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PREFACE

Volume 16 contains works written by V. I. Lenin during
the period from March 1908 to August 1909.

The volume contains articles and other items by Lenin
published in the newspapers Proletary and Sotsial-Demo-
krat; documents of the Fifth (All-Russian) Conference of
the R.S.D.L.P. and the conference of the extended edito-
rial board of Proletary.

In his writings: “On to the Straight Road”, “The Assess-
ment of the Russian Revolution™, “On the ‘Nature’ of the
Russian Revolution”, “The Assessment of the Present
Situation”, “On the Road”, Lenin gives an analysis of the
coup d’état of June 3, 1907, outlines the tasks and tactics of
the Party during the period of the Stolypin reaction, and
exposes the liquidationism of the Mensheviks.

His articles “Two Letters”, “On the Article ‘Questions
of the Day’”, “A Caricature of Bolshevism”, ‘"he Liqui-
dation of Liquidationism™ and the documents of the confer-
ence of the extended editorial board of Proletary are direct-
ed against “liquidationism from the left”—otzovism,
ultimatumism and god-building.

In his works: “The Agrarian Question in Russia Towards
the Close of the Nineteenth Century”, “The Agrarian Pro-
gramme of Social-Democracy in the Russian Revolution.
Autoabstract”, “P. Maslov in Hysterics”, “Some Remarks
on the ‘Reply’ by P. Maslov”, “From the Editorial Board”
and “How Plekhanov and Co. Defend Revisionism”, Lenin
defends and develops Marxist theory on the agrarian
question.

In the articles “Inflammable Material in World Poli-
tics”, “Bellicose Militarism and the Anti-Militarist Tactics
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of Social-Democracy”, “Events in the Balkans and in
Persia” and “Meeting of the International Socialist Bu-
reau”’, Lenin discusses the most important international
events and defines the tactics of revolutionary Social-
Democracy in the struggle against militarism.

This volume includes six documents printed for the
first time in Lenin’s Works. In the article, “British and
German Workers Demonstrate for Peace” Lenin exposed
the predatory aspirations of the capitalists and their war
preparations, and showed the rise of the revolutionary
working-class movement. Two documents, “Statement by
the Bolsheviks” and “To the Executive Committee of the
German Social-Democratic Labour Party”, are devoted to
the struggle of the Bolsheviks against the Menshevik liqui-
dators at the Fifth (All-Russian) Conference of the
R.S.D.L.P. Two speeches at the conference of the extended
editorial board of Proletary and the “Draft Letter of the
Bolshevik Centre to the Council of the School on Capri”
are directed against the otzovists, ultimatumists and god-
builders.



ON TO THE STRAIGHT ROAD!

Published in the newspaper Published according
Proletary, No. 26, to the text in the newspaper
March 19 (April 1), 1908
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The dissolution of the Second Duma? and the coup d’état
of June 3, 19073 were a turning-point in the history of
our revolution, the beginning of a kind of special period
or zigzag in its development. We have spoken more than
once of the significance of this zigzag from the standpoint
of the general relation of class forces in Russia and the
tasks of the uncompleted bourgeois revolution. We want
now to deal with the state of our Party work in connection
with this turn of the revolution.

More than six months have passed since the reactionary
coup of June 3, and beyond doubt this first half-year has
been marked by a considerable decline and weakening of
all revolutionary organisations, including that of the Social-
Democrats. Wavering, disunity and disintegration—such
have been the general features of this half-year. Indeed, it
could not be otherwise, because the extreme intensification
of reaction and its temporary triumph, coupled with a
slowing-down in the direct class struggle, were bound to be
accompanied by a crisis in the revolutionary parties.

Now there can be observed, and quite plainly, a number
of symptoms showing that the crisis is coming to an end,
that the worst is over, that the right road has already been
found and that the Party is once again entering the straight
road of consistent and sustained guidance of the revolution-
ary struggle of the socialist proletariat.

Take one of the very characteristic (by far not the most
profound, of course, but probably among the most visible)
external expressions of the Party crisis. I mean the flight
of the intellectuals from the Party. This flight is strikingly
characterised in the first issue of our Party’s Central Organ,*
which appeared in February this year. This issue, which
provides a great deal of material for assessing the Party’s
internal life, is largely reproduced in this number. “Recently
through lack of intellectual workers the area organisation
has been dead,” writes a correspondent from the Kulebaki
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Works (Vladimir area organisation of the Central Industrial
Region). “Our ideological forces are melting away like
snow,” they write from the Urals. “The elements who avoid
illegal organisations in general ... and who joined the Party
only at the time of the upsurge and of the de facto liberty
that then existed in many places, have left our Party organ-
isations.” And an article in the Central Organ entitled
“Questions of Organisation” sums up these reports, and
others which we do not print, with the words: “The intellec-
tuals, as is well known, have been deserting in masses in
recent months.”

But the liberation of the Party from the half-proletarian,
half-petty-bourgeois intellectuals is beginning to awake
to a new life the new purely proletarian forces accumulated
during the period of the heroic struggle of the proletarian
masses. That same Kulebaki organisation which was, as
the quotation from the report shows, in a desperate condi-
tion—and was even quite “dead”—has been resurrected, it
turns out. “Party nests among the workers [we read]*
scattered in large numbers throughout the area, in most
cases without any intellectual forces, without literature,
even without any connection with the Party Centres, don’t
want to die.... The number of organised members is not
decreasing but increasing.... There are no intellectuals,
and the workers themselves, the most class-conscious among
them, have to carry on propaganda work.” And the general
conclusion reached is that “in a number of places responsible
work, owing to the flight of the intellectuals, is passing
into the hands of the advanced workers” (Sotsial-Demo-
krat, No. 1, p. 28).

This reconstruction of the Party organisations on, so to
speak, a different class foundation is of course a difficult
thing, and it is not likely to develop without some hesita-
tions. But it is only the first step that is difficult; and
that has already been made. The Party has already entered
the straight road of leadership of the working masses by
advanced “intellectuals” drawn from the ranks of the
workers themselves.

* Interpolations in square brackets (within passages quoted by
Lenin) have been introduced by Lenin, unless otherwise indicated.—Ed.
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Work in the trade unions and the co-operative societies,
which was at first taken up gropingly, is now assuming
definite shape. Two resolutions of the Central Committee,
about the trade unions and the co-operative societies respec-
tively, both adopted unanimously, were already suggested
by the developing local activities. Party groups in all non-
party organisations; their leadership in the spirit of the
militant tasks of the proletariat, the spirit of revolutionary
class struggle; “from non-party to Party ideology” (So-
tsial-Demokrat, No. 1, p. 28)—this is the path upon which
the working-class movement has entered in this field too.
The correspondent of a Party organisation in the remote
little provincial town of Minsk, reports: “The more revolu-
tionary-minded workers are drawing apart from them
[from the legal unions topsy-turvified by the administra-
tion] and are more and more sympathetic to the formation
of illegal unions.”

In the same direction, “from non-party to Party ideology”,
is developing the work in quite a different sphere, that of
the Social-Democratic group in the Duma. Strange though
it may sound, it is a fact that we cannot all at once raise
the work of our parliamentary representatives to a Party
level—just as we did not all at once begin to work “in a
Party way” in the co-operatives. Elected under a law which
falsifies the will of the people, elected from the ranks of
Social-Democrats who have preserved their legality, ranks
which have thinned very greatly as a result of persecution
during the first two Dumas, our Duma Social-Democrats
in effect inevitably were at first non-party Social-Demo-
crats rather than real members of the Party.

This is deplorable, but it is a fact—and it could hardly
be otherwise in a capitalist country entangled by thou-
sands of bonds inherited from serfdom and with a legal
workers’ party that has been in existence for only two years.
And it was not only non-party people who wanted on this
fact to base their tactics of setting up a non-revolutionary
Social-Democracy, but also those “Bezzaglavtsi”® Social-
Democrat-like intellectuals who clustered around the Duma
group like flies round a honey-pot. But it seems as if the
efforts of these worthy followers of Bernstein are suffering
defeat! It seems as if the work of the Social-Democrats has
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begun to straighten itself out in this sphere, too. We will
not undertake to prophesy, nor shall we close our eyes to
what vast efforts are still required to organise more or
less tolerable parliamentary Social-Democratic work in
our conditions. But we may note that in the first issue of
the Central Organ there is Party criticism of the Duma
group, and a direct resolution of the Central Committee
about better direction for its work. We do not by any means
consider that the criticism in the Central Organ covers all
the defects. We think, for example, that the Social-Demo-
crats should not have voted, either for placing the land
taxes at the disposal of the Zemstvos® in the first instance,
nor for purchase at a low price of urban land rented by the
poor (No. 1 of the Central Organ, p. 36). But these are,
comparatively speaking, minor questions. What is basic
and most important is that the transformation of the Duma
group into a really Party organisation now features in all
our work, and that consequently the Party will achieve
it, however hard this may be, and however the road may
be beset with trials, vacillations, partial crises, personal
clashes, etc.

Among the same signs that really Social-Democratic and
genuinely Party work is being straightened out there is the
obviously outstanding fact of the increase in illegal publica-
tions. “The Urals are publishing eight papers,” we read in
the Central Organ. “There are two in the Crimea, one in Odes-
sa, and a paper is starting soon in Ekaterinoslav. Publishing
activity in St. Petersburg, in the Caucasus and by the
non-Russian organisations is considerable.” In addition to
the two Social-Democratic papers appearing abroad, the
Central Organ has been issued in Russia, in spite of quite
extraordinary police obstacles. A regional organ, Rabocheye
Znamya,” will appear soon in the Central Industrial Region.

From all that has been said, one can form a quite def-
inite picture of the path on which the Social-Democratic
Party is firmly entering. A strong illegal organisation of
the Party Centres, systematic illegal publications and—
most important of all—local and particularly factory
Party groups, led by advanced members from among the
workers themselves, living in direct contact with the masses;
such is the foundation on which we were building, and
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have built, a hard and solid core of a revolutionary and
Social-Democratic working-class movement. And this illegal
core will spread its feelers, its influence, incomparably
wider than ever before, both through the Duma and the
trade unions, both in the co-operative societies and in
the cultural and educational organisations.

At first sight there is a remarkable similarity between
this system of Party work and that which was established by
the Germans during the Anti-Socialist Law (1878-90).8
The distance which the German working-class movement
covered during the thirty years following the bourgeois
revolution (1848-78), the Russian working-class movement
is covering in three years (from the end of 1905 to 1908).
But behind this outward similarity is hidden a profound
inward difference. The thirty-year period which followed
the bourgeois-democratic revolution in Germany completely
fulfilled the objectively necessary tasks of that revolution.
It fulfilled itself in the constitutional parliament of the
early sixties, in dynastic wars which united the greater
part of German-speaking territories, and in the creation of
the Empire with the help of universal suffrage. In Russia
the three years which have not yet passed since the first
great victory and the first great defeat of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution not only have not fulfilled its tasks
but, on the contrary, have for the first time spread realisa-
tion of those tasks among broad masses of the proletariat
and the peasantry. What has been outlived during these
two odd years is constitutional illusions and belief in the
democratism of the liberal lackeys of Black-Hundred?® tsarism.

A crisis on the basis of the unfulfilled objective tasks of
the bourgeois revolution in Russia is inevitable. Purely
economic, specifically financial, internal political and
external events, circumstances and vicissitudes may make
it acute. And the party of the proletariat—having entered
the straight road of building a strong illegal Social-Demo-
cratic organisation, possessed of more numerous and more
varied implements for legal and semi-legal influence than
before—will be able to meet that crisis more prepared
for resolute struggle than it was in October and December
1905.
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ON THE “NATURE”
OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION

Drive Nature out of the door and she will fly in at the
window, exclaims the Cadet Rech'© in a recent editorial.
This valuable admission of the official organ of our counter-
revolutionary liberals needs to be particularly emphasised,
because what is referred to is the nature of the Russian
revolution. And one cannot sufficiently insist on the force
with which events are confirming the basic view of Bolshe-
vism as to this “nature” of the peasant bourgeois revolution,
which can win only in opposition to wavering, wobbling,
counter-revolutionary bourgeois liberalism.

At the beginning of 1906, prior to the First Duma,
Mr. Struve wrote: “The peasant in the Duma will be a Cadet.”
At that time this was the bold assertion of a liberal who
still dreamt of re-educating the muzhik from a naive monarch-
ist into a supporter of the opposition. It was at a time
when Russkoye Gosudarstvo,'! the organ of the bureaucracy,
the newspaper of the lackeys of Mr. Witte, was assuring its
readers that “the muzhik will help us out”, i.e., that broad
representation of the peasants would prove favourable for
the autocracy. Such opinions were so widespread in those
days (remote days! two whole years divide us from them!)
that even in the Mensheviks’ speeches at the Stockholm
Congress'? kindred notes were clearly heard.

But the First Duma had dispelled these illusions of the
monarchists and the illusions of the liberals completely.
The most ignorant, undeveloped, politically virgin, unorgan-
ised muzhik proved to be incomparably more left than the
Cadets.!® The struggle of the Cadets against the “Trudovik
spirit” and Trudovik politics'* formed the main content of
liberal “activity” during the first two Dumas. And when
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Front page of the newspaper Proletary, No.

(April 8), 1908, featuring Lenin’s articles “On the ‘Nature’ of the

Russian Revolution”, and “The Debate on the Extension of the
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after the Second Duma had been dissolved, Mr. Struve—an
advanced man among the liberal counter-revolutionaries—
hurled his angry judgements on the Trudoviks, and pro-
claimed a crusade against the “intellectualist” leaders of
the peasantry who were “playing at radicals”, he was there-
by expressing the utter bankruptcy of liberalism.

The experience of the two Dumas brought liberalism a
complete fiasco. It did not succeed in “taming the muzhik™.
It did not succeed in making him modest, tractable, ready
for compromise with the landlord autocracy. The liberalism
of the bourgeois lawyers, professors and other intellectualist
trash could not “adjust itself” to the “Trudovik” peasantry.
It turned out to be politically and economically far behind
them. And the whole historic significance of the first period
of the Russian revolution may be summed up as follows:
liberalism has already conclusively demonstrated its coun-
ter-revolutionary nature, its incapacity to lead the peasant
revolution; the peasantry has not yet fully understood that
it is only along the path of revolution and republic, under
the guidance of the socialist proletariat, that a real vic-
tory can be won.

The bankruptcy of liberalism meant the triumph of the
reactionary landlords. Today, intimidated by those reaction-
aries, humiliated and spat upon by them, transformed into a
serf-bound accomplice of Stolypin’s constitutional farce,
liberalism will shed an occasional tear for the past. Of
course the fight against the Trudovik spirit was hard, un-
bearably hard. But ... all the same ... may we not win a
second time, if that spirit rises again? May we not then
play the part of a broker more successfully? Did not our
great and famous Pyotr Struve write, even before the revo-
lution, that the middle parties always gained from the
sharpening of the struggle between extremes?

And lo, the liberals, exhausted in struggle with the
Trudoviks, are playing against the reactionaries the card of
a revival of the Trudovik spirit! “The Land Bills just
introduced into the Duma by the Right-wing peasants and
the clergy,” writes Rech in the same editorial, “reveal the
old Trudovik spirit: Trudovik and not Cadet.” “One Bill
belongs to the peasants and is signed by 41 members of the
Duma. The other belongs to the clergy. The former is more
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radical than the latter, but the latter, too, in some respects
[listen to the Cadet Rech!] leaves the Cadet draft of agrarian
reform far behind.” The liberals are obliged to admit that,
after all the filtering of the electors undertaken and carried
out in accordance with the notorious law of June 3, this fact
(as we already noted in No. 22 of Proletary) is evidence not
of some accident, but of the nature of the Russian revolu-
tion.

The peasants, writes Rech, have a distributable land
reserve not in the sense of a transmitting agency, “but in
the sense of a permanent institution”. The Cadets admit
this, but modestly keep silent about the fact that they
themselves, while playing up to the reactionaries and
cringing to them, in the interim between the First and
Second Dumas threw the distributable land reserve out of
their programme (i.e., in one way or another, the recogni-
tion of land nationalisation) and adopted Gurko’s® point
of view, namely, full private ownership of the land.

The peasants, writes Rech, buy land at a fair valuation
(i.e., in the Cadet fashion) but—and a momentous “but”
this is—the valuation is to be made by the local land
institutions “elected by the whole population of the locality
concerned”.

And once again the Cadets have to keep quiet about
one aspect. They have to keep quiet about the fact that
this election by the whole population obviously resembles
the well-known “Trudovik” Bill in the First Duma and the
Second—the Bill providing for local land committees
elected on the basis of universal, direct and equal suffrage
by secret ballot. They have to keep quiet about how the
liberals in the first two Dumas carried on a disgusting
struggle against this Bill, which was the only possible one
from a democratic point of view: how abjectly they turned
and twisted, wishing not to say from the Duma rostrum
everything they had said in their press—in the leading
article of Rech later reprinted by Milyukov (“A Year of
Struggle”), in Kutler’s draft and in Chuprov’s article (the
Cadet “Agrarian Question”, Volume 2). And what they ad-
mitted in their press was that according to their idea the

*See present edition, Vol. 13, pp. 455-59.—Ed.



ON THE “NATURE” OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION 27

local land committees should consist of an equal number
of representatives of the peasantry and of the landlords,
with a representative of the government as a third party.
In other words, the Cadets were betraying the muzhik
to the landlord, by assuring that everywhere the latter
would have the majority (the landlords plus a represen-
tative of the landlord autocracy are always in a majority
against the peasants).

We quite understand the swindlers of parliamentary
bourgeois liberalism having to keep quiet about all this.
They are wrong, though, in thinking that the workers and
peasants are likely to forget these most important landmarks
on the road of the Russian revolution.

Even the clergy—those ultra-reactionaries, those Black-
Hundred obscurantists purposely maintained by the govern-
ment—have gone further than the Cadets in their agrarian
Bill. Even they have begun talking about lowering the
“artificially inflated prices” of land, and about a progressive
land tax in which holdings not exceeding the subsistence
standard would be free of tax. Why has the village priest—
that policeman of official orthodoxy—proved to be more
on the side of the peasant than the bourgeois liberal? Because
the village priest has to live side by side with the peasant,
to depend on him in a thousand different ways, and some-
times—as when the priests practice small-scale peasant
agriculture on church land—even to be in a peasant’s
skin himself. The village priest will have to return from
the most police-ridden Duma into his own village: and
however greatly the village has been purged by Stolypin’s
punitive expeditions and chronic billeting of the soldiery,
there is no return to it for those who have taken the side
of the landlords. So it turns out that the most reactionary
priest finds it more difficult than the enlightened lawyer
and professor to betray the peasant to the landlord.

Yes, indeed! Drive Nature out of the door and she will fly
in at the window. The nature of the great bourgeois revolu-
tion in peasant Russia is such that only the victory of a
peasant uprising, unthinkable without the proletariat as
guide, is capable of bringing that revolution to victory
in the teeth of the congenital counter-revolutionism of the
bourgeois liberals.
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It remains for the liberals either to disbelieve the strength
of the Trudovik spirit—and that is impossible when
the facts stare them in the face—or else to pin their faith
on some new political trickery. And here is the programme
of that piece of trickery in the concluding words of Rech:
“Only serious practical provisions for this kind of reform
[namely, agrarian reform “on the broadest democratic
basis”] can cure the population of utopian attempts.” This
may be read as follows. Mr. Stolypin, Your Excellency, even
with all your gallows and your June Third laws you have
not “cured” the population of its “utopian Trudovik spirit”.
Allow us to try just once more. We shall promise the people
the widest democratic reform, and in practice will “cure”
them by means of buying out the land from the landlords and
giving the latter a majority in the local land institutions!

On our part, we shall thank Messrs. Milyukov, Struve
and Co. from the bottom of our hearts for the zeal with
which they are “curing” the population of its “utopian”
belief in peaceful constitutional methods. They are curing
it and, in all probability, will effect a final cure.

Proletary, No. 27, Published according
March 26 (April 8), 1908 to the text in Proletary
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There is a well-known saying that if geometrical axioms
affected human interests attempts would certainly be made
to refute them. Theories of natural history which conflicted
with the old prejudices of theology provoked, and still
provoke, the most rabid opposition. No wonder, therefore,
that the Marxian doctrine, which directly serves to enlighten
and organise the advanced class in modern society, indicates
the tasks facing this class and demonstrates the inevitable
replacement (by virtue of economic development) of the
present system by a new order—no wonder that this
doctrine has had to fight for every step forward in the course
of its life.

Needless to say, this applies to bourgeois science and
philosophy, officially taught by official professors in order
to befuddle the rising generation of the propertied classes
and to “coach” it against internal and foreign enemies.
This science will not even hear of Marxism, declaring that
it has been refuted and annihilated. Marx is attacked with
equal zest by young scholars who are making a career by
refuting socialism, and by decrepit elders who are preserv-
ing the tradition of all kinds of outworn “systems”. The
progress of Marxism, the fact that its ideas are spreading
and taking firm hold among the working class, inevitably
increase the frequency and intensity of these bourgeois
attacks on Marxism, which becomes stronger, more hardened
and more vigorous every time it is “annihilated” by official
science.

But even among doctrines connected with the struggle
of the working class, and current mainly among the prole-
tariat, Marxism by no means consolidated its position all
at once. In the first half-century of its existence (from
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the 1840s on) Marxism was engaged in combating
theories fundamentally hostile to it. In the early forties
Marx and Engels settled accounts with the radical Young
Hegelians whose viewpoint was that of philosophical ideal-
ism. At the end of the forties the struggle began in the
field of economic doctrine, against Proudhonism. The
fifties saw the completion of this struggle in criticism of
the parties and doctrines which manifested themselves in
the stormy year of 1848. In the sixties the struggle shifted
from the field of general theory to one closer to the direct
labour movement: the ejection of Bakuninism from the
International. In the early seventies the stage in Germany
was occupied for a short while by the Proudhonist Miihl-
berger, and in the late seventies by the positivist Diihring.
But the influence of both on the proletariat was already
absolutely insignificant. Marxism was already gaining
an unquestionable victory over all other ideologies in the
labour movement.

By the nineties this victory was in the main completed.
Even in the Latin countries, where the traditions of Prou-
dhonism held their ground longest of all, the workers’ parties
in effect built their programmes and their tactics on Marx-
ist foundations. The revived international organisation
of the labour movement—in the shape of periodical inter-
national congresses—from the outset, and almost without
a struggle, adopted the Marxist standpoint in all essen-
tials. But after Marxism had ousted all the more or less
integral doctrines hostile to it, the tendencies expressed
in those doctrines began to seek other channels. The forms
and causes of the struggle changed, but the struggle
continued. And the second half-century of the existence
of Marxism began (in the nineties) with the struggle
of a trend hostile to Marxism within Marxism itself.

Bernstein, a one-time orthodox Marxist, gave his name to
this trend by coming forward with the most noise and with
the most purposeful expression of amendments to Marx,
revision of Marx, revisionism. Even in Russia where—
owing to the economic backwardness of the country and the
preponderance of a peasant population weighed down by
the relics of serfdom—non-Marxist socialism has naturally
held its ground longest of all, it is plainly passing into
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revisionism before our very eyes. Both in the agrarian
question (the programme of the municipalisation of all
land) and in general questions of programme and tactics,
our Social-Narodniks are more and more substituting
“amendments” to Marx for the moribund and obsolescent
remnants of their old system, which in its own way was
integral and fundamentally hostile to Marxism.

Pre-Marxist socialism has been defeated. It is continuing
the struggle, no longer on its own independent ground,
but on the general ground of Marxism, as revisionism.
Let us, then, examine the ideological content of revision-
ism.

In the sphere of philosophy revisionism followed in
the wake of bourgeois professorial “science”. The professors
went “back to Kant”—and revisionism dragged along
after the neo-Kantians. The professors repeated the plati-
tudes that priests have uttered a thousand times against
philosophical materialism—and the revisionists, smiling
indulgently, mumbled (word for word alter the latest Hand-
buch) that materialism had been “refuted” long ago. The
professors treated Hegel as a “dead dog”,' and while them-
selves preaching idealism, only an idealism a thousand
times more petty and banal than Hegel’s, contemptuously
shrugged their shoulders at dialectics—and the revision-
ists floundered after them into the swamp of philosoph-
ical vulgarisation of science, replacing “artful” (and revo-
lutionary) dialectics by “simple” (and tranquil) “evolu-
tion”. The professors earned their official salaries by adjust-
ing both their idealist and their “critical” systems to the
dominant medieval “philosophy” (i.e., to theology)—and
the revisionists drew close to them, trying to make religion a
“private affair”, not in relation to the modern state, but
in relation to the party of the advanced class.

What such “amendments” to Marx really meant in class
terms need not be stated: it is self-evident. We shall simply
note that the only Marxist in the international Social-
Democratic movement to criticise the incredible platitudes
of the revisionists from the standpoint of consistent dialec-
tical materialism was Plekhanov. This must be stressed
all the more emphatically since profoundly mistaken
attempts are being made at the present time to smuggle in
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old and reactionary philosophical rubbish disguised as a
criticism of Plekhanov’s tactical opportunism.*

Passing to political economy, it must be noted first of all
that in this sphere the “amendments” of the revisionists
were much more comprehensive and circumstantial; attempts
were made to influence the public by “new data on economic
development”. It was said that concentration and the oust-
ing of small-scale production by large-scale production
do not occur in agriculture at all, while they proceed very
slowly in commerce and industry. It was said that crises
had now become rarer and weaker, and that cartels and
trusts would probably enable capital to eliminate them
altogether. It was said that the “theory of collapse” to
which capitalism is heading was unsound, owing to the
tendency of class antagonisms to become milder and less
acute. It was said, finally, that it would not be amiss to
correct Marx’s theory of value, too, in accordance with
Béhm-Bawerk.!?

The fight against the revisionists on these questions result-
ed in as fruitful a revival of the theoretical thought in
international socialism as did Engels’s controversy with
Diihring twenty years earlier. The arguments of the revision-
ists were analysed with the help of facts and figures. It
was proved that the revisionists were systematically paint-
ing a rose-coloured picture of modern small-scale produc-
tion. The technical and commercial superiority of large-
scale production over small-scale production not only in
industry, but also in agriculture, is proved by irrefutable
facts. But commodity production is far less developed in
agriculture, and modern statisticians and economists are,
as a rule, not very skilful in picking out the special branches
(sometimes even the operations) in agriculture which indi-
cate that agriculture is being progressively drawn into the
process of exchange in world economy. Small-scale produc-

*See Studies in the Philosophy of Marxism by Bogdanov, Ba-
zarov and others. This is not the place to discuss the book, and I must
at present confine myself to stating that in the very near future I
shall prove in a series of articles, or in a separate pamphlet, that
everything 1 have said in the text about neo-Kantian revisionists
essentially applies also to these “new” neo-Humist and neo-Berkeleyan
revisionists. (See present edition, Vol. 14.—Ed.)
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tion maintains itself on the ruins of natural economy by
constant worsening of diet, by chronic starvation, by length-
ening of the working day, by deterioration in the quality
and the care of cattle, in a word, by the very methods
whereby handicraft production maintained itself against
capitalist manufacture. Every advance in science and
technology inevitably and relentlessly undermines the
foundations of small-scale production in capitalist society;
and it is the task of socialist political economy to investigate
this process in all its forms, often complicated and intri-
cate, and to demonstrate to the small producer the impossi-
bility of his holding his own under capitalism, the hope-
lessness of peasant farming under capitalism, and the
necessity for the peasant to adopt the standpoint of the
proletarian. On this question the revisionists sinned, in
the scientific sense, by superficial generalisations based on
facts selected one-sidedly and without reference to the
system of capitalism as a whole. From the political point
of view, they sinned by the fact that they inevitably,
whether they wanted to or not, invited or urged the peasant
to adopt the attitude of a small proprietor (i.e., the atti-
tude of the bourgeoisie) instead of urging him to adopt the
point of view of the revolutionary proletarian.

The position of revisionism was even worse as regards
the theory of crises and the theory of collapse. Only for
a very short time could people, and then only the most
short-sighted, think of refashioning the foundations of
Marx’s theory under the influence of a few years of indus-
trial boom and prosperity. Realities very soon made it
clear to the revisionists that crises were not a thing of the
past: prosperity was followed by a crisis. The forms, the
sequence, the picture of particular crises changed, but
crises remained an inevitable component of the capitalist
system. While uniting production, the cartels and trusts at
the same time, and in a way that was obvious to all, aggra-
vated the anarchy of production, the insecurity of existence
of the proletariat and the oppression of capital, thereby
intensifying class antagonisms to an unprecedented degree.
That capitalism is heading for a break-down—in the
sense both of individual political and economic crises and
of the complete collapse of the entire capitalist system—
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has been made particularly clear, and on a particularly
large scale, precisely by the new glant trusts. The recent
financial crisis in America and the appalling increase of
unemployment all over Europe, to say nothing of the impend-
ing industrial crisis to which many symptoms are point-
ing—all this has resulted in the recent “theories” of
the revisionists having been forgotten by everybody, includ-
ing, apparently, many of the revisionists themselves.
But the lessons which this instability of the intellectuals
had given the working class must not be forgotten.

As to the theory of value, it need only be said that apart
from-the vaguest of hints and sighs, ¢ la Béhm-Bawerk,
the revisionists have contributed absolutely nothing, and
have therefore left no traces whatever on the development
of scientific thought.

In the sphere of politics, revisionism did really try to
revise the foundation of Marxism, namely, the doctrine
of the class struggle. Political freedom, democracy and
universal suffrage remove the ground for the class struggle—
we were told—and render untrue the old proposition of the
Communist Manifesto that the working men have no country.
For, they said, since the “will of the majority” prevails
in a democracy, one must neither regard the state as an
organ of class rule, nor reject alliances with the progressive,
social-reform bourgeoisie against the reactionaries.

It cannot be disputed that these arguments of the revi-
sionists amounted to a fairly well-balanced system of
views, namely, the old and well-known liberal-bourgeois
views. The liberals have always said that bourgeois parlia-
mentarism destroys classes and class divisions, since the
right to vote and the right to participate in the government
of the country are shared by all citizens without distinction.
The whole history of Europe in the second half of the nine-
teenth century, and the whole history of the Russian revolu-
tion in the early twentieth, clearly show how absurd such
views are. Economic distinctions are not mitigated but
aggravated and intensified under the freedom of “democrat-
ic” capitalism. Parliamentarism does not eliminate, but
lays bare the innate character even of the most democratic
bourgeois republics as organs of class oppression. By help-
ing to enlighten and to organise immeasurably wider
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masses of the population than those which previously
took an active part in political events, parliamentarism
does not make for the elimination of crises and political
revolutions, but for the maximum intensification of civil
war during such revolutions. The events in Paris in the
spring of 1871 and the events in Russia in the winter of
1905 showed as clearly as could be how inevitably this
intensification comes about. The French bourgeoisie with-
out a moment’s hesitation made a deal with the enemy of
the whole nation, with the foreign army which had ruined
its country, in order to crush the proletarian movement.
Whoever does not understand the inevitable inner dialectics
of parliamentarism and bourgeois democracy—which leads
to an even sharper decision of the argument by mass vio-
lence than formerly—will never be able on the basis of
this parliamentarism to conduct propaganda and agitation
consistent in principle, really preparing the working-class
masses for victorious participation in such “arguments”.
The experience of alliances, agreements and blocs with the
social-reform liberals in the West and with the liberal
reformists (Cadets) in the Russian revolution, has convinc-
ingly shown that these agreements only blunt the conscious-
ness of the masses, that they do not enhance but weaken
the actual significance of their struggle, by linking fighters
with elements who are least capable of fighting and most
vacillating and treacherous. Millerandism in France—the
biggest experiment in applying revisionist political tactics
on a wide, a really national scale—has provided a practi-
cal appraisal of revisionism that will never be forgotten by
the proletariat all over the world.

A natural complement to the economic and political
tendencies of revisionism was its attitude to the ultimate
aim of the socialist movement. “The movement is every-
thing, the ultimate aim is nothing”—this catch-phrase
of Bernstein’s expresses the substance of revisionism better
than many long disquisitions. To determine its conduct
from case to case, to adapt itself to the events of the day
and to the chopping and changing of petty politics, to
forget the primary interests of the proletariat and the
basic features of the whole capitalist system, of all capital-
ist evolution, to sacrifice these primary interests for the
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real or assumed advantages of the moment—such is the
policy of revisionism. And it patently follows from the
very nature of this policy that it may assume an infinite
variety of forms, and that every more or less “new” question,
every more or less unexpected and unforeseen turn of events,
even though it change the basic line of development only
to an insignificant degree and only for the briefest period,
will always inevitably give rise to one variety of revision-
ism or another.

The inevitability of revisionism is determined by its
class roots in modern society. Revisionism is an interna-
tional phenomenon. No thinking socialist who is in the
least informed can have the slightest doubt that the relation
between the orthodox and the Bernsteinians in Germany,
the Guesdists and the Jaurésists (and now particularly
the Broussists) in France, the Social Democratic Federation
and the Independent Labour Party in Great Britain,
Brouckeére and Vandervelde in Belgium, the Integralists and
the Reformists in Italy, the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks
in Russia, is everywhere essentially similar, notwithstand-
ing the immense variety of national conditions and histor-
ical factors in the present state of all these countries. In
reality, the “division” within the present international
socialist movement is now proceeding along the same lines
in all the various countries of the world, which testifies to a
tremendous advance compared with thirty or forty years
ago, when heterogeneous trends in the various countries were
struggling within the one international socialist movement.
And that “revisionism from the left” which has taken shape
in the Latin countries as “revolutionary syndicalism”,8
is also adapting itself to Marxism, “amending” it: Labriola
in Italy and Lagardelle in France frequently appeal from
Marx who is understood wrongly to Marx who is understood
rightly.

We cannot stop here to analyse the ideological content
of this revisionism, which as yet is far from having devel-
oped to the same extent as opportunist revisionism: it has
not yet become international, has not yet stood the test
of a single big practical battle with a socialist party in
any single country. We confine ourselves therefore to that
“revisionism from the right” which was described above.
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Wherein lies its inevitability in capitalist society?
Why is it more profound than the differences of national
peculiarities and of degrees of capitalist development?
Because in every capitalist country, side by side with the
proletariat, there are always broad strata of the petty
bourgeoisie, small proprietors. Capitalism arose and is
constantly arising out of small production. A number of
new “middle strata” are inevitably brought into existence
again and again by capitalism (appendages to the factory,
work at home, small workshops scattered all over the country
to meet the requirements of big industries, such as the
bicycle and automobile industries, etc.). These new small
producers are just as inevitably being cast again into the
ranks of the proletariat. It is quite natural that the petty-
bourgeois world-outlook should again and again crop up
in the ranks of the broad workers’ parties. It is quite natural
that this should be so and always will be so, right up to the
changes of fortune that will take place in the proletarian
revolution. For it would be a profound mistake to think
that the “complete” proletarianisation of the majority of
the population is essential for bringing about such a revo-
lution. What we now frequently experience only in the
domain of ideology, namely, disputes over theoretical
amendments to Marx; what now crops up in practice only
over individual side issues of the labour movement, as
tactical differences with the revisionists and splits on this
basis—is bound to be experienced by the working class
on an incomparably larger scale when the proletarian
revolution will sharpen all disputed issues, will focus all
differences on points which are of the most immediate
importance in determining the conduct of the masses, and
will make it necessary in the heat of the fight to distin-
guish enemies from friends, and to cast out bad allies in
order to deal decisive blows at the enemy.

The ideological struggle waged by revolutionary Marx-
ism against revisionism at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury is but the prelude to the great revolutionary battles
of the proletariat, which is marching forward to the complete
victory of its cause despite all the waverings and weak-
nesses of the petty bourgeoisie.



40

ON THE BEATEN TRACK!

Assessment of the Russian revolution, i.e., of its three
first years, is the topic of the day. Unless the class nature
of our political parties is ascertained, unless the interests
and the mutual relations of classes in our revolution are
taken into account, no step forward can be made in defining
the immediate aims and tactics of the proletariat. We
intend in this article to draw the attention of our readers
to one attempt at such an assessment.

In issue No. 3 of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata,”® F. Dan
and G. Plekhanov have written, the one a systematic assess-
ment of the results of the revolution, the other summarised
conclusions about the tactics of the workers’ party. Dan’s
assessment amounts to this, that hopes of a dictatorship
of the proletariat and the peasantry were bound to prove
illusory. “The possibility of new revolutionary mass action
of the proletariat ... depends to a great extent on the posi-
tion of the bourgeoisie.” “In the first stages [of such up-
surge], so long as the mounting revolutionary working-
class movement has not stirred up the town middle class,
and the development of revolution in the towns has not
lit a conflagration in the countryside—the proletariat and
the bourgeoisie will find themselves face to face as the
principal political forces.”

On the tactical conclusions to be drawn from this kind
of “truth” F. Dan is obviously reticent. He was evidently
ashamed to say, in so many words, what follows automati-
cally from his statement, namely, that the working class
should be recommended to adopt the famous tactics of the
Mensheviks, that is, support of the bourgeoisie (recall the
blocs with the Cadets, support of the watchword of a Cadet
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Ministry, Plekhanov’s Duma with full powers, etc.). But
Plekhanov supplements Dan by ending his article in issue
No. 3 of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata with the words: “It would
be a good thing for Russia if the Russian Marxists in
1905-06 had been able to avoid these mistakes made by
Marx and Engels in Germany more than half a century ago!”
(He is referring to underestimation of the capacity of capi-
talism at the time to develop further, and overestimation
of the capacity of the proletariat for revolutionary action.)

Nothing could be clearer. Dan and Plekhanov are trying
ever so carefully, not calling things directly by their proper
names, to justify the Menshevik policy of proletarian de-
pendence on the Cadets. So let us look more closely at the
“theoretical case” they try to make out.

Dan argues that the “peasant movement” depends on the
“growth and development of the urban revolution in its
bourgeois and proletarian channels”. Therefore the rise of
the “urban revolution” was followed by the rise of the peasant
movement, while after its decline “the internal antagonisms
of the countryside, held in check by the rise of revolution,
once again began to become acute”, and “the government’s
agrarian policy, the policy of dividing the peasantry, etc.,
began to enjoy a relative success”. Hence the conclusion we
have quoted earlier—that in the first stages of the new
upsurge the main political forces will be the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie. “This situation,” in Dan’s opinion,
“can and must be made use of by the proletariat for such
a development of the revolution as will leave far behind
the point of departure of the new upsurge, and will lead to
the complete democratisation of society under the badge
[sic!] of a radical [!!] solution of the agrarian question.”

It is not difficult to see that this whole argument is based
on a radical failure to understand the agrarian question in
our revolution, and that this incomprehension is badly
covered up by cheap and empty phrases about “complete
democratisation”, “under the badge” of a “solution” of the
question.

F. Dan imagines that “hopes of a dictatorship of the
proletariat and the peasantry” depend and depended on
Narodnik prejudices, on forgetting the internal antagonisms
in the countryside and the individualist character of the
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peasant movement. These are the usual Menshevik views,
long known to everyone. But hardly anyone yet has revealed
all their absurdity so strikingly as F. Dan has done in the
article in question. Our most worthy publicist has contrived
not to notice that both the “solutions” of the agrarian
question which he contrasts are in keeping with the “indi-
vidualist character of the peasant movement”! For the
Stolypin solution, which in Dan’s opinion is enjoying
“relative success”, is in fact founded on the individualism
of the peasants. That is unquestionable. Well, and what
about the other solution, which F. Dan called “radical”
and bound up with “the complete democratisation of so-
ciety”? Does the most worthy Dan imagine, by any chance,
that it is not founded on the individualism of the peasants?

The trouble is that Dan’s empty phrase about “the com-
plete democratisation of society under the badge of a radi-
cal solution of the agrarian question” serves to conceal a
radical piece of stupidity. Unthinkingly, groping like a
blind man, he bumps up against two objectively possible,
and historically not yet finally chosen, “solutions” of the
agrarian question, without being able clearly and precisely
to grasp the nature of both solutions, and the conditions
in which one and other are feasible.

Why can Stolypin’s agrarian policy enjoy “relative
success”? Because within our peasantry capitalist develop-
ment has long ago brought into being two hostile classes—
a peasant bourgeoisie and a peasant proletariat. Is the
complete success of Stolypin’s agrarian policy possible,
and if so, what does it mean? It is possible, if circumstances
develop exceptionally favourably for Stolypin, and it
means the “solution” of the agrarian question in bourgeois
Russia in the sense of the final (up to the proletarian revo-
lution) consolidation of private property over all the land
both that of the landlords and that of the peasants. This
will be a “solution” of the Prussian type, which will cer-
tainly ensure the capitalist development of Russia, but an
incredibly slow development, endowing the Junker with
authority for many years, and a thousand times more
agonising for the proletariat and the peasantry than the
other, objectively possible and also capitalist, “solution
of the agrarian question”.
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This other solution Dan has called “radical”, without
thinking of what it implies. It is a cheap catchword, and
there is not the very germ of an idea in it. Stolypin’s solu-
tion is also very radical, since it is radically breaking up
the old village commune and the old agrarian system in
Russia. The real difference between the peasant solution
of the agrarian question in the Russian bourgeois revolu-
tion, and the Stolypin-Cadet solution, is that the first
destroys the landlords’ private property in land beyond
question, and peasant private property very probably
(we shall not deal here with this particular question of
the peasants’ allotment land, because all Dan’s arguments
are wrong even from the standpoint of our present “munici-
palising” agrarian programme).

Now one may ask, is it true that this second solution
is objectively possible? Beyond doubt. All thinking Marx-
ists are in agreement on this, for otherwise the support
by the proletariat of the small proprietor’s striving to
confiscate large-scale landed property would be a reactionary
piece of charlatanry. In no other capitalist country will
a single Marxist draw up a programme supporting the
peasants’ aspiration to confiscate large-scale landed proper-
ty. In Russia both Bolsheviks and Mensheviks are in agree-
ment as to the necessity of such support. Why? Because
objectively, for Russia another path of capitalist agrarian
development is possible—not the “Prussian” but the
“American”, not the landlord-bourgeois (or Junker) but
the peasant-bourgeois path.

Stolypin and the Cadets, the autocracy and the bourgeoisie,
Nicholas II and Pyotr Struve are all agreed that there
must be a capitalist “cleansing” of the decaying agrarian
system in Russia by preserving the landed property of the
landlords. All they differ on is how best to preserve it,
and how much of it to preserve.

The workers and peasants, the Social-Democrats and
the Narodniks (Trudoviks, Popular Socialists, Socialist-
Revolutionaries included) are all agreed that there should
be a capitalist “cleansing” of the decaying agrarian system
in Russia by means of the forcible abolition of the landed
property of the landlords. They differ in this, that the
Social-Democrats understand the capitalist character in
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present society of any agrarian revolution, however ultra-
radical it may be—municipalisation and nationalisation,
socialisation and division—while the Narodniks don’t
understand this, and wrap up their struggle for peasant-
bourgeois agrarian evolution against landlord-bourgeois
evolution in philistine and utopian phrases about equalisa-
tion.

All the muddle and shallow thinking of F. Dan are due
to the fact that he has radically failed to understand the
economic basis of the Russian bourgeois revolution. The
differences between Marxist and petty-bourgeois socialism
in Russia on the question of the economic content and sig-
nificance of the peasants’ struggle for the land in this
revolution loomed so large for him that he has “failed to
notice” the struggle of the real forces in society for one or
other of the objectively possible roads in capitalist agrarian
evolution. And he has covered up this complete incompre-
hension with phrases about the “relative success” of Sto-
lypin and “the complete democratisation of society
under the badge of a radical solution of the agrarian
question”.

Actually, the situation in regard to the agrarian question
in Russia today is this. The success of Stolypin’s policy
would involve long years of violent suppression and exter-
mination of a mass of peasants who refuse to starve to
death and be expelled from their villages. History has
known examples of the success of such a policy. It would
be empty and foolish democratic phrase-mongering for
us to say that the success of such a policy in Russia is “impos-
sible”. It is possible! But our business is to make the people
see clearly at what a price such a success is won, and to
fight with all our strength for another, shorter and more
rapid road of capitalist agrarian development through
a peasant revolution. A peasant revolution under the lead-
ership of the proletariat in a capitalist country is difficult,
very difficult, but it is possible, and we must fight for it.
Three years of the revolution have taught us and the whole
people not only that we must fight for it but also how to
fight for it. No Menshevik “methods of approach™ to the
policy of supporting the Cadets will drive these lessons of
the revolution out of the consciousness of the workers.
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To proceed. What if, in spite of the struggle of the masses,
Stolypin’s policy holds good long enough for the “Prussian”
way to succeed? Then the agrarian system in Russia will
become completely bourgeois, the big peasants will grab
nearly all the allotment land, agriculture will become
capitalist, and no “solution” of the agrarian question under
capitalism—whether radical or mnon-radical—will be
possible any more. Then Marxists who are honest with
themselves will straightforwardly and openly throw all
“agrarian programmes’ on the scrap-heap altogether, and
will say to the masses: “The workers have done all they
could to give Russia not a Junker but an American capi-
talism. The workers call you now to join in the social revo-
lution of the proletariat, for after the ‘solution’ of the
agrarian question in the Stolypin spirit there can be no
other revolution capable of making a serious change in
the economic conditions of life of the peasant masses.”

That is how the question of the relationship between a
bourgeois and a socialist revolution in Russia stands to-
day—a question muddled up particularly by Dan in his
German version of his Russian article (Neue Zeit,?° No. 27).

Bourgeois revolutions are possible, even inevitable, in
Russia as well on the basis of Stolypin-Cadet agrarian
policies. But in such revolutions, as in the French revolu-
tions of 1830 and 1848, there could be no question of “the
complete democratisation of society under the badge of a
radical solution of the agrarian question”. Or, more pre-
cisely, in such revolutions only petty-bourgeois quasi-So-
cialists will still babble about a “solution” (and especially
a “radical” solution) of an agrarian question which has
already been solved in a country where capitalism is fully
developed.

But in Russia a capitalist agrarian system is very far as
yet from having been developed. This is clear not only to
us, both Mensheviks and Bolsheviks, not only for people
who sympathise with the revolution and hope that it may
rise again; it is clear even to such consistent, conscious
and frankly outspoken enemies of the revolution and friends
of the Black-Hundred autocracy as Mr. Pyotr Struve. If
he “cries with a loud voice” that we need a Bismarck, that
we need the transformation of reaction into revolution
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from above, it is because Struve sees in Russia neither
a Bismarck nor revolution from above. Struve sees that the
Stolypin reaction and a thousand gallows alone are not
enough to create a landlord-bourgeois Russia, made safe
for the Knecht. You need something more, something like
the solution (albeit a Bismarckian solution) of the historic
tasks of the nation, like the unification of Germany, the
introduction of universal suffrage. But Stolypin can only
unite Dumbadze with the heroes of the Riga museum!2!
He even has to abolish the franchise introduced by Witte
under the law of December 11, 1905!?2 Instead of peasants
contented with Dan’s “relative success” of the agrarian
policy, Stolypin is forced to hear “Trudovik” demands
put forward even by the peasant deputies of the Third
Duma!

How can Pyotr Struve, then, not “cry with a loud voice”,
not groan and weep, when he sees clearly that it isn’t
working—that we are still not getting anything like a
well-regulated, modest, moderate and precise, curtailed
but stable “constitution”?

Struve knows very well where he is going. But F. Dan
has learned nothing and forgotten nothing during the three
years of revolution. He is still, like a blind man, seeking
to drag the proletariat under the wing of the Struves. He
is still muttering the same reactionary Menshevik speeches
about our proletariat and bourgeoisie being able to appear
as “the principal political forces™ ... against whom,
most worthy Dan? Against Guchkov, or against the mon-
archy?

The incredible lengths to which Dan goes here in painting
the liberals in rosy colours is revealed by his German article
He is not ashamed even to tell the German public that
in the Third Duma the petty bourgeoisie in the towns
chose “progressive electors” (meaning the Cadets) while
the peasants gave 40 per cent of reactionary electors! Long
live the “progressive” Milyukovs and Struves, applauding
Stolypin! Long live the alliance of the Dans and the Milyu-
kovs against the “reactionary” peasants, displaying their
Trudovik spirit in the Third Duma!

And Plekhanov falsifies Engels to serve the purpose of
the same reactionary Menshevik theories. Engels said that
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the tactics of Marx in 1848 were correct, that they and only
they really provided reliable, firm and unforgettable les-
sons for the proletariat. Engels said that these tactics
were unsuccessful in spite of their being the only correct
tactics. They were unsuccessful because the proletariat
was insufficiently prepared, and capitalism was insuffi-
ciently developed.2? While Plekhanov, as though he were
trying to make fun of Engels, as though to gladden the
heart of the Bernsteins and the Streltsovs,2¢ interprets
Engels as though he “regretted” Marx’s tactics, as though
he later admitted them to be mistaken, and declared his
preference for the tactics of supporting the German Cadets!

Will not G. Plekhanov tomorrow tell us that in regard to
the risings in 1849 Engels came to the conclusion that
“they should not have taken to arms”?

Marx and Engels taught the proletariat revolutionary
tactics, the tactics of developing the struggle to its very
highest forms, the tactics which rally the peasantry behind
the proletariat—and not the proletariat behind the liberal
traitors.

Proletary, No. 29, Published according
April 16 (29), 1908 to the text in Proletary
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A BLOC OF THE CADETS
AND THE OCTOBRISTS?

A private telegram from St. Petersburg to the Frankfurter
Zeitung? of April 1 (14) states: “Since the end of March
secret negotiations have been going on between the Octo-
brists,?® the moderate Rights, the Cadets and the Party
of Peaceful Renovation?” about whether they can form a
bloc. The plan was initiated by the Octobrists, who can no
longer count on the support of the extreme Right. The
latter, particularly dissatisfied with the Octobrists on
account of their interpellation regarding Dumbadze, intend
to vote with the opposition against the Centre. Such a
manoeuvre would render difficult the work of the Duma
since a combination of the extreme Right and the opposi-
tion would command 217 votes against the 223 of the Centre
and moderate Rights. The first talk (about a bloc) took
place on April 12 (March 30, O. S.), and was attended by
30 representatives, chosen on a proportional basis. The
talks led to no result, and it was decided to hold a new
consultation during the coming week.”

How reliable this information may be, we do not know.
In any case the silence of the Russian newspapers does not
prove that it is wrong, and we think it necessary to inform
our readers about this report in the foreign press.

In principle there is nothing incredible in the fact
that secret negotiations are going on. By all their politi-
cal history, beginning with Struve's visit to Witte in Novem-
ber 1905, continuing with the backstairs talks with Trepov
and Co. in the summer of 1906,%% and so forth and so on,
the Cadets have proved that the essence of their tactics
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is to slip in at the backdoor for talks with those in power.
But even if this report about negotiations proved to be un-
true, it remains beyond doubt that in practice in the Third
Duma there exists a tacit bloc of the Cadets and the Octo-
brists on the basis of the former taking a turn to the right.
A number of Cadet votes in the Third Duma have proved
this irrefutably, quite apart from the Cadet speeches and
the character of their political activities.

In the Third Duma, we said even before it had been con-
vened, there are fwo majorities (see Proletary and the
resolution of the All-Russian Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.
in November 1907).* And we were already demonstrating
then that to evade recognition of this fact, as the Menshe-
viks were doing, and above all to evade a class description
of the Cadet-Octobrist majority, means to let oneself be
dragged at the tail of bourgeois liberalism.

The class nature of the Cadets is showing itself more
and more clearly. Those who would not see this in 1906
are being obliged by facts to recognise it today, or else
sink completely into opportunism.

Proletary, No. 29, Published according
April 16 (29), 1908 to the text in Proletary

* See present edition, Vol. 13, pp. 123-32 and 144-46.—Ed.
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THE ASSESSMENT
OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION%

No one in Russia would now dream of making a revolu-
tion according to Marx. This, or approximately this, was
recently announced by a liberal—even an almost democrat-
ic—even an almost Social-Democratic—(Menshevik) pa-
per, Stolichnaya Pochta.?® And to be quite fair to the au-
thors of this pronouncement, they have successfully caught
the essence of the current political mood and of the attitude
to the lessons of our revolution which undoubtedly prevail
among the widest circles of the intellectuals, half-educated
philistines and probably in many sections of the quite
uneducated petty bourgeoisie as well.

This pronouncement does not only express hatred of
Marxism in general, with its unswerving conviction of the
revolutionary mission of the proletariat and its whole-
hearted readiness to support any revolutionary movement
of the masses, to sharpen their struggle and to go through
with it. It expresses also hatred of the methods of struggle,
the forms of action, and the tactics which have been tested
quite recently in the actual practice of the Russian revolu-
tion. All those victories—or half-victories, quarter-
victories, rather—which our revolution won, were
achieved entirely and exclusively thanks to the direct
revolutionary onset of the proletariat, which was marching
at the head of the non-proletarian elements of the working
people. All the defeats were due to the weakening of such
an onset, to the tactics of avoiding it, tactics based on the
absence of it, and sometimes (among the Cadets) on directly
seeking to eliminate it.

And today, in the period of sweeping counter-revolu-
tionary repressions, the philistines are adapting themselves
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in cowardly fashion to the new masters, currying favour
with the new caliphs for an hour, renouncing the past, trying to
forget it, to persuade themselves and others that
no one in Russia now dreams of making a revolution accord-
ing to Marx, no one is dreaming of the “dictatorship of
the proletariat” and so forth.

In other revolutions of the bourgeoisie, the physical
victory of the old authorities over the insurgent people
always aroused despondency and demoralisation among
wide circles of “educated” society. But among the bourgeois
parties which had made a real fight for liberty, which had
played any appreciable part in real revolutionary events,
there were always to be traced illusions the reverse of those
which now prevail among the intellectualist petty bour-
geoisie in Russia. They were illusions about an inevitable,
immediate and complete victory of “liberty, equality and
fraternity”, illusions about a republic not of the bourgeoisie
but of all humanity, a republic which would introduce peace
on earth and good will among men. They were illusions
about the absence of class differences within the people
oppressed by the monarchy and the medieval order of
things, about the impossibility of conquering an “idea”
by methods of violence, about the absolutely opposite
nature of the feudalism that had outlived its day and the
new free democratic republican system, the bourgeois nature
of which was not realised at all, or was realised only
very vaguely.

Therefore in periods of counter-revolution representa-
tives of the proletariat who had worked their way through
to the standpoint of scientific socialism had to fight (as,
for example, Marx and Engels did in 1850) against the illu-
sions of the bourgeois republicans, against an idealist con-
ception of the traditions of the revolution and of its essence,
against superficial phrases which were replacing consistent
and serious work within a definite class.3! But in Russia
the exact opposite prevails. We don’t see any illusions of
primitive republicanism hindering the essential work of
continuing revolutionary activity in the new and changed
conditions. We see no exaggeration of the meaning of a
republic, the transformation of this essential watchword
of the struggle against feudalism and the monarchy into
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a watchword of each and every struggle for the liberation
of all those that work and are exploited. The Socialist-
Revolutionaries®? and the groups akin to them, who were
encouraging ideas similar to these, have remained a mere
handful, and the period of the three years’ revolutionary
storm (1905-07) has brought them—instead of wide-
spread enthusiasm for republicanism—a new party of the
opportunist petty bourgeoisie, the Popular Socialists, a new
increase in anti-political rebelliousness and anarchism.

In petty-bourgeois Germany, the day after the first onset
of the revolution in 1848 the illusions prevalent among
the petty-bourgeois republican democrats were strikingly
in evidence. In petty-bourgeois Russia, on the day after
the onset of the revolution in 1905, there was striking
evidence, and there is still evidence, of the illusions of
petty-bourgeois opportunism, which hoped to achieve a
compromise without a struggle, feared a struggle and after
the first defeat hastened to renounce its own past, poisoning
the public atmosphere with despondence, faint-heartedness
and apostasy.

Evidently this difference arises from the difference in
the social system and in the historical circumstances of
the two revolutions. But it is not a question of the mass
of the petty-bourgeois population in Russia finding itself
in less sharp opposition to the old order. Just the reverse.
Our peasantry in the very first stage of the Russian revolu-
tion brought into being an agrarian movement incomparably
more powerful, definite, and politically conscious than
those that arose in the previous bourgeois revolutions of
the nineteenth century. The trouble is that the social
stratum which formed the core of the revolutionary demo-
crats in Europe—the master craftsmen in the towns, the
urban bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie—were bound in
Russia to turn to counter-revolutionary liberalism. The
class-consciousness of the socialist proletariat, moving hand
in hand with the international army of socialist revolution
in Europe, the extreme revolutionary spirit of the muzhik,
driven by the age-old yoke of the feudal-minded landlords
to a state of utter desperation and to the demand for confis-
cation of the landed estates—these are the circumstances
which threw Russian liberalism into the arms of counter-
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revolution much more powerfully than ever they did the
liberals of Europe. And therefore on the Russian working
class there has devolved with particular force the task
of preserving the traditions of revolutionary struggle which
the intellectuals and the petty bourgeoisie are hastening
to renounce, developing and strengthening these traditions,
imbuing with them the consciousness of the great mass of
the people, and carrying them forward to the next inevi-
table upsurge of the democratic movement.

The workers themselves are spontaneously carrying on
just such a struggle. Too passionately did they live through
the great struggle in October and December. Too clearly
did they see the change which took place in their condition
only as a result of that direct revolutionary struggle. They
talk now, or at any rate they all feel, like that weaver who
said in a letter to his trade union journal: “The factory
owners have taken away what we won, the foremen are once
again bullying us, just wait, 1905 will come again.”

Just wait, 1905 will come again. That is how the workers
look at things. For them that year of struggle provided
a model of what has to be done. For the intellectuals and the
renegading petty bourgeois it was the “insane year”, a model
of what should not be done. For the proletariat, the working
over and critical acceptance of the experience of the revolu-
tion must consist in learning how to apply the then methods
of struggle more successfully, so as to make the same October
strike struggle and December armed struggle more massive,
more concentrated and more conscious. For counter-revolu-
tionary liberalism, which leads the renegading intelligent-
sia on a halter, assimilating the experience of the revolu-
tion is bound to consist in finishing for ever with the “naive”
impulsiveness of “untamed” mass struggle, and replacing
it by “cultured and civilised” constitutional work, on
the basis of Stolypin’s “constitutionalism”.

Today all and sundry are talking about the assimilation
and critical evaluation of the experience of the revolution.
Socialists and liberals talk about it. Opportunists and revo-
lutionary Social-Democrats talk about it. But not all
understand that it is between the two opposites above-
mentioned that all the multiform recipes for assimilation
of the experience of the revolution fluctuate. Not all put
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the question clearly: is it the experience of the revolutionary
struggle which we must assimilate, and help the masses to
assimilate, for the purpose of a more consistent, stubborn
and resolute fight; or is it the “experiment” of Cadet betrayal
of the revolution that we must assimilate and pass on to
the masses?

Karl Kautsky has approached this question in its funda-
mental theoretical aspect. In the second edition of his well-
known work The Social Revolution, which has been translat-
ed into all the principal European languages, he made a
number of additions and amendments touching on the expe-
rience of the Russian revolution. The preface to the second
edition is dated October 1906: therefore the author already
had the material to judge, not only of the Sturm und Drang
of 1905, but also of the chief events in the “Cadet period”
of our revolution, the period of universal (almost universal)
enthusiasm over the electoral victories of the Cadets and
the First Duma.

What problems in the experience of the Russian revolu-
tion, then, did Kautsky consider sufficiently outstanding
and basic, or at least sufficiently important to provide new
material for a Marxist studying in general “the forms and
weapons of the social revolution” (the heading to para-
graph seven in Kautsky’s work, as supplemented in keeping
with the experience of 1905-06)?

The author has taken two questions.

First, the question of the class composition of the forces
which are capable of winning victory in the Russian revo-
lution, making it a really victorious revolution.

Secondly, the question of the importance of those higher
forms of mass struggle—higher in the direction of their
revolutionary energy and in their aggressive character—
which the Russian revolution brought forth, namely, the
struggle in December, i.e., the armed uprising.

Any socialist (and especially a Marxist) studying at all
attentively the events of the Russian revolution is bound to
recognise that these really are the root and fundamental
questions in assessing the Russian revolution, and also
in assessing the line of tactics dictated to a workers’ party
by the present state of affairs. Unless we fully and clearly
realise what classes are capable, in the light of objective
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economic conditions, of making the Russian bourgeois
revolution victorious, all our words about seeking to make
that revolution victorious will be empty phrases, mere
democratic declamation, while our tactics in the bour-
geois revolution will inevitably be unprincipled and wavering.

On the other hand, in order concretely to determine the
tactics of a revolutionary party at the stormiest moments
of the general crisis which the country is living through,
it is obviously insufficient merely to indicate the classes
capable of acting in the spirit of a victorious completion
of the revolution. Revolutionary periods are distinguished
from periods of so-called peaceful development, periods
when economic conditions do not give rise to profound
crises or powerful mass movements, precisely in this: that
the forms of struggle in periods of the first type inevitably
are much more varied, and the direct revolutionary struggle
of the masses predommates rather than the propaganda and
agitation activities conducted by leaders in parliament,
in the press, etc. Therefore if, in assessing revolutionary
periods, we confine ourselves to defining the line of activity
of the various classes, without analysing the forms of their
struggle, our discussion in the scientific sense will be incom-
plete and undialectical, while from the standpoint of practical
politics it will degenerate into the dead letter of the raiso-
neur (with which, we may say in parenthesis, comrade
Plekhanov contents himself in nine-tenths of his writings
on Social-Democratic tactics in the Russian revolution).

In order to make a genuinely Marxist assessment of the
revolution, from the standpoint of dialectical materialism,
it has to be assessed as the struggle of live social forces,
placed in particular objective conditions, acting in a partic-
ular way and applying with greater or less success partic-
ular forms of struggle. It is on the basis of such an analysis,
and only on that basis of course, that it is appropriate and
indeed essential for a Marxist to assess the technical side
of the struggle, the technical questions which arise in its
course. To recognise a definite form of struggle and not to
recognise the necessity of studying its technique, is like
recognising the necessity of taking part in particular elec-
tions while ignoring the law which lays down the technique
of these elections.
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Let us go on now to the reply given by Kautsky to both
the above-stated questions, which, as we know, aroused
a very prolonged and heated dispute among the Russian
Social-Democrats throughout the revolution, beginning
with the spring of 1905, when the Bolshevik Third Congress
of the R.S.D.L.P. in London?? and the simultaneous Men-
shevik conference in Geneva laid down the basic principles
of their tactics in precise resolutions, and ending with the
London Congress of the United R.S.D.L.P. in the spring
of 1907.34

To the first question Kautsky gives the following reply.
In Western Europe, he says, the proletariat constitutes the
great mass of the population. Therefore the victory of democ-
racy in present-day Europe means the political supremacy
of the proletariat. “In Russia, with her predominantly peas-
ant population, this cannot be expected. Of course, the
victory of Social-Democracy in the foreseeable (in German,
absehbar) future is not ruled out in Russia either: but that
victory could be only the result of an alliance (Koalition)
of the proletariat and the peasantry.” And Kautsky even
expresses the opinion that such a victory would inevitably
give a tremendous impetus to proletarian revolution in
Western Europe.

Thus we see that the concept of bourgeois revolution is
not a sufficient definition of the forces which may achieve
victory in such a revolution. Bourgeois revolutions are
possible, and have occurred, in which the commercial, or
commercial and industrial, bourgeoisie played the part of
the chief motive force. The victory of such revolutions was
possible as the victory of the appropriate section of the
bourgeoisie over its adversaries (such as the privileged no-
bility or the absolute monarchy). In Russia things are
different. The victory of the bourgeois revolution is im-
possible in our country as the victory of the bourgeoisie.
This sounds paradoxical, but it is a fact. The preponderance
of the peasant population, its terrible oppression by the
semi-feudal big landowning system, the strength and
class-consciousness of the proletariat already organised
in a socialist party—all these circumstances impart to
our bourgeois revolution a specific character. This peculiar-
ity does not eliminate the bourgeois character of the revo-
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lution (as Martov and Plekhanov attempted to present the
case in their more than lame remarks on Kautsky’s atti-
tude). It only determines the counter-revolutionary charac-
ter of our bourgeoisie and the necessity of a dictatorship
of the proletariat and the peasantry for victory in such
a revolution. For a “coalition of the proletariat and the
peasantry”, winning victory in a bourgeois revolution,
happens to be nothing else than the revolutionary-demo-
cratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry.

This proposition is the point of departure of the tactical
differences which arose in the ranks of the Social-Demo-
crats during the revolution. Only if this is taken into account
can one understand all the disputes on particular questions
(support of the Cadets in general, a Left bloc and its charac-
ter, etc.) and the clashes in individual cases. It is only
this basic tactical divergence—and not at all the question
of “boyevism”3 or “boycottism”, as uninformed people
sometimes think—that is the source of the differences
between the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks in the first
period of the revolution (1905-07).

And one cannot sufficiently urge the necessity of studying
this source of the differences with every attention, and of
examining from this point of view the experience of the
First and Second Dumas and of the direct struggle of the
peasantry. If we don’t do this work now, we shall not be
able to take a single step in the tactical field, when the
next upsurge comes, without awakening old disputes or
creating group conflicts and dissensions within the Party.
The attitude of Social-Democracy to liberalism and to peas-
ant bourgeois democracy must be determined on the basis
of the experience of the Russian revolution. Otherwise we
shall have no principle or consistency in the tactics of the
proletariat. “The alliance of the proletariat and the peas-
antry”, let us note in passing, should not in any circumstances
be understood as meaning the fusion of various classes,
or of the parties of the proletariat and the peasantry. Not
only fusion, but any prolonged agreement would be destruc-
tive for the socialist party of the working class, and would
enfeeble the revolutionary-democratic struggle. That the
peasantry inevitably avers between the liberal bourgeoisie
and the proletariat follows from its position as a class;
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and our revolution has provided many examples of this in
the most varied fields of struggle (the boycott of the Witte
Duma; the elections; the Trudoviks in the First and Second
Dumas, etc.). Only if it pursues an unquestionably inde-
pendent policy as vanguard of the revolution will the pro-
letariat be able to split the peasantry away from the liberals,
rid it of their influence, rally the peasantry behind it in the
struggle and thus bring about an “alliance” de facto—one
that emerges and becomes effective, when and to the
extent that the peasantry are conducting a revolutionary
fight. It is not flirtations with the Trudoviks, but merciless
criticism of their weaknesses and vacillations, the propaganda
of the idea of a republican and revolutionary peasant party,
that can give effect to the “alliance” of the proletariat and
the peasantry for victory over their common enemies, and
not for playing at blocs and agreements.

This specific character of the Russian bourgeois revolution
which we have pointed out distinguishes it from the other
bourgeois revolutions of modern times, but identifies it
with the great bourgeois revolutions of former times, when
the peasantry played an outstanding revolutionary part.
In this respect the greatest attention should be paid to
what Frederick Engels wrote in his remarkably profound
and thought-stimulating article “On Historical Material-
ism” (the English introduction to Socialism: Utopian and
Scientific, translated into German by Engels himself in
Neue Zeit, 1892-93, 11th year, Vol. 1). “Curiously enough,”
says Engels, “in all the three great bourgeois risings [the
Reformation in Germany and the Peasant War in the six-
teenth century; the English revolution in the seventeenth
century; the French revolution in the eighteenth century]
the peasantry furnishes the army that has to do the fighting;
and the peasantry is just the class that, the victory once
gained, is most surely ruined by the economic consequences
of that victory. A hundred years after Cromwell, the yeo-
manry of England had almost disappeared. Anyhow, had it
not been for that yeomanry and for the plebeian element in
the towns, the bourgeoisie alone would never have fought
the matter out to the bitter end, and would never have
brought Charles I to the scaffold. In order to secure even
those conquests of the bourgeoisie that were ripe for
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gathering at the time, the revolution had to be carried consid-
erably further exactly as in 1793 in France and 1848
in Germany. This seems, in fact, to be one of the laws of
evolution of bourgeois society.” And in another passage in
the same article Engels points out that the French revolu-
tion was the first uprising “that was really fought out up to
the destruction of one of the combatants, the aristocracy,
and the complete triumph of the other, the bourgeoisie”.3¢

Both these historical observations or general conclusions
by Engels have been remarkably confirmed in the course of
the Russian revolution. It has also been confirmed that only
the intervention of the peasantry and the proletariat—
“the plebeian element in the towns”—is capable of substan-
tially pushing forward the bourgeois revolution. (Whereas
in sixteenth-century Germany, seventeenth-century England
and eighteenth-century France the peasantry could be put
in the front rank, in twentieth-century Russia the order
must decidedly be reversed, since without the initiative
and guidance of the proletariat the peasantry counts for
nothing.) It has also been confirmed that the revolution
must be taken very much further than its direct, immediate
and already fully-matured bourgeois aims, if those aims
are really to be achieved, and if even minimum bourgeois
conquests are to be irreversibly consolidated. We can judge
therefore with what scorn Engels would have treated the
philistine recipes for squeezing the revolution beforehand
into a directly bourgeois, narrowly bourgeois framework—
in order not to frighten off the bourgeoisie”, as the Men-
sheviks in the Caucasus said in their 1905 resolution, or in
order that there should be “a guarantee against a restora-
tion”, as Plekhanov said in Stockholm.

Kautsky discusses the other question, the assessment of
the insurrection of December 1905, in the preface to the
second edition of his booklet. He writes: “I can now no
longer assert as definitely as I did in, 1902 that armed
uprisings and barricade fighting will not play the decisive
part in the coming revolutions. Too clear evidence to the
contrary is provided by the experience of the street battles
in Moscow, when a handful of men held up a whole army
for a week in barricade fighting, and would have almost
gained the victory, had not the failure of the revolutionary
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movement in other cities made it possible to dispatch such
reinforcements to the army that in the end a monstrously
superior force was concentrated against the insurgents.
Of course, this relative success of the struggle on the barri-
cades was possible only because the city population energet-
ically supported the revolutionaries, while the troops
were completely demoralised. But who can affirm with
certainty that something similar is impossible in Western
Europe?”

And so, nearly a year after the insurrection, when there
could be no question of any desire to cheer the spirits of
the fighting men, such a careful investigator as Kautsky
firmly recognises that the Moscow insurrection represents
a “relative success” of struggle on the barricades, and thinks
it necessary to amend his previous general conclusion that
the role of street battles in future revolutions cannot be
a great one.

The struggle of December 1905 proved that armed upris-
ing can be victorious in modern conditions of military
technique and military organisation. As a result of the
December struggle the whole international labour move-
ment must henceforth reckon with the probability of similar
forms of fighting in the coming proletarian revolutions.
These are the conclusions which really follow from the
experience of our revolution: these are the lessons which
the broadest masses of the people should assimilate. How
remote are these conclusions and these lessons from that
line of argument which Plekhanov opened up by his famous
Herostratean comment on the December insurrection:
“They should not have taken to arms.” What an ocean of
renegade comment was called forth by that assessment!
What an endless number of dirty liberal hands seized upon
it, in order to carry demoralisation and a spirit of petty-
bourgeois compromise into the ranks of the workers!

There is not a grain of historical truth in Plekhanov’s
assessment. If Marx, who had said six months before the
Commune that an insurrection would be madness, never-
theless was able to sum up that “madness” as the greatest
mass movement of the proletariat in the nineteenth century,
then with a thousand times more justification must the
Russian Social-Democrats inspire the masses with the con-
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viction that the December struggle was the most essential,
the most legitimate, the greatest proletarian movement
since the Commune. And the working class of Russia will
be trained up in such views, whatever individual intellec-
tuals in the ranks of Social-Democracy may say, and
however loudly they may lament.

Here perhaps one remark is necessary, bearing in mind
that this article is being written for the Polish comrades.
Not being familiar, to my regret, with the Polish language,
I know Polish conditions only by hearsay. And it may be
easy to retort that it is precisely in Poland that a whole
party strangled itself by impotent guerrilla warfare, terror-
ism and fireworky outbreaks, and those precisely in the name
of rebel traditions and a joint struggle of the proletariat
and the peasantry (the so-called Right wing in the Polish
Socialist Party®’). It may very well be that from this
standpoint Polish conditions do in fact radically differ
from conditions in the rest of the Russian Empire. I cannot
judge of this. I must say, however, that nowhere except in
Poland have we seen such a senseless departure from revo-
lutionary tactics, one that has aroused justified resistance
and opposition. And here the thought arises unbidden:
why, it was precisely in Poland that there was no mass
armed struggle in December 1905! And is it not for this
very reason that in Poland, and only in Poland, the dis-
torted and senseless tactics of revolution-“making” anarch-
ism have found their home, and that conditions did not
permit of the development there of mass armed struggle,
were it only for a short time? Is it not the tradition of
just such a struggle, the tradition of the December armed
uprising, that is at times the only serious means of overcom-
ing anarchist tendencies within the workers’ party—
not by means of hackneyed, philistine, petty-bourgeois
moralising, but by turning from aimless, senseless, sporadic
acts of violence to purposeful, mass violence, linked with
the broad movement and the sharpening of the direct pro-
letarian struggle?

The question of evaluating our revolution is important
not only theoretically by any means. It is important directly,
practically, in the everyday sense. All our work of propa-
ganda, agitation and organisation is indissolubly bound
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up at the present time with the process of the assimilation
of the lessons of these three great years by the widest mass
of the working class and the semi-proletarian population.
We cannot now confine ourselves to the bare statement
(in the spirit of the resolutions adopted by the Tenth Con-
gress of the P.S.P. Left wing) that the data available do
not allow us to determine at present whether it is the path
of revolutionary explosion or the path of long, slow, tiny
steps forward that lies ahead of us. Of course, no statistics
in the world can at present lay that down. Of course, we
must carry on our work in such a way that it should be all
imbued with a general socialist spirit and content, whatever
painful trials the future has in store. But that is not all.
To halt at this point means not to give any effective leader-
ship to the proletarian party. We must frankly put and
firmly answer the question, in what direction will we now
proceed to assimilate the experience of the three years of
revolution? We must proclaim openly, for all to hear, for
the behoof of the wavering and feeble in spirit, to shame
those who are turning renegade and deserting socialism,
that the workers’ party sees in the direct revolutionary
struggle of the masses, in the October and December strug-
gles of 1905, the greatest movements of the proletariat since
the Commune; that only in the development of such forms
of struggle lies the pledge of coming successes of the revolu-
tion; and that these examples of struggle must serve as a
beacon for us in training up new generations of fighters.

Carrying on our daily work in that direction, and remem-
bering that only years of serious and consistent preparatory
activity ensured the Party its full influence on the prole-
tariat in 1905, we shall be able to reach the point that,
whatever the turn of events and the rate of disintegration
of the autocracy, the working class will continue to grow
stronger and develop into a class-conscious, revolutionary
Social-Democratic force.

Published in April 1908 in the journal
Przeglad Socjaldemokratyczny, No. 2
Signed: N. Lenin Published according
Published in Russian (translated to the text in Proletary
from Polish) on May 10 (23), verified with
1908 in Proletary, No. 30 the text of the journal
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CADETS OF THE SECOND GENERATION

The report from Russia printed in this issue under the
heading of “News from the Intellectuals™, deserves the partic-
ular attention of the reader. Just before our paper appeared,
we received confirmation of the facts about which our
correspondent writes, and must dwell on them in greater
detail.

A new political organisation is coming into existence.
The social movement is taking a new turn. There is a group-
ing of elements among the bourgeois democrats who want
to be “more left than the Cadets”, and who are attracting
Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries. It seems as
though some dim realisation is breaking through that the
Cadet opposition in the Third Duma is a decaying corpse,
and that “something must be done” apart from it.

Such are the facts. They are anything but conspicuously
definite as yet, but they already anticipate events that are
understandable and inevitable from the standpoint of
the lessons provided by the first three years of the revolu-
tion.

The Cadets of the first generation appeared on the open
stage of the revolution in the spring of 1905. They have
managed during this period of nearly three years to fade
without ever having blossomed. Now they are being replaced
by Cadets of the second generation. What is the meaning
of this generation, and with what problems does it face the
workers’ party?

The Cadets of the first generation made a noise at their
banquets in 1904, carried on the Zemstvo campaign,3®
and expressed the beginnings of the social upswing at a
time when relations between the various classes and the
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autocracy, and among themselves, were still quite undeter-
mined, i.e., up to the time when the open struggle of the
masses and the policy of classes, not of little groups, deter-
mined those relations. The Cadets at that time grouped
together all sorts of elements in bourgeois, so-called educated
society, beginning with the landlord who was not so keen
on a constitution as he was on getting a slice of cake for
himself, and ending with the working, salaried intellectuals.
The Cadets were preparing to act as mediators between the
“historic authorities™, i.e., the tsarist autocracy, and the
struggling masses of the working class and the peasantry.
The deputation to the tsar in the summer of 1905 was the
beginning of this toadyism—for the Russian liberals
understand no other form of mediation than toadyism.
And since then there has literally not been a single, at all
important, stage of the Russian revolution when the bour-
geois liberals did not “mediate” by the same method of
toadying to the autocracy and to the servants of the Black-
Hundred landlord clique. In August 1905 they opposed the
revolutionary tactics of boycotting the Bulygin Duma.
In October 1905 they formed the openly counter-revolution-
ary party of the Octobrists, while at the same time send-
ing Pyotr Struve into Witte’s ante-room and preaching
moderation and accurate behaviour. In November 1905 they
condemned the post and telegraph workers’ strike and
voiced their condolences at the “horrors” of the soldiers’
revolts. In December 1905 they fearfully stuck close to
Dubasov,? in order next day to hit out against (perhaps
one ought to say, to take a kick at) “the madness”. At the
beginning of 1906 they hotly defended themselves against
the “shameful” suspicion that they were capable of campaign-
ing abroad against the 1,000-million ruble loan to strength-
en the autocracy. In the First Duma the liberals mouthed
phrases about the people’s freedom, while on the sly they
ran to Trepov’s backdoor and fought the Trudoviks and
the workers’ deputies. By the Vyborg Manifesto*® they
sought to kill two birds with one stone, manoeuvring in
such a way that their behaviour could be interpreted, as
the occasion required, either in the spirit of support of
the revolution or in the spirit of fighting the revolution.
Needless to speak of the Second and Third Dumas, where



CADETS OF THE SECOND GENERATION 65

the liberalism of the Cadets stood revealed in its true Octob-
rist colours.

During these three years the Cadets have done their job
so thoroughly that attempts at a new revival are linked
from the very outset with the slogan “more left than the
Cadets”! The Cadets of the first generation have made
themselves impossible. They have buried themselves by
their continuous betrayal of the people’s freedom.

But are not the Cadets of the second generation, who are
replacing those of the first, infected with the same poison
of putrefaction? Are not the “Social-Cadets™, the Popular
Socialist gentry, who are making a particular fuss around
the new organisation, intending to repeat the old evolu-
tion of which we have had three years’ experience?

One has to answer this question not with guesses about
the future but by analysis of the past. And this analysis
irrefutably shows that the “Socialist-Revolutionary Men-
sheviks”, the Popular Socialist gentry, really did play the
part of Cadets in that Trudovik, peasant political organisa-
tion—or to be more accurate, political movement—in
which they were functioning in their “heydays”, for
example in the period of the First Duma. Remember
the main facts in the history of the “party” (group?) of
Popular Socialists in the Russian revolution. They received
their baptism in the Osvobozhdeniye League.*! At
the congress of the S.R. party in December 1905 they,
wavering eternally between the Cadets and the S.R.s,
took a stupid middle-of-the-road stand, wishing to be both
together with and separate from the Socialist-Revolution-
aries. During the period of liberties in October they ran
their political newspapers in a bloc with the S.R.s. And
the same in the period of the First Duma—‘“high” diplo-
macy, “skilful” concealment of differences from the eyes
of the world ! After the dissolution of the First Duma,
after the failure of the second wave of insurrections, after
the suppression of the Sveaborg rising,*? these gentlemen
take their decision—to turn to the right. They “legalise”
their party, for no other purpose, naturally, than to denounce
the idea of insurrection quite legally in the press, and to
prove the untimeliness of active republican propaganda.
In face of the peasant deputies in the First Duma they win a
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victory over the Socialist-Revolutionaries, collecting 104
signatures to their Land Bill*® as against the 33 for the
S.R. Bill.#* The “sober” bourgeois aspirations of the peasant
small proprietor for nationalisation of the land get the
upper hand over the vagueness of “socialisation”. Instead
of striving for the political and revolutionary organisation
of the peasants, organisation for insurrection, we see the
Social-Cadets striving to play at legality and parliamentar-
ism, striving towards the parochialism of the intellectual-
ist circles. The wavering of the Russian peasant between the
Cadet and the intellectualist Popular Socialist opportunist
on the one hand, and the intellectually unsteadfast revolu-
tionary S.R. on the other, reflects the dual position of the
petty tiller of the soil, his incapacity for conducting a con-
sistent class struggle without guidance by the proletariat.

And if today the Popular Socialist gentlemen are once
again beginning their “affair” without the Left Cadets, dragging
in their wake the slow-witted Mensheviks and S.R.s, this
means that the whole lot of them have learned nothlng
during the three years of the revolution. They say that
economic demands lead to disunity. They want to unite on
the basis of more immediate demands—political demands.
They have understood absolutely nothing in the course
of the revolution, which in Russia, as in other countries,
has demonstrated that only the mass struggle is strong, and
that such a struggle can develop only in the name of serious
economic changes.

That the Mensheviks and the S.R.s keep trailing after
the Left Cadets is no news. This happened at the elections
to the Second Duma in St. Petersburg. This happened on
the question of a Cadet Ministry and a Duma with full
powers, with some of them, and on the question of a secret
bloc with the Popular Socialists with others. There are
evidently profound reasons which rouse among the petty-
bourgems intellectuals “a pass1on akin to sickness”, a passion
for coming under the wing of the liberal bourgeoisie.

They cover up this passion, of course, in the usual way—
with speeches about making use of the revival, or new
grouping of forces, and so forth.

To be sure, gentlemen, we also stand for making use ...
of a corpse—only not for its “revival”, but to fertilise the
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soil with it; not to encourage rotten theories and philis-
tine moods, but that it may play the part of “devil’s advo-
cate”. We shall use this new, good, excellent example of
the Popular Socialists and the Left Cadets to teach the
people, to teach them what not to do, and how to avoid
Cadet treachery and petty-bourgeois flabbiness. We shall
closely follow the growth and development of this new
little freak (if it is not still-born), hourly reminding people
that every such foetus, if not still-born, inevitably and
unavoidably signifies in present-day Russia the heralding
of the mass struggle of the working class and the peasantry.
The Osvobozhdeniye League is being reborn. If that is so, it
means that the people at the top are beginning to anticipate
something: and if that is so, it means that after the begin-
ning will come the continuation, after the fussing of the
intellectuals will come the proletarian struggle.

And it is the lessons of struggle, the lessons of revolution-
ary alignment only in struggle and only with the peasant
masses fighting for revolution, that we shall teach the
people, in connection with the appearance on the stage of
the Cadets of the second generation.

Proletary, No. 30, Published according
May 10 (21), 1908 to the text in Proletary
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The object of this article is to give a brief outline of the
sum total of the social and economic relations in Russian
agriculture. A work of this kind cannot bear the character
of a special research. It must sum up the results of Marxist
research, it must indicate the place of every more or less
important feature of our agricultural economy in the gener-
al scheme of the Russian national economy, it must trace
the general line of development of agrarian relations in
Russia and ascertain the class forces which determine that
development, one way or another. Therefore we shall
examine from this point of view the system of landown-
ership in Russia, then the landlord and peasant systems
of farming, and lastly draw general conclusions as to what
our evolution during the nineteenth century has led to, and
what tasks it has bequeathed to the twentieth century.

I

We are able to outline the system of landownership in
European Russia towards the close of the nineteenth cen-
tury according to the returns of the latest land statistics
of 1905 (published by the Central Statistical Committee,
St. Petersburg, 190746).

The total area of registered land in European Russia
according to this investigation was 395.2 million dessia-
’1cines.* This area was divided into three main groups as fol-
OWS:

* Dessiatine=2.7 acres.—T'r.
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Mill.

dess.

1st group: Privately-owned land . . . . . . . . 1017
2nd group: Allotment land . . . . . . . . . .138.8
3rd group: State lands, etc. . . . . . . . . .154.7
Total in European Russia . . . . . . . .395.2

It should be said that our statistics include among state
lands more than one hundred million dessiatines in the
Far North, in the Archangel, Olonets and Vologda guber-
nias.* A great part of the state lands must be excluded,
once we are dealing with the real area of agricultural lands
in European Russia. In my work on the agrarian programme
of the Social-Democrats in the Russian revolution (written
at the end of 1907, but delayed in publication through cir-
cumstances beyond the control of the author), I estimate
the actual area of agricultural lands in European Russia
at approximately 280 million dessiatines.** This figure
includes not 150 million but 39.5 million dessiatines of
state land. Hence, less than one-seventh of the total land
area in European Russia is not in the possession of the land-
lords and the peasants. Six-sevenths are in the hands of
the two antagonistic classes.

Let us examine the way the land is owned by these classes,
which differ from each other also as social-estates, since the
greater part of the privately-owned lands belongs to the
nobility, while the allotment lands are held by the peasants.
Out of 101.7 million dessiatines of privately-owned land,
15.8 million dessiatines belong to societies and associations,
while the remaining 85.9 million dessiatines belong to pri-
vate individuals. The following table shows the distribu-

* Gubernia, uyezd, volost—Russian administrative-territorial
units. The largest of these was the gubernia, which had its subdi-
visions in uyezds, which in turn were subdivided into volosts. This
system of districting continued under the Soviet power until the
introduction of the new system of administrative-territorial division
of the country in 1929-30.—Ed.

** See present edition, Vol. 13, p. 221.—Ed.
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tion of the latter category of land according to social-estates
in 1905, and the parallel figures for 1877:

Incr. or decr.
1905 1877 in 1905
. Mill. MilL Mill. How
Social-estate of owners q % a % d many-
ess. ess. ess. fOld
Nobility . . . . . . .. 53.2 61.9 731 79.9 —19.9 —1.40
Clergy . . . . . .. .. 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.2 +0.1  +1.74
Merchants and notable
citizens . . . . . . . 12.9 15.0 9.8 10.7 +3.1  +1.30
Urban petty bourgeois . 3.8 4.4 1.9 2.1 +1.9 +1.85
Peasants . . . . . . .. 3.2 15.4 5.8 6.3 +7.4 +2.21
Other social-estates . 2.2 2.5 0.3 0.3 +1.9 +8.07
Foreign subjects . . . . 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.1 —1.52
Total belonging to private
OWNEerS « o « o« o o « & 85.9 100.0 91.5 100.0 —5.6 —1.09

Thus the principal private owners of land in Russia are
the nobility. They own an enormous amount of land. But
the trend of development is towards a decline in landowner-
ship by the nobility. Landownershlp by people 1rrespect1ve
of the social-estate they belong to is 1ncreas1ng, and increas-
ing very rapidly. The speediest increase in the period
between 1877 and 1905 was in landownership by “other
social-estates” (eightfold in the 28 years), and then by
peasants (more than twofold). The peasants are consequently
increasingly crystallising out social elements which are
turning into private owners of land. This is a general fact.
And in our analysis of peasant farming we shall have to
ascertain the social and economic mechanism which is
carrying out this crystallisation. For the time being, we
must definitely establish the fact that private ownership
of land in Russia is developing away from social-estate to
non-social-estate ownership. At the end of the nineteenth
century, feudal landownership of the nobility still embraced
the overwhelming majority of all privately-owned lands,
but the trend of development is obviously towards the creation
of bourgeois private landownership. Private owner-
ship of land acquired by inheritance from the olden-time
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armed retainers, manorial landowners, and tenants by
service, etc., is on the decline. Private ownership of land
acquired purely and simply with money is on the increase.
The power of land is declining, the power of money is grow-
ing. Land is being drawn more and more into the stream
of commerce; and later on we shall see that this process is
going on to a far greater extent than the mere statistics of
landownership indicate.

But to what extent the “power of the land”, that is to
say, the power of medieval landlordism, was still strong in
Russia at the end of the nineteenth century is strikingly
shown by the figures of the distribution of privately-owned
land according to size of properties. The source from which
we quote the figures specifies in particular detail the data
concerning private landownership on the biggest scale.
The following is the distribution according to size of prop-
erties:

Groups of properties Number of Total area of Average dess.
properties land (dess.) per property
10 dess. and less . . . . . 409,864 1,625,226 3.9
10 to 50 dess. . . . . 209,119 4,891,031 23.4
50 to 500 »” . . . . . 106,065 17,326,495 163.3
500 to 2,000 »” . . . . . 21,748 20,590,708 947.0
2,000 to 10,000 > . . . . . 5,386 20,602,109 3,825.0
Over 10,000 > . . . . . 699 20,798,504 29,754.0
Total over 500 dess. . . . . . 27,833 61,991,321 2,227.0
Grand total for European Russia 752,881 85,834,073 114.0

These figures show that small properties represent an
insignificant share of the land owned by private individ-
uals. Six-sevenths of all landowners—619,000 out of
753,000—possess 6.5 million dessiatines of land in all. On
the other hand enormous latifundia exist: seven hundred
owners possess, on the average, 30,000 dessiatines of land
each. These seven hundred people possess three times as
much land as do 600,000 small owners. And in general the
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latifundia represent a distinguishing feature of Russian
private landownership. If we take all properties over
500 dessiatines, we get 28,000 owners, possessing 62 million
dessiatines, or an average of 2,227 dessiatines each. These
28,000 possess three-fourths of all the privately-owned land.*
Taken from the angle of the social-estates to which their
owners belong, these enormous latifundia are mainly the
property of the nobility. Of 27,833 properties, 18,102, i.e.,
almost two-thirds, belong to members of the nobility, who
possess 44.5 million dessiatines of land, i.e., more than
70 per cent of the total latifundia land. Thus it is clear
that in Russia, at the end of the nineteenth century, an
enormous amount of land—and the best land at that—
was concentrated as before (in the medieval way) in the
hands of that privileged social-estate, the nobility, in the
hands of the serf-owning landlords of yesterday. Below we
shall describe in detail the forms of economy that are
taking shape on these latifundia. For the moment we
shall merely allude briefly to the well-known fact,
strikingly described by Mr. Rubakin, that high-ranking
members of the bureaucracy figure, one after another,
among these owners of latifundia held by the nobility.*
Let us now pass to allotment holdings. Except for 1.9
million dessiatines, not allocated according to size of hold-
ing, all the rest of the land, totalling 136.9 million des-

siatines, belongs to 12%‘ million peasant households. On

the average this is 11.1 dessiatines per household. But
allotment land too is distributed unevenly: almost half,
i.e., 64 million out of 137 million dessiatines, belongs to
2.1 million households rich in land, i.e., to one-sixth of
the total number.

Here are the returns showing the distribution of allotment
land in European Russia:

*In order not to overburden the text with quotations, let us
state now that most of our data are taken from the above-mentioned
work and from The Development of Capitalism in Russia,
2nd ed., St. Petersburg, 1908. (See present edition, Vol. 3,
pp. 21-607.—Ed.)
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Average des-

Groups of households Number of Total dess. siatines per

households household
Upto 5dess. . . . . . . . 2857650 9,030,333 341
5to 8dess. . . . . . . . 38,317,601 21,706,550 6.5
Total up to 8 dess. . . . . 6,175,251 30,736,883 4.9
8to 15 dess. . . . . . . . 3,932485 42182923 10.7
15 to 30 dess. . . . . . . . 1,551,904 31,271,922 20.1
Over 30 dess. . . . . . . . 617,715 32,695,510 52.9
Total for European Russia 12,277,355 136,887,238 1.1

Thus more than half of the allotment households, 6.2
million out of 12.3, have up to 8 dessiatines per household.
Taken on the average for Russia as a whole, this amount of
land is absolutely insufficient to maintain a family. In
order to judge the economic condition of these households,
let us recall the general returns of the army-horse censuses
(the only statistics which periodically and regularly cover
the whole of Russia). In 48 gubernias of European Russia,
i.e., excluding the Don Region and Archangel Gubernia,
a count taken in the years 1896-1900 showed a total of
11,112,287 peasant households. Of these, 3,242,462, i.e.,
29.2 per cent, had no horses, and 3,361,778, or 30.3 per
cent, had one horse each. We know what a horseless peasant
in Russia is (of course we are dealing here with gross figures
and not with exceptional districts specialising in suburban
dairy farming or tobacco-growing, etc.). We also know of
the poverty and want suffered by the peasant who owns one
horse. Six million households stand for a population of from
24 to 30 million. And this whole mass consists of paupers,
who have been allotted paltry strips of land which can
provide no livelihood, and on which one can only die of
starvation. If we assume that in order to make ends meet on
a more or less solvent farm not less than 15 dessiatines are
required, then we get 10 million peasant households below
that standard, possessing 72.9 million dessiatines of land.

To proceed. In regard to allotment holdings, a very impor-
tant feature must be noted. The unevenness in the distri-
bution of allotment land among the peasants is immeas-
urably less than that in the distribution of privately-owned
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land. On the other hand, among the allotment-holding peas-
ants there is a host of other distinctions, classifications
and divisions. These are the distinctions between the vari-
ous categories of peasants that have arisen historically, in
the course of many centuries. In order to give a graphic
illustration of these divisions, let us first take the total
returns for the whole of European Russia. The statistics
for 1905 give the following main categories: peasants who
formerly were landlords’ serfs—on the average, 6.7 dessia-
tines of allotment land per household; peasants who form-
erly were state serfs—12.5 dessiatines; peasants who
formerly were crown-land serfs—9.5 dessiatines; col-
onists—20.2 dessiatines; Chinsh peasants—3.1 dessiatines;
Rezeshi—5.3 dessiatines; Bashkirs and Teptyars*—28.3
dessiatines; Baltic peasants—36.9 dessiatines; Cossacks—
52.7 dessiatines. From this alone it is clear that peasant
allotment landownership is purely medieval. Serfdom still
lives on in this multiplicity of divisions which have survived
among the peasants. The various categories differ from
each other, not only in the amount of land they possess,
but also in the size of redemption payments, terms of pur-
chase, character of landownership, etc. Instead of taking
all-round figures for the whole of Russia, let us take the
figures for a single gubernia, and we shall see what all these
divisions mean. Take the Zemstvo Statistical Returns
for Saratov Gubernia.?® Apart from the categories for
Russia as a whole, i.e., those already enumerated above,
we find that local investigators distinguish the following
additional categories: gift-land peasants; full owners; state
peasants with communal holdings; state peasants with
quarter holding; state peasants who formerly were land-
lords’ serfs; state-land tenants; colonist freeholders; set-
tlers; manumitted peasants; peasants who do not pay quit-
rent; free tillers; former factory-bound peasants, etc.5°
This system of medieval divisions is carried so far that
sometimes peasants living in one and the same village are
divided into two quite distinct categories, like peasants
“formerly owned by Mr. N. N.” and “formerly owned by
Madame M. M.”. This fact is usually ignored by our writers
of the liberal-Narodnik camp, who are incapable of seeing
Russian economic relations in development, as the replace-
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ment of the feudal order by the bourgeois order. As a
matter of fact, unless the full significance of this is appre-
ciated, one cannot begin to understand the history of Russia
in the nineteenth century, and particularly the direct results
of that history, the events in Russia at the beginning of
the twentieth century. A country in which exchange is
growing and capitalism is developing cannot but undergo
crises of all kinds if in the principal branch of the national
economy medieval relations constitute an obstacle and
hindrance at every step. The notorious village commune®'—
the significance of which we shall have to discuss later—
does not save the peasant from turning into a proletarian,
yet in practice acts as a medieval barrier dividing the
peasants, who are, as it were, chained to small associations
and to categories which have lost all “reason for existence”.

Before proceeding to draw our final conclusions about
the ownership of land in European Russia, we must refer to
yet another aspect of the question. Neither the figures of
the amount of land belonging to the “upper 30,000 land-
lords and to the millions of peasant households, nor the
data concerning the medieval divisions in peasant landown-
ership are sufficient to enable us to estimate the actual
degree to which our peasant is “hemmed in”, oppressed and
crushed by these living survivals of serfdom. In the first
place, the lands allotted to the peasants after that expro-
priation of the peasants for the landlords’ benefit which
1s called the Great Reform of 1861,52 are of incomparably
inferior quality to the land in the possession of the land-
lords. This is borne out by all the vast literature describ-
ing and investigating local conditions issued by the Zemstvo
statisticians. It is supported by a mass of irrefutable evi-
dence showing the lower yield on peasant land as compared
with that on the landlords’ land; it is generally admitted
that this difference is due primarily to the inferior quality
of the allotment lands, and only secondarily to inferior
cultivation and the deficiencies of beggarly peasant farming.
Moreover, in a host of cases when the peasants were “freed”
from the land by the landlords in 1861, the land was allocat-
ed in such a way that the peasants found themselves en-
snared by “their” landlords. Russian Zemstvo statistical
literature has enriched the science of political economy
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with descriptions of the remarkably original, truly native
method, hardly to be found anywhere else in the world,
of conducting landlord economy. This is the method of
farming by means of cut-off lands. The peasants were “freed”
in 1861 from the watering-places for cattle, from pastures,
etc., necessary for their farms. The peasants’ lands were
wedged in between those of the landlords in such a way as
to provide these gentry with an exceedingly reliable—and
exceedingly noble—source of revenue in the shape of
fines for damages caused by stray cattle, etc. “There’s
no room to turn a chicken out”—this bitter peasant truth,
this grim “humour of the gallows-bird” describes better than
any long quotations that peculiar feature of peasant land-
ownership which is beyond the power of statistics to express.
Needless to say, this peculiar feature is serfdom pure and
simple, both in its origin and in the effect it has upon the
method of organisation of landlord economy.

We will now draw our conclusions regarding landowner-
ship in European Russia. We have shown the conditions of
landlord and peasant landownership taken separately. We
must now examine them in their interrelation. In order to
do so let us take the approximate figure, quoted above,
of the size of the land area in European Russia—280 million
dessiatines—and see how all this land is distributed among
the various types of holdings. We shall describe the various
types in detail later on; for the moment, running some-
what ahead, we will take tentatively the main types. Hold-
ings up to 15 dessiatines per household we shall place in
the first group—ruined peasants, crushed by feudal exploita-
tion. The second group will consist of the middle peas-
antry—holdings ranging from 15 to 20 dessiatines. The
third group—well-to-do peasants (peasant bourgeoisie)
and capitalist landowners—holdings ranging from 20 to
500 dessiatines. The fourth group consists of feudal latifun-
dia, exceeding 500 dessiatines. By combining in these groups
the peasant and landlord holdings, and by rounding off
the figures somewhat,* and making approximate calcula-

*For example, among the latifundia are included, besides the 62
million dessiatines of landlords’ land, 5.1 million dessiatines of demesne
lands and 3.6 million dessiatines of land belonging to 272 trading
and industrial companies, each owning more than 1,000 dessiatines.
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tions (which I have indicated in detail in the work mentioned
above), we get the following picture of Russian landown-
ership towards the close of the nineteenth century:

Landownership in European Russia Towards the Close
of the Nineteenth Century

Number Total area Average
Group of in dess. per
holdings dessiatines holding

(millions)
(a) Ruined peasantry, crushed

by feudal exploitation . . 10.5 75.0 7.0
(b) Middle peasantry . . 1.0 15.0 15.0
(c) Peasant bourgeoisie and
capitalist landownership 1.5 70.0 46.7
(d) Feudal latifundia . 0.03 70.0 2,333.0
Total . . . . . . . . 13.03 230.0 17.6
Not classified according to size
of property . . . . . . . — 50.0 —
Grand total . . . . . . 13.03 280.0 21.4

We repeat: the correctness of the economic description
of the groups taken will be proved later on. And if partic-
ular details of this picture (which cannot but be approxi-
mate) give rise to criticism, we shall ask the reader to take
good care that this criticism of details is not used as a
screen for denying the substance of the matter. And the
substance of the matter is that at one pole of Russian land-
ownership we have 10.5 million households (about 50 mil-
lion of the population) with 75 million dessiatines of land,
and at the other pole thirty thousand families (about 150,000
of the population) with 70 million dessiatines of land.

To finish with the question of landownership we must
now go beyond the confines of European Russia proper and
examine, in general outline, the significance of colonisation.
In order to give the reader some idea of the total land area
in the Russian Empire (excluding Finland) let us refer to
the figures compiled by Mr. Mertvago. For the sake of
clarity we give the figures in tabulated form, adding the
figures of the population according to the census of 1897.
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These figures clearly show how little we know as yet
about the outlying regions of Russia. Of course it would
be the height of absurdity to think of “solving” the agrarian
question in Russia proper by migration to outlying regions.
There is not the slightest doubt that only charlatans could
propose such a “solution”, that those contradictions between
the old latifundia in European Russia and the new condi-
tions of life and economy in that same European Russia to
which we referred above, will have to be “solved” by a rad-
ical change of one kind or another within European Russia,
and not outside it. The point is not that of delivering the
peasants from the survivals of feudalism by means of migra-
tion. The fact is that, side by side with the agrarian question
of the centre of Russia, we have the agrarian question of
colonisation. The point is not that of covering up the
crisis in European Russia with the question of colonisation,
but of showing the disastrous effects of the feudal latifundia
both in the centre and in the outlying districts. Russian
colonisation is being hindered by the remnants of serfdom
in the centre of Russia. Except by an agrarian revolution
in European Russia, except by liberating the peasants from
the oppression of the feudal latifundia there can be no clear-
ing the way for, and regulation of, Russian colonisation.
This regulation must consist not of bureaucratic “concern”
for migration nor of the “organisation of migration”, about
which the writers in the liberal-Narodnik camp like to talk,
but of eliminating the conditions which condemn the Rus-
sian peasant to ignorance, squalor, and backwardness in a
state of permanent bondage to the owners of latifundia.

In his pamphlet (How Much Land There Is in Russia and
How We Use It, Moscow, 1907), written in conjunction with
Mr. Prokopovich, Mr. Mertvago justly points out that
the advance of agriculture turns bad land into good land.
Academicians Baer and Helmersen, experts on the subject
wrote in 1845 that the Taurida Steppe “owing to the climate,
and the scarcity of water will always be one of the poorest
and least suitable regions for cultivation!”?® At that time the
population of Taurida Gubernia produced 1.8 million chet-
verts* of grain. Sixty years later the population had doubled,

* Chetverts=5.77 bushels.—Ed.
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and produces 17.6 million chetverts, i.e., almost ten times
as much.

That is a true and important observation, but Mr. Mertvago
forgot one thing: the principal factor making for the rapid
colonisation of Novorossia was the fall of serfdom in the centre
of Russia. Only the upheaval in the centre made it possible
to settle and industrialise the South rapidly, extensively, in
the American way (a very great deal has been said about
the American growth of southern Russia after 1861). And
now, too, only a radical change in European Russia, only
the complete elimination of the remnants of serfdom there,
the deliverance of the peasantry from the grip of the medi-
eval latifundia, can really open a new era of colonisation.

The colonisation question in Russia is a subordinate one
in relation to the agrarian question in the centre of the
country. The end of the nineteenth century confronts us with
the alternative: either the survivals of serfdom are decisive-
ly abolished in the “primordial” gubernias of Russia, in
which case rapid, extensive, American-style development in
the colonisation of our outlying regions is assured; or the
agrarian question in the centre drags on, in which case
development of the productive forces will necessarily be long
delayed, and feudal traditions will be preserved in colonisa-
tion as well. In the first case, agriculture will be carried on
by a free farmer; in the second case by a debt-bound muzhik
and by a gentleman “carrying on” by means of “cut-off” lands.

II

Let us now examine the organisation of the landlord
economy. It is generally known that the main feature of this
organisation is the combination of the capitalist system
(“free hire”) and labour-service economy. What is this
labour-service system?

To answer this question we must glance back to the organ-
isation of landlord economy under serfdom. Everyone
knows what serfdom was legally, administratively and domes-
tically. But seldom do people ask themselves, what essential-
ly were the economic relations between the landlords and the
peasants under serfdom? At that time the landlords allotted
land to the peasants. Sometimes they loaned the peasants



84 V. I. LENIN

other means of production too, for example, wood lots, cattle,
etc. What did this allotment of the landlords’ land to the
serf peasants mean? The allotment at that time was a form
of wages, to employ a term applicable to present-day relation-
ships. In capitalist production, wages are paid to the workers
in money. The profit of the capitalist is realised in the form
of money. Necessary labour and surplus-labour (i.e., the
labour that pays for the maintenance of the worker and the
labour that yields unpaid surplus-value to the capitalist)
are combined in the single process of labour in the factory,
in a single working day at the factory, etc. The situation is
different in the corvée economy. Here, too, there is necessary
labour and surplus-labour, just as there is in the system of
slavery. But these two kinds of labour are separated in time
and space. The serf peasant works three days for his lord and
three days for himself. He works for his lord on the latter’s
land or on the production of grain for him. For himself he
works on allotted land, producing for himself and for his
family the grain that is necessary for maintaining labour-
power for the landlord.

Consequently, the feudal or corvée system of economy is
similar to the capitalist system in that under both systems
the one who works receives only the product of necessary
labour, and turns over the product of surplus-labour gratis
to the owner of the means of production. Serfdom, however,
differs from the capitalist system in the three following
respects. First, serf economy is natural economy, whereas
capitalist economy is money economy. Secondly, in serf
economy the instrument of exploitation is the tying of the
worker to the land, the allotting of land to him, whereas
under the capitalist economy it is the releasing of the worker
from the land. In order to obtain an income (i.e., surplus-
product), the serf-owning landlord must have on his land
a peasant who possesses an allotment, implements and live-
stock. A landless, horseless, non-farming peasant is useless
as an object of feudal exploitation. In order to obtain an
income (profit), the capitalist must have before him pre-
cisely a worker without land and without a farm, one who is
compelled to sell his labour-power on a free labour-market.
Thirdly, the allotment-holding peasant must be personally
dependent upon the landlord, because he will not, possessing
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land, work for the landlord except under coercion. This sys-
tem of economy gives rise to “non-economic coercion”, to
serfdom, juridical dependence, lack of full rights, etc. On
the other hand, “ideal” capitalism implies the fullest freedom
of contract on a free market—between the property-owner
and the proletarian.

Only if we are clear in our minds as to this economic
substance of serf economy, or what is the same thing, corvée
economy, can we understand the historical place-and sig-
nificance of labour service. Labour service is the direct and
immediate survival of the corvée. Labour service is the
transition from the corvée to capitalism. The substance of
labour service is this: the landlord’s land is cultivated by
the peasants with their own implements in return for pay
partly in cash and partly in kind (for land, for cut-off land,
for use of pastures, for loans granted in the winter, etc.).
The form of economy known as the métayer system is a va-
riety of labour service. The landlord economy based on labour
service requires a peasant who has an allotment, as well as
implements and livestock if only of the poorest kind; it
requires also that the peasant be weighed down by want and
place himself in bondage. Bondage instead of free hire is
the necessary concomitant of labour-service economy. Here
the landlord acts not as a capitalist entrepreneur who owns
money and the sum total of the instruments of labour, but—
in a system of labour-service economy—as a usurer, taking
advantage of the poverty of his peasant neighbour to acquire
his labour for next to nothing.

To illustrate this point more clearly, let us take the data
of the Department of Agriculture—a source above all
suspicion of being unfriendly towards the landowning gentle-
men. The well-known publication, Freely Hired Labour on
Farms, etc. (Issue V, “Agric. and Stat. Inf. Obtd. from
Agricultural Employers”, St. Petersburg, 1892),>* gives
information concerning the Central Black-Earth Belt over
eight years (1883-91). The average payment for the
complete cultivation of a dessiatine of winter grain by a
peasant using his own implements should be reckoned as
6 rubles. If we calculate the cost of the same amount of
work performed by freely hired labour—says the same pub-
lication—we get 6 rubles 19 kopeks for the work of the man



86 V. I. LENIN

alone, not counting the work of the horse, which cannot be
put at less than 4 rubles 50 kopeks (ibid., p. 45, quot-
ed in The Development of Capitalism in Russia, p. 141%).
Consequently, the price of freely hired labour amounts to
10 rubles 69 kopeks, while under labour service it is 6 rubles.
How is this phenomenon to be accounted for, if it is not some-
thing accidental or exceptional, but normal and usual? Words
like “bondage”, “usury”, “extortion”, etc., describe the form
and nature of the transaction, but do not explain its economic
substance. How is a peasant able over a number of years
to perform work that is worth 10 rubles 69 kopeks for 6
rubles? He is able to do it because his allotment covers part of
the expenditure of his family and makes it possible for his
wage to be forced down below the “free-hire” level. The
peasant is compelled to do so precisely because his wretched
allotment ties him down to his landlord neighbour, for it
does not enable him to live off his own farm. Of course, this
phenomenon can be “normal” only as one of the links of the
process by which the corvée system is eliminated by capi-
talism. For the peasant is inevitably ruined by these condi-
tions, and is slowly but surely being transformed into a
proletarian.

The following are similar, but slightly more complete data
concerning Saratov Uyezd. The average price for tilling
one dessiatine of land, and for reaping, carting and threshing
the grain, is 9 rubles 60 kopeks if contracted in the winter,
80 to 100 per cent of the wage being paid in advance. The
price is 9 rubles 40 kopeks when the job is done as labour
service for the lease of land. In the case of freely hired labour
it is 17 rubles 50 kopeks! Reaping and carting done as labour
service is valued at 3 rubles 80 kopek’s per dessiatine, and in
the case of freely hired labour at 8 rubles 50 kopeks, etc.
Each of these figures tells its long story of the peasant’s
endless poverty, bondage and ruin. Each of these figures
shows to what extent feudal exploitation and the survivals
of the corvée persist in Russia at the end of the nineteenth
century.

It is very difficult to calculate to what extent the labour-
service system is prevalent. Usually, on the landed estates the

* See present edition, Vol. 3, p. 202.—Ed.
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labour-service system is combined with the capitalist system,
and both are applied to various operations in agriculture.
An inconsiderable part of the land is tilled by hired labour-
ers using the landlords’ implements. The greater part of
the land is rented to peasants on a métayer and labour-
service basis. The following are a few illustrations taken from
the detailed work by Mr. Kaufman, who has compiled some
of the latest data on privately-owned estates.® Tula Gubernia
(the data refer to 1897-98): “the landlords have retained
the old three-field system ... the outlying land is taken by
the peasants”; the cultivation of the landlords’ land is
extremely unsatisfactory. Kursk Gubernia: “the distribu-
tion of land to the peasants in dessiatines, which was profit-
able owing to the high prices prevailing ... has led to the
exhaustion of the soil.” Voronezh Gubernia: ...the medium
and small proprietors “largely run their economies exclusive-
ly with the aid of peasants’ implements, or lease them
out ... on most estates the methods practised are distinguished
for the complete absence of any improvements”.

Statements like these show that the general description
of the various gubernias of European Russia given by Mr.
Annensky in his book The Influence of Harvests, etc., as
regards the prevalence of the labour-service or the capitalist
systems can be fully applied to the conditions prevailing
at the end of the nineteenth century. We shall quote this
description in tabular form:

Number of gubernias

Black- Non- Total private-
Earth Black- ly-owned
Belt Earth Total arable (thou-
Belt sand dess.)
I. Gubernias where the cap-
italist system prevails . 9 10 19 7,407
II. Gubernias where a mixed
system prevails . . . . 3 4 7 2,222
III. Gubernias where the
labour-service system pre-
prevails . . . . . . . 12 5 17 6,281
Total . . . . . . . 24 19 43 15,910

*The Agrarian Question. Published by Dolgorukov and Petrun-
kevich, Vol. II, Moscow, 1907, pp. 442-628, “Regarding the Cultural
and Economic Significance of Private Landownership”.



88 V. I. LENIN

Thus labour service definitely prevails in the Black-Earth
Belt, but yields place in the total of the 43 gubernias
included in the above table. It is important to note that
group I (the capitalist system) includes areas which are not
representative of the central agricultural regions, viz.:
the Baltic gubernias, those in the south-west (sugar-beet
area) and in the South, and the gubernias of the two capital
cities.

The influence of the labour-service system on the develop-
ment of the productive forces in agriculture is graphically
illustrated by the material compiled in Mr. Kaufman’s
book. “There cannot be any doubt,” he writes, “that small
peasant renting of land and métayage represent one of the
conditions which most of all retard the progress of agri-
culture.” ... In the reviews of agriculture covering Poltava
Gubernia, repeated reference is made to the fact that “the
tenants till the land badly, sow it with poor seed and allow
it to become overgrown with weeds”.

In Mogilyov Gubernia (1898), “any improvement in farm-
ing is hindered by the inconveniences of the métayer
system”. The existence of skopshchina® is one of the main
reasons why “agriculture in Dnieper Uyezd is in such a state
that it is futile to expect any innovations or improvements”.
“Our data,” writes Mr. Kaufman (p. 517), “definitely point to
the fact that even within the bounds of one and the same
estate, old and obsolete farming methods continue to be em-
ployed on land that is rented out, whereas new and improved
methods have already been introduced on land that is
cultivated by the owners.” For example, on the land that is
rented out, the three-field system is retained, sometimes
even without the land being manured; on lands farmed on
economic lines, however, crop rotation has been introduced.
Métayage hinders grass cultivation, the extended use of ferti-
lisers, and the employment of the best agricultural imple-
ments. The result of all this is strikingly reflected in the yield
figures. For example, on a large estate in Simbirsk Guber-
nia, the rye crop in the part cultivated on economic lines is
90 poods per dessiatine, wheat 60 poods, oats 74 poods; in the
métayer lands it is 58, 28 and 50 poods respectively. Here are
general figures for a whole uyezd (Gorbatov Uyezd, Nizhni-
Novgorod Gubernia).
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Yield of rye in poods per dessiatine

Privately-owned lands

Soil grades Allotment Economic Métayer Rented
land crops
r. .. ... 62 74 — 44
m. .. ... 55 63 49 —
m . . . . .. 51 60 50 42
v . ... .. 48 69 51 51
All grades . . . . 54%* 66 50 45*

Thus, landlords’ lands cultivated in feudal fashion (on
a métayer basis and rented out in small lots) produce small-
er yields than allotment lands! This is a fact of tremendous
importance, because it irrefutably proves that the main and
fundamental cause of Russia’s agricultural backwardness,
of the stagnation of the whole of the national economy
and the degradation of the tiller of the soil to a degree
unparalleled anywhere else in the world, is the labour-
service system, i.e., the direct survival of serfdom.
No credits, no land reclamation, no “aid” to the peasant,
none of the measures of “assistance” beloved of the bureau-
crats and liberals, will yield results of any importance so long
as there remains the yoke of the feudal latifundia, tradi-
tions, and systems of economy. On the other hand,
an agrarian revolution which abolishes landlordism and
breaks up the old medieval village commune (the nationali-
sation of the land, for example, will break it up, not in the
police and bureaucratic manner), would unfailingly serve
as the basis for remarkably rapid and really wide progress.
The incredibly low yield on métayer and rented lands is
due to the system of working “for the squire”. If this same
farmer were relieved of the duty of working “for the squire”,
yields would increase not only on these lands, but would inev-
itably increase on the allotment lands as well, simply because
of the elimination of the feudal hindrances to farming.

As things are at present, there is, of course, some capital-
ist progress on the privately-owned economies, but it is
exceedingly slow, and inevitably burdens Russia for many

*In Mr. Kaufman’s book, p. 521, there is obviously a misprint
in these two figures.
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years to come with the political and social domination of
the “wild landlord”.?® We shall now examine how this progress
manifests itself, and try to define some of its general results.

The fact that the yield of the “economic” crops, i.e.,
the landed estates cultivated on capitalist lines, is higher
than on the peasant lands is an indication of the technical
progress of capitalism in agriculture. This progress is due to
the transition from the labour-service to the wage-labour
system. The ruin of the peasants, the decline in horse owner-
ship, the loss of implements, the proletarisation of the
tiller, compel landlords to change over to cultivating their
land with their own implements. Increased use is being
made in agriculture of machinery, which raises the
productivity of labour and inevitably leads to the develop-
ment of purely capitalist relations of production. Agricul-
tural machinery was imported into Russia to the value of
788,000 rubles in 1869-72, 2.9 million rubles in 1873-80,
4.2 million rubles in 1881-88, 3.7 million rubles in
1889-96, and 15.2 and 20.6 million rubles respectively in
1902 and 1903. The output of agricultural machinery in
Russia was (approximately, according to rough industrial
statistics) 2.3 million rubles in 1876, 9.4 million in 1894
and 12.1 million in 1900-03. It is indisputable that these
figures indicate progress in agriculture, and precisely capi-
talist progress, of course. But it is similarly indisputable
that this progress is exceedingly slow compared to what is
possible in a modern capitalist state: for example, in Amer-
ica. According to the census of June 1, 1900, the acreage of
farms in the United States was 838.6 million acres, i.e.,
about 324 million dessiatines. The number of farms was
5.7 million, the average acreage per farm being 146.2 acres
(about 60 dessiatines). Now, the production of agricultural
implements for these farms amounted to 157.7 million dol-
lars in 1900 (in 1890, 145.3 million dollars, in 1880, 62.1
million dollars).* The Russian figures are ridiculously
small by comparison, and they are small because the feudal
latifundia in Russia are great and strong.

The extent to which improved agricultural implements

* Abstract of the Twelfth Census, 1900, third edition, Washington,
1904, pp. 217 and 302—agricultural implements.
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were employed by landowners and peasants respectively was
the subject of a special questionnaire circulated by the
Ministry of Agriculture in the middle of the nineties of last
century. The results of this enquiry, which are given in
detail in Mr. Kaufman’s book, can be summarised in the fol-

lowing table.
Percentage of replies indicating
extensive employment of im-

District proved agricultural implements
Landlords Peasants
Central Agricultural . . . . 20-51 8-20
Middle Volga . . . . . . . 18-66 14
Novorussia. . . . . . . . 50-91 33-65
Byelorussia. . . . . . . . 54-86 17-41
Priozyorny. . . . . . . . 24-47 1-21
Moscow . . . . . . . . . 22-51 10-26
Industrial . . . . . . . . 4-8 2

The average for all these districts is 42 per cent among
the landlords and 21 per cent among the peasants.

In regard to the employment of manure, all the statistical
data irrefutably prove that “in this respect the landlords’
farms have always been, and still are, far ahead of the
peasant farms” (Kaufman, p. 544). Moreover, it was a wide-
spread practice in post-Reform Russia for the landlord to
purchase manure from the peasant. That is the result of
direst poverty among the peasants. Recently this practice
has been on the decline.

Finally, precise and abundant statistics are available
on the level of agricultural technique on landlord and
peasant farms respectively as regards grass cultivation
(Kaufman, p. 561). The following are the principal conclu-

sions.
Area under fodder grasses
in European Russia

Year On peasant On landlords’

farms (dess.) estates (dess.)
1881 . . . . . . . . ... 49,800 499,000
19010 . . . . . . . . . .. 491,600 1,046,000

What is the effect of all these differences between landlord
and peasant farming? All we have to go on here are the yield
figures. Throughout the whole of European Russia, the
average yield over a period of eighteen years (1883-1900)
was as follows (in chetverts):
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Winter Spring

Rye wheat wheat Oats
Landlords . . 6.0 5.75 5.0 8.5
Peasants . . . 5.0 5.0 4.25 7.0
Difference . . . 16.7% 13.0% 15.0% 17.6%

Mr. Kaufman is quite right when he says that the “differ-
ence is very slight” (p. 592). We must bear in mind not only
that the peasants were left with the worst land in 1861,
but also that general averages for the whole of the peasantry
conceal (as we shall see in a moment) big differences.

The general conclusion we must arrive at from the exami-
nation of landlord farming is the following. Capitalism is
quite obviously paving a way for itself in this field. Farm-
ing on a corvée basis is being replaced by farming on the
basis of freely hired labour. Technical progress in capital-
ist agriculture compared with labour-service and petty-peas-
ant farming is definitely in evidence in all directions.
But this progress is exceptionally slow for a modern capital-
ist country. The end of the nineteenth century finds in
Russia the most acute contradiction between the require-
ments of social development as a whole and serf agriculture
which, in the shape of the latifundia owned by the landed
nobility and the labour-service system, is a brake on econom-
ic evolution and a source of oppression, barbarism, and
of innumerable forms of Tatarism in Russian life.

ITI

Peasant farming is the focal point of the agrarian ques-
tion today in Russia. We have shown above the condi-
tions of peasant landownership and now we must deal with the
organisation of peasant farming—not in the technical
sense, but from the standpoint of political economy.

In the forefront we encounter here the question of the
peasant commune. A very extensive literature has been devot-
ed to this question, and the Narodnik trend in Russian
social thought connects the main points of its world-outlook
with the national peculiarities of this “equalitarian” insti-
tution. In this respect it should be said, in the first place, that
in the literature on the Russian land commune two distinct



AGRARIAN QUESTION IN RUSSIA 93

aspects of the question are constantly interwoven and very
often confused; these are the aspect relating to agricultural
methods and mode of life, on the one hand, and the po-
litico-economic aspect, on the other. In most works on the
village commune (V. Orlov, Trirogov, Keussler, V. V.)5
so much space and attention is devoted to the first aspect
of the question that the second is left completely in the
shade. This method of treating the subject is absolutely
wrong. That agrarian relations in Russia differ from those
in other countries is beyond doubt, but no two purely capi-
talist countries, generally recognised as such, will be found,
where village life, the history of agrarian relations, the
forms of ownership and use of the land, etc., do not differ to
the same degree. It is by no means the aspect relating to
agricultural methods nor that of village life which have
made the question of the Russian land commune so impor-
tant and acute and have, since the second half of the nine-
teenth century, divided the two main trends in Russian
social thought, i.e., the Narodnik and the Marxist. Possibly
local investigators have had to devote so much attention to
this aspect of the question in order both to be able to make a
comprehensive study of local peculiarities in the agricul-
tural mode of life and to repel the ignorant and brazen at-
tempts of the bureaucracy to introduce petty-detailed regula-
tion permeated with a police spirit. But it is quite imper-
missible, for an economist at any rate, to allow the study
of the various forms of land redistribution, the tech-
nique of this redistribution, etc., to obscure the question of
what types of economies are emerging within the commune,
how these types are developing, what sort of relations
are building up between those who hire workers and those
who hire themselves out as labourers, between the well-to-do
and the poor, between those who are improving their farms
and introducing better techniques, and those who are
being ruined, who are abandoning their farms, and fleeing
from the village. No doubt it was awareness of this truth
that induced our Zemstvo statisticians—who have con-
tributed invaluable material for the study of the national
economy of Russia—to abandon, in the eighties of last
century, the official grouping of the peasantry according to
commune, allotment, the number of “registered souls”?®



94 V. I. LENIN

or available males, and to adopt the only scientific grouping,
according to economic strength of households. It should be
remembered that at that time, when interest in the econom-
ic study of Russia was particularly great, even a writer
like V. V., such a “party” man on this subject, heartily
welcomed “the new type of local statistical publication”
(the title of V. V.’s article in Severny Vestnik,*® No. 3 for
1885) and declared: “These statistics must be adapted, not to
such an agglomeration of the most varied economic groups
of the peasantry as the village or the commune, but to these
groups themselves.”

The fundamental feature of our commune, which lent it
special importance in the eyes of the Narodniks, is equal-
ised land tenure. We shall leave aside entirely the question
of how the village commune achieves this equalisation, and
address ourselves directly to the economic facts, to the
results of this equalisation. As we have shown above on the
basis of precise data, the distribution of the total allotment
land in European Russia is by no means equalitarian. Nor
is the distribution of land among the various categories
of peasants, among the peasants of different villages, even
among the peasants belonging (“formerly belonging”) to
different landlords in the same village in the least equali-
tarian. Only within the small communes does the machinery
of redistribution create the equalisation of these small,
exclusive associations. Let us examine the Zemstvo sta-
tistics regarding the distribution of allotment land among
households. In doing so, of course, we must take the group-
ing of households not according to the size of families,
not according to the number of those working, but accord-
ing to the economic strength of the different households
(crop area, number of draught animals, number of cows,
etc.). For the entire essence of the capitalist evolution of
small farming lies in the creation and intensification of
inequality of property within patriarchal associations, and
further in the transformation of simple inequality into
capitalist relationships. Hence we should be obscuring all
the peculiar features of the new economic evolution if we
did not set out to make a special study of the differences in
economic strength within the peasantry.

Let us take, at first, one typical uyezd (house-to-house
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investigations by Zemstvo statisticians with detailed com-
bined tables, adapted to separate uyezds), and then state
the reasons that oblige us to apply the conclusions which
interest us to the peasants of the whole of Russia. The
material is taken from The Development of Capitalism,
Chapter II.*

In Krasnoufimsk Uyezd, Perm Gubernia, where peasant
landownership is entirely communal, allotment land is
distributed as follows:

Per household

Persons of Allotment
both sexes land (dess.)
Cultlvatmg no land . . . 3.5 9.8
up to 5 dess1at1nes 4.5 12.9
> 5 to 10 > 5.4 17.4
i 10 to 20 i 6.7 21.8
i 20 to 50 > 7.9 28.8
> over 50 i 8.2 44.6
Total . 5.5 17.4

We see that with the improvement in the economic strength
of the household, the size of the family increases with
absolute regularity. Clearly, a large family is one of the
factors in peasant well-being. That is indisputable. The
only question is, to what social and economic relations does
this well-being lead in the present state of the national
economy as a whole? As far as allotment land is concerned,
we see unevenness in distribution, although not too consid-
erable. The more prosperous a peasant household is, the more
allotment land it has per head. The lowest group has less
than 3 dessiatines of allotment land per head of both sexes;
in the next groups, nearly 3 dessiatines, 3 dessiatines, nearly
4, and 4 dessiatines respectively; and finally, in the last,
the highest group, over 5 dessiatines of allotment land
per head of both sexes. Hence large families and the greatest
possession of allotment land serve as the basis of the
prosperity of a small minority of the peasants. For the two
highest groups cover only one-tenth of the total number of
households. The following table shows as percentages the

* See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 70-187.—Ed.
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number of households, the population, and the distribution
of allotment land among the different groups:

Percentages of total

Groups of households House-  Population Allotment
holds of both land
sexes
Cultivating noland . . . . 10.2 6.5 5.7
> up to 5 dessia-
tines. . . . . 30.3 24.8 22.6
» from 5 to 10 des-
siatines. . . . 27.0 26.7 26.0
> from 10 to 20
dessiatines . . 22.4 27.3 28.3
> from 20 to 50
dessiatines . . 9.4 13.5 15.5
> over 50 dessia-
tines. . . . . 0.7 1.2 1.9
Total . . . . . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0

These figures clearly show that there is proportion in the
distribution of allotment land, and that we do take into
account the result of communal equalisation. The ratios of
the population and of allotment land according to groups
are fairly close to each other. But here, too, the economic
strength of the different households begins to take effect:
among the lower groups the ratio of land is less than the
ratio of the population, and among the higher groups it is
greater. And this is not an isolated phenomenon, relating to
just one uyezd, but is true for the whole of Russia. In the
work mentioned above, I have combined similar data for 21
uyezds of 7 gubernias in the most varied parts of-Russia.
These data, which cover half a million peasant households,
show the same relations in all places. Well-to-do house-
holds, constituting 20 per cent of the total, account for 26.1
to 30.3 per cent of the population and have 29.0 to 36.7 per
cent of the allotment land. The poorest households, constitu-
ting 50 per cent of the total, account for 36.6 to 44.7 per
cent of the population and have 33.0 to 37.7 per cent of the
allotment land. We have this ratio in the distribution of the
allotment land everywhere, but at the same time the
trend of the village commune everywhere is towards the
peasant bourgeoisie: departures from the ratio proceed in
all cases in favour of the higher groups of the peasantry.
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Hence it would be a profound mistake to think that, in
studying the grouping of the peasantry according to economic
strength, we ignore the “equalising” influence of the commune.
On the contrary, by means of precise data we establish
the real economic significance of this equalisation. We
demonstrate just how far it extends, and what the whole
system of land redistribution leads to in the final analy-
sis. Even if this system provides the best distribution of
land of various qualities and various categories, it is an
indisputable fact that the position of the well-to-do peas-
ants is superior to that of the poor peasants also in the
matter of the distribution of allotment land. The distribution
of other, non-allotment land, as we shall see in a moment,
is immeasurably more uneven.

The importance of rented land in peasant farming is
well known. The need for land gives rise to an extraordinary
variety of forms of bondage relations on this basis. As we
have already stated above, very often the renting of land by
peasants is in effect a labour-service system of landlord
farming—a feudalist way of securing hands for the squire.
Thus the feudalist character of land renting by our peas-
ants is beyond doubt. But since we have before
us the capitalist evolution of this country, we must make
a special study of the question as to how bourgeois relations
manifest themselves, and whether they do manifest them-
selves, in peasant land renting. Here again we need data
on the various economic groups of the peasantry and not
on entire communes and villages. For example, in his
Results of Zemstvo Statistical Investigations, Mr. Kary-
shev had to admit that rents in kind (i.e., rentings of
land for which payment is made not in money but by métay-
age or by labour service) as a general rule are everywhere
more costly than money rent, and very much more costly
at that, sometimes twice as much; further, that rent in kind
is most widespread among the poorest groups of the peasantry.
The peasants who are at all well-to-do try to rent land for
money. “The tenant takes advantage of every opportunity
to pay his rent in money and thus reduce the cost of using
other people’s land” (Karyshev, op. cit., p. 265).%°

Hence the whole weight of the feudal features of our land-
renting system falls upon the poorest peasants. The well-
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to-do peasants try to escape from the medieval yoke, and
they succeed in doing so only to the extent that they have
sufficient money. If you have money, you can rent land for
cash at the ordinary market price. If you have no money,
you go into bondage and pay three times as dear for the
land, either by métayage or by labour service. We have seen
above how many times lower are the prices of work done by
labour service than those of work done by freely hired labour-
ers. And if the terms of renting are different for peasants of
different economic strength, it is clear that we cannot
confine ourselves (as Karyshev constantly does) to grouping
the peasants according to their allotment, since such a
method of grouping artificially lumps together households
of different economic strength, and mixes up the rural
proletariat with the peasant bourgeoisie.

As an illustration, let us take the figures covering Kamy-
shin Uyezd, Saratov Gubernia, which consists almost entire-
ly of communes (out of 2,455 communes in this gubernia,
2,436 hold the land in communal tenure). The following
table shows the ratio between the various groups of house-
holds in regard to the renting of land.

Percent- Dessiatines per
Groups of householders age of households
household Allotment Rented
land land
With no draught animals 26.4 5.4 0.3
» 1 > animal 20.3 6.5 1.6
» 2 i animals 14.6 8.5 3.5
> 3 i i 9.3 10.1 5.6
» 4 i i 8.3 12.5 7.4
" 5 " bR
and more 21.1 16.1 16.6
Total . . . . . . . . . 100.0 9.3 5.4

The distribution of allotment land is a familiar picture:
the prosperous households are better provided with land
per head of the population than the poor ones. The distri-
bution of rented land is dozens of times more uneven. The
highest group has three times as much allotment land as the
lowest group (16.1 as against 5.4); but in regard to rented
land the highest group has fifty times as much as the lowest
group (16.6 as against 0.3). Thus, renting does not even out
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differences in the peasants’ economic strength, but intensi-
fies, increases them dozens of times over. The opposite con-
clusion, which is repeatedly met with in the writings of the
Narodnik economists (V. V., Nik.—on,** Maress, Karyshev,
Vikhlayev and others), is due to the following error. They
usually take the peasants grouped according to the size of
allotment land, and show that those with small allotments
rent more than those with large allotments—and there they
stop. They do not mention that it is largely the well-to-do
households in village communes with small allotments that
rent land and that, therefore, seeming communal equali-
sation merely covers up the tremendous unevenness of
distribution within the commune. Karyshev himself, for
example, admits that “large amounts of land are rented by
(a) the categories less provided with land, but (b) by the more
well-to-do groups within these categories” (op. cit. p. 139).
Nevertheless, he does not systematically study the distri-
bution of rentings by groups.

In order to bring out more clearly the mistake of the Na-
rodnik economists, let us cite the example of Mr. Maress
(in his book The Influence of Harvests and Grain Prices, Vol.
I, p. 34). From data covering Melitopol Uyezd he draws the
conclusion that “the distribution of rented land per head is
approximately equal”. How does he arrive at this? In this
way: if households are grouped according to the number of
male workers in them, it will be found that households with
no workers rent “on the average” 1.6 dessiatines per renting
household, those with one worker rent 4.4 dessiatines, those
with two workers, 8.3 dessiatines, those with three workers,
14.0 dessiatines per household. But the point is that these
“averages” cover households of absolutely different economic
strength; that among the households having one worker, for
example, there are those which rent four dessiatines, cul-
tivate five to ten dessiatines and have two or three draught
animals, and households which rent 38 dessiatines, cultivate
more than 50 dessiatines and have four and more draught
animals. Consequently, the equality Mr. Maress arrives at is
fictitious. As a matter of fact, in Melitopol Uyezd the richest
households, constituting 20 per cent of the total, notwith-
standing the fact that they are best provided with both allot-
ment and purchased land, account for 66.3 per cent, i.e.,
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two-thirds of all the rented land, leaving only 5.6 per cent as
the share of the poorest households which constitute one-
half of the total.

To proceed. If we see, on the one hand, households with
no horses, or with only one horse, renting one dessiatine, or
even part of a dessiatine, and, on the other hand, households
with four or more horses, renting from 7 to 16 dessiatines, it
is clear that here quantity is turning into quality. In the
first case renting is the result of poverty, and amounts to bond-
age. The “tenant” placed in such conditions cannot but be-
come an object of exploitation by means of labour service,
winter hiring,®? money loans, etc. On the other hand, the
household that has from 12 to 16 dessiatines of allotment land
and, over and above this, rents from 7 to 16 dessiatines, obvious-
ly does so not because it is poor, but because it is well
off, not to subsist but to get rich, to “make money”. We have
here a clear example of the conversion of land renting into
capitalist farming, of the rise of capitalist enterprise in agri-
culture. Such households, as we shall see further on, do not
get along without hiring agricultural labourers.

The question now arises: to what extent is this obvious
entrepreneur renting of land a general phenomenon? Be-
low we shall quote data which show that the growth of entre-
preneur farming varies in different districts of commercial
farming. For the moment let us quote a few more examples and
draw our general conclusions regarding the renting of land.

In Dnieper Uyezd, Taurida Gubernia, households culti-
vating 25 dessiatines and over comprise 18.2 per cent of the
total number. These have from 16 to 17 dessiatines of allot-
ment land and rent from 17 to 44 dessiatines per household.
In Novouzensk Uyezd, Samara Gubernia, households having
five draught animals and more represent 24.7 per cent of the
total. They cultivate averages of 25, 53, and 149 dessiatines,
and rent respectively 14, 54, and 304 dessiatines of non-allot-
ment land per household (the first figure refers to the group
with from 5 to 10 draught animals, representing 17.1 per
cent of the households; the second to the group with from 10
to 20 draught animals, representing 5.8 per cent of the house-
holds; the third to the group with 20 and more draught ani-
mals, representing 1.8 per cent of the households). These
households rent averages of 12, 29, and 67 dessiatines respec-
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tively of allotment land from other communities, and 9,
21, and 74 dessiatines in their own communities. In Kras-
noufimsk Uyezd, Perm Gubernia, 10.1 per cent of the total
households cultivate 20 and more dessiatines per household.
These have 28 to 44 dessiatines of allotment land per house-
hold and rent 14 to 40 dessiatines of arable land and 118 to
261 dessiatines of grassland. In two uyezds in Orel Gubernia
(Yelets and Trubchevsk), households with four horses and
more comprise 7.2 per cent of the total. They have 15.2 dessia-
tines per household of allotment land, and by purchasing and
renting land they bring up the amount of land they use to
28.4 dessiatines. In Zadonsk Uyezd, Voronezh Gubernia,
the corresponding figures are: 3.2 per cent of the households
averaging 17.1 dessiatines of allotment land, and 33.2 dessia-
tines as the total area in use per household. In three uyezds
in Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia (Knyaginin, Makaryev and
Vasil), 9.5 per cent of the households possess three horses and
more. These households average from 13 to 16 dessiatines
of allotment land but farm a total of 21 to 34 dessiatines.

From this it is evident that entrepreneur renting of land
among the peasantry is no isolated or casual phenomenon,
but is general and universal. Everywhere there emerge in
the village communes well-to-do households, which always
constitute an insignificant minority and always organise
capitalist farming with the aid of entrepreneur renting of
land. For this reason general phrases about subsistence and
capitalist renting can do nothing to clear up questions relat-
ing to our peasant farming; a study must be made of the
concrete facts regarding the development of feudal features
in the renting of land, and regarding the formation of capi-
talist relations within this very renting of land.

We quoted figures above showing what ratios of the popu-
lation and of allotment land are accounted for by the most
well-to-do peasant households, comprising 20 per cent of the
total. Now we may add that these concentrate in their hands
from 50.8 to 83.7 per cent of all the land rented by the
peasantry, leaving to the poorest groups, comprising 50 per
cent of all households, from 5 to 16 per cent of the total rent-
ed land. The conclusion to be drawn from this is clear:
if we are asked what kind of renting preponderates in Russia,
subsistence or entrepreneur renting, renting through poverty
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or renting by well-to-do peasants, feudal renting (based on
labour service and bondage) or bourgeois renting, there can
be only one answer. Among the households which rent
land, undoubtedly the majority do so because of poverty.
For the overwhelming majority of the peasants renting means
bondage. If we take the quantity of land rented, undoubted-
ly not less than half of it is in the hands of well-to-do peasants,
the rural bourgeoisie, who are organising agriculture on cap-
italist lines.

Usually statistics of the prices of rented land are only
given in “averages”, covering the total number of tenants and
the total amount of land. The extent to which these averages
camouflage the extreme poverty and oppression of the peas-
antry can be seen from the Zemstvo statistics for Dnieper
Uyezd, Taurida Gubernia, which, by a lucky exception,
show the rental prices paid by the various groups of peasants,

V1Z.:
Percentage  Arable in Pri
 house. dess. rice per
Groups of households h%ldsOBSEt— fesrsltig;r dess. in

ing land  household  Tubles
Cultivating up to 5 dessia-

tines. . . . . 25 2.4 15.25
> from 5 to 10 des-
siatines. . . . 42 3.9 12.00
» from 10 to 25
dessiatines . . 69 8.5 4.75
» from 25 to 50
dessiatines . . 88 20.0 3.75
> over 50 dessia-
tines. . . . . 91 48.6 3.55
Total . . . . . . . . 56.2 12.4 4.23

Thus, the “average” rental price of 4 rubles 23 kopeks per
dessiatine is an outright distortion of the real situation; it
obscures the contradictions which are the very crux of the
matter. The poor peasants are compelled to rent land at a
ruinous price, more than three times the average. The rich
buy up land “wholesale” at advantageous prices, and, of
course, as occasion offers, lease it to their needy neighbour at
a profit of 275 per cent. There is renting and renting. There
is feudal bondage, there is Irish renting, and there is trading
in land, capitalist farming.
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The phenomenon of peasants leasing their allotment land
reveals still more strikingly the capitalist relations with-
in the village commune, the pauperisation of the poor
and the enrichment of a minority at the expense of this
peasant mass which is being reduced to ruin. The renting
and letting of land are phenomena in no way connected with
the village commune and communal equalisation. Of what sig-
nificance in real life will this equalised distribution of allot-
ment land be, if the poor are forced to let to the rich the land
allotted to them on the basis of equalisation? And what more
striking refutation of “communalist” views can one imagine
than this fact, that real life circumvents the official, the reg-
ister-established equalisation of allotments? The impo-
tence of any kind of equalisation in face of developing capi-
talism is clearly demonstrated by the fact of the poor letting
their allotments and of the rich concentrating rented land in
their hands.

How prevalent is this practice of letting allotment land?
According to the now obsolete Zemstvo statistical investiga-
tions made in the eighties of the last century, to which we
have perforce to confine ourselves for the time being, the num-
ber of households letting their land and the percentage of
allotment land thus let appear to be small. For example, in
Dnieper Uyezd, Taurida Gubernia, 25.7 per cent of the house-
holders let their allotment land, the amount of allotment
land let representing 14.9 per cent of the total. In Novou-
zensk Uyezd, Samara Gubernia, 12 per cent of the households
let their land. In Kamyshin Uyezd, Saratov Gubernia, the
amount of land let represents 16 per cent of the total. In
Krasnoufimsk Uyezd, Perm Gubernia, allotment arable
land is let by 8,500 householders out of a total of 23,500,
i.e., more than one-third. The allotment land let amounts
to 50,500 dessiatines out of a total of 410,000 dessiatines, i.e.,
about 12 per cent. In Zadonsk Uyezd, Voronezh Gubernia,
6,500 dessiatines of allotment land out of a total of 135,500
dessiatines are let, i.e., less than 5 per cent. In three uyezds
of Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia, 19,000 out of a total of 433,000
dessiatines are let, i.e., also less than 5 per cent. But all
these figures only seem insignificant because such percentages
tacitly assume that the householders in all groups let their
land more or less evenly. But such an assumption is quite
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contrary to the facts. What is more important than the abso-
lute figures of renting and letting, than the average percent-
ages of the amount of land let or of the householders letting
their land, is the fact that it is the poor peasants who mostly
let their land, and that the largest amount of land is rented
by the well-to-do peasants. The data of the Zemstvo statisti-
cal investigations leave no doubt whatever on this score.
The most well-to-do households, comprising 20 per cent of
the total, account for from 0.3 to 12.5 per cent of the total
land let. On the other hand, the poor groups, comprising
50 per cent of the total households, let from 63.3 per cent to
98.0 per cent of the total land let. And, of course, it is the
self same well-to-do peasants who rent the land let by the
poor peasants. Here again it is clear that the significance of
land-letting varies in the different groups of peasants: the
poor peasant lets his land out of poverty, as he is unable to
cultivate his land, having no seed, no cattle, no implements,
and being desperately hard up for money. The rich peasants
let little land: they either exchange one plot of land for anoth-
er more suitable for their farm, or directly trade in land.
The following are concrete figures for Dnieper Uyezd, Taurida

Gubernia:
Percentages of

householders
letting allot- Eﬂg&mf&t
ment land

Cultlvatmg no land . . 80 87.1
up to 5 des51at1nes 30 38.4

i 5 to 10 i 23 17.2

” 10 to 25 ” 16 8.1

i 25 to 50 i 7 2.9

i over 50 i 7 13.8

In the uyezd . . . . . . . 25.7 14.9

Is it not clear from these figures that the abandonment of
the land and proletarisation on a huge scale are combined here
with trading in land by a handful of rich people? Is it not
characteristic that the percentage of allotment land let rises
precisely among those big cultivators who have an average of
17 dessiatines of allotment land per household, 30 dessiatines
of purchased land and 44 dessiatines of rented land?
All in all, the entire poor group in Dnieper Uyezd, i.e., 40
per cent of the total number of households, having 56,000
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dessiatines of allotment land, rents 8,000 and lets 21,500
dessiatines. The well-to-do group, on the other hand, which
represents 18.4 per cent of the households, and has 62,000 des-
siatines of allotment land, lets 3,000 dessiatines of allotment
land and rents 82,000 dessiatines. In three uyezds in Tauri-
da Gubernia, this well-to-do group rents 150,000 dessiatines
of allotment land, i.e., three-fifths of the total allotment
land let! In Novouzensk Uyezd, Samara Gubernia, house-
holds possessing no horse (47 per cent of all households)
and those having one horse (13 per cent of the total) let allot-
ment land, while owners of ten and more draught animals,
i.e., only 7.6 per cent of all households, rent 20, 30, 60 and
70 dessiatines of allotment land.

In regard to purchased land, almost the same thing has to
be said as in regard to rented land. The difference is that in
the renting of land there are feudal features, that in certain
circumstances renting is on the basis of labour service and of
bondage, i.e., it is a method of binding impoverished neigh-
bouring peasants to the landed estate as farm-hands.
Whereas the purchase of land as private property by
peasants who have allotment land represents a purely bour-
geois phenomenon. In the West, farm-hands and day-labour-
ers are sometimes tied to the land by selling them small
plots. In Russia, a similar operation was officially carried
out long ago in the shape of the “Great Reform™ of 1861, and
at the present time the purchase of land by peasants solely
expresses the crystallisation out of the village commune of
members of the rural bourgeoisie. The way in which the
purchase of land by peasants developed after 1861 has been
dealt with above in our examination of the statistics of
landownership. Here, however, we must point out the enor-
mous concentration of purchased land in the hands of a minor-
ity. The well-to-do households, constituting 20 per cent of
the total, have concentrated in their hands from 59.7 to 99
per cent of land purchased. The poorest households, 50 per
cent of the total, possess from 0.4 to 15.4 per cent of all the
land purchased by peasants. We can safely say, therefore,
that out of the 7,500,000 dessiatines of land which have be-
come the private property of peasants in the period from
1877 to 1905 (see above), from two-thirds to three-fourths
are in the hands of an insignificant minority of well-to-do
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households. The same applies, of course, to the purchase of
land by peasant societies and associations. In 1877, peasant
societies owned 765,000 dessiatines of purchased-land and in
1905 the figure was 3,700,000 dessiatines, while peasant as-
sociations in 1905 were the private owners of 7,600,000 dessia-
tines. It would be a mistake to think that land purchased or
rented by societies is distributed differently from that pur-
chased or rented individually. The facts prove the contrary. For
example in the three mainland uyezds of Taurida Gubernia,
statistics collected on the distribution of land rented from the
state by peasant societies showed that 76 per cent of the rent-
ed land was in the hands of the well-to-do group (about 20
percent of the households), while the poorest households,
constituting 40 per cent of the total, had only 4 per cent of
the total rented land. The peasants divide rented or purchased
land only according to “money put down”.

v

Taken all round, the figures quoted above concerning
peasants’ allotment land, rented land, land purchased and
let, lead to the conclusion that with every passing day the
actual use of land by the peasantry corresponds less and
less to the official description of peasant allotment land-
ownership. Of course, if we take gross figures, or “averages”
then the amount of allotment land that is let will be
balanced by the amount that is rented, the rest of the land
rented and purchased will be distributed equally, as it were,
among all the peasant households, and the impression will
be created that the actual use of land is not very much
different from the official, i.e., allotment landownership.
But such an impression would be pure fiction, because the
actual use of land by the peasantry departs most of all from
the original equalised distribution of allotment land pre-
cisely in the extreme groups: so that “averages” inevitably
distort the picture.

As a matter of fact, in the lower groups the total land used
by the peasants is relatively—and sometimes absolutely—
less than the allotment distribution (letting of land; in-
significant share of rented laud). For the higher groups,
on the contrary, the total land in use is always both rela-
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tively and absolutely larger than the land held as allot-
ments, owing to the concentration of purchased and rented
land. We have seen that the poorest groups, constituting
50 per cent of all households, hold from 33 to 37 per cent
of the allotment land, but only from 18.6 to 31.9 per cent of
the total land used by the peasants. In some cases the drop
is almost 50 per cent; for example, in Krasnoufimsk Uyezd,
Perm Gubernia, the percentage of allotment land is 37.4,
while that of total land in use is 19.2. The well-to-do house-
holds, constituting 20 per cent of the total, hold from 29 to
36 per cent of the allotment land, but from 34 to 49 per cent
of the total land in use. Here are some concrete figures illus-
trating these relations. In Dnieper Uyezd, Taurida Guber-
nia, the poorest households, constituting 40 per cent of the
total, have 56,000 dessiatines of allotment land, but they use
only 45,000 dessiatines, i.e., 11,000 dessiatines less. The
well-to-do group (18 per cent of the households) holds 62,000
dessiatines of allotment land, but uses a total of 167,000
dessiatines, i.e., 105,000 dessiatines more. The following
table gives the figures for three uyezds in Nizhni-Novgorod
Gubernia.

Dessiatines per household

Allotment Total land
land in use
Peasants with no horse . . . . 5.1 4.4
i G | [ 8.1 9.4
i > 2 horses . . . 10.5 13.8
i » 3 [ 13.2 21.0
” 4 >> and more 16.4 34.6
Total . . . . . . . 8.3 10.3

Here, too, as a result of renting and letting, there is an
absolute decline in the amount of land in actual use by the
lowest group. And this lowest group, i.e., the horseless
peasants, comprises fully 30 per cent of the households. Near-
ly one-third of the households suffer an absolute loss as a
result of renting and letting land. The one-horse households
(387 per cent of the total) have increased their use of land, but
to an exceedingly small extent, proportionately less than the
average increase in the use of land by the peasants (from 8.3
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to 10.3 dessiatines). Hence the share of this group in the to-
tal land used has diminished: it had 36.6 per cent of the al-
lotment lands in all the three uyezds, now it accounts for 34.1
per cent of the total land in use. On the other hand, an insig-
nificant minority constituting the higher groups have
increased their use of land far above the average. Those owning
three horses (7.3 per cent of the households) increased the
amount of land in their possession by half as much again:
from 13 to 21 dessiatines; and those owning many horses
(2.3 per cent of the total households) more than doubled the
amount of land in use: from 16 to 35 dessiatines.

We see, therefore, as a general phenomenon, a decline in
the role of allotment land in peasant farming. This decline
is taking place at both poles in the countryside, in differ-
ent ways. Among the poor peasants the role of allotment
land is declining because their growing poverty and ruin
compel them to let their land, to abandon it, to reduce the
land under cultivation because they lack livestock, imple-
ments, seed, and money, and either to hire themselves out
on some job or ... to enter the kingdom of heaven. The lower
groups of peasants are dying out; famine, scurvy, typhus
are doing their work. Among the higher groups of peas-
ants the importance of allotment land is declining because
their expanding farms are forced far beyond the bounds of
this allotment land, and they have to base themselves on a
new type of landownership, not bonded but tree, not of the
ancient-tribal kind but bought in the market: on the purchase
and renting of land. The richer the peasants are in land,
the fainter are the traces of serfdom; the more rapidly eco-
nomic development proceeds, the more energetic is this
emancipation from allotment land, the drawing of all land
into the sphere of commerce, the establishment of commer-
cial farming on rented land. Novorossia is a case in point.
We have just seen that farming by the well-to-do peasants
is done there to a greater extent on purchased and rented
land than on allotment land. This may seem paradoxical,
but it is a fact: in the part of Russia where land is available
in the greatest quantities, the well-to-do peasants, possess-
ing the biggest allotments (from 16 to 17 dessiatines per
household) are shifting the centre of gravity of their farming
from allotment land to non-allotment land!
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The fact that the role of allotment land is declining at
both rapidly progressing poles of the peasantry is, by the
way, of enormous importance in appraising the conditions
of that agrarian revolution which the nineteenth century
has bequeathed to the twentieth, and which gave rise to the
struggle of classes in our revolution. This fact graphic-
ally demonstrates that the break-up of the old system
of landownership—both landlord and peasant ownership—
has become an absolute economic necessity. This break-up is
absolutely inevitable, and no power on earth can prevent it.
The struggle is about the form of this break-up and how
it is to be effected—in the Stolypin way, by preserving
landlordism and by the plunder of the communes by the
kulaks, or in the peasant way, by abolishing landlordism and
removing all medieval obstacles from the land through
its nationalisation. We shall, however, deal with this ques-
tion in greater detail further on. Here it is necessary to point
out the important fact that the decline in the role of allot-
ment land is leading to an extremely uneven distribution of
peasant dues and obligations.

It is well known that the dues and obligations falling on
the Russian peasant bear very strong traces of the Middle
Ages. We cannot here go into the details of Russia’s
financial history. It is sufficient to mention redemption
payments—that direct continuation of medieval quit-rent,
that tribute paid to the serf-owning landlords, extracted
with the aid of the police state. Suffice it to recall
how unequally the lands of the nobility and the peas-
antry are taxed, the obligations in kind, etc. We quote only
total figures of dues and obligations, from the data of the
Voronezh peasant budget statistics.’® The average gross
income of a peasant family (according to data of 66 typical
budgets) is given at 491 rubles 44 kopeks; the gross expend-
iture, 443 rubles. Net income, 48 rubles 44 kopeks. The
total of dues and obligations per “average” household, how-
ever, is 34 rubles 35 kopeks. Thus, dues and obligations
amount to 70 per cent of the net income. Of course, these are
only dues in their form, but in fact they are the former
feudal exploitation of the “bonded social-estate”. The net
money income of the average family amounts in all to 17
rubles 83 kopeks, i.e., the “taxes” drawn from the Russian
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peasant are double his net money income—and this is accord-
ing to the statistics of 1889, not 1849!

But in this case, too, average figures camouflage the
peasant’s poverty, and present the position of the peasantry
in a much better light than it really is. The statistics of the
distribution of dues and obligations among the various
groups of peasants according to their economic strength show
that those paid by the horseless or one-horse peasants (i.e.,
three-fifths of the total peasant families in Russia) are many
times in excess not only of their net money income, but
even of their net gross income. Here are the figures:

Budget figures (rubles per household)

Gross Expend- Dues and Also as per-

. . obliga- centage of

income 1ture tions expenditure
a) With no horse. . . . 118.10 109.08 15.47 14.19
b) Owning 1 horse . . . 178.12 174.26 17.77 10.20
c) > 2 horses . . . 429.72 379.17 32.02 8.44
d) ” 3 > Coe 753.19 632.36 49.55 7.83
e) ” 4 i Coe . 978.66 937.30 67.90 7.23
f) ” 5 > and more 1,755.79  1,593.77 86.34 5.42
Average . . . . . . 491.44 443.00 34.35 7.75

The horseless and one-horse peasants pay in the form
of dues one-seventh and one-tenth respectively of all their
gross expenditure. It is doubtful whether serf quit-rent
was as high as that: the inevitable ruin of the mass of the
peasants belonging to him would not have been to the advan-
tage of the landlord. As to the uneven allocation of the dues
it is, as we see, enormous. In proportion to their income,
the well-to-do peasants pay three to two times less. What
is the cause of this inequality? The cause is that the peas-
ants divide the bulk of the dues according to the amount
of allotment land held. For the peasant the share of dues
and the share of allotment land merge into the single con-
cept—“head”. And if, in our example, we calculate the
amount of dues and obligations for different groups per des-
siatine of allotment land, we will get the following: (a)
2.6 rubles; (b) 2.4 rubles; (¢) 2.5 rubles; (d) 2.6 rubles; (e)
2.9 rubles; (f) 3.7 rubles. With the exception of the highest
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group, which owns large industrial establishments that are
assessed separately, we see an approximately even distri-
bution of the dues. Here, too, the share of allotment land
corresponds, as a whole, to the share of dues paid. This
phenomenon is a direct survival (and direct proof) of the
feudal character of our village commune. From the very con-
ditions of the labour-service system of farming, this could
not be otherwise: the landlords could not have provided
themselves with bonded labourers from among the local
peasants for half a century after the “emancipation” had these
peasants not been tied to starvation allotments and not been
obliged to pay three times as dear for them. It must not be
forgotten that at the end of the nineteenth century it has been
no rare thing in Russia for the peasant to have to pay in order
to get rid of his allotment land, to pay “extras” for giving
up his allotment, i.e., to pay a certain sum to the person
who took over his allotment. For example, Mr. Zhbankov
describing the life of the Kostroma peasants in his book
Women’s Country (Kostroma, 1891),6¢ says that, among
Kostroma folk who leave their holdings in search of work,
“it is rare that peasants receive for their land some small
part of the dues; usually they let their land on the sole condi-
tion that the tenants make some use of it, the owner
himself paying all the dues”. In The Survey of Yaroslavl
Gubernia, which appeared in 1896, we find quite a number
of similar references to the fact that peasants who become
migratory workers have to pay to get rid of their allotments.

Of course, we will find no such “power of land” in the
purely agricultural gubernias. But even in these gubernias
the phenomenon of the declining role of allotment land at
both poles in the countryside is undoubtedly to be observed
in another form. This fact is universal. That being the case,
the distribution of taxes according to the amount of allot-
ment land inevitably gives rise to increasing inequality in
taxation. From all sides and by diverse ways economic de-
velopment is leading to the break-down of the medieval
forms of landownership, the scrapping of the social-estate di-
visions (allotment, landlords’ and other lands), to the rise
of new forms of economy, evolving indifferently out of frag-
ments of the one and the other type of landownership. The
nineteenth century bequeaths to the twentieth century the
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imperative and obligatory task of completing this “clearing
away’ of the medieval forms of landownership. The fight is
whether this “clearing” will be done in the form of peasant
nationalisation of the land, or in the form of the accelerat-
ed plunder of the communes by the kulaks and of the trans-
formation of landlord into Junker economy.

Continuing our examination of the data concerning the
present-day system of peasant economy, let us pass from the
question of land to the question of livestock raising. Here
again we have to establish that, as a general rule, the dis-
tribution of livestock among peasant households is much
more uneven than the distribution of allotment land. Here,
for example, we see the extent of livestock raising among
the peasants in Dnieper Uyezd, Taurida Gubernia:

Per household

Allotment Total live-
land (dess.) stock (head)
Cultivating no land . . . . . 6.4 1.1
i up to 5 dessiatines 5.5 2.4
i 5-10 i 8.7 4.2
i 10-25 i 12.5 7.3
i 25-50 i 16.6 13.9
i over 50 i 17.4 30.0
Average . . 11.2 7.6

The difference in number of livestock between the extreme
groups is ten times greater than in the amount of allot-
ment land held. The data for livestock raising, too, show
that the actual size of the property has little resemblance
to what is usually believed to be the case when only average
figures are used, and when it is assumed that the allotment
determines everything. No matter what uyezd we take, every-
where the distribution of livestock is found to be much more
uneven than the distribution of allotment land. The well-
to-do households, constituting 20 per cent of the total,
and having from 29 to 36 per cent of the allotment land, have
concentrated in their hands from 37 to 57 per cent of all live-
stock owned by the peasants in the given uyezd or group
of uyezds. The lower groups, constituting 50 per cent of the
total households, own 14 to 30 per cent of all the livestock.
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But these figures by no means fully reveal the actual differ-
ences. No less important, and sometimes even more impor-
tant than the question of the quantity of livestock, is the
question of their quality. It goes without saying that the
half-ruined peasant, with his poverty-stricken farm, en-
meshed on all sides in the toils of bondage, is not in a posi-
tion to acquire and keep livestock at all good in quality. If
the owner (owner indeed!) starves, his livestock must starve;
it cannot be otherwise. Budget statistics for Voronezh Gu-
bernia illustrate with extraordinary clarity the wretched
condition of livestock raising by the horseless and one-horse
peasants, i.e., three-fifths of the total peasant farms in Rus-
sia. We quote below some extracts from these statistics in
order to characterise the state of peasant livestock raising.

Average annual expendi-
ture (in rubles)

For acquisi-

Total live- tion and re-

stock per pair of imple Cattle
household, in ments and fee
terms of cattle purchase of
cattle

(a) With no horse . . . . . . 0.8 0.08 8.12
(b) Owning 1 horse . e 2.6 5.36 36.70
(c) > 2 horses . e 4.9 8.78 71.21
(d) > 3 7 e e e e 9.1 9.70 127.03
(e) > 4 07 e e e e 12.8 30.80 173.24
(f) > 5 7 and more 19.3 75.80 510.07
Average . . . . . . . . . 5.8 13.14 98.91

In the period from 1896 to 1900 there were in European
Russia 3% million horseless peasant households. One can

imagine the state of their “farms” if they spent eight kopeks
per annum on livestock and implements. One-horse house-

holds numbered 3% millions. With an expenditure of five

rubles per annum for buying livestock and implements they
can only linger on in a state of everlasting, hopeless poverty.

Even in the case of two-horse peasants (2% million house-

holds) and three-horse peasants (1 million households), ex-
penditure on livestock and implements amounts to only
9-10 rubles per annum. Only in the two higher groups (in
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the whole of Russia there are 1 million households of this
type out of a total of 11 million) does expenditure on live-
stock and implements come anywhere near that required for
carrying on proper farming.

Quite naturally, in these conditions, the quality of the
livestock cannot be the same in the different groups of farms.
For example, the value of a draught horse belonging to a
one-horse peasant is estimated at 27 rubles, that of a two-
horse peasant at 37 rubles, that of a three-horse peasant at
61 rubles, that of a four-horse peasant at 52 rubles and that
of a peasant owning many horses at 69 rubles. The difference
between the extreme groups is more than 100 per cent.
And this phenomenon is general for all capitalist countries
where there is small- and large-scale farming. In my book,
The Agrarian Question (Part I, St. Petersburg, 1908),*
I have shown that the investigations made by Drech-
sler into the conditions of farming and livestock raising
in Germany revealed exactly the same state of affairs. The
average weight of the average animal on large estates was
619 kilogrammes (op. cit., 1884, p. 259); on peasant farms of

25 and more hectares, 427 kilogrammes, on farms of 7% to
25 hectares, 382 kilogrammes, on farms of 2% to 7% hec-
tares, 352 kilogrammes, and finally on farms up to 2% hec-

tares, 301 kilogrammes.

The quantity and quality of the livestock also determine
the manner in which the land is tended, particularly
the way it is manured. We showed above that all the statis-
tics for the whole of Russia attest that the landlords’
land is better manured than the peasants’ land. Now we see
that this division, which was proper and legitimate for the
days of serfdom, is now obsolete. Between the various cate-
gories of peasant farms lies a deep gulf, and all investiga-
tions, calculations, findings and theories based on the “aver-
age” peasant farm lead to absolutely wrong conclusions on
this question. Zemstvo statistics, unfortunately, very
rarely study the various groups of households and are confined
to figures covering the commune. But as an exception to the

*See present edition, Vol. 13, pp. 183-94.—Ed.
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rule, during a house-to-house investigation made in Perm
Gubernia (Krasnoufimsk Uyezd) the following precise
data as to the manuring of land by the various peasant house-
holds were collected:

Number of
cart-loads of
manure per

Percentage
of farms

lgxadnftinzﬁl manure-using

household
Cultivating up to 5 dess. 33.9 80
i from 5 to 10 ” 66.2 116
> from 10 to 25 ” 70.3 197
i from 25 to 50 ”’ 76.9 358
> more than 50 84.3 732
Average . . . . . . . . 51.7 176

Here we see types of farm that differ in agricultural
methods according to the size of farm. And investigators
working in another area who paid attention to this question
arrived at similar conclusions. Statisticians in Orel Guber-
nia report that the amount of manure obtained per head of
cattle on the farms of well-to-do peasants is almost twice
the amount obtained on the farms of needy peasants. In
the group with an average of 7.4 head of livestock per house-
hold, 391 poods of manure are obtained, while in the group
with 2.8 head of livestock per household 208 poods are ob-
tained. The “normal” amount is considered to be 400 poods, so
that only a small minority of well-to-do peasants are able to
reach this norm. The poor peasants are obliged to use straw
and manure for fuel, and sometimes even to sell manure,
etc.

In this connection we must examine the question of the
increase in the number of horseless peasants. In 1888-91
there were, in 48 gubernias of European Russia, 2.8 million
horseless households, out of a total of 10.1 million house-
holds, i.e., 27.3 per cent. After approximately nine or ten
years, in 1896-1900, out of a total of 11.1 million households,
3.2 million, or 29.2 per cent, were horseless. The increasing
expropriation of the peasantry is, therefore, beyond doubt.
But if one examines this process from the agronomical point
of view, one arrives at a conclusion which at first sight is
paradoxical. This was the conclusion arrived at by the well-
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known Narodnik writer, Mr. V. V., as early as 1884 (Vestnik
Yevropy,%® 1884, No. 7), when he compared the number of
dessiatines of arable per horse on our peasant farms with that
in the “normal” three-field farm—normal from the point of
view of agronomy. It turned out that peasants keep foo many
horses: they plough only 5 to 8 dessiatines per horse, instead
of 7 to 10 as required by agronomy. “Consequently,” conclud-
ed Mr. V. V., “the decline in horse-ownership among a sec-
tion of the population in this part of Russia [the Central
Black-Earth Belt] must, to a certain extent, be regarded as
the restoration of the normal ratio between the number of
draught animals and the area to be cultivated.” In reality,
the paradox is due to the fact that decline in horse-ownership
is accompanied by the concentration of land in the hands of
the well-to-do households, who arrive at a “normal” ratio
between the number of horses and the cultivated area. This
“normal” ratio is not “restored” (for it never existed in our
peasant economy) but is achieved only by the peasant bour-
geoisie. The “abnormality”, on the other hand, boils down to
the fragmentation of the means of production on the small
peasant farms: the amount of land cultivated by a million
one-horse peasants, with the aid of a million horses, is better
and more thoroughly cultivated by well-to-do peasants with
the aid of one-half or three-quarters of a million horses.

In regard to implements on the peasant farms, a distinc-
tion must be drawn between ordinary peasant implements
and improved agricultural implements. Generally speaking,
the distribution of the first category corresponds to the dis-
tribution of draught animals; we shall find nothing new in
statistics of this kind to characterise peasant farming. Im-
proved implements, on the other hand, which are much more
expensive, and are a paying proposition only on larger farms,
are introduced only on successfully developing farms, and are
immeasurably more concentrated. Data concerning this con-
centration are extremely important, because they alone
enable us to judge precisely in what direction, and in what
social conditions, there is progress in peasant farming. There
is no doubt that a step forward has been made in this direct-
ion since 1861, but very often the capitalist character of
this progress, not only in landlord farming, but also in peas-
ant farming, is contested or called in question.
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The following Zemstvo statistical data show the distri-
bution of improved implements among the peasantry:
Improved agricul-

tural implements per
100 households

Two uyezds  One uyezd
of Orel of Voronezh

Gubernia Gubernia
With no horses . . . . . . . 0.01 —
> 1 horse . . . . . . . 0.2 0.06
> 2-3 horses . . . . . . . 3.5 1.6
> 4 horses and more. . . 36.0 23.0
Average . . . . . . . . . 2.2 1.2

In these localities, improved implements are compara-
tively little to be found among the peasants. The proportion
of households possessing such implements is quite insignif-
icant But the lower groups hardly employ them at all,
whereas among the higher groups they are in regular use. In
Novouzensk Uyezd, Samara Gubernia, only 13 per cent of
the peasants have improved implements: but the percentage
rises to 40 per cent in the group owning 5 to 20 draught ani-
mals and to 62 per cent in the group owning 20 and more ani-
mals. In Krasnoufimsk Uyezd, Perm Gubernia (three
districts of this uyezd), there are 10 improved implements for
every hundred farms—this is the general average; but for
every hundred farms cultivating from 20 to 50 dessiatines
there are 50 improved implements and for every hundred
farms cultivating 50 dessiatines there are as many as 180
implements. If we take the ratios we used earlier to compare
the data of different uyezds, we find that the well-to-do
households, constituting 20 per cent of the total, possess
from 70 to 86 per cent of all the improved implements, where-
as the poor households, which constitute 50 per cent of
the total, account for from 1.3 to 3.6 per cent. There-
fore, there cannot be the slightest doubt that the progress
made in the spread of improved implements among the
peasantry (reference to this progress is made, by the way,
in the above-mentioned work of the year 1907 by Mr. Kauf-
man) is the progress of the well-to-do peasantry. Three-fifths
of the total peasant households, the horseless and one-horse
peasants, are almost completely unable to employ these im-
provements.
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\%

In examining peasant farming, we have up till now taken
the peasants mainly as proprietors; at the same time we point-
ed to the fact that the lower groups are being continuously
squeezed out of that category. Where do they land? Evident-
ly in the ranks of the proletariat. We must now investigate
in detail how this formation of the proletariat, particularly
the rural proletariat, is actually taking place, and how the
market for labour-power in agriculture is being formed. In
the case of the labour-service system of farming the typical
class figures are the feudal landlord and the bonded peasant
who has been allotted land; in capitalist farming the typical
figures are the employer-farmer and the farm-hand or the
day-labourer who hires himself out. We have shown how the
landlord and the well-to-do peasant are transformed into
employers of labour. Now let us see how the peasant is
transformed into a hired labourer.

Is the employment of hired labour by well-to-do peasants
widespread? If we take-the average percentage of households
employing farm-hands among the total peasant households
(as_is usually done), the percentage will not be very high:
in Dnieper Uyezd, Taurida Gubernia, it is 12.9 per cent; in
Novouzensk Uyezd, Samara Gubernia, 9 per cent; in Kamy-
shin Uyezd, Saratov Gubernia, 8 per cent; in Krasnoufimsk
Uyezd, Perm Gubernia, 10.6 per cent; two uyezds in Orel
Gubernia, 3.5 per cent; one uyezd in Voronezh Gubernia,
3.8 per cent; three uyezds in Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia,
2.6 per cent. But statistics of this kind are, strictly speak-
ing, fictitious, since they express the percentage of households
employing farm-hands to the total number of households—
including those which provide the farm-hands. In every cap-
italist society the bourgeoisie constitute an insignificant
minority of the population. The number of households em-
ploying hired labour will always be “small”. The question is,
whether it means that a special type of farm is arising, or
whether the employment of labour is a chance affair. To this
question, too, a very definite answer is provided by Zemstvo
statistics, which in all cases show the percentage of house-
holds employing farm-hands to be immeasurably larger in
the groups of well-to-do peasants than the average for the
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uyezd as a whole. Let us quote the figures for Krasnoufimsk
Uyezd, Perm Gubernia, which, as an exception to the rule,
give information not only about the hiring of farm-hands,
but also about the hiring of day-labourers, i.e., the form
of hiring that is more typical of agriculture.

Percentage of farms hiring labours
Number of Hired for For For For

male work-  definite = mow- reap-  thresh-
ers per periods ing ing ing
household
Cultivating no land. . . 0.6 0.15 0.6 — —
> up to 5 dess1a-
tines . . . 1.0 0.7 5.1 4.7 9.2
> 5 to 10 dessw-
tines. . . 1.2 4.2 14.3 20.1 22.3
> 10 to 20 dess1a-
tines. . . 1.5 17.2 27.2 43.9 25.9
> 20 to 50 dessm—
tines. . . 1.7 50.0 47.9 69.6  33.7
> more than 50 des—
siatines . . . . 2.0 83.1 64.5 87.2 44.7
Average . . . . . . 1.2 10.3 16.4 24.3 18.8

It will be seen that a distinguishing feature of the well-to-
do households is that they have larger families, they have
more of their own family as workers than the poor households
have. Nevertheless, they employ incomparably more hired
labourers. “Family co-operation” serves as a basis for extend-
ing the scale of farming and is thus transformed into capi-
talist co-operation. In the higher groups, the hiring of labour-
ers is obviously becoming a system, a condition for conduct-
ing expanded farming. Moreover, the hiring of day-labour-
ers turns out to be very considerably widespread even among
the middle group of peasants: in the two higher groups (con-
stituting 10.3 per cent of the households) the majority of the
households hire labourers, while in the group cultivating
from 10 to 20 dessiatines (22.4 per cent), more than two-
fifths of the households hire labourers for reaping. The con-
clusion to be drawn from this is that the well-to-do peasants
could not exist if there were not a vast army of agricultural
labourers ready to serve them. And if, as we have seen, the
data concerning the average percentages of households hiring
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labourers show considerable fluctuations for the different
uyezds, what is universal is the concentration of households
employing agricultural labourers in the higher groups of the
peasantry, that is to say, the transformation of the well-to-do
households into employers of labour. The well-to-do house-
holds, constituting 20 per cent of the total, account for from
48 to 78 per cent of the total number of households employ-
ing labourers.

In regard to the other pole in the countryside, statistics
do not usually indicate the number of households which
provide hired labour of all kinds. On quite a number of
questions our Zemstvo statistics have made considerable
progress compared with the old, official statistics given in
governors’ reports and issued by various departments. But
in one question, the old, official point of view has been re-
tained even in Zemstvo statistics, and that is in regard to
the so-called peasant “employments”. Farming on his allot-
ment is regarded as the peasant’s real occupation; all other
occupations are classed as side “employments” or “industries”
and in doing so economic categories are lumped together
that should be entered separately by anyone knowing the
ABC of political economy. For example, the category “ag-
ricultural industrialists” includes, together with the mass of
wage-labourers, also entrepreneur farmers (for example,
melon growers); next to them, also in the category “house-
holds with employments”, will be included beggars and
traders, domestic servants and master-craftsmen, etc. Clear-
ly, this crying political and economic muddle is a direct
survival of serfdom. Indeed, it was a matter of indifference
to the feudal landlord what occupation his quit-rent peasant
followed on the side, whether that of a trader, a hired labour-
er or a master-industrialist. All the serfs were equally bound
to pay quit-rent, all were regarded as being temporarily or
conditionally absent from their real occupation.

After the abolition of serfdom, this point of view came,
with every passing day, into increasingly sharp conflict with
reality. Most of the peasant households having earnings on
the side undoubtedly belong to the category of households
which provide wage-labourers; but we cannot obtain a real-
ly exact picture of the situation, because the minority who
are master-industrialists are included in the general total and
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embellish the position of the needy ones. Let us quote an
example to illustrate the point. In Novouzensk Uyezd, Sa-
mara Gubernia, the statisticians have singled out the
category of “agricultural industries” from the general mass
of “industries”.% Of course, this term is not exact either,
but the list of occupations at least indicates that out of a
total of 14,063 “industrialists” of this kind, 13,297 are farm-
hands and day-labourers. Thus wage-labourers predominate
very largely. The distribution of agricultural industries
is found to be the following:

Percentage of male
peasants engaged
in agricultural

industries
Having no draught animals . . . . 71.4
> 1 draught animal . . . . . 48.7
> 2 to 3 draught animals . . . 20.4
29 4 9 9 . . 85
i 5t0 10 i i 5.0
> 10to20 > > e 3.9
> 20 draught animals and more 2.0
In the uyezd . . . . . . . . 25.0

Thus seven-tenths of the horseless peasants and almost
half the one-horse peasants are hired labourers. In Krasnou-
fimsk Uyezd, Perm Gubernia, the average percentage of house-
holds whose members engage in agricultural industries
1s 16.2; but of those which do not cultivate their land 52.3
per cent engage in agricultural industries, and of those which
cultivate up to five dessiatines, 26.4 per cent. In other uyezds,
where the agricultural industries are not specified, the posi-
tion is not quite so clear; nevertheless, it remains the general
rule that “industries” and “employments” are, broadly speak-
ing, the speciality of the lower groups. The lower groups,
constituting 50 per cent of the total households, account for
from 60 to 93 per cent of the households with “employments”.

We see from this that, in the general scheme of the nation-
al economy, the position of the lower groups of the peasantry,
particularly the one-horse and horseless households, is that
of farm-hands and day-labourers (more broadly—hired
labourers) possessing allotments. This conclusion is con-
firmed by the statistics showing the increase in the employ-
ment of hired labour since 1861 over the whole of Russia,
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by the investigations made into the budgets of the lower
groups to trace the sources of their incomes, and finally by
the statistics on the standard of living of these groups. We
shall dwell in somewhat greater detail on this threefold
proof.

General statistics regarding the growth in the number of
rural hired labour in the whole of Russia are available only
for migratory workers, without indicating whether they are
engaged in agricultural or non-agricultural occupations.
The question as to whether the former or the latter prepon-
derate in the total number was decided in Narodnik litera-
ture in favour of the former, but we shall give below the rea-
sons for an opposite point of view. There is no doubt whatever
that the number of migratory workers among the peasantry
increased rapidly after 1861. All evidence goes to prove
this. An approximate statistical expression of this phenome-
non is found in the returns dealing with passport revenue and
the number of passports issued. Passport revenue amounted
to 2,100,000 rubles in 1868; 3,300,000 rubles in 1884, and
4,500,000 rubles in 1894. This shows a more than doubled
revenue. The number of passports and certificates issued in
European Russia was 4,700,000 in 1884, 7,800,000 in 1897
and 9,300,000 in 1898. In thirteen years, as we see, the num-
ber doubled. All these figures correspond, on the whole, with
other estimates, for example, with that made by Mr. Uvarov,
who summarised the figures of Zemstvo statistics—for the
most part obsolete—for 126 uyezds in 20 gubernias and arrived
at the likely total of 5,000,000 migratory workers.%
Mr. S. Korolenko, on the basis of data on the number of
surplus local workers, arrived at the figure of 6,000,000.

In the opinion of Mr. Nikolai—on, the “overwhelming
majority” of these are engaged in agricultural industries.
In The Development of Capitalism™ 1 showed in detail that
the statistics and investigations of the sixties, eighties and
nineties fully prove this conclusion to be wrong. The major-
ity, although not the overwhelming majority, of the migra-
tory workers are engaged in non-agricultural occupations. The
following are the fullest and latest data concerning the dis-

*See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 568-81—Ed.
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tribution, by gubernias, of residential permits issued in

European Russia in 1898:
Total residential
permits of all

Groups of gubernias kinds issued

in 1898
(1) 17 gubernias with predominance of
non-agricultural migration . . . . 3,369,597
(2) 12 gubernias, intermediate . . . 1,674,231
(3) 21 gubernias with predominance of
agricultural migration . . . . . . 2,765,762
Total for 50 gubernias . . . . . 7,809,590

If we assume that in the intermediate gubernias half are
workers in agricultural jobs, then the approximate, the most
probable distribution will be as follows: about 4,200,000
non-agricultural hired labourers and about 3,600,000 agri-
cultural hired labourers. Alongside this figure should be placed
the figure given by Mr. Rudnev,%® who in 1894 summed up
the returns of Zemstvo statistics for 148 uyezds in 19 guber-
nias and arrived at the approximate figure of 3,500,000 agri-
cultural wage-workers. This figure, based on the returns for
the eighties, includes both local and migratory agricultural
workers. At the end of the nineties, there were so many migra-
tory agricultural workers alone.

The growth in the number of agricultural wage-workers
is directly connected with the development of that capital-
ist enterprise in agriculture which we have traced in land-
lord and peasant economy. Take, for example, the use of ma-
chinery in agriculture. We have quoted precise data proving
that, so far as concerns the well-to-do peasants, it signifies
the transition to capitalist enterprise. As for landlord econ-
omy, the use of machinery, and in general of improved im-
plements, means inevitably the squeezing out of the labour-
service system by capitalism. The implements of the peasant
are replaced by the implements of the landlord; the old three-
field system is supplanted by new farming methods connect-
ed with the change in the implements employed; the bonded
peasant is not suitable for work with improved implements
and his place is taken by the farm-hand or the day-labourer.

In the region of European Russia where the use of machin-
ery developed most after the Reform, the employment of
hired labour from outside is also most widespread. This
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region comprises the southern and eastern borderlands of
European Russia. The influx of agricultural labourers into
that region has given rise to extremely typical and clearly
expressed capitalist relations. These relations deserve to be
dealt with, in order to compare the old and hitherto predom-
inant system of labour-service economy with the new ten-
dencies increasingly coming to the fore. First of all, it must be
noted that the southern area is distinguished by the high-
est wages paid in agriculture. According to statistics for
a whole decade (1881-91), which preclude any casual
fluctuations, the highest wages in Russia are paid in Tauri-
da, Bessarabia and Don gubernias. Here the wages of a labour-
er hired by the year, including keep, amount to 143 rubles
50 kopeks, and those of a seasonal labourer (for the summer),
55 rubles 67 kopeks. Next highest wages are those paid in
the most highly industrial area—St. Petersburg, Moscow,
Vladimir and Yaroslavl gubernias. Here the wages of an ag-
ricultural labourer hired for the year amount to 135 rubles
80 kopeks, and those of a seasonal worker 53 rubles. The low-
est wages are paid in the central agricultural gubernias—
Kazan, Penza, Tambov, Ryazan, Tula, Orel and Kursk,
i.e., the principal districts where labour service, bondage and
all sorts of survivals of serfdom prevail. Here the labourer
hired for the year receives only 92 rubles 95 kopeks, a third
less than the wages paid in the most highly capitalist guber-
nias, and the seasonal worker 35 rubles 64 kopeks, 20 rubles
less for the summer than is paid in the south. It is precisely
from this central district that we see an enormous migration
of workers. Every spring more than one and a half million
people leave this district, partly to seek agricultural employ-
ment (mainly in the south, and partly, as we shall see below,
in the industrial gubernias), and also to seek non-agricultur-
al employment in the capital cities and in the industrial
gubernias. Between this principal area of egress and the two
principal areas of ingress (the agricultural south and the cap-
ital cities with the two industrial gubernias) there are zones
of gubernias in which average wages are paid. These guber-
nias attract part of the workers from the “cheapest” and most
hunger-stricken central area, while in their turn supplying
part of the workers for districts where higher wages are paid.
In Mr. S. Korolenko’s book, Freely Hired Labour, the author
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uses very extensive material to give a detailed description
of this process of workers’ migration and of the shifts in pop-
ulation. In this way capitalism achieves a more even dis-
tribution of the population (even, of course, from the point
of view of the requirements of capital); levels wages through-
out the country; creates a really single, national labour-
market; gradually cuts the ground from under the old modes
of production by “enticing” the bonded peasant with high
wages. Hence the endless complaints of the landed gentry
about the local workers becoming corrupted, about the de-
bauchery and drunkenness created by migration, about the
workers being “spoilt” by the towns, etc., etc.

By the end of the nineteenth century fairly large capital-
ist agricultural enterprises were established in the dis-
tricts to which the greatest number of workers migrated.
Capitalist co-operation arose in the employment, for exam-
ple, of machines like threshers. Mr. Tezyakov, in describing
the conditions of life and labour of agricultural workers in
Kherson Gubernia,®® points out that the horse-drawn
threshing-machine requires from 14 to 23 and more labour-
ers, while the steam thresher requires from 50 to 70. Some
farms employed between 500 and 1,000 workers—an extreme-
ly high figure for agriculture. Capitalism made it possible
to replace more costly male labour by female and child la-
bour. For example, in the small town of Kakhovka—one
of the chief labour-markets in Taurida Gubernia, where as
many as 40,000 workers used to gather, and where, in the
nineties of the last century, there were between 20,000 and
30,000, the number of women in 1890 comprised 12.7 per cent
of all the registered workers, while in 1895 the percentage
was already 25.6. Children, in 1893, constituted 0.7 per cent
of the total, and in 1895 already 1.69 per cent.

Collecting workers from all over Russia, the capitalist
farms sorted them out according to their requirements,
and created something akin to the hierarchy of factory work-
ers. For example, the following categories are indicated:
full workers and semi-workers, these again being subdivided
into “workers of great strength” (16 to 20 years of age) and
semi-workers of “little assistance” (children between the ages
of 8 and 14). No trace here remains of the old, so-called
“patriarchal” relations between the landlord and “his” peas-
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ant. Labour-power becomes a commodity like any other.
The “truly Russian” type of bondage disappears, yielding
place to weekly wage payment, fierce competition, bargain-
ing between workers and employers. The accumulation of
enormous masses of workers in the labour-markets, and in-
credibly arduous and insanitary working conditions, have
given rise to attempts to establish public control over the big
farms. These attempts are characteristic of “large-scale in-
dustry” in agriculture, but of course they cannot be durable
so long as political liberties and legal labour organisations
are lacking. How hard the working conditions of the immi-
grant workers are may be judged by the fact that the working

day ranges from 12% to 15 hours. Injuries to workers tending

machines have become a common occurrence. Occupational
diseases have spread (for example, among workers tending
threshing-machines, etc.). All the “charms” of purely capi-
talist exploitation in the most developed, American, form are
to be observed in Russia at the end of the nineteenth century,
side by side with purely medieval labour-service and corvée
systems of economy, which have long ago disappeared in the
advanced countries. The whole great variety of agrarian re-
lations in Russia amounts to the interweaving of feudal and
bourgeois methods of exploitation.

To complete this account of the conditions of hired labour
in Russian agriculture, we may quote statistics regarding the
budgets of peasant farms in the lower groups. Wage-labour
is included here under the euphemistic heading of “employ-
ments” or “industries”. In what relation does the income from
these “employments” stand to the income from agriculture?
The budgets of the horseless and one-horse peasants in
Voronezh Gubernia give an exact answer to this question.
The gross income of a horseless peasant from all sources is
estimated at 118 rubles 10 kopeks, of which 57 rubles 11
kopeks is from farming and 59 rubles 4 kopeks from “indus-
tries”. The latter sum is made up of 36 rubles 75 kopeks income
from “personal industries” and 22 rubles 29 kopeks miscel-
laneous income. Included in the latter item is income from
the letting of land! The gross income of a one-horse peasant
is 178 rubles 12 kopeks, of which 127 rubles 69 kopeks is from
farming and 49 rubles 22 kopeks from “industries” (35 rubles
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from personal industries, 6 rubles carting, 2 rubles
from “commercial and industrial establishments and
enterprises” and 6 rubles miscellaneous income). If we sub-
tract the expenditure on farming, we will get 69 rubles 37
kopeks income from farming, as against 49 rubles 22 kopeks
income from “industries”. That is how three-fifths of the
peasant households in Russia obtain their livelihood. Natu-
rally, the standard of living of these peasants is no higher,
and sometimes even lower, than that of farm-hands. In this
same Voronezh Gubernia the average yearly wage of a farm-
hand (during the decade 1881-91) was 57 rubles, plus keep,
which cost 42 rubles. Yet the cost of maintaining a whole
family of four persons amounted to 78 rubles per annum
in the case of a horseless peasant and 98 rubles per annum
for a family of five in the case of a one-horse peasant. The
Russian peasant has been reduced by labour service, taxes,
and capitalist exploitation to such a miserable, starvation
standard of life as seems incredible in Europe. In Europe
such social types are called paupers.

VI

To sum up all that has been said above concerning the
differentiation of the peasantry, we will first of all quote
the only printed summary statistics for the whole of European
Russia, enabling us to judge of the various groups existing
within the peasantry at various periods. These are the re-
turns of the army-horse censuses. In the second edition of
my book, The Development of Capitalism,* I summarised
these returns for 48 gubernias in European Russia for the
periods 188-91 and 1896-1900. The following is an abstract

of the most important results:
Number of peasant house-
holds (in millions)

1888-91 1896-1900

Total % Total %

Horseless . . . . . . 2.8 27.3 3.2 29.2
Having 1 horse . . 2.9 28.5 3.4 30.3
> 2 horses. 2.2 22.2 2.5 22.0

» 3 2 L. 1.1 10.6 1.0 9.4

> 4 horses and more 1.1 11.4 1.0 9.1
Total . . . . . . 10.1100.0 11.1 100.0

* See present edition, Vol. 3, p. 146.—Ed.
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As I have already mentioned, incidentally, above, these
figures evidence the increasing expropriation of the peasant-
ry. The one-million increase in the number of households
went entirely to enlarge the two lowest groups. The total
number of horses declined in this period from 16.91 to 16.87
millions, that is to say, the peasantry as a whole became
somewhat poorer in horses. The highest group also became
poorer in horses: in 188-91 it had 5.5 horses per household
compared with 5.4 in 1896-1900.

It is easy to draw the conclusion from these figures that
no “differentiation” is taking place among the peasantry; the
poorest group increased most, whereas the richest group di-
minished most (in number of households). This is not
differentiation, but levelling up of poverty! And such conclu-
sions, based on similar methods, can very often be found
in the literature on the subject. But if we ask: have the
relations between the groups within the peasantry changed?—
we see something different. In 1888-91 the lowest groups,
constituting half the households, owned 13.7 per cent of
the total number of horses, and in 1896-1900 the percentage
was exactly the same. The most well-to-do groups, which
constituted one-fifth of the households, owned 52.6 per cent
of the total number of horses in the first period, and 53.2
per cent in the second period. Clearly, the relations be-
tween the groups remained almost unchanged. The peasantry
became poorer, the well-to-do groups became poorer, the
crisis of 1891 made itself felt very seriously, but the rela-
tions between the rural bourgeoisie and the peasantry that
was being driven to ruin did not change as a result, nor
could they change essentially.

This circumstance is often overlooked by those who under-
take to judge of the differentiation of the peasantry on the
basis of fragmentary statistics. It would be ridiculous to
imagine, for instance, that isolated statistics on the distri-
bution of horses are able to explain anything at all in regard to
the differentiation of the peasantry. This distribution proves
absolutely nothing, if it is not taken together with the entire
sum total of data on peasant farming. If, in examining these
data, we have established what is common among the
groups in regard to distribution of the renting and the let-
ting of land, improved implements and manure, earnings and
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purchased land, hired labourers and numbers of livestock,
if we have proved that all these various aspects of the phe-
nomenon are inseparably interconnected, and reveal in fact the
formation of opposite economic types—a proletariat and
a rural bourgeoisie—if we have established all this, and only
to the extent that we have established this, we can take iso-
lated figures showing, say, the distribution of horses, to illus-
trate all that has been said above. On the other hand, if
we are referred to this or that case of diminution in the num-
ber of horses owned by the well-to-do group, say, over a giv-
en period, it would be sheer nonsense to draw any general
conclusions from this alone as to the relation within the peas-
antry between the rural bourgeoisie and the other groups.
In no single capitalist country, in no single branch of econo-
my, is there, or can there be (the market being predominant)
an even process of development: capitalism cannot develop
otherwise than in leaps and zigzags, now rapidly advancing,
now dropping temporarily below the previous level. And the
crux of the matter concerning the Russian agrarian crisis
and the forthcoming upheaval is not what degree of devel-
opment has been reached by capitalism, or what the rate of
that development is, but whether it is, or is not, a capital-
ist crisis and upheaval, whether it is, or is not, taking place
in conditions in which the peasantry is being transformed
into a rural bourgeoisie and a proletariat, and whether the
relations between the various households within the commune
are, or are not, bourgeois relations. In other words: the
primary object of any study of the agrarian question in Rus-
sia is to establish the basic data for characterising the class
substance of agrarian relations. And only after we have es-
tablished what classes and what trend of development we
are dealing with, can we take up particular questions about
the rate of development, the various modifications in the gen-
eral trend of development, etc.

Marxist views on post-Reform peasant economy in Russia
are grounded on the recognition of this economy as petty-
bourgeois in type. And the controversy which economists
in the Marxist camp have waged with the Narodnik econo-
mists has revolved primarily (and cannot but do so, if the
real nature of the differences between them is to be ascer-
tained) around the point as to whether this characterisation is
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correct, whether it is applicable or not. Unless this point is
quite definitely cleared up, no progress whatever can be made
towards more concrete or practical questions. For example,
it would be an absolutely hopeless and confusing task to exam-
ine the different ways of solving the agrarian question be-
queathed by the nineteenth century to the twentieth century,
if we have not first cleared up in what general direction our
agrarian evolution is proceeding, what classes stand to gain
should events take this or that course, etc.

The detailed figures on the differentiation of the peasantry
quoted above reveal precisely that foundation of all the oth-
er questions of the agrarian revolution without an under-
standing of which it is impossible to proceed. The sum total
of the relations between the various groups of the peasantry
which we have studied in detail at opposite ends of Russia,
reveals to us precisely what is the essence of the social and
economic relations existing within the commune. These re-
lations strikingly reveal the petty-bourgeois nature of peas-
ant economy in the present historical situation. When the
Marxists used to say that the small producer in agriculture
(irrespective of whether he cultivates allotment or any other
land) is inevitably, with the development of commodity econ-
omy, a petty bourgeois, this proposition caused astonish-
ment; it was said to be a mechanical, groundless attempt to
apply outside models to our own original conditions. But the
data on the relations between the groups, on the way the rich
members of the commune outbid the poorer members for pos-
session of the rented land, on the employment of farm-hands
by the former and the conversion of the latter into hired
labourers, etc., etc.—all these data confirm the theoretical
conclusions of Marxism and render them incontrovertible.
The question of the significance of the commune in the trend
of Russia’s economic development is decided irrevocably
by these data, because it is this actual trend of the actual
(and not imaginary) commune that our data indicate. De-
spite all the equalised distribution of allotment land and de-
spite the redistributions, etc., it turns out that the trend of
the real economic development of members of the peasant
commune consists precisely in the formation of a rural bour-
geoisie and in the squeezing-out of the mass of the poorest
peasants into the ranks of the proletariat. As we shall see
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further on, both the Stolypin agrarian policy and the nation-
alisation of the land demanded by the Trudoviks are in line
with this trend of development, even though there is an enor-
mous difference between these two forms of “solution” of the
agrarian question from the point of view of the rapidity of
social development, the growth of productive forces and the
maximum observance of the interests of the masses.

We must now also examine the question of the develop-
ment of commercial farming in Russia. The foregoing expo-
sition included, as a premise, the well-known fact that the
whole of the post-Reform period is distinguished by the
growth of trade and exchange. We think it is quite super-
fluous to cite statistics in confirmation of this. But we must
show, first, precisely to what extent present-day peasant econ-
omy is already subordinated to the market and, secondly,
what special forms agriculture assumes as it becomes subor-
dinated to the market.

The most precise data on the first question are contained
in the budget statistics of the Voronezh Zemstvo. From these
statistics we are able to separate the money expenditure and
income of a peasant family from the total expenditure and in-
come (gross incomes and expenditures were given above).
Here is a table showing the role of the market:

What percentage of his total
expenditure and income

is the peasant’s money
expenditure and income?

% %

With no horse . . . . . 57.1 54.6
>> 1 horse . . . . . 46.5 41.4

>> 2 horses. . . . . 43.6 45.7

» 3 2 L. 41.5 42.3

» o400 L. 46.9 40.8

» 5 » and more 60.2 59.2
Average. . . . . . 491 47.9

Thus, even the farm of the middle peasant—leave alone
that of the well-to-do and of the impoverished, semi-prole-
tarian, peasants—is subordinated to the market to a very
powerful extent. Hence all arguments about peasant farming
which ignore the predominant and growing role of the market,
of exchange, of commodity production, are fundamentally
wrong. The abolition of the feudalist latifundia and of
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landlordism—a measure upon which all the thoughts of the
Russian peasantry were concentrated at the end of the nine-
teenth century—will increase and not diminish the power of
the market, for the growth of trade and commodity produc-
tion is retarded by labour service and bondage.

In regard to the second question, it must be pointed out
that the penetration of capital into agriculture is a distinc-
tive process which cannot be properly understood if we
confine ourselves to bald figures covering the whole of Rus-
sia. Agriculture becomes commercial not suddenly, and
not to an equal degree on different farms and in different
parts of the country. On the contrary, the market usually
subordinates to itself one aspect of the complex economy
of agriculture in one locality and another aspect in anoth-
er, the remaining aspects not disappearing, but adapting
themselves to the “main”, i.e., the money, aspect. For exam-
ple, in one area it is mainly commercial grain farming that
develops: the staple produced for sale is grain. Livestock
raising plays a subordinate role in such farming, and fur-
ther—in extreme cases of the one-sided development of
grain farming—almost disappears. The Far-West “wheat
factories” in America, for instance, were sometimes organ-
ised for one summer, almost without livestock. In other areas
it is mainly commercial stock-farming that develops:
the staples produced for sale are meat or dairy produce. Pure-
ly crop farming adapts itself to stock-farming. Of course,
both the size of the farm and the methods of farm organisa-
tion will differ in each case. Suburban dairy farming cannot
be judged by the area of land under cultivation. The same
measure of what is large and small farming cannot be applied
to the steppe farmer, the market gardener, the tobacco-grow-
er and the “dairy farmer” (to use an English term), etc.

The penetration of exchange and trade into agriculture
gives rise to its specialisation, and this specialisation stead-
ily increases. The same economic indexes (the number of
horses, for example) acquire a different significance in differ-
ent regions of commercial agriculture. Among the horse-
less peasants in the environs of the capital cities there are,
for example, big farmers who possess, say, dairy cattle, do
a big volume of business and employ wage-labour. Of course,
the number of such farmers among the mass of horseless and
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one-horse peasants is absolutely insignificant; but if we take
just the gross figures covering the whole country we shall not
be able to trace the special type of capitalism in agriculture.
This circumstance deserves special notice. If it is ignored, a
correct picture of the development of capitalism in agricul-
ture cannot be obtained, and it is easy to fall into the error
of vulgarisation. The full complexity of the process can be
grasped only by taking into account the real specific features
of agriculture. It is utterly wrong to say that, owing to its
specific features, agriculture is not subject to the laws of
capitalist development. It is true that the specific features
of agriculture hinder its subordination to the market; never-
theless, everywhere and in all countries the growth of commer-
cial agriculture is proceeding apace. But the forms in which
this formation of commercial agriculture takes place are
indeed distinctive, and call for special methods of study.
To illustrate what has been said, let us take graphic
examples from various regions of commercial agriculture in
Russia. In the commercial grain farming regions (Novoros-
sia, Trans-Volga region) we see an extremely rapid increase
in the harvest of cereals. In 1864-66 these gubernias were be-
hind the Central Black-Earth gubernias, with a net harvest
of only 2.1 chetverts per head of population; in 1883-87
these gubernias were ahead of the central area with a net
harvest of 3.4 chetverts per head. The most characteristic
feature of this region in the post-Reform period is expansion
of the area under crops. Very often the methods of tilling
the land here are of the most primitive kind; attention is
concentrated exclusively on sowing the largest possible area.
In the second half of the nineteenth century something simi-
lar to the American “wheat factories” developed here. One
can judge quite well from the area under crops (which among
peasants in the higher groups attained 271 dessiatines per
household) as to the size and type of farm. In another region—
the industrial, and particularly in the environs of the capi-
tal cities—such an expansion of the crop area is out of the
question. It is not commercial grain farming, but commer-
cial stock-farming, that is particularly characteristic here.
In this case a proper picture of the farm cannot be got from
the number of dessiatines tilled or the number of horses em-
ployed. A much more suitable gauge is the number of cows



134 V. I. LENIN

(dairy farming). A change in crop rotation, grass cultivation
and not the expansion of the crop area, are the characteristic
indications here of progress in large-scale farming. The num-
ber of households with many horses is smaller here; a small-
er number of horses may sometimes even be a sign of prog-
ress. On the other hand, the peasants in these parts are bet-
ter off for cows than in the rest of Russia. Mr. Blagoveshchen-
sky, in summing up the Zemstvo statistics, considered the
average to be 1.2 cows per household; in 18 uyezds of St.
Petersburg, Moscow, Tver and Smolensk gubernias, we have
1.6, and in St. Petersburg Gubernia alone 1.8 per household.”
Both commercial capital and capital invested in production
are applied mainly to livestock produce. The size of income
depends largely on the number of milch cows owned. Dairy
farms are developing. The hiring of agricultural labourers
by well-to-do peasants is developing; we have already
mentioned that people migrate from the impoverished cen-
tral area to the industrial gubernias to take up agricultural
work. In a word, the very same socio-economic relations man-
ifest themselves here in an altogether different form, under
farming conditions that do not resemble purely crop-raising
conditions.

And if we take the cultivation of special crops, like tobacco-
growing, or the combination of agriculture and technical
processing of the produce (distilling, beet-sugar refining,
oil seed-pressing, potato-starch making and other industries),
the forms in which capitalist relations manifest them-
selves will resemble neither those which exist in commercial
grain farming nor those which develop in commercial live-
stock farming. In this case we must take as our gauge either
the area under special crops, or the size of the undertaking
connected with the given farm, which is engaged in process-
ing the produce.

Gross agricultural statistics, which deal only with the
sizes of land plots or with the number of cattle, do not by
a long way take account of all this variety of forms, so that
conclusions based only on statistics of this kind quite often
prove to be wrong. Commercial farming is growing much more
rapidly, the influence of exchange is wider, and capital is
transforming agriculture much more profoundly than one
might suppose from aggregate figures and abstract averages.
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VII

Let us now sum up what has been said above about the es-
sence of the agrarian question and the agrarian crisis in Rus-
sia at the end of the nineteenth century.

What is the essence of this crisis? M. Shanin, in
his pamphlet Municipalisation or Division for Private
Property (Vilna, 1907), insists that our agrarian crisis is a
crisis of agricultural methods, and that its root cause lies
in the need for raising the technique of agriculture, which
is incredibly low in Russia, in the need for changing over to
more efficient methods of arable farming, etc.

This opinion is wrong, because it is too abstract. Undoubt-
edly a change over to higher techniques is necessary, but,
in the first place, this transition has actually been going
on in Russia since 1861. However slow the progress, it is
beyond all doubt that both landlord farming and peasant
farming, as represented by the well-to-do minority, have been
going over to grass cultivation, to the use of improved imple-
ments, to more systematic and careful manuring of the soil,
etc. And since this slow progress in agricultural technique
has been a general process since 1861, it is obvious that it
is not enough to quote it as an explanation of the universal-
ly admitted intensification of the agricultural crisis at the end
of the nineteenth century. Secondly, both forms of “solu-
tion” of the agrarian question that have been advanced in prac-
tice—both the Stolypin solution from above, by preserving
landlordism and finally doing away with the commune, by
having the kulaks plunder it, and also the peasant (Trudovik)
solution from below, by abolishing landlordism and by nation-
alising all the land—both these solutions, each in its own
way, facilitate the transition to a higher technique and pro-
mote agricultural progress. The only difference is that one
solution bases this progress on accelerating the process of
forcing the poor peasants out of agriculture, while the other
bases it on accelerating the process of eliminating labour
service by abolishing the feudalist latifundia. That the poor
peasants farm their land very badly is an undoubted fact.
Undoubtedly, therefore, if their land is allowed to be sacked
and plundered by a handful of well-to-do peasants, agricul-
tural technique advances to a higher level. But it is just as
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undoubted a fact that the landed estates worked on the basis
of the labour-service system and bondage, are cultivated very
badly, worse than the allotment lands (recall the figures quot-
ed above: 54 poods per dessiatine from allotment land; 66
from landed estates farmed on capitalist lines, 50 from estates
cultivated on the métayer system, and 45 from land rented
by peasants by the year). The labour-service system of land-
lord economy means the preservation of incredibly obsolete
methods of cultivation, the perpetuation of barbarism both
in agricultural technique and in the entire life of society.
It is beyond doubt, therefore, that if labour service is rooted
out, i.e., if landlordism is completely abolished (and with-
out redemption), then agricultural technique will advance
to a higher level.

Consequently, in the agrarian question and the agrarian
crisis the heart of the matter is not simply the removal of
obstacles to the advance of agricultural technique, but what
way these obstacles are to be removed, what class is to effect
this removal and by what methods. And it is absolutely neces-
sary to remove the obstacles to the development of the coun-
try’s productive forces—necessary not only in the subjec-
tive sense of the word, but also in the objective sense, i.e.,
this removal is inevitable, and no power on earth can pre-
vent it.

The mistake made by M. Shanin, as well as by many others
who write on the agrarian question, is that he approached
the correct thesis of the need to raise the level of farming
technique in too abstract a fashion, failing to take account
of the peculiar forms in which feudalist and capitalist fea-
tures are interwoven in Russian agriculture. The main and
fundamental obstacle to the development of the productive
forces in Russian agriculture is the survivals of serfdom,
i.e., primarily labour service and bondage, then feudalist
taxes, the peasant’s inequality in the matter of civic rights,
his degraded status in relation to the higher estate of society,
etc., etc. The elimination of these survivals of serfdom has
long become an economic necessity, and the crisis in agricul-
ture at the end of the nineteenth century has become so intense-
ly aggravated precisely because the process of emancipating
Russia from medievalism has been dragging out too long,
because labour service and bondage have lingered too long.
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They have been dying out since 1861 so slowly that the new
organism has come to need violent means for ridding itself
of them quickly.

What is this new economic organism of Russian agricul-
ture? We have tried above to show this in particular detail,
because the economists in the liberal-Narodnik camp have
particularly wrong ideas on this subject. The new economic
organism that is hatching out of its feudalist shell in Russia
is commercial agriculture and capitalism. The economics of
landlord farming, when it is not being conducted on the basis
of labour service or the bondage of the allotment-holding
peasant, clearly reveal capitalist features. The economics
of peasant farming—in so far as we are able to look inside the
commune and see what is going on in real life despite the
official equalisation of allotment land—again reveal purely
capitalist features everywhere. Commercial agriculture is
steadily growing in Russia in spite of all obstacles, and
this commercial agriculture is inevitably being transformed
into capitalist agriculture, although the forms of this trans-
formation are diverse in the highest degree and vary from
district to district.

What should constitute that violent elimination of the
medieval shell, which has become necessary for the further
free development of the new economic organism? The aboli-
tion of medieval forms of landownership. In Russia, to this
very day, ownership both by the landlords and, to a consid-
erable extent, by the peasants is medieval. We have seen
how the new economic conditions are breaking down this
medieval framework and divisions in landowning, compel-
ling the poor peasant to let his allotment which he has held
from time immemorial, compelling the well-to-do peasant
to build up his own comparatively large farm out of the frag-
ments of different types of land: allotments, purchased land,
land rented from the landlord. On the landed estate, too, its
division into lands cultivated on the basis of labour service,
rented to peasants on annual leases, and farmed on capital-
ist lines, shows that new systems of farming are being built
up outside the framework of the old, medieval system of land-
ownership.

That system can be abolished at one stroke by a determined
break with the past. Such a measure would be the nation-
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alisation of the land, which all the representatives of the
peasantry were demanding, more or less consistently, in the
period between 1905 and 1907. The abolition of private prop-
erty in land in no way changes the bourgeois basis of commer-
cial and capitalist landowning. There is nothing more erro-
neous than the opinion that the nationalisation of the land has
anything in common with socialism, or even with equalised
land tenure. Socialism, as we know, means the abolition of
commodity economy. Nationalisation, on the other hand,
means converting the land into the property of the state, and
such a conversion does not in the least affect private farming
on the land. The system of farming on the land is not altered
by whether the land is the property or “possession” of the
whole country, of the whole nation, just as the (capitalist)
system of farming by the well-to-do muzhik is not altered by
whether he buys land “in perpetuity”, rents land from the
landlord or the state, or “gathers up” the allotment plots of
impoverished, insolvent peasants. So long as exchange re-
mains, it is ridiculous to talk of socialism. The exchange of
agricultural produce and means of production does not de-
pend upon the forms of landowning at all. (I will remark in
parenthesis that I am setting forth here only the economic
significance of nationalisation, not advocating it as a pro-
gramme; that I have done in the work referred to above. *)

As to equalisation, we have already shown above how it
is applied in practice in the distribution of allotment land.
We have seen that, within the commune, allotment land is
distributed fairly equally, with only a slight tendency in
favour of the rich peasants. But in the long run very little
trace is left of this equalisation, owing to the fact that the
poor let their land and that rented land is concentrated in
the hands of the rich. Clearly, no equalisation of landholding
is able to eliminate inequality in the actual use of the land,
so long as there exist property differences among the peasants
and a system of exchange which aggravates these differences.

The economic significance of nationalisation does not lie
at all where it is very often sought. It does not consist in the
fight against bourgeois relationships (as Marx showed long
ago,”™ nationalisation is a highly consistent bourgeois

*See present edition, Vol. 13, pp. 294-325.—Ed.
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measure), but in the fight against feudalist relationships. The
multiplicity of medieval forms of landowning hampers eco-
nomic development; the social-estate divisions hamper
trade; the disparity between the old system of landowning
and the new economy gives rise to sharp contradictions;
owing to the latifundia, the landlords prolong the existence
of labour service; the peasants are shut up, as in a ghetto,
within the allotment system, the framework of which is being
broken down in practice at every step. Nationalisation makes
a clean sweep of all medieval relations in landowning, does
away with all artificial barriers on the land, and makes
the land really free—for whom? For every citizen? Nothing

of the kind. The freedom of the horseless peasant (i.e., 3}1

million households) consists, as we have seen, in letting his
allotment land. The land becomes free for the farmer, for the
one who really wants, and is able, to cultivate it according to
the requirements of modern farming in general and of the
world market in particular. Nationalisation would hasten
the death of serfdom and the development of purely bour-
geois farming on land free of all medieval lumber. That is
the real historical significance of nationalisation in Russia—
what it has come to mean by the end of the nineteenth century.

As for the other, objectively not impossible, road to clear
up landowning for capitalism, it consists, as we have seen,
in the accelerated plundering of the commune by the rich,
and in consolidating private landed property among the well-
to-do peasantry. This way leaves the principal source of
labour service and bondage untouched; the landlord latifun-
dia are left intact. Obviously, this method of clearing the
way for capitalism guarantees free development of the
productive forces to a far lesser degree than the first one.
Once the latifundia are retained, this inevitably means also
the retention of the bonded peasant, of métayage, of the
renting of small plots by the year, the cultivation of the
“squire’s” land with the implements of the peasants, i.e.,
the retention of the most backward farming methods and of
fllfl that Asiatic barbarism which is called patriarchal rural
ife.

The two ways I have indicated of “solving” the agrarian
question in developing bourgeois Russia correspond to the
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two paths of development of capitalism in agriculture.
I call these two paths the Prussian and the American paths.
The characteristic feature of the first is that medieval rela-
tions in landowning are not liquidated at one stroke, but are
gradually adapted to capitalism, which because of this for a
long time retains semi-feudal features. Prussian landlordism
was not crushed by the bourgeois revolution; it survived and
became the basis of “Junker” economy, which is essentially
capitalistic, but involves a certain degree of dependence of
the rural population, such as the Gesindeordnung,”? etc.
As a consequence, the social and political domination of the
Junkers was consolidated for many decades after 1848, and
the productive forces of German agriculture developed far
more slowly than in America. There, on the contrary, it was
not the old slave-holding economy of the big landowners that
became the basis of capitalist agriculture (the Civil War
smashed the slave-owners’ estates), but the free economy of
the free farmer working on free land—free from all medieval
fetters, from serfdom and feudalism on the one hand, and
from the fetters of private property in land, on the other.
Land was given away in America, out of its vast resources,
at a nominal price; and it is only on a new, fully capitalist
basis that private property in land has now developed there.

Both these paths of capitalist development quite clear-
ly emerged in Russia after 1861. The progress of landlord
farming is undoubted, and the slowness of this progress is
not accidental, but inevitable so long as the survivals of
serfdom remain. It is also beyond doubt that the freer the
peasants are, the less they are weighed down by the remnants
of serfdom (in the south, for example, all these favourable
conditions exist), and finally, the better, all in all, the
peasants are provided with land, the greater is the differenti-
ation among the peasantry and the more rapid is the process
of forming a class of rural capitalist farmers. The whole
question of the further development of the country boils down
to this: which of the two paths of development will ultimate-
ly prevail, and, correspondingly, which class will carry
through the necessary and inevitable change—the old land-
owning gentry or the free peasant farmer?

It is often thought in Russia that nationalisation of the
land means removing the land from the sphere of commerce.
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This, undoubtedly, is the point of view of the majority of
the advanced peasants and of ideologists of the peasantry.
But this view is deeply fallacious. The very opposite is the
case. Private property in land is an obstacle to the free in-
vestment of capital in land. Therefore, where the free renting
of land from the state exists (and this is the essence of national-
isation in bourgeois society) the land is drawn more ener-
getically into the sphere of commerce than is the case where
private property in land prevails. There is much more free-
dom of capital investment in land, and freedom of competi-
tion in agriculture, where land is freely rented than where
land is private property. Nationalisation of the land is, as
it were, landlordism without the landlord. And what land-
lordism in the capitalist development of agriculture means
is explained in the remarkably profound arguments of Marx
in his Theories of Surplus-Value. I have quoted these argu-
ments in my work on the agrarian programme mentioned
above, but in view of the importance of the question, I take
the liberty of repeating them here.*

In the paragraph on the historical conditions of Ricardo’s
theory of rent (Theorien tiber den Mehrwert, I1. Band, 2. Teil,
Stuttgart, 1905, S. 5-7), Marx says that Ricardo and
Anderson “start out from the view, regarded as very strange
on the Continent”, viz., they presume that “no landed
property exists as an obstacle to any investment of capital
in the land”. At first sight this would seem a contradiction,
because it is precisely in England that feudal landed property
is considered to have been preserved more completely than
anywhere else. But Marx explains that it was in England of all
countries that capital “dealt so ruthlessly with the tradition-
al relations of agriculture”. England is in this respect “the
most revolutionary country in the world”. “All historically
inherited relations—mnot only the position of the villages
but the very villages themselves, not only the habitations
of the agricultural population, but this population itself,
not only the ancient economic centres, but the very economy
itself—have been ruthlessly swept away where they were in
contradiction to the conditions of capitalist production in
agriculture, or did not correspond to those conditions. The

* See present edition, Vol. 13, pp. 272-76.—Ed.
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German [continues Marx] finds economic relations deter-
mined by the traditional common-land relations [Feldmar-
ken], the position of economic centres, and particular
conglomerations of the population. The Englishman
finds that the historical conditions of agriculture have
been progressively created by capital since the fifteenth
century. The technical expression customary in the
United Kingdom, the ‘clearing of estates’, does not oc-
cur in any continental country. But what does this ‘clearing
of estates’ mean? It means that, without regard for the local
population—which is driven away, for existing villages—
which are levelled to the ground, for farm buildings—
which are torn down, for the kind of agriculture—which is
transformed at a stroke, being converted for example from
tillage to pasture, all conditions of production, instead
of being accepted as they are handed down by tradition, are
historically fashioned in the form necessary under the cir-
cumstances for the most profitable investment of capital.
To that extent, therefore, no landed property exists; it allows
capital —the farmer—to manage freely, since it is only
concerned about the money income. A Pomeranian land-
owner [Marx refers to Rodbertus, whose theory of rent he
refutes brilliantly and in detail in this work], his mind full
of his ancestral common lands, economic centres, and the
agricultural collegium, etc., is quite likely, therefore, to
hold up his hands in horror at Ricardo’s ‘unhistorical’ views
on the development of agricultural relations.” As a mat-
ter of fact, “the English conditions are the only ones in which
modern landed property, i.e., landed property modified by
capitalist production, has developed adequately [in ideal
perfection]. Here the English theory [i.e., Ricardo’s theory
of rent] is the classical one for the modern, i.e., capitalist
mode of production.”

In England, the clearing of the estates proceeded in
revolutionary forms, accompanied by the violent break-up
of peasant landowning. The break-up of the old and obsolete
order is absolutely inevitable in Russia too; but the nine-
teenth century (and the first seven years of the twentieth)
have not yet settled the question as to which class will
do the breaking-up that we need, and in what form. We have
shown above what the basis of the distribution of land is
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in Russia at the present time. We have seen that 10% mil-

lion peasant households with 75 million dessiatines of land
are confronted by 30,000 owners of latifundia with 70 milli-
on dessiatines. A possible outcome of the struggle, which
cannot help breaking out on this basis, is that the holding
of land by the ten million households will be almost doubled
while the holding of land by the upper 30,000 will disap-
pear. Let us examine this possible outcome from the purely
theoretical point of view, from the point of view of the state
of the agrarian question in Russia at the end of the nineteenth
century. What should be the results of such a change? From
the standpoint of landowning relations, it is obvious that
the medieval ownership of allotments and medieval landlord-
ism would be completely refashioned. The old order would
be utterly swept away. Nothing traditional would be left in
landowning relations. What factor, however, would deter-
mine the new agrarian relations? The “principle” of equali-
sation? That is what the advanced peasant, affected by Na-
rodnik ideology, is inclined to believe. That is what the
Narodnik thinks. But it is an illusion. In the commune the
“principle” of equalisation, recognised by law and hallowed
by custom, leads, in fact, to landownership becoming adapt-
ed to differences in property status. And on the basis of this
economic fact, confirmed a thousand times over both by
Russian and West-European data, we assert that hopes of
equalisation would be shattered as an illusion, and that the
refashioning of landownership would be the only durable re-
sult. Would the significance of such a result be great? Very
great, because no other measure, no other reform, no other
transformation could give such complete guarantees for the
most rapid, wide and free progress of agricultural technique
in Russia, and for the disappearance from our life of all
traces of serfdom, social-estates, and the Asiatic way of life.

Progress of technique?—some may object. But has it not been
proved above by means-of precise data that land-
lord farming is on a higher level than peasant farming in
regard to grass cultivation, the employment of machines
the manuring of the soil, and, of course, the quality of live-
stock, etc.? Yes, it has been proved, and this fact is abso-
lutely beyond doubt. But it must not be forgotten that all
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these differences in economic organisation, technique, etc.,
are summed up in yield. And we have seen that the yield on
the landlords’ lands cultivated by peasants on a métayer or
other such basis is lower than the yield on allotment land. That
is the point nearly always overlooked when the agricultur-
al level of landlord and peasant farming in Russia is dis-
cussed. Landlord farming is on a higher level insofar as it
is conducted on capitalist lines. And the whole point is that
this “insofar”, at the end of the nineteenth century, has left
the labour-service system as the predominant system of
farming in our central districts. Insofar as the landlords’
lands are still cultivated by the bonded peasant with his
antiquated implements, methods, etc., to that extent land-
lordism is the principal cause of backwardness and stagna-
tion. The change in the system of landownership that we are
discussing would increase the yield on métayer and rented
land (at the present time the yield on such land—see the
figures above—is 50 and 45 poods as compared with 54 poods
on allotment land and 66 poods on landlords’ land cultivated
on capitalist lines). Even if this yield were increased only
to the allotment-land level, the progress would be tremendous.
Needless to say, the yield on allotment land would also in-
crease, both as a result of the peasant being freed from the
yoke of the feudal latifundia, and also because the allotment
lands, like the rest of the land in the state, would then be-
come free land, equally accessible (not to all citizens, but to
citizens owning agricultural capital, i.e.—) to farmers.

This conclusion follows not at all from the data we have
quoted concerning yield. On the contrary, these data have
been quoted merely to give a graphic illustration of the
conclusion that follows from the sum total of data concerning
the evolution of Russian landlord and peasant farming. To
refute this conclusion, one has to refute the fact that the
history of Russian agriculture in the second half of the nine-
teenth century is the history of the replacing of feudal by
bourgeois production relations.

By sticking to the data concerning the number of peasant
farms at the present time we may get the impression that
the agrarian transformation we are examining would lead to
a considerable fragmentation of agriculture. Just think
of it! Thirteen million households on 280 million dessiatines
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of land! Is not this a monstrous splitting up of the land?
To this we reply: it is now that we see such a tremendous split-
ting up of the land, for it is now that thirteen million farms
are operating on an area of less than 280 million dessiatines!
Consequently, the change we are interested in would not make
things worse at all in this respect. More than that. We would
ask further whether there are any grounds for thinking
that in the event of this change the number of farms will
remain unchanged? That is the view usually taken by those
who are influenced by Narodnik theories or by the opinions
of the peasants themselves, whose every thought and striv-
ing is drawn to the land and who can even dream of the in-
dustrial workers being converted into small tillers of the
soil. Undoubtedly, a certain number of Russian industrial
workers at the end of the nineteenth century also adhere to
this peasant point of view. The question, however, is whether
this point of view is correct, whether it conforms to the ob-
Jective economic conditions and to the course of economic de-
velopment. One merely has to put this question clearly in
order to see that the peasant point of view is conditioned by
the obsolescent and irrevocable past, and not by the growing
future. The peasant point of view is wrong. It represents the
ideology of yesterday, whereas economic development is,
in effect, leading not to an increase but to a diminution of the
agricultural population.

The change in landownership relations that we are exam-
ining will not and cannot abolish this process of diminution
of the proportion of the agricultural population, a process
common to all countries of developing capitalism. I may be
asked, in what way could this change bring about a diminu-
tion of the agricultural population, once the land becomes
freely accessible to all? I shall reply to this question with a
passage from a speech delivered in the Duma by a peasant
deputy Mr. Chizhevsky (Poltava Gubernia). Speaking on
May 24, 1906, he said: “In our district, the peasants, the
electors who sent us here, figured things out like this: ‘If we
were a little better off, and if every one of our families could
afford to spend five or six rubles a year on sugar—then in
every uyezd where it is possible to grow sugar-beet several
sugar refineries would be built, in addition to those which
already exist.” It is quite natural that if these sugar refine-
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ries were built, what a mass of hands would be needed if
production were intensified! The output of the sugar refine-
ries would increase, etc.” (Verbatim Reports, p. 622.)

This is a very characteristic admission by a local lead-
er. Had he been asked his opinion on the significance of
agrarian reform in general, he would probably have expressed
Narodnik views. But once it was a question not of “opin-
ions” but of the concrete consequences of reform, capitalist
truth immediately prevailed over Narodnik utopia. For what
the peasants told their deputy Mr. Chizhevsky is precisely
the capitalist truth, the truth of capitalist reality. There real-
ly would be a tremendous increase in the number of sugar
refineries and in their productivity in the event of any ap-
preciable improvement in the condition of the mass of small
tillers of the soil. And it goes without saying that not only
the beet-sugar industry, but all the manufacturing indus-
tries—textile, iron, engineering, building, etc., etc.—would
receive a tremendous impetus, and would need a “mass of
hands”. And this economic necessity would prove stronger
than all the fond hopes and dreams about equalisation. Three
and a quarter million horseless households will not become
“farmers” as a result of any agrarian reform, or any changes
in landownership, or any “allotting of land”. These millions
of households (and quite a few of one-horse households),
as we have seen, struggle on their patches of land, let their
allotments. An American development of industry would
inevitably divert from agriculture the majority of such farm-
ers, whose position in capitalist society is hopeless, and
no “right to the land” will be able to prevent this. Thirteen
million small farmers with the most miserable, beg-
garly and obsolete implements, scratching away at their
allotment and the landlords’ land—that is the reality of
today; that is artificial over-population in agriculture,
artificial in the sense of the forcible retention of those feu-
dalist relations which have long outlived their day, and
which could not be maintained for a single day without
floggings, shootings, punitive expeditions, etc. Any tan-
gible improvement in the condition of the masses, any serious
blow to the survivals of serfdom, would inevitably strike
at the roots of this over-population of the countryside and
would immensely accelerate the process (which is taking
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place slowly even now) of diverting the population from agri-
culture into industry, reduce the number of farms from 13
million to a much lower figure, and would lead Russia for-
ward in the American and not in the Chinese manner, as is
the case now.

The agrarian question in Russia towards the close of the
nineteenth century has imposed upon the classes of society
the task of putting an end to the old feudal past and sweep-
ing clear the landowning system, sweeping clear the whole
way for capitalism, for the growth of the productive forces,
for the free and open struggle of classes. And this very strug-
gle of classes will determine the manner in which this task
will be accomplished.

July 1 (new style), 1908
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SOME FEATURES OF THE PRESENT COLLAPSE

We have repeatedly had occasion to comment on the ideolog-
ical and organisational collapse on the right, in the camp
of the bourgeois democrats and the socialist opportunists,
a collapse which is inevitable among parties and trends
where petty-bourgeois intellectuals predominate, in a period
when counter-revolution is rampant. But the picture of
collapse would be incomplete if we did not also dwell on
collapse “on the left”, in the camp of the petty-bourgeois
“Socialist-Revolutionaries™.

Of course one can use the expression “on the left” in this
case only in a very relative sense, to characterise those who
are inclined to play at Leftism. We have already pointed out
in Proletary more than once that it was just the period of
the Russian revolution at its highest peak which brought
out particularly clearly, in open mass politics, all the insta-
bility, lack of firmness and of principle of S.R. “revolution-
ism”. It is sufficient to recall only the most outstanding
events. The autumn upswing in 1905; the S.R.s are in a
secret bloc with the Popular Socialists, who are all for a
legal “Popular Socialist Party”. The congress of the S.R.
Party in December 1905 rejects the “plan” to form such a
double of the S.R. Party, but in the spring and summer up-
swing of 1906 we again see the S.R.s in the daily papers, i.e.,
in the main mouthpieces for agitation among the people,
working in a bloc with the Popular Socialists. The latter
openly renounce the revolution in the autumn of 1906, after
the Sveaborg and Kronstadt” defeat, and come out openly as
opportunists—yet nevertheless the elections to the Second Du-
ma in St. Petersburg (in the spring of 1907) again revive the
Narodnik bloc” of S.R.s, Popular Socialists and Trudoviks.
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In short, the revolution has fully and finally revealed
the absence of any definite class foundation for the Social-
ist-Revolutionary Party, reduced it in practice to the role
of an adjunct or wing of the petty-bourgeois peasant demo-
crats and forced it constantly to waver between verbal rev-
olutionary impulses and Popular Socialist and Trudovik
diplomacy. The separating out of the Maximalists, who
all through the revolution were constantly separating out
of the Socialist-Revolutionaries but could not get fully
separated, only confirmed the class instability of Narodnik
revolutionism. There remains nothing for the S.R. Centre,
the “pure” S.R.s, to do—we had written in issue No.
4 of Proletary, in the article entitled “Socialist-Revolution-
ary Mensheviks”—but to defend themselves against both
the “new” trends in Socialist-Revolutionism with arguments
borrowed from the Marxists.® While the Social-Democrats
emerged from the revolution with one definite class, the pro-
letariat, rallied securely behind it, and with two trends,
characteristic of all international Social-Democracy—op-
portunist and revolutionary—sharply defined, the Socialist-
Revolutionaries emerged without any direct basis, without
any defined border-line to divide them on the one hand from
the Trudoviks and the Popular Socialists, linked with a mass
of petty proprietors, or on the other hand from the Maximal-
ists, as a terrorist group of intellectuals.

And now, when Maximalism has disappeared (possibly
only for a time) we see the revival of a kindred trend in a new
dress. Revolutsionnaya Mysl,’”* the mouthpiece of a “group
of Socialist-Revolutionaries”, draws apart (No. 1, April
1908, No. 2, June 1908) from the “official organ of the S.R.
Party”, i.e., from the central organ, Znamya Truda,” and
announces the “revision of our [i.e., S.R.] theoretical out-
look, our S.R. methods of struggle and organisation”. Of
course all this “revision”, all this “critical creative work”
promised by the new paper is sheer phrase-mongering. In
reality there is no question of any revision of theory, nor
can there be, since the new paper has no theoretical outlook
whatever—all it has is the re-echo, in a thousand different
keys, of appeals for terrorism, and a clumsy, inexpert, naive

* See present edition, Vol. 11, p. 199.—Ed.
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adaptation of their views on revolution, on the mass move-
ment, on the meaning of parties in general, etc., to this
allegedly new but in reality old, and indeed very old, meth-
od. The amazing poverty of such “theoretical” acquire-
ments stares one in the face when comparing them with the
bombastic promises to revise, criticise and create. The com-
plete confusion of theoretical views both of the “new” and
of the “old” tendencies in Socialist-Revolutionism is all the
more striking in that Revolutsionnaya Mysl itself underlines
“the evolution taking place in the views of those in charge
of the official organ of the S.R. Party”—an evolution con-
sisting in the most intensified emphasising of “systematic
central political terror” in order “to precipitate events”.
That is a quotation from No. 8 of Znamya Truda. And in
No. 10-11 (February-March 1908) we find exactly the same
talk about “straining the efforts of the whole party” for
“central political terror”, about the necessity of finding “large
funds” for this purpose, and together with this a “delicate
hint” as to the possible source of such funds. “All parties,”
writes Znamya Truda, pp. 7-8, “including the Cadets and the
Peaceful Renovators, will enjoy the immediate benefits
of this activity. And therefore the party has the right to
count on the very widest public aid in this its struggle.”

The reader can see that there is nothing new in what the
new paper says. The only characteristic thing about it is
that it provides instructive material for the assessment of
political collapse, covered up by “Left” and supposedly
revolutionary phrases. The Mensheviks in Golos Sotsial-
Demokrata (No. 1) justify their collection of funds among
the liberals on the grounds that there is a certain politi-
cal solidarity in their aims. The S.R.s in Znamya Truda
say to the Cadets and the Peaceful Renovators: why, you
will enjoy the benefits. Extremes meet. Both petty-bour-
geois opportunism and petty-bourgeois revolutionism, al-
beit from different sides, “make eyes” at the Cadets and the
Peaceful Renovators.

And it is not only in this that the extremes meet. The
revolution has brought disillusionment to both the Men-
sheviks and the “revolutionary” Narodniks. Both are ready
to dismiss the Party principle, the old Party traditions, and
the revolutionary mass struggle. “The mistake common to
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nearly all the revolutionary parties,” writes Revolutsionnoye
Nedomyslie,* “a mistake which has played a harmful role
in the present crisis, consists in an exaggerated belief in the
possibility and necessity of a mass rising of the people....
Events have not justified the expectations of the party.” In
vain, it appears, did the Socialist-Revolutionaries build
“a socialist programme according to the Marxist model”,
build up “a conception of the revolution which identified
it with a mass movement and mass insurrection caused by
economic needs, with a correction being made, however,
for a minority with initiative”. Instead of corrections, one
must develop “the theory and practice of the active function-
ing of an initiating minority” (No. 1, pp. 6-7). One must
exalt the significance “of the spontaneous feeling which
grips the revolutionary and the ideals which inspire him”
(No. 2, p. 1); as for theoretical questions, philosophy, scien-
tific socialism—all these are nonsense, in the opinion of the
“new” social-revolutionary obscurantists. “Is there hope of
an armed uprising in the more or less immediate future?”
(that’s how they put it: “more or less immediate”)—asks
Revolutsionnoye Nedomyslie, and answers itself: “All are
agreed that there is no such hope” (No. 2, p. 2). The conclu-
sion is that in Russia “a political revolution cannot be car-
ried out except by a revolutionary minority” (p. 7). “The
reasons for the failure of the revolutionary parties during
the last three years were not accidental, and depended in
our view not only on objective conditions and not only on
tactical mistakes, but lay also in the very conception of
their organisation” (p. 10). The revolutionaries, you see,
set themselves the “impossible tasks” of really leading the
masses. The Social-Democrats confused the S.R.s and in-
duced them, to the detriment of their real job of terrorist
struggle, to think about organising the peasantry and pre-
paring it for a universal armed uprising (p. 11). Extreme
centralisation of the parties—“rule by generals”, “the
spirit of authoritarianism” (p. 12)—there is the evil. “In
a large and strong party the revolutionaries saw the only

*Lenin is sarcastically calling Revolutsionnaya Mysl (Revolu-
tionary Thought) by the title, which means “Revolutionary Thought-
lessness, Stupidity”.—Ed.
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means and guarantee for achieving the object aimed at,
and did not notice either the practical impossibility in
our Russian conditions of creating such a party or all its
dark sides” (p. 12).

This is enough, we think! The mental chaos that reigns
in Revolutsionnaya Mysl, the obscurantism it preaches, the
mean philistine despair, timidity and disheartenment in
face of the first encountered difficulties on which its al-
legedly revolutionary programme is built, are not worth
wasting words on. The quotations we have made speak for
themselves.

But let not the reader think that these arguments are
pure nonsense, accidentally blurted out by an unknown and
insignificant little group. No, such a view would be mis-
taken. There is logic here, the logic of disillusionment in their
party and in a people’s revolution, disillusionment in the
capacity of the masses for direct revolutionary struggle.
It is the logic of the keyed-up intellectual, of hysteria, of
incapacity for steady, stubborn work, of inability to apply
the basic principles of theory and tactics to altered circum-
stances, of inability to carry on the work of propaganda,
agitation and organisation in conditions sharply differing
from those which we recently experienced. Instead of exert-
ing every effort to fight the spirit of philistine chaos which
is penetrating not only the upper classes but the lower classes
as well; instead of gathering together more firmly the scat-
tered party forces to defend tried revolutionary principles;
instead of this, unbalanced people, detached from any class
connection with the masses, throw overboard all they ever
learned, and proclaim “a revision”, i.e., a return to the old
rubbish-heap, to revolutionary rule-of-thumb methods, to
the sporadic petty group activities. No heroism on the part of
these groups or individuals in the terrorist struggle will
alter the fact that their activity as members of a party is
an expression of collapse. And it is extremely important to
grasp the truth, confirmed by the experience of all countries
which have undergone the defeat of a revolution, that one
and the same psychology, one and the same class peculiarity
(that of the petty bourgeoisie, for example) is displayed
both in the dejection of the opportunist and in the despera-
tion of the terrorist.
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“All are agreed that there is no hope of an armed uprising
in the more or less immediate future.” Meditate over this
flashy and hackneyed phrase. These people have evidently
never stopped to consider the objective conditions which
at first give rise to a full-scale political crisis, and then,
when the crisis becomes acute, to civil war. These people have
learned by heart the “slogan” of armed uprising, without
having understood the meaning of this slogan or its applic-
ability. That is why, after the first defeats of the revolu-
tion they so lightly throw aside their ill-digested slogans,
taken on trust. Whereas if these people valued Marxism as
the only revolutionary theory of the twentieth century, if
they had studied the history of the Russian revolutionary
movement, they would have seen the difference between
phrase-mongering and the development of really revolution-
ary slogans. The Social-Democrats did not put forward the
“slogan” of insurrection either in 1901, when demonstrations
caused Krichevsky and Martynov to begin shouting about
“the assault”, or in 1902 and 1903, when the late Nadezhdin
called the plan of the old Iskra™ “literary exercises”. They
put forward the slogan of insurrection only after January 9,
1905,” when not a single person could doubt any longer
that a general political crisis had broken out, that it was
growing more acute daily and hourly, by the direct move-
ment of the masses. And within a few months this crisis
led to insurrection.

What lesson follows from this? The lesson that we must
now carefully follow the new political crisis that is now
brewing, teach the masses the lessons of 1905 and the inevi-
tability of every acute crisis developing into an insurrection,
and strengthen the organisation that will release this slogan
at the moment the crisis arrives. But it is a barren occupa-
tion to ask, “is there hope in the immediate future”? The state
of affairs in Russia is such that no thoughtful socialist will
venture to prophesy. All that we know and can say amounts
to this, that without reconstructing agrarian relations,
without completely breaking up the old land system, Russia
cannot live—but live she will. The struggle is about whether
Stolypin will succeed in breaking it up the landlords’ way,
or whether the peasants, under the leadership of the workers,
will do it themselves to suit their own purpose. The business
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of the Social-Democrats is to imbue the masses with a clear
understanding of this economic foundation of the growing
crisis, and to train up a serious party organisation which
could help the people to assimilate the abundant lessons
of the revolution, and would be capable of leading them in
struggle, when the maturing forces become fully ripe for
a new revolutionary “campaign”.

But this reply, of course, will seem “vague” to people who
regard “slogans”, not as a practical conclusion from a class
analysis and assessment of a particular moment in history,
but as a charm with which a party or a tendency has been
provided once and for all. Such people don’t understand
that incapacity to adapt their tactics to the differences be-
tween fully defined and not yet defined moments is the result
of political inexperience and narrowness of outlook. To
strengthen organisation, indeed! Our heroes of the revolu-
tionary “screech” turn up their noses at such a humble,
innocent task, which does not promise “immediately”, at
once, tomorrow morning, to provide a roar and a crash.
“Events have not justified the expectations of the party.”
And this is said after three years of revolution, which gave
unexampled confirmation of the role and significance of
strong parties. It was the Russian revolution which in its
very first period demonstrated that it was possible even
under the Plehve regime™ to create a party that was really
capable of leading classes. In the spring of 1905 our Party
was a league of underground circles; in the autumn it became
the party of the millions of the proletariat. Did this happen
“all at once”, gentlemen, or did it take ten years of slow,
steady, unobtrusive and quiet work to prepare and ensure
such a result? And if at such a moment as the present one,
the official and unofficial S.R. gentlemen are putting regi-
cide to the fore and not the task of setting up a party organ-
isation among the peasant masses capable of hammering
out something more solid, more ideologically consistent,
something more firm and staunch, out of the jelly-like revo-
lutionism of the Trudovik current of opinion, we shall say
that Narodnik socialism in Russia is dying, that it has long
since died, that its leaders are dimly aware of their “bank-
ruptey” as Narodniks after the very first campaign of a peo-
ple’s revolution.
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We did not expect that peasants would display capacity
for a leading role, or even an independent role, in the revo-
lution; and we shall not lose heart at the failure of the first
campaign, which revealed the vast extent to which revolu-
tionary-democratic ideas had spread among the peasantry,
even though these ideas were extremely hazy and sloppy.
And we will be able to work again as consistently and stub-
bornly as we did before the revolution in order that the Party
tradition should not be broken, in order that the Party
should grow stronger and be able in the second campaign
to lead, not two or three million proletarians, but five times
or ten times as many. You don’t believe in this task?
You find it dull? Well, the door is open, worthy friends;
you are not revolutionaries, you are simply ranters!

And your official organ treats the question of taking part
in the Third Duma in the same hysterical way.* In Znamya
Truda, No. 10-11, one such hysterical writer sneers at the
mistakes of our Social-Democratic deputies in the Third
Duma, and exclaims about their statements: “Who knows
anything about these statements, about these votings and
abstentions?” (p. 11).

We say to this: “Yes, our Social-Democratic deputies in
the Third Duma have made many mistakes. And this very
example the S.R.s chose to quote demonstrates the difference
in the attitude of a workers’ party and a group of intellec-
tuals. A workers’ party understands that in a period of polit-
ical lull and collapse the latter must inevitably show itself
in the Duma group too, since in the Third Duma it was even
less capable than in the Second of assembling large party

*For a detailed analysis of S.R. boycottism, see the article on
“Parliamentary Cretinism Inside Out” in Proletary, No. 18. In the
autumn of 1907, seemingly appealing to a genuinely revolutionary
boycottist tradition, the S.R.s were already in practice degrading
this tradition, cancelling it out, replacing the revolutionary boycott-
assault by pitiful and impotent “refusal to participate”. They were
already assuring a credulous public then that to “turn one’s back”
on the reactionary Duma meant inflicting “a big moral” defeat on
the government, and taking “the first serious step to changing the
general political picture”.

Then, too, we already exposed the true character of these “revo-
lutionary rhetorics ... of gentry who do not scruple to muddle the
heads of the masses for the sake of naive self-advertisement of their
party”.



156 V. I. LENIN

forces. Therefore the workers’ party criticises and corrects
the mistakes of its deputies. Every organisation, by discuss-
ing each speech and arriving at the conclusion that such-
and-such a statement or speech was a mistake, provides
material for political action by the masses. Don’t worry,
gentlemen of the S.R. Party: at the moment when the polit-
ical crisis becomes acute, our group—and in any case mem-
bers of our Duma group—will know how to do their duty.
And our criticism of their mistakes is done publicly, and
openly, before the masses. Our deputies learn from this
criticism, the classes learn, the Party learns—the Party
which has seen hard times, and knows that it is not by ranting
but only by the stubborn and steadfast work of all organi-
sations is it possible to emerge with honour from a diffi-
cult situation. Even Proletary, which, as a newspaper pub-
lished abroad, realised that it was under an obligation to
give its advice from afar with care, openly proposed measures
for improving the work of the group. Our open Party criti-
cism, added to the work of the group, achieves the result
that the masses know both the Duma statements and the
nature of the Party’s corrections to them. And failure to
appreciate the Duma word at a time when Party organisa-
tions and the Party press are facing the effects of the deep
collapse, is a sign of boundless intellectualist irresponsibil-
ity.

The S.R.s don’t understand the importance of open social-
ist speeches which are frankly criticised and corrected
in the Party press. The S.R.s prefer to hush up the mistakes
of their representatives: one more reminder of this was in
No. 10-11 of Znamya Truda, when it abused us for making
“philistine” statements about Gershuni’s love of the Cadets.
We long ago expressed our opinion on this question,* and
would not start repeating it now, so soon after the death by
torture at the hands of the tsar’s executioners of a man who
earned deep respect by his loyalty to a revolutionary organi-
sation. But since the S.R.s have raised the question, we
shall give our reply. You can answer us in no way except
by abuse, gentlemen; you cannot say, frankly and openly,
which of you approves or does not approve of Gershuni’s

* See present edition, Vol. 13, pp. 153-60.—Ed.
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stand at the February (1907) Congress of the S.R. Party. You
cannot reply on the substance of the matter and show up the
mistakes of your leaders, the number of their supporters,
etc., because you do not have a party, you attach no value
to educating the masses by open criticism of persons, state-
ments, tendencies and shades of opinion.

The working class will know how to train up and harden
its organisations by open criticism of its representatives.
Not all at once, not without friction, not without struggle
and not without hard work—but we shall solve the difficult
problem which the difficult turn of events has confronted
us with, namely, to combine open speeches in the Duma
with illegal Party activity. In the working out of this prob-
lem will be revealed the maturity of a party which has gone
through the first campaign of the revolution. And the work-
ing out of this problem will provide a guarantee that in the
second campaign the proletariat will be able, under the lead-
ership of Social-Democracy, to fight more ably and more
unitedly, and to gain more decisive victories.

Proletary, No. 32, Published according
July 2 (15), 1908 to the text in Proletary
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THE AGRARIAN PROGRAMME OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY
IN THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION™

AUTOABSTRACT

In response to the request of the Polish comrades, I will
try briefly to set forth here the contents of my book bearing
the above title which was written in November 1907, but
whic? has not yet appeared for reasons not under my con-
trol.

In the first chapter of this book I examine the “economic
basis and nature of the agrarian revolution in Russia”.
Comparing the latest data about landownership in Russia
(1905 figures) and defining in round figures the land area in
all the fifty gubernias of European Russia at 280 million
dessiatines, I arrive at the following picture of the distri-
bution of all landed property, both allotment land and pri-
vately-owned:

Number Total area Average

o in dessia. dessiatines
holdings tines per_ hold-
ing
(millions)
(a) Ruined peasantry crushed by feudal
exploitation. . . . 10.5 75.0 7.0
(b) Middle peasantry . . 1.0 15.0 15.0
(c) Peasant bourgeoisie and capltahst
landownership. . . . . . . . . 1.5 70.0 46.7
(d) Feudal latifundia . . . . . . . 0.03 70.0 2,333.0
Total . .« « . . . . 13.03 230.0 17.6
Unclassified holdmgs e e e e e — 50.0 —
Grand Total . . . . . . . . . 13.03 280.0 21.4

* See present edition, Vol. 13, pp. 217-431.—Ed.
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Anyone at all familiar with social statistics will under-
stand that this picture can be only approximately accurate.
For us, however, what is important is not the details, in
which economists of the liberal-Narodnik trend usually
flounder themselves and submerge the essence of the question,
but the class content of the process. My picture brings out
this content, showing what the struggle in the Russian rev-
olution is about. Thirty thousand landowners—mainly the
nobility, but also the state—possess 70 million dessiatines of
land. This basic fact should be regarded in the light of

another fact: 10% million peasant households and smallest

proprietors possess 75 million dessiatines.

This second group could double their possessions at the
expense of the first: such is the objectively inevitable
tendency of the struggle, irrespective of the various views
about it held by various classes.

The economic essence of the agrarian crisis emerges from
this picture quite clearly. Millions of petty, ruined, impov-
erished peasants, oppressed by poverty, ignorance and
the survivals of feudalism, cannot live otherwise than in
semi-feudal dependence on the landlord, tilling his land
with their own agricultural implements in exchange for
pasturage, commonage, watering-places, for “land” in gener-
al, loans in the winter, etc., etc. On the other hand, the
owners of vast latifundia cannot in such conditions manage
otherwise than with the help of the labour of their ruined
local peasants, since that kind of management does not
require any investment of capital or new systems of cultiva-
tion. There necessarily arises what has been described many
times in Russian economic literature as the labour-service
system of economy. This system is merely the further devel-
opment of serfdom. The basis of exploitation is not the separ-
ation of the worker from the land, but the compulsory at-
tachment of the ruined peasant to it; not the proprietor’s
capital but his land; not the implements belonging to the
owner of latifundia, but the age-old wooden plough of the
peasant; not the progress of agriculture but ancient, cen-
turies-old routine; not “freely hired labour”, but enslave-
ment to the money-lender.

The results of this state of affairs in the sphere of agricul-
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ture may be expressed in the following figures. Harvest
yield on allotment land is 54 poods per dessiatine; on land-
lord’s land, with sowing in separate farms, and worked at the
expense of the landlord, using his implements and employing
hired labour, it is 66 poods; on the same landlord’s land
under the métayer system it is 50 poods; and, finally, on
land rented by the peasants from the landlord it is 45 poods.
Thus landlords’ lands worked on a feudalist-money-lending
basis (the above-mentioned métayage and renting by the
peasantry) produce worse yields than the exhausted and
qualitatively worse allotment lands. This falling into bond-
age, consolidated by the feudally-run latifundia, is becom-
ing the main obstacle to the development of Russia’s pro-
ductive forces.

Another thing that emerges from the picture drawn above
is that this development in a capitalist country may take
place in two different ways. Either the latifundia remain,
and gradually become the basis of capitalist economy on the
land. This is the Prussian type of agrarian capitalism, in
which the Junker is master of the situation. For whole de-
cades there continue both his political domination and the
oppression, degradation, poverty and illiteracy of the peas-
ant. The productive forces develop very slowly, as they did
in Russian agriculture between 1861 and 1905.

Or else the revolution sweeps away the landed estates.
The basis of capitalist agriculture now becomes the free
farmer on free land, i.e., land clear of all medieval junk.
This is the American type of agrarian capitalism, and the
most rapid development of productive forces under conditions
which are more favourable for the mass of the people than
any others under capitalism.

In reality the struggle going on in the Russian revolution
is not about “socialisation” and other absurdities of the
Narodniks—this is merely petty-bourgeois ideology, petty-
bourgeois phrase-mongering and nothing more—but¢ about what
road capitalist development of Russia will take: the “Prussian”
or the “American”. Without ascertaining this economic basis
of the revolution, it is absolutely impossible to understand
anything about an agrarian programme (as Maslov has not
understood it, because he examines the abstractly desirable,
without ascertaining the economically inevitable).
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Shortage of space prevents me from setting forth the rest
of the first chapter: I will sum up in a few words. All the
Cadets do their utmost to obscure the essence of the agra-
rian revolution, while the Prokopoviches help them in this.
The Cadets mix up (“reconcile”) the two main types of
agrarian programme in the revolution—the landlord and
the peasant types. Then (also in a few words): in Russia
both types of capitalist agrarian evolution already made
their appearance in the years between 1861 and 1905—both
the Prussian (the gradual development of landlord economy
in the direction of capitalism) and the American (differen-
tiation of the peasantry and a rapid development of produc-
tive forces in the more free South, with its abundance of
land). Finally, there is the question of colonisation which
I deal with in this chapter, and which I shall not be able to
dwell on here. I will only mention that the main obstacle
in Russia to putting into use hundreds of millions of dessia-
tines is the feudal latifundia persisting in Central Russia.
Victory over these landlords will give such a powerful
impetus to the development of technique and scientific
cultivation that the area of arable land will increase ten times
faster than it did after 1861. Here are a few figures. Out
of the total area throughout the Russian Empire—1,965
million dessiatines—there is no information whatever about
819 million dessiatines. Thus, only 1,146 million dessiatines
are available for consideration—of which 469 million dessia-
tines are in use, but they include 300 million dessiatines
of forest. A vast amount of land that is not fit for anything
now will become useful in the immediate future if Russia
frees herself from the latifundia.*

Chapter II of my book is devoted to the testing of the
agrarian programmes of the R.S.D.L.P. by the revolution.
The principal error of all previous programmes has been an

*The liberal-Narodnik economists argue in this way: in view
of the lack of land in the centre, in view of the unsuitability of Si-
beria, Central Asia, etc., for colonisation, it is necessary to allot sup-
plementary lands to the peasantry. This means that there would be no
need to hurry with the latifundia, but for the lack of land. Marxists
have to argue quite differently: so long as the latifundia are not abol-
ished, a rapid development of the productive forces is impossible,
either in the centre or in the colonies (in Russia’s borderlands).
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insufficiently concrete idea of what the fype of capitalist
agrarian revolution in Russia can be. And this mistake was
repeated by the Mensheviks, who were victorious at the
Stockholm Congress, and gave the Party a programme of
municipalisation. It was precisely the economic aspect of the
question—the most important aspect—that at Stockholm
was not examined at all. Instead, it was “political” considera-
tions, the manoeuvres of politicians and not Marxist analy-
sis, that prevailed. An explanation of this can only par-
tially be found in the actual moment when the Stockholm
Congress met, when the assessment of December 1905 and
the First Duma of 1906 claimed all the attention of the Con-
gress. That was why Plekhanov, who at Stockholm carried
Maslov’s plan for municipalisation, gave no thought at all
to the economic content of a “peasant agrarian revolution”
(Minutes of the Stockholm Congress, p. 42, the words of
Plekhanov) in a capitalist country. Either this was a mere
phrase, and “capturing” the peasants by means of demagogy
and deception (“Bauernfang”) unworthy of a Marxist; or
there exists the economic possibility of the most rapid devel-
opment of capitalism through the victory of the peasantry.
And in that case it is essential clearly to realise the kind
of victory, the kind of path of agrarian capitalism, the kind
of system of relations in landownership, which correspond
to that victory of the “peasant agrarian revolution”.

The main argument of the most influential “municipal-
isers” in Stockholm was based on the assertion that the
peasants are hostile to the nationalisation of the allotment
lands. John,® who was reporting for the supporters of munic-
ipalisation, exclaimed: “We would have not one Vendée,?!
but a general revolt of the peasantry [how terrible!] against
attempts by the state to interfere with the peasants’ own
allotments, against attempts to ‘nationalise’ the latter”
(Minutes of the Stockholm Congress, p. 40). Kostrov®? ex-
claimed: “To go to the peasants with it [nationalisation]
means antagonising them. The peasant movement will go
on apart from or against us, and we shall find ourselves
thrown overboard in the revolution. Nationalisation deprives
Social-Democracy of its strength, isolates it from the peasant-
ry and thus also deprives the revolution of its strength”

(p. 88).
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That is clear, it would seem. The peasants are hostile to
nationalisation: this is the main argument of the Menshe-
viks. And if this is true, is it not obvious that it is ridicu-
lous to carry out “a peasant agrarian revolution” against
the will of the peasants?

But is it true? In 1905 P. Maslov wrote: “Nationalisation
of the land as a means of solving the agrarian problem in
Russia at the present time cannot be accepted, first of all
[note this “first of all”] because it is hopelessly utopian....
But will the peasants ... agree?” (P. Maslov, A Critique of
Agrarian Programmes, 1905, p. 20.)

But in March 1907: “All the Narodnik groups [the Trudo-
viks, the Popular Socialists, and the Socialist-Revolutiona-
ries] are advocating nationalisation of the land in one form
or another” (the journal Obrazovaniye,?® 1907, No. 3, p. 100).
And who wrote this? That same P. Maslov!

There’s your new Vendée! There’s your revolt of the peas-
antry against nationalisation! And instead of honestly
admitting his mistake, instead of making an economic study
of the reason why the peasants should declare in favour of
nationalisation, Maslov acted like Ivan the Forgetful. He
preferred to forget his own words and all the speeches at
the Stockholm Congress.

Not only that. In order to cover up the traces of this
“unpleasant occurrence”, Maslov invented the fable that the
Trudoviks had declared for nationalisation for petty-bourgeois
reasons, “placing their hopes in the central authority” (ibid.).
The following comparison shows that this is a fable. The
agrarian Bill moved by the Trudoviks in both the First
and the Second Dumas says in Clause 16: “The management
of the national lands must be entrusted to local self-govern-
ing bodies elected by universal, equal, and direct suffrage
by secret ballot, which shall act independently within the
limits laid down by the law.”

The agrarian programme of the R.S.D.L.P., carried by
the Mensheviks, proclaims that the R.S.D.L.P. demands ...
“(4) the confiscation of privately-owned lands, except small
holdings, which shall be placed at the disposal of large
local self-governing bodies (comprising urban and rural
districts, as per Point 3) to be elected on democratic prin-
ciples”.
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The essential difference between these programmes is
not in the words “management” and “disposal”,* but on the
question of purchase (which at the Stockholm Congress was
rejected by Bolshevik votes against Dan and Co. and which
the Mensheviks again tried to drag in after the Congress)
and on the question of the peasant lands. The Mensheviks
separate them, the Trudoviks do not. The Trudoviks have
demonstrated to the municipalisers that I was right.

There can be no doubt that the programme of the Trudo-
viks brought forward in the First and Second Dumas is the
programme of the peasant masses. The literature of the peas-
ant deputies, their signatures to the Bills and the gubernias-

they come from, all prove this quite convincingly. In
1905 Maslov wrote that the homestead peasants “in partic-
ular” could not agree to nationalisation (p. 20 of the
pamphlet I have already quoted). This turned out to be
“particular” nonsense. In Podolsk Gubernia, for example,
the peasants are homesteaders, yet 13 Podolsk peasants in
the First Duma, and 10 in the Second, signed the Land Bill
of the “104” (the Trudovik Bill quoted above).

Why, then, did the peasants declare for nationalisation?
Because they instinctively realised the necessity of abolishing
all medieval forms of landed property much better than did
short-sighted so-called Marxists. Medieval landed property
must be abolished in order to clear the way for capitalism
in agriculture; and in various countries and to various degrees
capital has abolished the old medieval landownership,
subordinating it to the requirements of the market and trans-
forming it in keeping with the conditions of commercial
agriculture. Marx already pointed out in the third volume
of Capital that the capitalist mode of production finds
landed property in historical forms incompatible with
capitalism (clan ownership, communal, feudal, patriarchal,
etc., ownership) and re-creates them in keeping with the new
economic demands.*

In the paragraph, “The historical conditions of Ricardo’s
theory of rent”, in his Theories of Surplus-Value** Marx

*An amendment proposing to replace the words “placed at the
disposal” by the words “made the private property” was rejected at
Stockholm by the Mensheviks. (Minutes, p. 152.)

** Theorien iiber den Mehrwert. II Band, 2. Teil, Stuttgart, 1905.
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developed this conception with the clarity of genius. He
wrote: “Nowhere in the world has capitalist production,
since Henry VII, dealt so ruthlessly with the traditional
relations of agriculture and so adequately moulded its condi-
tions and made them subject to itself. England is in this
respect, the most revolutionary country in the world.... But
what does this ‘clearing of estates’® mean? It means that
without regard for the local population—which is driven
away, for existing villages—which are levelled to the ground,
for farm buildings—which are torn down, for the kind
of agriculture—which is transformed at a stroke, being
converted, for example, from tillage to pasture, all condi-
tions of production, instead of being accepted as they are
handed down by tradition, are historically fashioned in
the form necessary under the circumstances for the most
profitable investment of capital. To that extent, therefore, no
landed property exists; it allows capital—the farmer—to
manage freely, since it is only concerned about the money
income” (pp. 6-7).

Such are the conditions for the speediest possible abolition
of forms inherited from the Middle Ages and for the freest
possible development of capitalism—the abolition of all
the old system of landowning, the abolition of private prop-
erty in land, as an obstacle to capital. In Russia, too, such
a revolutionary “clearing” of the medieval landowning system
is inevitable, and no power on earth can stave it off. The
question is only, and the struggle is solely, about whether
this “clearing” will be done by the landlords or by the peas-
ants. The “clearing” of medieval landowning by the landlords
is the robbery of the peasants that took place in 1861
and the Stolypin agrarian reform of 1906 (legislation under
Article 87). The peasant “clearing” of lands for capitalism is
nationalisation of the land.

It is this economic substance of nationalisation in a
bourgeois revolution carried out by workers and peasants,
which Maslov, Plekhanov and Co. have completely failed
to understand. They drew up their agrarian programme not
for a struggle against medieval landowning as one of the
most important survivals of serfdom, not to clear the way

*These words are in English in the original.—Ed.
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completely for capitalism, but for a pitiful philistine attempt
to combine “harmoniously” the old with the new, landed
property which arose as a result of the system of allotment
and the latifundia of the feudalists confiscated by the revo-
lution.

In order, finally, to demonstrate all the reactionary philis-
tine character of the idea of municipalisation, I quote data
about the leasing of land. (I pointed out the importance of
the question of leasehold in my dispute with Maslov in 1906,
in my pamphlet, Revision of the Agrarian Programme of
the Workers’ Party.*) In Kamyshin Uyezd of Saratov Gu-
bernia**:

Dessiatines per household
Groups of householders Allotment Rented Leased  Total

land land land crop area
With no draught animals . . . 5.4 0.3 3.0 1.1
» 1 » animal . . . 6.5 1.6 1.3 5.0
> 2 » animals . . 8.5 3.5 0.9 8.8
> 3 > > .. 10.1 5.6 0.8 12.1
» 4 > » e 12.5 7.4 0.7 15.8
> 5 draught animals and
more . . . . . . . 16.1 16.6 27.6
Average . . . . . . . . 9.3 5.4 1.5 10.8

Take a look at the real economic relationship between
allotment land, which the most sage Maslov and Plekhanov
leave to the peasants as their property, and the non-allotment
land (rented land) which they “municipalised”. The horseless

peasants—and in 1896-1900 there were in all 3% million

such households out of 11.1 million—/lease ten times more
land than they rent themselves. Their area under crops is
five times less than their “allotments”. Among the peasants
owning one horse (3.3 million households in all Russia) the
amount of rented land scarcely exceeds the amount of land
which they lease, and their crop area is less than their “allot-
ment”. In all the higher groups, i.e., among the minority
of the peasants, the land they rent is several times larger
than the land they lease, and the wealthier the peasants

*See present edition, Vol. 10, pp. 165-95.—Ed.
** The Development of Capitalism in Russia. 2nd ed, pp. 51, 54
and 82 (See present edition, Vol. 3, pp. 93, 97, 130-31.—Ed.).
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the more does their crop area exceed the size of their “allot-
ment”.

Relations like this prevail throughout Russia. Capitalism
is destroying the agricultural commune; it is liberating the
peasants from the yoke of the “allotment”; it is diminishing
the role of the allotment lands at both poles in the country-
side—yet the profound Menshevik thinkers exclaim: “The
peasants will revolt against nationalisation of the allot-
ment lands.”

It is not only landlord property that dates from the Middle
Ages in Russia, but also the peasants’ allotment property—
a thing the Mensheviks have “overlooked”. The reinforce-
ment of allotment property, which is completely at variance
with the new capitalist relations, is a reactionary measure,
and municipalisation reinforces allotment property as dis-
tinct from non-allotment property, which is “subject to
municipalisation”. Allotment land ownership divides the
peasants with a thousand medieval barriers, and through
the medieval fiscal “village commune”, retards the develop-
ment of productive forces. The “village commune” and this
allotment ownership are bound to be destroyed by capitalism.
Stolypin realises this, and destroys them the Black-Hundred
way. The peasants feel it, and want to destroy them in the
peasant, or revolutionary-democratic way. And the Menshe-
viks exclaim: “You mustn’t touch the allotment lands.”

Nationalisation abolishes the obsolete “village commune”
and the medieval allotted property as completely as it is
conceivably possible for these institutions to be abolished
in capitalist society while observing the best interests of
the peasant. In the booklet, Material on the Peasant Question
(A Report of the Delegates’ Congress of the All-Russian
Peasant Union, November 6-10, 1905), published in St.
Petersburg in 1905, we read: “The notorious question of the
‘village commune’ was not raised at all and was tacitly
rejected: the land must be placed at the disposal of individ-
uals and associations, state the resolutions passed at both
the First and Second Congresses” (p. 12). To the question,
whether the peasants themselves would suffer as a result of
nationalisation of the allotment lands, the delegates replied:
“They will get land in any case when it is distributed”
(p. 20). The peasant proprietor (and his ideologist Mr.
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Peshekhonov) understands perfectly well that “they will
get land in any case when it is distributed” and that soon
the feudal latifundia will be abolished. He needs “redistri-
bution” on a vast scale, which means the nationalisation
of all lands, in order to shake himself free from the toils
of the Middle Ages, in order to “clear” the land, in order that
its utilisation should be brought into line with the new
economic conditions. This was well expressed in the Second
Duma by Mr. Mushenko when, speaking on behalf of the
Socialist-Revolutionaries, he said, with his native simplicity:
“The population [farmers] will be properly distributed only
when the land is unfenced, only when the fences imposed
by the principle of private ownership of land are removed”
(Minutes of the Second Duma, p. 1172). Compare this state-
ment with the words of Marx quoted earlier, and you will
realise that the philistine phrases about “socialisation” and
“equalisation” conceal a very real content: the bourgeois
revolutionary clearing of the old medieval system of landed
property.

The municipalisation of lands in the bourgeois revolution
is a reactionary measure, because it hinders the economically
necessary and inevitable process of abolishing medieval
landed property, the process of establishing uniformity
of economic conditions on the land for all proprietors,
whatever their condition, their past, their allotment in 1861,
etc. The division of land into private property now would
be reactionary, because it would preserve the present, out-
of-date and obsolete allotment ownership; but eventually,
after the land will have been completely cleared by means
of nationalisation, division would be possible as the slogan
of a new and free farming class.* The business of Marxists
is to help the radical bourgeoisie (i.e., the peasantry) to
carry out the fullest possible elimination of old junk and
to ensure the rapid development of capitalism, and not at
all to help the petty bourgeoisie in their striving to come to
a comfortable arrangement and adapt themselves to the past.

*M. Shanin in his pamphlet, Municipalisation or Division for
Private Property (Vilna, 1907), underlined that aspect of the question
which bears on agriculture, but did not understand the two paths
of development and the importance of abolishing the present landown-
ing system.
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Chapter III is devoted to “The Theoretical Basis of Nation-
alisation and of Municipalisation™.

Naturally I shall not start repeating to the Polish comrades
things that are commonly known to every Marxist, the fact
that nationalisation of the land in capitalist society means
abolishing absolute, and not differential rent, etc. But hav-
ing in mind my Russian readers, I was obliged to write of
this in detail, because Pyotr Maslov was asserting that Karl
Marx’s theory of absolute rent is a “contradiction” which
“one can only account for [!!] by the fact that Volume III
is a posthumous publication containing also the rough
notes of the author” (The Agrarian Question).*

This pretension on the part of Pyotr Maslov, who desires
to correct Karl Marx’s rough notes, is not anything new for
me. In the journal Zarya,®> as early as 1901, I pointed out
that Maslov in Zhizn® had distorted Marx’s theory of rent.**
Soon afterwards, however, Pyotr Maslov repeated this
presumptuous and unquestionable nonsense in 1906 (the
preface to the 3rd edition is dated April 26, 1906) after the
publication of the Theories of Surplus-Value, where Marx
explained the theory of absolute rent with complete clarity.
Here Maslov surpassed himself! As I am unable to repeat
here the detailed analysis of Pyotr Maslov’s “corrections”
to Marx given in my book, I will confine myself only to the
observation that these corrections turn out to be the hack-
neyed arguments of bourgeois political economy. Pyotr Maslov
goes as far as to contrast Marx’s theory of absolute rent to
“brickmaking” (p. 111); he warms up again “the law of di-
minishing returns”, affirms that “without this law it is
impossible to explain ‘trans-Atlantic’ competition” (p. 107)
and finally talks himself into the assertion that without
refuting Marx it is impossible to refute the views of the Na-
rodniks: “If it were not for the ‘fact’ that the productivity
of successive expenditures of labour on the same plot of land
diminishes, the idyll which the ... Narodniks depict could,
perhaps, be realised.” (Maslov in the journal Obrazovaniye,
1907, No. 2, p. 123.) In a word, Pyotr Maslov’s economic
theory does not contain one single new idea on the question of

*The Agrarian Question, 3rd ed., p. 108, footnote.
** See present edition, Vol. 5, p. 127.—Ed.
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absolute rent, on the “fact” of diminishing returns, on the
principal mistakes of “Narodism”, on the difference between
the improvement of cultivation and the improvement of
technique. Having refuted the theory of absolute rent by
purely bourgeois arguments worked to death by the official
defenders of capitalism, Maslov was bound to land in the
ranks of the distorters of Marxism. But while distorting
Marxism, Pyotr Maslov was clever enough to omit all his
corrections to Marx’s rough notes from the German transla-
tion of his book on The Agrarian Question. Faced with
Europeans, Maslov hid his theory in his pocket! As 1 wrote
in Chapter III, I could not help recalling in this connection
the story about a stranger who was present for the first
time at a discussion between ancient philosophers but re-
mained silent all the time. One of the philosophers said to the
stranger: “If you are wise, you are behaving foolishly; if
you are a fool, you are behaving wisely.”

Naturally, to repudiate the theory of absolute rent is
to deprive oneself of any chance of understanding the sig-
nificance of the nationalisation of land in capitalist society,
because nationalisation can lead to the abolition only of
absolute, and not differential, rent. To repudiate absolute
rent is to repudiate the economic significance of private land-
owning as an obstacle to the development of capitalism.
Thanks to this, Maslov and Co. inevitably reduce the ques-
tion of nationalisation or municipalisation to a political
issue (“who should get the land?”) and ignore the economic
essence of the question. The combination of private owner-
ship of allotment land (i.e., of inferior land owned by in-
ferior proprietors) with public ownership of the remaining
(superior) part of the land becomes an absurdity in any at
all developed and free capitalist state. It is nothing more or
less, than agrarian bimetallism.

As a result of this error of the Mensheviks, it transpires
that the Social-Democrats have handed over criticism of
private ownership of the land to the Socialist-Revolution-
aries. Marx gave an admirable example of such criticism in
Capital.* But with us it appears that the Social-Democrats

*See, for example, Das Kapital, 1II, 2. T., S. 346-47, on the
price of land as a barrier to the development of capitalism; and Ibid.,
S. 344-45, 341, 342.87
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do not conduct that criticism from the point of view of the
development of capitalism, and all that reaches the masses
is criticism by the Narodniks, i.e., a distorted philistine
criticism of private property in land.

I will mention as a detail that the following argument
has also been used against nationalisation in Russian litera-
ture: it would mean “money rent” for small peasant prop-
erty. That is not so. “Money rent” (see Capital, Vol. III)88
is a modern form of interest for the landlord. In present-day
peasant leasehold, payment for land is undoubtedly money
rent to a certain degree. The abolition of the feudal lati-
fundia will hasten the differentiation of the peasantry and
strengthen the peasant bourgeoisie, which is already carrying
out capitalist renting of land (recall the data quoted earlier
about renting of land among the higher groups of the peas-
antry).

Finally, it should be said that the view is fairly wide-
spread among Marxists that nationalisation is practicable
only at a very high stage of development of capitalism. That
is incorrect. It would then be a question not of a bourgeois
but of a socialist revolution. Nationalisation of the land is
the most consistent bourgeois measure. Marx repeatedly
affirmed this, from The Poverty of Philosophy® onwards.
In his Theories of Surplus-Value Marx says (II. Band, I.
Teil, S. 208): “In theory the radical bourgeois arrives at
the repudiation of private landed property.... In practice,
however, he lacks courage, since the attack on one form of
property, private property in relation to the conditions of
labour, would be very dangerous for the other form. Moreover,
the bourgeois has territorialised himself.” In Russia the bour-
geois revolution is taking place in conditions when there
exists a radical bourgeois (the peasant) who “has the courage”
to put forward a programme of nationalisation on behalf
of a mass of many millions, and who has not yet “territori-
alised himself”, i.e., he derives more harm from (medieval)
private property in land, than advantage and “profits” from
(bourgeois) property in the same land. The Russian revolu-
tion cannot be victorious unless that “radical bourgeois™,
who wavers between the Cadet and the worker, supports the
proletariat in its revolutionary struggle by mass action. The
Russian revolution cannot be victorious except in the form
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of a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry.

Chapter IV of the book deals with “political and tactical”
considerations in questions of the agrarian programme.
First among these is the “famous” argument of Plekhanov.
“The key to my position,” he exclaimed at Stockholm, “is
that I draw attention to the possibility of restoration”
(Minutes, p. 113). But the key is a completely rusty one—the
Cadet key of a deal with reaction under the guise of a “guar-
antee against restoration”. Plekhanov’s argument is the
most pitiful piece of sophistry, for while he asserts that there
is no guarantee against restoration, he nevertheless invents
such a guarantee. “It [municipalisation] will not surrender
the land to the political representatives of the old order”
(p. 45, Plekhanov’s speech). What is restoration? The
passing of power in the state into the hands of representatives
of the old order. Can there be a guarantee against restora-
tion? “No, there can be no guarantee” (Minutes, p. 44, Ple-
khanov’s speech). Therefore ... he invents a guarantee—
“municipalisation will not surrender the land”.

Under municipalisation there will remain the difference
between allotment and landlords’ lands in the economic
sense, i.e., it will facilitate a restoration, or the recognition
of this difference de jure. In the political sense municipali-
sation is a law changing the ownership of landlords’ estates.
What is a law? The expression of the will of the ruling classes.
If there is a restoration, the same classes once again become
the ruling classes. Will they be bound by law, Comrade
Plekhanov? If you gave this any thought, you would under-
stand that no law can restrict the expression of the will of
the ruling classes. Nationalisation makes restoration more
difficult in the economic sense, because it destroys all the
old barriers, all medieval property in land, and adapts it
to the new uniform capitalist conditions of production.

Plekhanov’s sophistry is an acceptance of the Cadet
tactics of leading the proletariat not to complete victory
but 0 a deal with the old authorities. In fact, the only absolute
“guarantee against restoration” is a socialist revolution
in the West, while a relative guarantee would be to carry
the revolution through to its conclusion, to do away with
the old in the most radical fashion, to provide the greatest
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degree of democracy in politics (the republic) and to clear
the ground for capitalism in the economy.

Another argument of Plekhanov’s runs: “In the shape of
local self-governing bodies which will possess the land,
municipalisation will create a bulwark against reaction.
And a very powerful bulwark it will be” (Minutes, p. 45).
This is untrue. Never and nowhere has local self-government
been a bulwark against reaction in the epoch of capitalism,
nor could it be. Capitalism inevitably leads to centralisation
of state power, and every local self-government will unquestion-
ably be vanquished if the state authority is reactionary.
Plekhanov is preaching opportunism when he concentrates
attention not on “democracy in the centre”, or a republic—the
only bulwark against reaction conceivable in capitalist
society—but on local self-government, which is always
impotent in relation to great historical tasks, always small-
scale, petty, subordinate and scattered. “A peasant agrarian
revolution™ cannot be victorious in Russia unless it defeats
the central authority, but Plekhanov suggests to the Men-
sheviks views expressed at Stockholm by the Menshevik
Novosedsky: “In the event of truly democratic local self-
government being established, the programme now adopted
may be carried into effect [listen to this!] even with a degree
of democratisation of the central government which cannot
be described as the highest degree of its democratisation.
Even under democratisation of a comparative degree, so
to speak, municipalisation will not be harmful, but useful”
(Minutes, p. 138).

Nothing could be more clear. Let us teach the people
to adapt itself to the monarchy: perhaps the latter won’t
“notice” our regional activity, and will “grant us our lives”
like Shchedrin’s gudgeon had his granted. The Third Duma
is a good illustration of the possibility of municipalisation
and local democracy, given a “relative”, Menshevik democra-
cy in the centre.

Then municipalisation makes for federalism and separa-
tism in the regions. No wonder, in the Second Duma, the
Right-wing Cossack Karaulov denounced nationalisation no
less strongly than Plekhanov (Minutes, p. 1366) and declared
for municipalisation by regions. The Cossack lands in Russia
already represent an example of municipalisation. And it
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was just this breaking-up of the state into separate regions
that was one of the causes of the defeat of the revolution
in the first three years’ campaign!

Nationalisation—runs the next argument—strengthens
the central authority of the bourgeois state! In the first
place, this argument is put forward with the object of arous-
ing distrust in the Social-Democratic parties of the various
nationalities. “Perhaps, in some places, the peasants would
agree to share their lands,” wrote P. Maslov in Obrazovaniye
(1907, No. 3, p. 104). “But the refusal of the peasants in a
single large area (for example, Poland) to share their lands
would be enough to make the proposal to nationalise all the
land an absurdity.” A fine argument, to be sure! Should
we not give up the idea of a republic, since “the refusal of
the peasants in a single large area is enough, etc.”? It is
not an argument but a piece of demagogy. Our political
programme excludes any violence and injustice, demanding
wide autonomy for the individual provinces (see Clause 3
of the Party programme). Thus, it is not a question of re-
inventing new “guarantees” which are unattainable in bour-
geois society, but of the party of the proletariat using its
propaganda and agitation to call for unity and not for dis-
memberment, to solve the lofty problems arising in central-
ised states, and not to sink into rusticity and national in-
sularity. It is the centre of Russia that solves the agrarian
problem: the borderlands cannot be influenced otherwise
than by example.® This is obvious even to every democrat,
let alone every Social-Democrat. And the question is only
whether the proletariat should raise the peasantry to higher
aims, or sink to the petty-bourgeois level of the peasantry
itself.

Secondly, it is asserted that nationalisation will increase
the possibility of arbitrary action at the centre, bureaucracy,
etc. As regards bureaucracy, it should be observed that the
management of the land even under nationalisation will
remain in the hands of the local self-governing bodies. This
means that the argument just quoted is false. The central
authority will lay down the general conditions: i.e., for

*In a capitalist state private property in land and nationalisa-
tion cannot exist side by side. One of them must gain the upper hand.
The business of the workers’ party is to fight for the higher system.
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example, it will prohibit any alienation of the land, etc.
And does not our present, i.e., Menshevik, programme hand
over to the “democratic state for disposal” not only the “col-
onisation lands”, but also “forest and water areas of national
importance”? But it is not wise to hide one’s head under
one’s wing; here, too, unlimited arbitrary action is possible,
since it is the central state authority itself which will deter-
mine what forests and waters are of national importance.
The Mensheviks are looking for “guarantees” in the wrong
place: only complete democracy at the centre, only a re-
public, can reduce the probability of disputes between the
centre and the regions to a minimum.

“The bourgeois state will grow stronger,” cry the Men-
sheviks, who in secret support the bourgeois monarchists
(the Cadets), and in public beat their breasts at the very
thought of supporting bourgeois republicans. The genuine
historical question which objective historical and social
development is putting to us is: a Prussian or an American
type of agrarian evolution? A landlords’ monarchy with
the fig-leaf of a sham constitution, or a peasant (farmers’)
republic? To close our eyes to such an objective statement
of the case by history means to deceive oneself and others,
hiding in philistine fashion from the acute class struggle,
from the acute, simple and decisive presentation of the ques-
tion of a democratic revolution.

We cannot get rid of the “bourgeois state”. Only petty-
bourgeois philistines can dream of doing so. Our revolution
is a bourgeois revolution precisely because the struggle going
on in it is not between socialism and capitalism, but between
two forms of capitalism, two paths of its development, two
forms of bourgeois-democratic institutions. The monarchy
of the Octobrists or the Cadets is a “relative” bourgeois
“democracy”, from the point of view of the Menshevik
Novosedsky. The proletarian-peasant republic, too, is a
bourgeois democracy. In our revolution we cannot make a
single step—and we have not made a single step—which
did not support in one way or another one section of the bour-
geoisie or another against the old order.

If we are told that nationalisation means using public
funds for the army, while municipalisation means using
them for public health and education, it is sophistry worthy
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of a philistine. Yet literally that is how Maslov argues:
“Nationalisation, i.e., [sic!] the expenditure of ground-rent
on the army and navy ...; municipalisation of the land, i.e.,
the expenditure of rent on the needs of the population”
(Obrazovaniye, 1907, No. 3, p. 103). This is petty-bourgeois
socialism, or the destruction of flies by the use of a powder
to be poured on the flies’ tails when they have been caught!
Our good Maslov has not realised that, if the Zemstvos in
Russia and the municipalities in the West spend more on
public health, etc., compared with the state, it is only be-
cause the bourgeois state has already carried out its most
important expenditures (to assure the domination of the
bourgeoisie as a class) out of funds coming from the biggest
sources of revenue, and has left the local authorities with
secondary sources for the so-called “needs of the population”.
Hundreds of thousands for the army, a few farthings for the
needs of the proletariat—that is the true relationship of
expenditures in the bourgeois state. And one has to be a
Maslov to imagine that it is sufficient to hand over ground-
rent for “disposal” by the municipalities, for the bourgeois
state to be taken in by those subtle “politicians”, the Men-
sheviks! And really, will the bourgeois state, thanks to this
“most subtle policy”, begin to give hundreds of thousands to
the proletarians and farthings to the army and the navy?

In reality, the Mensheviks are pursuing a philistine policy—
seeking refuge in the provincial backwoods of local self-
government against having to solve the burning problem
with which we are faced by history, namely, should our
country have a centralised bourgeois republic of farmers,
or a centralised bourgeois monarchy of Junkers? You won’t
dodge the issue, gentlemen! No provincialism, no playing at
municipal socialism, will rescue you from inevitable partic-
ipation in the solving of this acute problem. Your wriggling
really means only one thing—secret support of the Cadet
tendency, while failing to understand the importance of the
republican tendency.

The Minutes of the Stockholm Congress are clear evidence
of the fact that the Mensheviks, in defending municipali-
sation, are flirting with the Fabian “municipal socialism”
existing in Europe. “Some comrades,” Kostrov said there,
“seem to be hearing about municipal ownership for the
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first time. Let me remind them that in Western Europe there
is a whole political trend [precisely! Kostrov, without wish-
ing to do so, blurted out the truth!] called ‘municipal so-
cialism’ [England]” (Minutes, p. 88). That this “trend”
is the trend of extreme opportunism neither Kostrov nor
Larin™ took into consideration. It is quite consistent for the
Socialist-Revolutionaries to drag in petty-bourgeois ped-
dling of reforms as one of the tasks of the bourgeois revo-
lution, but it is not for the Social-Democrats to do it, gentle-
men! The bourgeois intellectuals in the West (the Fabians
in England, the followers of Bernstein in Germany, the
followers of Brousse in France) naturally shift the weight of
emphasis from questions of state structure to questions of
local self-government. But what we are faced with is precisely
the question of the structure of the state, its agrarian basis—
and to defend “municipal socialism” here is to play at
agrarian socialism. Let the petty bourgeoisie hasten to
“build themselves a nest” in the peaceful municipalities of
future democratic Russia. The task of the proletariat is to
organise the masses not for this purpose, but for the revolu-
tionary struggle, for complete democratisation today and
a socialist revolution tomorrow.

We Bolsheviks are often reproached for the utopianism
and fantastic character of our revolutionary views. And
these reproaches are heard most often in connection with
nationalisation. But this is where they are least of all justi-
fied. Those who consider nationalisation to be “utopia” do
not think about the necessary balance between political
and agrarian changes. Nationalisation is no less “utopian”—
from the point of view of an ordinary philistine—than a
republic. And both are no less utopian than a “peasant”
agrarian revolution, i.e., the victory of a peasant uprising
in a capitalist country. All these changes are equally “dif-
ficult” as far as everyday peaceful development is concerned.
And the outcry about nationalisation, of all things, being
utopian, testifies first of all to failure to understand the
essential and unbreakable connection between an economic

*The Peasant Question and Social-Democracy. A particularly
vague commentary on the Menshevik programme. See p. 66. On
p. 103 this wretched defender of municipalisation points to nation-
alisation as the best way out!
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and a political upheaval. Confiscation of the landed estates
(a demand in our programme recognised both by the Bol-
sheviks and the Mensheviks) is impossible without the abo-
lition of the landlord autocracy (and with it the Octobrist,
not purely landlord, autocracy). And the autocracy cannot
be abolished without the revolutionary action of class-
conscious millions, without a great surge of mass heroism,
readiness and ability on their part to “storm heaven”, as
Marx put it when speaking of the Paris workers at the time
of the Commune.% In its turn, this revolutionary surge is
unthinkable without the radical abolition of all the relics
of serfdom which for ages have oppressed the peasantry,
including the whole of medieval property in land, all the
shackles of the fiscal “village commune”, the crumbs of
accursed memory “granted” by the government, etc., etc.,
etc.

Owing to lack of space (I have already gone beyond the
length laid down by the editors of Przeglad®) I omit a sum-
mary of the fifth chapter of my book (“Classes and Parties
in the Debate on the Agrarian Question in the Second
Duma™).

The speeches of the peasants in the Duma are of tremendous
political importance, because in them were expressed that
passionate desire to get rid of the yoke of the landlords,
that fiery hatred of medievalism and the bureaucracy, that
spontaneous, ingenuous, often naive and not quite definite,
but at the same time stormy revolutionary spirit of the
ordinary peasants, which prove better than any long argu-
ments what potential destructive energy has accumulated
within the mass of the peasantry against the nobility, the
landlords and the Romanovs. The task of the class-conscious
proletariat is mercilessly to show up, expose and eliminate
all the numerous petty-bourgeois deceptions, allegedly
socialist phrases, childishly naive expectations which the
peasants link with an agrarian revolution—but to eliminate
them not in order to calm and pacify the peasants (as the
betrayers of the people’s freedom, the Cadet gentlemen, did
in both Dumas) but in order to awaken among the masses a
steel-like, unshakable and resolute revolutionary spirit.
Without that revolutionary spirit, without a stubborn and
merciless struggle of the peasant masses, all such things
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as confiscation, the republic, and universal, direct and
equal suffrage by secret ballot are hopelessly “utopian”.
Therefore the Marxists must put the question clearly and
definitely: two directions in the economic development of
Russia, two paths of capitalism, have emerged with absolute
clarity. Let all think well on this. During the first revolu-
tionary campaign, during the three years 1905-07, both
these directions became clear to us not as theoretical general
conclusions, not as lessons to be drawn from such-and-such
features of the evolution which has taken place since 1861.
No, these directions have now become clear to us precisely
as the directions mapped out by hostile classes. The land-
lords and the capitalists (the Octobrists) are quite clear that
there is no other development except the capitalist one, and
that for them it is impossible to travel that road without
compulsory and speedy destruction of the “village commune™,
that kind of destruction which is identical with ... open
robbery by the money-lender, with “destruction and plun-
der” by the police or “punitive” expeditions. It is the kind of
“operation” in which it is extremely easy to break one’s
neck! As for the masses of the peasantry, they discovered
for themselves no less clearly during those same three years
that it was hopeless to expect anything from “Our Father
the Tsar”, or to count in any way on a peaceful road, and
that revolutionary struggle was necessary to abolish all
medievalism in general and all medieval property in land
in particular.

All the propaganda and agitation of the Social-Democrats
should be based on bringing these results home to the masses,
on preparing the masses to make use of this experience for a
resolute and unswerving attack, organised in the best
possible way, during the second campaign of the revolution.

That is just why Plekhanov’s speeches at Stockholm were
so reactionary when he talked about the seizure of power by
the proletariat and the peasantry meaning the rebirth of
“the Narodnaya Volya spirit”. Plekhanov himself reduced
his argument to an absurdity: according to him, there would
take place a “peasant agrarian revolution” without seizure
of power by the proletariat, without seizure of power by the
peasantry! On the other hand, Kautsky—who at the begin-
ning of the break between the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks
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was patently inclined to favour the latter—has gone over
ideologically to the side of the former, by recognising that
only given “the alliance of the proletariat and the peasantry”
is a victory of the revolution possible.

Without complete abolition of all medieval property
in the land, without the complete “clearing”, i.e., without
nationalisation of the land, such a revolution is unthink-
able. The business of the party of the proletariat is to spread
most widely this watchword of a most consistent and most
radical bourgeois agrarian revolution. And when we have
done that, we shall see what are the further prospects; we
shall see whether such a revolution is only the basis for a
development of productive forces under capitalism at an
American speed, or whether it will become the prologue to
a socialist revolution in the West.

July 18, 1908

P.S. I do not repeat here my draft of an agrarian programme,
which was submitted to the Stockholm Congress of the
R.S.D.L.P. and which has often been printed in Social-
Democratic literature. I will confine myself merely to some
observations. When two directions for capitalist agrarian
evolution exist, there must necessarily be included in the
programme an “if” (the technical expression used at the
Stockholm Congress), i.e., the programme must take both
possibilities into account. In other words, so long as things
are going as they are, we demand freedom of use of the land,
tribunals for lowering rents, abolition of social-estates, etc.
At the same time we fight the present direction and support
the revolutionary demands of the peasantry in the interests
of the speediest possible development of productive forces
and of wide and free scope for the class struggle. While sup-
porting the revolutionary struggle of the peasants against
medievalism, the Social-Democratic Labour Party makes
it clear that the best form of agrarian relations in ca-
pitalist society (and at the same time the best form in
which survivals of serfdom can be eliminated) is the nation-
alisation of the land, that only in connection with a rad-
ical political revolution, the abolition of the autocracy
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and the establishment of a democratic republic, is it possible
to carry out a radical agrarian revolution, the confiscation
of the landed estates and the nationalisation of the land.

Such is the content of my draft agrarian programme.
The part which describes the bourgeois features of the
whole of the present agrarian changes, and elucidates the
purely proletarian point of view of Social-Democracy, was
adopted at Stockholm and became an integral part of the
present programme.

Published in August 1908 Published according
in the journal Przeglqd to the text in the journal
Socjaldemokratyczny, No. 6 Translated from the Polish

Signed: N. Lenin
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INFLAMMABLE MATERIAL IN WORLD POLITICS

The revolutionary movement in various European and
Asian countries has latterly made itself felt so weightily
that we see before us the fairly clear outlines of a new and
incomparably higher stage in the international proletarian
struggle.

There has been a counter-revolution in Persia—a peculiar
combination of the dissolution of Russia’s First Duma,
and of the Russian insurrection at the close of 1905. Shame-
fully defeated by the Japanese, the armies of the Russian
tsar are taking their revenge by zealously serving the coun-
ter-revolution. The exploits of the Cossacks in mass shoot-
ings, punitive expeditions, manhandling and pillage in
Russia are followed by their exploits in suppressing the rev-
olution in Persia. That Nicholas Romanov, heading the
Black-Hundred landlords and capitalists, scared by strikes
and civil war, should be venting his fury on the Persian
revolutionaries, is understandable. It is not the first time
that Russia’s Christian soldiers are cast in the role of in-
ternational hangmen. That Britain is pharisaically washing
her hands of the affair, and maintaining a demonstratively
friendly neutrality towards the Persian reactionaries and
supporters of absolutism, is a somewhat different matter.
The British Liberal bourgeoisie, angered by the growth
of the labour movement at home and frightened by the mount-
ing revolutionary struggle in India, are more and more
frequently, frankly and sharply demonstrating what brutes
the highly “civilised” European “politicians”, men who have
passed through the high school of constitutionalism, can turn
into when it comes to a rise in the mass struggle against
capital and the capitalist colonial system, i.e., a system of
enslavement, plunder and violence. The position of the Per-
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sian revolutionaries is a difficult one; theirs is a country
which the masters of India on the one hand, and the counter-
revolutionary Russian Government on the other, were on
the point of dividing up between themselves. But the dogged
struggle in Tabriz and the repeated swing of the fortunes
of war to the revolutionaries who, it seemed, had been utterly
defeated, are evidence that the Shah’s bashi-bazouks, even
though aided by Russian Lyakhovs®® and British diplomats,
are encountering the most vigorous resistance from the peo-
ple. A revolutionary movement that can offer armed re-
sistance to attempts at restoration, that compels the attempt-
ers to call in foreign aid—such a movement cannot be de-
stroyed. In these circumstances, even the fullest triumph
of Persian reaction would merely be the prelude to fresh
popular rebellion.

In Turkey, the revolutionary movement in the army, led
by the Young Turks, has achieved victory. True, it is only
half a victory, or even less, since Turkey’s Nicholas II has
so far managed to get away with a promise to restore the
celebrated Turkish constitution. But in a revolution such
half-victories, such forced and hasty concessions by the old
regime, are the surest guarantee of new and much more deci-
sive, more acute fluctuations of the civil war, involving
broader masses of the people. And the school of civil war is
never lost upon nations. It is a hard school, and its complete
course necessarily includes victories for the counter-revolu-
tion, the unbridled licence of the infuriated reactionaries,
the savage reprisals of the old government against the rebels,
etc. But only incurable pedants and doddering mummies
can moan over the fact that the nations have entered this
very painful school. For it is one that teaches the oppressed
classes how to wage civil war and how to carry the revolu-
tion to victory. It concentrates in the masses of contem-
porary slaves the hatred which downtrodden, benighted
and ignorant slaves have always carried within them, and
which leads to the supreme history-making feats of slaves
who have realised the shame of their slavery.

In India lately, the native slaves of the “civilised” British
capitalists have been a source of worry to their “masters”.
There is no end to the acts of violence and plunder which
goes under the name of the British system of government in
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India. Nowhere in the world—with the exception, of course,
of Russia—will you find such abject mass poverty, such
chronic starvation among the people. The most Liberal
and Radical personalities of free Britain, men like John
Morley—that authority for Russian and non-Russian Cadets,
that luminary of “progressive” journalism (in reality, a
lackey of capitalism)—become regular Genghis Khans
when appointed to govern India, and are capable of sanc-
tioning every means of “pacifying” the population in their
charge, even to the extent of flogging political protestors!
Justice, the little weekly of the British Social-Democrats,
has been banned in India by these Liberal and “Radical”
scoundrels like Morley. And when Keir Hardie, the British
M. P. and leader of the Independent Labour Party, had the
temerity to visit India and speak to the Indians about the
most elementary democratic demands, the whole British
bourgeois press raised a howl against this “rebel”. And now
the most influential British newspapers are in a fury about
“agitators” who disturb the tranquillity of India, and are
welcoming court sentences and administrative measures in
the purely Russian, Plehve style to suppress democratic
Indian publicists. But in India the street is beginning to
stand up for its writers and political leaders. The infamous
sentence pronounced by the British jackals on the Indian
democrat Tilak—he was sentenced to a long term of exile,
the question in the British House of Commons the other day
revealing that the Indian jurors had declared for acquittal
and that the verdict had been passed by the vote of the Brit-
ish jurors!—this revenge against a democrat by the lackeys
of the money-bag evoked street demonstrations and a strike
in Bombay. In India, too, the proletariat has already devel-
oped to conscious pohtlcal mass struggle—and, that being
the case, the Russian-style British regime in India is
doomed! By their colonial plunder of Asian countries, the Eu-
ropeans have succeeded in so steeling one of them, Japan,
that she has gained great military victories, which have
ensured her independent national development. There can
be no doubt that the age-old plunder of India by the British,
and the contemporary struggle of all these “advanced” Eu-
ropeans against Persian and Indian democracy, will steel
millions, tens of millions of proletarians in Asia to wage
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a struggle against their oppressors which will be just as
victorious as that of the Japanese. The class-conscious Eu-
ropean worker now has comrades in Asia, and their number
will grow by leaps and bounds.

In China, too, the revolutionary movement against the
medieval order has made itself felt with particular force
in recent months. True, nothing definite can yet be said
about the present movement—there is such scanty informa-
tion about it and such a spate of reports about revolts in
various parts of the country. But there can be no doubt
about the vigorous growth of the “new spirit” and the “Euro-
pean currents” that are stirring in China, especially since
the Russo-Japanese war; and consequently, the old-style
Chinese revolts will inevitably develop into a conscious
democratic movement. That some of the participants in
colonial plunder are this time greatly concerned is borne
out by the way the French are acting in Indo-China: they
helped the “historic authorities” in China to put down the
revolutionaries! They feared equally for the safety of their
“own” Asian possessions bordering an China.

The French bourgeoisie, however, are concerned not only
over their Asian possessions. The barricades at Villeneuve-
Saint-Georges, near Paris, the shooting down of the strikers
who built these barricades (on Thursday, July 30[17])
—these events are renewed evidence of the sharpening of
the class struggle in Europe. Clemenceau, the Radical, who
governs France on behalf of the capitalists, is working with
uncommon zeal to shatter the last lingering remnants of
republican-bourgeois illusions among the proletariat. The
shooting down of the workers by troops acting on the orders
of a “Radical” government has, under Clemenceau, become
almost more frequent than before. The French socialists
have already dubbed Clemenceau “The Red” for this; and
now, when his agents, gendarmes and generals have again
shed the blood of the workers, the socialists recall the catch-
phrase once uttered by this ultra-progressive bourgeois re-
publican to a workers’ delegation: “You and I are on different
sides of the barricade.” Yes, the French proletariat and the
most extreme bourgeois republicans have finally taken
their place on opposite sides of the barricade. The French
working class shed much blood to win and defend the repub-
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lic, and now, on the basis of the fully established republican
order, the decisive struggle between the propertied class and
the working people is rapidly coming to a head. “It was not
simply brutality,” L’Humanité®® wrote of the July 30
events, “it was part of a battle.” The generals and the police
were bent on provoking the workers and turning a peaceful
unarmed demonstration into a massacre. But the troops that
surrounded and attacked the unarmed strikers and demon-
strators met with resistance, their action leading to the
immediate erection of barricades, and to events which are
agitating the whole of France. These barricades, L’Humanité
says, were built of boards and were ludicrously ineffectual.
But that is not important. What is important is that the
Third Republic had eliminated the old habit of barricades;
whereas now “Clemenceau is reviving that habit”—and
he is just as candid about the matter as were “the butchers of
June 1848, and Galliffet in 1871”, on the subject of civil war.

And the socialist press is not alone in recalling these
great historic dates in connection with the events of July
30. The bourgeois press is furiously attacking the workers,
accusing them of behaving as if they intended to start a
socialist revolution. One paper cites a minor but characteris-
tic incident indicative of the mood of both sides at the scene
of action. When the workers were carrying a wounded
comrade past General Virvaire, who directed the operations
against the strikers, there were shouts from the demonstra-
tors: “Saluez!” And the general of the bourgeois republic
saluted his wounded enemy.

The sharpening of the struggle between the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie is to be observed in all the advanced
capitalist countries. The tendency is the same everywhere,
though it manifests itself differently in accordance with
the difference in historical conditions, political systems and
forms of the labour movement. In America and Britain,
where complete political liberty exists and where the prole-
tariat has no revolutionary and socialist traditions that
could be called living traditions, this sharpening of the strug-
gle is expressed in the mounting movement against the
trusts, in the extraordinary growth of socialism and the
increasing attention it is getting from the propertied classes,
and in workers’ organisations, in some cases purely economic
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ones, that are beginning to enter upon systematic and inde-
pendent proletarian political struggle. In Austria and Ger-
many, and partly also in the Scandinavian countries, this
sharpening of the class struggle shows itself in election cam-
paigns, in party relationships, in the closer alignment of the
bourgeoisie of all sorts and shades against their common
enemy, the proletariat, and in the hardening of judicial
and police persecution. Slowly but surely, the two opposing
camps are building up their strength, consolidating their
organisations, drawing apart with increasing sharpness in
every sphere of public life, as if preparing, silently and in-
tently, for the impending revolutionary battles. In the
Latin countries, Italy and particularly France, the sharp-
ening of the class struggle is expressed in especially stormy,
violent, and occasionally forthright revolutionary outbreaks,
when the pent-up hatred of the proletariat for its oppressors
bursts out with unexpected force, and the “peaceful” atmos-
phere of parliamentary struggle gives way to episodes of
real civil war.

The international revolutionary movement of the prole-
tariat does not and cannot develop evenly and in identical
forms in different countries. The full and all-round utili-
sation of every opportunity in every field of activity comes
only as the result of the class struggle of the workers in the
various countries. Every country contributes its own
valuable and specific features to the common stream; but in
each particular country the movement suffers from its own
one-sidedness, its own theoretical and practical shortcomings
of the individual socialist parties. On the whole we clearly
see a tremendous step forward of international socialism,
the rallying of million-strong armies of the proletariat in
the course of a series of practical clashes with the enemy,
and the approach of a decisive struggle with the bourgeoisie—
a struggle for which the working class is far better prepared
than in the days of the Commune, that last great proletarian
insurrection.

And this step forward of the whole of international so-
cialism, along with the sharpening of the revolutionary-
democratic struggle in Asia, places the Russian revolution
in a special and especially difficult position. The Russian
revolution has a great international ally both in Europe and
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in Asia, but, at the same time, and for that very reason,
it has not only a national, not only a Russian, but
also an international enemy. Reaction against the mounting
proletarian struggle is inevitable in all capitalist countries,
and it is uniting the bourgeois governments of the whole
world against every popular movement, against every revo-
lution both in Asia and, particularly, in Europe. The
opportunists in our Party, like the majority of the Russian
liberal intelligentsia, are still dreaming of a bourgeois
revolution in Russia that will “not alienate” or scare away
the bourgeoisie, that will not engender “excessive” reaction,
or lead to the seizure of power by the revolutionary classes.
Vain hopes! A philistine utopia! The amount of inflammable
material in all the advanced countries of the world is increas-
ing so speedily, and the conflagration is so clearly spread-
ing to most Asian countries which only yesterday were in
a state of deep slumber, that the intensification of interna-
tional bourgeois reaction and the aggravation of every single
national revolution are absolutely inevitable.

The historical tasks of our revolution are not being per-
formed by the forces of counter-revolution, and cannot be.
The Russian bourgeoisie are necessarily gravitating more
and more towards the international anti-proletarian
and antidemocratic trend. It is not on liberal allies that
the Russian proletariat should count. It must follow its
own independent path to the complete victory of the
revolution, basing itself on the need for a forcible solu-
tion of the agrarian question in Russia by the peasant masses
themselves, helping them to overthrow the rule of the Black-
Hundred landlords and the Black-Hundred autocracy, set-
ting itself the task of establishing a democratic dictator-
ship of the proletariat and the peasantry in Russia, and re-
membering that its struggle and its victories are inseparable
from the international revolutionary movement. Less illu-
sions about the liberalism of the counter-revolutionary
bourgeoisie (counter-revolutionary both in Russia and the
world over). More attention to the growth of the internation-
al revolutionary proletariat!

Proletary, No. 33, Published according
July 23 (August 5), 1908 to the text in Proletary
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FROM THE EDITORIAL BOARD®*

The present sketch of Comrade Maslov’s theoretical mis-
adventures is borrowed from the book by N. Lenin which
gives a systematic analysis of the tendencies in our agrarian
development. Naturally, the exposure of the “original”
agrarian theories of Maslov, which are saturated with a spirit
of the most crude revisionism, inevitably involves the crit-
icism of some propositions in the Party programme also.
We think a discussion in the Party press on this question is
quite timely.

As for Comrade Maslov’s theoretical “discoveries”, we
have to address a few words to Comrade Plekhanov in partic-
ular about them, since he is the guardian angel of our agra-
rian revisionist.

In No. 6-7 of Golos Sotsial-Demokrata, when discussing mo-
mentous theoretical issues, you deigned incidentally to
launch upon evasive and ambiguous remarks which are
nothing short of indecent. You took upon yourself to declare
in print that such-and-such members of our Party were no
comrades of yours, while at the same time you lacked the
courage to explain openly and plainly whether you had
decided to withdraw from our organisation, or whether you
sought the expulsion of such-and-such members from it.
That was at once cowardly and rude.

So meditate a little, incorruptible warrior, over the re-
visionist feats of your Maslov. They fall, if anything does,
under that little local authority where you, judging by
published literature, have the reputation of a dread Dum-
badze. Where then is your criticism of Comrade Maslov’s
revisionist fabrications? Where is your defence of the eco-
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nomic theory of Karl Marx? And who, if not you, gave Mas-
lov every support and encouragement?

Our Party Famusovs® are not unwilling to play the part
of mercilessly determined fighters for Marxism—but in the
service of factional favouritism they don’t mind covering
up very serious departures from Marxism!

Proletary, No. 33, Published according
July 23 (August 5), 1908 to the text in Proletary
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BELLICOSE MILITARISM
AND THE ANTI-MILITARIST TACTICS
OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY

I

The diplomats are in a flurry. There is a shower of “Notes”,
“Reports”, “Statements”; ministers whisper behind the backs
of the crowned puppets who, champagne-glasses in hand,
are “working for peace”. But their “subjects” know perfectly
well that when crows flock together there must be a smell
of carrion about. And the Conservative Earl Cromer in-
formed the British Parliament that we were living in times
when national (?) interests were involved, and passions were
excited, and there was a risk, and more than a risk, that
a collision would take place, however pacific (!) the inten-
tions of rulers may be.

Plenty of inflammable material has accumulated in recent
times, and it is steadily growing. The revolution in Persia
threatens to upset all the barriers or “spheres of influence”
set up there by the European powers. The constitutional
movement in Turkey threatens to snatch that private estate
from the claws of the preying wolves of European capitalism;
and looming large and threatening are old “questions” which
have now become acute—those of Macedonia, Central Asia,
the Far East, etc.

But with the present network of open and secret treaties,
agreements, etc., it is sufficient for some “power” to get the
slightest of flicks for “the spark to burst into flame”.

And the more menacingly the governments rattle their
sabres one against the other, the more ruthlessly do they
crush the anti-militarist movement at home. The persecutions
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of anti-militarists are growing extensively and intensively.
The “Radical-Socialist” Ministry of Clemenceau-Briand
acts no less violently than the Junker-Conservative Ministry
of Bulow. The dissolution of the “youth organisations”
throughout Germany, following the introduction of the new
law on unions and assemblies, which prohibits persons under
the age of 20 from attending political meetings, has made
anti-militarist agitation in Germany extremely difficult.

As a result, the dispute about the anti-militarist tactics
of the socialists, which had died down since the Stuttgart
Congress,” is being revived again in the Party press.

At first sight it is a strange thing. When the question is
so obviously important, when militarism is so patently
and starkly harmful for the proletariat, it would be difficult
to find another question on which such hesitation and con-
fusion reign among the Western socialists as in the arguments
on anti-militarist tactics.

The fundamental premises for a correct solution of this
problem have long ago been established quite firmly, and
do not arouse any dispute. Modern militarism is the result
of capitalism. In both its forms it is the “vital expression”
of capitalism—as a military force used by the capitalist
states in their external conflicts (“Militarismus nach aussen”,
as the Germans say) and as a weapon in the hands of the
ruling classes for suppressing every kind of movement, eco-
nomic and political, of the proletariat (“Militarismus nach
innen”). A number of International Congresses (Paris 1889,
Brussels 1891, Zurich 1893 and finally Stuttgart 1907)
provided a perfect expression of this view in their resolu-
tions. The Stuttgart resolution establishes this link between
militarism and capitalism most circumstantially, although
in keeping with the agenda (“International Conflicts™) the
Stuttgart Congress was more concerned with that aspect
of militarism which the Germans call “external” (“Mili-
tarismus nach aussen”). Here is the relevant passage in this
resolution: “Wars between capitalist states are usually the
result of their competition on the world market, since each
state strives not only to assure itself of a sphere of export,
but also to conquer new regions, and the principal part in
this is played by the enslavement of other peoples and coun-
tries. These wars then arise from the continuous armaments
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produced by militarism, which is the principal implement
of class domination of the bourgeoisie and of the political
subjugation of the working class.

“A favourable soil for wars are nationalist prejudices,
which are systematically cultivated in the civilised countries
in the interests of the ruling classes, with the object of
diverting the proletarian masses from their own class objec-
tives and making them forget the duty of international class
solidarity.

“Thus wars are rooted in the very essence of capitalism;
they will end only when the capitalist system ceases to exist,
or when the immensity of human and financial sacrifice
caused by the development of military technique, and the
indignation which armaments arouse in the people, lead to
the elimination of the system.

“The working class, which is the principal supplier of
soldiers, and which bears the brunt of the material sacri-
fices, is in particular the natural enemy of wars, because
wars contradict the aim it pursues, namely, the creation of
an economic system founded on socialist principles, which
in practice will give effect to the solidarity of peoples....”

II

Thus the principle which connects militarism and capi-
talism is firmly established among socialists, and on this
point there are no differences. But the recognition of this
link does not of itself concretely determine the anti-mili-
tarist tactics of the socialists: it does not solve the practical
problem of how to fight the burden of militarism and how
to prevent wars. And it is in the answers to these questions
that a considerable divergence of views is to be found among
socialists. At the Stuttgart Congress these differences were
very marked.

At one pole are German Social-Democrats like Vollmar.
Since militarism is the offspring of capitalism, they argue,
since wars are a necessary concomitant of capitalist develop-
ment, there is no need for any special anti-militarist activ-
ity. That exactly is what Vollmar declared at the Essen
Party Congress. On the question of how Social-Democrats
should behave if war is declared, the majority of the German
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Social-Democrats, headed by Bebel and Vollmar, hold rigidly
to the view that the Social-Democrats must defend their
country against aggression, and that they are bound to take
part in a “defensive” war. This proposition led Vollmar to
declare at Stuttgart that “all our love for humanity cannot
prevent us being good Germans”, while the Social-Demo-
cratic deputy Noske proclaimed in the Reichstag that, in the
event of war against Germany, “the Social-Democrats will
not lag behind bourgeois parties and will shoulder their
rifles”. From this Noske had to make only one more step to
declare that “we want Germany to be armed as much as
possible”.

At the other pole is the small group of supporters of Hervé.
The proletariat has no fatherland, they argue. Hence all
wars are in the interests of the capitalists. Hence the prole-
tariat must combat every war. The proletariat must meet
every declaration of war with a military strike and an up-
rising. This must be the main purpose of anti-militarist
propaganda. At Stuttgart Hervé therefore proposed the fol-
lowing draft resolution: “The Congress calls for every decla-
ration of war, whencesoever it may come, being met with a
military strike and an uprising.”

Such are the two “extreme” positions on this question in
the ranks of the Western socialists. “Like the sun in a drop
of water”, there are reflected in them the two diseases which
still cause harm to the activity of the socialist proletariat
in the West—opportunist tendencies on the one hand and
anarchist phrase-mongering on the other.

First of all, a few remarks about patriotism. That “work-
ing men have no country” was really said in the Communist
Manifesto. That the attitude of Vollmar, Noske and Co.
strikes at this basic principle of international socialism is
also true. But it does not follow from this that Hervé and
his followers are right in asserting that it is of no concern
to the proletariat in what country it lives—in monarchical
Germany, republican France or despotic Turkey. The fath-
erland, i.e., the given political, cultural and social envi-
ronment, is a most powerful factor in the class struggle of
the proletariat; and if Vollmar is wrong when he lays down
some kind of “truly German” attitude of the proletariat to
“the fatherland”, Hervé is just as wrong when he takes up



BELLICOSE MILITARISM 195

an unforgivably uncritical attitude on such an important
factor in the struggle of the proletariat for emancipation.
The proletariat cannot be indifferent to the political, social
and cultural conditions of its struggle; consequently it
cannot be indifferent to the destinies of its country. But
the destinies of the country interest it only to the extent
that they affect its class struggle, and not in virtue of some
bourgeois “patriotism”, quite indecent on the lips of a Social-
Democrat.

More complicated is the other question, namely, the atti-
tude to militarism and war. At the very first glance it is
obvious that Hervé is unforgivably confusing these two ques-
tions, and forgetting the causal connection between war
and capitalism. By adopting Hervé’s tactics, the proletariat
would condemn itself to fruitless activity: it would use up
all its fighting preparedness (the reference is to insurrection)
in the struggle against the effect (war) and allow the cause
(capitalism) to remain.

The anarchist mode of thought is displayed in full measure
here. Blind faith in the miracle-working power of all direct
action™; the wrenching of this “direct action” out of its
general social and political context, without the slightest
analysis of the latter: in short the “arbitrarily mechanical
interpretation of social phenomena” (as Karl Liebknecht
put it) is obvious.

Hervé’s plan is “very simple”: on the day war is declared
the socialist soldiers desert, while the reservists declare a
strike and stay in their homes. But “the strike of the reservists
is not passive resistance: the working class would soon go
over to open resistance, to insurrection, and the latter would
have all the greater chance of ending in triumph because the
army on active service would be at the frontiers” (G. Hervé,
Leur Patrie).

Such is this “effective, direct and practical plan™; and
Hervé, confident of its success, proposes that a military
strike and insurrection should be the reply to every declara-
tion of war.

It will be clear from this that the question here is not
whether the proletariat is able, when it finds such a course

*These words are in French in the original: action directé.—Ed.
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desirable, to reply with a strike and insurrection to a dec-
laration of war. The point at issue is whether the proletariat
should be bound by an obligation to reply with an insurrection
to every war. To decide the question in the latter sense means
to take away from the proletariat the choice of the moment
for a decisive battle, and to hand it over to its enemies.
It is not the proletariat which chooses the moment of strug-
gle in accordance with its own interests, when its general
socialist consciousness stands at a high level, when its or-
ganisation is strong, when the occasion is appropriate, etc.
No, the bourgeois governments would be able to provoke
it to an insurrection even when the conditions for it were
unfavourable, for example, by declaring a war specially
calculated to arouse patriotic and chauvinist feelings among
wide sections of the population and thus isolate the insur-
gent proletariat. It should be borne in mind, moreover, that
the bourgeoisie which, from monarchist Germany to repub-
lican France and democratic Switzerland, persecutes anti-
militarist activity with such ruthlessness in peace-time,
would descend with the utmost fury on any attempt at a
military strike in the event of war, when war-time laws
declarations of martial law, courts martial, etc., are in
force.

Kautsky was right when he said of Hervé’s idea: “The
idea of a military strike sprang from ‘good’ motives, it is
noble and full of heroism, but it is heroic folly.”

The proletariat, if it finds it expedient and suitable, may
reply with a military strike to a declaration of war. It may,
among other means of achieving a social revolution, also
have recourse to a military strike. But to commit itself to
this “tactical recipe” is not in the interests of the proletariat.

And that precisely was the reply given to this debatable
question by the Stuttgart International Congress.

ITI

But if the views of the Hervéists are “heroic folly” the
attitude of Vollmar, Noske and those who think like them
on the “Right wing” is opportunist cowardice. Since milita-
rism is the offspring of capitalism, and will fall with it—
they argued at Stuttgart and still more at Essen—no special
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anti-militarist agitation is needed: it should not exist. But
a radical solution of the labour question and the women’s
question, for example—was the reply given them at Stutt-
gart—is also impossible while the capitalist system exists;
in spite of that, we fight for labour legislation, for extending
the civil rights of women, etc. Special anti-militarist prop-
aganda must be carried on all the more energetically be-
cause cases of interference in the struggle between labour
and capital on the part of the military forces are becoming
more frequent; and because the importance of militarism
not only in the present struggle of the proletariat, but also
in the future, at the time of the social revolution, is becom-
ing more and more obvious.

Special anti-militarist propaganda has behind it not only
the evidence of principle but also extensive historical expe-
rience. Belgium is ahead of other countries in this respect.
The Belgian Labour Party, apart from its general propaganda
of anti-militarist ideas, has organised groups of socialist
youth under the title of Jeunes Gardes (Young Guards).
Groups in one and the same area constitute an Area Federa-
tion, and all the Area Federations in turn form a National
Federation, headed by a “Chief Council”. The newspapers of
the “Young Guards” (La jeunesse—c’est l’avenir, De Ca-
serne, De Loteling,* etc.) circulate in tens of thousands of
copies! The strongest is the Walloon Federation, which has
62 local groups with 10,000 members; in all there are at pres-
ent 121 local groups of the “Young Guards™.

In addition to agitation in print, there is intensive verbal
agitation. In January and September (the months of the
call-up) public meetings and processions are held in the main
towns of Belgium. Outside the town halls, in the open air,
socialist speakers explain to the recruits the meaning of
militarism. The Chief Council of the “Young Guards” has
a Complaints Committee, the duty of which is to gather in-
formation about all acts of injustice committed in the bar-
racks. This information, under the heading “From the Army”,
is daily published in Le Peuple, the central organ of the party.
Anti-militarist propaganda does not halt at the threshold
of the barracks, and socialist soldiers form propaganda groups

*Youth Is the Future, The Barracks, The Recruit.—Ed.
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within the army. At the present time there are about 15 such
groups (“soldiers’ unions”™).

Following the Belgian model, with varying intensity and
forms of organisation, anti-militarist propaganda goes on in
France,* Switzerland, Austria and other countries.

Thus specially-anti-militarist activity is not only specially
necessary but practically expedient and fruitful. Therefore,
since Vollmar opposed it, pointing out the impossible police
conditions prevailing in Germany and the danger of it lead-
ing to party organisations being broken up, the question
reduced itself to the factual analysis of conditions in this
particular country. But this was a question of fact and not
of principle. Though here, too, there was justice in Jaures’s
remark that the German Social-Democrats, who in their
youth, in the difficult years of the Anti-Socialist Laws,
stood up against the iron hand of Prince Bismarck, could
now, with their incomparably greater numbers and strength,
not fear persecution at the hands of their present rulers.
But Vollmar is all the more wrong when he tries to fall
back on the argument that special anti-militarist propaganda
is inexpedient in principle.

No less opportunistic is the conviction of Vollmar and those
who think like him that the Social-Democrats are bound to
take part in a defensive war. Kautsky’s brilliant criticism
made hay of these views. Kautsky pointed out that it was
often quite impossible to make out—especially at times
of patriotic excitement—whether a particular war has been
brought about with defensive or aggressive aims (the example,
Kautsky gave was: was Japan attacking or defending herself
at the beginning of the Russo-Japanese War?). Social-Demo-
crats would be entangled in a net of diplomatic negotiations
if they took into their heads to determine their attitude to
a war by this criterion. Social-Democrats may find them-
selves even in a position to demand offensive wars. In 1848
(it would not hurt the Hervéists to remember this too) Marx

* An interesting feature among the French is the practice known
as “The Soldier’s Half-penny”. Every week the worker pays one sou
to the secretary of his union. The money collected in this way is sent
to the soldiers “as a reminder that, even in soldier’s clothes, they
belong to the exploited class, and that in no circumstances should
they forget this”.
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and Engels thought a war of Germany against Russia to be
necessary. Later they strove to influence public opinion in
Britain in favour of a war with Russia. Kautsky, by the way,
puts forward the following hypothetical example: “Assum-
ing,” he says, “that the revolutionary movement in Russia
is victorious, and the effects of this victory, in France, lead
to power passing into the hands of the proletariat; let us
assume, on the other hand, that a coalition of European
monarchs is formed against the new Russia. Would inter-
national Social-Democracy begin protesting if the French
Republic then came to the aid of Russia?” (K. Kautsky,
Our Views on Patriotism and War.)

It is obvious that on this question (just as in discussing
“patriotism™) it is not the defensive or offensive character
of the war, but the interests of the class struggle of the
proletariat, or—to put it better—the interests of the inter-
national movement of the proletariat—that represent the
sole criterion for considering and deciding the attitude of
the Social-Democrats to any particular event in internation-
al relations.

The lengths to which opportunism can go in such questions
too is shown by a recent statement of Jaurés. Expressing
his views on the international situation in a German bour-
geois-liberal newspaper, he defends the alliance of France
and Britain with Russia against the charge of non-peaceful
intentions, and treats that alliance as a “guarantee of peace”;
he welcomes the fact that “we have now lived to see
an alliance of Britain and Russia, two old-standing ene-
mies”.

Rosa Luxemburg has given a magnificent assessment of
such a view, and a warm retort to Jaurés, in her “Open
Letter” to him in the last issue of Neue Zeit.

Rosa Luxemburg begins by pointing out that to talk of
an alliance between “Russia” and “Britain” means “talking
in the language of bourgeois politicians”, because the inter-
ests of the capitalist states and the interests of the proletari-
at in foreign policy are opposed to one another, and one can-
not speak of a harmony of interests in the sphere of foreign
relations. If militarism is the offspring of capitalism, then
wars too cannot be abolished by the intrigues of rulers
and diplomats; and the task of socialists is not to awaken
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illusions on this score, but on the contrary constantly to
expose the hypocrisy and impotence of diplomatic “peaceful
démarches”.

But the main point of the “Open Letter” is the assessment
of Britain’s and France’s alliance with Russia which Jaures
so extols. The European bourgeoisie has given tsarism a
chance to repel the revolutionary onset. “Now, in an attempt
to turn its temporary victory over the revolution into a
final one, absolutism is having recourse first and foremost
to the tried method of all shaken despotisms—successes in
foreign policy.” All alliances with Russia now mean “a holy
alliance between the bourgeoisie of Western Europe and
Russian counter-revolution, the suppressors and executioners
of Russian and Polish fighters for liberty. Such alliances
mean the strengthening of the most bloody reaction, not
only inside Russia, but in international relations as well....
Therefore the most elementary obligation of socialists and
proletarians in all countries is to oppose with all their might
an alliance with counter-revolutionary Russia”.

Rosa Luxemburg asks Jaures: “How are we to explain to
ourselves that you will strive ‘most energetically’ to make
the government of the bloody executioners of the Russian
revolution and the insurrection in Persia an influential
factor in European politics, and make the gallows in Russia
pillars of international peace—you, who once uttered a
brilliant speech in the French Parliament against the loan
to Russia; you, who only a few weeks ago printed in your
paper L’Humanité a fiery appeal to public opinion against
the bloody work of the military tribunals in Russian Po-
land? How can one reconcile your plans for peace, which
rely on the Franco-Russian and Anglo-Russian alliances,
with the recent protest of the French Parliamentary Social-
ist Party and the Administrative Commission of the Nation-
al Council of the Socialist Party against President Fall-
ieres’ visit to Russia—a protest which you signed, and which
in passionate terms defends the interests of the Russian
revolution? If the President of the French Republic cares
to quote your conceptions of the international situation, he
will reply to your protest that he who approves the end must
approve the means; he who considers alliance with tsarist
Russia as the harmony of international peace must accept
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everything that strengthens that alliance and leads to
friendship.

“What would you have said if once upon a time in Ger-
many, in Russia or in Britain there had appeared socialists
and revolutionaries who in the ‘interests of peace’ had re-
commended an alliance with the government of the Resto-
ration, or the government of Thiers and Jules Favre, and had
vested such an alliance with their moral authority?!”

This letter speaks for itself, and Russian Social-Democrats
can only send their greetings to Comrade Rosa Luxemburg
for this her protest and for her defence of the Russian revo-
lution before the international proletariat.

Proletary, No. 33, Published according
July 23 (August 5), 1908 to the text in Proletary
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LEO TOLSTOY
AS THE MIRROR OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION

To identify the great artist with the revolution which
he has obviously failed to understand, and from which he
obviously stands aloof, may at first sight seem strange and
artificial. A mirror which does not reflect things correctly
could hardly be called a mirror. Our revolution, however,
is an extremely complicated thing. Among the mass of those
who are directly making and participating in it there are
many social elements which have also obviously not under-
stood what is taking place and which also stand aloof from
the real historical tasks with which the course of events
has confronted them. And if we have before us a really great
artist, he must have reflected in his work at least some of
the essential aspects of the revolution.

The legal Russian press, though its pages teem with arti-
cles, letters and comments on Tolstoy’s eightieth birthday,
is least of all interested in analysing his works from the
standpoint of the character of the Russian revolution and
its motive forces. The whole of this press is steeped to nausea
in hypocrisy, hypocrisy of a double kind: official and lib-
eral. The former is the crude hypocrisy of the venal hack
who was ordered yesterday to hound Leo Tolstoy, and today
to show that Tolstoy is a patriot, and to try to observe the
decencies before the eyes of Europe. That the hacks of this
kind have been paid for their screeds is common knowledge
and they cannot deceive anybody. Much more refined and,
therefore, much more pernicious and dangerous is liberal
hypocrisy. To listen to the Cadet Balalaikins®’ of Rech,
one would think that their sympathy for Tolstoy is of the
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most complete and ardent kind. Actually, their calculated
declamations and pompous phrases about the “great seeker
after God” are false from beginning to end, for no Russian
liberal believes in Tolstoy’s God, or sympathises with Tol-
stoy’s criticism of the existing social order. He associates
himself with a popular name in order to increase his polit-
ical capital, in order to pose as a leader of the nation-wide
opposition; he seeks, with the din and thunder of claptrap,
to drown the demand for a straight and clear answer to the
question: what are the glaring contradictions of “Tolstoy-
ism” due to, and what shortcomings and weaknesses of
our revolution do they express?

The contradictions in Tolstoy’s works, views, doctrines,
in his school, are indeed glaring. On the one hand, we have
the great artist, the genius who has not only drawn incompa-
rable pictures of Russian life but has made first-class con-
tributions to world literature. On the other hand we have the
landlord obsessed with Christ. On the one hand, the remark-
ably powerful, forthright and sincere protest against social
falsehood and hypocrisy; and on the other, the “Tolstoyan”,
i.e., the jaded, hysterical sniveller called the Russian
intellectual, who publicly beats his breast and wails: “I
am a bad wicked man, but I am practising moral self-per-
fection; I don’t eat meat any more I now eat rice cutlets.”
On the one hand, merciless criticism of capitalist exploi-
tation, exposure of government outrages, the farcical courts
and the state administration, and unmasking of the profound
contradictions between the growth of wealth and achieve-
ments of civilisation and the growth of poverty, degradation
and misery among the working masses. On the other, the
crackpot preaching of submission, “resist not evil” with
violence. On the one hand, the most sober realism, the tear-
ing away of all and sundry masks; on the other, the preach-
ing of one of the most odious things on earth, namely,
religion, the striving to replace officially appointed priests
by priests who will serve from moral conviction, i.e., to
cultivate the most refined and, therefore, particularly dis-
gusting clericalism. Verily:

Thou art a pauper, yet thou art abundant,

Thou art mighty, yet thou art impotent—
—Mother Russial98
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That Tolstoy, owing to these contradictions, could not
possibly understand either the working-class movement and
its role in the struggle for socialism, or the Russian revo-
lution, goes without saying. But the contradictions in Tol-
stoy’s views and doctrines are not accidental; they express
the contradictory conditions of Russian life in the last third
of the nineteenth century. The patriarchal countryside, only
recently emancipated from serfdom, was literally given over
to the capitalist and the tax-collector to be fleeced and plund-
ered. The ancient foundations of peasant economy and
peasant life, foundations that had really held for centuries,
were broken up for scrap with extraordinary rapidity. And
the contradictions in Tolstoy’s views must be appraised not
from the standpoint of the present-day working-class move-
ment and present-day socialism (such an appraisal is, of
course, needed, but it is not enough), but from the standpoint
of protest against advancing capitalism, against the ruin-
ing of the masses, who are being dispossessed of their land—
a protest which had to arise from the patriarchal Russian
countryside. Tolstoy is absurd as a prophet who has dis-
covered new nostrums for the salvation of mankind—and
therefore the foreign and Russian “Tolstoyans” who have
sought to convert the weakest side of his doctrine into a
dogma, are not worth speaking of. Tolstoy is great as the
spokesman of the ideas and sentiments that emerged among
the millions of Russian peasants at the time the bourgeois
revolution was approaching in Russia. Tolstoy is original,
because the sum total of his views, taken as a whole, happens
to express the specific features of our revolution as a peasant
bourgeois revolution. From this point of view, the contra-
dictions in Tolstoy’s views are indeed a mirror of those con-
tradictory conditions in which the peasantry had to play their
historical part in our revolution. On the one hand, centuries
of feudal oppression and decades of accelerated post-Reform
pauperisation piled up mountains of hate, resentment, and
desperate determination. The striving to sweep away com-
pletely the official church, the landlords and the landlord
government, to destroy all the old forms and ways of landown-
ership, to clear the land, to replace the police-class state by
a community of free and equal small peasants—this striving
the is the keynote of every historical step the peasantry has



LEO TOLSTOY AS MIRROR OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION 207

taken in our revolution; and, undoubtedly, the message of
Tolstoy’s writings conforms to this peasant striving far more
than it does to abstract “Christian Anarchism”, as his “sys-
tem” of views is sometimes appraised.

On the other hand the peasantry, striving towards new
ways of life, had a very crude, patriarchal, semi-religious
idea of what kind of life this should be, by what struggle
could liberty be won, what leaders it could have in this
struggle, what was the attitude of the bourgeoisie and the
bourgeois intelligentsia towards the interests of peasant
revolution, why the forcible overthrow of tsarist rule was
needed in order to abolish landlordism. The whole past life
of the peasantry had taught it to hate the landowner and
the official, but it did not, and could not, teach it where to
seek an answer to all these questions. In our revolution a
minor part of the peasantry really did fight, did organise
to some extent for this purpose: and a very small part indeed
rose up in arms to exterminate its enemies, to destroy the
tsar’s servants and protectors of the landlords. Most of the
peasantry wept and prayed, moralised and dreamed, wrote
petitions and sent “pleaders”—quite in the vein of Leo
Tolstoy! And, as always happens in such cases, the effect
of this Tolstoyan abstention from politics, this Tolstoyan
renunciation of politics, this lack of interest in and under-
standing of politics, was that only a minority followed the
lead of the class-conscious revolutionary proletariat, while
the majority became the prey of those unprincipled, servile,
bourgeois intellectuals who under the name of Cadets hast-
ened from a meeting of Trudoviks to Stolypin’s ante-
room, and begged, haggled, reconciled and promised to
reconcile—until they were kicked out with a military jack-
boot. Tolstoy’s ideas are a mirror of the weakness, the short-
comings of our peasant revolt, a reflection of the flabbiness
of the patriarchal countryside and of the hidebound cowar-
dice of the “enterprising muzhik”.

Take the soldiers’ insurrections in 1905-06. In social com-
position these men who fought in our revolution were partly
peasants and partly proletarians. The proletarians were in
the minority; therefore the movement in the armed forces
does not even approximately show the same nation-wide
solidarity, the same party consciousness, as were displayed
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by the proletariat, which became Social-Democratic as if
by the wave of a hand. Yet there is nothing more mistaken
than the view that the insurrections in the armed forces
failed because no officers had led them. On the contrary,
the enormous progress the revolution had made since the
time of the Narodnaya Volya® was shown precisely by the
fact that the “grey herd” rose in arms against their superiors,
and it was this self-dependency of theirs that so frightened
the liberal landlords and the liberal officers. The common
soldier fully sympathised with the peasants’ cause; his
eyes lit up at the very mention of land. There was more than
one case when authority in the armed forces passed to the
mass of the rank and file, but determined use of this authority
was hardly made at all; the soldiers wavered; after a couple
of days, in some cases a few hours, after killing some hated
officer, they released the others who had been arrested, par-
leyed with the authorities and then faced the firing squad,
or bared their backs for the birch, or put on the yoke again—
quite in the vein of Leo Tolstoy!

Tolstoy reflected the pent-up hatred, the ripened striving
for a better lot, the desire to get rid of the past—and also
the immature dreaming, the political inexperience, the
revolutionary flabbiness. Historical and economic conditions
explain both the inevitable beginning of the revolutionary
struggle of the masses and their unpreparedness for the
struggle, their Tolstoyan non-resistance to evil, which was
a most serious cause of the defeat of the first revolutionary
campaign.

It is said that beaten armies learn well. Of course, revo-
lutionary classes can be compared with armies only in a very
limited sense. The development of capitalism is hourly
changing and intensifying the conditions which roused the
millions of peasants—united by their hatred for the feudalist
landlords and their government—for the revolutionary-
democratic struggle. Among the peasantry themselves the
growth of exchange, of the rule of the market and the power
of money is steadily ousting old-fashioned patriarchalism
and the patriarchal Tolstoyan ideology. But there is one
gain from the first years of the revolution and the first reverses
in mass revolutionary struggle about which there can be
no doubt. It is the mortal blow struck at the former softness
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and flabbiness of the masses. The lines of demarcation have
become more distinct. The cleavage of classes and parties
has taken place. Under the hammer blows of the lessons
taught by Stolypin, and with undeviating and consistent
agitation by the revolutionary Social-Democrats not only
the socialist proletariat but also the democratic masses of
the peasantry will inevitably advance from their midst more
and more steeled fighters who will be less capable of falling
into our historical sin of Tolstoyism!

Proletary, No. 35, Published according
September 11 (24), 1908 to the manuscript verified
with the text in Proletary
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BRITISH AND GERMAN WORKERS
DEMONSTRATE FOR PEACE"™

As is well known, in Britain and Germany a chauvinist
campaign has long been conducted by the bourgeois press,
especially the gutter press, in which these countries are in-
cited against each other. Competition in the world market
between British and German capitalists is becoming more
and more bitter. Britain’s former supremacy and her undi-
vided ascendancy in the world market, have become a thing
of the past. Germany is one of the capitalist countries that
are developing particularly ra