be said only
of a country where money economy predominates, where the
greater part of the produce assumes the form of commodities.
To forget this condition, to consider it self-evident, and to
omit a precise investigation of how far it is applicable to
the given country, would be to fall into the error of vulgar
political economy.

To single out the market area from the farm as a whole is
very important. For the home market it is by no means the
producer’s income in general (by which the level of his pros-
perity is determined) that is significant, but exclusively
his income in cash. The producer’s possession of monetary
resources is not determined by his degree of prosperity:
the peasant who obtains from his plot of land sufficient prod-
uce to satisfy his own requirements fully, but who engages
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in natural economy, is well-off, but he possesses no monetary
resources; on the other hand, the half-ruined peasant who
obtains from his plot of land only a small part of the grain
he needs and who secures the rest (although in a lesser
amount and of poorer quality) by casual earnings, is not
well-off, but possesses monetary resources. It is clear from
this that no discussion on the importance to the market of
peasant farms and the incomes they yield can be of any value
if not based on a calculation of the cash part of the income.

In order to determine the size of these four parts of the
crop area on the farms of the different groups of peasants,
Postnikov first estimates the annual consumption of grain,
taking the round figure of two chetverts® of grain per head
(p. 259), which means two-thirds of a dessiatine per head
out of the crop area. He then estimates the fodder area at
one and a half dessiatines per horse, and the seed area at
6% of the total under crops, and arrives at the following
results™* (p. 319):

100 dess. under crops consist of Cash income

Farm- Food Fodder Commer- Per dess. Per

service cial under house-
areas crops hold
(rubles)
Cultivating up to 5 dess. 6 90.7 42.3 —39 — —
” 5to 10 ~» 6 447 375 +411.8 3.77 30
” 10 to 25 6 275 30 36.5 11.68 191
” 25 to 50 6 17 25 52 16.64 574
” over 50 ” 6 12 21 61 19.52 1.500

“The difference indicated in the cash income of the
various groups,” says Postnikov, “is sufficient to illustrate
the importance of the size of the farms; but, actually, this
difference between the incomes of the various groups from
cropping should be even greater, for it must be assumed
that the top groups obtain larger harvests per dessiatine and
secure better prices for the grain they sell.

* A chetvert equals about six bushels.—Ed. Eng. ed.

**To determine the cash income Postnikov proceeded as follows:
he assumed that the entire commercial area is sown to the dearest
kind of grain—wheat—and, knowing the average crop and prevail-
ing prices, he calculated the value of the produce obtainable from
this area.
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“In this record of income obtained, we have included
the cultivated, and not the total area of the farm, for we
have no precise data on the way in which the peasant farms
of the Taurida uyezds make use of other farmland for vari-
ous kinds of livestock; but inasmuch as the cash income of
the South-Russian peasant, whose sole pursuit is cropping,
is almost entirely determined by the crop area, the above
figures fairly accurately depict the difference in the cash
income from farming between the various groups of peasants.
These figures show how markedly this income changes with
the size of the area under crops. A family with 75 dessiatines
under crops obtains a cash income of as much as 1,500 ru-

bles a year; a family with 34% dessiatines under crops obtains
574 rubles a year, whereas one with 16% dessiatines under

crops obtains only 191 rubles. A family which cultivates 8
dessiatines obtains only 30 rubles, a sum insufficient to cover
the cash expenditure of the farm without outside earnings. Of
course, the figures quoted do not show the net income of the
farms; to obtain this we have to deduct the expenditure of the
household on taxes, implements, buildings, the purchase of
clothing, footwear, etc. But such expenditure does not increase
proportionately as the size of the farm increases. Expend-
iture on maintaining the family increases in proportion to
its size, and the latter, as the table shows, increases far more
slowly than the crop area of the various groups. As to
total farm expenditure (payment of land tax and rental,
repair of buildings and implements), they, at any rate, do
not increase more than proportionately to the size of farms,
whereas the gross cash income from the farm, as the previous
table shows, increases in more than direct proportion to the
size of the crop area. What is more, all these expenses
are very small compared with the main item of farm
expenditure, the maintenance of labour-power. We are thus
able to formulate the rule that, in peasant economy, the
net proceeds per dessiatine from cropping grow progres-
sively smaller as the size of the farm decreases” (p. 320).
We thus see from Postnikov’s figures that peasant farm-
ing in the different groups varies substantially with re-
spect to the market: the top groups (with more than 25
dessiatines under crops per household) conduct what is
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already commercial farming; they grow grain for the income
it provides. In the bottom groups, on the contrary, crop-
ping does not cover the family’s essential needs (this ap-
plies to those who cultivate up to 10 dessiatines per house-
hold); if we make an exact calculation of all farm expendi-
ture we shall most certainly find that in these groups the farm
is run at a loss.

It is also very interesting to make use of data cited by
Postnikov to settle the problem of the relationship between
the splitting of the peasantry into different groups
and the extent of the market demand. We know that the
extent of this demand depends on the size of the commercial
area and that the latter becomes greater as the size of the
farm increases; but parallel to this increase in the size of
the farm in the top groups there is a decrease in its size in
the bottom groups. As to the number of farms, the bottom
groups contain twice as many as the top: the former constitute
40% in the Taurida uyezds, the latter only 20%. Do we not
get the result, in general, that the above-mentioned econom-
ic split decreases the extent of the market demand? Prop-
erly speaking, we are entitled to answer this question in
the negative on purely a priori grounds: the fact is that in
the bottom groups, the farm is so small that the family’s
needs cannot be fully covered by agriculture; to avoid dying
of starvation, the members of these bottom groups have to
take their labour-power to the market, where its sale pro-
vides them with monetary resources and thus counterbal-
ances (to some degree) the lesser demand due to the smaller
size of the farms. But Postnikov’s data enable us to give a
more precise answer to the problem raised.

Let us take some crop area, say, 1,600 dessiatines, and let
us imagine it divided in two ways: firstly, among an econom-
ically homogeneous peasantry, and, secondly, among peas-
ants split up into different groups such as we find in the
Taurida uyezds today. In the first case, assuming that an
average peasant farm has 16 dessiatines under crops (as is ac-
tually the case in the Taurida uyezds), we get 100 farms that
fully cover their needs by agriculture. The demand made on
the market will equal 191X100=19,100 rubles. Second
case: the 1,600 dessiatines under crops are divided among the
100 households differently, exactly as the crop area is actu-
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ally divided among the peasants of the Taurida uyezds:
8 households have no crop area at all; 12 cultivate 4 dessia-
tines each; 20—8 dessiatines each; 40—16 dessiatines each;
17—34 dessiatines each, and 3—75 dessiatines (a total of 1,583
dessiatines, i.e., even a little less than 1,600 dessiatines). With
such a distribution, a very considerable section of the peasants
(40%) will not be in a position to derive a sufficient return
from their land to cover all their needs. The extent of the
monetary demand made on the market, counting only the
farms with over 5 dessiatines under crops per household, will
be as follows: (20X30)4-(40X191)4+(17X574)4+(3X1,500)=
21,350 rubles. We thus find that, despite the omission of 20
households [undoubtedly these also have a cash income,
but it is not obtained from the sale of their produce],
and despite the reduction of the crop area to 1,535 dessia-
tines, the total monetary demand on the market is higher.®

It has already been said that the peasants of the bottom
economic groups are forced to sell their labour-power; the
members of the top groups, on the contrary, have to buy
it, for the workers in their own families are inadequate for
the cultivation of their large crop areas. We must now dwell
in greater detail on this important fact. Postnikov apparent-
ly does not class it under the “new economic developments in
peasant life” (at least, he does not mention it in his preface,
where he sums up the results of his work), but it is deserv-
ing of far more attention than the introduction of machines
or the extension of cropping by the well-to-do peasants.

“The more affluent peasantry in the Taurida uyezds,”
the author says, “generally employ hired labourers to a consid-
erable extent and farm an area that far exceeds the working
capacity of the families themselves. Thus, in the three
uyezds the percentage of families in all categories of peas-
ants employing hired labourers is as follows:

Cultivating no land . . . . . . . . .. 3.8%
” up to 5 dess. . . . . . .. 2.5
” 5to10 > .. ... .. 2.6
” 10 to 25 > . ... ... 8.7
» 25 to 50 ... ... 34.7
” over 50 . . . . . .. 64.1
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“These figures show that it is mostly the well-to-do
farmers with the larger cultivated areas that employ hired
labourers™ (p. 144).

Comparing the data already given on family composition
by groups without hired labourers (for the three uyezds
separately) and with hired labourers (for the three uyezds
together), we find that by hiring labourers, farmers who sow
from 25 to 50 dessiatines per household increase the number
of hands on their farms by about one-third (from 1.8 or 1.9
working persons per family to 2.4), while farmers with
over 50 dessiatines under crops per household almost double
the number of their workers (from 2.3 to 5); even more than
double according to the estimate of the author, who con-
siders that they have to hire 8,241 workers (p. 115), while
they have only 7,129 of their own. That the bottom groups
have to release workers on the side in very large numbers
is clear from the very fact that cropping cannot provide them
with the amount of produce which they need for their own
subsistence. Unfortunately, we have no precise data as to the
number of persons released for outside work. An indirect
indication of this number may be found in the number of
householders who lease their allotments; above we have cited
Postnikov’s statement to the effect that about one-third of
the inhabitants of the Taurida uyezds do not exploit their
allotment land to the full.

Iv

It can be seen from the data given above that Postnikov
has fully proved his point on the “tremendous diversity”
in the economic status of the various households. This
diversity applies not only to the property status of the
peasants and the size of the areas they cultivate, but even
to the character of the farming in the different groups. That
is still not all. It turns out that the terms “diversity” and
“differentiation” are inadequate for a full description of the
phenomenon. When one peasant owns one draught animal and
another 10, we call that differentiation; but when one rents
scores of dessiatines of land above the allotment that satis-
fies his needs, with the sole object of deriving profit from
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its exploitation, thus depriving another peasant of the oppor-
tunity of renting land which he requires in order to feed his
family, we obviously are faced with something much bigger;
we have to call that sort of thing “strife” p. 323), a “struggle
of economic interests” (p. XXXII). Although he employs
these terms, Postnikov does not fully appreciate their
importance; nor does he see that the terms themselves are
inadequate. To rent allotment land from the impoverished
section of the population, and to hire as a labourer the
peasant who has ceased to run his own farm is something
more than mere strife—it is downright exploitation.

Recognising the profound economic strife among the
peasantry of today, we can no longer restrict ourselves to
just dividing the peasants into several strata according to
the property they possess. Such a division would suffice
if the diversity mentioned above amounted to mere quantita-
tive differences. But that is not so. If, in the case of one
section of the peasants, the aim of agriculture is commer-
cial profit and the result is a large cash income, whereas
in the case of another, agriculture cannot cover even the
family’s essential needs; if the top peasant groups base
their improved farming on the ruin of the bottom groups;
if the prosperous peasantry employ hired labour on a
considerable scale, while the poor are compelled to resort
to the sale of their labour-power—these are undoubtedly
qualitative differences, and our task must now be to classify
the peasantry according to differences in the character of
the farming itself (meaning by character of farming
peculiarities not of a technical but of an economic order).

Postnikov has devoted too little attention to these
latter differences. Therefore, while he recognises the need
for a “more general division of the population into groups”
(p. 110) and attempts to make such a division, this attempt,
as we shall soon see, cannot be considered quite success-
ful.

“To achieve a more general division of the population
into economic groups,” says Postnikov, “we shall adopt a
different criterion which, although not of uniform econom-
ic significance in all localities, is more in conformity with
the division into groups made by the peasants themselves
and that has also been noted in all uyezds by the Zemstvo



NEW ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTS IN PEASANT LIFE 45

statisticians. This division is made according to the degree
of the farmers’ independence in the conduct of their farms,
depending on the number of draught animals owned”
(p. 110).

“At the present time the peasants of the South-Russian
region may be divided, according to the degree of their
economic independence and at the same time their methods
of farming, into the three following main groups:

“1) Peasant households owning a full team of animals, i.e.,
with enough animals to work a plough or some other plough-
ing implement and who can cultivate their land with
their own animals without having to hire or to yoke'® with
other peasants. When the implement used is a plough or a
drill plough the peasant has two, three or more pairs of
draught animals and, correspondingly, three or at least two
adult workers and a part-time worker in the household.

“2) Peasants with insufficient animals, or yokers, i.e.,
peasants who yoke with one another for field work because
their own animals do not suffice for independent harnessing.
Such peasants have one or one and a half, in some cases even
two pairs of draught animals and, correspondingly, one or two
adult workers. Where the soil is heavy and a plough (or
a drill plough) needs three pairs of draught animals the
peasants invariably yoke with each other, even if they
have two pairs of draught animals of their own.

“3) ‘Footers,” or householders who have no animals
whatever or have one (more often than not a horse, as oxen
are generally kept in pairs and harnessed only in pairs).
They work by hiring animals from others, or let their land
for a part of the harvest and have no cultivated land of
their own.

“This classification of the peasants according to an
economic criterion fundamental to peasant life, such as in
the present instance the number of draught animals and the
manner of harnessing them, is usually made by the peas-
ants themselves. But there are considerable variations of
it, both within the bounds of each separate group enumer-
?ted a]c;ove, and in the division of the groups themselves”
p. 121).

These groups constitute the following percentages of the
total number of households (p. 125):
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I 1I 111
Working Working Working With no
with own on yoking with hired land under
animals basis animals crops
Berdyansk Uyezd 37 44.6 11.7 6.7
Melitopol » 32.7 46.8 13 7.5
Dnieper » 43 34.8 13.2 9

Side by side with this table, the author gives a classi-
fication of households according to the number of draught
animals they own, in order to show how the animals are dis-
tributed in the uyezds described:

Percentage of total number of households

Draught animals (per household)

4 or more 2 or 3 one none
Berdyansk Uyezd 36.2 41.6 7.2 15
Melitopol » 34.4 44.7 5.3 15.6
Dnieper ” 44.3 36.6 5.1 14

Consequently, in the Taurida uyezds, a full team con-
sists of no less than four draught animals.

This classification, as made by Postnikov, cannot be
considered altogether happy, first of all because marked dif-
ferences are to be observed within each of the three groups:

“In the group of householders owning a team of draught
animals,” the author says, “there is considerable diversity
evident in South Russia: side by side with the large numbers
of animals of the well-to-do peasants there are the small
teams of the poorer peasants. The former, in their turn, may
be subdivided into those with full working teams (6 to 8 or
more animals) and those with less than a full team (4 to
6 animals).... The category of ‘footer’ householders also
presents considerable variety in degree of affluence” (p. 124).

Another inconvenience in the division adopted by Post-
nikov is, as we have already indicated, that the Zemstvo
statistics do not classify the population according to the
number of draught animals owned, but according to cul-
tivated area. In order, therefore, to be able to express
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accurately the property status of the various groups, this
classification according to cultivated area has to be used.

On this basis Postnikov also divides the population into
three groups: householders who are small cultivators—
with up to 10 dessiatines under crops, or none at all; middle
cultivators—with 10 to 25 dessiatines; and large cultivators—
with over 25 dessiatines per household under crops. The
author calls the first group “poor,” the second middle,
and the third well-to-do.

In respect of the size of these groups, Postnikov says:

“In general, among the Taurida peasants (excluding the
colonists), the large cultivators constitute about one-sixth
of the total number of households; those with medium-sized
crop areas about 40%, while the households with small crop
areas and those with none at all constitute a little over
40%. Taking the population of the Taurida uyezds as a
whole (including the colonists), the large cultivators consti-
tute one-fifth, or about 20%, the middle 40%, and the
small cultivators and those with no tillage about 40%”
(p. 112).

Hence, the composition of the groups is altered very slightly
by the inclusion of the German colonists, so that no
error will arise from using the general data for a whole uyezd.

We now have to describe as accurately as possible the
economic status of each of these groups separately, and
to try to ascertain the extent and causes of the economic
strife among the peasantry.

Postnikov did not set himself this task; that is why the
data he quotes are markedly very scattered and his general
observations on the groups are not definite enough.

Let us begin with the bottom group, the poor peasants,
to which two-fifths of the population of the Taurida uyezds
belong.

The number of draught animals (the chief instrument
of production in agriculture) owned by this group is the
best indication of how poor they really are. In the three
uyezds of Taurida Gubernia, out of a total of 263,589
draught animals, the bottom group possess (p. 117) 43,625, or

17% in all, which is 2% times less than the average. The data

on the percentage of households possessing no draught animals
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were given above (80%, 48% and 12% for the three subdivi-
sions of the bottom group). On the basis of these data,
Postnikov arrived at the conclusion that “the percentage of
householders who possess no animals of their own is consid-
erable only in the groups with no land under crops or with
crop areas of up to 10 dessiatines per household” (p. 135).
The crop area of this group corresponds to the number of
animals: on their own land they cultivate 146,114 dessia-
tines out of the total of 962,933 dessiatines (in the three
uyezds), that is, 15%. The addition of rented land raises the
sown area to 174,496 dessiatines; but since the sown area of
the other groups also increases and does so to a larger extent
than in the bottom group, the result is that the area cultivat-
ed by the bottom group constitutes only 12% of the total;
in other words, there is only one-eighth of the cultivated
area to more than three-eighths of the population. If we re-
member that it is the medium-sized area cultivated by the
Taurida peasant which the author regards as normal (i.e.,
covering all the family’s needs) we can easily see how this

group, with a sown area 3% times less than the average, is

deprived of its just share.

It is quite natural that, under these circumstances,
the farming of this group is in a very bad way. We have
already seen that 33% to 39% of the population in the
Taurida uyezds—consequently, the overwhelming majority
of the bottom group—have no ploughing implements
whatever. Lack of implements compels the peasants to give
up the land, to lease their allotments: Postnikov estimates
that such lessors (whose farms are undoubtedly already utter-
ly ruined) comprise about one-third of the population, that
is, again a considerable majority of the poor group. Let
us note in passing that this practice of “selling” allotments
(to borrow the customary expression of the peasants) has
been reflected in Zemstvo statistics everywhere, and on
a very large scale. The periodicals which have drawn atten-
tion to this fact have already managed to invent a remedy
for it—the inalienability of allotments. Postnikov quite
rightly questions the effectiveness of such measures, which
reveal in their authors a purely bureaucratic faith in the
power of the decrees of the authorities. There can be no
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doubt,” he says, “that merely to prohibit the leasing of land
will not eliminate it when it is so deeply rooted in the present
economic structure of peasant life. A peasant who has no
implements and means with which to run his own farm is
virtually unable to make use of his allotment and has to
lease it to other peasants who are in a position to farm it.
The direct prohibition of the leasing of land will force the
peasant to do it surreptitiously, without control, and most
likely on terms that are worse for the lessor than at present,
since he is forced to lease his land. Furthermore, allotments
will increasingly be leased through the village courts! in
payment of taxation arrears, and such leasing is the least
advantageous for the poor peasant” (p. 140).

Absolute economic decline is to be observed in the case
of all the members of the poor group.

“At bottom,” says Postnikov, “there is no great difference
in economic status between the householders who sow noth-
ing and those who sow little, cultivating their land with
hired animals. The former lease the whole of their land to
their fellow villagers, the latter only part; but both groups
either serve as labourers for their fellow villagers, or engage
in outside employments, mostly agricultural, while continuing
to live at home. Hence, both these categories of peasants—
those who sow nothing and those who sow little—may be
examined together; both belong to the class of peasants
who are losing their farms, who in most cases are ruined
or on the verge of ruin, and are without the livestock and
implements with which to work their farms” (p. 135).

“While the non-farming, non-cultivating households are in
most cases those that are already ruined,” says Postnikov a
little later on, “those that cultivate little, that lease their
land, are candidates for membership of that category. Every
severe harvest failure, or chance calamity such as fire, loss
of horses, etc., drives some of the householders out of this
group into the category of non-farming peasants and farm
labourers. A householder who, from one cause or another,
loses his draught animals, takes the first step along the
road to ruin. Cultivating the land with hired animals is
too casual and unsystematic, and usually leads to a reduc-
tion of cropping. Such a muzhik is refused credit by the
village loan-and-savings societies and by his fellow villag-
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ers” [a footnote says: “In the Taurida uyezds there are very
many loan-and-savings societies in the big villages, operat-
ing with funds borrowed from the State Bank; but it is
only the rich and well-to-do householders who obtain loans
from them”]; “when he does get a loan, it is usually on worse
terms than those obtained by the ‘thriving’ peasants. ‘How
can you lend him anything if he has nothing to pay with?’
the peasants say. Once he gets involved in debt, the first
stroke of ill luck robs him of his land too, especially if he
is also in arrears with his taxes” (p. 139).

The extent of the decline of farming among the peas-
ants of the poor group can best be seen from the fact that the
author does not even attempt to answer the question of
exactly how they run their farms. In the case of farms that
cultivate less than 10 dessiatines per household, he says,
“the conditions of farming are too fortuitous for it to be
described by any definite system” (p. 278).

The characteristics of peasant farming in the bottom group
that have been cited are, despite their considerable
number, still quite inadequate; they are exclusively nega-
tive in character, although there surely must be positive
characteristics. All we have heard so far is that the peas-
ants of this group cannot be regarded as independent agri-
culturists, because their farms are in absolute decline,
their cultivated area is far too inadequate and because,
lastly, their farms are run haphazardly. “Only the pros-
perous and well-to-do farmers, who are not in need of seed,”
remark the statisticians in describing Bakhmut Uyezd,
“can observe any sort of system in sowing crops; but the
poor peasants sow whatever happens to be on hand, any-
where and anyhow” (p. 278). Nevertheless, the existence of
all this mass of the peasantry embraced by the bottom group
(in the three Taurida uyezds, over 30,000 households and
over 200,000 persons of both sexes) cannot be accidental. If
they do not live on the produce of their own farms, how do
they live? Chiefly by the sale of their labour-power. We have
seen above that Postnikov says of this group of peasants
that they live by farm-labouring and other outside earn-
ings. In view of the almost total absence of handicraft
industries in the South, such earnings are mostly agricul-
tural which means, in fact, that the peasants are hiring
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themselves for farm work. To prove in greater detail
that the chief feature of the economy of the bottom group
of peasants is the sale of their labour-power, let us proceed
to examine this group according to the categories into which
they are divided in the Zemstvo statistics. As to the non-
farming householders, nothing need be said of them: they
are farm labourers pure and simple. In the second category
we have cultivators with crop areas of up to 5 dessiatines per
household (the average is 3.5 dessiatines). The division of the
cultivated area, given above, into farm-service, fodder, food
and commercial, shows us that an area of this size is alto-
gether inadequate. “The first group, with a cultivated area up
to 5 dessiatines per household,” says Postnikov, “have no mar-
ket, or commercial, area at all; they can only exist with the
help of outside earnings, obtained by working as farm
labourers, or by other means” (p. 319). There remains the last
category—the farmers with 5 to 10 dessiatines of cultivated-
land per household. The question is: what, among the peas-
ants of this group, is the relation of independent farming to
the so-called “earnings”? For a precise answer to this
question, we should have several typical peasant budgets
relating to the farmers of this group. Postnikov fully admits
the need for and importance of budget data, but points out
that the “collection of such data is extremely difficult, and
in many cases simply beyond the power of the statisti-
cians” (p. 107). We find it very difficult to agree to this
view: Moscow statisticians have collected several extremely
interesting and detailed budgets (see Statistical Returns
for Moscow Gubernia. Section on Economic Statistics, Vols.
VI and VII); in several uyezds of Voronezh Gubernia, as the
author himself indicates, budget data have even been collect-
ed on a house-to-house basis.

It is a great pity that the budget material Postnikov
himself gives is very inadequate: he cites the budgets of
seven German colonists and of only one Russian peasant;
moreover, all are those of big cultivators (the minimum—in

the case of the Russian—is 39% dessiatines sown), that is,

all belong to a group of whose economy one may obtain a clear
enough idea from the facts contained in the Zemstvo statis-
tics. Expressing his regret that he was “unable during his
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tour to gather a larger number of peasant budgets,” Post-
nikov says that “to give an exact appreciation of these budg-
ets is, in general, no easy matter. The Tauridians are
quite frank in giving economic information, but often enough
they themselves do not know the exact figures of their in-
come and expenditure. The peasants recall with greater
accuracy the general amount of their expenditure, or the
biggest items of income and expenditure, but small amounts
almost invariably escape their memory” (p. 288). It would,
however, be better to collect a few budgets, even without
minor details, than, as the author has done, to collect
“about 90 descriptions and an evaluation” of the economic
situation, which is elucidated with sufficient clarity in the
Zemstvo house-to-house censuses.

In the absence of budgets, only two kinds of data are at
our disposal for determining the character of the economy
of the group under review: firstly, Postnikov’s estimates
of the cultivated area per household necessary to feed an
average family; and, secondly, data on the division of the
cultivated area into four parts, and on the average cash
expenditure (per family per year) of the local peasants.

On the basis of detailed estimates of the cultivated area
required for a family’s food, for seed and for fodder, Postni-
kov arrives at the following final conclusion:

“A peasant family of average size and well-being, liv-
ing exclusively by farming and balancing its income and
expenditure without deficit, needs, given average harvests,

4 dessiatines to feed 6% members of the family, 4% dessia-
tines to feed 3 draught horses, 1% dessiatines for seed supply,

and 6 to 8 dessiatines for the production of grain for sale, or
in all, 16 to 18 dessiatines under crops. ...The average
Tauridian has about 18 dessiatines under crops per house-
hold, but 40% of the population of the three Taurida uyezds
have less than 10 dessiatines per household; and if they are
nevertheless able to engage in farming, it is only because
part of their income is derived from outside employments
and by leasing part of their land. The economic position of
this section of the population is abnormal and insecure,
because in the majority of cases they are unable to accumulate
the reserve to tide them over a difficult period” (p. 272).
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As the average cultivated area per household in the group
under review is 8 dessiatines, i.e., less than half the area
required (11 dessiatines), we are entitled to conclude that
the peasants of this group derive the greater part of their
income from “employments,” i.e., from the sale of their
labour.

Here is another calculation: according to Postnikov’s
data, quoted above, on the division of the cultivated area,
out of 8 dessiatines under crops, 0.48 dessiatines will go for
seed; 3 dessiatines for fodder (in this group there are 2, not 3,
draught animals per household); and 3.576 dessiatines for
the food of the family (its size is also below the average—

about 5% persons, not 6%); so that less than one dessiatine

(0.944) remains for the commercial area, the income from
which the author estimates at 30 rubles. But the amount
of a Tauridian’s essential cash expenditure is much greater.
It is much easier to collect information on the amount of
cash expenditure than on budgets, says the author, because
the peasants themselves often make calculations of this sort,
These calculations show that:

“In the case of a family of average size, i.e., consisting
of the working husband, the wife and 4 young children or
adolescents, if they farm their own land (roughly about
20 dessiatines) and do not resort to renting, the essential
cash expenditure, as estimated by the Tauridians, amounts to
between 200 and 250 rubles per annum. A cash expenditure
of 150 to 180 rubles is considered to be the minimum that
a small family must make, even if they stint themselves in
everything. An annual income of less than this amount is
considered quite inadequate, for in these parts a working
man and his wife can, by farm-labouring, earn 120 rubles
a year, with board and lodging, without incurring the expense
of maintaining livestock, implements and so forth, and,
in addition, can get ‘extras’ from land leased to fellow
villagers” (p. 289). As the group under examination is below
the average, we take the minimum, not the average, cash
expenditure, and the lowest figure of this minimum at that—
150 rubles—which has to be derived from “employments.”
According to this calculation, a peasant of the group under
examination derives from his own farming a total of 117.5
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rubles (30487.5*), and from the sale of his labour-power
120 rubles. Consequently, we again find that by independent
farming the peasants of this group can only cover less than
half of their minimum expenditure.**

Thus an examination of the character of the economy
in all the subdivisions of the bottom group leads us to the
unquestionable conclusion that although the majority of
the peasants do cultivate small plots, the sale of their labour-
power is their principal source of livelihood. All the peasants
of this group are hired labourers rather than independent
farmers.

Postnikov did not raise this question of the character
of the economy of the bottom group of peasants, and did
not elucidate the relation of outside employments to the
peasant’s own farming—and that is a big defect in his
work. As a result, he does not adequately explain the, at
first glance, strange fact that although the peasants of the
bottom group have too little land of their own, they aban-
don it, lease it; as a result the important fact, that the means
of production (i.e., land and implements) possessed by the
bottom group of peasants are quantitatively far below the
average, is not linked up with the general character of their

* A food area of 3% dessiatines will yield 25 rubles in produce per

dessiatine (25 X 3.5 = 87.5)—Postnikov’s calculation, p. 272.

**The calculations made by Mr. Yuzhakov in Russkaya Mysl,2
No. 9, 1885 (“Quotas for People’s Landownership”) fully corroborate
this conclusion. He considers that the food norm, i.e., the lowest norm
in Taurida Gubernia, is an allotment of 9 dessiatines under crops per
household. But Mr. Yuzhakov sees the allotment as covering only
the cereal foods and taxation, and assumes that the other expenditures
will be covered by outside earnings. The budgets given in the Zemstvo
statistics show that the latter expenditures constitute over half the
total. For example, in Voronezh Gubernia the average expenditure
of a peasant family is 495.39 rubles, reckoning expenditure both in
cash and kind. Of this sum, 109.10 rubles go for the maintenance of
livestock [N. V. Yuzhakov sees the maintenance of livestock as coming
from hay-fields and other grounds, and not from arable land], 135.80
rubles for vegetable food and taxes, and 250.49 rubles for other ex-
penditure—clothing, implements, rent, various household require-
ments, etc. [24 budgets in Statistical Returns for Ostrogozshsk Uyezd].
In Moscow Gubernia, the average annual expenditure per family is
348.83 rubles, of which 156.03 go for cereal foods and taxes, and 192.80
for other expenditure. [Average of 8 budgets collected by Moscow
statisticians—loc. cit.]
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farming. Since the average quantity of means of production,
as we have seen, is only just enough to satisfy the essen-
tial needs of the family, it necessarily and inevitably follows
from this fact—the fact of the poor peasants being deprived
of their fair share—that they must seek means of produc-
tion belonging to others to which to apply their labour,
l.e., they must sell themselves.

Let us now pass to the second group—the middle one,
also embracing 40% of the population. Under this category
come farmers with a cultivated area of from 10 to 25 dessiatines
per household. The term “middle” is fully applicable to the
members of this group, with the reservation, however, that
their means of production are somewhat (slightly) below the
average: the cultivated area per household is 16.4 dessiatines,
as against the average of 17 dessiatines for all peasants; live-
stock—7.3 head per household, as against an average of
7.6 (draught animals—3.2, as against an average of 3.1);
total tillage per household—17 to 18 dessiatines (allotment,
purchased, and rented), as against an average of 20 to 21 des-
siatines for the uyezds. A comparison of the number of
dessiatines under crops per household with the norm given by
Postnikov, shows that the farming of their own land by this
group yields them only just enough for their subsistence.

All these facts, it would seem, should lead us to think
that the farming of this group of peasants is the most stable:
the peasant covers all his expenses by it; he works not for
profit but only to satisfy primary needs. As a matter of
fact, however, we see the very opposite: the farming of
this group of peasants is distinguished by its very consid-
erable instability.

Firstly, an average cultivated area of 16 dessiatines is
shown to be adequate. Consequently, peasants with 10 to 16
dessiatines under crops do not cover all their expenses by
farming and are also obliged to resort to outside employ-
ments. From Postnikov’s approximate estimates quoted
above, we see that this group hires 2,846 workers, whereas
it releases 3,389, or 543 more. Hence, about half the farms
in the group are not fully provided for.

Further, in this group the number of draught animals
per household is 3.2, whereas, as we have seen, the number
needed for a team is four. Consequently, a large number
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of the households in this group have insufficient animals
of their own with which to cultivate their land, and have to
resort to yoking. The yokers in this group likewise consti-
tute no less than one-half of the total: we may draw this
conclusion from the fact that the proportion of households
owning working teams is about 40%, of which 20% go to
the prosperous upper group, the remaining 20% belonging
to the middle group, 90 that no less than half of the middle
group do not own a working team. Postnikov does not give
the exact number of yokers in this group. Turning to the
Zemstvo statistical abstracts we find the following data
(for two uyezds):*

Distribution of the number of dessiatines cultivated

Total in group

cultivating 10 With own . With Hired | By other
to 25 dess. animals By yoking animals Ii,leans
o =} [=] [=] (=}

f,g Dess. @ Dess. § Dess. ”Fg Dess. 'fyg Dess.
g 3 E 3 g

o = o T =

Melitopol
Uyezd 13,789/226,389.21|4,218(79,726.55 | 9,201 [141,483.26 | 321|4,405.8 |49 |773.3

Dnieper
Uyezd 8,234 137,343.75/4,029|71,125.2 |3,835 | 51,159.05|320|4,352.5/50|707.25

Thus, in the middle group of the two uyezds, a minor-
ity of the households cultivate their land with their own
animals: in Melitopol Uyezd less than one-third of the
households; in Dnieper Uyezd less than one-half. Hence,
the number of yokers estimated above for all the three uyezds
(one-half) is, if anything, too low and certainly not exag-
gerated. Of course, the peasant’s inability to farm with
animals of his own is in itself sufficiently indicative of the
instability of his farm; but, as an illustration, let us quote

* Statistical Returns for Melitopol Uyezd (Appendix to Returns
for Taurida Gubernia, Vol. I), Simferopol, 1885, p. B 195. Statistical
Returns for Dnieper Uyezd (Returns for Taurida Gubernia, Vol. II)
Simferopol, 1886, p. B 123.
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the description of the yoking system given by Postnikov,
who, unfortunately, pays too little attention to this phenom-
enon, interesting as it is economically and from the stand-
point of life and customs.

“Among the peasants who work on a yoking basis,”
says Postnikov, “the standard working area is lower [than
among the peasants who work with their own animals] by
virtue of the law of mechanics which says that three horses
harnessed together do not pull three times as much as one
horse. Those who arrange to yoke may live at different ends
of the village (they are usually relatives); furthermore, the
number of plots belonging to the two householders (some-
times three householders yoke) is twice that of one. All this
increases the time spent on travelling from one section to
another.” [A footnote says: “When the land is divided, each
household receives for its members an unbroken patch in a
particular field; hence small families receive smaller patches.
The conditions of yoking in Taurida Gubernia vary con-
siderably. If one of the yokers has a drill plough, he
gets an extra dessiatine ploughed—e.g., one gets 10 des-
siatines, the other 11—or the one who has no drill plough of
his own has to bear all the expenses of repairing it while in use.
Similarly, when the number of yoked animals is unequal,
one gets an extra day’s ploughing done, etc. In the village of
Kamenka, the owner of a drill plough receives from three to
six rubles in cash for the spring. Quarrels among the yokers
are generally very frequent.”] “Some time is also spent in
coming to terms, and it may happen that the yokers fall out
before the work is finished. The yokers sometimes do not
have enough horses for harrowing, in which case the drill
plough horses are unharnessed: some go off for water, while
the others harrow. In the village of Yuzkui, I was told that
yokers often plough no more than one dessiatine a day,
which is half the normal rate” (p. 233).

There is a shortage of implements in addition to the
shortage of animals. From the table given above, showing
the number of implements per household in the various groups,
we see that in the middle group, in all the uyezds, there
is not less than one ploughing implement per household. Ac-
tually, however, the distribution of implements even with-
in the group is by no means uniform. Unfortunately, Post-
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nikov does not give any data on this subject, and we have
to turn to the Zemstvo statistical abstracts. In Dnieper
Uyezd, 1,808 households out of 8,227 have no ploughing
implements at all; in Melitopol Uyezd 2,954 out of 13,789;
in the former uyezd the ill-provided households constitute
21.9% of the total; in the latter 21.4%. There can be no
doubt that the householders who have no ploughing imple-
ments approximate the bottom group in economic status,
while those who have more than one such implement per
household approximate the top group. The number of
householders who have no ploughs is even higher: 32.5%
in Dnieper Uyezd and 65.5% in Melitopol. Lastly,
the peasants of this group own an insignificant number of
reaping machines (they are of very great importance in
South-Russian peasant farming because of the shortage of
workers for hand reaping and the long-tract system,'® which
drags out grain removal for months): in Dnieper Uyezd
the whole group owns 20 mowing and reaping machines (one

per 400 households); in Melitopol Uyezd, 178% (one per
700 households).

The general system of peasant farming in this group
is described by Postnikov as follows:

“Householders having less than four draught animals
invariably yoke together for the cultivation of their fields
and for sowing. The householders of this category have
either two working members or only one. The lower relative
working capacity of such farmers is due to the smaller size
of the farms, the yoking system, and the shortage of imple-
ments. The yokers mostly plough with small, three-share drill
ploughs, which work more slowly. If such peasants harvest
their grain with machines hired from neighbours, they get
them only after the latter have cut their own crops. Har-
vesting by hand takes longer, in some cases necessitates the
hiring of day labourers, and is more expensive. For single-
handed peasants any urgent household matter, or the perform-
ance of public duties, interrupts the work. If the single-
handed peasant goes to work in a distant field, where the
peasants usually spend the whole week until the ploughing
and sowing are completed, he has to return to the village
more often to see how the family at home is faring” (p. 278).
Such single-handed peasants (one working member in the
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family) constitute the majority in the group under examina-
tion, as will be seen from the following table given by Postni-
kov and showing the number of working members in the
families in the different crop-sowing groups in all the three
uyezds of Taurida Gubernia (p. 143):

Per 100 households
With no With 1 With 2 With 3 or

male work- worker workers  more Work-
ers ers
Cultivating no land 19 67 11 3

” up to 5 dess. 9 717.6 11.7 1.7

” 5to10 ~ 4.2 74.8 17.7 3.3

” 10to 256 1.7 59 29 10.3

” 25to 50 1.2 40 35.7 23.1

” over 50 0.9 25 34.3 39.8
Average 4.3 60.6 24.6 10.5

It will be seen from this table that three-fifths of the fam-
ilies in the middle group have one working member each
or none at all.*

To illustrate the relation of the middle to the top group,
and the stability of its farms in general, let us quote
data from Statistical Returns for Dnieper Uyezd showing
how all the land at the peasants’ disposal, and the culti-
vated area™™ in particular, is distributed among the groups
We get the following table:***

*In support of his point about the considerable advantages in
farming enjoyed by the large-family householders (i.e. those with
many working members) over the single-handed householders,
Postnikov cites Trirogov’s well-known book The Village Community
and the Peasant Tax.

**The data relate to the entire Dnieper Uyezd, including villages
not counted in the volosts. The figures in the “Total land in use” column
I have calculated myself, by adding together the amounts of allot-
ment, rented and purchased land and subtracting the amount leased.
Dnieper Uyezd has been chosen because it is inhabited almost
exclusively by Russians.

*** See table on p. 60.—Ed.
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This table shows that the middle group held more allot-
ment arable than the others: 46.5% of the total. The peasants
were forced by the inadequacy of their allotments to resort
to renting, as a result of which the area cultivated by them
increased all in all by more than 50%. The amount of
land in the hands of the middle group also increased ab-
solutely, but decreased relatively—to 41.2% of the total
area and 43% of the cultivated area; first place was occupied
by the top group. Hence, not only the bottom group, but
the middle one, too, feels the direct pressure of the top
group, which deprives them of the land.

All that has been said entitles us to describe the eco-
nomic status of the middle group as follows. It comprises
peasants who live exclusively on the returns from the land
they cultivate themselves; the area of the latter is almost
equal to the average area cultivated by the local peasantry
(or somewhat less) and barely covers the family’s essen-
tial needs. But the insufficiency of animals and imple-
ments, and their uneven distribution, render the farming
of this group of peasants unstable, precarious, especially
in view of the menacing tendency of the top group to squeeze
out the bottom and middle groups.

Let us now turn to this top group, which comprises the
affluent peasantry. In the Taurida uyezds it embraces one-fifth
of the population, with a cultivated area of over 25 dessiatines
per household. Sufficient facts have already been cited to
show the extent to which this group is really richer than
the others in draught animals, implements, and allotment
and other land. To show how much better off the peasants
of this group are than the middle peasants, we shall cite
only the following data of crop areas: in Dnieper Uyezd,
the well-to-do group have 41.3 dessiatines under crops per
household, whereas the average for the uyezd is 17.8 dessia-
tines, or less than half as much. Generally speaking, this aspect
of the matter—the greater prosperity of the big cultivators—
has been sufficiently brought out by Postnikov, but he pays
practically no attention to another and far more important
question: what part is played by this group’s farming in
the total agricultural production of the region, and what
price is paid by the other groups for the thriving condition
of the top group.
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The fact of the matter is that this group is numerically
very small—in the most prosperous region of the South,
Taurida Gubernia, it constitutes only 20% of the popu-
lation. It might therefore be thought that its relative im-
portance to the locality’s general economy is not great.*
Actually, however, we find the contrary to be true: this
well-to-do minority plays a predominant part in the total
output of agricultural produce. In the three Taurida uyezds,
out of a total of 1,439,267 dessiatines under crops 724,678
dessiatines, or more than half, are in the hands of the well-
to-do peasants. These figures, of course, are a far from
accurate expression of the predominance of the top group,
inasmuch as the well-to-do peasants’ harvests are much
larger than those of the poor and the middle peasants, who,
as shown in Postnikov’s description quoted above, do not
run their farms on proper lines.

Thus, the principal grain producers are the top group
of peasants, and hence (a fact of the utmost importance,
and one particularly often ignored) all the various
descriptions of agriculture and talk about agricultural
improvements and so on, relate primarily and mostly
(sometimes even exclusively) to the prosperous minority
Let us take, for example, the data relating to the distribu-
tion of improved implements.

Postnikov speaks of the Taurida peasant’s implements
as follows:

“With few exceptions, the implements of the peasant
are the same as those of the German colonist, but less var-
ied, sometimes of poorer quality, and therefore cheaper. An
exception is the south-western, less densely populated
part of Dnieper Uyezd, where the primitive Little-Rus-
sian implements, the heavy wooden plough and wooden iron-
tipped drill plough, are still in vogue. In the rest of the
Taurida uyezds, the ploughs used by the peasants are ev-
erywhere of an improved type, made of iron. Side by side
with the iron plough the drill plough is everywhere of primary
importance in the cultivation of the soil and in many cases

* This mistake, for example, is made by Mr. Slonimsky, who in
an article on Postnikov’s book says: “The well-to-do group of peasants
is lost in the mass of the poor, and in some areas would seem to be
altogether non-existent.” (Vestnik Yevropy,4 1893, No. 3, p. 307.)
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is the only ploughing implement used by the peasants. But
most frequently the drill plough is used side by side with the
iron plough.... The harrows everywhere are of wood, with
iron teeth, and are of two types: two-horse harrows, with a
10-foot stretch, and one-horse harrows, with a stretch of
about 7 feet.... The drill plough is an implement with 3,
4 or 5 shares.... Very often a small seed-drill is attached to
the front of the drill plough and is operated by its wheel. It
plants the seed while the drill plough fills in the drills. Of the
other implements used by the peasants in cultivating the
soil we meet, although not often, with the wooden roller,
used to roll the soil after sowing. Reaping-machines have
spread among the peasants particularly in the last 10 years.
In the more prosperous villages, the peasants relate, almost
half the households possess them.... Mowing-machines are
far more rarely met with among the peasants than reapers....
Horse rakes and threshers are equally rare. The use of winnow-
ing-machines is universal.... For carting purposes, the Ger-
man farm waggon and mazhara™ are used exclusively;
they are now built in many of the Russian villages. Stone
toothed rollers of various sizes are universally used for
threshing” (pp. 213-15).

To learn how these implements are distributed, we have to
turn to the Zemstvo statistical abstracts, although their data
are not complete either: the Taurida statisticians registered
only ploughs and drill ploughs, reapers and mowers, and ve-
hicles (waggons and mazharas). If we combine the data for
Melitopol and Dnieper uyezds we shall find that of the total
number (46,522) of ploughs and cultivators the top group owns
19,987, or 42.9%; waggons, 23,747 out of 59,478, or 39.9%;
and, finally, reapers and mowers, 2,841 out of 3,061, or 92.8%.

Data have already been cited to show that labour pro-
ductivity in the top groups of the peasantry is consider-
ably higher than in the bottom and middle groups. Let us
now see what peculiarities of technique determine this
specific feature of the economy of the big cultivators.

“The amount of land held and used by the peasants,”
says Postnikov, “largely determines the system and charac-
ter of farming. Unfortunately, the dependence of one on the

* Mazhara—a long heavy farm cart with a light framework
of poles for its sides.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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other has so far been little studied by our investigators of
peasant farming, who not infrequently conceive it to
be of the same type among all sections of the rural popu-
lation. Leaving aside the system of farming, I shall endeav-
our briefly to summarise the peculiarities in the farming
technique of different peasant groups insofar as I have been
able to ascertain them during my visits to the Taurida uyezds.

“Householders who work with their own animals and do not
resort to yoking, own four, five, six or more draught animals.*
Their economic status, however, varies considerably. A four-
share drill plough requires a team of four animals, a five-
share implement a team of five animals. Ploughing is followed
by harrowing, and if the farmer has no extra horse, he cannot
harrow immediately behind the plough, but only when the
ploughing is finished, that is, the seed is covered when the soil
is already slightly dry, a circumstance that does not favour
germination. If the ploughing is done at a distance from
the village, necessitating the carting of water and fodder,
the absence of an extra horse also interrupts the work. In
all such cases, the lack of a full complement of working
animals leads to loss of time and delays the sowing. Given
a larger number of draught animals and a multi-share drill
plough, the peasants are able to plant their fields more quickly,
to make the most of favourable weather, and to cover the seed
with moister soil. Thus it is the “full” farmer, the one with six,
or, better still, seven draught animals, that has the advantage
in the technique of spring sowing. With seven horses, a five-share
drill plough and two harrows can function simultaneously.
Such a farmer, the peasants say, ‘carries on without a stop.’

“Even more important is the difference in the status of the
farmers in the period immediately following the reaping,
when in a good harvest year the utmost exertion of labour-
power is demanded on the farm. A farmer with six draught
animals can thresh the grain as it is carted and does not need to
stack it, thus, of course, saving time and manpower” (p. 277).

To complete the description of the big cultivator’s
economy, it should be mentioned that farming in the case
of this group of cultivators is a “commercial” enterprise, as

>kThe peasants of the prosperous group own 6 to 10 draught
animals per household (see sbove).
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Postnikov puts it. The data given above showing the size
of the commercial area fully bear out the author’s descrip-
tion, inasmuch as the greater part of the cultivated area
yields produce for the market—52% of the total area on
farms with from 25 to 50 dessiatincs under crops, and 61% on
farms with over 50 dessiatines under crops. Further evidence
of this is the amount of the cash income: even the minimum in
the case of the well-to-do group—574 rubles per household—
is more than double the essential cash expenditure (200
to 250 rubles), thus forming a surplus which is accumulated
and serves for the farm’s expansion and improvement. “In
the case of the more affluent peasants, those with over 50 des-
siatines under crops per household,” even “one branch of ani-
mal husbandry—the breeding of coarse-fleece sheep—assumes
a market character,” as Postnikov informs us (p. 188).

Let us now pass to another question, one that is also
inadequately treated (in fact, left practically untouched)
by Postnikov: how does the economic success of the minor-
ity of the peasants affect the majority? Undoubtedly, the
effect is completely negative: the data cited above (especially
those relating to the renting of land) are sufficient proof
of this, so that we may here confine ourselves merely to
summing up. In all three uyezds of Taurida Gubernia, the
peasants rent a total of 476,334 dessiatines of land (non-allot-
ment and allotment), of which 298,727 dessiatines, or more
than three-fifths (63%), are taken by the prosperous group.
Only 6% falls to the share of the poor group, and 31% to
that of the middle group. If we bear in mind that it is the
two bottom groups that are most—if not exclusively—in
need of rented land (the data given above regarding the dis-
tribution of land among the peasant groups in Dnieper
Uyezd show that in the case of the top group the allotment
arable alone is almost sufficient for a sown area of “normal”
size), it will be obvious how severely they must suffer
from lack of land due to the commercial expansion of the
tillage of prosperous peasants.*

* “The German colonist presses hard upon the local peasant ...
in depriving him of adjacent land, which he could otherwise rent or
purchase,” says Postnikov (p. 292). Obviously, in this respect the
Russian well-to-do peasant stands closer to the German colonist
than to his poor compatriot.



66 V. I. LENIN

The distribution of the renting of allotment land, data
for which have been given above, leads to exactly the same
conclusions. To show the importance of the renting of allot-
ment land to the different groups of peasants, let us quote
the description of this type of renting given in Chapter IV
of Postnikov’s work.

“Allotment land,” he says, “is now an object of exten-
sive speculation among the South-Russian peasants. Land
is used as security for loans on promissory notes, these lat-
ter circulating very widely here among the Taurida peasants,
the proceeds from the land going to the money-lender until
the debt is cleared. The land is leased or ‘sold’ for one or two
years, and longer periods—8, 9 or 11 years. Such allotment
leases are officially registered in the volost or village ad-
ministration offices. On Sundays and holidays, I have seen
large animated crowds in big villages standing in front of
the village administration offices. In answer to my inquiry
as to why the people were assembled, I was told that re-
freshments were being consumed and allotments ‘sold,’
the ‘sales’ being registered in the books of the village
authorities.... The ‘sale’ of allotments is practised both in
villages where the land is divided according to the number
of registered persons in each family and no fundamental
redistribution of the land takes place, and in villages where
the land is divided according to the number of actual mem-
bers in each family and is subject to periodical redistribu-
tion; only, in the latter case, the transactions are usually
for shorter periods, until the next redistribution date,
which in these parts has recently in most cases been deter-
mined in advance by the community’s decision on land
redistribution. Nowadays, these allotment-land transac-
tions in the South-Russian villages are bound up with
the most vital interests of the local prosperous peasants,
who are so numerous here, especially in the Taurida uyezds.
They are, incidentally, one of the principal conditions for
the extensive cultivation of land practised by prosperous
Taurida peasants, and of considerable economic advantage
to them. That is why the prosperous peasants are so sensi-
tive nowadays to every change in their manner of life which
might deprive them of this renting of land that is mostly
cheap and is, moreover, situated near by” (p. 140). He
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then goes on to tell of how the Melitopol Uyezd Board of
Peasants’ Aflairs!® demanded that each separate case of
allotment leasing should be sanctioned by the village assem-
bly, how the peasants were inconvenienced by this order and
how “its only effect so far has been the disappearance of the
land transaction records from the village courts, although
they are probably still being kept unofficially” (p. 140).

Despite the large amount of land they rent, the pros-
perous peasants are also practically the only purchasers of
land: in Dnieper Uyezd they own 78% of all the pur-
chased land, and in Melitopol Uyezd 42,737 dessiatines out
of a total of 48,099 dessiatines, or 88%.

Lastly, it is exclusively this category of peasants to
whom credits are available. To supplement the author’s
remarks already cited on the village loan-and-savings so-
cieties in the South, we shall quote the following description
of them.

“The village loan-and-savings .societies now to be found
here and there in our country—they are very numerous
in the Taurida villages, for example—chiefly assist pros-
perous peasants, and, it is to be presumed, quite substantially.
I have on several occasions heard peasants in the Taurida
villages where these societies function saying: ‘Thank God,
we’ve got rid of the Jews!” But it is the prosperous peasants
who say this. The economically weak peasants cannot find
guarantors and do not get loans” (p. 368). There is nothing
surprising in this monopoly of credit: the credit transac-
tion is nothing more than deferred-payment purchase.
Quite naturally, payment can only be made by those who
have the means, and among the South-Russian peasants
it is only the well-to-do minority that have them.

To complete the description of the economy of this
group, which surpasses all the other groups taken together
in the fruits of its productive activity, we have only to
recall that it resorts “to a considerable extent” to hired
labour, of which members of the lower group are perforce
the suppliers. It should be remarked in this regard that
it is a matter of immense difficulty to calculate exactly
the hired labour employed in agriculture, a difficulty which,
it seems, has not yet been overcome by our Zemstvo sta-
tistics. As agriculture does not require a constant and
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steady supply of labour all year round, but only an extra
supply for a definite season, the registration of regular hired
labourers alone will by no means indicate the degree
of exploitation of hired labour, while the calculation of the
number of seasonal (often casual) labourers is extremely dif-
ficult. In making a rough estimate of the number of hired
labourers in each group, Postnikov sets the labour norm in
the prosperous group at 15 dessiatines under crops per working
member.* From Chapter VII of his book, where the author
examines in detail the actual size of the area cultivated,
we learn that this norm is achieved only when the crop is
machine harvested. Yet the number of harvesting-ma-
chines is not very large even in the prosperous group—in
Dnieper Uyezd, for example, it is about one per 10 house-
holds—so that even if we bear in mind.the author’s
statement that when they have completed their own har-
vesting, the owners of the machines hire them out, we shall
nevertheless find that the majority of the peasants have
to go without machines, and, consequently, have to ,hire
day labourers. The employment of hired labour in the top
group must therefore be on a larger scale than the author
estimates, so that the big money income obtained by the
peasants of this group largely (if not entirely) represents
income from capital, in the specific meaning of that term
given to it by scientific political economy.

Summing up what has been said about the third group,
we arrive at the following description of it: the prosperous
peasants, who possess considerably more than the average
quantity of means of production, and whose labour, as a
consequence, is more productive, are the principal growers
of agricultural produce in the district, and predominate
over the remaining groups; this group’s farming is commer-
cial in character, and is very largely based on the exploi-
tation of hired labour.

The brief survey we have made of the political-economic
differences in the economy of the three groups of the popu-
lation of this area has been based on a systematisation of

*For 1.8 to 2.3 working members it is 27 to 34.5 dessiatines; but,
as we know,the peasants of the prosperous group sow 34.5 to 75 des-
siatines. Hecnce, the general characteristic of this group is that the
size of the farm far exceeds the family labour norm.
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the material contained in Postnikov’s book on South-Russian
peasant farming. This survey, it seems to me, proves that
a study of peasant farming (from the political-economic
standpoint) is quite impossible unless the peasants are
divided into groups. Postnikov, as has already been indi-
cated, recognises this, and even flings the reproach at the
Zemstvo statisticians that they do not do this, that the
summaries they make, despite the abundance of figures
given, are “unclear,” and that “they do not see the wood
for the trees” (p. XII). Postnikov is hardly entitled to cast
this reproach at the Zemstvo statisticians, for he himself
has not made a systematic division of the peasants into
“clear” groups, but the correctness of his demand is beyond
question. Once it is admitted that there are not only quan-
titative, but also qualitative® differences between the various
farms, it becomes absolutely essential to divide the peas-
ants into groups differing, not in “affluence,” but in the
social and economic character of their farming. One is jus-
tified in hoping that it will not be long before this is done
by the Zemstvo statisticians.

\Y

Not confining himself to recording the economic strife
among the peasantry, Postnikov points to the intensifica-
tion of this process:

“Diversity in the prosperity of the peasant groups is
to be found everywhere in this country,” he says, “and has
existed from time immemorial. But in the last few decades
this differentiation among the peasant population is becoming
very marked, and is apparently steadily progressing”
(p. 1380). The difficult economic conditions of the year 18916
should, in the opinion of the author, give new impetus to
this process.

* Character of farming: self-consumer or commercial, character
of exploitation of labour: sale of labour-power as the chief source of
livelihood, or purchase of labour-power as the necessary consequence
of the expansion of the cultivated area beyond the family’s working
capacity.
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The question arises: what are the causes of this phenom-
enon which is exerting such an immense influence on the
entire peasant population?

“Taurida Gubernia,” says Postnikov, “is one of the
most land-abundant in European Russia, and the one where
the peasants’ allotments are largest; communal landowner-
ship is universal there, and the land is distributed more or
less evenly per head; agriculture is practically the sole pur-
suit of the rural population, yet the house-to-house census
shows that 15% of the population have no draught animals
at all, and that about one-third of the population have
not enough implemeuts to cultivate their allotments”
(p. 106). “On what,” asks the author, “does this wide
diversity of the groups depend, and, in particular, what,
in a purely agricultural economy, determines the high
proportion of householders with no tillage or draught
animals that we now find in the region described?”
(P. 130.)

Setting out in search of the causes of this phenomenon,
Postnikov goes completely astray (fortunately, not for long)
and starts to talk about “indolence,””drunkenness,” and even
about fires and horse-stealing. Nevertheless, he arrives
at the conclusion that it is not in these causes that “the
most essential aspect of the matter is to be found.” Nor is
anything explained by talking about bereavement in fam-
ilies, i.e., absence of adult working members: in the Tau-
rida uyezds, of the total number of non-farming house-
holds, i.e., that have no land under crops, bereaved fami-
lies constitute only 18%.

“The chief reasons why households are non-farming,”
the author concludes, “must be sought in other factors of
the peasants’ economic life” (p. 134). Specifically, Postni-
kov is of the opinion that “of the enumerated causes contrib-
uting to the decline of farming among certain peasants,
the one which may be considered the most fundamental,
and which, unfortunately, our Zemstvo statisticians have
done little to elucidate as yet, is the fragmentation of the
allotments and the restricted amount of land in use by the
peasant, the diminution in the average size of the peasant
farm” (p. 141). “The root cause of Russia’s economic pov-
erty,” the author says, “is the small size of the peasant’s
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land and of his farm, which prevents him from making full
use of the labour-power of his family” (p. 341).

To explain this proposition, which Postnikov expresses
very inaccurately, for he himself has established that the
average size of peasant farm (17 to 18 dessiatines under crops)
is sufficient to maintain a family in comfort, and that a gen-
eral, wholesale description of the entire peasantry in terms
of the size of the farm is impossible—it should be recalled
that he has already established the general law that the pro-
ductivity of peasant labour grows with the increase in the
size of the farm. Full utilisation of the family’s labour-
power (and draught animals) is achieved, according to his
estimates, only in the top groups—in the Taurida uyezds,
for example, only among the prosperous peasants; the vast
majority of the population “pick at the land unproductive-
y” (p. 340), uselessly wasting a vast amount of effort.

Despite the fact that the author has fully demonstrated
the dependence of labour productivity on the size of the farm
and the extremely low productivity in the bottom peasant
groups, this law (Postnikov calls it agricultural over-popula-
tion in Russia, agricultural over-saturation with labour)
should not be regarded as the cause of the break-up of
the peasantry—the question, after all, is why the peasantry
have broken up into such different groups, whereas agri-
cultural over-population already presupposes the existence
of such a break-up; the author arrived at the very concept
of over-population by comparing small and large farms and
their profitability. Hence, the question—“on what does
the wide diversity of the groups depend?”—cannot be
answered by talking about agricultural over-population.
This, apparently, Postnikov himself realised, but he did
not set himself the definite aim of investigating the
causes of the phenomenon, so that his observations suffer
from a certain scrappiness: side by side with incomplete
and inaccurate points, we find true ideas. For example,
he says:

“It cannot be expected that the fierce struggle now going
on in rural life over landownership will help in the future
to further the principles of communality and harmony
among the population. And this struggle is not a transitory
one, the result of chance causes.... In our view it is not a
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struggle between communal traditions and the individual-
ism that is developing in rural life, but a pure struggle
of economic interests, which is bound to end fatally for one
section of the population in view of the existing land poverty”
(p. XXXII).

“It is quite an obvious truth,” says Postnikov elsewhere,
“that with this land poverty and the small size of the farms,
and the absence of sufficient industries, there can be no
prosperity among the peasantry, and all that is economi-
cally weak is bound, one way or another, sooner or later,
to be ousted from peasant farming” (p. 368).

These remarks contain a much truer answer to the ques-
tion, and one, moreover, that fully conforms to the above-
established differentiation of the population. The answer
is that the appearance of a mass of non-farming households
and the increase in their numbers, are determined by the
struggle of economic interests among the peasantry. On
what basis is this struggle being waged, and by what means?
As to the means, they are not only, and not even so much,
the grabbing of land (as might be concluded from Post-
nikov’s remarks just quoted), as the lower production costs
following on the increase in the size of the farms—of which
enough has already been said. As for the basis on which this
struggle arises, Postnikov points to it quite clearly in the
following remark:

“There is a definite minimum of farm-service area below
which a peasant farm must not drop, because it would then
become unprofitable, or even impossible to run. A definite
food area is required for the maintenance of family and live-
stock (?); a farm which has no outside earnings, or where
they are small, must possess a certain market area, the prod-
uce of which may be sold to provide the peasant family
with money for the payment of taxes, for the acquisition
of clothing and footwear, for necessary expenditure on farm
implements, buildings, etc. If the size of a peasant farm
falls below this minimum, farming becomes impossible.
In such cases, the peasant will find it more profitable to
give up farming and become a labourer, whose expenditure
is more limited and whose needs can be more fully
satisfied even with a smaller gross income” (p. 141).

If, on the one hand, a peasant finds it profitable to ex-
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pand his sown area far beyond his own grain requirements,
it is because he can sell his produce. If, on the other hand,
a peasant finds it profitable to give up farming and become
a labourer, it is because the satisfaction of the greater part
of his needs entails cash expenditure, that is, sale;* and
as, in selling his farm produce, he encounters a rival on the
market with whom he cannot compete, the only thing
left for him is to sell his labour-power. In a word, the soil
in which the above-described phenomena grow is produc-
tion for sale. The fundamental cause of the struggle of
economic interests arising among the peasantry is the exist-
ence of a system under which the market is the regulator
of social production.

Having concluded his description of the “new economic
developments in peasant life” and his attempt to explain
them, Postnikov goes on to outline practical measures to
solve the “agrarian problem.” We shall not follow the author
into this field, firstly, because it does not enter the plan of
the present article, and, secondly, because this part of
Postnikov’s work is the weakest of all. This will be quite
obvious if we recall that most of the contradictions and
incomplete statements in the work were to be met with
precisely when the author tried to explain economic
processes; and unless these are fully and accurately
explained, there can be no question of indicating any
practical measures.

* Cf. the data given above regarding the food and the commercial
areas under crops (the income from only these areas goes to cover
the needs of the farmer, and not of the farm, that is, represents income
in the real sense, and not production costs), and also the data regard-
ing the average cash expenditure of the Taurida peasant in connection
with the quantity of grain used for food (two chetverts per person of
either sex).
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I

Can capitalism develop in Russia and reach full devel-
opment when the masses of the people are poor and are becoming
still poorer? The development of capitalism certainly
needs an extensive home market; but the ruin of the peasant-
ry undermines this market, threatens to close it altogether
and make the organisation of the capitalist order impossi-
ble. True, it is said that, by transforming the natural econ-
omy of our direct producers into a commodity economy,
capitalism is creating a market for itself; but is it conceiv-
able that the miserable remnants of the natural economy
of indigent peasants can form the basis for the development
in our country of the mighty capitalist production that we
see in the West? Is it not evident that the one fact of the
masses being impoverished already makes our capitalism
something impotent and without foundation, incapable of
embracing the entire production of the country and of
becoming the basis of our social economy?

Such are the questions that are constantly being ad-
vanced in our literature in opposition to the Russian
Marxists; the absence of a market is one of the principal
arguments invoked against the possibility of applylng the
theory of Marx to Russia. To refute this argument is the
aim, incidentally, of the paper The Market Question,
which we are about to discuss.

IT

The main premise of the author of the paper is the assump-
tion of the “general and exclusive domination of capitalist
production.” Proceeding from that premise he expounds
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the contents of Chapter XXI of Volume II of Capital (Part
IIT—“The Reproduction and Circulation of the Aggregate
Social Capital™).

Here Marx sets out to investigate how social production
replaces the part of the product which serves to satisfy the
personal needs of the workers and the capitalists, and that
which goes to form the elements of productive capital. Hence,
in Volume I, the investigation of the production and
reproduction of an individual capital could be limited to
an analysis of the component parts of capital and the prod-
uct according to their value—[as is shown in Volume I of
Capital the value of the product consists of ¢ (constant
capital) 4+ v (variable capital) 4+ s (surplus-value)]—
but here the product must be divided into its material
components, because that part of the product which
consists of the elements of capital cannot be used for
personal consumption, and vice versa. In view of that,
Marx divides aggregate social production—and conse-
quently, the aggregate social product—into two departments:
I) the production of means of production, i.e., the
elements of productive capital—commodities which can
serve only for productive consumption, and II) the pro-
duction of means of consumption, i.e., commodities that
serve for the personal consumption of the working class
and the capitalist class.

The investigation is based on the following scheme [Ara-
bic numerals indicate units of value—millions of rubles,
for example; Roman numerals indicate the above-mentioned
departments of social production. The rate of surplus-value
is taken at 100 per cent]:

I 4,000 ¢ 41,000 v 41,000 s = 6,000 { Capital = 7,500 }
I 2.000c+ 500v+ 500s = 3,000 | Product= 9,000

Let us begin by supposing that we are dealing with
simple reproduction, i.e., let us assume that production
does not expand, but remains permanently on its former
scale; this means that the capitalists consume the whole
surplus-value unproductively, that they expend it for their
personal needs and not for accumulation. Under those cir-
cumstances it is obvious, firstly, that II 500 v and II 500 s
must be consumed by the capitalists and the workers in
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the same department II, since that product exists in the
form of means of consumption intended for the satisfaction
of personal needs. Further, I 4,000 ¢ in its natural form must
be consumed by the capitalists in the same department I,
because the condition that the scale of production remains
unchanged demands the retention of the same capital for
the next year’s production of means of production; conse-
quently, the replacement of this part of capital also pre-
sents no difficulty; the corresponding part of the product
existing in the natural form of coal, iron, machines, etc.,
will be exchanged among the capitalists engaged in pro-
ducing means of production and will serve them, as before,
as constant capital. Thus, there remains I (v 4+ s) and II c.
11,000 v 4+ 11,000 s are products existing in the form of means
of production, and II 2,000 ¢c—in the form of means of
consumption. The workers and capitalists in department I
(under simple reproduction, i.e., consumption of the entire
surplus-value) must consume means of consumption to the
value of 2,000 [1,000 (v) 4 1,000 (s)]. To be able to continue
production on the previous scale, the capitalists in depart-
ment II must acquire means of production to the extent of
2,000 in order to replace their constant capital (2,000 II c).
It is evident from this that I v 4+ I s must be exchanged for
II c, because, if they are not, production on the previous
scale will be impossible. The condition for simple repro-
duction is that the sum of the variable capital and surplus-
value in department I must be equal to the constant capital
in department II: I (v 4+ s) = II c. In other words, that law
may be formulated as follows: the sum of all the new
values produced in the course of a year (in both departments)
must be equal to the gross value of the product existing in
the form of means of consumption: I (v +s) + Il (v + s) =
II (¢ 4+v+59).

Actually, of course, there can be no simple reproduction,
both because the production of the whole of society cannot
remain on the previous scale every year, and because accu-
mulation is a law of the capitalist system. Let us, therefore,
examine how social production on an expanding scale, or
accumulation, takes place. Where there is accumulation,
only part of the surplus-value is consumed by the
capitalists for their personal needs, the other part being
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consumed productively, i.e., converted into the elements
of productive capital for the expansion of production.
Therefore, where there is accumulation, I (v 4+ s) and II ¢
cannot be equal: I (v 4+ s) must be greater than II ¢ in or-
der that part of the surplus-value in department I (I s)
may be used for the expansion of production, and not
exchanged for means of consumption. Thus we get

A. Scheme of Simple Reproduction:

I 4,000 c¢+41,000 v+ 1,000 s=6,000
II 2,000c+ 500v+4 500s=3,000
I w+s)=Ilc.

B. Initial Scheme of Accumulation:

I 4,000 c¢c+1,000 v+ 1,000s=6,000
II 1,500c+ 750v+4+ 750s=3,000
I (v+s)=Ilc.

Let us now see how social production must proceed if
there is accumulation.
First year.

I 4,000 ¢ + 1,000 v+ 1,000 s = 6,000 { Capital = 7,250 }
II 1,500c+ 750v+ 750 s=23,000 | Product=9,000

I (1,000 4 500 s) are exchanged for II 1,500 ¢ (as in simple
reproduction).

I 500 s are accumulated, i.e., go to expand production,
are converted into capital. If we take the previous division
into constant and variable capital we get

1500 s =400 c+100 v.

The additional constant capital (400 c¢) is contained
in the product I (its natural form is means of production);
but the additional variable capital (100 v) must be obtained
from the capitalists of department II, who, consequently,
also have to accumulate: they exchange part of their sur-
plus-value (IT 100 s) for means of production (I 100 v)
and convert these means of production into additional con-
stant capital. Consequently, their constant capital grows
from 1,500 c to 1,600 c; to process it additional labour-power
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is needed—50 v, which is also taken out of the surplus-
value of the capitalists of department II.

By adding the additional capital from department I and
department II to the original capital we get the following
distribution of the product:

I 4,400 ¢ + 1,100 v + (500 s)=6,000
IT 1,600 c+ 800 v+ (600s)=3,000

The surplus-value in parentheses represents the capital-
ists’ consumption fund, i.e., the part of surplus-value that
does not go for accumulation, but for the personal needs
of the capitalists.

If production proceeds on the previous scale, at the end
of the year we shall get:

I 4,400 ¢+ 1,100 v+ 1,100 s = 6,600 { Capital = 7,900}
II 1,600c+ 800v+4+ 800s=3,200 Product = 9,800

I (1,100 v 4+ 550 s) are exchanged for II 1,650 c; the addition-
al 50 ¢ are taken from 800 II s [and the increase of c
by 50 causes an increase of v by 25].

Further, 550 I s are accumulated as before:

5560 Is=440c+110v

{—(((((

165 II s=110c+ 55 v.

If to the original capital we now add the additional
[to I 4,400 ¢—440 c; to I 1,100 v—110 v; to II 1,600 ¢ —
50 ¢ and 110 c; and to II 800v—25v—and 55v], we shall get;

I 4,840 c + 1,210 v+ (550 s) = 6,600
II 1,760c+ 880v+ (560 s)= 3,200

With the further progress of production we get

I 4,840 c¢c+1,210 v 41,210 s = 7,260 Capital = 8,690
IT 1,760 c+ 880v+ 880s= 3,520 Product = 10,780
and so forth.

Such, in essence, are the results of Marx’s investi-
gations in the reproduction of the aggregate social
capital. These investigations (the reservation must be
made) are given here in a most concise form; very
much that Marx analyses in detail has been omitted—for
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example, circulation of money, replacement of fixed capital
which is gradually worn out, and so forth—because all
this has no direct bearing on the question under review.

III

What conclusions does the author of the paper draw from
these investigations made by Marx? Unfortunately, he does
not formulate his conclusions very precisely and definitely,
so that we have to make our own judgement of them from
certain remarks which do not fully harmonise with each
other. Thus, for example, we read:

“We have seen here,” says the author, “how accumula-
tion takes place in department I, the production of means
of production as means of production:... this accumulation
takes place independently both of the progress of the pro-
duction of articles of consumption and of the personal con-
sumption itself, no matter whose it is” (page !5/3).

Of course, it is wrong to speak of accumulation being
“independent” of the production of articles of consumption,
if only because the expansion of production calls for new
variable capital and, consequently, articles of consump-
tion; evidently, by using that term the author merely wanted
to stress the specific feature of the scheme, namely, that the
reproduction of I c—constant capital in department I—
takes place without exchanges with department II, i.e.,
every year a certain quantity of, say, coal is produced in
society for the purpose of producing coal. It goes without
saying that this production (of coal for the purpose of
producing coal) links up, by a series of subsequent exchanges,
with the production of articles of consumption—oth-
erwise, neither the coal-owners nor their workers could exist.

Elsewhere, the author expresses himself much more
feebly: “The principal movement of capitalist accumula-

tion,” he says, “takes place, and has taken place (except
in very early periods) independently of any direct produc-
ers, independently of the personal consumption of any stra-
tum of the population” (p. 8). Here, reference is made only
to the predominance of the production of means of produc-
tion over the production of articles of consumption in
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the course of the historical development of capitalism. This
reference is repeated in another passage: “On the one hand,
the typical feature of capitalist society is accumulation
for accumulation, productive but not personal consumption;
on the other hand, typical of it is precisely the production

of means of production as means of production” (p. 21/).
If by these references the author wanted to say that capital-
ist society is distinguished from the other economic organi-
sations which preceded it precisely by the development of
machines and the articles necessary for them (coal, iron,
and so forth), then he is quite right. In technical level
capitalist society is higher than all others, and technical
progress is expressed precisely in the fact that the work of
machines pushes human labour more and more into the
background.

Instead of engaging in criticism of the author’s insuffi-
ciently clear statements it will, therefore, be better to turn
straight to Marx and see whether it is possible to draw from
his theory the conclusion that department I “predominates”
over department II, and in what sense this predominance
is to be understood.

From Marx’s scheme quoted above the conclusion cannot
be drawn that department I predominates over department II:
both develop on parallel lines. But that scheme does not
take technical progress into consideration. As Marx proved
in Volume I of Capital, technical progress is expressed by
the gradual decrease of the ratio of variable capital to

constant capital (%), whereas in the scheme it is taken

as unchanged.

It goes without saying that if this change is made in
the scheme there will be a relatively more rapid increase
in means of production than in articles of consumption.
Nevertheless, it seems to me that it will be worth while
making that calculation, firstly, for the sake of clarity, and
secondly, to avoid possible wrong conclusions from that
premise.

[In the following scheme the rate of accumulation is
taken as constant: half of the surplus-value is accumulated
and half is consumed personally.]
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[The reader may skip the following scheme and pass
straight to the conclusions on the next page. The letter a
stands for additional capital used for the expansion of
production, i.e., the accumulated part of surplus-value.]

1st I 4,000 ¢+4+1,000 v+ 1,000 s =6,000... v:(c+v)=20.0%

year) II 1,500c+ 750v+4 750s=3,000... » » > 33.3%
I (1,000 v+ 500s)=111,500c
a. 1500s=450c+50v... R
a. Il 60s= 50c+10v... o » L

I 4,450 ¢ + 1,050 v + (500 s) = 6,000
IT 1,650c+ 760 v+ (690s) = 3,000

2nd I 4,450 ¢ +1,050 v+ 1,050 s = 6,550... v:(c+v)=19.2%

year) II 1,550c+ 760v+ 760s = 3,070... » 32.9%
I (1,060 v+ 525s)=1I 1,575 ¢
II (1,550 ¢ 4+ 25 s)
K&
¢
a. Il 28s= 25c+ 3v... ” ” ” ab.%
a. 15255 =500c+25v... > ab. o
a. Il 28s= 25c+ 3v... » 2 ab.g

I 4,950 ¢+ 1,070 v + (525 s) = 6,550
IT 1,602c+ 766 v+ (702s) = 3,070

3rd I 4950c+1,075 v+ 1,076 s =7,100... v:(c+Vv)=17.8%

year) II 1,602c+ 7T766v+ 766s=3,134... ~» » 32.3%
I (1,075 v+ 5375s) =1I 1,6121 ¢
I (1,602 ¢ + 10 5 s)
( (««
a. II 11%s= 10%c+ 1v... ”» ” ”ab.ll—z
a. 1537T1s=51T1c4+20v... » » »ab.5

V/—(((((

a. II 228 = 20c+2v ... » ” > ab.

==
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I 54673 c+1,095 v +(5373 s) = 7,100
II 1,6345 c+ 769 v+(730% s) = 3,134

4th ) I 54671c+1,095v+1095s="7,6575... v:(c+v)=16.7%
year
II 1,634ic+ 769v+ 769s=31725... » > 32.0%

and so forth.'®

Let us now compare the conclusions drawn from this
scheme concerning the growth of the various parts of the
social product:*

Means of pro- Means of pro- Means of Aggregate
duction as duction as consumption social
means of means of product

Pro- Con-

duc- % sump- % % %

tion tion

1st year || 4,000 | 100 2,000 100 |3,000|100 | 9,000 |100
2nd year || 4,450 | 111.25| 2,000|105 | 3,070 102 | 9,620 |100
3rd year || 4,950 | 123.75| 2,000 | 107.5| 3,134 | 104 | 10,234 [100

4th year 5,467% 136.7 | 2,000 |109.5| 3,172 | 106 10,828% 100

We thus see that growth in the production of means of
production as means of production is the most rapid, then
comes the production of means of production as means of con-
sumption, and the slowest rata of growth is in the production
of means of consumption. That conclusion could have been
arrived at, without Marx’s investigation in Volume II of
Capital, on the basis of the law that constant capital tends
to grow faster than variable: the proposition that means of
production grow faster is merely a paraphrase of this law
as applied to social production as a whole.

But perhaps we should take another step forward? Since
we have accepted that the ratio v to ¢+v diminishes con-
stantly, why not let v decrease to zero, the same number of
workers being sufficient for a larger quantity of means of
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production? In that case, the accumulated part of surplus-
value will be added straight to constant capital in depart-
ment I, and social production will grow exclusively on ac-
count of means of production as means of production, com-
plete stagnation reigning in department™® II.**

That would, of course, be a misuse of the schemes, for such
a conclusion is based on improbable assumptions and is
therefore wrong. Is it conceivable that technical progress,
which reduces the proportion of v to ¢, will find expression
only in department I and leave department II in a state of
complete stagnation? Is it in conformity with the laws govern-
ing capitalist society, laws which demand of every capi-
talist that he enlarge his enterprise on pain of ruin, that no
accumulation at all should take place in department II?

Thus, the only correct conclusion that can be drawn
from Marx’s investigation, outlined above, is that in cap-
italist society, the production of means of production in-
creases faster than the production of means of consumption.
As has been stated already, this conclusion follows di-
rectly from the generally known proposition that capitalist
production attains an immeasurably higher technical level
than production in previous times.*** On this point specif-
ically Marx expresses himself quite definitely only in one

*1 do not mean to say that such a thing is absolutely impos-
sible as an individual case. Here, however, we are not discussing spe-
cial cases, but the general law of development of capitalist society.

**] shall explain the point by the following scheme:
I 4,000 c¢+1,000 v+ 1,000 s = 6,000
II 1,500c+ 750v+ 750s = 3,000
1(1,000v+ 500s)=111,500c¢
1500 s are accumulated, added to 14,000 c:
I 4,500 ¢ 41,000 v 4+(500 s) = 6,000
II 1,500c+ 750v+ 750s = 3,000
I 4,500 ¢ +1,000 v + 1,000 s = 6,500
II 1,500c+ 750v+ 750s = 3,000
1(1,000v+ 500s)=111,500c¢
1500 s are accumulated as before, and so forth.
*** That is why the conclusion drawn can be formulated somewhat
differently: in capitalist society, production (and, consequently, “the
market”) can grow either on account of the growth of articles of con-
sumption, or, and mainly, of technical progress, i.e., the ousting
of hand by machine labour, for the change in the proportion of v
to ¢ expresses precisely the diminution of the role of hand labour.
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passage, and that passage fully confirms the correctness of
the formula given:

“What distinguishes capitalist society in this case from
the savage is not, as Senior thinks, the privilege and pecu-
liarity of the savage to expend his labour at times in a way
that does not procure him any products resolvable (ex-
changeable) into revenue, i.e., into articles of consumption.
No, the distinction consists in the following:

“o) Capitalist society employs more [Nota bene] of its
available annual labour in the production of means of pro-
duction (ergo, of constant capital), which are not resolvable
into revenue in the form of wages or surplus-value, but can
function only as capital.” (Das Kapital, Bd. II, Seite 436.)%°

Iv

The question now is, what relation has the theory that
has been expounded to “the notorious market question”?
The theory is based on the assumption of the “general and
exclusive domination of the capitalist mode of production,”
whereas the “question” is one of whether the full devel-
opment of capitalism is “possible” in Russia? True, the theory
introduces a correction into the ordinary conception of the
development of capitalism, but, evidently, the explanation
of how capitalism develops in general does not in the least
help to clear up the question of the “possibility” (and nec-
essity) of the development of capitalism in Russia.

The author of the paper, however, does not confine
himself to expounding Marx’s theory of the process of aggre-
gate social production organised on capitalist lines. He points
to the necessity of distinguishing “two essentially different
features in the accumulation of capital: 1) the development
of capitalist production in breadth, when it takes hold
of already existing fields of labour, ousting natural economy
and expanding at the latter’s expense; and 2) the develop-
ment of capitalist production in depth, if one may so ex-
press it, when it expands independently of natural economy,
i.e., under the general and exclusive domination of the cap-
italist mode of production.” Without, for the time being,
stopping to criticise this division, let us proceed directly
to find out what the author means by the development
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of capitalism in breadth: the explanation of that process,
which consists in the replacement of natural economy by
capitalist economy, should show us how Russian capitalism
will “take hold of the whole country.”

The author illustrates the development of capitalism in
breadth by the following diagram:*

A—capitalists; W—direct producers
a, a;, a,,—capitalist enterprises.
The arrows show the movement of the commodities
exchanged.
¢, v, m—component parts of the value of commodities.
I, [I—commodities in their natural form: I—means of
production; II—means of consumption.

“The essential difference between the spheres A and W,”
says the author, “is that in A the producers are capitalists
who consume their surplus-value productively, whereas in W
they are direct producers, who consume their surplus-value
(here I mean the value of the product over and above the val-
ue of the means of production and necessary means of sub-
sistence) unproductively.

“If we follow the arrows in the diagram we shall easily
see how capitalist production in A develops at the expense
of consumption in W, gradually absorbing it.” The product
of the capitalist enterprise a goes “to the direct producers” in

*m stands for “Mehrwert,” i.e., surplus-value (s); “u.m.d.” means
“ 2"
and so on.”—Ed. Eng. ed.
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the form of articles of consumption; in exchange for it the
“direct producers” return the constant capital (¢) in the
form of means of production and the variable capital (v) in
the form of means of consumption, and the surplus-value (s)
in the form of the elements of additional productive capital:
c;+v,. That capital serves as the basis of the new capitalist
enterprise a,, which in exactly the same way sends its
product in the form of articles of consumption to the “di-
rect producers,” and so on. “From the above diagram of
the development of capitalism in breadth it follows that
the whole of production is most closely dependent upon
consumption in ‘foreign’ markets, upon consumption by
the masses (and from the general point of view it makes
absolutely no difference where those masses are—alongside
the capitalists, or somewhere across the ocean). Obviously,
the expansion of production in A, i.e., the development of
capitalism in this direction, will come to a stop as soon as
all the direct producers in W turn into commodity produc-
ers, for, as we saw above, every new enterprise (or expansion
of an old one) is calculated to supply a new circle of consum-
ers in W.” In conclusion the author says: “The current con-
ception of capitalist accumulation, i.e., of capitalist re-
production on an expanded scale, is limited solely to this
view of things, and has no suspicion of the development of
capitalist production in depth, independently of any coun-
tries with direct producers i.e., independently of so-called
foreign markets.”

The only thing we can agree with in this entire exposi-
tion is that this conception of the development of capitalism in
breadth, and the diagram which illustrates it, is in complete
accordance with the current, Narodnik views on the subject.

It would, indeed, be difficult to depict the utter absurd-
ity and vapidity of current views more saliently and
strikingly than is done in the diagram given.

“The current conception” always regarded capitalism in
our country as something isolated from the “people’s sys-
tem,” standing apart from it, exactly as it is depicted in
the diagram from which it is quite impossible to see what
connection there is between the two “spheres,” the capitalist
sphere and the people’s sphere. Why do commodities sent
from A find a market in W? What causes the transformation
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of natural economy in W into commodity economy? The
current view has never answered these questions because it
regards exchange as something accidental and not as a
certain system of economy.

Further, the current view has never explained whence
and how capitalism arose in our country any more than it
is explained by the diagram: the matter is presented as
though the capitalists have come from somewhere outside
and not from among these very “direct producers.” Where
the capitalists get the “free workers” who are needed for
enterprises a, al, etc., remains a mystery. Everybody knows
that in reality those workers are obtained precisely from the
“direct producers,” but the diagram does not show at all
that when commodity production embraced “sphere” W,
it created there a body of free workers.

In short, the diagram—exactly like the current view—
explains absolutely nothing about the phenomena of the
capitalist system in our country and is therefore worthless.
The object for which it was drawn—to explain how cap-
italism develops at the expense of natural economy, and
embraces the whole country—is not achieved at all, be-
cause, as the author himself sees—"if we adhere consistently
to the view under examination, then we must conclude that
it is not possible for the development of the capitalist mode
of production to become universal.”

After this, one can only express surprise at the fact that
the author himself adheres, if only in part, to that view
when he says that “capitalism did indeed (?), in its infancy,
develop in this very easy (sic!?) way (very easy because
here existing branches of labour are involved) and is partly
developing in the same direction even now (??), since there
are still remnants of natural economy in the world, and since
the population is growing.”

Actually, this is not a “very easy” way of developing
capitalism, but simply a “very easy” way of understanding
the process; so “very easy” that it would be more correct to
call it a total lack of understanding. The Russian Narodniks
of all shades make shift to this very day with these “very
easy’ tricks: they never dream of explaining how capitalism
arose in our country, and how it functions, but confine
themselves to comparing the “sore spot” in our system, capi-
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talism, with the “healthy spot,” the direct producers, the
“people”; the former is put on the left, the latter on the
right, and all this profound thinking is rounded off with
sentimental phrases about what is “harmful” and what is
“useful” for “human society.”

\Y

To correct the diagram given above we must begin by
ascertaining the content of the concepts dealt with. By
commodity production is meant an organisation of social
economy in which goods are produced by separate, isolated
producers, each specialising in the making of some one prod-
uct, so that to satisfy the needs of society it is necessary
to buy and sell products (which, therefore, become
commodities) in the market. By capitalism is meant that
stage of the development of commodity production at which
not only the products of human labour, but human la-
bour-power itself becomes a commodity. Thus, in the histor-
ical development of capitalism two features are important:
1) the transformation of the natural economy of the direct
producers into commodity economy, and 2) the transfor-
mation of commodity economy into capitalist economy.
The first transformation is due to the appearance of the so-
cial division of labour—the specialisation of isolated
[N.B.: this is an essential condition of commodity econo-
my], separate producers in only one branch of industry.
The second transformation is due to the fact that separate
producers, each producing commodities on his own for the
market, enter into competition with one another: each
strives to sell at the highest price and to buy at the lowest,
a necessary result of which is that the strong become strong-
er and the weak go under, a minority are enriched and the
masses are ruined. This leads to the conversion of in-
dependent producers into wage-workers and of numerous
small enterprises into a few big ones. The diagram should,
therefore, be drawn up to show both these features of the
development of capitalism and the changes which this
development brings about in the dimensions of the market,
i.e., in the quantity of products that are turned into com-
modities.
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The following table* has been drawn up on these lines;
all extraneous circumstances have been abstracted, i.e.,
taken as constants (for example, size of population, produc-
tivity of labour, and much else) in order to analyse the in-
fluence on the market of only those features of the devel-
opment of capitalism that are mentioned above.

Let us now examine this table showing the consecutive
changes in the system of economy of a community consist-
ing of 6 producers. It shows 6 periods expressing stages
in the transformation of natural into capitalist economy.

1st period. We have 6 producers, each of whom expends
his labour in all 3 branches of industry (in a, in b and in ¢).
The product obtained (9 from each producer: a+b+c=9)
is spent by each producer on himself in his own household.
Hence, we have natural economy in its pure form; no prod-
ucts whatever appear in the market.

2nd period. Producer I changes the productivity of his
labour: he leaves industry b and spends the time former-
ly spent in that industry in industry c. As a result of this
specialisation by one producer, the others cut down produc-
tion ¢, because producer I has produced more than he con-
sumes himself, and increase production b in order to turn
out a product for producer I. The division of labour which
comes into being inevitably leads to commodity production:
producer I sells 1 ¢ and buys 1 b; the other producers sell 15

(each of the 5 sells é b) and buy 1 ¢ (each buying % c);

a quantity of products appears in the market to the value
of 6. The dimensions of the market correspond exactly to
the degree of specialisation of social labour: specialisation
has taken place in the production of one ¢ (1 ¢=3) and of
one b (1 b=3), i.e., a ninth part of total social production
[18 ¢ (=a=D)], and a ninth part of the total social product
has appeared in the market.

3rd period. Division of labour proceeds further, embrac-
ing branches of industry 4 and ¢ to the full: three producers
engage exclusively in industry & and three exclusively in
industry c¢. Each sells 1 ¢ (or 1 b), i.e., 3 units of value, and
also buys 3—1 b (or 1 ¢). This increased division of labour
leads to an expansion of the market, in which 18 units of

* See table on pp. 96-97.—Ed.
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value now appear. Again, the dimensions of the market
correspond exactly to the degree of specialisation (= di-
vision) of social labour: specialisation has taken place in the
production of 3 b and 3 ¢, i.e., one-third of social production,
and one-third of the social product appears in the market.

The 4th period already represents capitalist production:
the process of the transformation of commodity into capital-
ist production did not go into the table and, therefore,
must be described separately.

In the preceding period each producer was already a
commodity producer (in the spheres of industry & and c,
the only ones we are discussing): each producer separately,
on his own, independently of the others, produced for the
market, whose dimensions were, of course, not known to
any one of them. This relation between isolated producers
working for a common market is called competition. It
goes without saying that an equilibrium between production
and consumption (supply and demand) is, under these cir-
cumstances, achieved only by a series of fluctuations.
The more skilful, enterprising and strong producer will
become still stronger as a result of these fluctuations, and
the weak and unskilful one will be crushed by them. The
enrichment of a few individuals and the impoverishment
of the masses—such are the inevitable consequences of the
law of competition. The matter ends by the ruined produc-
ers losing economic independence and engaging themselves
as wage-workers in the enlarged establishment of their
fortunate rival. That is the situation depicted in the table.
Branches of industry & and ¢, which were formerly
divided among all 6 producers, are now concentrated in
the hands of 2 producers (I and IV). The rest of the produc-
ers are their wage-workers, who no longer receive the whole
product of their labour, but the product with the surplus-
value deducted, the latter being appropriated by the em-
ployer [let me remind you that, by assumption, surplus-
value equals one-third of the product, so that the producer
of 2 b (=6) will receive from the employer two-thirds—
i.e., 4]. As a result, we get an increase in division
of labour—and a growth of the market, where 22
units now appear, notwithstanding the fact that the “masses”
are “impoverished”; the producers who have become (partly)
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EXPLANATION OF THE TABLE

I—II...—VI are producers.

a, b, ¢c are branches of industry
(for example, agriculture, manu-
facturing and extractive indus-
tries).

a=b=c=3. The magnitude of 1.

value of the products a=b=c
equals 3 (three units of value)
of which 1 is surplus-value.*

The “market” column shows the
magnitude of value of the prod-
ucts sold (and bought); the figures
in parentheses show the magnitude
of value of the labour-power
(=1.p.) sold (and bought).

The arrows proceeding from one
producer to another show that the
first is a wage-worker for the
second.

Simple reproduction is assumed:
the capitalists consume the entire
surplus-value unproductively.

* The part or value which replaces
constant capital is taken as unchanging
and is thererore ignored.

a Production &

.S S«
5 Branch of — O
E industry _ | &=
=t < ==
S < | £8
& a | b | ¢ g 22

I a b c 9 9

I a b c 9 9

II1 a b c 9

v a b c 9 9

A% a b c 9 9

VI a b c 9 9
Total 6a 6b 6¢ 54 54

I a — 2b 9 6

I a 2b — 9 6

II1 a — 2b 9 6

v a 2b — 9 6

\Y a — 2b 9 6

VI a 2b — 9 6
Total 6a 6b 6¢ 54 36
I 2a — 6¢c 24 1

B
1 — 1 1
I 58 )»»»\_ — ‘ — 12 12
i |

1 i 1 1

v 2a 6b — 24 1
1 B 1 1

1, 1 1

VI §a m—— — 15 15
Total 6a 6b 6¢ 54 28
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Market a Production g Market
o
£ Branch of S8
EY industry _ R
Sells Buys .= s | B g Sells Buys
g a | b e &8 |23
— — I a — 2¢ 9 6 3 3
6 4 2 3 3
— — II a gb gc 9 85 H H
6 4 2 3 3
6 4 2 3 3
6 4 2 3 3
— — \'% a gb gc 9 85 H H
6 4 2 3 3
— — VI a gb gc 9 85 H H
— — Total 6a | 6b 6c 54 48 6 6
3
3 3 I a »»»T' — W 3 3 4 lp) 4
3 3 111 a »»)»L‘ — — 3 3 (4 lp) 4
3
3 3 Va6 — |2t 10 n g7,
3 3 \% a »»»)J1 — 3 3 4 lp) 4
—|
3 3 VI am— — — 3 3 (4 lp) 4
22 22
18 18 Total 6a 6b 6¢c 54 32 (+16 1.p.) | (+16 1.p.)
1 3 1 | 6a| — | — | 18 | 6 12 6
(+10 L.p.) (+6 l.p.)
(5 Lp.) 5 I — — — — (6 Lp.) 6
6
Glp) | 5 m o — 6 — |18 | 6 1269
6
(5 Lp.) 5 \" — — GTC 18 6 12 (+6 Lp.)
5 Lp.) 5 VI — s — — — — (6 Lp.) 6
26 26 36 36
(+20 Lp.)| (+20 Lp.)| Total | 6a | 6b | 6c | 54 | 18 | 4g8 ) (118 1p.)
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wage-workers no longer receive the whole product of
9, but only of 7—they receive 3 from their independent
activity (agricultural—industry a) and 4 from wage-labour
(from the production of 2 b or 2 ¢). These producers, now
more wage-workers than independent masters, have lost
the opportunity of bringing any product of their labour to the
market because ruin has deprived them of the means of pro-
duction necessary for the making of products. They have had
to resort to “outside employments,” i.e., to take their labour-
power to the market and with the money obtained from the
sale of this new commodity to buy the product they need.

The table shows that producers II and III, V and
VI each sells labour-power to the extent of 4 units of value
and buys articles of consumption to the same amount.
As regards the capitalist producers, I and IV, each of them
produces products to the extent of 21; of this, he himself
consumes 10 [3 (=a)+3 (=c or b)+4 (surplus-value from 2 ¢
or 2 b)] and sells 11; but he buys commodities to the extent
of 3 (c or b)+8 (labour-power).

In this case, it must be observed, we do not get complete
correspondence between the degree of specialisation of so-
cial labour (the production of 5 6 and 5 ¢, i.e., to the sum
of 30, was specialised) and the dimensions of the market
(22), but this error in the table is due to our having taken
simple reproduction,® i.e., with no accumulation; that is
why the surplus-value taken from the workers (four units
by each capitalist) is all consumed in kind. Since absence
of accumulation is impossible in capitalist society, the
appropriate correction will be made later.

5th period. The differentiation of the commodity pro-
ducers has spread to the agricultural industry (a): the wage-
workers could not continue their farming, for they
worked mainly in the industrial establishments of others,
and were ruined: they retained only miserable remnants of
their farming, about a half (which, we assumed, was just
enough to cover the needs of their families)—exactly as
the present cultivated land of the vast mass of our peasant
“agriculturists” are merely miserable bits of independent
farming. The concentration of industry ¢ in an insignificant

*This also applies to the 5th and 6th periods.
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number of big establishments has begun in an exactly sim-
ilar way. Since the grain grown by the wage-workers is
now not enough to cover their needs, wages, which were
kept low by their independent farming, increase and pro-
vide the workers with the money to buy grain (although
in a smaller quantity than they consumed when they were

their own masters): now the worker produces 11 (=3 a)
and buys 1, getting in all 23 instead of the former 3 (=a).

The capitalist masters, having added expanded farming to
their industrial establishments now each produce 2 a (=6),
of which 2 goes to the workers in the form of wages and

1 (3 a)—surplus-value—to themselves. The development

of capitalism depicted in this table is accompanied
by the “impoverishment” of the “people” (the workers now

consume only 63 each instead of 7, as in the 4th period),

and by the growth of the market, in which 26 now appear.
The “decline of farming,” in the case of the majority of the
producers, did not cause a shrinkage, but an expansion
of the market for farm produce.

6th period. The specialisation of occupations, i.e.,
the division of social labour, is completed. All branches
of industry have separated, and have become the speciality
of separate producers. The wage-workers have completely
lost their independent farms and subsist entirely on wage-
labour. We get the same result: the development of capi-
talism [independent farming on one’s own account has
been fully eliminated], “impoverishment of the masses™ [al-
though the workers’ wages have risen, their consumption

has diminished from 63 to 6: they each produce 9 (3a, 3b,

3c) and give their masters one-third as surplus-value], and
a further growth of the market, in which there now appears
two-thirds of the social product (36).

VI

Let us now draw the conclusions which follow from the
above table.

The first conclusion is that the concept “market” is
quite inseparable from the concept of the social division
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of labour—that “general basis of all commodity [and con-
sequently, let us add, of capitalist] production” as Marx
calls it. The “market” arises where, and to the extent
that, social division of labour and commodity production
appear. The dimensions of the market are inseparably
connected with the degree of specialisation of social labour.

“...It [a commodity] cannot acquire the properties of a
socially recognised universal equivalent, except by being
converted into money. That money, however, is in someone
else’s pocket. In order to entice the money out of that pock-
et, our friend’s commodity must, above all things, be
a use-value to the owner of the money. For this, it is neces-
sary that the labour expended upon it be of a kind that is
socially useful, of a kind that constitutes a branch of the
social division of labour. But division of labour is a system
of production which has grown up spontaneously and con-
tinues to grow behind the backs of the producers. The
commodity to be exchanged may possibly be the product
of some new kind of labour that pretends to satisfy newly
arisen requirements, or even to give rise itself to new re-
quirements. A particular operation, though yesterday,
perhaps, forming one out of the many operations conducted
by one producer in creating a given commodity, may today
separate itself from this connection, may establish itself
as an independent branch of labour and send its incom-
plete product to market as an independent commodity” (Das
Kapital, Bd. 1, S. 85.2! My italics).

Thus, the limits of the development of the market, in
capitalist society, are set by the limits of the specialisation of
social labour. But this specialisation, by its very nature is
as infinite as technical developments. To increase the pro-
ductivity of human labour in, for instance, the making of
some part of a whole product, the production of that part must
be specialised, must become a special one concerned with
mass production and, therefore, permitting (and engendering)
the employment of machines, etc. That is on the one hand.
On the other hand, technical progress in capitalist society
consists in the socialisation of labour, and this socialisa-
tion necessarily calls for specialisation in the various func-
tions of the production process, for their transformation
from scattered, isolated functions repeated separately in
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every establishment engaged in this production, into so-
cialised functions concentrated in one, new establishment,
and calculated to satisfy the requirements of the whole
of society. I shall quote an example:

“Recently, in the United States, the woodworking fac-
tories are becoming more and more specialised, ‘new fac-
tories are springing up exclusively for the making of, for
instance, axe handles, broom handles, or extensible tables....
Machine building is making constant progress, new ma-
chines are being continuously invented to simplify and cheap-
en some side of production.... Every branch of furniture
making, for instance, has become a trade requiring special
machines and special workers.... In carriage building, wheel
rims are made in special factories (Missouri, Arkansas,
Tennessee), wheel spokes are made in Indiana and Ohio,
and hubs again are made in special factories in Kentucky
and Illinois. All these separate parts are bought by factories
which specialise in the making of whole wheels. Thus
quite a dozen factories take part in the building of some
cheap kind of vehicle’” (Mr. Tverskoi, “Ten Years in Amer-
ica,” Vestnik Yevropy, 1893, 1. I quote from Nik.—on,??
p. 91, footnote 1).

This shows how wrong is the assertion that the growth
of the market in capitalist society caused by the specialisa-
tion of social labour must cease as soon as all natural
producers become commodity producers. Russian carriage
building has long become commodity production, but wheel
rims, say, are still made in every carriage builder’s (or
wheelwright’s) shop; the technical level is low, production is
split up among a mass of producers. Technical progress must
entail the specialisation of different parts of production,
their socialisation, and, consequently, the expansion of
the market.

Here the following reservation must be made. All that
has been said by no means implies the rejection of the
proposition that a capitalist nation cannot exist without for-
eign markets. Under capitalist production, an equilibrium
between production and consumption is achieved only
by a series of fluctuations; the larger the scale of production,
and the wider the circle of consumers it is calculated to
serve, the more violent are the fluctuations. It can be under-
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stood, therefore, that when bourgeois production has
reached a high degree of development it can no longer keep
within the limits of the national state: competition compels
the capitalists to keep on expanding production and to seek
foreign markets for the mass sale of their products. Obvi-
ously, the fact that a capitalist nation must have foreign
markets just as little violates the law that the market is
a simple expression of the social division of labour under
commodity economy and, consequently, that it can grow
as infinitely as the division of labour, as crises violate the
law of value. Lamentations about markets appeared in Rus-
sian literature only when certain branches of our capi-
talist production (for example, the cotton industry)
had reached full development, embraced nearly the entire
home market and become concentrated in a few huge enter-
prises. The best proof that the material basis of the idle
talk and “questions” of markets is precisely the interests of
our large-scale capitalist industry, is the fact that nobody
in our literature has yet prophesied the ruin of our handi-
craft industry because of the disappearance of “markets,”
although the handicraft industry produces values totalling
over a thousand million rubles and supplies the very same
impoverished “people.” The wailing about the ruin of our
industry due to the shortage of markets is nothing more
than a thinly disguised manoeuvre of our capitalists, who
in this way exert pressure on policy, identify (in humble
avowal of their own “impotence”) the interests of their pock-
ets with the interests of the “country” and are capable of
making the government pursue a policy of colonial conquest,
and even of involving it in war for the sake of protecting
such “state” interests. The bottomless pit of Narodnik uto-
pianism and Narodnik simplicity is needed for the acceptance
of this wailing about markets—these crocodile tears of a
quite firmly established and already conceited bourgeoisie—
as proof of the “impotence” of Russian capitalism!

The second conclusion is that “the impoverishment of
the masses of the people” (that indispensable point in all
the Narodnik arguments about the market) not only does
not hinder the development of capitalism, but, on the con-
trary, is the expression of that development, is a condi-
tion of capitalism and strengthens it. Capitalism needs the
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“free labourer,” and impoverishment consists in the petty
producers being converted into wage-workers. The impov-
erishment of the masses is accompanied by the enrich-
ment of a few exploiters, the ruin and decline of small
establishments is accompanied by the strengthening and de-
velopment of bigger ones; both processes facilitate the growth
of the market: the “impoverished” peasant who formerly
lived by his own farming now lives by “earnings,” i.e.,
by the sale of his labour-power; he now has to purchase es-
sential articles of consumption (although in a smaller quan-
tity and of inferior quality). On the other hand, the means
of production from which this peasant is freed are concen-
trated in the hands of a minority, are converted into capi-
tal, and the product now appears on the market. This is the
only explanation of the fact that the mass expropriation
of our peasantry in the post-Reform epoch has been accom-
panied by an increase and not a decrease in the gross pro-
ductivity of the country* and by the growth of the home
market: it is a known fact that there has been an enormous
increase in the output of the big factories and works and

*This may be a debatable point only in relation to the agri-
cultural industry. “Grain production is in a state of absolute stagna-
tion,” says Mr. N.—on, for example. He bases his conclusion on the
data for only eight years (1871-1878). Let us examine the data for
a longer period; an eight-year period is, of course, too short. Let us
compare the statistics for the 1860’s [Military Statistical Abstract,
1871], the 1870°s [N.—on’s data] and the 1880’s [Returns for Russia,
1890]. The data cover 50 gubernias of European Russia and all
crops, including potatoes.

Sown Harvested
ﬁ,ﬁggi Yield Population
for Thousands of chetverts (times) (thousands)

(minus seed)

1864-1866 71,696 100 151,840 100 3.12 61,421 100
3 (1867)

1871-1878 71,378 99.5 195,024 128.4 | 3.73 | 76,594 124.7
(8) (1876)

1883-1887 80 293 111.9 254,914  167.8 4.71 | 85,395 139.0
(5) (1886)
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that there has been a considerable extension of the handi-
craft industries—both work mainly for the home market—
and there has been a similar increase in the amount of grain
circulating in the home markets (the development of the
grain trade within the country).

The third conclusion—about the significance of the
production of means of production—calls for a correc-
tion to the table. As has already been stated, that table
does not at all claim to depict the whole process of devel-
opment of capitalism, but only to show how the replacement
of natural by commodity economy and of the latter by cap-
italist economy affects the market. That is why accumu-
lation was disregarded in the table. Actually, however,
capitalist society cannot exist without accumulating, for
competition compels every capitalist on pain of ruin to
expand production. Such expansion of production is
depicted in the table: producer 1, for example, in the interval
between the 3rd and 4th periods, expanded his output of ¢
threefold: from 2 ¢ to 6 ¢; formerly he worked alone in his
workshop—now he has two wage-workers. Obviously, that
expansion of production could not have taken place without
accumulation: he had to build a special workshop for sev-
eral persons, to acquire implements of production on
a larger scale, and to purchase larger quantities of raw
materials and much else. The same applies to producer IV,
who expanded the production of b. This expansion of indi-
vidual establishments, the concentration of production,
must of necessity have entailed (or increased, it makes no
difference) the production of means of production for the
capitalists: machines, iron, coal, etc. The concentration of
production increased the productivity of labour, replaced
hand by machine labour and discarded a certain number of
workers. On the other hand, there was a development in the
production of these machines and other means of production,
converted by the capitalist into constant capital which now
begins to grow more rapidly than variable capital. If, for
example, we compare the 4th period with the 6th, we shall
find that the production of means of production has increased
50 per cent (because in the former case there are two capitalist
enterprises requiring an increase of constant capital, and in
the latter, three): by comparing this increase with the
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growth in the production of articles of consumption we
arrive at the more rapid growth of the production of means
of production mentioned above.

The whole meaning and significance of this law of the
more rapid growth of means of production lies in the one fact
that the replacement of hand by machine labour—in gen-
eral the technical progress that accompanies machine
industry—-calls for the intense development of the produc-
tion of coal and iron, those real “means of production as
means of production.” It is clearly evident from the following
statement that the author failed to understand the meaning
of this law, and allowed the schemes depicting the process
to screen its real nature from him: “Viewed from the side
this production of means of production as means of produc-
tion seems absolutely absurd, but the accumulation of
money for money’s sake by Plyushkin?® was also (?!!)
an absolutely absurd process. Both know not what they
do.” That is precisely what the Narodniks try their
utmost to prove—the absurdity of Russian capitalism,
which, they aver, is ruining the people, but is not providing
a higher organisation of production. Of course, that is a
fairy-tale. There is nothing “absurd” in replacing hand by
machine labour: on the contrary, the progressive work
of human technique consists precisely in this. The
higher the level of technical development the more is
human hand labour ousted, being replaced by machines of
increasing complexity: an ever larger place is taken in the
country’s total production by machines and the articles
needed for their manufacture.*

These three conclusions must be supplemented by two
further remarks.

* Naturally, therefore, it is wrong to divide the development of
capitalism into development in breadth and in depth: the entire de-
velopment proceeds on account of division of labour; there is no
“essential” difference between the two features. Actually, however,
the difference between them boils down to different stages of techni-
cal progress. In the lower stages of the development of capitalist
technique—simple co-operation and manufacture—the production
of means of production as means of production does not yet exist:
it emerges and attains enormous development only at the higher
stage—large-scale machine industry.
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Firstly, what has been said does not negate the “con-
tradiction in the capitalist mode of production” which Marx
spoke of in the following words: “The labourers as buyers
of commodities are important for the market. But as sellers
of their own commodity—labour-power—capitalist so-
ciety tends to keep them down to the minimum price”
(Das Kapital, Bd. II, S. 303, No. 32).2* It has been
shown above that in capitalist society that part of social
production which produces articles of consumption must
also grow. The development of the production of means
of production merely sets the above-mentioned con-
tradiction aside, but does not abolish it. It can only be elim-
inated with the elimination of the capitalist mode of
production itself. It goes without saying, however, that
it is utterly absurd to regard that contradiction as an ob-
stacle to the full development of capitalism in Russia (as
the Narodniks are fond of doing); incidentally, that is
sufficiently explained by the table.

Secondly, when discussing the relation between the growth
of capitalism and of the “market,” we must not lose sight
of the indubitable fact that the development of capitalism
inevitably entails a rising level of requirements for the en-
tire population, including the industrial proletariat. This
rise is created in general by the increasing frequency of
exchange of products, which results in more frequent con-
tacts between the inhabitants of town and country, of dif-
ferent geographical localities, and so forth. It is also brought
about by the crowding together, the concentration of the
industrial proletariat, which enhances their class-conscious-
ness and sense of human dignity and enables them to
wage a successful struggle against the predatory tendencies
of the capitalist system. This law of increasing require-
ments has manifested itself with full force in the history
of Europe—compare, for example, the French proletariat of
the end of the eighteenth and of the end of the nineteenth
centuries, or the British worker of the 1840’s* and of today.

* Cf. Frederick Engels, The Condition of the Working-Class in
England in 1844. That was a state of most horrible and sordid pov-
erty (in the literal sense of the word) and of utter loss of the sense
of human dignity.
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This same law operates in Russia, too: the rapid development
of commodity economy and capitalism in the post-Reform
epoch has caused a rise in the level of requirements of the
“peasantry,” too: the peasants have begun to live a “cleaner”
life (as regards clothing, housing, and so forth). That this
undoubtedly progressive phenomenon must be placed to
the credit of Russian capitalism and of nothing else is
proved if only by the generally known fact (noted by all
the investigators of our village handicrafts and of peasant
economy in general) that the peasants of the industrial lo-
calities live a far “cleaner” life than the peasants engaged
exclusively in agriculture and hardly touched by capital-
ism. Of course, that phenomenon is manifested primarily
and most readily in the adoption of the purely outward,
ostentatious aspect of “civilisation,” but only arrant reac-
tionaries like Mr. V. V. are capable of bewailing it and seeing
nothing in it but “decline.”

VII

To understand what, in fact, the “market question” con-
sists of, it is best to compare the Narodnik and Marxist con-
ceptlons of the process illustrated by the diagram (sho-
wing exchange between the capitalists of sphere A and
the direct producers of sphere W) and by the table (sho-
wing the conversion of the natural economy of 6 produ-
cers into capitalist economy).

If we take the diagram we get no explanation at all.
Why does capitalism develop? Where does it come from?
It is represented as a sort of “accident”; its emergence
is attributed either to “we took the wrong road” ... or to
“implantation” by the authorities. Why do “the masses
become impoverished”? This again is not answered
by the diagram, and in place of an answer the Narodniks
dispose of the matter with sentimental phrases about a
“time-hallowed system,” deviation from the true path,
and similar nonsense which the celebrated “subjective
method in sociology” is so good at inventing.

The inability to explain capitalism, and preference for
utopias instead of a study and elucidation of reality, lead
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to a denial of the significance and strength of capitalism.
It is like a hopeless invalid who has no source from which
to draw strength for development. And we shall introduce
into the condition of that invalid an insignificant, almost
impalpable improvement if we say that he can develop
by producing “means of production as means of production.”*
That requires the technical development of capitalism,
and “we see” that precisely this development is lacking.
For that capitalism must embrace the whole country, but
we see that “it is not possible for the development of
capitalism to become universal.”

If, however, we take the table, neither the develop-
ment of capitalism nor the impoverishment of the people
will appear to be accidental. They are necessary concom-
itants of the growth of commodity production based on
the division of social labour. The question of the market
is entirely eliminated, because the market is nothing other
than the expression of that division of labour and commodity
production. The development of capitalism is now seen not
only as a possibility [something the author of the paper
could at best** have proved], but also as a necessity,
because once social economy is based on the division of
labour and the commodity form of the product, technical
progress must inevitably lead to the strengthening and
deepening of capitalism.

The question now arises: why should we accept the sec-
ond view? By what criterion is it correct?

By the facts of contemporary Russian economic re-
ality.

The pivot of the table is the transition from com-
modity to capitalist economy, the differentiation of the
commodity producers into capitalists and proletarians.
And if we turn to the phenomena of the contemporary
social economy of Russia we shall see that the foremost of
them is precisely the differentiation of our small producers.
If we lake the peasant agriculturists, we shall find that, on

* That is, the replacement of small industrial units by big ones,
the ousting of hand by machine labour.

**That is, if he correctly appraised and properly understood
the significance of the production of means of production.
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the one hand, masses of peasants are giving up the land,
losing economic independence, turning into proletarians,
and, on the other hand, peasants are continually enlarging
their crop areas and adopting improved farming methods.
On the one hand, peasants are losing farm property (live-
stock and implements) and, on the other hand, peasants are
acquiring improved implements, are beginning to procure
machines, and so forth. [Cf. V. V., Progressive Trends
in Peasant Farming.] On the one hand, peasants are giving
up the land, selling or leasing their allotments, and, on the
other hand, peasants are renting allotments and are greedily
buying privately-owned land. All these are commonly known
facts,* established long, long ago, the only explanation
of which lies in the laws of commodity economy, which
splits our “community” peasants, too, into a bourgeoisie
and a proletariat. If we take the village handicraftsmen we
shall find that in the post-Reform epoch not only have new
industries emerged and the old ones developed more rap-
idly [the result of the differentiation of the agricultural
peasantry just mentioned, the result of the progressing so-
cial division of labour**], but, in addition, the mass of
handicraftsmen have been growing poorer and poorer, sink-
ing into dire poverty and losing economic independence,
while an insignificant minority have been growing rich at
the expense of that mass, accumulating vast amounts
of capital, and turning into buyers-up, monopolising
the market, and in the overwhelming majority of our
handicraft-industries, have, in the end, organised a com-
pletely capitalist domestic system of large-scale produc-
tion.

The existence of these two polarising trends among our
petty producers clearly shows that capitalism and mass im-
poverishment, far from precluding, actually condition each
other, and irrefutably proves that capitalism is already the
main background of the economic life of Russia.

*The peasants themselves very aptly call this process “depeas-
antising.” (See Agricultural Survey of Nizhni-Vovgorod Gubernia for
1892, Nizhni-Novgoro, 1893, Vol. III. pp. 186-87.)

**One of Mr. Nikolai—on’s biggest theoretical mistakes is that
be ignores this phenomenon.
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That is why it will be no paradox to say that the fact
of the break-up of the peasantry provides the answer to the
“question of markets.”

One cannot help noting, also, that the very (current)
presentation of the notorious “market question™ harbours
a number of absurdities. The usual formula (see §1) is based
on the most incredible assumptions—that the economic
system of society can be built or destroyed at the will of
some group of persons— "intellectuals” or the “government”
(otherwise the question could not be raised—”can” capi-
talism develop?, “must” Russia pass through capitalism?,
“should” the village community be preserved? and so forth)—
that capitalism precludes the impoverishment of the people,
that the market is something separate from and independent
of capitalism, some special condition for its development.

Unless these absurdities are corrected, the question can-
not be answered.

Indeed, let us imagine that in answer to the question:
“Can capitalism develop in Russia, when the masses
of the people are poor and are becoming still poorer?”
somebody would say the following: “Yes, it can, because
capitalism will develop not on account of articles of
consumption, but on account of means of production.” Ob-
viously, such an answer is based on the absolutely correct
idea that the total productivity of a capitalist nation in-
creases chiefly on account of means of production (i.e.,
more on account of means of production than of articles
of consumption); but it is still more obvious that such an
answer cannot advance the solution of the question one
iota, just as you cannot draw a correct conclusion from a
syllogism with a correct minor premise but an absurd major
premise. Such an answer (I repeat) already presupposes that
capitalism is developing, is embracing the whole country,
passing to a higher technical stage (large-scale machine
industry), whereas the question itself is based on the
denial of the possibility of capitalism developing and of
small-scale production being replaced by large-scale pro-
duction.

The “market question” must be removed from the sphere
of fruitless speculation about “possibility” and “necessity”
to the solid ground of reality, that of studying and ex-
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plaining what shape the Russian economic order is taking,
and why it is taking that shape and no other.

I shall confine myself to quoting some examples from the
material in my possession in order to show concretely on what
data this proposition is based.

To illustrate the differentiation of the small producers
and the fact that not only a process of impoverishment,
but also of the creation of large-scale (relatively) bourgeois
economy is taking place among them, I shall quote data
for three purely agricultural uyezds in different gubernias
of European Russia: Dnieper Uyezd in Taurida Gubernia,
Novouzensk Uyezd in Samara Gubernia, and Kamyshin
Uyezd in Saratov Gubernia. The data are taken from Zem-
stvo statistical abstracts. To forestall possible statements
that the uyezds chosen are not typical (in our outlying
regions, which hardly experienced serfdom and largely
became populated only under post-Reform, “free” condi-
tions, differentiation has, indeed, made more rapid strides
than at the centre) let me say the following:

1) Of the three mainland uyezds of Taurida Gubernia
I have chosen Dnieper Uyezd because it is wholly Russian
[0.6% are colonist farms] and is inhabited by community
peasants.

2) For Novouzensk Uyezd the data concern only the Rus-
sian (community) population [see Statistical Returns for
Novouzensk Uyezd, pp. 432-39. Column a], and do not in-
clude the so-called farmstead peasants, i.e., those commu-
nity peasants who have left the community and have settled
separately on purchased or rented land. The addition of
these direct representatives of capitalist farming® would
show an even greater differentiation.

3) For Kamyshin Uyezd the data concern only the Great-
Russian (community) population.

The classification in the abstracts is—for Dnieper Uyezd—
according to dessiatines of crop area per household; for the
others—according to number of draught animals.

*Indeed, 2,294 farmstead peasants have 123,252 dessiatines
under crops (i.e., an average of 53 dessiatines per farmer). They
employ 2,662 male labourers (and 234 women). They have over 40,000
horses and oxen. Very many improved implements: see p. 453 of Sta-
tistical Returns for Novouzensk Uyezd.
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Dnieper Uyezd Novouzensk
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Poor group 7,880 | 40 | 38,439 1 4.8} 10 504 | 37
10.9
Middle group 8,234 42 | 137,344 43 | 16.6 10,757 38
Prosperous
group 3,643 18 | 150,614 46 | 41.3 7,014 25
Totals 19,757 | 100 | 326,397 | 100 | 17.8 28,275 | 100

The poor group includes households—in Dnieper Uyezd—
cultivating no land, or with crop areas of up to 10 dessia-
tines per household; in Novouzensk and Kamyshin uyezds—
households having no draught animals or one. The middle
group includes households in Dnieper Uyezd having from
10 to 25 dessiatines of crop area; in Novouzensk Uyezd—
households having from 2 to 4 draught animals; in Kamyshin
Uyezd—households having from 2 to 3 draught animals.
The prosperous group includes households having over 25 des-
siatines (Dnieper Uyezd), or having more than 4 draught
animals (Novouzensk Uyezd) and more than 3 (Kamyshin
Uyezd).

From these data it is quite evident that the process going
on among our agricultural and community peasants is not
one of impoverishment and ruin in general, but a proc-
ess of splitting into a bourgeoisie and a proletariat.
A vast mass of peasants (the poor group)—about a half
on the average—are losing economic independence. They
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449,062 | 100 | 15.9 17,174 | 100 | 149,703 | 100 8.7

now have only an insignificant part of the total farming
of the local peasanls—some 13% (on the average)
of the crop area; the area under crops is 3-4 dessiatines
per household. To show what such a crop area means, let
me say that in Taurida Gubernia, for a peasant household
to subsist exclusively by independent farming, without
resorting to so-called “outside employments,” it must have
17-18 dessiatines® under crops. Obviously, the members
of the bottom group already subsist far less by their farming
than by oulside employments, i.e., the sale of their labour-
power. And if we turn to more detailed data characterising
the conditions of the peasants in this group we shall see that
precisely this group provides the largest contingent of those
who give up their farming, lease their allotments, have

*In Samara and Saratov gubernias the amount will be about a
third lower, as the local population is less prosperous.
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no working implements and seek employment elsewhere.
The peasants in this group represent our rural proletariat.

But, on the other hand, from among these very same com-
munity peasants quite another group, of an entirely oppo-
site character, is emerging. The peasants in the top group
have crop areas 7 to 10 times larger than those of the peasants
in the bottom group. If we compare these crop areas (23-40
dessiatines per household) with the “normal” number of des-
siatines under crops that a family needs in order to live com-
fortably by its farming alone, we shall find that they are
double or treble that amount. Obviously, these peasants
already engage in agriculture to obtain an income, to trade
in grain. They accumulate considerable savings and use
them to improve their farms and farming methods; for
example, they buy agricultural machines and improved
implements. In Novouzensk Uyezd as a whole, for instance,
14% of the householders have improved agricultural imple-
ments; of the peasants in the top group 42% of the house-
holders have improved implements (so that the peasants
in the top group account for 75% of the total number of house-
holds in the uyezd possessing improved agricultural im-
plements), and concentrate in their hands 82% of the total
improved implements owned by the “peasantry.”* The peas-
ants in the top group can no longer manage their crop sow-
ing with their own labour force and therefore resort to the
hiring of workers: for example, in Novouzensk Uyezd 35%
of the householders in the top group employ regular wage-
workers (not counting those hired, for instance, for the har-
vesting, etc.); it is the same in Dnieper Uyezd. In short, the
peasants in the top group undoubtedly constitute a bour-
geoisie. Their strength now is not based on plundering other
producers (as is the strength of the usurers and “kulaks™),
but on the independent organisation™* of production: in
the hands of this group, which constitutes only one-fifth
of the peasantry, is concentrated more than one-half of the
total crop area [I take the general average area for all three

* Altogether, the peasants in the uyezd have 5,724 improved
implements.

** Which, of course, is also based on plunder, only not the plun-
der of independent producers, but of workers.
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uyezds]. If we bear in mind that the productivity of labour
(i.e., the harvests) of these peasants is immeasurably high-
er than that of the ground-scratching proletarians in the
bottom group, we cannot but draw the conclusion that the
chief motive force in grain production is the rural bour-
geoisie.

What influence was this splitting of the peasantry into
a bourgeoisie and a proletariat [the Narodniks see nothing
in this process but the “impoverishment of the masses”]
bound to have on the size of the “market,” i.e., on the pro-
portion of grain that is converted into a commodity? Obvi-
ously, that proportion was bound to grow considerably, be-
cause the mass of grain possessed by the peasants in the top
group far exceeded their own needs and went to the market;
on the other hand, the members of the bottom group had to
buy extra grain with money earned by outside work.

To quote exact data on this point we must now turn not
to Zemstvo statistical abstracts, but to V. Y. Postnikov’s
book: Peasant Farming in South Russia. Using Zemstvo
statistical data, Postnikov describes peasant farming in
three mainland uyezds of Taurida Gubernia (Berdyansk,
Melitopol and Dnieper) and analyses that farming according
to different groups of peasants [divided into 6 categories
according to crop area: 1) cultivating no land; 2) cultivating
up to 5 dessiatines; 3) from 5 to 10 dessiatines; 4) 10 to 25
dessiatines; 5) 25 to 50 dessiatines; 6) over 50 dessiatines].
Investigating the relation of the different groups to the
market, the author divides the crop area of each farm into
the following 4 parts: 1) the farm-service area—as Postnikov
calls the part of the crop area which provides the seed
necessary for sowing; 2) the food area—provides grain for
the sustenance of the family and labourers; 3) the fodder
area—provides fodder for the draught animals, and lastly,
4) the commercial or market area provides the product which
is converted into a commodity and disposed of on the
market. It goes without saying that only the last area
provides income in cash, whereas the others yield it in
kind, i.e., provide a product that is consumed on the farm.

Calculating the size of each of these plots in the different
crop-area groups of the peasantry, Postnikov presents the
following table:
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Note to table:

1) Postnikov does not give the penultimate column; I compiled it
myself.

2) Postnikov calculates the cash income on the assumption that the
entire commercial area is planted to wheat, and taking the average
yield add the average price of grain.

We see from these data that the bigger the farm, the more
it assurmes a commodity character and the larger is the pro-
portion of grain grown for sale [12-36-52-61% according
to group]. The principal grain growers, the peasants in the
two top groups (they have more than half the total area
under crops), sell more than half of their total agricultural
product [562% and 61%].

If the peasantry were not split up into a bourgeoisie and
a proletariat, if, in other words, the area under crops were
divided among all the “peasants” “equally,” all of them
would then belong to the middle group (those cultivating
10 to 25 dessiatines), and only 36% of the total grain, i.e., the
product of 518,136 dessiatines of crop area (36% of 1,439,267
=518,136), would appear on the market. But now, as can be
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seen from the table, 42% of the total grain, the product of
608,869 dessiatines, goes to the market. Thus, the “impover-
ishment of the masses,” the complete decline of the farms
of 40% of the peasants (the poor group, i.e., those culti-
vating up to 10 dessiatines), the formation of a rural pro-
letariat have led to the produce of 90,000* dessiatines of
land under crops being thrown on to the market.

I do not at all want to say that the growth of the “market”
as a consequence of the differentiation of the peasantry was
limited only to this. Far from it. We have seen, for example,
that the peasants acquire improved implements? i.e., turn
their savings to the “production of means of production.”
We have seen that, in addition to grain, another commodity,
human labour-power, has come on to the market. I do not
refer to all this only because I have quoted this example for
a narrow and specific purpose: to show that here in Russia
the impoverishment of the masses is actually leading to the
strengthening of commodity and capitalist economy. I delib-
erately chose a product like grain, which everywhere and
always is the last and the slowest to be drawn into commodity
circulation. And that is why I took an exclusively agricul-
tural locality.

I shall now take another example, relating to a purely
industrial area—Moscow Gubernia. Peasant farming is
described by the Zemstvo statisticians in volumes VI
and VII of Statistical Returns for Moscow Gubernia, which
contain a number of excellent essays on the handicraft in-
dustries. I shall confine myself to quoting one passage from
the essay on “The Lace Industry”** which explains how and
why the post-Reform epoch saw a particularly rapid develop-
ment of peasant handicrafts.

The lace industry arose in the twenties of the present cen-
tury in two neighbouring villages of Voronovo Volost,
Podolsk Uyezd. “In the 1840’s it began to spread slowly
to other nearby villages, although it did not yet cover a big
area. But beginning with the sixties and especially during

*90,733 dessiatines=—6.3% of the total crop area.

** Statistical Returns for Moscow Gubernia. Section of Economic
Statistics Vol. VI, Issue II, Handicraft Industries of Moscow Guber-
nia, Issue II, Moscow, 1880.
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the last three or four years, it has spread rapidly to the sur-
rounding countryside.”
Of the 32 villages in which this industry is practised at
the present time it began:
in 2 villages in 1820
2 4 2 2 1840
” B ” ” the 1860’s
» T ” ” 1870-1875
” 14 ” ” 1876-1879
2 4 2 2 1840

“If we investigate the causes of this phenomenon,” says
the author of the essay, “i.e., the extremely rapid spread of
the industry precisely in the last few years, we shall find
that, on the one hand, during that period the peasants’ living
conditions greatly deteriorated and, on the other hand, that
the requirements of the population—that part of it which
is in more favourable circumstances—considerably in-
creased.”

In confirmation of this the author borrows from the Mos-
cow Zemstvo statistics the following data, which I give in
the form of a table.*

“These figures,” continues the author, “are eloquent proof
that the total number of horses, cows and small livestock
in that volost increased, but this increased prosperity fell
to the lot of certain individuals, namely, the category of
householders owning 2-3 and more horses....

“...Consequently, we see that, side by side with an in-
crease in the number of peasants who have neither cows nor
horses, there is an increase in the number of those who stop
cultivating their land: they have no animals, and, therefore,
not enough manure; the land becomes exhausted, it is not
worth tilling; to get food for themselves and their families,
to avert starvation, it is not enough for the males alone to
engage in some industry—they did that previously, when
they were free from farm work—now, other members of
the family must also seek outside employment....

“...The figures we gave in the tables showed us something
else; in those villages there was also an increase in the number

*1 have omitted data on the distribution of cows (the conclusion
is the same) and added the percentages. [See table on p. 119.—
Ed. Eng. ed.]
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of people having 2-3 horses, or cows. Consequently, the
prosperity of those peasants increased, and yet, at the
same time, we said that ‘all the women and children in such
and such a village engage in industry.” How is this to be
explained? ... To explain this phenomenon we must see
what sort of life is lived in those villages, and become more
closely acquainted with their domestic conditions, and then,
perhaps, ascertain what accounts for this strong urge to
produce goods for the market.

“We shall not, of course, stop here to investigate in detail
under what fortunate circumstances there gradually emerge
from the peasant population stronger individuals, stronger
families, what conditions give rise to their prosperity and
what social conditions enable that prosperity, once it has
appeared, to grow rapidly and cause it to grow to such an
extent as to considerably distinguish one section of the village
inhabitants from the other. To follow this process it is suf-
ficient to point to one of the most ordinary occurrences in
a peasant village. In a village, a certain peasant is reputed
among his fellow villagers to be a healthy, strong, sober
working man. He has a large family, mostly sons, also dis-
tinguished for their physical strength and good traits. They
all live together; there is no dividing up. They get an allot-
ment for 4-5 persons. It does not, of course, require the
labour of all the members of the family to cultivate it. And
so, two or three of the sons regularly engage in some outside
or local industry, and only during the haymaking season do
they drop their industry for a short time and help the family
with the field work. The individual members of the family
do not keep their earnings, but pool them. Given other fa-
vourable circumstances, the combined income considerably
exceeds the expenditure necessary to satisfy the family’s
requirements. Money is saved and, as a consequence, the
family is able to engage in industry under better conditions:
it can buy raw materials for cash at first hand, it can sell
the goods produced when they fetch a good price, and can
dispense with the services of all kinds of ‘hirers-out of labour,’
men and women dealers, and so forth.

“It becomes possible to hire a worker or two, or give out
work to be done at home by poor peasants who have lost
the possibility of doing any job quite independently. Due
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to these and similar circumstances, the strong family we have
mentioned is able to obtain profit not only from its own
labour. We are not speaking here, of course, of those cases
where individuals known as kulaks, sharks, emerge from
those families; we are examining the most ordinary occur-
rences among the peasant population. The tables given in
Volume II of the Abstract and in Part I of Volume VI clearly
show that as the conditions of one section of the peasant-
ry grow worse, in the majority of cases there is an increase
in the prosperity of the other, smaller section, or of indi-
vidual members.

“As industrial occupation spreads, intercourse with the
outside world, with the town, in this case with Moscow,
becomes more frequent, and some of the Moscow customs
gradually penetrate into the village and are met with at
first precisely in these more prosperous families. They buy
samovars, table crockery and glass, they wear ‘neater’
clothes. Whereas at first this neatness of clothing takes the
shape, among men, of boots in place of bast shoes, among the
women leather shoes and boots are the crowning glory, so to
speak, of neater clothing; they prefer bright, motley calicoes
and kerchiefs, figured woollen shawls, and similar charms....

“...In the peasant family it has been the custom ‘for ages’
for the wife to clothe her husband, herself and the chil-
dren.... As long as they grew their own flax, less money had
to be spent on the purchase of cloth and other materials
required for clothing, and this money was obtained from the
sale of poultry, eggs, mushrooms, berries, a spare skein of
yarn, or piece of linen. All the rest was made at home. It
was such circumstances, i.e., the domestic production of all
those articles which the peasant women were expected to
make, and the fact that they spent on it all the time they
had free from field work, that explain, in the present case,
the extremely slow development of the lace industry in the
villages in Voronovo Volost. Lace was made mainly by the
young women of the more prosperous or of the larger families,
where it was not necessary for all the women to spin flax or
weave linen. But cheap calico gradually began to oust linen,
and to this other circumstances were added: either the flax
crop failed, or the wife wanted to make her husband a red
calico shirt and herself a smarter dress, and so the custom
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of weaving various sorts of linen and kerchiefs at home for
peasants’ clothing gradually died out, or became very re-
stricted. And the clothing itself underwent a change, partly
because homespun cloth was displaced by factory-made
cloth....

“...That explains why the majority of the population do
all they can to make articles for sale, and even put their
children to this work.”

This artless narrative of a careful observer clearly shows
how the process of division of social labour takes place among
our peasant masses, how it leads to the enhancement of
commodity production [and, consequently, of the market],
and how this commodity production, of itself, i.e., by vir-
tue of the very relations in which it places the producer to
the market, leads to the purchase and sale of labour-power
becoming “a most ordinary occurrence.”

VIII

In conclusion, it will, perhaps, be worth while to illus-
trate the disputed issue which, I think, is overburdened
with abstractions, diagrams and formulae—by an examina-
tion of the argument advanced by one of the latest and most
prominent representatives of “current views.”

I am referring to Mr. Nikolai—on.*

He regards as the greatest “obstacle” to the development
of capitalism in Russia the “contraction” of the home market
and the “diminution” of the purchasing power of the peasants.
The capitalisation of the handicraft industries, he says, oust-
ed the domestic production of goods; the peasants had to
buy their clothing. To obtain the money for this, the peasant
took to the expansion of his crop area, and as the allotments
were inadequate he carried this expansion far beyond the
limits of rational farming; he raised the payment for rented
land to scandalous heights, and in the end he was ruined.
Capitalism dug its own grave, it brought “people’s economy”
to the frightful crisis of 1891 and ... stopped, having no ground
under its feet, unable to “continue along the same path.”

*It goes without saying that there can be no question here of
examining his entire work, a separate book would be required for
that. We can only examine one of his favourite arguments.
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Realising that “we have departed from the time-hallowed

people’s system” Russia is now waiting ... for orders from
the authorities “to infuse large-scale production into the
village community.”

Wherein lies the absurdity of this “ever new” (for the Rus-
sian Narodniks) theory?

Is it that its author fails to understand the significance of
the “production of means of production as means of produc-
tion”? Of course, not. Mr. Nik.—on knows that law very
well and even mentions that it operates in our country,
too (pp. 186, 203-204). True, in view of his faculty for casti-
gating himself with contradictions, he sometimes (cf. p. 123)
forgets about that law, but it is obvious that the correction
of such contradictions would not in the least correct the
author’s main (above-quoted) argument.

The absurdity of his theory lies in his inability to explain
capitalism in this country and in basing his arguments
about it on pure fictions.

The “peasantry,” who were ruined by the ousting of home-
made products by factory-made products, are regarded by
Mr. Nik.—on as something homogeneous, internally cohe-
sive, and reacting to all the events of life as one man.

Nothing of the kind exists in reality. Commodity pro-
duction could not have arisen in Russia if the productive
units (the peasant households) had not existed separately,
and everybody knows that actually each of our peasants
conducts his farming separately and independently of his
fellows; he carries on the production of products, which
become his private property, at his own exclusive risk; he
enters into relation with the “market” on his own.

Let us see how matters stand among the “peasantry.”

“Being in need of money, the peasant enlarges his crop
area excessively and is ruined.”

But only the prosperous peasant can enlarge his crop
area, the one who has seed for sowing, and a sufficient quan-
tity of livestock and implements. Such peasants (and they,
as we know, are the minority) do, indeed, extend their
crop areas and expand their farming to such an extent that
they cannot cope with it without the aid of hired labourers.
The majority of peasants, however, are quite unable to meet
their need for money by expanding their farming, for they
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have no stocks, or sufficient means of production. Such a
peasant, in order to obtain money, seeks “outside employ-
ments,” i.e., takes his labour-power and not his product to the
market. Naturally, work away from home entails a further
decline in farming, and in the end the peasant leases his allot-
ment to a rich fellow community member, who rounds off
his farm and, of course, does not himself consume the product
of the rented allotment, but sends it to the market. We get
the “impoverishment of the people,” the growth of capitalism
and the expansion of the market. But that is not all. Our
rich peasant, fully occupied by his extended farming, can
no longer produce as hitherto for his own needs, let us say
footwear: it is more advantageous for him to buy it. As to
the impoverished peasant, he, too, has to buy footwear; he
cannot produce it on his farm for the simple reason that he
no longer has one. There arises a demand for footwear and
a supply of grain, produced in abundance by the enterpris-
ing peasant, who touches the soul of Mr. V. V. with the
progressive trend of his farming. The neighbouring handi-
craft footwear-makers find themselves in the same position
as the agriculturists just described: to buy grain, of which
the declining farm yields too little, production must be ex-
panded. Again, of course, production is expanded only by the
handicraftsman who has savings, i.e., the representative
of the minority; he is able to hire workers, or give work out
to poor peasants to be done at home. The members of the
majority of handicraftsmen, however, cannot even think of
enlarging their workshops: they are glad to “get work™ from
the moneyed buyer-up, i.e., to find a purchaser of their only
commodity—their labour-power. Again we get the impover-
ishment of the people, the growth of capitalism and the
expansion of the market; a new impetus is given to the fur-
ther development and intensification of the social division
of labour. Where will that movement end? Nobody can say,
just as nobody can say where it began, and after all that
is not important. The important thing is that we have before
us a single, living, organic process, the process of the develop-
ment of commodity economy and the growth of capitalism.
“Depeasantising” in the countryside shows us the beginning
of this process, its genesis, 