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PREFACE
la the teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin the Soviet people
have a powerful weapon in their struggle for the honour, freedom and
independence of their Socialist country and in their struggle to build
a

Communist

society.
of the Commwnist Party of 1)u>. Soviet Union (Bolsheviks),
Short Course, served as a mighty impetus in the ideological and political
life of the Party and the Soviet people. It placed the study of the foundation of Marxism-Leninism and the mastery of Bolshevism on a new and
higher footing. It is stimulating the broad masses, in particular the Soviet
intellectuals, to independent and deeper study of the great works of Marx,
Engels, Lenin and Stalin. The interest in the writings of the founders

The History

of Marxism- Leninism has grown tremendously since the appearance of this
history.

Patriotic War of the Soviet people which culminated in
over Germany and Japan was a new and splendid confirmation of the invincible might of tbe Sovet system and the profound
historical justne>s of its advanced and progressive ide:>log\
Lenin's
writings arm our people with a knowledge of the laws of social
development and teach them to understand tbe complex phenomena in
the life of society. The revolutionary theory of Marxism-Leninism
"gives practical workers the power of orientation, clarity of perspective,
confidence in their work, faith in the victory of our cause" (Stalin).
The two-volume edition of Lenin's selected works includes the following important writings: "What the 'Friends of the People' Are and
How They Fight the Social-Democrats," "The Tasks of the Russian
Social-Democrats," "What Is To Be Done?" "One Step Forward, Two
Steps Back," "Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic
Revolution," "Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism," "The
United States of Europe Slogan," "The War Program of the Proletarian
Revolution," "The Tasks of the Proletariat in the Present Revolution"

The Great

Aictory

.

"The Impending Catastrophe and How To Combat It,"
"The State and Revolution," "The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet
Government," "The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky,"
"'Left- wing* Communism, An Infantile Disorder," "The Tax in Kind,"
(the April Theses),

13
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"On Co-operation,"* and others. Each of these works constitutes a landmark in the history of the Party of Lenin and Stalin and in the development of the Marxist-Leninist theory. In addition, the present two- volume
edition includes Lenin's most important articles on the defence of the
Socialist fatherland, of tremendous importance in the mobilization and
organization of the Soviet people.
In his'book "What the 'Friends of the People' Are and How They Fight
the Social-Democrats" (1894), Lenin thoroughly exposed the true character of the Narodniks, showing that they were false "friends^of the people"

and actually working against the people. He showed that it was the Marxists and not the Narodniks who were the real friends of the people, and
who sincerely wanted to destroy tsarism and rid the people of oppression
of all kind. For the first time Lenin advanced the idea of a revolutionary
alliance of the workers and the peasants as the principal means of overthrowing tsardom, the landlords and the bourgeoisie, and outlined the
main tasks of the Russian Marxists. In this work he pointed out that it
would be the working class of Russia in alliance with the peasantry that
would overthrow tsarism, after which the Russian proletariat in alliance
with the labouring masses would achieve a free life in which there would
be no room for the exploitation of man by man,
In "What Is To Be Done?" (1902) Lenin outlined a concrete organizational plan for the structure of a Marxist Party of the working class.
He completely demolished the theory of "Economism," exposed the ideology of opportunism, and the practice of lagging behind events and allowing them to take their own course. He stressed the importance of theory,
of political consciousness, and of the Party as the guiding force of
the working-class movement. He substantiated the thesis that a Marxist
Party is a union of the working-class movement with Socialism and
gave a brilliant exposition of the ideological foundations of a Marxist
Party.
In his famous book

"One Step Forward, Two

7'

(1904),
Steps Back
Lenin successfully upheld the Party principle against the circle principle,
and the Party against theMenshevik disorganizers, smashed the opportunism of the Mensheviks on questions of organization and laid the organizational foundations of the Bolshevik Party the militant revolutionary
Party of the new type. In this book Lenin, "for the first time in the
history of Marxism, elaborated the doctrine of the Party as the leading
the proletariat, as the principal weapon of the
organization of
proletariat, without which the struggle for the dictatorship of the prole-

be won." (History of the Communist Party of the Soviet
[Bolsheviks], page 51.) "One Step Forward, Two Steps Back"
clear the importance of organization and discipline.
tariat cannot

Union
makes

* Lenin's books
The\ Development of Capitalism in Russia and Materialism

and Empirio- Criticism have been published

as

separate works.

PREFACE
In his historic book,

"Two

15

Tactics of Social-Democracy in the

Demo-

cratic Revolution" (1905) Lenin gave a withering criticism of the pettybourgeois tactical line of the Mensheviks and brilliantly substantiated

the Bolshevik tactics in the bourgeois-democratic revolution and in the
of transition from the bourgeois-democratic revolution to the
Socialist revolution. The fundamental tactical principle of this book is
the idea of the hegemony of the proletariat in the bourgeois-democratic
revolution, the idea that the hegemony of the proletariat in the bourgeois revolution, the proletariat being in alliance with the peasantry >

period

would grow into the hegemony of the proletariat in the Socialist revolution, the proletariat being in alliance with the other labouring and exploited masses.
"This was a new line in the question of the relation between the bourgeois revolution and the Socialist revolution, a new theory of the regrouping of forces around the proletariat, towards the end of the bourgeois
revolution, for a direct transition to the Socialist revolution the theory of
the bourgeois-democratic revolution passing into the Socialist revolution."
Communist Party of the Soviet Union [Bolsheviks], p. 75.)
This book already contains the fundamental elements of Lenin's
theory that it is possible for Socialism to be victorious in one country,

(History of the

taken singly. Its invaluable significance is that it enriched Marxism with
new theory of revolution and laid the foundation for the revolutionary
tactics of the Bolshevik Party with the help of which the proletariat of
our country achieved its victory over capitalism in 1917.
In his work "Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism" (1916)
Lenin makes a Marxist analysis of imperialism, showing that it is the
highest and last stage of capitalism, that it is decaying and moribund capitalism, and at the same time the eve of the Socialist revolution. On the
basis of data on imperialist capitalism, Lenin set forth a new theory
according to which the simultaneous victory of Socialism in all countries
is
impossible, whereas the victory of Socialism in one capitalist country,
taken singly, is possible. Lenin formulates this brilliant deduction in
his article "The United States of Europe Slogan" (1915) and in his "The
War Program of the Proletarian Revolution" (1916).
"This was a new and complete theory of the Socialist revolution, a
theory affirming the possibility of the victory of Socialism in separate
countries, and indicating the conditions of this victory and its prospects...."
a

(History of the

Communist Party

of ike Soviet

Union

[Bolsheviks], p. 169.)

Lenin's April Theses laid down for the Bolshevik Party a brilliant
plan of struggle for the transition from the bourgeois-democratic
revolution to the Socialist revolution.

In his work "The Impending Catastrophe and How To Combat It"
(1917) Lenin warned the working people of Russia of the danger of German
imperialism enslaving our country if the people did not take power into
their own hands and save the country from ruin, Lenin showed that

16
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is impossible in Russia to advance without
advancing towards Socialism/' that an implacable war had placed before our country with
ruthless acuteness the question of "cither perish, or overtake and outas w el Z." The
strip the advanced countries
salvation of our country from destruction, the strengthening of its
defence capacity and the building of Socialism are all closely and indissolubly Interconnected, wrote Lenin. Socialism would transform Russia
economically and create a material base for the mass heroism of the

"it

economically

it would be impossible to make our country
capable of defending itself.
In his book "The State and Revolution" (1917) Lenin laid bare the
bourgeois essence of the views of the opportunists (Kautsky and others)
and the anarchists on the question of the state and the revolution. In this
work Lenin expounds and develops the Marxist theory on the state, the
proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat, on Socialism and Communism. Basing himself on a study of the experience of the
two revolutions in Russia, Lenin set forth the theory of a Republic of
Soviets as the political form of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
In his work "The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government" (1918)
Lenin dealt with the main problems of Socialist construction, accounting
and control in public economy, the establishment of new, Socialist relations of production, the tightening of labour discipline, the development
of Socialist competition, the reinforcement and development of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the alliance of the working class and the peasantry, and the development of proletarian democracy.
In his works written during the period of foreign military intervention
and the Civil War, Lenin gave classical formulations of the tasks of the
people, of the front and rear, in conditions of war.
Lenin demanded of the Soviet men and women in time of war heroism,

people, without which

courage, valour, fearlessness in battle and readiness to fight together with
the people against the enemies of our country. It is the task of the rear,
he wrote, to convert the country into a united military camp and to
work in revolutionary fashion, smoothly and efficiently, under the slogan of "All for the Front." "Since the war has proved unavoidable, everything for the war, and the slightest laxity or lack of energy must be
punished in conformity with wartime laws." Lenin demanded of the
front relentlessness towards the enemy and the consolidation of all
victories that had been won for the complete smashing of the enemy.
"The men, commanders and political instructors of the Red Army," says
Comrade Stalin, "must firmly bear in mind the behests of our teacher
Lenin: 'The first thing is not to be carried away by victory, not to grow
conceited; the second thing is to consolidate the victory; the third thing
is to crush the
opponent.'"
In his works Lenin has given us a profound analysis of the factors
making for the invincibility of the Soviet people and the vitality and

PREFACE
indestructibility of the Soviet state.

"No one

whose workers and peasants have in

17

will ever conquer a people

their majority

realized, felt

and

seen that they are defending their own Soviet government, the government of the toilers, that they are defending a cause whose victory will
ensure them and their children the opportunity to take advantage of all
the blessings of culture, all the creations of man's labour."
In his article "On Co-operation" and in subsequent articles Lenin reviewed the work of the Party and the Soviet government and outlined a
plan for the building of Socialism in the U.S.S.R. by means of industrializing the country and drawing the peasants into Socialist construction

through co-operatives.
The works of Lenin in

this

two-volume edition of

his selected

works

show the main stages in the historic development of Bolshevism, show
Marxism-Leninism in action.
Seven articles by Stalin serve as an introduction to Lenin's writings.
In them Stalin gives an unusually powerful and vivid picture of Lenin
one of the greatest geniuses of mankind, the leader of the Bolshevik
Party and the working class, a fearless revolutionary, organizer of the
Great October Socialist Revolution, builder of the first Socialist state
in the world and of the new, Socialist society. Lenin is "a leader of the
highest rank, a mountain eagle, who knew no fear in the struggle and
who boldly led the Party forward along the unexplored paths of the
Russian revolutionary movement." (Stalin.)
Stalin describes Lenin as the great patriot of our country, a brilliant
strategist and organizer of the defence of the Socialist fatherland against
as

foreign invaders.
All the works included in these two volumes are given in full with the
exception of "What the 'Friends of the People* Are and How They Fight
the Social-Democrats," of which only the first part is given.
In the main the material in these volumes is arranged in chronological
order, the exception being the first group of articles, which deal with
Marx and Marxism. The contents have been divided into historical periods,
as given in The History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
{Bolsheviks). The first volume contains Lenin's writings in the period
1894 to March 1917, while the second volume as from April 1917 to
March 1923.

The second and third editions of Lenin's Collected Works have been
used throughout as the sources of the material printed here except for
"What the 'Friends of the People' Are and How They Fight the SocialDemocrats" and the "The Tasks of the Russian Social-Democrats," taken
from the fourth edition, the articles written in 1917, taken from the threevolume edition of Lenin, Collected Works of 1917, the "Letter to the Tula
Comrades," from the Lenin Miscellany, Vol. XXXIV; the appeal "The
Socialist Fatherland Is in Dangerl" from the book: V. I. Lenin, From
the Civil War Period, the telegram "To All Provincial and Uyezd Soviet
2-686
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Deputies," from the text published in Pravda, No. 54, February 23,
1942, the appeal "Beware of Spies I" from the text published in Pravda,
No. 116, May 31, 1919; the letter of the Central Committee of the Russian
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) "All Out for the Fight against Denikin!"

from the separate pamphlet published in 1933.
In addition to the date of writing and publication, the
collection are accompanied

by brief explanatory

notes.

articles in this

Lenin's notes are

given without comment. Notes by the editors of this two-volume edition
are signed "EdS* The dates in the text and in Lenin's notes conform
with the style of calendar used by Lenin.
Lenin's Two-Volume Edition of Selected Works is an indispensible
reference book for everyone who is studying The History of the Communist Party of the Sovie* Union (Bolsheviks) and the foundations of
Marxism -Leninism
.
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ON THE DEATH OF LENIN
A SPEECH DELIVERED

AT THE SECOND ALL-UNION CONGRESS OF SOVIETS
JANUARY 26, 1924

Comrades, we Communists are people of a special mould. We are made
special stuff. We are those who form the army of the great proletarian strategist, the army of Comrade Lenin. There is nothing higher than
the honour of belonging to this army. There is nothing higher than the
title of member of the Party whose founder and leader was Comrade Lenin.
It is not given to everyone to be a member of such a party. It is not given
to everyone to withstand the stresses and storms that accompany membership in such a party. It is the sons of the working class, the sons of want
and struggle, the sons of incredible privation and heroic effort who before
all should be members of such a party. That is why the Party of the
Leninists, the Party of the Communists, is also called the Party of the
working class.

of a

Departing from us, Comrade Lenin adjured us to hold high and
guard the purity of the great title of member of the Party. We vow
to you, Comrade Lenin, that we will fulfil your behest with credit!

For twenty- five years Comrade Lenin moulded our Party and finally
trained it to be the strongest and most highly steeled workers' party in
the world. The blows of tsardom and its henchmen, the fury of the bourgeoisie and the landlords, the armed attacks of Kolchak and Denikin,
the armed intervention of England and France, the lies and slanders
of the hundred- mouthed bourgeois press all these scorpions constantly
chastised our Party for a quarter of a century. But our Party stood firm
as a rock, repelling the countless blows of the enemy and leading the
working class forward, to victory. In fierce battle our Party forged the
unity and solidarity of its ranks. And by unity and solidarity it achieved
victory over the enemies of the working class.
Departing from us, Comrade Lenin adjured us to guard the
unity of our Party as the apple of our eye. We, vow to you, Comrade
Lenin, that this behest, too, we will fulfil with credit!
21
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Burdensome and intolerable has been the lot of the working class.
Painful and grievous have been the sufferings of the labouring people.
Slaves and slaveholders, serfs and sires, peasants and landlords, workers
and capitalists, oppressed and oppressors so the world has been built
from time immemorial, and so it remains to this day in the vast majority of countries. Scores, nay, hundreds of times in the course of the centuries have the labouring people striven to throw off the oppressors from their
backs an3 to become the masters of their own destiny. But each time,
defeated and disgraced, they have been forced to retreat, harboring in
their breasts resentment and humiliation, anger and despair, and lifting

up

their eyes to

an inscrutable heaven where they hoped to find deliver-

The chains of slavery remained intact, or the old chains were replaced by new ones, equally burdensome and degrading. Ours is the only
ance.

country where the crushed and oppressed labouring masses have succeeded
in throwing off the rule of the landlords and capitalists and replacing
it by the rule of the workers and
peasants. You know, comrades, and the
whole world now admits it, that this gigantic struggle was led by Comrade Lenin and his Party. The greatness of Lenin lies before all in this,
that by creating the Republic of Soviets he gave a practical demonstration to the oppressed masses of the world that hope of deliverance is not
lost, that the rule of the landlords and capitalists is short-lived, that the
kingdom of labour can be created by the efforts of the labouring people
themselves, and ttiat the kingdom of labour must be created not in heaven,
but on earth. He thus fired the hearts of the workers and peasants of the
whole world with the hope of liberation. This explains why Lenin's name
has become the name most beloved of the labouring and exploited masses.
Departing from, us, Comrade Lenin adjured us

Comrade

the

dictatorship of the proletariat.
Lenin, that we will spare no effort to

strengthen

to

guard and

We vow
fulfil

this

to

you,

behest,

too, with credit!

dictatorship of the proletariat was established in our country
the basis of an alliance between the workers and peasants. This is the
prime and fundamental basis of the Republic of Soviets. The workers

The

on

and peasants could not have vanquished the capitalists and landlords
without such an alliance. The workers could not have defeated the capitalists without the support of the peasants. The peasants could not have
defeated the landlords without the leadership of the workers. This is
borne out by the whole history of the civil war in our country. But the
struggle to consolidate the Soviet Republic is by no means at an end it
has only taken on a new form. Before, the alliance of the workers and
peasants took the form of a military alliance, because it was directed
against Kolchak and Denikin. Now, the alliance of the workers and peasants
must assume the form of economic co-operation between town and country,
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between workers and peasants, because it is directed against the merchant
and the kulak, and its aim is the mutual supply by peasants and workers
of all they require. You know that nobody worked for this more persistently than Comrade Lenin.
Departing from us, Comrade, Lenin adjured us to strengthen
with all our might the alliance of the workers and the peasants. We
vow to you, Comrade Lenin, that this behest, too 9 we will fulfil

with credit!

A

second basis of the Republic of Soviets is the alliance of the labourour country. Russians and Ukrainians, Bashkirs
and Byelorussians, Georgians and Azerbaijanians, Armenians and Daghestanians, Tatars and Kirghiz, Uzbeks and Turkmans are all equally
interested in strengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat. Not only
does the dictatorship of the proletariat deliver these nations from chains
and oppression, but these nations for their part deliver our Soviet Republic from the intrigues and assaults of the enemies of the working class
by their supreme devotion to the Soviet Republic and their readiness
ing nationalities of

to make sacrifices for it. That is why Comrade Lenin untiringly urged
upon us the necessity of maintaining the voluntary union of the nations
of our country, the necessity for fraternal co-operation between them
within the framework of the Union of Republics.

Departing from

and extend

the

Union

that this behest > too,

us,

Comrade Lenin adjuitd us to consolidate
We vow to you, Comrade Lenin,

of Republics.

we will

fulfil with credit!

A third basis of the dictatorship of the proletariat is our Red Army
and Red Navy. More than once did Lenin impress upon us that the respite we had won from the capitalist states might prove a short one. Moie
than once did Lenin point out to us that the strengthening of the Red Army
and the improvement of its condition is one of the most important tasks
of our Party. The events connected with Curzon's ultimatum and the crisis in Germany once more confirmed that, as always, Lenin was right.
Let us vow then, comrades, that we will spare no effort to strengthen
our Red Army and our Red Navy.
Like a vast rock, our country towers amid an ocean of bourgeois states.
Wave after wave dashes against it, threatening to submerge it and crumble
it to
pieces. But the rock stands solid and firm. Where lies its strength?
Not only in the fact that our country rests on an alliance of workers
and peasants, that it embodies an alliance of free nationalities, that it
is
protected by the strong arm of the Red Army and the Red Navy. The
strength, the firmness, the solidity of our country is due to the profound
sympathy and unfailing support it finds in the hearts of the workers and
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peasants of the whole world. The workers and peasants of the whole world
want the Soviet Republic to be preserved, as a bolt shot by the sure hand
of Comrade Lenin into the camp of the enemy, as the pillar of their hopes
of deliverance from oppression and exploitation, as a reliable beacon
pointing the path to their emancipation. They want to preserve it, and they
will not allow the landlords and capitalists to destroy it. Therein lies
our strength. Therein lies the strength of the working people of all countries.
And therein lies the weakness of the bourgeoisie all over the world.
Lenin never regarded the Republic of Soviets as an end in itself.
To him it was always a link needed to strengthen the chain of the revolutionary movement in the countries of the West and the East, a link
needed to facilitate the victory of the working people of the whole world
over capitalism. Lenin knew that this was the only right conception,
both from the international standpoint and from the standpoint of
preserving the Soviet Republic itself. Lenin knew that this alone could
fire the working people of the world to fight the decisive battles for their
emancipation. That is why, on the very morrow of the establishment of
the dictatorship of the proletariat, this most brilliant of all leaders of the
proletariat laid the foundation of the workers' International. That is
why he never tired of extending and strengthening the union of the working people of the whole world the Communist International.
You have seen during the past few days the pilgrimage of scores and
hundreds of thousands of working folk to the bier of Comrade Lenin. Soon
you will see the pilgrimage of representatives of millions of working
people to the tomb of Comrade Lenin. You need not doubt that the representatives of millions will be followed by representatives of scores and
hundreds of millions from all parts of the earth, come to testify that
Lenin was the leader not only of the Russian proletariat, not only of the
European workers, not only of the colonial East, but of all the working
people of the globe.

Departing from us, Comrade Lenin adjured us
ful to the

principles of the

to

remain

faith"
to

Communist International. We vow

you, Comrade Lenin, that' we will not spare our lives to strengthen
and extend the union of the toilers of the whole world the

Communist International!
Pravda No. 23,
January 30, 1924

LENIN AS THE ORGANIZER AND LEADER
OF THE RUSSIAN COMMUNIST PARTY
WRITTEN ON THE OCCASION OF LENIN'S FIFTIETH BIRTHDAY
There are two groups of Marxists. Both work under the flag of Marxism and consider themselves "genuine" Marxists. Nevertheless, they
are by no means identical. More, a veritable gulf divides them, for their
methods of work are diametrically opposed to each other.
The first group usually confines itself to an outward acceptance, to
a ceremonial avowal of Marxism. Being unable or unwilling to grasp
the essence of Marxism, being unable or unwilling to translate it into
reality, it converts the living and revolutionary principles of Marxism
into lifeless and meaningless formulas. It does not base its activities on
experience, on what practical work teaches, but on quotations from Marx.
It does not derive its instructions and directions from an analysis of
actual realities, but from analogies and historical parallels. Discrepancy
between word and deed is the chief malady of this group. Hence that
disillusionment and perpetual grudge against fate which time and again
betrays it and leaves it "with its nose out of joint." This group is known
as the Mensheviks (in Russia), or opportunists (in Europe). Comrade

Tyszka (Yogisches) described this group very aptly at the London
Congress when he said that it does not stand by, but lies down on the
Marxist view.
The second group, on the other hand, attaches prime importance not
to the outward acceptance of Marxism, but to its realization, its translation into reality. What this group chiefly concentrates its attention on
to determine the ways and means of realizing Marxism that best answer the situation, and to change these ways and means as the situation
changes. It does not derive its directions and instructions from historical analogies and parallels, but from a study of surrounding conditions.
is

It does not base its activities on quotations and maxims, but on practical experience, testing every step by experience, learning from its mis-

takes and teaching others how to build a new life. This, in fact, explains
there is no discrepancy between word and deed in the activities of
this
group, and why the teachings of Marx completely retain their living,

why
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revolutionary force. To this group may be fully applied Marx's saying
that Marxists cannot rest content with interpreting the world, but must
go farther and change it. This group is known as the Bolsheviks, the

Communists.

The

organizer and leader of this group

is

V.

I.

Lenin.

LENIN AS THE ORGANIZER OF THE RUSSIAN
COMMUNIST PARTY
The formation of

the proletarian party in Russia took place under
conditions
differing from those prevailing in the
special conditions,
West at the time the workers' parties were formed there. Whereas in the
West, in France and in Germany, the workers' party emerged from the
trade unions at a time when trade unions and parties were legal, when the

bourgeois revolution had already been made,

when

bourgeois parliaments

existed, when the bourgeoisie, having climbed into power, found itself
face to face with the proletariat, in Russia, on the contrary, the formation
of the proletarian party took place under a most ferocious absolutism,

in expectation of a bourgeois-democratic revolution; at a time when, on
the one hand, the Party organizations were filled to overflowing with
bourgeois "legal Marxists "who were thirsting to utilize the working class
for the bourgeois revolution, and when, on the other, the tsarist gendarmerie were robbing the Party's ranks of its best workers, while the growth
of a spontaneous revolutionary movement called for the existence of a
steadfast, compact and sufficiently secret fighting core of revolutionaries,
capable of leading the movement for the overthrow of absolutism.
The task was to separate the sheep from the goats, to dissociate oneself from alien elements, to organize cadres of experienced revolutionaries
in the localities, to provide them with a clear program and firm tactics,
and, lastly, to form these cadres into a single, militant organization of
professional revolutionaries, sufficiently secret to withstand the onslaughts of the gendarmes, and at the same time sufficiently connected
with the masses to lead them into battle at the required moment.
The Mensheviks, the people who "lie down" on the Marxist view,
settled the question very simply: inasmuch as the workers' party in the
West had emerged from non-party trade unions fighting for the improvement of the economic conditions of the working class, the same, as far
as possible, should be the case in Russia; that is, the "economic struggle
of the workers against the employers and the government" in the various
localities was enough for the time being, no all- Russian militant organ.
ization should be created, and later .
well, later, if trade unions
.
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did not arise by that time, a non-party labour congress should be called
and proclaimed the party.
That this "Marxist" "plan" of the Mensheviks, Utopian though it was
under Russian conditions, would entail extensive agitational work designed to disparage the very idea of party, to destroy the Party cadres,
to leave the proletariat without a party and to surrender the working class
to the tender mercies of the liberals, the Mensheviks, and perhaps a good
many Bolsheviks too, hardly suspected at the time.
It was an immense service that Lenin rendered the Russian proletariat
and its Party by exposing the utter danger of the Mensheviks' "plan"
of organization at a time when this "plan" was still in the germ, when
even its authors perceived its outlines with difficulty, and, having exposed it, opening a furious attack on the license of the Mensheviks in matters of organization and concentrating the whole attention of the militants
on this question. For the very existence of the Party was at stake; it was
a matter of life or death for the Party.
The plan that Lenin developed in his famous books, What Is To Be
D>ne? and One Step Forward, Two Steps Back, was to establish an allRussian political newspaper as a rallying centre of Party forces, to organize staunch Party cadres in the localities as "regular units" of the
Party, to gather these cadres into one entity through the medium of the
newspaper, and to unite them into an all- Russian militant party with
sharply-defined limits, with a clear program, firm tactics and a single
will. The merit of this plan lay in the fact that it fully conformed to
Russian realities, and that it generalized in a masterly fashion the organizational experience of the best of the militants. In the struggle for this
plan, the majority of the Russian militants resolutely sided with Lenin
and did not shrink from the prospect of a split. The victory of this plan
laid the foundation for that closely-welded and steeled Communist Party
of which there is no equal in the world.
Our comrades (and not only the Mensheviks!) often accused Lenin of
an extreme fondness for controversy and splits, of being relentless in his
struggle against conciliators and so on. At times this was undoubtedly
the case. But it will be easily understood that our Party could not have
rid itself of internal weakness and diffuseness, that it could not have attained

its

characteristic vigour and strength

if it

had not expelled non-pro-

letarian, opportunist elements from its midst. In the epoch of bourgeois
rule, a proletarian party can grow and gain strength only to the extent

that it combats the opportunist, anti-revolutionary and anti-Party elements
in its own midst and within the working class. Lassalle was right when

he said:

"A

party becomes stronger by purging itself."

The

accusers usu-

ally cited the German party, where "unity" at that time flourished. But,
in the first
place, not every kind of unity is a sign of strength, and secondly,
one has only to glance at the late German party, now rent into three parties, to realize the utter falsity and fictitiousncss of "unity" between
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Scheidemann and Noske, on the one hand, and Liebknecht and Luxemburg, on the other. And who knows whether it would not have been better for the German proletariat if the revolutionary elements of the German party had split away from its anti-revolutionary elements in time. . * .
No, Lenin was a thousand times right in leading the Party along the path
of irreconcilable struggle against the anti-Party and anti-revolutionary
elements., For it was only because of such a policy of organization that
our Party was able to create that internal unity and astonishing cohesion
which enabled it to emerge unscathed from the July crisis during the
Kerensky regime, to bear the brunt of the October uprising, to pass
through the crisis of the Brest-Litovsk period unshaken, to organize the
victory over the Entente, and, lastly, to acquire that unparalleled flexibility which permits it at any moment to reform its ranks and to concentrate
hundreds of thousands of its members on any big task without causing
confusion in its midst.

LENIN AS THE LEADER OF THE RUSSIAN
COMMUNIST PARTY
But the merits of the Russian Communist Party in the field of organization are only one aspect of the matter. The Party could not have gro\vn
and fortified itself so quickly if the political content of its work, its program
and tactics had not conformed to Russian realities, if its slogans had not
fired the worker masses and had not impelled the revolutionary movement forward. We shall now deal with this aspect.
The Russian bourgeois-democratic revolution (1905) took place under
conditions differing from those that prevailed during the revolutionary
upheavals in the West, in France and Germany, for example. Whereas
the revolution in the West took place in the period of manufacture and
of an undeveloped class struggle, when the proletariat was weak and
numerically small and did not have its own party to formulate its demands,
and when the bourgeoisie was sufficiently revolutionary to win the confidence of the workers and peasants and to lead them in the struggle
against the aristocracy, in Russia, on the other hand, the revolution
began (1905) in the period of machine industry and of a developed class
struggle, when the Russian proletariat, relatively numerous and welded
together by capitalism, had already fought a number of battles with the
bourgeoisie, had its own party, which was more united than the bour
its own class demands, and when the Russian bourgeoisie,
which, moreover, subsisted on government contracts, was sufficiently
scared by the revolutionary temper of the proletariat to seek an alliance
with the government and the landlords against the workers and peasants.

geois party, and
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The

fact that the Russian revolution broke out as a result of the
military
defeats suffered on the fields of Manchuria only accelerated events with-

out essentially altering them.

The situation demanded that the proletariat should take the lead
of the revolution, rally the revolutionary peasants and
wage a determined fight against tsardom and the bourgeoisie simultaneously, with a
view to establishing complete democracy in the country and
ensuring
its

own

class interests.

But theMensheviks, the people who

"lie down" on the Marxist view,
settled the question in their own fashion: inasmuch as the Russian revolution was a bourgeois revolution, and inasmuch as it was the
representatives of the bourgeoisie that lead
bourgeois revolutions (see the "history"
of the French and German revolutions), the
proletariat could not exercise the hegemony in the Russian revolution, the
leadership should be
left to the Russian
bourgeoisie (which was betraying the revolution);
the peasantry should also be left under the
tutelage of the bourgeoisie,

while the proletariat should remain an extreme Left opposition.
And this vulgar rehash of the tunes of the wretched liberals the
Mensheviks passed off as the last word in "genuine" Marxism!
It was an immense service that Lenin rendered the Russian revolution
by utterly exposing the futility of the Mensheviks' historical parallels and
the danger of the Menshevik "scheme of revolution" which would surrender the cause of the workers to the tender mercies of the
bourgeoisie. The
tactical plan which Lenin
developed in his famous pamphlets, Two Tactics
and The Victory of the Cadets , was as follows: a
revolutionary- democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, instead of the dictatorship
of the bourgeoisie; boycott of the
Bulygin Duma and armed uprising,
instead of participating in the Duma and
carrying on organic work
within it; the idea of a "Left bloc," when the Duma was after all convened, and the utilization of the Duma tribune for the struggle waged
outside the Duma, instead of a Cadet
Ministry and the reactionary
"cherishing" of the Duma; a fight against the Cadet Party as a counterrevolutionary force, instead of forming a "bloc" with it.
The merit of this plan was that it bluntly and decisively formulated the
class demands of the
proletariat in the epoch of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution in Russia, facilitated the transition to the Socialist revolution,
and bore within itself the germ of the idea of the
dictatorship of the proletariat. The
majority of the Russian militants resolutely and unswervingly
followed Lenin in the struggle for this tactical
plan. The victory of this
plan laid the foundation for those revolutionary tactics with whose help

our Party is now
shaking the foundations of world imperialism.
The subsequent development of events the four years of imperialist war
and the shattering of the whole economic life of the country; the February
Revolution and the celebrated dual power; the Provisional Government,
which was a hotbed of bourgeois counter-revolution, and the Petrograd
:
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Soviet, which was the form of the incipient proletarian dictatorship; the
October Revolution and the dispersal of the Constituent Assembly; the
abolition of bourgeois parliamentarism and the proclamation of the Republic of Soviets; the transformation of the imperialist war into a civil war and
the offensive of world imperialism, in conjunction with the pseudo-Marxists, against the proletarian revolution; and, lastly, the pitiable position
of the Mgnsheviks, who clung to the Constituent Assembly and who were
thrown overboard by the proletariat and driven by the waves of revolution
all this only confirmed the correctness of
to the shores of capitalism
the principles of the revolutionary tactics formulated by Lenin in his
Two Tactics. A Party with such a heritage could sail boldly forward, fear*
less of submerged rocks.

In these days of proletarian revolution, when every Party slogan and
every utterance of a leader is tested in action, the proletariat makes special demands of its leaders. History knows of proletarian leaders who were
leaders in times of storm, practical leaders, self-sacrificing and courageous,
but who were weak in theory. The names of such leaders are not soon forgotten by the masses. Such, for example, were Lassalle in Germany and Blanqui in France. But the movement as a whole cannot live on reminiscences
it must have a clear goal (a
program), and a firm line (tactics).
There is another type of leader peace-time leaders, who are strong in
theory, but weak in questions of organization and practical affairs. Such
leaders are popular only among an upper layer of the proletariat, and then

alone:

only up to a certain point; when times of revolution set in, when practical
revolutionary slogans are demanded of the leaders, the theoreticians quit
the stage and give way to new men. Such, for example, were Plekhanov in
Russia and Kautsky in Germany.
To retain the post of leader of the proletarian revolution and of the proletarian party, one must combine strength of theory with experience in the
practical organization of the proletarian movement. P. Axelrod, when he
was a Marxist, wrote of Lenin that he "happily combines the experience of
a good practical worker, a theoretical education and a broad political outlook" (see P. Axelrod *s preface to Lenin's pamphlet: The Tasks of the Russian Social- Democrats'). What Mr. Axelrod, the ideologist of "civilized"
capitalism, would say now about Lenin, is not difficult to guess. But we who
know Lenin well and can judge dispassionately have no doubt that Lenin
has fully retained this old quality. It is here, incidentally, that one must
seek the reason why it is Lenin, and no. one else, who is today the leader of
the strongest and most highly tempered proletarian party in the world.
Pravda No. 86,
April 23, 1920

LENIN
SPEECH DELIVERED AT A MEMORIAL MEETING
OF THE KREMLIN MILITARY SCHOOL
JANUARY 28, 1924
I am told that you have arranged a Lenin memorial meeting
and that I have been invited as one of the speakers. I believe
there is no need for me to deliver a set speech on Lenin's activities. It would
be better, I think, to confine myself to a few facts to bring out certain of
Lenin's characteristics as a man and a statesman. There may perhaps be no
inherent connection between these facts, but that is of no vital importance
as far as gaining a general idea of Lenin is concerned. At any rate, I am unable on this occasion to do more than what I have just promised.

Comrades,

this evening,

A MOUNTAIN EAGLE
I first became acquainted with Lenin in 1903. True, it was not a
personal
acquaintance; it was maintained by correspondence. But it made an indelible impression upon me, one which has never left me throughout all my
work in the Party. I was in exile in Siberia at the time. My knowledge of
Lenin's revolutionary activities since the end of the 'nineties, and especially after 1901, after the appearance of Iskra, had convinced me that in
Lenin we had a man of extraordinary calibre. I did not regard him as a mere
leader of the Party, but as its actual founder, for he alone understood the
inner essence and urgent needs of our Party. When I compared him with
the other leaders of our Party, it always seemed to me that he was head and
shoulders above his colleagues Plekhanov, Martov, Axelrod and the
others; that, compared with them, Lenin was not just one of the leaders,
but a leader of the highest rank, a mountain eagle, who knew no fear in the
struggle and who boldly led the Party forward along the unexplored paths
of the Russian revolutionary movement. This impression took such a deep
hold of me that I felt impelled to write about it to a close friend of mine who
was living as a political exile abroad, requesting him to give me his optn-
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when I was already in exile in Siberia this was at
received an enthusiastic letter from my friend and a

later,

the end of 1903

I

simple, but profoundly expressive letter from Lenin, to whom, it appeared,
my friend had shown my letter. Lenin's note was comparatively short, but
it contained a bold and fearless criticism of the practical work of our Party,
and a remarkably clear and concise account of the entire plan of work of the
Party in the immediate future. Only Lenin could write of the most intricate things so simply and clearly, so concisely and boldly that every sentence did not so much speak as ring like a rifle shot. This simple and bold
letter strengthened my opinion that Lenin was the mountain eagle of our
Party. I cannot forgive myself for having, from the habit of an old under-

ground worker, consigned

this letter

of Lenin's, like

many

other letters, to

the flames.

My

acquaintance with Lenin dates from that time.

MODESTY
I first met Lenin in December 1905 at the Bolshevik conference in
Tammerfors (Finland). I was hoping to see the mountain eagle of our Party,
the great man, great not only politically, but, if you will, physically, because in my imagination I pictured Lenin as a giant, stately and imposing.
What, then, was my disappointment to see a most ordinary- looking man,
below average height, in no way, literally in no way, distinguishable from

ordinary mortals.
It

is

.

.

.

accepted as the usual thing for a "great

man"

to

come

late to meet-

ings so that the assembly may await his appearance with bated breath; and
then, just before the great man enters, the warning whisper goes up:

"Hush!

.

.

.

Silence!

.

.

.

He's coming." This

rite

did not seem to

me

superfluous, because it creates an impression, inspires respect. What,
then, was my disappointment to learn that Lenin had arrived at the
conference before the delegates, h^d settled himself somewhere in a corner,
and was unassumingly carrying on a conversation, a most ordinary con-

versation with the most ordinary delegates at the conference. I will not
conceal from you that at that time this seemed to me to be rather a violation of certain essential rules.

Only later did I realize that this simplicity and modesty, this striving
to remain unobserved, or, at least, not to make himself conspicuous and not
to emphasize his high position that this feature was one of Lenin's strongest points as the new leader of the new masses, of the simple and ordinary
masses, of the very "rank and file" of humanity.

LENIN

FORCE OF LOGIC
The two speeches Lenin delivered at this conference were remarkable:
one was on the political situation and the other on the agrarian question.
Unfortunately, they have not been preserved. They were inspired, and they
roused the whole conference to a pitch of stormy enthusiasm. The extraordinary power of conviction, the simplicity and clarity of argument, the
brief and easily understandable sentences, the absence of affectation,
of dizzy ing gestures and theatrical phrases aiming for effect all this made
Lenin's speech a favourable contrast to the speeches of the usual "parlia-

mentary" orator.
But what captivated me at the time was not these features of Lenin's
speeches. I was captivated by that irresistible force of logic in them which,
although somewhat terse, thoroughly overpowered his audience, gradually
electrified it, and then, as the saying goes, captivated it completely. I remember that many of the delegates said: "The logic of Lenin's speeches is
like a mighty tentacle which seizes you on all sides as in a vise and from
whose grip you are powerless to tear yourself away: you must either surrender or make up your mind to utter defeat."
I think that this characteristic of Lenin's speeches was the strongest
feature of his art as an orator.

NO WHINING
The second time I met Lenin \v-as in 1906 at the Stockholm Congress of
our Party. You know that the Bolsheviks were in the minority at this congress and suffered defeat. This was the first time I saw Lenin in the role of
the vanquished. But he was not a jot like those leaders who whine and lose
heart when beaten. On the contrary, defeat transformed Lenin into a
spring of compressed energy which inspired his followers for new battles
was defeated. But was it defeat?
Stockholm Con*
Plekhanov, Axelrod, Martov and the rest. They had little of the apgress
pearance of real victors, for Lenin's implacable criticism of Menshevism
had not left one whole bone in their body, so to speak. I remember that we,
the Bolshevik delegates, huddled together in a group, gazing at Lenin and
asking his advice. The talk of some of the delegates betrayed a note of weariness and dejection. I recall that Lenin bitingly replied through clenched
teeth: "Don't whine, comrades, we are bound to win, for we are right." Hatred of the whining intellectual, faith in our own strength, confidence
in victory
that is what Lenin impressed upon us. It was felt that the
Bolsheviks' defeat was temporary, that they were bound to win in the
and for future victory.

You had only

early future*

3-686

1

said that Lenin

to look at his opponents, the victors at the
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"No whining over defeat" this was a feature of Lenin's activities that
helped him to weld together an army faithful to the end and confident of
its

strength.

NO CONCEIT
At

the next Congress, held in 1907 in London, the Bolsheviks were vicwas the first time I saw Lenin in the role of vie tor .Victory
usually turns the heads of leaders and makes them haughty and conceited.
They begin inmost cases by celebrating their victory and resting on their
torious. This

Lenin did not resemble such leaders one jot. On the contrary, it was
he was most vigilant and cautious. I recall that Lenin
insistently impressed on the delegates: "The first thing is not to be carried
laurels.

after a victory that

victory, not to grow conceited; the second thing is to consolidate
the victory; the third thing is to crush the opponent, for he has been defeated, but by no means crushed." He poured withering scorn on those delegates who frivolously asserted: "It is all over with the Mensheviks now."
He had no difficulty in showing that the Mensheviks still had roots in the
labour movement, that they had to be fought with skill, and that all overestimation of one 'sown strength and, especially, all underestimation of the
strength of the adversary had to be avoided.
"No conceit in victory" this was a feature of Lenin's character that
helped him soberly to weigh the strength of the enemy and to insure the

away by

Party against possible surprises.

FIDELITY TO PRINCIPLE
Party leaders cannot but prize the opinion of the majority of their party.
is a power with which a leader cannot but reckon. Lenin understood this no less than any other party leader. But Lenin never was a captive of the majority, especially when that majority had no basis of principle. There have been times in the history of our Party when the opinion
of the majority or the momentary interests of the Party conflicted with the
fundamental interests of the proletariat. On such occasions Lenin would never hesitate and resolutely took his stand on principle as against the majority of the Party. Moreover, he did not fear on such occasions literally to
stand alone against all, considering as he would often say that "a
policy of principle is the only correct policy."

A majority

Particularly characteristic in this respect are the two following facts.
First fact. This was in the period 1909-11, when the Party had been
smashed by the counter-revolution and was in a state of complete disintegration. It was a period of disbelief in the Party, of wholesale desertion from
the Party, not only

by the

intellectuals,

but partly even by the workers;

it
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a period when the necessity for a secret organization was be ing denied,
a period of Liquidatorism and collapse. Not only the Mensheviks, but even
the Bolsheviks consisted of a number of factions and trends, which for the
know that it
most part were severed from the working-class movement.
was at this period that the idea arose of completely liquidating the secret
party and of organizing the workers into a legally-sanctioned, liberal, Stolypin party. Lenin at that time was the only one not to succumb to the
general contagion and to hold aloft the Party banner assembling the scattered and shatteredforces of the Party with astonishing patience and extraordinary persistence, combating each and every anti-Party trend within the

was

We

wofking-class movement and defending the Party idea with unusual courage
and unparalleled perseverance.
We know that in this fight for the Party idea, Lenin later proved the
victor.

Second fact. This was the period 1914-17, when the imperialist war was in
swing, and when all, or nearly all, the Social-Democratic and Socialist parties had succumbed to the general
patriotic frenzy and placed them-

full

selves at the service of the imperialism of their respective countries. It was
a period when the Second International had hauled down its colours to

when even people like Plekhanov, Kautsky, Guesde and the
were unable to withstand the tide of chauvinism. Lenin at that time
was the only one, or nearly the only one, to wage a determined struggle
against social-chauvinism and social-pacifism, to denounce the treachery
of theGuesdes and Kautskys, and to stigmatize the half-heartedness of the
betwixt-and-between "revolutionaries." Lenin knew that he was backed by
only an insignificant minority, but to him this was not of decisive moment
for he knew that the only correct policy with a future before it was the policy of consistent internationalism, that the only correct policy was one of
capitalism,
rest

principle.

We know

that in this fight for a

new International Lenin proved the

victor.

"A policy of principle is the only correct policy" this was the formula
with which Lenin took "impregnable" positions by assault and won over
the best elements of the proletariat to revolutionary Marxism.

FAITH IN THE MASSES
Theoreticians and leaders of parties, men who are acquainted with the
history of nations and who have studied the history of revolutions from
beginning to end, are sometimes afflicted by an unsavoury disease.
This disease is called fear of the masses, disbelief in the creative power
of the masses. This sometimes gives rise in the leaders to an aristocratic
attitude towards the masses, who although they may not be versed in the
3*
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history of revolutions are destined to destroy the old order and build the
new. This aristocratic attitude is due to a fear that the elements may break
loose, that the masses may "destroy too much"; it is due to a desire to play
the part of a mentor who tries to teach the masses from books, but who is
averse to learning from the masses.
Lenin was the very antithesis of such leaders. I do not know of any revolutionary who had so profound a faith in the creative power of the proletariat and in the revolutionary fitness of its class instinct as Lenin. I do not
know of any revolutionary who could scourge the smug critics of the "chaos
of revolution" and the "riot of unauthorized actions of the masses" so
ruthlessly as Lenin. I recall that when in the course of a conversation one
comrade said that "the revolution should be followed by normal order,"
Lenin sarcastically remarked: "It is a regrettable thing when people who

would be revolutionaries

forget that the most normal order in history

is

revolutionary order."
Hence, Lenin's contempt for all who superciliously looked down on the
masses and tried to teach them from books. And hence, Lenin's constant
precept: learn from the masses, try to comprehend their actions, carefully
study the practical experience of the struggle of the masses.
Faith in the creative power of the masses this was the feature of
Lenin's activities which enabled him to comprehend the elemental forces
and to direct their movement into the channel of the proletarian
revolution.

THE GENIUS OF REVOLUTION
Lenin was born for revolution. He was, in truth, the genius of revolutionary outbreaks'and a supreme master of the art of revolutionary leadership. Never did he feel so free and happy as in times of revolutionary upheavals I do not mean by this that Lenin equally approved of all revolution*
ary upheavals, or that he was in favour of revolutionary outbreaks at all
times and under all circumstances. Not at all. What I do mean is that never
was Lenin's brilliant insight displayed so fully and conspicuously as in
times of revolutionary outbreak. During revolutionary upheavals he literally blossomed forth, became a seer, divined the movement of classes
and the probable zigzags of revolution as if they lay in the palm of his hand.
It used to be said with good reason in our Party circles: "Lenin swims in the
tide of revolution like a fish in water."
Hence, the "amazing" clarity of Lenin's tactical slogans and the
"astounding" boldness of his revolutionary plans.
I recall two facts which are particularly characteristic of this feature of
Lenin.
First fact. It was in the period just prior to the October Revolution,
when millions of workers, peasants and soldiers, driven by the crisis in the
.
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rear and at the front, were demanding peace and liberty; when the generals
and the bourgeoisie were working for a military dictatorship for the sake
of "war to a finish"; when so-called "public opinion" and the so-called

"Socialist parties" were inimical to the Bolsheviks and were branding
them as "German spies"; when Kerensky was trying already with some
to drive the Bolshevik Party underground; and when the still
success
powerful and disciplined armies of the Austro-German coalition stood

confronting our weary, disintegrating armies, while the West-European
"Socialists" lived in blissful

with

alliance

their

governments for the

."
sake of "war to a victorious finish.
What did starting an uprising at such a moment mean? Starting an uprising in such a situation meant staking everything. But Lenin did not
fear the risk, for he knew, he saw with his prophetic eye, that an uprising
was inevitable, that it would win; that an uprising in Russia would pave
the way for the termination of the imperialist war, that it would rouse the
worn-out masses of the
est, that it would transform the imperialist war
into a civil war; that the uprising would usher in a Republic of Soviets, and
that the Republic of Soviets would serve as a bulwark for the revolutionary
movement all over the world.
We know that Lenin's revolutionary foresight was subsequently confirmed with unparalleled fidelity.
Second fact. It was in the very first days of the October Revolution,
when the Council of People's Commissars was trying to compel General
Dukhonin, the mutinous Commander- in-Chief, to terminate hostilities and
to start negotiations for an armistice with the Germans. I recall that
Lenin, Krylenko (the future Commander- in-Chief) and I went to General
Headquarters in Petrograd to negotiate with Dukhonin over the direct wire.
.

W

.

r

It was a ghastly moment. Dukhonin and General Headquarters categorically
refused to obey the orders of the Council of People's Commissars. The army
for
officers were completely under the sway of General Headquarters. As
the soldiers, no one could tell what this army of twelve million would say,
subordinated as it was to the so-called army organizations, which were
hostile to the Soviets. In Petrograd itself, as w e know, a mutiny of the military cadets was brewing. Furthermore, Kerensky was marching on Petrograd. I recall that after a pause at the direct wire, Lenin's face suddenly lit
up; it became extraordinarily radiant. Clearly, he had arrived at a decision. "Let's go to the wireless station," he said, "it will stand us in good
stead. We will issue a special order dismissing General Dukhonin, appoint
Krylenko Commander- in-Chief in his place and appeal to the soldiers over
the heads of the officers, calling upon them to surround the generals, to terminate hostilities, to establish contact with the German and Austrian
soldiers and take the cause of peace into their own hands."
This was "a leap in the dark." But Lenin did not shrink from this
"leap"; on the contrary, he made it eagerly, for he knew that the army
T

wanted peace and would win peace, sweeping every obstacle from

its

path;
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this method of establishing peace was bound to have its effect
the German and Austrian soldiers and would give full rein to the yearning for peace on every front without exception.
We know that here, too, Lenin's revolutionary foresight was subsequently confirmed with the utmost fidelity.
Brilliant insight, the ability rapidly to grasp and divine the inner meaning of impending events, was that quality in Lenin which enabled him to
lay down the correct strategy and a clear line of conduct at crucial moments
of the revolutionary movement.

on
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(Excerpt)

QUESTIONS PUT BY THE DELEGATION AND STALIN'S

ANSWERS

QUESTION
Party added

to

1:
What new principles have Lenin and the Communist
Marxism in practice? Would it be correct to say that Lenin
99

whereas Marx was
believed in "constructive revolution
wait for the culmination of the development of economic

ANSWER:

I

more inclined

to

forces'?

think that Lenin "added" no "new principles" to
the "old" principles of Marxism.

Marxism nor did he abolish any of

Lenin was, and remains, the most loyal and consistent pupil of Marx
and Engels, and he wholly and entirely based himself on the principles
of Marxism. But Lenin did not merely carry out the doctrines of Marx
and Engels. He developed these doctrines still further. What does that
mean? It means that he developed the doctrines of Marx and Engels
in accordance with the new conditions of development, with the new
phase of capitalism, with imperialism. This means that in developing
the doctrines of Marx in the new conditions of the class struggle, Lenin
contributed something new to the general treasury of Marxism as compared
with what was contributed by Marx and Engels and with what could be
contributed in the pre-imperialist period of capitalism. The new contribution Lenin made to the treasury of Marxism is wholly and entirely
based on the principles laid down by Marx and Engels. It is in this sense
that we speak of Leninism as Marxism of the era of imperialism and
proletarian revolutions. Here are a few questions to which Lenin contributed something new in development of the doctrines of Marx.
First: the question of monopoly capitalism of imperialism as the
new phase of capitalism. In Capital Marx and Engels analysed the foundations of capitalism. But Marx and Engels lived in the period of the
39
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domination of pre-monopoly capitalism, in the period of the smooth
evolution of capitalism and its "peaceful" expansion all over the world.
This old phase of capitalism came to a close towards the end of the
nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century, when Marx and
Engels were already dead. Clearly, Marx and Engels could only conjecture
the new conditions of development of capitalism that arose out of the
new phase of capitalism which succeeded the old phase out of the
imperialist, monopoly phase of development, when the smooth evolution
of capitalism gave way to spasmodic, cataclysmic development, when
the unevenness of development and the contradictions of capitalism became particularly pronounced, and when the struggle for markets and
spheres for capital export, in view of the extreme unevenness of development, made periodical imperialist wars for periodical redivisions of the
world and of spheres of influence inevitable. The service Lenin rendered,
and, consequently, his new contribution, was that, on the basis of the
main principles enunciated in Capital, he made a reasoned Marxist analysis of imperialism as the last phase of capitalism, and exposed its
ulcers and the conditions of its inevitable doom. On the basis of this
analysis arose Lenin's well-known principle that the conditions of imperialism made possible the victory of Socialism in individual capitalist
countries, taken separately.
Second: the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The fundamental idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat as the political rule
of the proletariat and as a method of overthrowing the rule of capital by
force was advanced by Marx and Engels. Lenin's new contribution in
this field was: a) that he discovered the Soviet form of government as
the state form of the dictatorship of the proletariat, utilizing for this
purpose the experience of the Paris Commune and the Russian revolvftion;
b) that he deciphered the formula of the dictatorship of the proletariat
from the angle of the problem of the allies of the proletariat, and defined
the dictatorship of the proletariat as a special form of class alliance
between the proletariat, as the leader, and the exploited masses of the
non-proletarian classes (the peasantry, etc.), as the led; c) that he laid
particular emphasis on the fact that the dictatorship of the proletariat
is the highest type of democracy in class society, the form of proletarian
democracy, which expresses the interests of the majority (the exploited),
as against capitalist democracy, which expresses the interests of the
minority (the exploiters).
Third: the question of the forms and methods of successfully building
Socialism in the period of the dictatorship of the proletariat, in the period
of transition from capitalism to Socialism, in a country surrounded by
capitalist states. Marx and Engels regarded the period of the dictatorship
of the proletariat as a more or less prolonged one, full of revolutionary
conflicts and civil wars, in the course of which the proletariat, being in
power, would take the economic, political, cultural and organizational
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measures necessary for creating, in the place of the old, capitalist society,
a new, Socialist society, a society without classes and without a state.
Lenin wholly and entirely adhered to these fundamental principles of
Marx and Engels. Lenin's new contribution in this field was: a) he proved
that a complete Socialist society could be built in a country with a dictatorship of the proletariat surrounded by imperialist states, provided the
country were not crushed by the military intervention of the surrounding
capitalist states; b) he outlined the specific lines of economic policy
(the "New Economic Policy") by which the proletariat, being in command
of the economic key positions (industry, land, transport, the banks,
etc.) could link up socialized industry with agriculture ("the bond be-

tween industry and peasant farming") and thus lead the whole national
economy towards Socialism; c) he outlined the specific ways of gradually guiding and drawing the basic mass of the peasantry into the channel
of Socialist construction through the medium of co-operative societies,
which in the hands of the proletarian dictatorship are a powerful instrument for the transformation of small peasant farming and for the reeducation of the mass of the peasantry in the spirit of Socialism.
Fourth: the question of the hegemony of the proletariat in revolution,
in all popular revolutions, both in a revolution against tsardom and in
a revolution against capitalism. Marx and Engels presented the main

hegemony of the proletariat. Lenin's new contriwas that he developed and expanded these outlines into a harmonious system of" the hegemony of the proletariat,
into a harmonious system of proletarian leadership of the working
masses in town and country not only as regards the overthrow of
tsardom and capitalism, but also as regards the building of socialism under the dictatorship of the proletariat. We know that, thanks
to Lenin and his Party, the idea of the hegemony of the proletariat
was applied in a masterly fashion in Russia. This incidentally ex-

outlines of the idea of the

bution

in this

field

the revolution in Russia brought about the power of the
In previous revolutions it usually happened that the
workers did all the fighting at the barricades, shed their blood and
overthrew the old order, but that the power fell into the hands of
the bourgeoisie, which then oppressed and exploited the workers.
That was the case in England and France. That was the case in

plains

why

proletariat.

Russia, however, things took a different turn.
workers
did not merely represent
the shock
While it represented the shock troops
troops of the revolution.
of the revolution, the Russian proletariat at the same time strove
for the political
for
the hegemony,
leadership of all the exploited masses of town and country, rallying them around itself, wresting them from the bourgeoisie and politically isolating the bourgeoisie. Being the leader of the exploited masses, the Russian proletariat all the time fought to take the power into its own hands and to

Germany. Here,
In

Russia,

the

in
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interests against the bourgeoisie, against capitalism.

This in fact explains why every powerful outbreak of the revolution in
Russia, whether in October 1905 or in February 1917, gave rise to Soviets
of Workers* Deputies as the embryo of the new apparatus of power whose
function it is to suppress the bourgeoisie as against the bourgeois parliament, the old apparatus of power whose function it is to suppress the
in Russia try to restore the bourgeois
proletariat. Twice did the bourgeoisie
in August 1917, at the time
the
Soviets:
end
to
an
and
put
parliament
of the "Pre-parliament," before the seizure of power by the Bolsheviks,
and in January 1918, at the time of the "Constituent Assembly," after
the seizure of power by the proletariat. And on both occasions it suffered
defeat. Why? Because the bourgeoisie was already politically isolated,
the millions of working people regarded the proletariat as the sole leader
of the revolution, and because the Soviets had already been tried and
tested by the masses as their own workers' government, to exchange
which for a bourgeois parliament would have meant suicide for the proletariat. It is not surprising, therefore, that bourgeois parliamentarism
did not take root in Russia. That is why the revolution in Russia led
to the rule of the proletariat. Such were the results of the application of
Lenin's system of the hegemony of the proletariat in revolution.
Fifth: the national and colonial question. Analysing in their time the
events in Ireland, India, China, the Central European countries, Poland
and Hungary, Marx and Engels developed the basic and initial ideas on
the national and colonial question. Lenin in his works based himself
on these ideas. Lenin's new contribution in this field was: a) that he gathered these ideas into one harmonious system of views on national and colonial revolutions in the epoch of imperialism; b) that he connected the
national and colonial question with the overthrow of imperialism; and
c) that he declared the national and colonial question to be a component
part of the general question of international proletarian revolution.
Lastly: the question of the Party of the proletariat. Marx and Engels
gave the main outlines of the idea of the Party as the vanguard of the
proletariat, without which (the Party) the proletariat could not achieve
its emancipation, either in the sense of capturing power or in the sense
of reconstructing capitalist society. Lenin's contribution in this field
was that he developed these outlines further and applied them to the new
conditions of the struggle of the proletariat in the period of imperialism,
and showed: a) that the Party is a higher form of class organization of
the proletariat compared with other forms of proletarian organization
(labour unions, co-operative societies, the organization of state) whose
work it is the Party's function to generalize and to direct; b) that the
dictatorship of the proletariat can be realized only through the Party,
the directing force of the dictatorship; c) that the dictatorship of the proletariat can be complete only if it is led by one party, the Communist
Party, which does not and must not share the leadership with any other
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party; and d) that unless there is iron discipline in the Party, the task
of the dictatorship of the proletariat of suppressing the exploiters and
transforming class society into Socialist society cannot be accomplished.
This, in the main, is the new contribution made by Lenin in his works,
giving more specific form to and developing Marx's doctrine as applied
to the new conditions of the struggle of the proletariat in the period of

imperialism.

That is why we say that Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialism and proletarian revolutions.
It is clear from this that Leninism cannot be separated from Marxism;
still less can it be contrasted to Marxism.
The question submitted by the delegation goes on to ask: "Would
it be correct to say that Lenin believed in 'constructive revolution' whereas
Marx was more inclined to wait for the culmination of the development of economic forces?" I think it would be absolutely incorrect to say
that. I think that every popular revolution, if it really is a popular revolution, is a constructive revolution, for it breaks up the old system and

constructs, creates a new one. Of course, there is nothing constructive
if they may be called that
in such revolutions
as take place, say, in
of
comic opera "risings" of tribe against tribe. But
in
the
form
Albania,
Marxists never regarded such comic opera "risings" as revolutions.

We

are obviously not referring to such "risings," but to a mass popular revolution in which the oppressed classes rise up against the oppressing
classes. Such a revolution cannot but be constructive. And it was precisely for such a revolution, and only for such a revolution, that Marx
and Lenin stood. It goes without saying that such a revolution cannot
arise

under

all

it can break out only under certain
economic and political conditions.

conditions, that

nite, favourable

QUESTION

12:

Can you

society of the future which

defi-

outline briefly the

Communi&rn

is

characteristics ef the
tryhig to create*.

ANSWER: The general characteristics of Communist society are
given in the works of Marx, Engels, and Lenin. Briefly, the anatomy
of Communist society may be described as follows: It is a society in which:
a) there will be no private ownership of the instruments and means of
production but social, collective ownership; b) there will be no classes or
state, but workers in industry and agriculture managing their economic affairs as a free association of working people; c) national economy,
organized according to plan, will be based on the highest technique in
both industry and agriculture; d) there will be no antithesis between town
and country, between industry and agriculture; e) products will be distributed according to the principle of the old French Communists: "from
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each according to his abilities, to each according to his needs"; f) science
and art will enjoy conditions conducive to their highest development;
g) the individual, freed from bread and butter cares, and of the
necessity of cringing to the "powers that be" will become really free, etc.,
etc. Clearly, we are still remote from such a society.

With jcgard to the international conditions necessary for the complete
triumph of Communist society, these will develop and grow in proportion as revolutionary crises and revolutionary outbreaks of the working
class in capitalist countries grow. It must not be imagined that the working
class in one country, or in several countries, will march towards Socialism, and still more to Communism, and that the capitalists of other
countries will sit still with folded arms and look on with indifference.
Still less must it be imagined that the working class in capitalist countries will agree to be mere spectators of the victorious development of
Socialism in one or another country. As a matter of fact, the capitalists
will do all in their power to crush such countries. As a matter
of fact, every important step taken towards Socialism, and still more
towards Communism, in any country will inevitably be accompanied by
the unrest rain able efforts of the working class in capitalist countries to
achieve the dictatorship and Socialism in those countries. Thus, in the
further progress of development of the international revolution, two world
centres will be formed: the Socialist centre, attracting to itself all the
countries gravitating towards Socialism, and the capitalist centre, attracting to itself all the countries gravitating towards capitalism. The fight
between these two centres for the conquest of world economy will decide
the fate of capitalism and Communism throughout the whole world,
for the final defeat of world capitalism means the victory of Socialism
in the arena of world economy.

Pravda No. 210,
September 15, 1927

SPEECH DELIVERED AT A MEETING OF VOTERS
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11,

1937, IN

THE GRAND THEATRE

Comrades, to tell you the truth, I had no intention of making a speech.
But our respected Nikita Sergeyevich [Khrushchov] dragged me to this
meeting by sheer force, so to speak. "Make a good speech," he said. What
shall 1 talk about, exactly what sort of speech? Everything that had to
be said before the elections has already been said and said again in the
speeches of our leading comrades, Kalinin, Molotov, Voroshilov, Kaganovich, and many other responsible comrades. What can be added to
these speeches?

What is needed, they say, are explanations of certain questions connected with the election campaign. What explanations, on what questions? Everything that had to be explained has been explained and explained
again in the well-known Addresses of the Bolshevik Party, the Young
Communist League, the Ail-Union Central Trade Union Council, the Aviation and Chemical Defence League and the Committee of Physical Culture.

Of

What can be added to these explanations?
course, one could make a light sort of speech about

everything and
nothing. [Amusement.] Perhaps such a speech would amuse the audience.
They say that there are some great hands at such speeches not only over
there, in the capitalist countries, but here too, in the Soviet country.
[Laughter and applause.] But, firstly, I am no great hand at such speeches.
Secondly, is it worth while indulging in amusing things just now when
all of us, Bolsheviks, are, as they say, "up to our necks" in work?
I think not.
Clearly, you cannot make a good speech under such circumstances.
However, since I have taken the floor, I will have, of course, to say
at least something one way or another. [Loud applause.]
First of all, I would like to express my thanks [applause] to the electors for the confidence they have shown in me. [Applause.]
I have been nominated as candidate, and the Election Commission
of the Stalin Area of the Soviet capital has registered my candidature.
This, comrades, is an expression of great confidence* Permit me to
45
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convey my profound Bolshevik gratitudfe for this confidence that you
have shown in the Bolshevik Party of which I am a member, and in me
personally as a representative of that Party. [Loud applause.]
I know what confidence means. It naturally lays upon me new and additional duties and, consequently, new and additional responsibilities.
Well, it is not customary among us Bolsheviks to refuse responsibilities.
accept 'them willingly. [Loud and prolonged applause.]
For my part, I would like to assure you, comrades, that you may safely rely on Comrade Stalin [Loud and sustained cheers. A voice: "And
we all stand for Comrade StalM"] You may take it for granted that Comrade Stalin will be able to discharge his duty to the people [applause], to
the working class [applause], to the peasantry [applause] and to the
I

intelligentsia. [Applause.]

Further, comrades, I would like to congratulate you on the occasion
of the forthcoming national holiday, the day of the elections to the Supreme Soviet of the Soviet Union. [Loud applause.] The forthcoming elections are not merely elections, comrades, they are really a national holiday of our workers, our peasants and our intelligentsia. [Loud applause.]
Never in the history of the world have there been such really free and
never! History knows no other example
really democratic elections
like it. [Applause.] The point is not that our elections will be universal,
equal, secret and direct, although that fact in itself is of great importance. The point is that our universal elections will be carried out as the
freest elections and the most democratic of any country in the world.
Universal elections exist and are held in some capitalist countries,
too, so-called democratic countries. But in what atmosphere are elections
held there? In an atmosphere of class conflicts, in an atmosphere of class
enmity, in an atmosphere of pressure brought to bear on the electors by
the capitalists, landlords, bankers and other capitalist sharks. Such
elections, even if they are universal, equal, secret and direct, cannot be
called altogether free and altogether democratic elections.
Here, in our country, on the contrary, elections are held in an entirely

Here there are no capitalists and no landlords and,
no
pressure is exerted by propertied classes on non-propertied
consequently f
classes* Here elections are held in an atmosphere of collaboration between
the workers, the peasants and the intelligentsia, in an atmosphere of mutual
confidence between them, in an atmosphere, I would say, of mutual friend*
ship; because there are no capitalists in our country, no landlords, no
exploitation and nobody, in fact, to bring pressure to bear on people in
different atmosphere.

order to distort their will.

That

our elections are the only really free and really democratwhole world. [Loud applause.]
Such free and really democratic elections could arise only on the basis
of the triumph of the Socialist system, only on the basis of the fact that
in our country Socialism is not merely being built, but has already become
ic

is

why

elections in the
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of the daily life of the people. Some ten years ago the question
be debated whether Socialism could be built in our country
or not. Today this is no longer a debatable question. Today it is a matter
of facts, a matter of real life, a matter of habits that permeate the whole
life of the people. Our mills and factories are being run without capitalists. The work is directed by men and women of the people. That is what
we call Socialism in practice. In our fields the tillers of the land work
without landlords and without kulaks. The work is directed by men and
women of the people. That is what we call Socialism in daily life, that
part of

might

life,

still

what we call a free, Socialist life.
It is on this basis that our new, really free and really democratic elections have arisen, elections which have no precedent in the history of

is

mankind.

How then, after this, can one refrain from congratulating you on the
occasion of the day of national celebration, the day of the elections to
the Supreme Soviet of the Soviet Union! [Loud, general cheers.]
Further, comrades, I would like to give you some advice, the advice
of a candidate to his electors. If you take capitalist countries you will
find that peculiar, I would say, rather strange relations exist there
between deputies and voters. As long as the elections are in progress, the
deputies flirt with the electors, fawn on them, swear fidelity and make
heaps of promises of every kind. It would appear that the deputies are
completely dependent on the electors. As soon as the elections are over,
and the candidates have become deputies, relations undergo a radical
change. Instead of the deputies being dependent on the electors, they
become entirely independent. For four or five years, that is, until the
next elections, the deputy feels quite free, independent of the people,
of his electors. He may pass from one camp to another, he may turn
from the right road to the wrong road, he may even become entangled
in machinations of a not altogether savoury character, he may turn as
many somersaults as he likes he is independent.
Can such relations be regarded as normal? By no means, comrades.
This circumstance was taken into consideration by our Constitution and
it made it a law that electors have the right to recall their deputies
before the expiration of their term of office if they begin to play tricks,
if they turn off the road, or if they forget that they are dependent on
the people,

on

the electors.

A

a wonderful law, comrades.
deputy should know that he is
the servant of the people, their emissary in the Supreme Soviet, and
that he must follow the line laid down in the mandate given him by the

This

is

people. If he turns off the road, the electors are entitled to demand new
elections, and as to the deputy who turned off the road, they have the
right to send him packing. [Laughter and applause.] This is a wonderful
law.
advice, the advice of a candidate to his electors, is that they re*
member this electors ' right, the right to recall deputies before the expi*

My
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ration of their term of office, that they keep an eye on their deputies, control them and, if they should take it into their heads to turn off the right

road, to get rid of them and demand new elections. The government is
obliged to appoint new elections. My advice is to remember this law and
to take advantage of it should need arise.
And, lastly, one more piece of advice from a candidate to his electors.
What fn general must one demand of one's deputies, selecting from all
possible

demands the most elementary?

electors, the people, must demand that their deputies should
remain equal to their tasks, that in their work they should not sink to
the level of political philistines, that in their posts they should remain pol-

The

of the Lenin type,

that as public figures they should be as
Lenin was [applause], that they should be as fearless
in battle and as merciless towards the enemies of the people as Lenin was
[applause], that they should be free from all panic, from any semblance
of panic, when things begin to get complicated and some danger or other
looms on the horizon, that they should be as free from all semblance of
panic as Lenin was [applause], that they should be as wise and deliberitical figures

clear

and

definite as

ate in deciding complex problems requiring a comprehensive orientation
and a comprehensive weighing of all pros and cons as Lenin was [applause],
that they should be as upright and honest as Lenin was [applause], that

they should love their people as Lenin did. [Applause.]
Can we say that all the candidates are public figures precisely of this
kind? I would not say so. There are all sorts of people in the world, there
are all sorts of public figures in the world. There are people of whom you
cannot say what they are, whether they are good or bad, courageous or
timid, for the people heart and soul or for the enemies of the people.
There are such people and there are such public figures. They are also to
be found among us, the Bolsheviks. You know yourselves, comrades,
there are black sheep in every family. [Laughter and applause.] Of people
of this indefinite type, people who resemble political philistines rather
than political figures, people of this vague, uncertain type, the great
Russian writer, Gogol, rather aptly said: "Vague sort of people," says he,
"neither one thing nor the other, you can't make head or tail of them,
they are neither Bogdan in town nor Seliphan in the country." [Laughter
and applause.] There are also some rather apt popular sayings about
such indefinite people and public figures: "A middling sort of man neither fish nor flesh" [general laughter and applause], "neither a candle for
god nor a poker for the devil." [General laughter and applause.]
I cannot say with absolute certainty that among the candidates (I beg
their pardon, of course) and among our public figures there are not people
who resemble political philistines more than anything else, who in character and make-up resemble people of the type referred to in the popular
saying: "Neither a candle for god nor a poker for the devil." [Laughter

and applause.]
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I would like you, comrades, to exercise systematic influence on your
deputies, to impress upon them that they must constantly keep before
them the great image of the great Lenin and emulate Lenin in all things.

[Applause.}

The functions of the electors do not end with the elections. They continue during the whole term of the given Supreme Soviet. I have already
mentioned the law which empowers the electors to recall their deputies
before the expiration of their term of office if they should turn off the
right road. Hence, it is the duty and right of the electors to keep their
deputies constantly under their control and to impress upon them that they
must under no circumstances sink to the level of political phil is tines,
impress upon them that they must be like the great Lenin. [Applause.}
Such, comrades, is my second piece of advice to you, the advice of
a candidate to his electors. [Loud and sustained applause and cheers. All
rise and turn towards the goternment box, to which Comrade Stalin proceeds
from the platform. Voices: "Hurrah for the great Stalinl" "Hurrah for
Comrade titalinl" "Long live Comrade Stalinl" "Long live the first of the
Leninists, candidate for the Soviet of the Union, Comrade Stalinl"]
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Comrades, permit me to propose a toast
and to the health of the men of science.

to science

and

its

progress

,.

To

the progress of science, of that science which does not fence itself
from the people and does not hold aloof from them, but which is prepared to serve the people and to transmit to them all the benefits of science,
and which does not serve the people under compulsion, but voluntarily and willingly. [Applause.]
To the progress of science, of that science which will not permit it^
old and recognized leaders smugly to invest themselves in the robe of
high priests and monopolists of science; which understands the meaning,
significance and omnipotence of an alliance between the old scientists
and the young scientists; which voluntarily and willingly throws open
every door of science to the young forces of our country, and affords them
the opportunity of scaling the peaks of science, and which recognizes that
the future belongs to the young scientists. [Applause.]
To the progress of science, of that science whose devotees, while understanding the power and significance of the established scientific traditions and ably utilizing them in the interests of science, are nevertheless
not willing to be slaves of these traditions; the science which has the
courage and determination tb smash the old traditions, standards and
views when they become antiquated and begin to act as a fetter on progress, and which is able to create new traditions, new standards and new
off

views. [Applause.]
In the course of

development science has known not a few couradown the old and create the new, despite all obstacles, despite everything. Such scientists as Galileo, Darwin and many others are widely known. I should like to dwell on one
of these eminent men of science, one who at the same time was the greatest man of modern times. I am referring to Lenin, our teacher, our tutor.
[Applause.] Remember 1917. A scientific analysis of the social development of Russia and of the international situation brought Lenin to the

geous

its

men who were

able to break
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conclusion that the only way out of the situation lay in the victory of
Socialism in Russia. This conclusion came as a complete surprise to many
men of science of the day. Plekhanov, an outstanding man of science, spoke
of Lenin with contempt, and declared that he was "raving. " Other men
of science, no less well-known, declared that "Lenin had gone mad,"
and that he ought to be put away in a safe place. Scientists of all kinds
set up a howl that Lenin was destroying science. But Lenin was not afraid
to go against the current, against the force of routine. And Lenin won.

Here you have an example of a man of science who boldly fought an
antiquated science and laid the road for a new science.
But sometimes it is not well-known men of science who lay the new
roads for science and technology, but men entirely unknown in the scientific world, plain, practical men, innovators in their field. Here, sitting
at this table, are Comrades Stakhanov and Papanin. They are unknown
in the scientific world, they have no scientific degrees, but are just practical men in their field. But who does not know that in their practical

work

in industry Stakhanov and the Stakhanovites have upset the existwhich were established by well-known scientists and techstandards,
ing
nologists, have shown that they were antiquated, and have introduced
new standards which conform to the requirements of real science and
technology? VC ho does not know that in their practical work on the drifting ice-floe Papanin and the Papaninites upset the old conception of
the Arctic, in passing, as it were, without any special effort, showed that
it was
antiquated, and established a new conception which conforms to
the demands of real science? Who can deny that Stakhanov and Papanin
are innovators in science, men of our advanced science?
There you see what "miracles" are still performed in science!
I have been
speaking of science. But there are all kinds of science,
The science of which 1 have been speaking is advanced science.
To the progress of our advanced science!
To the men of advanced science!

To Lenin and Leninism!
To Stakhanov and

To Papanin and
Piavda No. 136,
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the Stakhanovites!
the Papaninites! [Applause.}
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Comrades, Red Armymen and Red Navymen, commanders and politworking men and working women, collective farmers
men and women, workers engaged in intellectual pursuits, brothers and
sisters in the rear of our enemy who have temporarily fallen under the
yoke of the German brigands, and our valiant partisans, men and women,
ical instructors,

who

are destroying the rear of the German invaders!
behalf of the Soviet government and our Bolshevik Party I greet
congratulate you on the 24th anniversary of the Great October So-

On
and

cialist Revolution.

Comrades, it is in strenuous circumstances that we are today celebrating the 24th anniversary of the October Revolution. The perfidious
attack of the German brigands and the war which has been forced upon
us have placed our country in jeopardy. We have temporarily lost a number of regions, the enemy has appeared at the gates of Leningrad and
Moscow. The enemy reckoned that after the very first blow our Army
would be dispersed, and our country would be forced to her knees. But the
enemy sadly miscalculated. In spite of temporary reverses, our Army and

our Navy are heroically repulsing the enemy's attacks along the whole
front and inflicting heavy losses upon him, while our country our entire
country has become transformed into one fighting camp bent on encompassing, together with our Army and our Navy, the defeat of the German
invaders.

There have been times when our country was in even more

difficult

Recall the year 1918, when we celebrated the first anniversary
of the October Revolution. Three-quarters of our country was at that
time in the hands of foreign invaders. The Ukraine, the Caucasus, Central Asia, the Urals, Siberia and the Far East were temporarily lost to
straits.

us.

We

form

had no

it;

there

we had only just begun to
allies, we had no Red Army
was a shortage of food, of armaments, of clothing for the
52
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Army. Fourteen states were encroaching on our country. But we did not
become despondent, we did not lose heart. In the fire of war we forged
the Red Army and converted our country into a military camp. The
spirit of the great Lenin inspired us at the time in the war against the.
invaders. And what happened? We routed the invaders, recovered all our
and achieved victory.
the
Today
position of our country is far better than it was 23 years
ago. Our country is now ever so much richer than it was 23 years ago as
regards industry, food and raw materials. We now have allies, who together with us are maintaining a united front against the German invadlost territory,

ers. We now enjoy the sympathy and support of all the nations of Europe
who have fallen under the yoke of Hitler's tyranny. We now have a splendid Army and a splendid Navy, who are staunchly defending the liberty

and independence of our country. We experience no serious shortage
of either food, or armaments or army clothing. Our entire country, all
the peoples of our country, support our Army and our Navy, helping
them to smash the invading hordes of German fascists. Our reserves
of man power are inexhaustible. The spirit of the great Lenin and his
victorious banner inspire us today in this Patriotic War just as they did
23 years ago.
there be any doubt that we can and are bound to defeat the Gerinvaders?
The enemy is not so strong as some frightened little intellectuals depict
him to be. The devil is not so terrible as he is painted. Who can deny that
our Red Army has time and again compelled the vaunted German troops
to flee in panic? If we judge, not by the boastful assertions of the German
propagandists, but by the actual position of Germany, it will not be
difficult to understand that the German fascist invaders are now on the
brink of disaster. Hunger and poverty reign in Germany today; in the
four months of war Germany has lost four and a half million men; Germany is bleeding at every pore, her reserves of man power are giving
out, the spirit of indignation is spreading not only among the peoples
of Europe who have fallen under the yoke of tl: e German invaders, but also

Can

man

among the German people themselves, who see no end to the war. The
German invaders are exerting their last efforts. There is no doubt that
Germany will be unable to stand such a strain for long. Another few
months, another half-year, perhaps another year, and Hitler Germany
must collapse beneath the weight of her crimes.
Comrades, Red Armymen and Red Navymen, commanders and political instructors, men and women partisans, the whole world is looking to
you as the force capable of destroying the plundering hordes of German
invaders. The enslaved peoples of Europe who have fallen under the

yoke of the German invaders look to you as their liberators. A great
liberating mission has fallen to your lot. Be worthy of this mission! The
war you are waging is a war of liberation, a just war. Let the heroic
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Alexander Nevsky, Dimitri Donskoi,
Pozharsky, Alexander Suvorov and Mikhail
Kutuzov-* inspire you in this war May you be inspired by the victorious
banner of the great Lenin!
For the utter defeat of the German invaders
images

>of

-our great forebears

Ku2ma Minin,

Dimitri

,

I

I

to the German invaders!
our glorious Motherland, her liberty and her independence!
live
Long
Under the banner of Lenin forward to victory!

Death
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SELECTED WORKS

ON MARX AND MARXISM

THE THREE SOURCES AND THREE COMPONENT
PARTS OF MARXISM
Throughout the civilized world the teachings of Marx evoke the utmost
and hatred of all bourgeois science (both official and liberal),
which regards Marxism as a kind of "pernicious sect." And no other
attitude is to be expected, for there can be no "impartial" social science
in a society based on class struggle. In one way or another, all official
and liberal science defends wage-slavery, whereas Marxism has declared
relentless war on wage-slavery. To expect science to be impartial in a wageslave society is as silly and naive as to expect impartiality from manufacturers on the question whether workers' wages should be increased by
hostility

decreasing the profits of capital.
But this is not all. The history of philosophy and the history of social
science show with perfect clarity that there is nothing resembling
"sectarianism" in Marxism, in the sense of its being a hidebound,
petrified doctrine, a doctrine which arose away from the highroad of
development of world civilization. On the contrary, the genius of Marx
consists precisely in the fact that he furnished answers to questions
which had already engrossed the foremost minds of humanity. His teachings arose as a direct and immediate continuation- of the teachings

of the greatest representatives of philosophy, political economy and
Socialism.

The Marxian doctrine is omnipotent because it is true. It is complete
and harmonious, and provides men with an integral world conception
which is irreconcilable with any form of superstition, reaction, or
defence of bourgeois oppression. It is the legitimate successor of the
best that was created by humanity in the nineteenth century in the

shape of

German philosophy, English

Socialism.
On these

component

political

economy and French

three sources of Marxism, which are at the
parts, we shall briefly dwell.

same time

its
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The philosophy of Marxism is materialism. Throughout the modem
history of Europe, and especially at the end of the eighteenth century in
France, which was the scene of a decisive battle against every kind of
mediaeval rubbish, against feudalism in institutions and ideas* materialism has proved to be the only philosophy that is consistent, true to
all the teachings of natural science and hostile to superstition, cant and
so forth. The enemies of democracy therefore tried in every way to "refute," undermine and defame materialism, and advocated various forms

of philosophical idealism, which always, in one way or another, amounts
to an advocacy or support of religion.
Marx and Engels always defended philosophical materialism in the
most determined manner and repeatedly explained the profound erroneousness of every deviation from this basis. Their views are most clearly
and fully expounded in the works of Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and AntiDiihring, which, like the
class-conscious worker.

Communist Manifesto,

are

handbooks

for every

But Marx did not stop at the materialism of the eighteenth century;
he advanced philosophy. He enriched it with the acquisitions of German
classical philosophy, especially of the Hegelian system, which in its turn
led to the materialism of Feuerbach. The chief of these acquisitions is
dialectics, i.e., the doctrine of development in its fullest and deepest form,
free of one-sidedness
the doctrine of the relativity of human knowledge,
which provides us with a reflection of eternally developing matter. The
latest discoveries of natural science
radium, electrons, the transmutation of elements have remarkably confirmed Marx's dialectical materialism, despite the teachings of the bourgeois philosophers with their
"new" reversions to old and rotten idealism.
Deepening and developing philosophical materialism, Marx completed it, extended its knowledge of nature to the knowledge of human
society. Marx's historical materialism was one of the greatest achievements
of scientific thought. The chaos and arbitrariness that had previously
reigned in the views on history and politics gave way to a strikingly
integral and harmonious scientific theory, which shows how, in consequence of the growth of productive forces, out of one system of social
life another and higher system
develops how capitalism, for instance,
grows out of feudalism.
Just as man's knowledge reflects nature (i.e., developing matter),
which exists independently of him, so man's social knowledge (i.e., his
various views and doctrines philosophical, religious, political, and so
forth) reflects the economic system of society. Political institutions are a
*

The reference here

is

to the bourgeois revolution in France (1789-1793).
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foundation. We see, for example, that
superstructure on the economic
the various political forms of the modern- European states serve to fortify
the rule of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat.

Marx's philosophy is finished philosophical materialism, which has
the working class, with powerful
provided humanity, and especially
instruments of knowledge.

II

Having recognized that the economic system is the foundation on
-which the political superstructure is erected, Marx devoted most attention to the study of this economic system. Marx's principal work, Capital,
is devoted to a study of the economic system of modern, i.e., capitalist,
society.

Classical political economy, before Marx, evolved in England, the
most developed of the capitalist countries. Adam Smith and David Ricardo, by their investigations of the economic system, laid the foundations
of the labour theory o1 ralu?,. Marx continued their work. He rigidly
proved and consistently developecl this theory. He showed that the value of
every commodity is determined by the quantity of socially necessary
labour time spent on its production.
Where the bourgeois economists saw a relation of things (the exchange
of one commodity for another), Marx revealed a relation of men. The
exchange of commodities expresses the tie by which individual producers are bound through the market. Money signifies that this tie is becoming closer and closer, inseparably binding the entire economic life of

the individual producers into one whole. Capi faZ signifies a further development of this tie: man's labour power becomes a commodity. The wageworker sells his labour power to the owner of the land, factories and
instruments of labour. The worker uses one part of the labour day to
cover the expense of maintaining himself and his family (wages), while
the other part of the day the worker toils without remuneration, creating surplus value for the capitalist, the source of profit, the source of
the wealth of the capitalist class.

The

doctrine of surplus value

is

the cornerstone of Marx's economic

theory.

Capital, created by the labour of the worker, presses on the worker by
ruining the small masters and creating an army of unemployed. In industry, the victory of large-scale production is at once apparent, but we observe the same phenomenon in agriculture as well: the superiority of largescale capitalist agriculture increases, the application of machinery grows,
peasant economy falls into the noose of money-capital, it declines and
sinks into ruin, burdened by its backward technique. In agriculture, the

V.
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LENIN

decline of small-scale production assumes different forms, but the decline
itself is an indisputable fact.
By destroying small-scale production, capital leads to an increase in
productivity of labour and to the creation of a monopoly position for the
associations of big capitalists. Production itself becomes more and more
social hundreds of thousands and millions of workers become bound
together in a systematic economic organism but the product of the
collective labour is appropriated by a handful of capitalists. The anarchy
of production grows, as do crises, the furious chase after markets and the
insecurity of existence of the mass of the population.
While increasing the dependence of the workers on capital, the cap*
italist system creates the great power of united labour.

Marx

traced the development of capitalism from the first germs of
commodity economy, from simple exchange, to its highest forms, to largescale production.
And the experience of all capitalist countries, old and new, is clearly
demonstrating the truth of this Marxian doctrine to increasing numbers

of workers every year.
Capitalism has triumphed all over the world, but
the prelude to the triumph of labour over capital.

this

triumph

is

only

Ill

When

feudalism was overthrown, and "free" capitalist society appeared
earth, it at once became apparent that this freedom meant a new
system of oppression and exploitation of the toilers. Various Socialist
doctrines immediately began to arise as a reflection of and protest against
this oppression. But early Socialism was Utopian Socialism. It criticized
capitalist society, it condemned and damned it, it dreamed of its destruction, it indulged in fancies of a better order and endeavoured to convince
the rich of the immorality of exploitation.
But Utopian Socialism could not point the real way out. It could not
explain the essence of wage- slavery under capitalism, nor discover the laws
of its development, nor point to the social force which is capable of
becoming the creator of a new society.

on God's

Meanwhile, the stormy revolutions which everywhere in Europe, and
especially in France, accompanied the fall of feudalism, of serfdom, more
and more clearly revealed the struggle of classes as the basis and the motiveforce of the whole development.
Not a single victory of political freedom over the feudal class was won

except against desperate resistance. Not a single capitalist countryevolved on a more or less free and democratic basis except by a life and
death struggle between the various classes of capitalist society.

THREE SOURCES AND THREE COMPONENT PARTS OF MARXISM

The genius of Marx
else

to

draw from

6$

was able before anybody
and consistently apply the deduction that world!

consists in the fact that he

this

history teaches. This deduction

is the doctrine of the class struggle.
People always were and always will be the stupid victims of deceit and
self-deceit in politics until they learn to discover the interests of some class
behind all moral, religious, political and social phrases, declarations and
promises. The supporters of reforms and improvements will always be
fooled by the defenders of the old order until they realize that every old
institution, however barbarous and rotten it may appear to be, is maintained by the forces of some ruling classes. And there is only one way of

smashing the resistance of these classes, and that is to find, in the very society which surrounds us, and to enlighten and organize for the struggle^
the forces which can and, owing to their social position, must constitute a power capable of sweeping away the old and creating the new*
Marx's philosophical materialism has alone shown the proletariat the
way out of the spiritual slavery in which all oppressed classes have hitherto languished. Marx's economic theory has alone explained the true
position of the proletariat in the general system of capitalism.
Independent organ zat ons of the proletariat are multiplying all
over the world, from America to Japan and from Sweden to South Africa-

The

proletariat

becoming enlightened and educated by waging

is

its

class struggle, it is ridding itself of the prejudices of bourgeois society; it
is
rallying its ranks ever more closely and is learning to gauge the measure

of

its

successes,

it is

Frosvcshcheniye No.
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3,

steeling

its

forces

and

is

growing

irresistibly.

THE HISTORICAL DESTINY OF THE DOCTRINE
OF KARL MARX
in the doctrine of Marx is that it brings out the historof the proletariat as the builder of a Socialist society. Has the
progress of world events confirmed this doctrine since it was expounded

The main thing

ic role

by Marx?
Marx first advanced

it in 1844. The Communist Manifesto of Marx and
Engels, published in 1848, already gives an integral and systematic
exposition of this doctrine, which has remained the best exposition to
*his day. Subsequent world history clearly falls into three main periods:
1) from the Revolution of 1848 to the Paris Commune (1871); 2) from the
Pai-is Commune to the Russian Revolution (1905); 3) since the Russian
Revolution.

Let us see what has been the destiny of Marx's doctrine in each of these
periods.

A,t the beginning of the first period Marx's doctrine by no means domiIt was only one of the extremely numerous factions or trends of Socialisflci.
The forms of Socialism which did dominate were in the main akin
to/our Narodism: non-comprehension of the materialist basis of historical
rciovement, inability to assign the role and significance of each class in
'capitalist society, concealment of the bourgeois essence of democratic

nated

t

reforms under diverse, pseudo-socialistic phrases about "the people,"
"justice," "right," etc.
The Revolution of 1848 struck a fatal blow at -all these vociferous,
motley and ostentatious forms of pre- Marxian Socialism. In all countries
the revolution revealed the various classes of society in action. The shooting down of the workers by the republican bourgeoisie in the June Days of
1848 in Paris finally established that the proletariat alone was Socialist
by nature. The liberal bourgeoisie feared the "independence of this class a
hundred times more than it did any kind of reaction. The craven liberals
grovelled before reaction. The peasantry were content with the aboli64
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tion of the relics of feudalism and joined the supporters of order, only
9
at times between workers democracy and bourgeois liberalism.
All doctrines of now-class Socialism and non-class politics proved to be

wavering
sheer

nonsense.

Paris Commune (1871) completed this development of bourgeois
reforms; the republic, i.e., the form of state organization in which class
relations appear in their most unconcealed form, had only the heroism of the
proletariat to thank for its consolidation.

The

In all the other European countries a more entangled and less finished
development also led to a definitely shaped bourgeois society. Towards the
end of the first period (1848-71) a period of storms and revolutions preMarxian Socialism died away. Independent proletarian parties were born:
the First International (1864-72) and the German Social-Democratic
Party.
II

The second period (1872-1904) was distinguished from the first by its
"peaceful" character, by the absence of re volutions. The West had finished
with bourgeois revolutions. The East had not yet icacled that stage.
The West entered a phase of "peaceful" preparation for the future era
of change. Socialist parties, basically proletarian, were formed everywhere
and learned to make use of bourgeois parliamentarism and to create their
own daily press, their educational institutions, their trade unions and their
co-operative societies. The Marxian doctrine gained a complete victory and
spread. The process of selection and accumulation of the forces of the proletariat and of the preparation of the proletariat for the impending battles

progressed slowly but steadily.
The dialectics of history were such that the theoretical victory of
Marxism obliged its enemies to disguise themselves as Marxists. Liberalism, rotten to the core, attempted a revival in the form of Socialist
opportunism. The opportunists interpreted the period of preparation of forces
for the great battles as a renunciation of these battles. The improvement
of the position of the slaves for the struggle against wage-slavery they
represented as the necessity for the slaves to sell their right to liberty
for a mess of pottage. They pusillanimously preached "social peace"
(i.e., peace with the slave-owners), the renunciation of the class struggle, and so forth. They had many adherents among Socialist members of
parliament, various officials of the labour movement, and the "sympathetic" intellectuals.

5
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But the opportunists had scarcely congratulated themselves on "social
peace" and the needlessness of storms under "democracy" when a new source
of great world storms opened up in Asia. The Russian revolution was
followed by the Turkish, the Persian and the Chinese revolutions. It is in
this era*of storms and their "repercussion" on Europe that we are now
living. Whatever may be the fate of the great Chinese Republic, against
which the various "civilized" hyenas are now baring their teeth, no power
on earth can restore the old serfdom in Asia, or wipe out the heroic democracy of the masses of the people in the Asiatic and semi- Asiatic countries.
Certain people, who were inattentive to the conditions of preparation and development of the mass struggle, were driven to despair and to
anarchism by the prolonged postponements of the decisive struggle against
capitalism in Europe. We can now see how short-sighted and pusillanimous
this anarchist despair is.
The fact that Asia, with its

population of eight hundred million, has
been drawn into the struggle for these same European ideals should
inspire us with courage and not despair.
The Asiatic revolutions have revealed the same spinelessness and baseness of liberalism, the same exceptional importance of the independence of
the democratic masses, and the same sharp line of division between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie of all kinds. After the experience both of
Europe and Asia, whoever now speaks of non-class politics and of non~
class Socialism simply deserves to be put in a cage and exhibited alongside of the Australian kangaroo.
After Asia, Europe has also begun to stir, although not in the Asiatic
way. The "peaceful" period of 1872-1904 has passed completely, never to

The high cost of living and the oppression of the trusts is leading
to an unprecedented accentuation of the economic struggle, which has roused
even the British workers, who have been most corrupted by liberalism.

return.

Before our eyes a political crisis is brewing even in that extreme "diehard,"
bourgeois- Junker country, Germany. Feverish armaments and the policy of imperialism are turning modern Europe into a "social peace" which
is more like a barrel of
gunpowder than anything else. And at the same
time the decay of all the bourgeois parties and the maturing of the proletariat

are

steadily

progressing.

Each of the three great periods of world history since the appearance of
Marxism has brought Marxism new confirmation and new triumphs. But
a still greater triumph awaits Marxism, as the doctrine of the proletariat,
in the period of history that
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MARXISM AND REVISIONISM
There is a saying that if geometrical axioms affected human interests
attempts would certainly be made to refute them. Theories of the natural
sciences which conflict 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 organize
the advanced class in modern society, which indicates the tasks of this
class and which proves the inevitable (by virtue of economic development)
replacement of the present system by a new order no wonder that this
doctrine had to fight at every step in its course.

There is no need to speak of bourgeois science and philosophy, which
are officially taught by official professors in order to befuddle the rising
generation of the possessing classes and to "coach" it against the internal
and foreign enemy. This science will not even hear of Marxism, declaring
that it has been refuted and annihilated. The young scientists who are
building their careers by refuting Socialism, and the decrepit elders who
preserve the traditions of all the various outworn "systems," attack
Marx with equal zeal. The progress of Marxism and the fact that its ideas
are spreading and taking firm hold among the working class inevitably
tend to increase the frequency and intensity of these bourgeois attacks
on Marxism, which only becomes stronger, more hardened, and more tenacious every time it is "annihilated" by official science.

But Marxism by no means consolidated its position immediately even
doctrines which are connected with the struggle of the working
class and which are current mainly among the proletariat. In the first
half-century of its existence (from the 'forties on) Marxism was engaged in

among

combating theories fundamentally hostile to it. In the first half of the
'forties Marx and Engels demolished the radical Young Hegelians, who
professed philosophical idealism. At the end of the 'forties the struggle
invaded the domain of economic doctrine, in opposition to Proudhonism.
The 'fifties saw the completion of this struggle: the criticism of the parties and doctrines which manifested themselves in the stormy year of
1848. In the 'sixties the struggle was transferred from the domain of general theory to a domain closer to the direct labour movement: the ejection
of Bakunism from the International. In the early 'seventies the stage in
5*
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Germany was occupied

for a short while by the Proudhonist Miihlberger,
and in the latter 'seventies by the positivist Duhring. 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 Proudhonism held their ground
longest ofall, the labour parties actually based their programs and tactics
on a Marxist foundation. The revived international organization of the

labour

movement

in

the

shape of periodical international congresses

from the outset, and almost without a struggle, adopted theMarxist standpoint in all essentials. But after Marxism had ousted all the more or less
consistent doctrines hostile to it, the tendencies expressed in those doctrines
to seek other channels. The forms and motives of the struggle
changed, but the struggle continued. And the second half-century in the
existence of Marxism began (in the 'nineties) with the struggle of a trend

began

hostile to

Marxism within Marxism.

Bernstein, a one-time orthodox Marxist, ga\e his name to this current
by making the most noise and advancing the most integral expression
of the amendments to Marx, the revision of Marx, revisionism. Even in
Russia, where, owing to the economic backwardness of the country and
the preponderance of a peasant population oppressed by the relics of serfdom, non-Marxian Socialism has naturally held its ground longest
of all, it is plainly passing into revisionism before our very eyes. Both in
the agrarian question (the program of the municipalization of all land)
and in general questions of program and tactics, our social -Narodniks are

more and more substituting "amendments" to Marx for the moribund and
obsolescent remnants of the old system, which in its own way was integand fundamentally hostile to Marxism.
Pre-Marxian Socialism has been smashed. It is now continuing the
struggle not on its own independent soil but on the general soil of Marxism
as revisionism. Let us, then, examine the ideological content of revisionism.
In the domain of philosophy revisionism clung to the skirts of bourand
geois professorial "science." The professors went "back to Kant"
revisionism followed in the wake of the neo-Kantians. The professors repeated, for the thousandth time, the threadbare banalities urged by the
and the revisionists, smiling
priests against philosophical materialism
ral

condescendingly, mumbled (word for word after the latest HandbucK)
that materialism had been "refuted" long ago. The professors treated
Hegel as a "dead dog," and while they themselves preached idealism,
only an idealism a thousand times more petty and banal than Hegel's,
they contemptuously shrugged their shoulders at dialectics and the revisionists floundered after them into the swamp of philosophical vulgarization of science, replacing "artful" (and revolutionary) dialectics by "simple" (and tranquil) "evolution." The professors earned their official salaries

MARXISM AND REVISIONISM

(

J

idealist and "critical" systems to the dominant
mediaeval "philosophy" (/.e., to theology) and the revisionists drew close
to them and endeavoured to make religion a "private affair," not in relation to the modern state, but in relation to the party of the advanced class.
What the real class significance of such "amendments" to Marx was
need not be said it is clear enough. \X'e shall simply note that the only
Marxist in the international Social-Democratic movement who criticized
from the standpoint of consistent dialectical materialism the incredible
banalities uttered by the revisionists was Plekhanov. This must be stressed
all the more emphatically since thoroughly mistaken attempts are being
made in our day to smuggle in the old and reactionary philosophical rubbish under the guise of criticizing Plekhanov 's tactical opportunism.*
Passing to political economy, it must be noted first of all that the
"amendments" of the revisionists in this domain were much more comprehensive and circumstantial; attempts were made to influence the public
by adducing "new data of economic development." It was said that concentration and the ousting of small-scale production by large-scale prowhile concentration
duction do not occur in agriculture at all
proceeds extremely slowly in commerce and industry. It was said that
crises had now become rarer and of less force, and that the cartels
and trusts would probably enable capital to do away with crises altogether. It was said that the "theory of the collapse" to which capitalism
is heading, was unsound, owing to the tendency of class contradictions
to become less acute and milder. It was said, finally, that it would not
be amiss to correct Marx's theory of value in accordance with BohmBawerk.

by adjusting both their

The fight against the revisionists on these questions resulted in as fruitful a revival of the theoretical thought of international Socialism as followed from Engels' controversy with Duhring twenty years earlier. The
arguments of the revisionists were analysed with the help of facts and
was proved that the revisionists were systematically presenting
modern small-scale production in a favourable light. The technical and
figures. It

Mum

* See Studies in the
tun hv Bogdanov, Bazarov and others.
l^htlosophy of
is not the place to discuss this book, pnd I must at present confine myself
to stating that in the very near future 1 shall show in a series of articles or in
a separate pamphlet that everything I have said in the text about the neo-Kantian

This

revisionists essentially applies also to these "new" nco-Humist and neo-Berkelcyan
revisionists. (In his Materialism and Kmpirio-Criticifini, [C7. Lenin, Selected Works,

Eng. ed., Vol. XI.] which he wrote shortly after, Lenin subjected "Bogdanov and the
rest of the revisionists, together with their philosophical teachers
Avenarius
andMach to a withering criticism. This work of Lenin's is a defence of the theoretical foundations of Marxism
dialectical and historical materialism, a gen-

from the standpoint of materialism of all the achievements of science,
and of natural science in the first place, as from the time of Engels* death to the
publication of the work in question, and the theoretical preparation for the Bolshe-

eralization

vik Party.

Ed.)
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commercial superiority of large-scale production over small-scale production both in industry and in agriculture is proved by irrefutable facts.
But commodity production is far less developed in agriculture, and modern
statisticians and economists are usually not very skilful in picking out
the special branches (sometimes even operations) in agriculture which
indicate that agriculture is being progressively drawn into the exchange
of world economy. Small-scale production maintains itself on the ruins
of natural economy by a steady deterioration in nourishment, by chronic
starvation, by the lengthening of the working day, by the deterioration
in the quality of cattle and in the care given to 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 economics to invesoften complicated and intricate forms and
tigate this process in all its
to demonstrate to the small producer the impossibility of holding his
own under capitalism, the hopelessness of peasant farming under capitalism,
and the necessity of the peasant adopting the standpoint of the proletarian.
On this question the revisionists sinned from the scientific standpoint by
superficially generalizing from facts selected one-sidedly and without
reference to the system of capitalism as a whole; they sinned from
the political standpoint by the fact that they inevitably, whether they

wanted

to or not, invited or urged the peasant to adopt the standpoint
(i.e., the standpoint of the bourgeoisie), instead of urging

of the master

him to adopt the standpoint of the revolutionary proletarian.
The position of revisionism was even worse as far as the theory of crises
and the theory of collapse were concerned. Only for the shortest space of
time could people, and then only the most shortsighted, think of remodelling the foundations of the Marxian doctrine under the influence of a few
years of industrial boom and prosperity. Facts 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 the particular
crises changed, but crises remained an inevitable component of the capitalsystem. While uniting production, the cartels and trusts at the same
time, and in a way that was obvious to all, aggravated the anarchy of
production, the insecurity of existence of the proletariat and the oppression of capital, thus intensifying class contradictions to an unprecedented

ist

degree. That capitalism is moving towards collapse in the sense both
of individual political and economic crises and of the complete wreck of
the entire capitalist system
has been made very clear, and on a very large
scale, precisely by the latest giant trusts. The recent financial crisis in
America and the frightful increase of unemployment all over Europe, to
say nothing of the impending industrial crisis to which many symptoms
are pointing
all this has brought it about that the recent "theories"
of the revisionists are being forgotten by everybody, even, it seems, by
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many of the revisionists 'themselves. But the lessons which this instability
of the intellectuals has given the working class must not be forgotten.
As to the theory of value, it should only be said that apart from hints
and sighs, exceedingly vague, for Bohm-Bawerk, the revisionists have here
contributed absolutely nothing, and have therefore left no traces whatever
on the development of scientific thought.
In the domain of politics, revisionism tried to revise the very 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 workers have no country. For, they said,
since the "will of the majority" prevails under democracy, one must
neither regard the state as an organ of class rule, nor reject alliances with
the progressive, social-reformist bourgeoisie against the reactionaries.
It cannot be disputed that these objections of the revisionists constituted a fairly harmonious system of views, namely, the old and well-

known liberal bourgeois views. The liberals have always said that bourgeois parliamentarism destroys classes and class divisions, since the right
to vote and the right to participate in state affairs are shared by all citi.
zens without distinction. The whole history of Europe in the second half
of the nineteenth century, and the whole history of the Russian revolution at the beginning of the twentieth, clearly show how absurd such views
are. Economic distinctions are aggravated and accentuated rather than
mitigated under the freedom of "democratic" capitalism. Parliamentarism
does not remove, but rather lays bare the innate character even of the most
democratic bourgeois republics as organs of class oppression. By helping
to enlighten and to organize immeasurably wider 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 accentuation 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 clear as clear could be how inevitably
this accentuation comes about. The French bourgeoisie without a moment's

made a deal with the common national enemy,
army which had ruined its fatherland, in order to crush the
movement. Whoever does not understand the inevitable inner

hesitation

the

foreign
proletarian
dialectics of

parliamentarism and bourgeois democracy which tends to an even more
acute decision of a dispute by mass violence than formerly will never be
able through parliamentarism to conduct propaganda and agitation that
are consistent in principle and really prepare the working-class masses to
take a victorious part in such "disputes." The experience of alliances, agreements and blocs with the social- reformist liberals in the West and
with the liberal reformists (Constitutional-Democrats) in the Russian
revolution convincingly showed that these agreements only blunt the consciousness of the masses, that they weaken rather than enhance the
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actual significance of their struggle by linking the fighters with the elements
are least capable of fighting and who are most vacillating and
the biggest experiment in applytreacherous. French Millerandism
ing revisionist political tactics on a wide, a really national scale has
provided a practical judgement of revisionism which will never be

who

forgotten by the proletariat all over the world.
natural complement to the economic and political tendencies of
revisionism was its attitude to the final aim of the Socialist movement.
"The movement is everything, the final aim is nothing" this catchphrase of Bernstein's expresses the substance of revisionism better than
many long arguments. The policy of revisionism consists in determining
its conduct from case to case, in adapting itself to the events of the day
and to the chops and changes of petty politics; it consists in forgetting the
basic interests of the proletariat, the main features of the capitalist system as a whole and of capitalist evolution as a whole, and in sacrificing
these basic interests for the real or assumed advantages of the moment.
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 may change the basic line of development only to an insignificant degree and only for the shortest period of time, will always inevitably
give rise to one or another variety of revisionism.
The inevitability of revisionism is determined by its class roots in modern society. Revisionism is an international phenomenon. No more or less
informed and thinking Socialist can have the slightest doubt that the relation between the orthodox and the Bernsteinites in Germany, the Guesdites and the Jauresites (and now particularly the Broussites) in France,
the Social-Democratic Federation and the Independent Labour Party
in Great Britain, de Brouckere and Vandervelde in Belgium, the integralists and the reformists in Italy, and the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks in
Russia is everywhere essentially similar, notwithstanding the gigantic variety of national and historically-derived conditions in the present state of
all these countries. In reality, the "division" within the present international Socialist movement is now proceeding along one line in all the various countries of the world, which testifies to a tremendous advance compared
with thirty or forty years ago, when it was not like tendencies within a
united international Socialist movement that were combating one another
within the various countries. And the "revisionism from the Left"
which has begun to take shape in the Latin countries, such as "revolu-

A

tionary syndicalism," is also adapting itself to Marxism while "amending"
it; Labriola in Italy and Lagardelle in France frequently appeal from Marx
wrongly understood to Marx rightly understood.
We cannot stop here to analyse the ideological substance of this revisionism; it has not yet by far developed to the extent that opportunist revisionism has, it has not yet become international, and it has not yet
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stood the test of one big practical battle with a Socialist Party even in one
We shall therefore confine ourselves to the "revisionism from
the Right" described above.

country.

Wherein

lies its

inevitability in capitalist society?

Why

is it

more pro-

found than the differences of national peculiarities and degrees o capitalist
development? Because always in every capitalist country, side by side with
the proletariat, there are broad strata of the petty bourgeoisie, small masters. Capitalism arose and is constantly arising out of small production.
A number of "middle strata" are inevitably created anew by capitalism
(appendages to the factory, homework, and small workshops scattered
all over the country in view of the requirements of big indu tries, such
as the bicycle and automobile industries, etc.). These new small producers
are just as inevitably cast back into the ranks of the proletariat. It is
quite natural that the petty-bourgeois world conception should again and
again crop up in the ranks of the broad labour parties. It is quite natural
that this should be so, and it always will be so right up to the peripety
of the proletarian revolution, for it would be a grave mistake to
think that the "complete" proletarianization of the majority of the population is essential before such a revolution can be achieved. What we now
frequently experience only in the domain of ideology disputes over thewhat now crops up in practice only over
oretical amendments to Marx
individual partial issues of the labour movement as tactical differences
with the revisionists and splits on these grounds, will all unfailingly
have to be experienced by the working class on an incomparably larger
scale when the proletarian revolution accentuates all issues and concentrates all differences on points of the most immediate importance in determining the conduct of the masses, and makes it necessary in the heat of
the fight to distinguish enemies from friends and to cast out bad allies,
so as to be able to deal decisive blows at the enemv.
f

The ideological struggle waged by revolutionary Marxism against
revisionism at the end of the nineteenth century 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 weaknesses of the petty bourgeoisie.
Originally published
entitled

In Memory

St. Petersburg, 1908

in

of

a

symposium

Karl Marx,

THE STRUGGLE FOR THE CREATION
OF A SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC
LABOUR PARTY IN RUSSIA

WHAT THE

HOW

"FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE" ARE AND
THEY FIGHT THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS

(A RKPL\ TO ARTICLES IN Russkoyc Bogatstvo
OPPOSING THE MARXISTS)

Russkoye Bogatstvo has started a campaign against the Social-DemoLast year, in issue No. 10, one of the leading lights of this journal,
Mr. N. Mikhailovsky, announced a forthcoming ""polemic" against "our
so-called Marxists, or Social-Democrats." Then followed an article by
Mr. S. Krivenko entitled "Our Cultural Free Lances" (in No. 12), and
one by Mr. N. Mikhailovsky entitled "Literature and Life" (Riisskoye
Bogatstvo, 1894 Nos. 1 and 2). As to the magazine's own views on
our economic realities, these have been most fully expounded by
Mr. S. Yuzhakov in an article entitled "Problems of the Economic Development of Russia" (in Nos. 11 and 12). While in general claiming to present in their magazine the ideas and tactics of the true "friends of the
people," these gentlemen are arch-enemies of the Social-Democrats.
So let us examine these "friends of the people," their criticism of Marxism,
their ideas and their tactics.
crats.

Mr. N. Mikhailovsky devotes his attention chiefly to the theoretical
principles of Marxism and therefore specially stops to examine the materialist conception of history. After giving a general outline of the
contents of the voluminous Marxist literature devoted to this doctrine,
Mr. Mikhailovsky launches his criticism with the following tirade:

"First of all," he says, "the question naturally arises: in which
of his works did Marx set forth his materialist conception of history? In Capital he gave us a model of logical force combined with
erudition and a painstaking investigation both of all the economic literature and of the pertinent facts. He brought to light theoreticians of economic science who had been long forgotten or who
are not known to anybody today, and did not overlook the most
minute details in the reports of factory inspectors or the evidence
given by experts before various special commissions; in a word,
he overhauled an overwhelming amount of factual material, partly
77
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in order to provide arguments for, and partly to illustrate, his ecotheories. If he has created a 'completely new' conception

nomic

of the historical process, if he has explained the whole past of mankind from a new point of view and has summarized all philosophico-historical theories that have hitherto existed, he has of course
done so with equal thoroughness: he has inceed reviewed and subjected to critical analysis all the known theories of the historical
process and analysed a mass of facts of world history. The
so customary in Marxist literature,
more to confirm this idea. What does Darwin's whole
work amount to? Certain closely inter-connected generalizing ideas
crowning a veritable Mont Blanc of factual material. Where is the
corresponding work by Marx? It does not exist. And not only does
no such work by Marx exist, but there is none to be found in all Marxist literature, in spite of its voluminousness and extensiveness."

comparison with Darwin,
serves still

This whole tirade is highly characteristic and helps us to realize how
public understand Capital and Marx. Overwhelmed by the vast
and
weight
cogency of the exposition, they bow and scrape before
Marx, laud him, and at the same time entirely lose sight of the basic
content of his doctrine and blithely continue to chant the old songs of
"subjective sociology." In this connection one cannot help recalling the
pointed epigraph Kautsky selected for his book on the economic teachings of Marx:
little the

Wer wird nicht einen Klopstock loben?
Doch wird ihn jeder lesen? Nein.
Wir wo lien weniger erhoben

Und

fleissiger gelesen sein!*

Just so! Mr. Mikhailovsky should praise Marx less and read him more
diligently, or, better still, put a little more thought into what he is
reading.

"In Capital Marx gave us a model of logical force combined with erudition," says Mr. Mikhailovsky. In this phrase Mr. Mikhailovsky has
given us a model of brilliant phrasemongering combined with absence
of meaning a certain Marxist observed. And the observation is an entirely just one. For, indeed, how did this logical force of Marx's manifest
itself? What were its effects? ReadingMr. Mikhailovsky 's tirade just quoted one might think that this force was entirely concentrated on "economic theories," in the narrowest sense of the term and nothing more.
And in order still further to emphasize the narrow limits of the field in

which Marx displayed
*

We

Who

would

his logical force,

Mr. Mikhailovsky

lays stress

on

would not praise a Klopstock? But will everybody read him? No.
Ed.
less, but read more diligently. (Leasing.)

like to be exalted
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the "most minute details," on the "pains takingness," on the "theoretiwho are not known to anybody," and so forth. It would appear that
Marx contributed nothing essentially new or noteworthy to the methods
cians

of constructing these theories, that he left the limits of economic science
just as they had been with the earlier economists, not extending them and
not contributing a "completely new" conception of the science itself.
Yet anybody who has read Capital knows that this is absolutely untrue.
In this connection one cannot refrain from recalling what Mr. Mikhailovsky wrote about Marx sixteen years ago when arguing with that vulgar
bourgeois, Mr. Y. Zhukovsky.
Perhaps the times were different,
at any rate, the tone and content of
fresher
sentiments
were
perhaps
Mr. Mikhailovsky's article was then entirely different
"'
It is the ultimate aim of this work to lay bare the economic law
of development (in the original das okonomische Bewegungsgesetz the
economic law of motion) of modern society/ KarlMarxsaid in reference
to his Capital, and he adhered to this program with strict consistency."
.

.

.

.

So said Mr. Mikhailovsky in 1877. Let us more closely examine this program, which as the critic admits has been adhered to with strict consistency. It is "to lay bare the economic law of development of modern
society."

The very formulation confronts

us with several questions that require
society, when all the

Marx speak of "modern"
economists who preceded him spoke of society
elucidation.
sense

Why

does

in general? In what
does he use the word "modern," by what tokens does he distin-

guish this modern society? And further, what is meant by the economic
law of motion of society? We are accustomed to hear from economists
and this, by the way, is one of the favourite ideas of the publicists and
economists of the milieu to which the Eusskoye Bogatstvo belongs that
only the production of values is subject to economic laws alone, whereas
distribution, they declare, depends on politics, on the nature of the

on society by the government power, the intelligentsia,
and so forth. In what sense, then, does Marx speak of the economic law
of motion of society, even referring to this law as a Naturgesetz a law
of nature? How is this to be understood, when so many of our native sociologists have covered reams of paper with asseverations to the effect
that the sphere of social phenomena is distinct from the sphere of natural-historical phenomena, and that therefore an absolutely distinct
"subjective method of sociology" must be applied in the investigation
of the former?
These perplexities arise naturally and necessarily, and, of course,
one must be utterly ignorant to evade them when dealing with Capital.
In order to understand these questions, let us first quote one more passage from the Preface to Capital only a few lines lower down:
"[From] my standpoint," says Marx, "the evolution of the economic
formation of society is viewed as a process of natural history."
influence exercised
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One has merely to compare, say, the two passages just quoted from
the Preface in order to see that this is precisely the basic idea of Capital,
which, as we have heard, is pursued, with strict consistency and
with rare logical force. In connection with all this, let us first note two
circumstances: Marx speaks only,, of one "economic formation of society,"
the capitalist formation; that is, he says that he investigated the law
of development of this formation only and of no other. That, in the first
place. Arid in the second place, let us note the methods used by Marx
in working out his deductions. These methods consisted, as we have just
heard from Mr. Mikhailovsky, in a "painstaking investigation ... of the
pertinent facts."
Let us now proceed to examine this basic idea of Capital 9 which our subjective philosopher so adroitly tries to evade. In what, piojrerly sf caking,
does the concept economic formation of society consist, and in what sense
must the development of such a formation be regarded as a process of na-

such are the questions that confront us. I have already
tural history?
pointed out that from the standpoint of the old economists and sociologists (not old for Russia), the concept economic formation of society is
entirely superfluous: they talk of society in general, they argue with
Spencer and his like about the nature of society in general, about the
aims and essence of society in general, and so forth. In their reasonings, these subjective sociologists rely on such arguments as that the
aim of society is to benefit all its members, that therefore justice demands
such and such an organization, and that a system that is out of harmony with this ideal organization ("Sociology must start with a utopia" these words of one of the authors of the subjective method,
Mr. Mikhailovsky, are eminently characteristic of the very essence of their
methods) is abnormal and should be set aside.

"The essential task of sociology," Mr. Mikhailovsky, for instance, argues, "is to ascertain the social conditions under which any
particular requirement of human nature is satisfied."

As you

see, this sociologist is interested only in a society that satisfies
nature, and is not at all interested in social formations social
formations, moreover, that may be based on phenomena so out of harmony with "human nature" as the enslavement of the majority by
the minority. You also see that from the standpoint of this sociologist there can even be no question of regarding the development of society as a process of natural history. ("Having recognized something to
be desirable or undesirable, the sociologist must discover the conditions
whereby the desirable can be realized, or the undesirable eliminated"
"whereby such and such ideals can be realized" this same Mr. Mikhailovsky reasons.) Furthermore, there can even be no question of development, but only of deviations from the "desirable," of "defects" that
may have occurred in history as a result ... as a result of the fact that

human
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people were not clever enough, did not properly understand what human nature' demands, were unable to discover the conditions required
for the realization of such a rational system. It is obvious that
Marx's basic idea that the development of the economic formations of
society is a process of natural history cuts the ground from under this
childish morality which lays claim to the title of sociology. By what
method did Marx arrive at this basic idea? He arrived at it by singling out
from the various spheres of social life the economic sphere, by singling
out from all social relations the relations of production as being
the basic and prime relations that determine all other relations. Marx
himself has described the course of his reasoning on this question as
follows:

"The first work which I undertook for a solution of the doubts
which assailed me was a critical review of the Hegelian philosophy

My

of law. . .
investigation led to the result that legal relations
like political forms ... are to be grasped neither from themselves
nor from the so-called general development of the human mind,
but rather have their roots in the material conditions of life, the
.

sum

total of which Hegel, in accordance with the procedure of the
Englishmen and Frenchmen of the eighteenth century, combines
under the name of 'civil society. And the anatomy of civil society
is to be sought in
The general result at
political economy.
which I arrived
can be briefly formulated as follows: In the social
production which men.carry on they enter into definite relations
'

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

these iclatioris of production correspond to a definite stage of development of their material forces of production. The sum total of these
relations of production constitutes the economic structure of society the real foundation, on which rises a legal and political

superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social
consciousness. The mode of production . . . determines the social,
political and intellectual life processes in general. It is not the
consciousness of men that determines their being, but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their consciousness. At
a certain stage of their development, the . . . forces of production .
come in conflict with the existing relations of production, or
what is but a legal expression for the same thing with the prop.

.

erty relations within which they have been at work before. From
forms of development of the forces of production these relations
turn into their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution.
With the change of the economic foundation the entire immense
superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed. In considering
such transformations a distinction should always be made between the
material transformation of the economic conditions of production,
which can be determined with the precision of natural science, and
the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or

-685

philosophic

in short,
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ideological forms in which men become conscious of this conflict and
fight it out. Just as our opinion of an individual is not based on what
he thinks of himself, so can we not judge of such a period of transformation by its own consciousness; on the contrary this consciousness must be explained rather from the contradictions of material

from the existing conflict between the social forces of production and the relations of production. ... In broad outlines we
can designate the Asiatic, the ancient, the feudal, and the modern
bourgeois modes of production as so many epochs in the progress,
life,

of the economic formation of society."*

This idea of materialism in sociology was in itself a piece of genius..
Naturally, for the rime being it was only a hypothesis, but it was the
first hypothesis to create the possibility of a strictly scientific approach
to historical and social problems. Hitherto, being unable to descend to
such simple and primary relations as the relations of production, the
sociologists proceeded directly to investigate and study the political
and legal forms. They stumbled on the fact that these forms arise out
of certain ideas held by men in the period in question and there they
stopped. It appeared as if social relations were established by man consciously. But this deduction, which was fully expressed in the idea of the
Oontrat Social** (traces of which are very noticeable in all systems of
Utopian Socialism), was in complete contradiction to all historical observations. Never has it been the case, nor is it the case now, that the members of society are aware of the sum-total of the social relations in which
they live as something definite and integral, as something pervaded by
principle. On the contrary, the mass of people adapt themselves to
these relations unconsciously, and are so little aware of them as specific
historical social relations, that. the explanation, for instance, of the relations of exchange, under which people have lived for centuries, was
discovered only in very recent times. Materialism removed this contradiction by carrying the analysis deeper, to the origin of these social ideas
of man themselves; and its conclusion that the course of ideas depends
on the course of things is the only one compatible with scientific psy-

some

chology. Moreover, this hypothesis was the first to elevate sociology to
the level of a science from yet another aspect. Hitherto, sociologists had
* Karl
Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Preface. See
Karl Marx, Selected Works, Eng. ed., 1935, Vol. I, pp. 355-57. Ed.
** Contrat Social
one of the most important of Jean Jacques Rousseau's
works (published in 1762) in which the author expresses the idea that any and
every social system must be the result of a free contract, an agreement between
men. Idealistic in essence the "social contract" theory, advanced as it was in the
eighteenth century, on the eve of the bourgeois revolution in France, played
a revolutionary role inasmuch as it expressed the demand for bourgeois equality,,
the abolition of feudal estate privileges and the establishment of a bourgeois

republic.

-Ed.
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to distinguish in the complex network of social
which
phenomena were important and which unimportant
phenomena
(that is the root of subjectivism in sociology) and had been unable to discover any objective criterion for such a distinction. Materialism provided an absolutely objective criterion by singling out the "relations
of production" as the structure of society, and by making it possible
difficult

it

to apply to these relations that general scientific criterion of recurrence
to sociology the subjectivists denied. As
long as
to ideological social relations (i.e., such as,
themselves
confined
they

whose applicability

before taking shape, pass through man's consciousness*) they were unable to observe jecurrence and regularity in the social phenomena of the
various countries, and their science was at best only a description of
these phenomena, a collection of raw material. The analysis of material social relations (those, that is, that take shape without passing through man's

when exchanging products men enter into relations of
even realizing that social relations of production
without
production
are involved in the act) made it at once possible to observe iccirrence
and legularity and to generalize the systems of the various countries so
as to arrive at the single fundamental concept: the formation of society. It
was this generalization that alone made it possible to proceed from the
description of social phenomena (and their evaluation from the standpoint
of an ideal) to their strictly scientific analysis, which, let us say by way
of example, singles out what distinguishes one capitalist country from
another and investigates what is common to all of them.
Thirdly and finally, another reason why this hypothesis was the first
to make a scientific sociology possible was that the reduction of social
relations to relations of production, and of the latter to the level of the
forces of production, alone provided a firm basis for the conception that the
consciousness;

development of the formations of society is a process of natural history.
goes without saying that without such a view there can be no social
science. (For instance, the subjectivists, although they admitted that
historical phenomena conform to law, were incapable of regarding their

And it

evolution as a process of natural history, precisely because they confined
themselves to the social ideas and aims of man and were unable to
reduce these ideas and aims to material social relations.)

But now Marx, having expressed

this hypothesis in the 'forties, set out

to study the factual (nota bene) material. He took one of the economic
the system of commodity production and on
formations of society

the basis of a vast mass of data (which he studied for no less than twenty-five years) gave a most detailed analysis of the laws governing the

functioning of this formation and its development. This analysis is strictly confined to the relations of production between the members of society:
*

We

are, of course, referring all the

tions" and

no

others.

time to the consciousness of "social rela-
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without ever resorting to factors other than relations of production to
explain the matter, Marx makes it possible to discern how the commodity
organization of social economy develops, how it becomes transformed into
the capitalist organization, creating the antagonistic (within the bounds
now of tie relations of prcd action) classes, the bourgeoisie and the
proletariat, how it develops the productivity of social labour, and thereby introduces an element which comes into irreconcilable contradiction
with the 'foundations of this capitalist organization itself.
Such is the skeleton of Capital. But the whole point of the matter is
that Marx did not content himself with this skeleton, that he did not
confine himself to an "economic theory" in the ordinary sense of the term,
that, while explaining the structure and development of the given formation of society exclusively in terms of relations of production, he nevertheless everywhere and always went on to trace the superstructure
corresponding to these relations of production and clothed the skeleton
in flesh and blood. Capital has enjoyed such tremendous success precisely
because this book of a "German economist" exhibited the whole capitalist social formation to the reader as a living thing
with its everyday
aspects, with the actual social manifestation of the antagonism of classes inherent in the relations of production, with the bourgeois political
superstructure which preserves the domination of the capitalist class,
with the bourgeois ideas of liberty, equality and so forth, with the bourgeois family relations. It will now be clear that the comparison with
Darwin is perfectly accurate: Capital is nothing but "certain closely inter-connected generalizing ideas crowning a veritableMont Blanc of factual
material." And if anybody who has tezd Capital has contrned not to notice these generalizing ideas, that is not the fault of Marx, who pointed
to these ideas even in the Preface, as we have seen. And that is not all;
such a comparison is just not only from the external aspect (which for
some unknown reason particularly interests Mr. Mikhailovsky), but
from the internal aspect too. Just as Darwin put an end to the view that
the species of animals and plants are unconnected among themselves,
fortuitous, "created by God" and immutable, and was the first to put
biology on an absolutely scientific basis by establishing the mutability
and succession of species, so Marx put an end to the view that society is
ft
mechanical aggregation of individuals, which allows of any kind
of modification at the will of the powers that be (or, what amounts to
the same thing, at the will of society and the government) and which arises
and changes in a fortuitous way, and was the first to put sociology on
ft scientific basis
by establishing the concept of the economic formation
of society as the sum- total of given relations of production and by
establishing the fact that the development of these formations is a
process of natural history.
Now since the appearance of Capital the materialist conception of
history is no longer a hypothesis, but a scientifically demonstrated propo-
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sition. And until some other attempt is made to give a scientific explanation of the functioning and development of any formation of society
formation of society, mind yoa, and not the moc e of life of any country
or people, or even class, etc. anotl er attempt which would be just as
capable as materialism of introducing order into the "pertinent facts" and
of presenting a living picture of a defi lite formation and at the same time
of explaining it in a strictly scientific way, until then the materialist
conception of history will be synonymous with social science. Materialism
is not "primarily a scientific conception of history," as Mr.
Mikhailovsky
thinks, but the only scientific conception of history.
And now, can one imagine anything funnier than people who have read
Capital, aid contrheJ not to discover materialism in it! Where is

Mr. Mikhailovsky in sincere perplexity.
read The Communist Manifesto and failed to notice that the explanation it gives of modern systems legal, political, family, religious and
philosophical is a materialist one, and that even the criticism of the
it?

asks

He

Socialist

and Communist theories seeks and

finds their roots in definite

relations of production.

He read The Poverty of Philosophy and failed to notice that its examination of Proudbon's sociology is made from the materialist standpoint,
that its criticism of the solution propounded by Proudhon for the most
dive'se historical problems is based on the principles of materialism, and
that the indications given by the author himself as to where the data for
the solution of these problems is to be sought all amount to references to
relations of production.
He read Capital and failed to notice that what he had before
a model scientific analysis, in accordance with the materialist

him was

method,
complex of the formations c f soc iety, a model recognized
by all and surpassed by none. And here he sits and exercises his mighty
brain over the profound question: "In which of his works did Marx

of one

the most

set forth his materialist conception of history?"
Anybody acquainted with Marx would answer this question by another: in which of his works did Marx not set forth his materialist concep-

tion of history? But Mr. Mikhailovsky will most likely learn of Marx's
materialist investigations only when they are classified and properly indexed in some historico-sophistical work of some Kareyev or other under the heading "Economic Materialism."
But what is funniest of all is that Mr. Mikhailovsky accuses Marx
of not having "ie/'ewei [sicl] all the known theories of the historical
process. "That is amusing indeed. Of what did nine- tenths of these theories consist? Of purely a priori dogmatic, abstract disquisit o-.s on: what
is society? what is
progress? and the 1 ke. (I purposely take examples
are dear to the heart and mind of Mr. Mikhailovsky.) But,
thei these theories are useless because of the very fact that they exist,
they are useless because of their basic methods, because of their

which
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utter and unrelieved metaphysics. For, to begin by asking what is society
and what is progress, is to begin from the wrong end. Whence are you
to get your concept of society and progress in general when you have not

studied a

single

social formation in particular,

when you have been

concept, when you have been unable even
to approach a serious factual investigation, an objective analysis of
social relations of any kind? That is the most obvious earmark of me taphysics, with which every science began: as long as people did not know
how to study the facts, they always invented a priori general theories,
which were always sterile. The metaphysical chemist who did not know how
to investigate the chemical processes themselves would invent a theory about
the nature of the force of chemical affinity. The metaphysical biologist
would talk about the nature of life and the vital force. The metaphysical
psychologist would reason about the nature of the soul. The method itself
was an absurd one. You cannot argue about the soul without having explained the psychical processes in particular: here progress must consist in

unable even to establish

this

abandoning general theories and philosophical disquisitions about the nature of the soul, and in knowing how to put the study of the facts which characterize any particular psychical process on a scientific footing. And therefore Mr. Mikhailovsky's accusation is exactly as though a metaphysical
psychologist, who all his life has been writing "inquiries" into the nature
of the soul (without precisely knowing the explanation of a single psychical phenomenon, even the simplest), were to accuse a scientific psychologist of not having reviewed all the known theories of the soul. He, the
scientific psychologist, has discarded all philosophical theories of the soul
and has set about making a direct study of the material substratum of
psychical phenomena the nervous processes and has given, let us say, an
analysis and explanation of such and such psychological processes. And our
metaphysical psychologist reads this work and praises it: the description
of the processes and the study of the facts, he says, are good. But he is
not satisfied. "Pardon me/' he exclaims excitedly, hearing people around
him speak of the absolutely new conception of psychology given by this
scientist, of his special method of scientific psychology: "Pardon me,"
the philosopher cries heatedly, "in what work is this method
expounded?
this work contains 'nothing bat facts.' There is no trace in it of a
review of 'all the known philosophical theories of the soul.' This is
not the corresponding work by any means!"
In the same way, of course, neither is Capital the corresponding work
for a metaphysical sociologist who does not observe the sterility of a
priori discussions about the nature of society and who does not understand
that such methods, instead of studying and explaining, only serve to
insinuate into the concept society either the bourgeois ideas of a British
shopkeeper or the philistine Socialist ideals of a Russian democrat and
nothing more. That is why all these philosophico-historical theories arose
and burst like soap bubbles, being at best but a symptom of the social

Why,
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ideas and relations of their time, and not advancing one iota man's understanding of even a few, but real, social relations (and not such as

"harmonize with human nature"). The gigantic forward stride which Marx
in this respect consisted precisely in the fact that he discarded all
these discussions about society and progress in general and gave a scientific analysis of one society and of one progress
capitalist society and
capitalist progress. And Mr. Mikhailovsky condemns him for having
begun from the beginning and not from the end, for having begun with
an analysis of the facts and not with final conclusions, with a study of
particular, historically-determined social relations and not with general
theories about the nature of social relations in general! And he asks:
"where is the corresponding work?"O, sapient subjective sociologist!!
If our subjective philosopher had confined himself to expressing his
perplexity as to where, in which work, materialism is proved, that would
not be quite so bad. But, in spite of the fact (and perhaps for the very
reason) that he has nowhere found even an exposition of the materialist
conception of history, let alone a proof of it, he begins to ascribe to this
doctrine claims which it has never made. He quotes a passage from Bios
to the effect that Marx had proclaimed an entirely new conception of
history, and without further ado goes on to declare that this theory claims
that it has "explained to humanity its past," explained "the whole [ic!!?]
past of mankind," and so on. But this is utterly false! The theory claims
to explain only the capitalist organization of society, and no other. If
the application of materialism to the analysis and explanation of one
social formation yielded such brilliant results, it is quite natural that
materialism in history already ceases to be a mere hypothesis and
becomes a scientifically tested theory; it is quite natural that the necessity
for such a method should extend to the other social formations, even
though they have not been subjected to special factual investigation
and to detailed analysis just as the idea of transformism, which has
been proved in relation to a sufficiently large number of facts, is extended
to the whole lealm of biology, even though it has not yet been possible
definitely to establish the transformation of certain species of animals
and plants. And just as transformism does not claim to have explained
the "whole" history of the formation of species, but only to have placed
the methods of this explanation on a scientific basis, so materialism
in history has never claimed to explain everything, but only to have
pointed out the "only scientific," to use Marx's expression (Capital),
method of explaining history. One may therefore judge how ingenious,
earnest or seemly are the methods of controversy employed by Mr. Mikhailovsky when he first falsifies Marx by ascribing to materialism in
history the absurd claim of "explaining everything," of finding "the key
to all historical locks" (claims, of course, which were refuted by Marx
immediately and in a very venomous form in his "Letter" on Mikhailovsky's articles), then makes game of these claims, which he himself

made
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invented, and, finally, accurately quoting Engels' ideas accurately,
because in this case a quotation and not a paraphrase is given to
the effect that political economy as the materialists understand it
"has still to be created" and that "everything we have received from it
is confined to" the history of capitalist society
comes to the conclusion that "these words greatly narrow the scope of economic materialism"! What infinite naivete, or what infinite conceit a man must have
to believe that such tricks will pass unnoticed! He first falsifies
Marx, then makes game of his own inventions, then accurately
quotes certain ideas and has the insolence to declare that the latter
narrow the scope of economic materialism!

The nature and quality of Mr. Mikhailovsky 's game may be seen from
the following example: "Marx nowhere proves them" i.e., the foundations of the theory of economic materialism says Mr. Mikhailovsky.
"True, Marx and Engels thought of writing a work of a philosophicoand historico-philosophical character, and even did write one
(1845-46), but it was never printed. Engels says: 'The completed portion
[of this work] consists of an exposition of the materialist conception of
history which proves only how incomplete our knowledge of economic
history was at that time.'* Thus," concludes Mr. Mikhailovsky, "the
fundamental points of 'scientific Socialism* and of the theory of economic
materialism were discovered, and were then expounded in the Manifesto*
at a time when, as is admitted by one of the authors himself, their
knowledge for such a work was still meagre."
A charming manner of criticism, is it not? Engels says that their
knowledge of economic "history" was still meagre and that for this rea-

historical

son they did not print their work of a "general" historico-philosophical

Mr. Mikhailovsky garbles this to mean that their know ledge was
meagre "for such a work" as the elaboration of "the fundamental points
character.

of scientific Socialism, that is, of a scientific criticism of the "bourgeois" system, already given in the Manifesto. One or the other:
either Mr. Mikhailovsky cannot grasp the difference between an attempt
to embrace
the whole philosophy of history,
and an attempt
to explain the bourgeois regime scientifically, or he thinks that Marx
and Engels did not possess sufficient knowledge for a criticism of political economy. And in the latter case it is very cruel of him not to acquaint
us with his reasons for assuming this deficiency of knowledge, and not
to give his amendments and additions. Marx's and Engels' decision not
to publish the historico-philosophical work and to concentrate their efforts
a scientific analysis of one social organization only indicates a very

on

high degree of
to make game of

scientific scrupulousness.
this

by

Mr. Mikhailovsky's decision
Marx and Engels

a little addition to the effect that

* See Frederick
Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach, Foreword, Eng. ed., 1934.
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expounded their views when they themselves confessed that their knowledge was inadequate to elaborate them, is only indicative of methods of
controversy which testify neither to intelligence nor to a sense of decency.
Here is another example:
"More was done by Marx's alter ego, Engels," says Mr. Mikhailovsky,,
"to prove economic materialism as a theory of history. He has written
a special historical work, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State in the Light of (im Anschluss) Ihe Resea ches of Mor^aw. This
Anschluss is noteworthy. The book of the American Morgan appeared
many years after Marx and Engels had announced the principles of
economic materialism and entitely independently of the latter." And so,
we find "the economic materialists associating themselves" with this book;
and, since there was no struggle of classes in pre-historic times, introducing an "amendment" to the formula of the materialist conception of
history to the effect that, in addition to the production of material
values, a determining factor is the production of man himself, i.e.,
procreation, which played a primary role in the primitive era, when
the productivity of labour was still very undeveloped.
Engels says that **Mo'g an 's great merit lies in laving d scovered in
the gioafs basel 01 sex of tl e No.th /me Lai Ind a s t e key to the
most m~o ta .t, hithe to insoluble, riddles of the ea.l.est Gieek, Roman
;

1

;

and Ge mai history."

"And so," pronounces Mr. Mikhailovsky in this connection,
"at the end of the 'forties there was discovered and proclaimed
an absolutely new, materialist and truly scientific conception of
history, which did for historical science what Darwin's theory
did for modern natural science."
But

this

conception

Mr. Mikhailovsky once more repeats

was nev-

er scientifically proved.

was not only never tested

in a large and varied field of fac"not the corresponding" work: it contains
only facts and painstaking in esti^at o s!], but was not even sufficiently justified, if only by the criticism and exclusion of other
"
philosophico-his tor ical s ys tems

"It

tual material [Capital

is

.

Engels' book

Herrn E.

D ihrings

resents "only clever attempts
therefore considers it possible

Umwalzung der Wissenschaft* repmade in passing," and Mr. Mikhailovsky
com let el y to igno e the vast number of

with in that work, in spite of the fact that these
show the emptiness of sociologies which
spite of the fact that this book contains a detailed criticism of the "force
theory," which asserts that political and legal

essential questions dealt

"clever attempts" very cleverly
"sta t with Utopias," and in

flerr

Eugen D&hring's Revolution in Science (Anti-Dtihring).

Ed.
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systems determine economic systems and which is so fervently professed
by the journalistic gentlemen of Ruaskoye Bogatstvo. Of course, it is
much easier to say a few meaningless phrases about a work than to
make a serious analysis of even one question materialistically dealt with
in it. And it is also safe for the censor will probably never pass a translation of the book, and Mr. Mikhailovsky may call it clever without any

danger

to* his subjective philosophy.

Even more characteristic and edifying is his comment on Marx's
(a comment which serves as an illustration to the saying that
man was given a tongue to conceal his thoughts or to lend vacuity

Capital

the form of thought):

"There are brilliant pages of history in Capital, BUT [that
wonderful "but"! It is not so much a "but," as that famous mais 9
which translated means "the poor fellow can only do his
best"], by the very purpose of the book, they concern only
one definite historical period; they do not so much affirm the basic
propositions of economic materialism as simply deal with the economic aspect of a certain group of historical phenomena."
In other words, Capital

which

is

devoted only to a study of capital-

gives a materialist analysis of that society and its superstructures, "BUT"Mt. Mikhailovsky prefers to say nothing about this analysis.
It deals, don't you see, with only "one" period, whereas he,

ist society

to embrace all periods, and embrace them in such
not to say anything about any one of them in particular. Of
course, this aim of embracing all periods without discussing any one
of them in substance can be achieved only in one way by general talk
and "brilliant" but empty phrasemongering. And nobody can compare with
Mr. Mikhailovsky in the art of phrasemongering. It turns out that it is
not worth dealing (separately) with the substance of Marx's investigations
for the reason that he, Marx, "not so much affirms the basic propositions
of economic materialism as simply deals with the economic aspect of a
certain group of historical phenomena." What profundity! He "does
not affirm," but "simply deals with!" How easy it is to dodge any
issue by phrasemongering! For instance, whe a Marx repeatedly shows that
-civil equality, free contract and similar foundations of the law-governed state rest on the relations of commodity producers what is
that? Does he thereby affirm materialism, or "simply" deal with it?
With his inherent modesty, our philosopher refrains from giving a reply
on the substance of the question and directly proceeds to draw conclusions
from his "clever attempts" to talk brilliantly and say nothing.

Mr. Mikhailovsky, wants
a

way

as

"It

is

not surprising," the conclusion runs, "that for a theory

which claimed to elucidate world history, forty years after its
announcement early Greek, Roman and German history remained
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unsolved riddles; and the key to these riddles was provided, firstly,
by a man who had absolutely no connection with the theory of
economic materialism and knew nothing about it, and, secondly,
with the help of a factor which was not economic. A rather amusing
impression is produced by the term 'production of man himself,'
i.e., procreation, on which Engels seizes in order to preserve at
least a verbal connection with the basic formula of economic mate-

He was, however, obliged to admit that for many ages
of mankind did not proceed in accordance with this
formula."
rialism.

the

life

Indeed, Mr. Mikhailovsky, the way you argue is very "surprising."
theory was that in order to "elucidate" history one must seek
for the foundations in material social relations and not in ideological
relations. Lack of factual material made it impossible to apply this
method to an analysis of certain very important phenomena in ancient
European history for instance, of the gentile organization which
in consequence remained a riddle. * But along comes Morgan in America
and the wealth of material he has collected enables him to analyse
the nature of the gentile organization; and he comes to the conclusion that
one must seek for its explanation in material relations, and not in ideological relations (e.g., legal or religious). Obviously, this fact is a brilliant
confirmation of the materialist method, and nothing more. And when
Mr. Mikhailovsky rebukes this doctrine on the grounds, firstly, that the
key to most difficult historical riddles was found by a man "who had absolutely no connection" with the theory of economic materialism, one can
only wonder at the extent to which people can fail to distinguish what
speaks in their favour from what cruelly demDlishes them. Secondly
our philosopher argues procreation is not an economic factor. But where
have you read in Marx or in Engels that they necessarily spoke of economic materialism? When they described their world outlook they called
it
simply materialism. Their basic idea (which was quite definitely
expressed, for instance, in the passage from Marx above quoted) was that
social relations are divided into material relations and ideological relations. The latter merely constitute a superstructure on the former,
which arise apart from the volition and consciousness of man as (a result)
a form of man's activity aiming at the preservation of his existence.
The explanation of political and legal forms Marx says in the passage
quoted must be sought for in "the material conditions of life."
Mr. Mikhailovsky surely does not think that the relations of procreation

The

* Here
too Mr. Mikhailovsky does not miss an opportunity of making
game: how is that a scientific conception of history, and yet ancient history
remains a riddle Mr. Mikhailovsky, take any textbook and you will find that
the problem of the gentile organization is one of the most difficult, and a host of
theories have been advanced to explain it.
I
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mre ideological conditions? The explanation given by Mr. Mikhailovsky
in this connection is so characteristic that it deserves to be dwelt on.

"However much we exercise our ingenuity on the question of
'procreation,'" he says, "and endeavour to establish if only a verbal connection between it and economic materialism, however
much it may be interwoven in the complex web of phenomena of
social life with other phenomena, including economic, it has its
own physiological and psychical roots. [Is it suckling infants
you are telling, Mr. Mikhailovsky, that procreation has physiological roots!? What sort of blarney is this?] And this reminds
us that the theoreticians of economic materialism have not
settled accounts not only with history, but also with psychology. There can be no doubt that gentile ties have lost their significance in the history of civilized countries, but this can hardly be
said with the same assurance of direct sexual and family ties. They
have of course undergone considerable modification under the
pressure of the increasing complexity of life in general, but with a
certain amount of dialectical dexterity it might be shown that not
only legal, but also economic relations themselves constitute a 'superstructure' on sexual and family relations. We shall not dwell on this,
but nevertheless would point to the institution of inheritance."

At last our philosopher has managed to leave the sphere of empty
phrasemongering* for facts, definite facts, which can be verified
and which make it less easy to "blarney" about the substance of the matter. Let us then see how our critic of Marx shows that the institution
of inheritance is a superstucture on sexual and family relations.
"It

is

the products of economic production ["the products of

economic production"

1 1

How

literary

1

How

euphonious!

How

ele-

gant!] that are transmitted by inheritance, and the institution of
inheritance itself is to a certain extent determined by the fact
of economic competition. But, firstly, non-material values are
also transmitted by inheritance
as expressed in the concern to
bring up children in the spirit of their fathers."

And

so the upbringing of children

that

their children's] morals
Is

is

part of the institution of inheria clause to the effect

The Russian Civil Code for example, contains
"parents must endeavour by home upbringing

tance!

this

and

to train their [i.e.,

to further the views of the

what our philosopher

calls the

government.

"

institution of inheritance?

* How
else, indeed, can one characterize it, when he accuses materialists
of not having settled accounts with history but does not attempt to examine literally a single one of the numerous materialist explanations of various historical
questions given by the materialists, or when he says that a thing might be shown,
but that he will not dwell on it?
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we confine ourselves to the econom*
of
institution
the
inheritance is unthinkable without
sphere,
the products of production that are transmitted by inheritance, it
without the products of 'procreation'
is just as unthinkable
without them and without that complex and intense psychology
which directly borders on them."
"and, secondly, even when
ic

if

(Do pay attention to the style: a complex psychology "borders on"
the products of procreation! That is really exquisite!) And so the institution of inheritance is a superstructure on family and sexual relations,
because inheritance is unthinkable without procreation! Why, this is
a veritable discovery of America! Until now everybody believed that
procreation can explain the institution of inheritance just as little as
the necessity for taking food can explain the institution of property.
Until now everybody thought that if, for instance, in the era when
the system of teiuie in fee (pomestiye) flourished in Russia, the land was
not transmissible by inheritance (because it was only regarded as conditional property), the explanation was to be sought in the peculiarities of
the social organization of the time. Mr. Mikhailovsky presumably thinks
that the matter is to be explained simply by the fact that the psychology
which bordered on the products of procreation of the fief-holder of that
time was distinguished by

insufficient complexity.

(Scratch the "friend of the people" one might say, paraphrasing the familiar saying
and you will find a bourgeois. For what other meaning
can be attached to Mr. Mikhailovsky 's reflections on the connection
between the institution of inheritance and the upbringing of children,
the psychology of procreation, and so on, except that the institution of
inheritance is just as eternal, essential and sacred as the upbringing of
children? True, Mr. Mikhailovsky tried to leave himself a loophole by
declaring that "the institution of inheritance is to a certain extent determined by the fact of economic competition." But that is nothing but an
attempt to avoid giving a definite answer to the quest ion, and an unseemly
attempt at that. How can we take cognizance of this statement when not
a word is said about what exactly the "certain extent" is to which inheritance depends on competition, when absolutely no explanation is
given of what exactly this connection between competition and the institution of inheritance is due to? As a matter of fact, the institution of inheritance already presumes the existence of private property; and the latter
arises only with the appearance of exchange. Its basis in the already
incipient specialization of social labour and the alienation of products in
the market. For instance, as long as all the members of the primitive

Indian community produced in common all the articles they required,
private property was impossible. But when division of labour made its way
into the community and each of its members began to produce separately
some one article or other and to sell it in the market, this material iso-
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lation of the commodity producer found expression in the institution
bf private property. Both private property and inheritance are categories of a social order in which separate, small (monogamous) families have
already arisen and exchange has begun to develop. Mr. Mikhailovsky 's
example proves precisely the opposite of what he wanted to prove.
Mr. Mikhailovsky gives another factual reference and this too is in
its way 'a gem!
"As regards gentile ties," he says, continuing to put materialism right, "they paled in the history of civilized peoples partially
it is true, under the rays of the influence of the forms of production
[another subterfuge, this time more obvious still. What forms of
production precisely? An empty phrase!], but partially they became
dissolved in their own continuation and generalization in na,,

tional

ties."

And

so, national ties are a continuation and generalization of gentile
Mr. Mikhailovsky, evidently, borrows his ideas of the history of
society from the fairy tale that is taught to schoolboys. The history
of society this copy-book maxim runs is that first there was the
ties!

family, that nucleus of all society,* then the family grew into the
tribe, and the tribe grew into the state. If Mr. Mikhailovsky impressively
repeats this childish nonsense, it only goes to show apart from everything else that he has not the slightest inkling of the course even of
Russian history. While one might speak of gentile life in ancient Russia,
there can be no doubt that by the Middle Ages, the era of the Muscovite
tsars, these gentile ties no longer existed, that is to say, the state was based
on territorial unions and not gentile unions: the landlords and the monasteries took their peasants from various localities, and the communities
thus formed were purely territorial unions. However, one could hardly at
that time speak of national ties in the true sense of the word: the state was
divided into separate "territories," sometimes even principalities, which
preserved strong traces of former autonomy, peculiarities of administration, at times their own troops (the local boyars went to war at the head

own companies), their own customs frontiers, and so forth. It
the
modern period of Russian history (beginning approximately
only
with the seventeenth century) that is marked by an actual amalgamation
of all such regions, territories and principalities into a single whole-

of their
is

This amalgamation, most esteemed Mr. Mikhailovsky, was not brought
about by gentile ties, nor even by their continuation, and generalization,
but by the growth of exchange between regions, the steady growth of
commodity circulation and the concentration of the small local markets
*

This is a purely bourgeois idea: separate, small families came to predominate
only under the bourgeois regime; they were entirely non-existent in prehistoric
times. Nothing is more characteristic of the bourgeois than the ascription of the
features of the modern system to all times and peoples.
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into a single, all- Russian market. Since the leaders and masters of this
process were the merchant capitalists, the creation of these national ties
was nothing but the creation of bourgeois ties. By both his factual refer-

ences Mr. Mikhailovsky has only defeated his own purpose and has given
us nothing but examples of bourgeois puerility. "Puerility," because
he explained the institution of inheritance by procreation and its psychology, and nationality by gentile ties; "bourgeois," because he took the
categories and superstructures of one historically-defined social formation
(that based on exchange) for categories just as general and eternal as.
the upbringing of children and "direct" sexual ties.

What

so highly characteristic here is that as soon as our subjective
philosopher tried to pass from phrasemongering to concrete facts he got
is

himself into a mess. And apparently he feels very much at ease in
this not over-clean position: there he sits, preening himself and splashing mud all around him. For instance, he wants to refute the thesis that
history is a succession of episodes of the class struggle, and, declaring
with an air of profundity that this is "extreme," he says: "The International Workingmen's Association, formed by Marx and organized for
the purposes of the class struggle, did not prevent the French and
German workers from cutting each other 's throats and despoiling each
other," which, he asserts, proves that materialism has not settled accounts
"with the demon of national vanity and national hatred." Such a statement reveals the critic's utter failuie to realize that the very real interests
of the commercial and industrial bourgeoisie constitute the principal
basis for this hatred, and that to speak of national sentiment as an independent factor is only to gloss over the real facts of the case. But then
we have already seen what a profound idea of nationality our philosopher
has. Mr. Mikhailovsky cannot refer to the International except with the
irony of a Burenin.*

"Marx

is

the head

ciation, which, it
resurrected."

is

of the International Workingmen's Assoto pieces, but is due to be

true, has fallen

Of course, if one discerns the nee plus ultra of international solidarity
in a system of "just" exchange, as the chronicler of home affairs in No. 2
of Russkoye Bogatstvo asserts, with philistine banality and if one does
not understand that exchange, just and unjust, invariably presumes and
includes the domination of the bourgeoisie, and that, unless the economic organization which is based on exchange is destroyed, international
collisions are inevitable, this incessant sneering at the International

is-

* V.
Burenin a member of the staff of the reactionary newspaper Novoye
Vremya (New Times) notorious for his malignant and vicious attacks on repre-

sentatives of all progressive trends of social thought. Lenin applies this name
appallatively to denote unscrupulous methods in conducting polemics. Ed*
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then understandable why Mr. Mikhailovsky cannot
is no other way of combating national
hatred than by organizing and welding together the oppressed class for a
struggle against the oppressor class in each se;arate country, and by
the amalgamation of such national working-class organizations into
understandable. It

is

grasp the simple truth that there

a single international working-class army to fi^ht international capital. As to the statement that the International did not prevent the workers
from cutting each others' throats, it is enough to remind Mr. Mikhailovsky of the events of the Commune, which revealed the true attitude of
the organized proletariat to the ruling classes who were waging the war.
But what is most disgusting in Mr. Mikhailovsky s polemic is the methods he employs. If he is dissatisfied with the tactics of the International, if he does not share the ideas on behalf of which the European workers are organizing, let him at least criticize them bluntly and openly
and set forth his own idea of what would be more expedient tactics and
more correct views. As it is, no definite and clear objections are made,
and all we get are senseless jibes amidst a welter of phrasemongering.
What can one call this but mad, especially when one bears in mind that
a defence of the ideas and tactics of the International is not legally allowed in Russia? Such too are the methods Mr. Mikhailovsky employs
when he argues against the Russian Marxists: without giving himself
the trouble to formulate any of their theses conscientiously and accurately,
so as to Sab'e_t them to direct and definite criticism, he prefers to fasten
on fragments of Marxist arguments he happens to have heard and to
garble them. Judge for yourselves:
J

"Marx was

too intelligent and too learned to think that it was he
discovered the idea of the historical necessity of social phenomena and their conformity to law. . . The lower rungs [of the
Marxist ladder*] do not know this [that "the idea of historical
necessity is not something new, invented or discovered by Marx,
but a long- established truth"], or, at least, they have only a vague
idea of the centuries of intellectual effort and energy that were spent
on the establishment of this truth."

who

.

Of course, statements of this kind may very well make an impression
on people who hear of Marxism for the first time, and in their case
the aim of the critic may be easily achieved, namely, to gaible, scoff
and "conquer"

(such, it

is

said,

is

the

way

contributors to Eusskoye

* In connection with this
meaningless term it should be stated that Mr. Mikhailovsky singles out Marx (who is too intelligent and too learned for our critic
to be able to criticise any of his propositions directly and openly), after whom
he places Engels ("not such a creative mind"), next more or less independent
men like Kautsky and then the other Marxists. Well, can such a classification
have any serious value? If the critic is dissatisfied with the popularizers of Marx,
what prevents him from correcting them on the basis of Marx? He does nothing
of the kind. He evidently meant to be witty but it fell flat.
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Bogatstvo speakofMr.Mikhailovsky 's articles). Anybody who has any knowledge of Marx at all will immediately perceive the utter falsity and sham
of such methods. One may not agree with Marx, but one cannot deny that
those of his views which constitute "something new" in relation to those
of the earlier Socialists he did formulate very definitely. The something
new consisted in the fact that the earlier Socialists thought it was
enough to prove their views to point to the oppression of the masses
under the existing regime, to point to the superiority of a system under
which every man would receive what he himself had produced, to point
out that this ideal system harmonizes with "human nature," with
the conception of a rational and moral life, and so forth. Marx found it
impossible to rest content with such a Socialism. He did not confine
himself to describing the existing system, giving a judgment of it and
condemning it; he gave a scientific explanation of it, reducing that existing system, which differs in the different European and non-European
the capitalist social formation, the laws
countries, to a common basis

and development of which he subjected to an objec-

of the functioning

tive analysis (he showed the necessity of exploitation under such a system).
In just the same way, he did not find it possible to rest content with
asserting that only the Socialist system harmonizes with human nature,

as

was claimed by the great Utopian

Socialists

and by

their wretched off-

spring, the subjective sociologists. By this same objective analysis of the
capitalist system, he proved the necessity of its transformation into the
Socialist system.
sky objected to

(Precisely how he proved this and how Mr. Mikhailovis
a question we
shall revert to.) That is the

it

source of those references to necessity which we may frequently meet
with among Marxists. The distortion which Mr. Mikhailovsky introduced
into the question is obvious: he dropped the whole factual content of the
theory, its whole essence, and presented the matter as though the whole theory were contained in the one word "necessity" ("one cannot refer to it alone
in complex practical affairs"), as though the proof of this theory consists in
the fact that historical necessity so demands it. In other words, saying
nothing about the contents of the doctrine, he seized on its label only,
and again started to make game of that "simple flat disc," into which
he himself had tried so hard to transform Marx's teaching. We shall not,
of course, endeavour to follow this game, because we are already sufficiently acquainted with that sort of thing. Let him cut capers for the
amusement and satisfaction of Mr. Burenin (who not without good reason patted Mr. Mikhailovsky on the back in Novoye Vremya), let him pay
his respects to Marx and then yelp at him from round the corner: "His
controversy against the Utopians and idealists is one-sided as it is," that
is without the Marxists
repeating its arguments. We cannot call such
sallies anything else but yelping, because he literally does not bring
a single factual, definite and verifiable objection against this controversy,
so that, willing as we might be to discuss the subject,
for we con-
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sider this controversy extremely important for the settlement of Russian
Socialist questions we simply cannot reply to yelping, and can only
shrug our shoulders and say:
"The lapdog must be strong indeed if at an elephant he barks!"

Not without
about

interest

is

what

Mr.

Mikhailovsky goes

on

to say

necessity, because it reveals, if only partially, the
real ideological stock-in-trade of "our well-known sociologist" (the epithet which Mr. Mikhailovsky, equally with Mr. V. V.,* enjoys among
historical

members of "cultured society"). He speaks of "the conbetween the idea of historical necessity and the importance of in-

the liberal
flict

socially active figures err in regarding themselves
as active figures, when as a matter of fact they are "activated," "marionettes, manipulated from a mysterious cellar by the immanent laws of
historical necessity"
such, he claims, is the conclusion to be drawn from

dividual activity":

which he therefore characterizes as "sterile" and "diffuse."
not
Probably
every reader knows where Mr. Mikhailovsky got all this
nonsense about marionettes and the like. The fact is that this is one of
the idea of the
.the favourite hobby-horses of the subjective philosopher
conflict between determinism and morality, between historical necessity
and the importance of the individual. He has filled piles of paper on the
subject and has uttered an infinite amount of sentimental, philistine
trash in order to settle this conflict in favour of morality and the importance of the individual. As a matter of fact, there is no conflict here at
all; it has been invented by Mr. Mikhailovsky, who feared (not without
reason) that determinism would cut the ground from under the philistine
morality he loves so dearly. The idea of determinism, which establishes the
necessity of human acts and rejects the absurd fable of freedom of will,
in no way destroys man's reason or conscience, or judgment of his
this idea,

actions. Quite the contrary, the determinist view alone makes a strict and
correct judgment possible, instead of attributing everything one fancies
to freedom of will. Similarly, the idea of historical necessity in no way
undermines the role of the individual in history: all history is made up
,of the actions of individuals, who are undoubtedly active figures. The real
question that arises in judging the social activity of an individual is:

what conditions ensure the success of this activity, what guarantee is
-there that this activity will not remain an isolated act lost in a welter
of contrary acts? This also involves a question which is answered differently by Social-Democrats and by the other Russian Socialists, namely,
in what
way must activity which aims at bringing about the
Socialist system enlist the masses in order to secure real results? Obviously, the answer to this question depends directly and immediately on the
conception of the grouping of social forces in Russia, of the class struggle
which forms the substance of Russian actualities. And here too Mr. Mi*

V. P. Votont&ov.Ed.
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khailovsky dances around the question without even attempting to state
it
precisely and to furnish an answer to it. The Social-Democratic answer
to the question, as we know, is based on the view that the Russian economic system is a bourgeois society, from which there can be only one
way out, one that necessarily follows from the very nature of the bourgeois
system, namely, the class struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie. It is obvious that any serious criticism ought to be directed either
against the view that our system is a bourgeois system or against the
conception of the nature of this system and the laws of its development.
But Mr. Mikhailovsky does not even think of dealing with serious questions. He prefers to confine himself to meaningless phrasemongering about
necessity being too general a parenthesis, and the like. Yes, Mr. Mikhailovsky, any idea will be too general a parenthesis if you first take all the
insides out of it, as though it were a dried herring, and then begin to play
about with the skin. This outer skin, which covers really serious and burning
questions of the day, is Mr. Mikhailovsky 's favourite sphere; for instance,
he stresses with particular pride the fact that "economic materialism
ignores or throws a wrong light on the question of heroes and the crowd,"
Don't you see, the question which are the classes whose struggle forms the
substance of modern Russian actualities, and on what grounds? is probably
too general for Mr. Mikhailovsky, and he avoids it. On the other hand,
the question what relations exist between the hero and the crowd?
irrespective of whether it is a crowd of workers, peas ants, manufacturers or
landlords, is one that interests him extremely. These questions may
be really "interesting," but anybody who rebukes the materialists
for directing all their efforts to the settlement of questions which directly
concern the liberation of the labouring class is an admirer of philistine
science, and nothing more. Concluding his "criticism" (?) of materialism, Mr. Mikhailovsky makes one more attempt to misrepresent facts
and performs one more manipulation. Having expressed doubt as to the
correctness of Engels opinion that Capital was hushed up by the official
economists (a doubt he justifies on the curious grounds that there are numerous universities in Germany!), Mr. Mikhailovsky says:
'

"Marx did not have this circle of readers [workers] in view,
but expected something from men of science too."
That is absolutely untrue. Marx understood very well how little he
could expect impartiality and scientific criticism from the bourgeois
scientist, and in the Nachwort (Postscript) to the second edition of
Capital he expressed himself very positively on this score. He there says;

"The understanding which Capital rapidly met with among
wide circles of the German working class is the best reward for
my labour. Herr Meyer, a man who on economic questions adheres
to the bourgeois standpoint, aptly stated in a pamphlet which
7*
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appeared during the Franco- Prussian

War

that the great capacity

Sinn) which was
regarded as the heritage of the Germans has completely disappeared
among the so-called educated classes of Germany, but, on the other
hand, is being born anew in her working class."
for theoretical thinking

(der grofte theoretiache

The manipulation again concerns materialism and is entirely in the
"The theory [of materialism] has never been
trie first sample.

style of

scientifically

proved and verified." Such

is

the thesis. Here

is

the proof:

"Individual good pages of historical content in Engels, Kautsky and certain others also (as in the esteemed work of Bios)
might well dispense with label economic materialism, since [note
the "since"!], in fact [sic\] 9 they take the sum-total of social life into
account, even though the economic strings predominate in the chord."

And

"Economic materialism has not justified itthe conclusion
science."
familiar trick! In order to prove that the theory lacks foundation,
Mikhailovsky first distorts it by ascribing to it the absurd inten-

self in
.

A

Mr.

tion of not taking the sum-total of social life into account, whereas quite
the opposite is the case: the materialists (Marxists) were the first Socialists to insist on the need of analysing all aspects of social life, and not
&nly the economic.* Then he declares that "in fact" the materialists

have "effectively" explained the sum-total of social life by economics (a fact
which obviously destroys the author) and finally he comes to the conclusion that materialism "has not justified itself"! But your manipulations
on the other hand, Mr. Mikhailovsky, have justified themselves magnificently!

And

this is all that

Mr. Mikhailovsky brings forward in "refutation"

repeat, there is no criticism here, it is nothing but vapid
and pretentious verbosity. If we were to ask any person what objections Mr.

of materialism.

*

I

This has been quite clearly expressed in Capital and in the tactics of
Social-Democrats, as compared with the earlier Socialists. Marx directly
demanded that we should not confine ourselves to the economic aspect. In 1843,
when drafting the program for a projected magazine, Marx wrote to Ruge: "The
whole Socialist principle is again only one aspect.... We, on our part, must
devote equal attention to the other aspect, the theoretical existence of man, and
consequently must make religion, science, and so forth, an object of our criticism...* Just as religion represents a table of contents of the theoretical conflicts
of mankind, the political state represents a table of contents of its practical conflicts. Thus, the political state, within the limits of its form, expresses sub specie
rei publicae [from the political standpoint] all social conflicts, needs and interests. Hence to make a most special political question
e. 0., the difference between
the estate system and the representative system
an object of criticism by no
means implies descend ing from the hauteur des principes [the height of principles
Ed.], since this question expresses in political language the difference between
the rule of man and the rule of private property. This means that the critic not
only may but must deal with these political questions (which the inveterate Socialist considers unworthy of attention)."
the
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Mikhailovsky has brought against the view that the relations of production
form the basis of all others, how he has disproved the concept formations of
society and the natural-historical process of development of these formations
worked out by Marx with the help of the materialist method, how he has
proved the fallacy of the materialist explanations of various historical
questions given, for instance, by the writers he has mentioned that
person would have to answer that he has brought no objections, has in
no way disproved, and has pointed out no fallacies. He has merely beat
about the bush, trying to confuse tre essence of tre matter by phrasemongering, and in passing has invented various piffling subterfuges.
It is hard to expect anything serious of such a critic when he continues
to refute Marxism in No. 2 of Ruaskoye Bogatatvo. The only difference is
that he has already exhausted his own power of inventing manipulations
and begins to avail himself of those of others.
He starts out by declaiming about the "complexity" of social life:
why, even galvanism is connected with economic materialism, because
Galvani's experiments "produced an impression" on Hegel. Astonishingly clever! One could just as easily connect Mr. Mikhailovsky with the
Emperor of China! What are we to deduce from this apart from the fact
that there are people who find pleasure in talking nonsense?!
"The essence of the historical course of things," Mr. Mikhailovsky
continues, "which is elusive in general, has eluded the doctrine of
economic materialism, although the latter apparently rests on two pillars:
the discovery of the all-determining significance of the forms of produc*
"
tion and exchange and the unimpeachableness of the dialectical process,
And so, the materialists rest their case on the "unimpeachableness"
of the dialectical process! In other words, they base their sociological
theories on Hegelian triads. Here we have the stereotyped charge of

Hegelian dialectics levelled against Marxism, a charge which one thought
had already been worn sufficiently threadbare by Marx's bourgeois critics.

Unable

to bring

fastened on

anything against the doctrine

itself,

these gentlemen

Marx 's mode of expression and

attacked the origin of the theory,
thinking thereby to undermine the theory itself. And Mr. Mikhailovsky
makes no bones about resorting to similar methods. He uses a chapter
from Engels' Anti-Diihring as a pretext. Replying to Diihring, who had
attacked Marx's dialectics, Engels says that Marx never even thought ot
"proving" anything by means of Hegelian triads, that Marx only studied
and investigated the real process, and that he regarded the conformity

of a theory to reality as its only criterion. If, however, it sometimes
transpired that the development of any particular social phenomenon
conformed with the Hegelian scheme, namely, thesis negation negation
of the negation, that is not at all surprising, for it is no rare thing
in nature generally. And
Engels proceeds to cite examples from the
fie^ld of natural
history (the development of a seed) and from the social
as fo'r instance, that first there was
field
primitive Communism, then pri*
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vate property, and then the capitalist socialization of labour; or that first
there was primitive materialism, then idealism, and then scientific materialism, and so forth. It is clear to everybody that the main burden
of Engels' argument is that materialists must correctly and accurately,
depict the historical process, and that insistence on dialectics, the
selection of examples to demonstrate the correctness of the triad, is nothing but a relic of the Hegelianism out of which scientific Socialism has
grown, a relic of its mode of expression. And, indeed, once it has been
categorically declared that to attempt to "prove" anything by triads is
absurd, and that nobody even thought of doing so, what significance can
examples of "dialectical" processes have? Is it not obvious that they merely point to the origin of the doctrine, and nothing more? Mr.Mikhaishould not be blamed
lovsky himself feels this when he says that the theory
'
for its origin. But in order to discern in Engels arguments something
more than the origin of the theory, it would obviously be necessary to prove
that the materialists had settled at least one historical problem by means
of triads, and not on the basis of the pertinent facts. Did Mr. Mikhailovsky attempt to prove this? Not a bit of it. On the contrary, he was
himself obliged to admit that "Marx filled the empty dialectical scheme
so full with factual content that it could be removed from this content
like a lid from a bowl without anything being changed" (as to the exception which Mr. Mikhailovsky makes here regarding the future we
shall deal with it anon.) If that is so, why is Mr. Mikhailovsky so eagerly
concerned with this lid that changes nothing? Why does he assure us
that the materialists "rest" their case on the unimpeachableness of the
dialectical process? Why, when he is combating this lid, does he declare
that he is combating one of the "pillars" of scientific Socialism, which
is a direct untruth?
I shall not, of course, examine how Mr. Mikhailovsky analyses the
examples of triads, because, I repeat, this has no connection whatever
either with scientific materialism or with Russian Marxism. But the
interesting question arises: what grounds had Mr. Mikhailovsky for
so distorting the attitude of Marxists to dialectics? Twofold grounds:

Mr. Mikhailovsky heard something, but did not quite grasp what
all about; secondly, Mr. Mikhailovsky performed another
piece
of juggling (or, rather, borrowed it from Diihring).
As to the first point, when reading Marxist literature Mr. Mikhailovsky constantly came across references to "the dialectical method" in sofirstly,
it

was

cial science, "dialectical thought," again in the sphere of social problems
(which is alone in question) and so forth. In his simplicity of heart (it
were well if it were only simplicity) he- took it for granted that this method

consists in solving all sociological problems in accordance with the laws
of the Hegelian triad. If he had been just a little more attentive to the
matter in hand he could not but have become convinced of the stupidity of this notion. What Marx and Engels called the dialectical meth-
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to the metaphysical method is nothing more
than the scientific method in sociology, which consists in regarding society as a living organism in a constant state of development (and
not as something mechanically concatenated and therefore allowing
any arbitrary combination of separate social elements), the study of
which requires an objective analysis of the relations of production that
constitute the given social formation and an investigation of its laws
of functioning and development. We shall endeavour below to illustrate
the relation between the dialectical method and the metaphysical method

nor

in contradistinction

less

which concept the subjective method in sociology undoubtedly belongs)
by Mr. Mikhailovsky's own arguments. For the present we shall only
(to

observe that anyone who reads the definition and description of the
dialectical method given either by Engels (in the polemic against
Diihring: Socialism, Utopian and Scientific) or by Marx (various notes
in Capital and the Postscript to the second edition; The Poverty of Philosophy), will see that the Hegelian triads are not even mentioned, and
that it all amounts to regarding social evolution as a natural-historical
process of development of economic formations of society. In confirmation
of this I shall cite in extenso the description of the dialectical method
given in the Vestnik Evropy, 1872, No. 5 (in the article, "The Standpoint
of Karl Marx's Critique of Political Economy"), which is quoted by Marx
in the Postscript to the second edition of Capital. Marx there says that
the method employed in Capital has been little understood.

"German

"
reviews, of course, shriek out at 'Hegelian sophistics.
1

And in order to illustrate his method more clearly,
description of it given in the article mentioned.

Marx

quotes the

is of moment to Marx," it is there stated,
the law of the phenomena with whose investigation
he is concerned.
Of still greater moment to him is the law
of their variation, of their development, i.e., of their transition
from one form into another, from one series of connections into a
.
.
different one.
Consequently, Marx only troubles himself about
one thing: to show, by precise scientific investigation, the necessity
of successive determinate orders of social conditions, and to

"The one thing which

"is

to

find

.

.

.

.

establish, as fully as possible, the facts that serve him as basis and
starting points. For this it is quite enough, if he proves, at
the same time, both the necessity of the present order of things,
and the necessity of another order into which the first must inevitably pass over quite irrespective of whether men believe or. do

whether they are conscious or unconscious of it.
the social movement as a process of natural history,
governed by laws not only independent of human will, consciousness and intentions, but rather, on the contrary, '.determining their
not believe

Marx

treats

it,

104

V,

I.

LENIN

U consciousness and intentions of men. [To be noted by Messieurs
the sub j activists, who separate social evolution from the evolution
of natural history because man sets himself conscious 'aims' and
is guided by definite ideals.] If in the history of civilization the
conscious element plays a part so subordinate, then it is self-evident that a critical inquiry whose subject matter is civilization,
can, ^less than anything else, have for its basis any form of, or any
result of, consciousness. That is to say, that not the idea, but the
outward manifestation alone can serve as its starting point. Such
an inquiry will confine itself to the confrontation and the comparison of a fact, not with ideas, but with another fact. For this inquiry, the one thing of moment is, that both facts be investigated
as accurately as possible, and that they actually form, each with
respect to the other, different momenta of an evolution; but most
important of all is the no less accurate analysis of the series of
successions, of the sequences and concatenations in which the
different stages of such an evolution present themselves. But it
will be said, the general laws of economic life are one and the
same, no matter whether they are applied to the present or

On

the past. This Marx directly denies.
the contrary, in
his opinion every historical period has laws
of its own. . . .
Economic life offers a phenomenon analogous to the history
.

.

.

of evolution in other branches of biology.
The old economists
misunderstood the nature of economic laws when they likened them
to the laws of physics and chemistry. A more thorough analysis of
phenomena shows that social organisms differ among themselves
as fundamentally as plants or animals.
Whilst Marx sets himself
the task of following and explaining from this point of view the
capitalist economic system, he is only formulating, in a strictly
.

.

scientific

economic

.

.

.

.

manner, the aim that every accurate investigation into
life must have. The scientific value of such an inquiry

the disclosing of the special [historical] laws that regulate
the origin, existence, development, and death of a given social orga-

lies in

nism and its replacement by another and higher one."
Such is the description of the dialectical method which Marx fished out
of the bottomless pit of magazine and newspaper comments on Capital, and
which he translated into German, because this description of the method,
as he himself says, is entirely correct. One asks, is there any mention
here, even a single word, about triads, trichotomies, the unimpeachableness of the dialectical process and suchlike nonsense, at which
Mr. Mikhailovsky tilts in so knightly a fashion? And after giving this
description, Marx plainly says that his method is the "direct opposite"
of Hegel 's method. According to Hegel the development of the idea, in conformity with the dialectical laws of the triad, determines the development
of the real world.

And it

is

of course only in that case that one could speak
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of the importance of the triads and of the unimpeachableness of the dia"With me, on the contrary," Marx says, "the ideal is
lectical process.
nothing else than the material world reflected." And the whole matter thus amounts to an "affirmative recognition of the existing state
of things" and of its inevitable development. No other role remains for
the triads than as a lid and a skin ("I coquetted with the modes of
expression" of Hegel, Marx says in this same Postscript), in which only
philistines could be interested. How, one now asks, should we judge a man
who set out to criticize one of the "pillars" of scientific materialism,
and began to speak of anything you like, even of frogs
i.e., dialectics,
and Napoleon, except of what dialectics is, of whether the development
of society is really a process of natural history, whether the materialist
conception of economic formations of society as special social organisms is
correct, whether the methods of objective analysis of these formations
arc right, whether social ideas really do not determine social development
but are themselves defined by it, and so forth? Can one assume only
a lack of understanding in this case?

As to the second point: after such a "criticism" of dialectics,
Mr. Mikhailovsky attributes to Marx these methods of proof "by means of
Hegelian triads, and, of course, victoriously combats them.
"Regarding the future," he says, "the immanent laws of society
on dialectics." (This is the exception referred

are based purely
to above.)

Marx's arguments on the subject of the inevitability of the expropriation of the expropriators by virtue of the laws of development of capitalism are "purely dialectical." Marx's "ideal" of the common ownership
of land and capital "in the sense of its inevitability and unimpeachableness rests entirely on the end of an Hegelian three-term chain."
This argument is entirely taken from Diihring, who adduces it in his
Kritische Oeschichte der Nationalokonomie und des Sozialismus (3 Aufl. y
1879, S. 486-87).* But Mr. Mikhailovsky says not a word about Diihring.
Perhaps the idea of garbling Marx in this way occurred to him independently?

Engels gave a splendid reply to Diihring, and since he also quotes Diihring 's criticism we shall confine ourselves to Engels reply. The reader will
see that it fits Mr. Mikhailovsky perfectly.
"'This historical sketch (of the genesis of the so-called primitive
accumulation of capital in England) is relatively the best part of
Marx's book [says Diihring], and would be even better if it had not
relied on dialectical crutches to help out its scholarly basis. The Hegelian negation of the negation, in default of anything better and
'

*

A

Critical History of National

pp. 486-87.

Ed.

Economy and Socialism,

third edition, 1879,
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clearer, has in fact to serve here as the midwife to deliver the fuof the past. The abolition of individual property,
ture from the
which since the sixteenth century has been effected in the way indi-

womb

cated, is the first negation. It will be followed by a second,
which bears the character of a negation of the negation, hence the

restoration of "individual property," but in a higher form, based

on common ownership of the land and of the instruments of labour.
Herr Marx also calls this new "individual property" "social property," and in this we have the Hegelian higher unity, in which the
a specific Hegelian term], that
is resolved [aufgehoben
to say, in the Hegelian verbal jugglery, it is both overcome and
preserved. . . . According to this, the expropriation of the expro-

contradiction
is

is as it were the automatic result of historical reality in its
material and external relations. ... It would be difficult to convince
a sensible man of the necessity of the common ownership of land and
capital on the basis of Hegelian word-juggling such as the negation
The nebulous hybrids of Marx's conceptions
of the negation. .
will however surprise no one who realizes what phantasies can be
built up with the Hegelian dialectics as the scientific basis, or rather
what absurdities necessarily spring from it. For the benefit of the
reader who is not familiar with these artifices, it must be expressly
pointed out that Hegel's first negation is the idea of the fall from
grace, which is taken from the catechism, and his second is the idea
of a higher unity leading to redemption. The logic of facts can hardly
be based on this nonsensical analogy borrowed from the religious
Herr Marx remains cheerfully in the nebulous world of
sphere.
his property which is at the same time both individual and social and
leaves it to his adepts to solve for themselves this profound dialectical

priators

.

.

.

.

.

'

enigma. Thus far Herr Diiriring.
"So [Engels concludes] Marx has no other way of proving the necessity of the social revolution and the establishment of a social
system based on the common ownership of land and of the means of
production produced by labour, except by appealing to the Hegelian
negation of the negation; and because he bases his Socialist theory on
these nonsensical analogies borrowed from religion, he arrives at the
result that in the society of the future there will be property which
is at the same time both individual and social, as the Hegelian
higher
*
unity of the sublated contradiction.
* That this formulation of
Duhring's views perfectly fits Mr. Mikhailovsky too
proved by the following passage in his article "Karl Marx before the Tribunal
of Mr. Zhukovsky." Objecting to Mr. Zhukovsky's assertion that Marx is a
defender of private property, Mr. Mikhailovsky refers to this scheme of Marx's
and explains it in the following manner. "In his scheme Marx performed two
well-known tricks of the Hegelian dialectics: firstly, the scheme is constructed
in accordance with the laws of the Hegelian triad; secondly, the synthesis is based
on the identity of opposites individual and social property. This means that
is
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"Let us for the moment leave the negation of the negation to look
and let us have a look at the 'property which is at the
same time both individual and social.' Herr Diihring characterizes
this as a 'nebulous world, and curiously enough he is really right on
this point. Unfortunately, however, it is not Marx but on the contrary Herr Diihring himself who is in this nebulous world ... he can
put Marx right a la Hegel, by foisting on him the higher unity of property, of which there is not a word in Marx. [Marx says:]
"'It is the negation of negation. This does not reestablish private
property for the producer, but gives him individual property based
on the acquisitions of the capitalist era, i. e. 9 on co-operation of free
labourers and the possession in common of the land and of the means
of production.
"'The transformation of scattered private property, arising from
after itself,

'

individual labour, into capitalist private property is, naturally, a
process, incomparably more protracted, violent, and difficult, than
the transformation of capitalistic private property, already practi'*
cally resting on socialized production, into socialized property.
"That is all. The state of things brought about through the expropriation of the expropriators is therefore characterized as the reestablishment of individual property, but 'on the basis' of the social
ownership of the land and of the means of production produced by
labour itself. To anyone who understands German [and Russian too,
Mr. Mikhailovsky, because the translation is absolutely correct] this
means that social ownership extends to the land and the other means
of production, and private ownership to the products, that is, the
articles of consumption. And in order to make this comprehensible
even to children of six, Marx assumes on page 56** 'a community of
free individuals, carrying on their work with the means of production
in common, in which the labour power of all the different individuals
is consciously applied as the combined labour
power of the community,' that is, a society organized on a Socialist basis; and he
says: 'The total product of our community is a social product. One

portion serves as fresh means of production and remains social. But
another portion is consumed by the members as means of subsist-

A distribution of this

ence.
'

sary.

And

surely that

is

among them is consequently necesenough even for Herr Diihring.

portion

clear

.

.

.

the word 'individual* here has the specific, purely arbitrary meaning of a term
of the dialectical process, and absolutely nothing can be based on it." This was
said by a man of the most estimable intentions, defending, in the eyes of the
Russian public, the "sanguine" Marx from the bourgeois Mr. Zhukovsky. And
with these estimable intentions he explains Marx as basing his conception of the
process on "tricks" 1 Mr. Mikhailovsky may draw from this the for him not
unprofitable moral, that estimable intentions alone are never quite enough.
*
Capital, Vol. I, p. 837. Ed.

**/Wd.,p.90.

Ed.
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"The property which

is at the same time both
private and social,
confused hybrid, this absurdity which necessarily springs from
Hegelian dialectics, this nebulous world, this profound dialectical
enigma, which Marx leaves his adepts to solve for themselves is yet
another free creation and imagination on the part of Herr Diihring.
"But what role [Engels continues] does the negation of the nega* and the
following pages he sets out
tion-play in Marx? On page 791
the conclusions which he draws from the preceding fifty pages of economic and historical investigation into the so-called primitive accumulation of capital. Before the capitalist era, at least in England,
petty industry existed on the basis of the private property of the labourer in his means of production. The so-called primitive accumulation of capital consisted in this case in the expropriation of these immediate producers, that is, in the dissolution of private property based
on the labour of its owner. This was possible because the petty
industry referred to above is compatible only with a system of production, and a society, moving within narrow and primitive bounds,
and at a certain stage of its development it brings forth the material
agencies for its own annihilation. This annihilation, the transformation of the individual and scattered means of production into socially concentrated ones, forms the pre-history of capital. As soon as
the labourers are turned into proletarians, their means of labour into
capital, as soon as the capitalist mode of production stands on its own
feet, the further socialization of labour and further transformation
of the land andother means of production [into capital], and therefore
the further expropriation of private proprietors takes a new form.
"'That which is now to be expropriated is no longer the labourer
working for himself, but tjie capitalist exploiting many labourers.
This expropriation is accomplished by the action of the immanent
laws of capitalistic production itself, by the centralization of capital.

this

.

One capitalist always

kills

many. Hand

in

hand with

. .

this centraliza-

tion, or this expropriation of many capitalists by few, develop, on an
ever extending scale, the co-operative form of the labour process, the

conscious technical application of science, the methodical cultivation
of the soil, the transformation of the instruments of labour into instruments of labour only usable in common, the economizing of all
means of production by their use as the means of production of combined, socialized labour.
Along with the constantly diminishing
number of the magnates of capital, who usurp and monopolize all
advantages of this process of transformation, grows the mass of misery, oppression, slavery, degradation, exploitation; but with this too
grows the revolt of the working class, a class always increasing in
number, and disciplined, united, organized by the very mechanism
.

*

Ibid., p. 834.

Ed.

.

.
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of the process of capitalist production itself. The monopoly of capital becomes a fetter upon the mode of product ion, which has sprung up
and flourished along with, and under it. Centralization of the means
of production and socialization of labour at last reach a point where

they become incompatible with their capitalist integument. This integument is burst asunder. The knell of capitalist private property
sounds. The expropriators are expropriated.'*
"And now I ask the reader: where are the dialectical frills and
mazes and intellectual arabesques; where the mixed and misconceived
ideas as a result of which everything is all one in the end; where the
dialectical miracles for his faithful followers; where the mysterious
dialectical rubbish and the contortions based on the Hegelian Logos

which Marx, according to Herr Duhring, is quite
unable to accomplish his development? Marx merely shows from history, and in this passage states in a summarized form, that just as
the former petty industry necessarily, through its own development,
created the conditions of its annihilation, i.e., of the expropriation
of the small proprietors, so now the capitalist mode of production has
doctrine, without

likewise itself created the material conditions which will annihilate
it. The process is a historical one, and if it is at the same time a dialectical process, this is not Marx's fault, however annoying it may
be for Herr Duhring.
"It is only at this point, after Marx has completed his proof on the
basis of historical and economic facts, that he proceeds: 'The capitalist mode of production and appropriation, and hence capitalist
private property, is the first negation of individual private property
founded on the labours of the proprietor. But capitalist production
begets, with the inexorability of a law of Nature, its own negation.
It is the negation of the negation'
and so on (as quoted above).
"In characterizing the process as the negation of the negation,
therefore, Marx does not dream of attempting to prove by this that
the process was historically necessary. On the contrary: after he has
proved from history that in fact the process has partially already
occurred, and partially must occur in the future, he then also characterizes it as a process which develops in accordance with a definite
dialectical law. That is all. It is therefore once again a pure distortion
of the facts by Herr Duhring, when he declares that the negation of the
negation has to serve here as the midwife to deliver the future from
the womb of the past, or that Marx wants anyone to allow himself to
be convinced of the necessity of the common ownership of land and
capital ... on the basis of the negation of the negation."**
*
Capital, pp. 836-37. Ed.
** Frederick
Engcls, Herr Kugen Duhrinff's Revolution in Science, Eng. Ed.,
Moscow, 1934, pp. 147-52. Ed.
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The reader will see

that the whole of Engels' splendid rebuttal of Diihrhere
ing given
applies in all respects to Mr. Mikhailovsky, who
also asserts that with Marx the future rests exclusively on the end of an
Hegelian chain and that the conviction of its inevitability can be founded

only on faith.*

The whole

difference between Diihring and Mr. Mikhailovsky reduces
following two small points: Firstly, Diihring, despite the fact
that he cannot speak of Marx without foaming at the mouth, nevertheless
considered it necessary to mention in the next fectionof his History that
Marx in the Postscript categorically repudiated the accusation of being
a Hegelian, whereas Mr. Mikhailovsky remains silent as to this (above
quoted) absolutely definite and clear statement by Marx of what he conceives the dialectical method to be.
Secondly, another peculiarity of Mr. Mikhailovsky 's is that he concentrated all his attention on the use of tenses. Why, when he speaks of the
future, does Marx use the present tense? our philosopher demands with
an air of triumph. The answer to this you will find in any grammar, most
worthy critic: you will find that the present tense is used in the
future when the future is regarded as inevitable and unquestionable.
itself to the

But why so, why is it unquestionable? Mr. Mikhailovsky anxiously
asks, desiring to convey such profound agitation as would justify even a
distortion. But on this point, too, Marx gave an absolutely definite reply.

You may

consider

show how

exactly and

it

inadequate or wrong, but in that case you must
exactly it is wrong, and not talk nonsense about

why

Hegelianism.

Time was when Mr. Mikhailovsky not only knew himself what
reply was, but lectured others on

this

Mr. Zhukovsky, he wrote

in 1877,
might with good grounds regardMarx's construction concerning the future
as conjectural, but "he had no moral right" to ignore the question of the
it.

socialization of labour, "to which Marx attributes vast importance."
Well, of course! Zhukovsky in 1877 had no moral right to ignore the question, but Mr. Mikhailovsky in 1894 has this moral right. Perhaps, quod licet

Jovi, nan licet bovitl**

At

cannot help recalling an amusing conception of this sowas atone time expressed in Otechestvenniye Zapiski. In
1883, this magazine printed a "Letter to the Editor" from a

this point I

cialization which

No.

7,

* It would not be
superfluous, I think, to note in this connection that this entire
explanation is contained in that same chapter in which Engels discusses the seed,
the teaching of Rousseau, and other examples of the dialectical process. One would
have thought that a mere comparison of these examples with the clear and
categorical statements of Engels (and of Marx, who had read the work in
manuscript) to the effect that there can be no question of proving anything by
triads or of inserting in the depiction of the real process the "conditional terms"
of these triads, should be quite sufficient to make clear the absurdity of accusing
Marxism of Hegelian dialectics.
* What
Jove may do, the bull may not. Ed.
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certain Mr. Postoronny*who, just like Mr. Mikhailovsky, regarded
"construction" about the future as conjectural.

ill

Marx 's

"Essentially," this gentleman argues, "the social form of labour
under capitalism amounts to this, that several hundred or thousand
workers grind, hammer, turn, lay on, lay under, pull and perform
numerous other operations under one roof. As to the general character
of this regime it is excellently expressed by the pro verb: 'Each for himself, and God for all. What is there social about this form of labour?"
'

Well, you can see at once that the man has grasped what it is all about!
social form of labour
amounts to ... working under one
roof!" And when such preposterous ideas are expressed in one of the best
of the Russian magazines, they want to assure us that the theoretical
part of Capital is generally recognized by science. Yes, as it was unable
to adduce any objection to Capital of any serious weight, "generally recognized science" began to bow and scrape before it, at the same time
continuing to betray the most elementary ignorance and to repeat the old
banalities of school economics. We shall have to dwell a little on this
question in order to make clear to Mr. Mikhailovsky the real meaning of
the matter, which, according to his usual custom, he has entirely ignored.

"The

.

.

.

The socialization of labour by capitalist production does not consist
in the fact that people work under one roof (that is only a small part of the
process), but in the fact that concentration of capital is accompanied
by specialization of social labour, by a reduction in the number of capitalists in any given branch of industry and an increase in the number of
special branches of industry in the fact that many scattered processes of
production are merged into one social process of production. When, in the
days of handicraft weaving, for example, the smal ^producers themselves
spun the yarn and made it into cloth, we had only a few branches of industry (spinning and weaving were merged). But when production becomes socialized by capitalism, the number of special branches of industry
increases: cotton spinning and cotton weaving are separated; this division and concentration of production in their turn give rise to new
branches machine-building, coal mining, and so forth. In each branch
of industry, which has now become more specialized, the number of
capitalists steadily decreases. This means that the social tie between the
producers becomes increasingly stronger, the producers become welded into a single whole. The isolated small producers each performed
several operations at one time, and were therefore relatively independent
of each other: if, for instance, a handicraftsman himself sowed flax, and
himself spun and wove, he was almost independent of others. It was
this (and only this) regime of small, disunited commodity producers
that justified the proverb: "Each for himself, and God for all," that is,
*

A

pseudonym used by N. K. Mikhailovsky.

Ed.
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the anarchy of market fluctuations. But the case is entirely different under
the socialization of labour achieved by capitalism. The manufacturer
who produces fabrics depends on the cotton yarn manufacturer; the latter on the capitalist planter who grows the cotton, on the owner of the
machine-building works, the coal mine, and so on and so forth. The result is that no capitalist can get along without others. It is clear
that the proverb "each for himself" is quite inapplicable to such a regime:
here each works for all and all for each (and no room is left for God
either as a supermundane fantasy or as a mundane "golden calf"). The

character of the regime completely changes. If during the regime of small,
isolated enterprises work came to a standstill in any one of them, this
affected only a small number of members of society, did not cause any
general disturbance, and therefore did not attract general attention and
did not provoke social interference. But if work comes to a standstill
in a large enterprise, devoted to a highly specialized branch of industry,
and therefore working almost for the whole of society and, in its turn,
dependent on the whole of society (for the sake of simplicity I take a
case where socialization has attained the culminating point), work is bound
to come to a standstill in all the other enterprises of society, because
they can obtain the necessary products only from this enterprise and can
dispose of all their commodities only provided the commodities of this
enterprise are available. The whole of production thus becomes fused
into a single social process of production; yet each enterprise is conducted by a separate capitalist, is dependent on his will and pleasure and turns
over the social products to him as his private property. Is it not clear that
the form of production comes into irreconcilable contradiction with the
form of appropriation? Is it not evident that the latter is bound to adapt
itself to the former and is also bound to become social, that is, Socialist?
But the smart philiStine of the Otechestvenniye Zapiski reduces the whole
thing to the performance of work under one roof. Could anything be wider
of the mark! (I have described only the material process, only the change
in the relations of production, without touching on the social aspect of
the process, the amalgamation, welding and organization of the workers,
since that is a derivative and subsidiary phenomenon.)
The reason that such elementary things have to be explained to the
Russian "democrats" is that they are immersed to their very ears in
middle-class ideas and are positively unable to imagine any but a middle-class order of things.
But let us return to Mr. Mikhailovsky. What objections did he level
against the facts and considerations on which Marx based the conclusion
that the Socialist system was inevitable by virtue of the very laws of
development of capitalism? Did he show that in reality under a commodity organization of social economy there is no growing specialization of the social process of labour, no concentration of capital and enterprises, no socialization of the whole labour process? No, he did not cite
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a 'single instance in refutation of these facts. Did he shake the proposition that anarchy, which is irreconcilable with the socialization of labour,
is an inherent feature of capitalist society? He said nothing about this. Did
he prove that the amalgamation of the labour processes of all the capitalists into a single social labour process is compatible with private property,
or that some solution to the contradiction other than that indicated by
Marx is possible or conceivable? No, he did not say a single word about this.
On what then does his criticism rest? On twistings and distortions and
on a spate of words, words that are nothing but noise and wind.
For, indeed, how else are we to characterize such methods as the
critic, having first talked a lot of nonsense about triple successive steps
of history, demands of Marx with a serious air: "And what next?" that
is, how will history proceed beyond that final stage of the process which
he has described. Please note that from the very outset of his literary
and revolutionary career Marx most definitely demanded that socioand nothing
logical theory should accurately depict the real process
more (c/., for instance, The Communist Manifesto on the Communists'

criterion of theory). He strictly adhered to this demand in his Capital:
he made it his task to give a scientific analysis of the capitalist formation

of society and there he stopped, having shown that the development of
this organization actually going on before our eyes has such and such a
tendency, that it must inevitably perish and become transformed into another, a higher organization. But Mr. Mikhailovsky, overlooking the whole
meaning of Marx's doctrine, puts his stupid question: "And what next?"
And he adds with an air of profundity "I must frankly confess that I cannot
quite conceive what Engels would reply." But we must frankly confess,
Mr. Mikhailovsky, that we can quite conceive the spirit and methods of
such "criticism."
:

Or

take the following argument:

"In the Middle Ages, Marx's individual property based on the proprietor's own labour was neither the only nor the predominating
factor, even in the realm of economic relations. There was much
more alongside of it, to which, however, the dialectical method
in Marx's interpretation [and not in Mr. Mikhailovsky 's garbled
version of it?] does not propose to return. ... It is evident that
all these schemes do not present a picture of historical reality, or
even of its proportions, but simply satisfy the tendency of the human
mind to think of every object in its past, present and future states."

Even your methods of garbling, Mr. Mikhailovsky, are stereotyped
to the point of nausea.
First he insinuates into Marx's scheme, which
claims to formulate the actual process of development of capitalism,*
* Other
features of the economic system of the Middle Ages are omitted for
the very reason that they belonged to the feudal social formation, whereas Marx
investigates only the capitalist formation. In its pure form the process of develop-
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and nothing else, the intention of proving everything by triads; then
he establishes the fact that Marx 's scheme does not conform to this plan
foisted on it by Mr. Mikhailovsky (the third stage restores only one
aspect of the first stage, omitting all the others); and then in the coolest
manner possible he comes to the conclusion that "the scheme evidently
does not present a picture of historical reality"!
Is any serious controversy thinkable with such a man, a man who (as
Engels said of Diihring) is incapable of quoting accurately even by
way of exception? Is there any arguing, when the public is assured that
the scheme "evidently" does not conform to reality, while not even an
is made to prove its falsity in any particular?
Instead of criticizing the real contents of Marxist views, Mr. Mikhailovsky exercises his ingenuity on the subject of the categories past, present and future. Arguing against the "eternal truths" of Herr Diihring,
preached to us today** is
Engels, for instance, says that the "morality
a threefold morality; feudal Christian, bourgeois and proletarian, so
that the past, present and future have their own theories of morality.
In this connection, Mr. Mikhailovsky reasons as follows:

attempt

.

.

.

"I think that it is the categories past, present and future that
the basis of all triple divisions of history into periods."

lie at

Who does not know that if any social phenomenon
process of development, there will always be discovered in it relics of the past, the foundations of the present and the
germs of the future? But did Engels, for instance, think of asserting that
the history of morality (he was speaking, we know, only of the "present") was confined to the three factors indicated, that feudal morality,
for example, was not preceded by slave morality, and the latter by the
morality of the primitive Communist community? Instead of seriously
criticizing Engels attempt to analyse the modern trends of moral ideas by
explaining them materialistically, Mr. Mikhailovsky treats us to the
What

is

profundity

examined in

I

its

'

most empty phrasemongering.
In connection with the methods of "criticism" Mr. Mikhailovsky
resorts to, a criticism which begins with the statement that he does not
know where, in what work, the materialist conception of history is expounded, it would perhaps not be unprofitable to recall that there was a time
when the author knew one of these works and was capable of appraising it
more correctly. In 1877, Mr. Mikhailovsky expressed the following
opinion of Capital:

we remove from Capital the heavy, clumsy and unnecessary
of Hegelian dialectics [How strange! How is it that "the Hege*
lian dialectics" was "unnecessary" in 1877, while in 1894 it appears
"If

lid

ment of capitalism actually did begin for instance, in England with the regime
of small, isolated commodity producers and their individual labour property.
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that materialism tests on "the unimpeachableness of the dialecticwe shall observe in it, aside from the other merits
splendidly digested material for an answer to the
general question of the relation of forms to the material conditions
of their existence, and an excellent formulation of this question
al process"?],
of this work,

for a definite sphere."

"The relation of forms

of their existence"
the
of the various
of
inter-relation
why,
aspects of social life, of the superstructure of ideological social relations
resting on material relations, in the answer to which the doctrine of materialism consists. Let us proceed.
to the material conditions

this is precisely that question

"In point of fact, the whole of 'Capital 9 [my italics] is devoted
to an inquiry into how a social form, once arisen, continues to
develop and accentuates its typical features, subjecting to itself
and assimilating discoveries, inventions, improvements in methods
of production, new markets and science itself, compelling them to
work for it, and how, finally, the given form is unable to stand any
further changes in material conditions."

An

99

astonishing thing! In 1877, "the whole of 'Capital' was devoted to
a materialist inquiry into a given social form (what is materialism if not
an explanation of social forms by material conditions), whereas in 1894
it turns out that it is not even known where, in what work, an exposition
of this materialism is to be sought!
In 1877, Capital contained an "inquiry" into how "a given form
[the capitalist form, is that not so?] is unable to stand any further changes
in material conditions" (mark that!)
whereas in 1894 it turns out that
there was no inquiry at all, and that the conviction that the capitalist
form is unable to stand any further development of productive forces rests
"entirely on the end of a Hegelian triad"! In 1877, Mr. Mikhailovsky
wrote that "the analysis of the relations of the given social form to the
material conditions of its existence will forever [my italics] remain a
memorial to the logical force and the vast erudition of the author"
whereas in 1894 he declares that the doctrine of materialism has never

and nowhere been verified and proved scientifically!
An astonishing thing! What can this mean? What has happened?
Two things have happened. Firstly, the Russian peasant Socialism
of the 'seventies which "snorted" at freedom because of its bourgeois
character, which fought the "clear-browed liberals" who zealously glossed
over the antagonisms of Russian life, and which dreamed of a peasant
revolution has completely decayed and has begotten that vulgar middleclass liberalism which discerns an "encouraging impression" in the
progressive trends of peasant husbandry, forgetting that they are accompanied (and determined) by the wholesale expropriation of the peasantry.
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Secondly, in 1877 Mr, Mikhailovsky was so engrossed in his task
of defending the "sanguine" (i.e., revolutionary Socialist) Mar* from the
liberal critics that he failed to observe the incompatibility of Marx's
method with his own method. But now this irreconcilable antagonism between dialectical materialism and subjective sociology has been explained
to him explained by Engels' articles and books, and by the Russian
Social-Democrats (in Plekhanov one frequently meets with very apt
comments on Mr. Mikhailovsky) and Mr. Mikhailovsky, instead of
seriously sitting down to reconsider the whole question, has simply taken the
bit between his teeth. Instead of welcoming Marx, as he did in 1872 and
1877, he now yelps at him under the guise of dubious praises, and shouts
and fumes against the Russian Marxists for not wanting to rest content
with "the defence of the economically weak," with warehouses and improvements in the countryside, with museums and artels for kustars and
similar well-meaning philistine ideas of progress, and for wanting to
remain "sanguine" advocates of a social revolution and to teach, guide
and organize the really revolutionary elements of society.
After this brief excursion into the realm of the long-ago, one may,
we think, conclude this examination of Mr. Mikhailovsky 's "criticism"
of Marx's theory. Let us then try to review and summarize the critic's

"arguments."

The doctrine he designed to destroy rests, firstly, on the materialist
conception of history, and, secondly, on the dialectical method.
As to the first, the critic began by declaring that he does not know
where, in what work materialism is expounded. Not having found this
exposition anywhere, he began to invent a meaning for materialism himself. In order to give an idea of tbe excessive claims of this materialism,
he invented the story that the materialists claim to have explained the
entire past, present and future of mankind
and when it subsequently
from
consul
tat
of the Marxists that
ion
of
statements
a
authentic
transpired
they regard only one social formation as having been explained, the critic
decided that the materialists are narrowing the scope of materialism,
whereby, he asserts, they are destroying their own position. In order to
give an idea of the methods by which this materialism was worked out,
he invented the story that the materialists themselves confessed to the
inadequacy of their knowledge for such a purpose as the working out of
scientific Socialism, in spite of the fact that Marx and Engels confessed to
the inadequacy of their knowledge (in 1845-46) in relation to economic
history in general, and in spite of the fact that they never published the
work which testified to this inadequacy of knowledge. After these preludes,
we were treated to the criticism itself: Capital was annihilated by the fact
that it deals with only one period, whereas the critic wants to have all
periods, and also by the fact that it does not affirm economic materialism,
but simply touches upon it arguments, evidently, so weighty and cogent
as to compel the recognition that materialism had never been scientifically
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proved. Then the fact was] brought against materialism that a man who
had absolutely no connection with this doctrine, having studied prc-historic
times in an entirely different country, also arrived at materialist conclusions. Further, in order to show that it was absolutely wrong to bring
procreation into materialism, that this was nothing but a verbal artifice,
the critic set out to prove that economic relations are a superstructure
on sexual and family relations. The statements made by our weighty critic
in the course of this for the edification of the materialists enriched Us
with the profound verity that inheritance is impossible without procreation, that a complex psychology "borders" on the products of this
procreation, and that children are brought up in the spirit of their
fathers. In passing, we also learnt that national ties are a continuation
and generalization of gentile ties.

Continuing his theoretical researches into materialism, the critic noted
that the content of many of the arguments of the Marxists consists in the
assertion that oppression and exploitation of the masses are "necessary"
under the bourgeois regime and that this regime must "necessarily" become transformed into a Socialist regime and thereupon he hastened
to declare that necessity is too general a parenthesis (if it is not stated

what exactly people consider

necessary) and that therefore Marxists
and
mystics
metaphysicians. The critic also declared that Marx's
the
idealists is "one-sided," but he did not say a wortf
against
polemic
about the relation of the views of these idealists to the subjective
method and the relation of Marx's dialectical materialism to these views.
As to the second pillar of Marxism the dialectical method one
push by the brave critic was enough to cast it to the ground. And the
push was very well aimed: the critic wrought and laboured with incredible zeal to disprove that anything can be proved by triads, hushing up the
are

fact that the dialectical method does not consist in triads, that it in fact
consists in rejecting the methods of idealism and subjectivism in .sociol-

ogy. Another push was specially aimed at Marx: with the help of the
valorous Herr Diihring, the critic ascribed to Marx the incredible absurdity of trying to prove the necessity of the doom of capitalism by means
of triads and then victoriously combated this absurdity.
Such is the epos of brilliant "victories" of "our well-known sociologist"
How "edifying" (Burenin) is the contemplation of these victories, is it not?
We cannot refrain at this point from touching on another circumstance,
one which has no direct bearing on the criticism of Marx's doctrine, but
I

which is extremely significant in elucidating the critic's ideals and his idea
of reality, namely, his attitude to the working-class movement in Western
Europe.
Above we quoted a statement by Mr. Mikhailovsky in which he says
that materialism has not justified itself in "science" (in the science of
the German "friends of the people," perhaps?); but this materialism,
argues

Mr. Mikhailovsky,

"is really

spreading very rapidly

among the
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How docs Mr. Mikhailovsky explain this fact? "As to
" he
says, "which economic materialism enjoys in breadth, so
to speak, its widespread acceptance in a critically unverified form, this
success chiefly lies, not in science, but in common practice established
by prospects in the direction of the future."
What other meaning can there be to this clumsy phrase about practice
"established:" by prospects in the direction of the future than that materialism is spreading not because it correctly explains reality, but because
it turns away from reality in the direction of prospects? And he goes

working

class."

the success,

on

to say:

"These prospects demand of the German working class whicft is
adopting them and of those who take a warm interest in its fate
neither knowledge nor an effort of critical thought. They demand
only faith."
In other words, the wide spread of materialism and scientific Socialism
is due to the fact that this doctrine promises the workers a better future!
Why, anybody with even a most elementary acquaintance with the history
of Socialism and of the working-class movement in the West will see
the utter absurdity and falsity of this explanation. Everybody knows that
scientific Socialism never painted any prospects for the future as such: it
confined itself to analysing the present bourgeois regime, to studying the
trenda of development of the capitalist social organization and that is all.
"We do not say to the world," Marx wrote in 1843, and he fulfilled
this program to the letter
"We do not say to the world: 'Cease

struggling... your whole struggle is futile.' We provide it with
a true slogan for the struggle. We only show the world what it
is really struggling for, and realization is a thing which the world
must acquire, whether it liies it or not."

Everybody knows that Capital 9 fot instance that prime and basic work
which scientific Socialism is expounded restricts itself to the most general allusions to the future and traces only those already existing elements
from which the future system is springing. Everybody knows that as
regards prospects for the future incomparably more was contributed by
in

the earlier Socialists, who described the future society in every detail,
desiring to fire mankind with a picture of a system under which people
will get along without conflict and under which their social relations
will be based not on exploitation but on true principles of progress, conforming to the conditions of human nature. Nevertheless, in spite of a
whole phalanx of highly talented people who expounded these ideas,
and in spite of the most convinced Socialists, their theories stood aloof
from life and their programs from the political movements of the people
until large-scale
machine industry drew the mass of the working-class proletariat into the vortex of political life, and until the true

slogan for their struggle was found. This slogan was found by Marx, not
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a "utopian, but a strict and, in places, even dry scientist" (as Mr. Mikhailovsky called him in long bygone days in 1872); and it was not found
by virtue of prospects, but of a scientific analysis of the present bour-

by virtue of an elucidation of the necessity of exploitation
under this regime, by virtue of an investigation of the laws of its
development. Mr. Mikhailovsky, of course, may assure the readers of
Rusakoye Bogatstvo that neither knowledge nor effort of thought is required
to understand this analysis, but we have already seen in his own case
(and shall see it no less in the case of his Economist collaborator) such
a gross lack of understanding of the elementary truths established by this
analysis that such a statement, of course, can only provoke a smile. It
remains an indisputable fact that the spread and development of the working-class movement are proceeding precisely where large-scale capitalist machine industry is developing, and in proportion to its development,
and that the Socialist doctrine is successful only when it stops arguing
about the social conditions that harmonize with human nature and sets out
to make a materialist analysis of contemporary social relations and to
elucidate the necessity of the present regime of exploitation.
Having tried to evade the real reasons for the success of materialism
among the workers by describing the attitude of this doctrine to the
geois regime,

"prospects," in a way which is directly contrary to the truth,
Mr. Mikhailovsky now begins to scoff in the most vulgar and philistine
manner at the ideas and tactics of the West European working-class movement. As we have seen, he was unable to bring literally a single argument to bear against Marx 's proofs of the inevitability of the transformation

of the capitalist system into a Socialist system as a result of the socialization of labour. But without the slightest embarrassment, he ironically
remarks that "the army of proletarians" is preparing to expropriate the
capitalists, "whereupon all class conflict will cease and peace on earth and
good- will among men will reign." He, Mr. Mikhailovsky, knows of far
simpler and surer ways of achieving Socialism than this: All that is required
is that the "friends of the
people" should explain in greater detail the
"clear and infallible" ways of achieving "the desired economic evolution"
and then these friends of the people will most likely "be called" to solve
the "practical economic problems" (see the article, "Problems of the Economic Development of Russia," by Mr. Yuzhakov, in Busskoye Bogatstvo,
No. 11), and meanwhile
meanwhile the workers must wait, rely on
the friends of the people and not undertake, with "unjustified self-assurance," an independent struggle against the exploiters. Desiring utterly
to demolish this "unjustified self-assurance," our author expresses his
fervent disgust with "this science which can almost be contained in a vest.

.

.

pocket dictionary." How terrible, indeed! Science and penny SocialDemocratic pamphlets that can be put in one's pocket!! Is it not obvious
how unjustifiably self-assured are the people who value science only to
the extent that it teaches the exploited to wage an independent struggle
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for their emancipation teaches them to hold aloof from all "friends of
the people" that gloss over class antagonism and desire to take the whole
and who therefore expound this science in penny
business upon themselves
which
so
shock
the philistines? How different it would
publications

be

if the

workers entrusted their destiny to the "friends of the people"!

They would give them a real many-tomed, university, philistine science;
they would Acquaint them with the details of a social organization which
the workers consented
is in harmony with human nature, provided only
.

.

.

wait and did not themselves begin a struggle with such unjusti-

to
fied

self-assurance

!

Before passing to the second part of Mr. Mikhailovsky 's "criticism,"
this time is directed not against Marx's theory in general but
against the Russian Social-Democrats in particular, we shall have to make
a little digression. The fact of the matter is that just as, when criticizing
Marx, Mr. Mikhailovsky not only made no attempt to give an accurate
description of Marx's theory but definitely distorted it, so now he most
unscrupulously garbles the ideas of the Russian Social-Democrats. The
truth must be restored. This can be done most conveniently by comparing
the ideas of the earlier Russian Socialists with the ideas of the SocialDemocrats. I borrow an account of the former from an article by Mr. Mikhailovsky in Russkaya Mysl, 1892, No. 6, in which he also spoke of Marxism (and spoke of it let it be said to his present shame in a decent tone,
without dealing with questions which can be treated in a censored press
only in the Burenin manner, and without confusing the Marxists with all
sorts of riff-raff) and, as against Marxism or, at least, if not against,
then parallel with Marxism set forth his own views. Of course, I have
not the least desire to offend either Mr. Mikhailovsky, by reckoning him
among the Socialists, or the Russian Socialists, by putting them on a par
with Mr. Mikhailovsky; but I think that the line of argument is essentially the same in both cases, the difference being only in the degree
of firmness, straightforwardness and consistency of their convictions.
Describing the ideas of the Otechestvenniye Zapiski, Mr. Mikhailovsky
wrote:

which

"We have included the ownership of the land by the tiller and
of the implements of labour by the producer among the moral and
political ideals."

The point of departure, you
with the best wishes.
.

.

see,

is

most well-intentioned, inspired

.

"The mediaeval forms of labour* still existing in our country have
been seriously shaken, but we saw no reason to put a complete end
*

"By mediaeval forms of labour" the author explains
communal land ownership, handicraft

"are meant not only

in another place
industry and artel
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sake of any doctrine whatever, liberal or non-

liberal."

A strange argument!

For, "forms of labour" of any kind can be shaken
them
with some other forms; yet we do not find our
only by replacing
author (nor any of his co-thinkers for that matter) even attempting to
analyse and explain these new forms, or to ascertain why these new forms

oust the old forms. Stranger

"We saw no

still is

the second

half of the tirade:

reason to put an end to these forms for the sake of any

doctrine."

What means do "we" (i>e. y the Socialists seethe above reservation)
possess of "putting an end" to forms of labour, that is, of reconstructing
the existing relations of production of the members of society? Is not the
idea that these relations can be remade in accordance with a doctrine
really absurd? Listen to

what comes next:

not to rear at all costs an 'exceptional' civilization
from out of our own national depths; but neither is it to transplant to
our country the Western civilization in toto y wiih all the contradictions that are rending it; we must take what is good from wherever we can; and whether it happens to be our own or foreign is not a
matter of principle, but of practical convenience. Surely, this is
'-Our task

is

so simple, clear and comprehensible that there
discuss."

is

nothing even to

And how simple it all is, indeed! "Take" what is good from everywhere
and there you are! From the mediaeval forms "take" the ownership of
the means of production by the worker, and from the new (i.e., the
capitalist) forms "take" liberty, equality, enlightenment and culture.
And there is nothing even to discuss! Here you have the whole subjective method of sociology in a nutshell: sociology starts with a Utopia
the ownership of the land by the worker and points out the conditions
for realizing the desirable, namely, "take" what is good from here and
from there. This philosopher regards social relations from a purely
metaphysical standpoint, as a simple mechanical aggregation of various institutions, as a simple mechanical concatenation of various
phenomena. He plucks out one of these phenomena the ownership of
the land by the tiller in mediaeval forms
and thinks that it can
be transplanted to all other forms, just as a brick can be transferred from
one building to another. Yes, but that is not studying social relations;
it is mutilating the material to be studied. In reality, there is no such
thing as the ownership of the land by the tiller, existing individually
and independently, as you have taken it. That was only one of the links
in the relations of production of that time, which consisted in the land
organization. These are undoubtedly all mediaeval forms, but to them must be
added all forms of ownership of land or implements of production by the worker".

122

V.I.

LENIN

being divided up among large landed proprietors, landlords, and the
landlords allotting it to the peasants in order to exploit them, so that
the land was, as it were, wages in kind: it provided the peasant with
necessary products, in order that he might be able to produce surplus
product for the landlord; it was a fund which secured the landlord the
services of the peasant. Why did the author not follow up this system
of relations of production, instead of confining himself to plucking
out one phenomenon and thus presenting it in an absolutely false light?
Because the author does not know how to handle social problems: he
(I repeat, I am using Mr. Mikhailovsky's arguments only as an example
in order to criticize Russian Socialism as a whole) does not even make it
his business to explain the "forms of labour" of that time and to present them as a definite system of relations of production, as a definite
social formation. To use Marx's expression the dialectical method, which
obliges us to regard society as a living organism in its functioning and
development, is foreign to him.
Without stopping to think why the old forms of labour are ousted
by the new forms, he repeats exactly the same error when he discusses these new forms. It is enough for him to note that these forms
"shake" the ownership of the land by the tiller that is, speaking
more generally, find expression in the divorcement of the producer
from the means of production and to condemn this for not conforming
to the ideal. And here again his argument is utterly absurd: he plucks out
one phenomenon (loss of land), without even attempting to represent it
as a term of a now different system of relations of production, based on

commodity production, which necessarily begets competition among the
commodity producers, inequality, the impoverishment of some and the
enrichment of others. He noted one phenomenon, the impoverishment of
the masses, and put aside the other, the enrichment of the minority, and
thereby deprived himself of the possibility of comprehending either.
And such methods he calls "seeking answers to the questions of life
in their flesh and blood form" (Russkoye Bogatetvo, 1894, No. 1), when
as a matter of fact quite the contrary is the case: unable and unwilling to
explain reality, to look it straight in the face, he ignominiously fled from
these questions of life, with its struggle of the haves against the havenots, to the realm of pious Utopias. This he calls "seeking answers to
the questions of life in the ideal treatment of their actual burning and
complex reality" (Biisskoye Bogatetvo, No. 1), when as a matter of fact
he did not even attempt to analyse and explain this actual reality.
Instead, he presented us with a Utopia contrived by senselessly plucking individual elements from various social formations taking one
thing from the mediaeval formation, another from the "new" formation, and so on. It is obvious that a theory based on this was bound
to stand aloof from actual social evolution, for the simple reason that
our Utopians had to live and act not under social relations formed from
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elements taken from here and from there, but under those which determine the relation of the peasant to the kulak (the thrifty muzhik), of the
kustar to the dealer, of the worker to the manufacturer, and which
they completely failed to comprehend. Their attempts and efforts to remould these uncomprehended relations in accordance with their ideal

were bound

to

end in a

fiasco.

Such, in very general outline, was the position of Socialism in Russia
when "the Russian Marxists appeared on the scene."
It was precisely with a criticism of the subjective methods of the earlier Socialists that they began. Not satisfied with merely establishing
the fact of exploitation and condemning it, they desired to explain it.
Realizing that the whole post- Reform history of Russia consisted in the
impoverishment of the mass and the enrichment of a minority, observing the colossal expropriation of the small producers side by side with
universal technical progress, noting that these opposite tendencies arose
and became accentuated wherever, and to the extent that, commodity
production developed and became consolidated, they could not but conclude that they were confronted with a bourgeois (capitalist) organization of social economy, which necessarily gave rise to the expropriation and oppression of the masses. Their practical program was quite
directly determined by this conviction. This program was to join the
struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, the struggle of the
propertyless classes against the propertied, which constitutes the principal content of economic reality in Russia, from the most out-of-theway village to the most up-to-date and perfected factory. How were

they to join it? The answer was again suggested by real life. Capitalism
had advanced the principal branches of industry to the stage of
large-scale machine industry; by thus socializing production, it had
created the material conditions for a new system and had at the same time
created a new social force the class of factory workers, the urban proletariat. Subjected to the same bourgeois exploitation as the exploitation of the whole toiling population of Russia is in its economic
essence, this class, however, has been placed, as far as its emancipation
is
concerned, in rather favourable circumstances: it has no longer

with the old society, which was wholly based on exploivery conditions of its labour and circumstances of
it to think
life organize it, compel
and enable it to step into the
arena of the political struggle. It was only natural that the Social-Democrats should direct all their attention to, and base all their hopes on

any

ties

tation;

the

this class, that they should make the development of its class consciousness their program, that they should direct all their activities towards
helping it to rise and wage a direct political struggle against the'present

regime and towards enlisting the whole Russian proletariat in this struggle.
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Let us now see how Mr. Mikhailovsky fights the Social-Democrats.
What arguments does he level against their theoretical views, against
their political, Socialist activity?
The theoretical views of the Marxists are set forth

by

the critic in the

following manner:

"The truth [the Marxists are represented as declaring] is that
with the immanent laws of historical necessity Russia will develop her own capitalist production, with all its inherent
contradictions and the swallowing up of the small capitalists by
the large, and meanwhile the muzhik, divorced from the land,
will become transformed into a proletarian, unite, become 'somankind will be happy."
and the job will be done
cialized'
in accordance

So you see, the Marxists do not differ in any way from the "friends
of the people" in their conception of reality; they differ only in their
idea of the future: they are not in the least concerned with the present,
it appears, but only with "prospects. "That this is precisely Mr. Mikhailovsky's idea, of that there can be no doubt: the Marxists, he says, "are
fully convinced that there is nothing Utopian in their forecasts of the
future, and that everything has been weighed and measured in accordance
with the strict dictates of science." And, finally, he says, even more
explicitly, that the Marxists "believe in and preach the immutability
of an tbstract historical scheme."
In a word, what we find levelled at the Marxists is that most banal
and vulgar allegation to which everybody who has nothing substantial
to bring against their views has long resorted.

"The Marxists preach the immutability of an abstract historical
scheme!"
But then,

this

is

a sheer lie

and invention!

that there "must be" capitalism
"because" theie was capitalism in the West, and so on.
No Marxist has ever regarded Marx's theory as a general and compulsory philosophical scheme of history, or as anything more than an explanation of a particular social-economic formation. Only Mr. Mikhailovsky, the subjective philosopher, has managed to betray such a lack
of understanding of Marx as to attribute to him a general philosophical
theory, in reply to which he received from Marx the quite explicit
explanation that he was barking up the wrong tree. No Marxist has
ever based his Social-Democratic views on anything but their conformity with the tealities and the history of the given, that is, the
Russian social and economic relations; and he could not have done so,
because this demand on theory has been quite definitely and clearly
proclaimed and made the cornerstone of the whole doctrine by Marx
himself, the founder of "Marxism."

Nowhere has any Marxist ever argued

in

Russia
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Of course, Mr. Mikhailovsky may refute these statements as much as
be pleases on the grounds that he has heard "with his own ears" the preaching of an abstract historical scheme. But what does it matter to us,
the Social-Democrats, or to anybody else for that matter, that Mr. Mikhailovsky has had occasion to hear all sorts of absurd nonsense from the
people he associates with? Does it not only go to show that he is very fortunate in the choice of the people he associates with, and nothing more? It
is very possible, of course, that the witty
people with whom the witty
philosopher associates call themselves Marxists, Social-Democrats, and
so forth but who does not know that nowadays (as was noted long
ago) every adventurer likes to deck himself in a "red"* cloak? And
if Mr. Mikhailovsky is so perspicacious that he cannot distinguish
these "mummers" from Marxists, or if he has understood Marx so profoundly as never to have noted this criterion of his whole doctrine (the formulation of "what is going on before our eyes") that Marx so emphatically
stressed, it only again shows that Mr. Mikhailovsky is not very intelligent, and nothing else.
At any rate, if he undertook to conduct a polemic in the press against
the "Social-Democrats," he should have dealt with the group of Socialists who have long borne that name and borne it alone so that no others
could be confounded with them, and who have their literary representatives
Plekhanov and his circle. And had he done so and that obviously is what anybody with any decency should have done and had
consulted at least the first Social-Democratic work, Plekhanov *s Our
Differences, he would have found in its very first pages a categorical declaration made by the author on behalf of all the members of the circle:
"We in no case desire to shelter our program under the authority of a great name" (i.e., the authority of Marx). Do you understand Russian, Mr. Mikhailovsky? Do you understand the difference
between preaching abstract schemes and entirely disclaiming the authority
of Marx when passing judgment on Russian affairs?

Do

you realize that, by presenting the first opinion you happened
from the people you associate with as a Marxist opinion, and by
ignoring the published declaration of one of the prominent members of
Social-Democracy made on behalf of the whole group, you acted dishonto hear

estly?

And

then the declaration becomes even more explicit:
"I repeat," Plekhanov says, "that differences of opinion regarding modern Russian realities are possible among the most consistent
Marxists
four doctrine] is the first attempt to apply this scientific
theory to the analysis of very complex and intricate social relations.**
.

.

.

* All this is said on the
assumption that Mr. Mikhailovsky did indeed hear
abstract historical schemes preached, and has not prevaricated.. But I consider
it absolutely imperative in this connection to make the reservation that I give
this

only for what

it

is

worth.
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would seem

difficult to say anything more clearly: the Marxists
borrow
from Marx's theory only its invaluable methods,
unreservedly
without which an explanation of social relations is impossible, and
consequently they consider the criterion of their judgment of these
relations to lie in its fidelity and conformity to reality, and not in abstract schemes and suchlike nonsense.
Perhaps you think the author actually meant something else by these
statements? But that is not so. The question he was dealing with was
"must Russia pass through the capitalist phase of development?" Therefore the question was not formulated in a Marxist way but in accord*
ance with the subjective methods of sundry native philosophers, for
whom the criterion of this "must" lies in the policy of the authorities, or
in the activities of "society," or in the ideal of a society which is "in harmony with human nature," and similar nonsense. The question then arises,
how would a man who preaches abstract schemes have answered such
a question? Obviously, he would have begun to speak of the unimpeach-

It

ableness of the dialectical process, of the general philosophical importance of Marx's theory, of the inevitability of every country passing
through the phase of ... and so on and so forth.

And how

did Plekhanov answer it?
In the only way a Marxist could answer it.
He entirely left aside the question of what must be, considering it an
idle one, one that could interest only subjectivists, and spoke only of
r^al social and economic relations and of their real evolution. He therefore did not give a direct answer to this wrongly- formulated question,
but instead replied: "Russia has entered on the capitalist path."
But Mr. Mikhailovsky, with the air of a connoisseur, talks about the
preaching of abstract historical schemes, about the immanent laws of necessity, and similar incredible nonsense. And he calls this "a polemic
against the Social-Democrats"
what is a
If this is a polemicist, then I simply fail to understand
! !

windbag?!

One must also observe in connection with Mr. Mikhailovsky 's argument
quoted above that he represents the views of the Social-Democrats as
being that "Russia will develop her own capitalist production." Evidently,
in the opinion of this philosopher, Russia has not got "her own" capitalist production. The author apparently shares the opinion that Russian
capitalism is confined to one and a half million workers. We shall later
on again meet with this childish idea of our "friends of the people," who
class all the other forms of exploitation of free labour under heaven knows
what

heading.

"Russia will develop her

own

capitalist

production with

all

inherent contradictions . . . and meanwhile the muzhik divorced from the land, will become transformed into a proletarian."
its

WHAT THE

"FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE** ARE

12?

The deeper the forest, the thicker the trees So there are no "inherent
contradictions" in Russia? Or, to put it plainly, there is no exploitation
of the mass of the people by a handful of capitalists; there is no impoverishment of the vast majority of the population and no enrichment of
a few? The muzhik has still to be divorced from the land? Why, what is
the whole post- Reform history of Russia, if not the wholesale expropriation of the peasantry on a hitherto unparalleled scale? One must possess
I

great courage indeed to say such things publicly. And Mr. Mikhailovsky
possesses that courage:
"Marx dealt with a ready-made proletariat and a ready-made capitalism, whereas we have still to create them."
Russia has still to create a proletariat?! In Russia in which alone
can be found such hopeless poverty of the masses and such shameless
exploitation of the toilers; which in respect to the condition of her poor
has been compared (and legitimately) with England; and in which the starvation of millions of people is a permanent phenomenon existing side
by side, for instance, with a steady increase in the export of grain
in Russia there is no proletariat!
I think Mr. Mikhailovsky deserves to have a memorial erected to
him in his lifetime for these classic words!*
But we shall see later that this is a constant and consistent tactical
manoeuvre of the "friends of the people," namely, pharisaically to close
their eyes to the intolerable condition of the toilers in Russia, to depict it as having been only "shaken," so that all that is needed is an
effort by "cultured society" and by the government to put everything
on the right track. These knights in shining armour think that if they
close their eyes to the fact that the condition of the toiling masses is bad
not because it has been "shaken," but because these masses are being shamelessly robbed by a handful of exploiters, that if they bury their heads
in the sand like ostriches so as not to see these exploiters, the exploiters will
disappear. And when the Social-Democrats tell them that it is shameful
cowardice to fear to look reality in the face; when they take the fact of
exploitation as their starting point and say that its only possible explanation lies in the bourgeois organization of Russian society, which is
splitting the people into proletariat and bourgeoisie, and in the class
character of the Russian state, which is nothing but the organ of domination of the bourgeoisie, and that therefore the only way out lies in the class
* But
perhaps here too Mr. Mikhailovsky may try to wriggle out of it by
declaring that he did not intend to say that there is no proletariat in Russia in
general, but only that there is no capitalist proletariat? Is that so? Then why
did you not say so? Why, the whole question is whether the Russian proletariat
is a proletariat characteristic of the bourgeois organization of social economy,
or of some other. Who is to blame if in the course of two whole articles you did
not say a word about this, the only serious and important question, but preferred
instead to jabber all sorts of nonsense and to blarney for all you are worth?
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struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie these "friends of
tht people" begin to howl that the Social-Democrats want to deprive
the people of their land, that they want to destroy our people's economic
organization!

We now come to the most outrageous part of this whole indecent, to say
the least of it, "polemic," namely, Mr. Mikhailovsky 's ''criticism" (?)
of the political activities of the Social-Democrats. Everybody realizes
that the activities carried on among the workers by Socialists and agitators cannot be honestly discussed in our legal press, and that the only
thing a self-respecting censored periodical can do in this connection is to
"maintain a tactful silence." Mr. Mikhailovsky has forgotten this most
elementary of rules and has not scrupled to take advantage of his monopoly
contact with the reading public in order to sling mud at the Socialists.
However, means of combating this unscrupulous critic will be found
even if outside of the legal publications.
understand it," Mr. Mikhailovsky says with assumed
Russian Marxists can be divided into three cate"the
naivete,
obsene s (who look on but take no part in the proMarxist
gories:
cess), passive Marxists (they only 'allay the pains of childbirth';
they 'are not interested in the people on the land, and direct their
attention and hopes to those who are already divorced from the
means of production'), and active Marxists (who bluntly insist
on the further ruin of the countryside)."

"As

What

is

I

this!

are Socialists

Mr. Critic must surely know that the Russian Marxists
take the view that the reality around us is a capitalist

who

the class struggle of
society, and that there is only one way out of it
the proletariat against the bourgeoisie? How, then, and on what grounds,

mix them up so with a sort of senseless vulgarity? What right
(moral, of course) has he to extend the term Marxists to people who
obviously do not accept the most elementary and fundamental tenets
does he

of Marxism, people who have never and nowhere appeared as a distinct
group and have never and nowhere proclaimed a program of their own?
Mr. Mikhailovsky has left himself any number of loopholes for
justifying such monstrous methods.
"Perhaps," he says with the smartness and airiness of a society
fop, "these ate not real Marxists, but they consider

and pro-

claim themselves such."

Where have they proclaimed

it, and when? In 'the liberal and radical
of St. Petersburg? In private letters? Be it so. Well then, talk
to them in your salons and in your correspondence! But you come
out publicly and in print against people who have never come out
publicly anywhere (under the banner of Marxism). And you have the
effrontery to claim that you are arguing against "Social-Democrats,"
although you know that this name is borne only by one group of rev-

salons

.

WHAT THE
olutionary

Socialists,

"FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE" ARE

and that

nobody

else

can

be
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confused with

them.*

Mr. Mikhailovsky wriggles and squirms, like a schoolboy caught
*ed-handed: "I am not the least to blame here" he tries to make
"I 'heard it with my own ears and saw it with my
the reader believe
own eyes.'" Excellent! We are quite willing to believe that there
is nobody in your field of vision but vulgarians and rascals. But what has
that to do with us, the Social-Democrats? Who does not know that "at the
present time, when" not only Socialist activity, but all social activity
that is at all independent and honest, is subject to political persecution for every person actually working under one banner or another
be it Narodovolism, Marxism, or even, let us say, constitutionalism there are several score of phrasemongers who under that name
conceal their liberal cowardice, and, in addition, perhaps several downright rascals who are arranging their own shady affairs? Is it not obvious
that it requires the vilest kind of vulgarity to blame any of these
trends for the fact that its banner is being besmirched (privately
and on the quiet, at that) by every sort of riff-raff? Mr. Mikhailovsky 's
whole argument is one chain of distortions, mutilations and perversions. We saw above that he completely distorted the "truths" on which
the Social-Democrats base themselves, presenting them in away in which
no Marxist has ever presented them, or could have presented them,
anywhere. And if he had set forth the actual conception which the SocialDemocrats have of Russian realities, he could not but have seen that one
can "conform" to these views only in one manner, namely, by helping
to develop the class consciousness of the proletariat, by organizing and
welding it for the political struggle against the present regime. He has,
however, one other trick up his sleeve. With an air of injured innocence
he pharisaically

lifts

up

his eyes

heavenward and unctuously declares:

"I am very glad to hear that. But I cannot understand what you
are protesting against [that is exactly what he says in Russkoye
Bogatstvo, No. 2]. Read my comment on passive Marxists more
* I shall dwell on at least one
factual reference which occurs in Mr. Mikhailovsky 's article. Anybody who has read this article will have to admit that he
includes Mr. Skvortsov (the author of The Economic Causes of Starvation) among
the "Marxists." But, as a matter of fact, this gentleman does not call himself a
Marxist, and one needs only a most elementary acquaintance with the works of
the Social-Democrats to see that from their standpoint he is nothing but a vulgar
bourgeois. What sort of a Marxist is he when he does not understand that the
social environment for which he projects his progressive measures is a bourgeois
environment, and that therefore all "cultural improvements," which are indeed
to be observed even in peasant husbandry, are bourgeois progress, improving the position of a minority but proletarianizing the masses What sort
of a Marxist Is he when he does not understand that the state to which he appeals
with his projects is a class state, capable only of supporting the bourgeoisie and
oppressing the proletariat
1

I
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attentively and you will see that I say: from the ethical standpoint,,
no objection can be made."
This, too, of course, is nothing but a re-hash of his former wretched
subterfuges.
Tell us, please, how
who declared that he

would the conduct of a person be characterized
was criticizing social-revolutionary Narodism
had
no
other
yet appeared I take such a period), and who pro(when
ceeded to say approximately the following:
"The Narodniks, as I understand it, are divided into three
categories: the consistent Narodniks, who completely accept the
ideas of the muzhik and, in exact accordance with his desires, would
make a general principle of the birch and wife-beating and generally
further the abominable policy of the government of the knout and
club, which, you know, has been called a narodnaya* policy; then, the
cowardly Narodniks, who are not interested in the opinions of the
muzhik, and are only striving to transplant to Russia an alien
revolutionary movement by means of associations and suchlike
against which, however no objection can be made from the ethical
standpoint, unless it be the slipperiness of the path, which may easily
convert a cowardly Narodnik into a consistent or a courageous one;,
and, lastly, the courageous Narodniks, who carry out to the full
the narodny ideals of the thrifty muzhik, and accordingly settle
on the land in order to live as kulaks in good earnest."

All decent people, of course, would characterize this as vile and vulgar scoffing. And if, further, the person who said such things could not
be rebutted by the Narodniks in the same press; if, moreover >
the ideas of these Narodniks had hitherto been set forth only illegally,
so that many people had no exact conception of them and might easily
believe everything they were told about the Narodniks then everybody would agree that such a person is. ...
But perhaps Mr. Mikhailovsky himself has not yet quite forgotten^
the word that fits here.

But enough! Many similar insinuations by Mr. Mikhailovsky
remain. But I do not know of any labour more fatiguing, more thankless,.
more arduous than to have to wallow in this filth, to cull insinuations dispersed here and there, to compare them and to search for
at least one serious objection.

Enough

1

April 1894
Originally published
as a separate pamphlet in 1894
*

I.e., people's

Ed.

THE TASKS OF THE RUSSIAN
The second half of the 'nineties is marked by an uncommonly heightened interest in the presentation and solution of problems of the Russian revolution. The appearance of a new revolutionary party, the "Narodnoye Pravo" ("People's Rights"), the growing influence and successes of the Social-Democrats, the evolution of the "Narodnaya Volya"
("People's Will"), all this has evoked a lively discussion on questions
of program in Socialist study circles of intellectuals and of workers
as well as in illegal literature. In connection with the latter, reference
should be made to An Urgent Question , and the Manifesto (1894) of the
"Narodnoye Pravo" Party, to the Leaflet of the "Narodnaya Volya"
Group, to the Rabotnik (The Worker) published abroad by the "League
of Russian Social-Democrats," to the growing activity in the publication of revolutionary pamphlets in Russia, principally for workers,
and the agitational activities of the Social-Democratic "League of Struggle for the Emancipation of the Working Class" in St. Petersburg in connection with the famous St. Petersburg strikes of 1896, etc.
At the present time (the end of 1897), the most urgent question, in
our opinion, is the question of the practical activities of the SocialDemocrats. We emphasize the practical side of Social-Democracy, because
its theoretical side apparently has already passed the most acute period
of stubborn non-comprehension on the part of its opponents, when strong
efforts were made to suppress the new trend as soon as it appeared, on
the one hand, and the stalwart defence of the principles of Social-Democracy, on the other. Now, the main and fundamental features of the
theoretical views of the Social-Democrats have been sufficiently clarified. This, however, cannot be said in regard to the practical side of
Social-Democracy, to its political program, its methods of activity, its
tactics. It is precisely in this sphere, it seems to us, that variance and
mutual misunderstanding prevail most, which
prevents complete
rapprochement with Social-Democracy on the part of those revolution
aries who, in theory, have completely renounced the principles of the
"Narodnaya Volya," and, in practice, are either induced by the very
force of circumstances to begin to carry on propaganda and agitation
*fnong the workers and, even more than that, to organize their work among
*
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the workers on the basis of the class struggle, or else strive to put democratic tasks at the basis of their whole program and revolutionary activities. Unless we are mistaken, the latter description applies to the two
revolutionary groups which are operating in Russia at the present
time, in addition to the Social-Democrats, viz., the followers of
"Narodnaya Volya" and the followers of "Narodnoye Pravo."

We think, therefore, that it is particularly opportune to try to explain
the practical tasks of the Social-Democrats and to give the reasons why
we think that their program is the most rational of the three programs
that have been presented, and why we think that the arguments that
it are based very
largely on a misunderstanding.
The object of the practical activities of the Social-Democrats is,
as is well known, to lead the class struggle of the proletariat and to organize that struggle in both its manifestations: Socialist (the struggle
against the capitalist class for the purpose of abolishing the class system
and organizing Socialist society) and democratic (the fight against
absolutism for the purpose of winning political liberty for Russia and the
democratization of the political and social system in Russia). We said
"as is well known" advisedly, for, indeed, from the very first moment

have been advanced against

a separate social-revolutionary tendency, Russian Socialdefinitely stated that this was the object of its
activities, has always emphasized the dual character and content of
the class struggle of the proletariat and has always insisted on the insepit

arose

as

Democracy has always

arable connection between its Socialist and democratic tasks a connection which is strikingly expressed in the name which it has adopted.
Nevertheless, to this day, Socialists are often to be encountered who have
a most distorted conception of the Social-Democrats and charge them
with ignoring the political struggle, etc. We will try, therefore, to describe both sides of the practical activity of Russian Social-Democracy.
We will begin with Socialist activity. One would have thought that
the character of Social-Democratic activity in this respect would have
become quite clear since the Social-Democratic "League of Struggle
for the Emancipation of the Working Class" in St. Petersburg began its
activities among the St. Petersburg workers. The Socialist work of Russian Social-Democrats consists of propagating the doctrines of scientific
Socialism, of spreading among the workers a proper understanding
of the present social and economic system, its foundations and its
development, an understanding of the various classes in Russian society,
of the mutual relations between these classes, the struggle between them,
of the role of the working class in this struggle, the attitude of this class
towards the declining and developing classes, towards the past and the
future of capitalism, of the historical task of international SocialDemocracy and of the Russian working class. Inseparably connected with
propaganda is agitation among the workers, which naturally comes to
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the forefront in the present political conditions in Russia, and with
the present level of development of the masses of workers. Agitating
among the workers means that the Social-Democrats take part in all
the spontaneous manifestations of the struggle of the working class,
in all the conflicts between the workers and the capitalists over the
working day, wages, conditions of labour, etc. Our task is to merge
our activities with the practical everyday questions of working-class
life, to help the workers to understand these questions, to draw the
attention of the workers to the most important abuses, to help them to
formulate their demands to the employers more precisely and practically, to
develop among the workers a sense of solidarity, to help them to understand
the common interests and the common cause of all the Russian workers
as a single class representing part of the international army of the proletariat. To organize study circles for workers, to establish proper and
secret connections between these and the central group of Social-Democrats,
to publish and distribute literature for workers, to organize correspondence from all centres of the labour movement, to publish agitational
leaflets and manifestos and to distribute them, and to train a corps of
experienced agitators such, in the main, are the manifestations of the
Socialist activity of Russian

Social-Democracy.

Our work is primarily and mainly concentrated on the urban factory
workers. The Russian Social-Democrats must not dissipate their forces;
they must concentrate their activities among the industrial proletariat,
most capable of imbibing Social-Democratic ideas, is the most
developed class intellectually and politically, and the most important
from the point of view of numbers and concentration in the important
which

is

political centres of the country. Hence, the creation of a durable revolutionary organization among the factory, the urban workers, is one of
the first and urgent tasks that confronts the Social-Democrats, and it

would be very unwise indeed

to allow ourselves to be diverted from this
task at the present time. But, while recognizing that it is important to
concentrate our forces on the factory workers and decry the dissipation
of forces, we do not for a moment suggest that the Russian Social-Democrats should ignore other strata of the Russian proletariat and the working class. Nothing of the kind. The very conditions of life of the Russian

factory workers compel them very often to come into very close contact
with the handicraftsmen, i.e., the industrial proletariat outside of the
factory, who are scattered in the towns and villages and whose conditions
are infinitely worse than those of the factory workers. The Russian factory
workers also come into direct contact with the rural population (very
often the factory worker has his family in the country) and, consequently,
cannot but come into contact with the rural proletariat, with the vast
mass of professional agricultural labourers and day labourers, and also
with those ruined peasants who, while clinging to their miserable plots
of land are engaged in working to pay the rent (otrabotki) and in casual
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wage

labour.

The Russian Social-Democrats

inopportune to send their forces among the handicraftsmen and
rural labourers, but they do not intend to leave them uncared for; they
will try to enlighten the advanced workers on questions affecting the
think

it

of the handicraftsmen and rural labourers, so that when they come
into contact with the more backward strata of the proletariat they will
imbue them'with the ideas of the class struggle, of Socialism, of the
in general and of the Russian
political tasks of Russian democracy
proletariat in particular. It would not be practical to send agitators among the handicraftsmen and rural labourers when there is still so much work to be done
among the urban factory workers, but in a large number of cases Socialist
lives

workers involuntarily come in to con tact with these rural artisans and they
must be able to take advantage of these opportunities and understand the
general tasks of Social-Democracy in Russia. Hence, those who accuse the
Russian Social-Democrats of being narrow-minded, of trying to ignore
the mass of the labouring population and to interest themselves entirely

in the factory workers, are profoundly mistaken. On the contrary, agitation among the advanced strata of the proletariat is the surest and
only way to rouse (in proportion as the movement expands) the whole
of the Russian proletariat. By spreading Socialism and the ideas of the
class struggle among the urban workers, we shall inevitably cause these
ideas to flow in the smaller and more scattered channels. To achieve
this, however, it is necessary that these ideas shall become deep-rooted
in better prepared soil, and that this vanguard of the Russian labour
movement and of the Russian revolution shall be thoroughly imbued

with them. Waile conceitrating

its forces
among the factory workers,
the Russian Social-Democrats are prepared to support those Russian
revolutionaries who, in practice, are beginning to base their Socialist
work on the class struggle of the proletariat; but they make no attempt
to conceal the fact that practical alliances with other factions of revolutionaries cannot and must not lead to compromises or concessions on

matters of theory, program or banner. Convinced that the only revolutionary theory that can serve as the banner of the revolutionary movement at the present time is the theory of scientific Socialism and the class
struggle, the Russian Social-Democrats will exert every effort to spread

guard against its false interpretation, and will combat
bind the young labour movement in Russia with less
to
every attempt
definite doctrines. Theoretical reasoning proves and the practical activity of the Sochi -Democrats shows that all Socialists in Russia should
this theory, to

become

Social- Democrats.
will now deal with the democratic tasks and with the democratic
work of the Social-Democrats.
repeat, once again, that this work
is inseparably connected with Socialist work. In carrying on propaganda
among the workers, the Social-Democrats cannot ignore political questions and they would regard any attempt to ignore them or even to

We

We

push
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them

1

into the background as a profound mistake and a departure from
the fundamental principles of international Social-Democracy. Simultaneously with propaganda in favour of scientific Socialism, the Russian
Social-Democrats consider it to be their task to carry on propaganda

the working-class masses in favour of democratic ideas , to spread
an understanding of what absolutism means in all its manifestations,
its class content, the necessity for overthrowing it, of the impossibility'
of waging a successful struggle for the cause of labour without achieving
political liberty and the democratization of the political and social

among

system of Russia. In carrying on agitation among the workers concerning
their immediate economic demands, the Social-Democrats link this up
with agitation concerning the immediate political needs, grievances and
demands of the working class, agitation against the tyranny of the police,
which manifests itself in every strike, in every conflict between the workers and the capitalists, agitation against the restriction of the rights
of the workers as Russian citizens in general and as the most oppressed
and most disfranchised class in particular, agitation against every prominent representative and flunkey of absolutism who comes into direct
contact with the workers and who clearly reveals to the working class
its state of political slavery. Just as there is not a question affecting the
economic life of the workers that cannot be utilized for the purpose of
economic agitation, so there is not a political question that cannot serve
as a subject for political agitation. These two forms of agitation are inseparably bound up with each other in the activities of the Social-Democrats like the two sides of a medal. Both economic and political agitation are equally necessary for the development of the class consciousness
of the proletariat, and economic and political agitation are equally
necessary in order to guide the class struggle of the Russian workers, for
every class struggle is a political struggle. Both forms of agitation, by

awakening class consciousness among the workers, by organizing them
and disciplining and training them for united action and for the struggle
for the ideals of Social-Democracy, will give the workers the opportunity
to test their strength on immediate questions and immediate needs, will
enable them to force their enemy to make partial concessions, to improve
their economic conditions, will compel the capitalists to reckon with the

organized might of the workers, compel the government to give the workers more rights, to give heed to their demands, keep the government in,
constant fear of the hostile temper of the masses of the workers led by
a strong Social-Democratic organization.
We have shown that there is an inseparable connection between So-

and democratic propaganda and agitation and that revolutionary
in both spheres runs parallel. Nevertheless, there is an important
difference between these two forms of activity and struggle. The differ-

cialist

work

ence is that, in the economic struggle, the proletariat stands absolutely
alone against the landed nobility and the bourgeoisie, except for the
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help it receives (and then not always) from those elements of the petty
bourgeoisie which gravitate towards the proletariat. In the democratic,
the political struggle, however, the Russian working class does not stand
alone; all the political opposition elements, strata of the population, and
classes, which are hostile to absolutism and fight against it in one form
or another, are taking their place by its side. Side by side with the proletariat stand, all the opposition elements of the bourgeoisie, or of the
educated classes, or of the petty bourgeoisie, or of the nationalities, or
religions and sects, etc., etc., which are persecuted by the absolutist
government. The question naturally arises, 1) what should be the attitude
of the working class towards these elements, and 2) should it not combine with them in the common struggle against absolutism? All SocialDemocrats admit that the political revolution in Russia must precede
the Socialist revolution; should they not therefore combine with all the
elements in the political opposition to fight against absolutism and put
Socialism in the background for the time being? Is not this essential in
order to strengthen the fight against absolutism?
We will examine these two questions.
The attitude of the working class, as the fighter against absolutism,
toward all the other social classes and groups that are in the political
opposition is precisely determined by the fundamental principles of
Social-Democracy as expounded in the famous Communist Manifesto.
The Social-Democrats support the progressive social classes against the
reactionary classes, the bourgeoisie against representatives of privileged and feudal landownership and the bureaucracy, the big bourgeoisie
against the reactionary strivings of the petty bourgeoisie. This support
does not presuppose, and does not require, any compromise with non-Social-Democratic programs and principles it is support given to an ally
against a particular enemy. Moreover, the Social-Democrats render this
support in order to accelerate the fall of the common enemy; they do
not expect anything for themselves from these temporary allies, and concede nothing to them. The Social-Democrats support every revolutionary
movement against the present social system, they support all oppressed
peoples, persecuted religions, oppressed estates, etc., in their fight for
equal rights.

Support for all political opposition elements will be expressed in the
propaganda of the Social-Democrats by the fact that in showing that
absolutism is hostile to the cause of labour, they will show that absolutism is hostile to the various other social groups; they will show that
the working class is with these groups on this or that question, on this
or that task, etc. In their agitation this support will express itself in that
the Social-Democrats will take advantage of every manifestation of the
police tyranny of absolutism to point out to the workers how this tyranny affects all Russian citizens generally, and the representatives of the
particularly oppressed estates, nationalities, religions,

sects,

etc.,

ia
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how

that tyranny affects the working class.
support is expressed in that the Russian
Social-Democrats are prepared to enter into alliance with revolutionaries
of other trends for the purpose of achieving certain partial aims, and this
preparedness has been proved on more than one occasion.
This brings us to the second question. While pointing out that one or
other of the various opposition groups are in unison with the workers,,
the Social-Democrats will always put the workers in a special category,,
they will always point out that the alliance is temporary and conditional, they will always emphasize the special class position of the proletariat which to-morrow may be the opponent of its allies of today.
We may be told: "this may weaken all the fighters of political liberty
at the present time." Our reply will be: this will strengthen all the fighters,
for political liberty. Only those fighters are strong who rely on the appreciation of the real interests of definite classes, and any attempt to obscure
these class interests, which already play a predominant role in modern
society, will only serve to weaken the fighters. That is the first point.
The second point is that in the struggle against the autocracy the working class must single itself out from the rest, for it alone is the truly
consistent and unreserved enemy of absolutism, it is only between the
working class and absolutism that compromise is impossible, only in
the working class has democracy a champion without reservations, who
does not waver, who does not look back. The hostility of all other classes,,
groups and strata of the population towards the autocracy is not absolute;
their democracy always looks back. The bourgeoisie cannot but realize
that industrial and social development is retarded by absolutism, but
it fears the
complete democratization of the political and social system
and may at any time enter into alliance with absolutism against the proletariat. The petty bourgeoisie is two-faced by its very nature; on the
one hand it gravitates towards the proletariat and democracy; on the
other hand it gravitates towards the reactionary classes, tries to hold up
the march of history, is likely to be caught by the experiments and flirtations of absolutism (for example, the "people's politics" of Alexander III),
is likely to conclude an alliance with the
ruling classes against the proletariat in order to strengthen its own position as a class of small property
owners. Educated people, and the "intelligentsia" generally, cannot but
rise against the savage police tyranny of absolutism, which persecutes
thought and knowledge; but the material interests of this intelligentsia
tie it to absolutism and the bourgeoisie, compel it to be inconsistent^
to enter into compromises, to sell its oppositional and revolutionary
fervour for an official job, or a share in profits and dividends. As for the
democratic elements among the oppressed nationalities and the persecuted
religions, everybody knows and sees that the class antagonisms within
these categories of the population are much more profound and powerful than

is

the solidarity

among

all classes in these categories

against
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absolutism and for democratic institutions. The proletariat alone can
and because of its class position cannot but be consistently
democratic, the determined enemy of absolatism, incapable of making
any concessions, or of entering into any compromises. The proletariat
alone can act as the vanguard in the fight for political liberty and for
democratic institutions, firstly, because political tyranny affects the
proletariat fnost; for there is nothing in the position of that class that
can in any way ameliorate this tyranny; it has no access to the higher
authorities, not even to the officials; it has no influence on public opinion. Secondly, the proletariat alone is capable of bringing about the
complete democratization of the political and social system, because such
democratization would place the system in the hands of the workers.
That is why the merging of the democratic activities of the working class
with the democratic aspirations of the other classes and groups would
weaken the forces of the democratic movement, would weaken the political struggle, would make it less determined, less consistent, more
likely to compromise. On the other hand, if the working class is singled out
as the vanguard in the fight for democratic institutions, it will strengthen
the struggle for political libthe democratic movement, will 8 rengthe
erty, for the working class will stimulate all the other democratic and
political opposition elements, will push the 1 berals towards the political
radicals, it will push the radicals towards an irrevocable rupture with
the whole of the political and social structure of present society. We
said above that all Medalists in Russia should become Social- Democrats.
We will now add: all true and consistent democrats in Russia should
become Social- Democrats.

be

<,

To illustrate what we mean we will quote the following example.
Take the civil service officials, tjbe bureaucracy, as representing a class
of persons who specialize in administrative work and occupy a privileged position compared with the people. Everywhere, from autocratic

and semi-Asiatic Russia

to cultured, free

and civilized England, we see

representing an essential organ of bourgeois society.
Fully corresponding to the backwardness of Russia and its absolute
monarchy are the complete lack of rights of the people before the officials,
and the complete absence of control over the privileged bureaucracy. In
England there is powerful popular control over the administration, but
ven there that control is far from being complete^ even there the bureaucracy has managed to retain not a few of its privileges, is not infrequently
the master and not the servant of the people. Even in England we see
that powerful social groups support the privileged position of the bureaucracy and hinder the complete democratization of this institution.
Why? Because it is in the interests of the proletariat alone to completely
democratize it; the most progressive strata of the bourgeoisie defend
certain of the prerogatives of the bureaucracy, protest against the election of all officials, against the complete abolition of the property qualithis

institution,

>
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fications, against making officials directly responsible to the people, etc.,
because these strata realize that the proletariat will take advantage of
complete democratization in order to use it against the bourgeoisie. This
is the case also in Russia. Numerous and varied strata of the Russian

people are opposed to the omnipotent, irresponsible, corrupt, savage,
ignorant and parasitic Russian bureaucracy, but, except for the proletariat, not one of these strata would agree to the complete democratization of the bureaucracy, because all these strata (bourgeoisie, petty
bourgeoisie, the "intelligentsia" generally) have some connections with
the bureaucracy, because all these strata are kith and kin of the Russian
bureaucracy. Everyone knows how easy it is in Holy Russia for a radical
intellectual or Socialist intellectual to become transformed into a civil
servant of the Imperial Government, a civil servant who salves his conscience with the thought that he will "do good" within the limits of
office routine, a bureaucrat who pleads this "good" in justification of
his political indifference, his servility towards the government of the
knout and nagaika. The proletariat alone is unreservedly hostile towards
absolutism and to the Russian bureaucracy, the proletariat alone has
no connections with these organs of aristocratic bourgeois society, the proletariat alone is capable of entertaining irreconcilable hostility towards
and of waging a determined struggle against it.
In advancing our argument that the proletariat, led in its class struggle by Social-Democracy, is the vanguard of Russian democracy, we encounter the very widespread and very strange opinion that Russian

Social-Democracy puts political questions and the political struggle in
the background. As we see, this opinion is the very opposite of the truth.
How is this astonishing failure to understand the principles of SocialDemocracy, which have been so often enunciated and which were enunciated in the very first Russian Social-Democratic publications, in the
pamphlets and books published abroad by the "Emancipation of Labour**
group, to be explained? In our opinion, this astonishing fact is to be
explained by the following three circumstances:
First, the general failure of the representatives of old revolutionary
theories to understand the principles of Social-Democracy because they
are accustomed to build up their programs and plans of activity on the
basis of abstract ideas and not on the basis of an exact calculation of
the real classes operating in the country and placed by history in certain relationships. It is precisely the lack of such a realistic discussion
of the interests that support Russian democracy that could give rise to
the opinion that Russian Social-Democracy leaves the democratic tasks
of the Russian revolutionaries in the shade.
Second, the failure to understand that by uniting economic and political questions and Socialist and democratic activities into one whole,
into the single class struggle of the proletariat, the democratic movement
and the political struggle are not weakened, but strengthened, that it
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brought closer to the real interests of the masses of the people; for
political questions are thereby dragged out of the "stuffy studies of the
intelligentsia" into the street, among the workers and labouring classes;
the abstract ideas of political oppression are thereby translated into the
real manifestations of this oppression from which the proletariat suffers
most of all, and on the basis of which the Social-Democrats carry on
their agitatibn. Very often it seems to the Russian radical that instead
of calling upon the advanced workers to join the political struggle, the
Social-Democrat points to the task of developing the labour movement,
of organizing the class struggle and thereby retreats from democracy,
is

pushes the political struggle into the background. If this is retreat it is
the kind of retreat that is meant in the French proverb: II faut recuhr

pour mieux sauterl*
Third, this misunderstanding arose from the fact that the very term
"political struggle" means something different to the followers of
"Narodnaya Volya" and "Narodnoye Pravo" from what it means to the
Social-Democrat. The Social-Democrats conceive the political struggle
differently from the way it is conceived by the representatives of the old
revolutionary theories; their conception of it is much broader. A striking
illustration of this seeming paradox is provided by Narodnaya Volya
Leaflet, No. 4, Dec. 9, 1895. While heartily welcoming this publication, which testifies to the profound and fruitful thinking that is
among the modern followers of "Narodnaya Volya,"
going on
we cannot refrain from mentioning P. L. Lavrov's article, Program Questions (pp. 19-22), which strikingly reveals another conception of the

political struggle entertained by the old-style followers of "Narodnaya
Volya/'** "Here," writes P. L. Lavrov, speaking of the relations between

the "Narodnaya Volya" program, and the Social-Democratic program,
"one thing and one thing alone is material, viz., is it possible to organize
a strong workers' party under absolutism apart from a revolutionary
party which is directed against absolutism?" (p. 21, col. 2);' also a little
before that (in col. 1): ". . . to organize a Russian Workers Party under
the reign of absolutism without at the same time organizing a revolutionary party against this absolutism." We totally fail to understand these
distinctions which seem to be of such cardinal importance to P. L. Lavrov. What?
"Workers' Party apart from a revolutionary party which is
directed against absolutism?" But is not a workers' party a revolutionary party? Is it not directed against absolutism? This queer argument

A

* Retreat in order to
leap further forward.

** P. L. Lavrov's

article in No. 4 is, iri fact, only an "excerpt" from a long
letter written by him for Materials.
have heard that this letter was published
abroad in full this summer (1897) as well as a reply by Plekhanov.
have seen

We

We

neither the one nor the other. Nor do we know whether Narodnaya Volya Leaflet
No. 5, in which the editors promised to publish an editorial article on P. L. Lavrov** letter, has been published yet. Cf. No. 4, p. 22, col. 1, footnote.
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explained in the following passage in P. L. Lavrov's article: "A Russian Workers' Party will have to be organized under the conditions of
absolutism with all its charms. If the Social-Democrats succeed in doing
this without at the same time organizing a political conspiracy* against
absolutism, with all the conditions of such a conspiracy,* then, of course,
their political program would be a fit and proper program for Russian
Socialists; for the emancipation of the workers by the efforts of the workers themselves would then be achieved. But this is very doubtful, if
not impossible." (P. 21, col. l.)That is the whole point! To the followers of "Narodnaya Volya," the term, political struggle, is synonymous
with political conspiracy It must be confessed that in these words P. L.
Lavrov has managed to display in striking relief the fundamental difference between the tactics in political struggle adopted by the followers
of "Narodnaya Volya" and those adopted by the Social-Democrats. The
traditions of Blanquism, of conspiracies, are very strong among the followers of "Narodnaya Volya," so much so that they cannot conceive the
political struggle except in the form of political conspiracy. The SocialDemocrats do not hold to such a narrow point of view; they do not believe
in conspiracies; they think that the period of conspiracies has long
passed away, that to reduce the political struggle to a conspiracy means
to restrict its scope greatly, on the one hand, and, on the other hand,
it means selecting the most inefficient method of struggle. Everyone will
understand that P. L. Lavrov's remark, that "the Russian Social-Democrats take the activities of the West as an unfailing model" (p. 21, col. 1)
is nothing more than a debating trick, for as a matter of fact Russian
Social-Democrats have never forgotten the political conditions that prevail in Russia, they have never dreamed of being able to form an open
workers' party in Russia, they have never separated the task of fighting
for Socialism from the task of fighting for political liberty. But they have
always thought, and continue to think, that this fight must be waged
not by conspirators, but by a revolutionary party that is based on the
is

1

They think that the fight against absolutism must be
in the form of plots, but by educating, disciplining and organizing the proletariat, by political agitation among the workers, which
shall denounce every manifestation of absolutism, which will pillory
all the knights of the police government and will compel this government
to make concessions. Is this not precisely the kind of activity the
St. Petersburg "League of Struggle for the Emancipation of the Working
Class" is carrying on? Does not this organization represent the embryo of
a revolutionary party based on the labour movement, which leads the
class struggle of the proletariat against capital and against the absolutlabour movement.

waged not

ist government without
hatching any plots, and which derives its strength
from the combination of the Socialist struggle with the democratic

*Our

italics.
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struggle into a single, indivisible class struggle of the St. Petersburg
proletariat? Have not the activities of the "League" shown, notwithstanding the brief period they have been carried on, that the proletariat led
by Social-Democracy represents an important political force with which
the government is already compelled to reckon and to which it hastens
to make concessions? The haste with which the Act of June 2, 1897,* was
passed and the content of that Act reveal its significance as a forced con^
cession to the proletariat, as a position won from the enemy of the Rus T
sian people. This concession is a concession only in miniature, the position won is only a very small one, but remember that the working-class
organization that succeeded in obtaining this concession is neither very

broad nor stable, nor of long standing, nor rich in experience and resources.
As is well known, the "League of Struggle" was formed only in 1895-96,
and the only way it has been able to appeal to the workers has been in
the form of mimeographed or lithographed leaflets. Can it be denied that
an organization like this, uniting at least the important centres of the
labour movement in Russia (the St. Petersburg, Moscow and Vladimir
areas, the southern area, and also the most important towns like Odessa,
Kiev, Saratov, etc.), having at its disposal a revolutionary organ and
possessing as much authority among the Russian workers as the "League
of Struggle" has among the St. Petersburg workers can it be denied that
such an organization would be a very important political factor in contemporary Russia, a factor that the government would have to reckon
with in its home and foreign policy? By leading the class struggle of the
proletariat, developing organization and discipline among the workers,
helping them to fight for their immediate economic needs and to win position after position from capital, by politically educating the workers
and systematically and unswervingly pursuing absolutism and making
life a torment for every tsarist bashi-bazouk who makes the proletariat
feel the heavy paw of the police government
such an organization would
at one and the same time adapt itself to the conditions under which we
would have to form a workers party and be a powerful revolutionary party
directed against absolutism. To discuss beforehand what methods this
'

organization is to resort to in order to deliver a smashing blow at absolutism, whether, for example, it would prefer rebellion, or a mass political
strike or some other form of attack, to discuss these things beforehand and to decide this question now would be empty doctri T
nairism. It would be behaving like generals who called a council
of war before they had recruited their army, had mobilized it, and
before they had begun the campaign against the enemy. When the
army of the proletariat unswervingly, under the leadership of a strong
Social-Democratic organization, fights for its economic and political
* The Act of
June 2, 1897 restricted the working day to ll 1 /, hours and intro*
duced a compulsory Sunday holiday. Lenin analysed this Act in detail in his
pamphlet The New Factory Act. Ed.
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emancipation, that army will itself indicate to the generals the methods
and means of action. Then, and then only, will it be possible to decide
the question of delivering a smashing blow against absolutism; for the problem depends on the state of the labour movement, on its dimensions,,
on the methods of struggle developed by the movement, on the character
of the revolutionary organization that is leading the movement, on the
attitude of other social elements towards the proletariat and towardsabsolutism, on the state of home and foreign politics in short, it
depends on a thousand and one things which cannot be determined and
which it would be useless to determine beforehand.

That

by P. L. Lavrov is also unfair:
"If they [the Social-Democrats] have, somehow or other, not

is

why

the following argument

only to group the forces of labour for the struggle against capital, but
also to rally revolutionary individuals and groups against absolutism, then the Russian Social-Democrats will in fact" (author's italics) "adopt the program of their opponents, the 'Narodnaya Volya'ites, no matter what they may call themselves. Differences of opinion
concerning the village commune, the destiny of capitalism in Russia
and economic materialism are very unimportant matters of detail,,
as far as real business is concerned, which either facilitate or hinder
the solution of individual problems, individual methods of preparing
the main points, but nothing more." (Page 21, col. 1.)
seems funny to have to enter into an argument about that last postuof opinion on the fundamental questions of Russian life
and of the development of Russian society, on the fundamental questions
of the conception of history, may seem to be only matters of "detail"! Long
ago it was said that without a revolutionary theory there can be no revoIt

late: that difference

lutionary movement, and it is hardly necessary to prove this truth at the
present time. The theory of the class struggle, the materialist conception of
Russian history and the materialist appreciation of the present economic
and political situation in Russia, the recognition of the necessity to reduce
the revolutionary struggle to the definite interests of a definite class and to
analyse its relation to other classes to describe these great revolutionary
questions as "details" is so utterly wrong and comes so unexpectedly from a
veteran of revolutionary theory that we are almost prepared to regard this
passage as a lapsus.* As for the first part of the tirade quoted above, its unis still more astonishing. To state in
print that the Russian SocialDemocrats only group the forces of labour for the purpose of fighting against
capital (i.e., only for the economic struggle!) and that they do not rally
revolutionary individuals and groups for the struggle against absolutism
implies either that the one who makes such a statement does not know the
generally known facts about the activities of the Russian Social-Democrats

fairness

A

slip.

Ed.
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or that he does not want to know them.

Or

perhaps P. L. Lavfov does not

regard the Social-Democrats who are carrying on practical work in Russia
as "revolutionary individuals" and "revolutionary groups"?! Or (and this,
is more likely) when he says, "struggle" against .absolutism, does
mean only hatching plots against absolutism? (Of. p. 21, col. 2: "... it

perhaps,
lie

is a matter of ... organizing a revolutionary plot," our italics.) Perhaps,
in P. L. Lavrov 's opinion, those who do not engage in political plotting
are not engaged in the political struggle? We repeat once again: opinions
like these fully correspond to the ancient traditions of ancient "Narodnaya
Volya"-ism, but they certainly do not correspond either to modern conceptions of the political struggle or to present-day conditions.
We have still to say a few words about the followers of <cNarodnoye
Pravo." P. L. Lavrov is quite right, in our opinion, when he says that the

Social-Deiftocrats "recommend the 'Narodnoye Pravo '-ites as being more
frank," and that they are "prepared to support them without, however,
merging with them" (p. 19, col. 2); he should have added however: as franker democrats, and to the extent tfuit the "Narodnoye Pravo"-ites come out
as consistent democrats. Unfortunately, this condition is more in the nature of the desired future than the actual present. The "Narodnoye Pravo"ites expressed a desire to free the tasks of democracy from Narodism and
from the obsolete forms of "Russian Socialism" generally; but they themselves have not yet been freed from old prejudices by a long way; and they
proved to be far from consistent when they described their party, which is
exclusively a Party for political reforms, as a "social [??!] revolutionary"
party (cf. their Manifesto dated February 19, .1894), and declared in
their manifesto that the term "people's rights" implies also the organization of "people's industry" (we are obliged to quote from memory) and thus
introduced, on the sly, Narodnik prejudices. Hence, P. L. Lavrov was not
altogether wrong wten he described them as "masquerade politicians."

(P. 20, col. 2.) But perhaps it would be fairer to regard **Narodnoye Pravo"ism as a transitional doctrine, to the credit of which it must be said that it
was ashamed of the native Narodnik doctrines and openly entered into polemics against those abominable Narodnik reactionaries who, in the face

of the police-ridden

class government of the autocracy, have the impudence
to speak of economic, and not political, reforms being desirable. (Cf. An
Urgent Question, published by the "Narodnoye Pravo" Party.) If, indeed,
the "Narodnoye Pravo" Party does not contain anybody except ex-So-

who conceal their Socialist banner on the plea of tactical consideraand who merely don the mask of non-Socialist politicians (as P. L.
Lavrov assumes, p. 20, col. 2) then, of course, that party has no future
whatever. If, however, there are in the party not masquerade, but real nonSocialist politicians, non-Socialist democrats, then this party can do not
a little good by striving to draw closer to the political opposition elements
among our bourgeoisie, striving to arouse political consciousness among
cialists

tions,

our petty

bourgeoisie, small shopkeepers, small artisans, etc.

the class
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which, everywhere in Western Europe, played apart in the democratic
movement and which, in Russia, has made particularly rapid progress in cultural and other respects in the post- Reform epoch, and which cannot avoid
feeling the oppression of the police government and its cynical support of
the big factory owners, the financial and industrial monopolist magnates.
All that is required is that the "Narodnoye Pravo"-ites make it their task
to draw closer to various strata of the population and not confine themselves to the "intelligentsia" whose impotence, owing to their isolation from
the real interests of the masses, is even admitted in
Urgent Question.

An

necessary that the "Narodnoye Pravo"-ites abandon all aspirations to merge heterogeneous social elements and to eliminate Socialism from political tasks, that they abandon that false pride which prevents them from drawing closer to the bourgeois strata of the population,
i.e., that they not only talk about a program for non-Socialist politicians,
but act in accordance with such a program, that they rouse and develop the
class consciousness of those social groups and classes for whom Socialism is
quite unnecessary, but who, as time goes on, more and more feel the
oppression of absolutism and realize the necessity for political liberty.

For this

it is

Russian Social-Democracy is still very young. It is but just emerging
its embryonic state in which theoretical questions predominated. It
is but just beginning to develop its practical activity. Instead of criticizing the Social-Democratic theory and program, revolutionaries in other
factions must of necessity criticize the practical activities of the Russian
Social-Democrats. And it must be admitted that the criticism of the practical activities differs very sharply from the criticism of theory, so much so,
in fact, that the comical rumour went round that the St. Petersburg "League
of Struggle" is not a Social-Democratic organization. The very fact that such
a rumour could be floated shows how unfounded is the charge, that is being
bandied about, that the Social-Democrats ignore the political struggle. The
very fact that such a rumour could be floated shows that many revolutionaries who could not be convinced by the theory held by the Social-Democrats are beginning to be convinced by their practice.
Russian Social-Democracy has still an enormous field of work open before
it that has
hardly been touched yet. The awakening of the Russian work-

from

ing class, its spontaneous striving after knowledge, unity, Socialism, for
the struggle against its exploiters and oppressors, become more strikingly
revealed every day. The enormous success which Russian capitalism has
achieved in recent times serves as a guarantee that the labour movement
will grow uninterruptedly in breadth and depth. Apparently, we are now
passing through theperiod in the capitalist cycle when industry is "flourishing," when business is brisk, when the factories are working to full capacity

and when new

10-685

factories,
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enterprises,
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joint-stock companies,
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railway enterprises, etc., etc., spring up like mushrooms. But one need not
be a prophet to be able to foretell the inevitable crash (more or less sudden)
that must succeed this period of industrial
"prosperity." This crash will
cause the ruin of masses of small masters, will throw masses of workers into
the ranks of the unemployed, and will thus confront all the masses of the
workers in an acute form with the questions of Socialism and democracy
which have already confronted every class-conscious and thinking worker.
The Russian Social-Democrats must see to it that when the crash comes the
Russian proletariat is more class conscious, more united, able to understand
the tasks of the Russian working class,
capable of putting up resistance
against the capitalist class which is now reaping a rich harvest of profits
and which always strives to throw the burden of the losses
upon the workers
and capable of taking the lead of Russian democracy in the resolute struggle against the police absolutism which fetters the Russian workers and the
whole of the Russian people.
And so, to work, comrades! Let us not lose precious time! The Russian
Social-Democrats have much to do to meet the requirements of the awakening proletariat, to organize the labour movement, to strengthen the revolutionary groups and their contacts with each other, to supply the workers
with propaganda and agitational literature, and to unite the workers' circles and Social-Democratic
groups scattered all over Russia into a single
Social- Democratic

Labour Party

Originally published
as

in

a separate pamphlet
Geneva, 1898
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THE FORMATION OF THE RUSSIAN
SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC LABOUR PARTY
APPEARANCE OF THE BOLSHEVIK
AND THE MENSHEVIK GROUPS
WITHIN THE PARTY

WHAT

IS

TO BE DONE?

BURNING QUESTIONS OF OUR MOVEMENT
"...PARTY STRUGGLES LEND A
PARTY
STRENGTH AND VITALITY; THE BEST PROOF
OF THE WEAKNESS or A PARTY is THE DIFFUSENESS AND THE BLURRING OF CLEARLT
DEFINED BOUNDARIES, A PARTY BECOMES
STRONGER BY PURGING ITSELF....**

(From a

letter

by Lassalle

to

Marx, June

24,

1852.)

PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION
According to the author's original plan, the present pamphlet was to
have been devoted to a detailed development of the ideas expressed in the
article "Where To Begin" (Iskra, No. 4, May 1901). * And we must first of
all apologize to the reader for the delay in fulfilling the
promise made in
that article (and repeated in replies to many private inquiries and
letters).
One of the reasons for this delay was the attempt made last June (1901) to
unite all the Social-Democratic organizations abroad. It was natural to
wait for the results of this attempt, for if it were successful it would
perhaps have been necessary to expound Iskra's views on organization from
a rather different point of view; and in any case, such a success
promised
to put a very early end to the existence of two separate trends in the Russian
Social-Democratic movement. As the reader knows, the attempt failed, and,
as we shall try to show herein, was bound to fail after the new
swing of Rabocheye Dyelo, in its issue No. 10, towards Economism. It proved absolutely essential to commence a determined fight against this diffuse and illdefined, but very persistent trend, which might spring up again in diverse
forms. Accordingly, the original plan of the pamphlet was changed and
very

considerably enlarged.
Its main theme was to have been the three questions raised in the article
"Where To Begin" viz., the character and substance of our political agi*
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and the plan for building, simultaneously
and from various ends, a militant, country-wide organization. These questions have long engaged the mind of the author, who already tried to raise
them in Rabochaya Oaze la* during one of the unsuccessful attempts to revive that paper (see Chap. V). But the original plan to confine this pamphlet to an analysis of these three questions and to express our views as far as
possible In a positive form, without entering at all, or entering very little,
into polemics, proved quite impracticable for two reasons. One was that
Economism proved to be much more tenacious than we had supposed (we
employ the term Economism in the broad sense, as explained in Iskra,
No. 12 [December 1901], in an article entitled "A Conversation with
the Advocates of Economism," which was a synopsis, so to speak, of
that the
the present pamphlet.**) It became clear beyond doubt
differences regarding the answers to these three questions were due
much more to the fundamental antithesis between the two trends in
tation, our organizational tasks,

the Russian Social-Democratic movement than to differences over details.
that the perplexity displayed by the Economists
over the practical application of our views in Iskra revealed quite clearly
that we often literally speak in different languages, that therefore we cannot come to any understanding without beginning ab ovo,*** and that an
by
attempt must be made, in the simplest possible style, and illustrated
9'
numerous and concrete examples, systematically to "clear up all our fundamental points of difference with all the Economists. I resolved to make such
an attempt to "clear up" the differences, fully realizing that it would greatly
increase the size of the pamphlet and delay its publication, but at the same
time seeing no other way of fulfilling the promise I made in the article
"Where To Begin." Thus, in addition to apologizing for the belated publication of the pamphlet, I must Apologize for its numerous literary shortcom-

The second reason was

had to work under great pressure and was moreover frequently interrupted by other work.
The examination of the three questions mentioned above still constitutes
the main theme of this pamphlet, but I found it necessary to begin with two
questions of a more general nature, viz., why an "innocent" and "natural"
ings. I

9

demand like "freedom of criticism" should be a real fighting challenge for
us, and why we cannot agree even on the fundamental question of the
role of Social-Democrats in relation to the spontaneous mass movement.
Further, the exposition of our views on the character and substance of political agitation

developed into an explanation of the difference between the

*
Rabochaya Oazeta organ of the Kiev Social-Democrats. By decision of
the First Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. this newspaper was declared the central organ
of the Party. Lenin wrote several articles for the paper (see Lenin, Collected Works,
Russian edition, Vol. II, pp. 487.504) but it proved impossible to renew

publication. Jd.
** See
Lenin, Collected Work*, Eng. cd t| Vol. IV,
6 ovo
from the beginning,^,

Book
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trade unionist policy and the Social-Democratic policy, while the exposition of our views on organizational tasks developed into an explanation of
the difference between the amateurish methods which satisfy the Economists
and the organization of revolutionaries which in our opinion is indispensable. Further, I advance the "plan" for an all- Russian political newspaper
with all the more insistence because of the flimsiness of the arguments leveled against it, and because no real answer has been given to the question
I raised in the article "Where To Begin" as to how we can set to work from
all sides simultaneously to construct the organization we need. Finally, in
the concluding part of this pamphlet, I hope to show that we did all we could
to prevent a decisive rupture with the Economists, but that it nevertheless proved inevitable; that Rdbocheye Dyelo has acquired a special significance, a "historical" significance, if you will, because it most fully and
most graphically expressed, not consistent Economism, but the confusion
and vacillation which constitute the distinguishing feature of a whole
period in the history of the Russian Social -Democratic movement; and that
therefore the controversy with Rdbocheye Dyelo, which may at first sight
seem to be waged in too excessive detail, also acquires significance; for no
progress can be made until we put a definite end to this period.
February 1902

