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PLEKHANOV’S ROLE IN THE DEFENCE
AND SUBSTANTIATION OF MARXIST
PHILOSOPHY

Georgt Valentinovich Plekhanov, the first Russian Marxist, was
one of the world’s greatest thinkers and publicists. His activity
in the Russian and the international arena in the eighties and
nineties of the last century gave the world outstanding works on
the theory and history of Marxism. In his works he defended,
substantiated and popularised the teachings of Marx and Engels,
developed and gave concrete expression to questions of Marxist
philosophy, particularly the theory of historical materialism: the
role of the popular masses and of the individual in history, the
interaction of the basis and the superstructure, the role of
ideologies, etc. Plekhanov did much to substantiate and develop
Marxist aesthetics.

His best works on the history of philosophical, aesthetic,
social and political thought, especially -on the history of mate-
rialism and of philosophy in Russia, are a valuable contribution
to the development of scientific thought and progressive culture.

Lenin ranked Plekhanov among the socialists having the
greatest knowledge of Marxist philosophy. He described his
philosophical works as the best in international Marxist litera-
ture.

“The services he rendered in the past,” Lenin wrote of

_yf'Plek'hanov, “were immense. During the twenty years between
“4’,‘:;1883 and 1903 he wrote a large number of splendid essays;

especially those against the opportunists, Machists and Narod-

2 niks.”* Plekhanov left a rich philosophical legacy which to this
“very day serves to defend Marxist theory and the aims of the

proletariat’s struggle against reactionary bourgeois ideology.

k ok %

Plekhanov began his social, political and literary work at the

#end of the seventies, when the revolutionary situation in Russia
. was maturing.

*/V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 20, p. 358.
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The Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78, which had just ended,
inflicted many hardships on the Russian people. It brought to
light the incurable ulcers of the autocratic and landlord system,
tyranny, lawlessness and widespread corruption, bad supply of
the army and other vices in the military administrative machine.
All this added to the indignation of the popular masses, who
were cruelly oppressed by tsarism, the landlords and the capita,lists

By this time capitalism had already come to dominate in
Russia’s economy. After the 1861 Reform, feudal relations of
production were gradually replaced by bourgeois relations. Capi-
talism asserted itself in industry and penetrated increasingly into
the countryside, where it led to stratification of the peasantry.
The expropriation of the peasants from their lands formed an
army of unemployed wage-workers for industry and for landlord
and capitalist agriculture. The survivals of feudal relations in
agricultural production, which were fostered by the system of
autocracy and landlordship, and the elements of natural econo-
my which still existed in separate areas of the country, held up
the growth of the productive forces. Capitalism made its way
slowly and with great difficulty in agriculture and left the
landlords in their dominant position there for many decades.
After the Reform, small, low-productive, privately owned pea-
sant economies predominated in the countryside, and Russia was
still mainly agrarian.

The development of capitalism combined with the aﬂ-power-
fulness of the landlords exacerbated the growing antagonlsm
between the working masses and the ruling classes.

The bulk of the peasantry was doubly oppressed—by feudalism
and by capital; they suffered from land hunger, survivals of
feudalism and capitalist exploitation; ruin and misery were their
lot. As a result, the peasant movement against the landlords,
which had subsided somewhat in the late sixties, started to grow
again in the middle of the seventies.

The working class, too, was in a condition of great hardship.
Unbridled capitalist exploitation, low wages, the absence of
legislation on labour protection, the ban on the institution of
workers’ organisations, arbitrary police rule—all this led to unrest
and spontaneous outbreaks among the workers. The middle of
the seventies saw the appearance of the first workers’ organisa-
tions—the South Russian Workers’ Union and the Northern
Union of Russian Workers—which attempted to organise to some
extent the spontaneous working-class movement.

At ‘that time the working-class movement in Russia was
developing independently of the revolutionary Narodnik trend
which set up the Zemlya i Volya (Land and Freedom) organisa-
tion and was then dominant in the Russian emancipation
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movement. In the seventies, Narodism was influenced by the
revolutionary-democratic ideas of Belinsky, Herzen, Chernyshev-
sky and Dobrolyubov. Despite the limitations of their outlook,
the revolutionary Narodniks played a great part in the country’s
emancipation movément. ‘They fought selflessly for the eman-
cipation of the peasants, for the abolition of the autocracy and
the privileges of the nobility, and tried to rouse the peasants to
revolt against the tsarist government. The culminating point in-
the revolutionary Narodniks’ struggle against tsarism and the
landlords in the seventies and early eighties was the Narodnaya
Volya (People’s Will) movement. The heroism of the revolution-
aries in this movement and their unstinting devotion to the
people received high praise from Marx and Engels, who noted
that a revolutionary crisis was growing in Russia and that the
centre of the revolutionary movement had begun to shift to
Russia. In 1882, they stressed in the preface to the Russian
edition of the Manifesto of the Communist Party (which Plekha-
nov translated): “Russia forms the vanguard of revolutionary
action in Europe.”*

In the period following the Reform, the Russian revolutiona-
ries extended their contacts with the West European revolutio-
nary movement. In the half century, beginning about the middle
of the nineteenth century, revolutionary Russia closely observed
‘the development of progressive theoretical thought in the West
and learned from the experience of the West European working
people’s struggle. Progressive Russians studied the works of Marx
and Engels; the Manifesto of the Communist Party was pub-
lished in Russian in 1869 and the first volume of Marx’s Capital

~in 1872. Russian revolutionary Narodniks—P. Lavrov, H. Lopatin,
V. Zasulich and many others—kept up a lively correspondence
with Marx and Engels on questions of economic and political
development in Russia, the Russian emancipation movement and
the ideas of socialism.

In the first years of his public activity, G. V. Plekhanov took
part in revolutionary Narodnik organisations.

Plekhanov was born on December 11, 1856, in the village of
Gudalovka, Lipetsk Uyezd, Tambov Guberma His father,
Valentin Petrovich Plekhanov, belonged to the gentry and had a
small estate; his mother, Maria Fyodorovna (a relative of Belin-
sky), held progressive views and had a great influence on her
son. On finishing the military school in Voronezh in 1873,
Plekhanov studied for a few months at the Konstantin Cadets’
School in Petersburg and entered the Mining Institute in 1874.

In 1876, he joined the Narodnik circle “The Rebels”, which

* K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 1, Moscow, 1973, p- 100.
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later merged with Zemlya i Volya. He was one of the organisers
of the first political demonstration in Russia, which took place
in 1876 on the square in front of the Kazan Cathedral in
Petersburg with Petersburg workers taking part for the first time.
At this demonstration Plekhanov made a fiery speech indicting
the autocracy and defending the ideas of Chernyshevsky, who
was then in exile. From then on Plekhanov led an underground
life. The Petersburg Public Library (now Saltykov-Shchedrin
State Public Library) became his alma mater where he took
refuge to study.

The young Plekhanov was a passionate admirer of Chernyshev-
sky and Belinsky, whom he considered as his true masters and
tutors. He was amazed at the ideological wealth of Belinsky’s
articles and was inspired to fight for the people by Chernyshev-
sky’s noble works and revolutionary heroism. It was not fortuitous
that Plekhanov later devoted a number of his writings to the
activity and works of those outstanding representdtives of Russian
revolutionary democracy, Belinsky, Chernyshevsky, Herzen and
Dobrolyubov. .

In the early years of his activity Plekhanov was one of the
theoreticians of Narodism. He twice “went among the people” as a
Narodnik agitator to prepare a rising, for he believed in the
possibility of transition to socialism through a peasant revolution.
At the same time, he took a great interest, as he put it, in the
“working-class cause”. He conducted study groups for working
men, spoke at workers’ meetings and helped to carry out strikes,
published articles and correspondence in the journal Zemlya i
Volya, wrote leaflets on the major outbreaks and strikes among
the workers and called on the working people to fight. Plekhanov’s
close association with the Russian workers proved extremely
fruitful, for it prepared him to understand the historical role of
the working class in the revolutionary movement. The thoérough
study he made of Marxism and of the experience of the
working-class movement in Western Europe enabled him in the
early eighties to understand clearly this role of the working class
and to go over to the standpoint of the revolutionary proletariat.

In the early eighties, following the assassination of Alexander II
by members of Narodnaya Volya led by Andrei Zhelyabov and
Sophia Perovskaya, years of reaction set in with the reign of
Alexander III. The wave of revolutionary Narodnik terror was
crushed. In the nineties, Narodism degenerated to a liberal trend
professing conciliation with the tsarist government and renun-
ciation of the revolutionary struggle.

Plekhanov was arrested. twice in 1877 and 1878 for his
revolutionary activity, and increasing persecution compelled him
to emigrate in 1880. By 1882-83 he had become a convinced
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Marxist, and in the late eighties he established personal contact
with Frederick Engels. _

The first Russian Marxist organisation—the Emancipation of
Labour group—was founded in Geneva in 1883 by Plekhanov,
ZZ}SUli.Ch, Deutsch, Axelrod and Ignatov. Its aim was to spread
scientific socialism by means of Russian translations of the works
of Marx and Engels and criticism from the Marxist standpoint of
the Narodnik teachings prevailing in Russia. The Emancipation of
Labour group laid the theoretical foundation of Russian Social-
Democracy and greatly promoted the growth of political con-

-sclousness among progressive workers in Russia.

Lenin“nqted that the writings of the Emancipation of Labour
group, “printed abroad and uncensored, were the first systemati-
cally to expound and draw all the practical conclusions from the

- ideas of Marxism”’.*

In April 1895, Lenin went abroad to establish contact with the
Emancipation of Labour group in order to unite all the Russian
Marxists’ revolutionary work. His arrival was of great importance
for the Russian working-class movement. For the first time. the
f‘{mal.lapation of Labour group established regular contact with

ussia.

While in emigration (in France, Switzerland and Italy) Plekha-
nov, who had made the dissemination of Marx and Engels’

- revolutionary ideas the work of his life, was extremely active as a

publicist. He also delivered lectures and wrote papers on various
subjects. As early as 1882 he translated Marx and Engels’ Manifesto
of the' Communist Party into Russian; in 1892 he translated and
published for the first time in Russian Engels’ pamphlet Luduwig
Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy with his
own commentaries; he also translated the section ““Critical Battle
against French Materialism” from the sixth chapter of The Holy
Family by Marx and Engels.

As early as the beginning of the eighties Plekhanov wrote his
cutstanding works on the theory of revolutionary Marxism, which
provided study and educational material for Marxists in Russia.

M. 1. Kalinin, a pupil and colleague of Lenin, recorded Plekha-
nov’s role in that period in the following vivid words:

“In the period of gloomy reaction, at a time when the
rank-and-file worker was obliged to overcome great difficulties and
make tremendous efforts to obtain even primary education, illegal
publications written by Georgi Valentinovich were already circu-
lating among the workers.

“These works opened up a new world for the working class,

‘they called on it to fight for a better future and taught the

* V. L Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 20, v. 247.
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fundamentals of Marxism in plain, simple form accessible to all; by
unshakable faith in the final victory of the ideals of the working
class they bred the assurance that all obstacles and difficulties on
the road to those ideals would be easily swept away by the
organised proletariat.””*

Plekhanov occupied a prominent place and received internation-
al recognition among the West European and American socialists
i the late eighties and early nineties of the nineteenth century as
a great theoretician of Marxism and an authoritative figure in the
international working-class movement. For a number of years he
represented the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party in the
International Socialist Bureau of the Second International, which
he kept informed of the state of affairs in Russia. He also took an
active part in the work of the German, Swiss, French and Italian
Socialist parties and in the work of the Congresses and the
Secretariat of the Second International.

He wrote numerous articles on Russian and international
themes, critical reviews which in their aggregate embraced a broad
range of subjects on politics, economics, philosophy, history,
literature and art. These appeared mainly in illegal publications in
Russia and in the socialist press in Germany, Bulgaria, France,
Switzerland, Italy, Poland and other countries.

Plekhanov’s criticism of anarchism and anarcho-syndicalism was’

of great importance in the ideological struggle for the revolu-
tionary principles of the international working-class movement.

At the beginning of the eighties, when Bakunin’s anarchist
theories considerably influenced educated youth in Russia, Plekha-
nov came out against anarchism and its adventurist tactics. But in
his criticism of anarchist views he failed to throw light on the
question of the attitude of the proletarian revolution to the state
or of the state in general, for which he was criticised by Lenin.

Not a single West European Marxist raised the banner of the
fight against Bernsteinianism, but Plekhanov did. He also criticised
the opportunism of Millerand, Bissolati and other socialists. His
struggle in Russia against the opportunist trend of Economism and
the bourgeois travesty of Marxism, “legal Marxism”, is well
known. He did no little to unmask the socialist-revolutionaries,
too, particularly their individual terrorist tactics.

During the struggle against anti-Marxist trends in the eighties
and nineties, Plekhanov gave great attention to the dissemination
of the ideas of scientific socialism and Marx’s economic teaching.
He characterised scientific socialism by opposing it to the utopian
socialist systems of Owen, Saint-Simon, Fourier, and the petty-

* Jzvestia Petrogradskogo Gorodskogo Obshchestvennogo Upravlenia
No0.40, 12 June (30 May), 1918.
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bourgeois socialism of Proudhon, the Narodniks, anarchists and
others. His Augustin Thierry and the Materialist Conception of
History, On Modern Socialism, Scientific Socialism and Religion,
Foreign Review, Preface to Four Speeches by Workers, Home
Review and other writings, not to speak of his widely known

" works against Narodism, anarchism, Economism, Bernsteinianism

and Struvism, show how thoroughly he studied questions of
scientific socialism.

In the works which he wrote against the bourgeois opponents of
Marxism, Plekhanov analysed the social substance of the views
held by the classics of bourgeois political economy—Adam Smith
and David Ricardo—and defended Marx’s economic teaching,
especially singling out his revolutionary teaching on surplus-value
and capital.

Plekhanov played a great role in the life of the older generation
of Marxists. His authority was enormous in revolutionary circles in
Russia. :

Erom the close of the nineteenth and the beginning of the
twentieth century, capitalism entered a new period in its develop-
ment—the period of imperialism, the period of revolutionary

- upheavals and battles—which called for a reconsideration of old

methods of work, a radical change in the activity of the
Social—Democratiq parties, and an all-round creative development
of the Marxist theory as applied to the new historical con-
ditiops.

Although he remained an active figure in the international
working-class movement and defended and substantiated Marxism,
~Plekhanov did not clearly grasp the character of the new historical
epoch; he was unable to disclose its laws and specific features, to

~ generalise the new experience acquired by the working-class

-movement or to arm the working class with new theoretical

" conclusions and propositions. Lenin was the man who was
destined to fulfil this historic task and to raise Marxism to a new

and higher stage.
In 1903, after the Second Congress of the Russian Social-
Democratic Labour Party, Plekhanov became a Menshevik. His

- desertion to the Menshevik standpoint and his inconsistency in

Marxist theory and practice at that time were determined in no
small degree by the influence of reformism, which was widespread
In the working-class movement in Western Europe. Plekhanov
supported Menshevik views, fought against Lenin and the Bolshe-
viks on paramount political questions of Marxism—the role of the
proletariat in the revolution and its tactical line, the attitude to
the peasantry, the appraisal of the 1905 Revolution, the question
of the state, etc. Plekhanov’s serious theoretical mistakes in
philosophy and his deviation from consistent Marxism on a
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number of questions were connected with. his falling off to
Menshevism in politics. o '

But although Plekhanov held Menshevik views on basic ques-
tions of politics and the tactics of the working class, he
nevertheless advocated the maintenance of the Party, and from
1909 to 1912 he opposed liquidationism and stood for the
underground organisation of the Party, supporting Lenin in his
struggle for the Party. o '

Plekhanov opposed the conference of liquidators in August
1912. Lenin stressed this and wrote that Plekhanov said outright
that the conference was attended by “non-Party and anti-Party
elements™. * .

From 1908 to 1912, when the Bolsheviks led by Lenin waged a
resolute fight against Machism, Plekhanov was the only theo-
retician of the Second International to write against Bogdanov and
Lunacharsky and expose Shulyatikov, the vulgariser of materia-
lism, and others. It was at that time that he wrote his valuable
work Fundamental Problems of Marxism. Plekhanov severely
criticised Croce, Mach, Avenarius, Petzoldt, Windelband, Rickert,
Bergson, Nietzsche and many other bourgeois philosophers and
sociologists, and defended the philosophical foundations of
Marxism. During this period he defended the materialistic and
emancipatory traditions of progressive Russian phllosc,),phlcal
thought against the Vekhi people and “religious seekers”. But
after 1912 he became a supporter of “unity” with the liquidators.
Lenin wrote: “.it is a pity that he is now nullifying his great
services in the struggle against the liquidators during the period of
disorganisation, in the struggle against the Machists at the height
of Machism, by preaching what he himself cannot explain: Unity
with whom, then? ... and on what terms? > ** )

During the First World War Piekhanov adopted a social-chau-
vinist standpoint. After the bourgeois-democratic revolution in
February 1917 he returned to Russia after 37 years in emigration
and went to Petrograd.

Having been many years abroad, Plekhanov was out of touch
with the Russian revolutionary movement. On his return to Russia
he was a captive to the social-reformist and social-chauvinist
theories of the Second International and was unable to understand
the intricate concatenation and peculiarity of social development
in Russia. We know how he attacked the course for a socialist
revolution, steered by Lenin. In his appraisal of the future of the
Russian revolution he proceeded from the Second International
dogmas of the necessity of “economic conditions” for socialism

* V. 1. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 36, p. 195.
** Ibid., p. 277.
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gradually to mature, of an alleged obligatory “high level” of
culture for the transition to socialism, and so on. He held that the
revolution in February 1917, being a bourgeois revolution, was to
be the beginning of a long period of capitalist development in
Russia. That was why he had a negative attitude towards the Great
October Socialist Revolution, seeing it as a “violation of all the
laws of history”. But, although he continued to deny the necessity
for an immediate socialist revolution in Russia, he did not fight
against the victorious working class and Soviet power. He died on
May 30, 1918, in the Pitkidjarvi Sanatorium in Finland and was
buried in the Volkovo Cemetery in Petrograd, near the graves of
Belinsky and Dobrolyubov.

E T

The spread of Marxism in the working class and among
progressive intellectuals at the end of the nineteenth century was
hindered by the penetration of bourgeois, anti-Marxist theories in
the working-class and revolutionary movement. In the West the
struggle against revolutionary Marxism was waged not only by
bourgeois idealist and eclectic professors (e.g., Brentano, Sombart,
Schulze-Gévernitz) but by their followers, the theoreticians of the
Second International, Bernstein, Kautsky, Hochberg and others,
too. In Russia, where the works of Marx and Engels were then
little known in the original, attempts to “criticise’” Marxism from
the bourgeois standpoint, to debase and discredit it openly or
covertly, came not only from the official ideologists of the landlord
and monarchic state and liberal bourgeois professors, but also
4from the liberal Narodniks, and then from the legal “Marxists”

~and the Economists.

Great, in the circumstances, was the importance of Plekhanov’s
Marxist writings of the eighties and nineties, which were published
in Russia as well as abroad and in which the ideas of Marxism were
defended and their lofty scientific and revolutionary content
substantiated and brought to light. :

In his boundless faith in the victory of Marxist ideas, Plekhanov
courageously and fearlessly opposed all kinds of “critics” and
distorters of Marxism. He was the first in Russia to give a Marxist

_ analysis of the erroneous views of the Narodniks, to oppose the

Marxist outlook to the utopias of Narodism and to show the
historic role of the working class of Russia, thereby dealing a
severe blow to Narodism.

Plekhanov’s work, Socialism and the Political Struggle (1883),
was highly appraised by Lenin, who called it “the first profession
de foi of Russian socialism™. Besides a sharp criticism of idealist
social theories, it gives a brilliant characterisation of the scientific
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socialism of Marx and Engels, brings out the profound meaning of
the well-known Marxist proposition “Every class struggle 1s 2
olitical struggle”, and speaks of the necessity of combining the
revolutionary struggle in Russia with correctly understood scienti-
fic socialism.

This pamphlet of Plekhanov’s was translated into Polish and

Bulgarian in he nineties of the last century.
Besides Socialism and the Political Struggle, his subsequent
works, Our Differences (1885) and The Development of the
Monist View of History (1895), also cleared the way for the
victory of Marxism in Russia and were the most important
theoretical works of Russian Marxists in that period.

In these writings Plekhanov provided the First creative applica-
tion of Marxism to the analysis of cconomic conditions in Russia
after the Reform and showed the immediate needs of the Russian
revolutionary movement and the political tasks of the Russian
working class. He laid bare the reactionary essence of the so-called
socialist views of the Narodniks, which had nothing in common

with scientific socialism. ] .
In Our Differences Plekhanov continued the criticism of the

theoretical doctrine of the Narodniks as a whole and particularly
of their economic “theory” and their erroneous views on the
peasant question Russia. Lenin, in his What the “Friends of the
People” Are and How They Fight the Social-Democrats, called
Plekhanov’s Our Differences the ““first Social-Democratic work” of
a Russian Marxist. Engels gave a high appraisal of it.

The Development of the Monist View of History (1895), one of
Plekhanov’s best Marxist works, was written in London, where he
went after being deported from France in 1894. Lenin wrote that
it “had helped to educate a whole generation of Russian
Marxists”.

There are other books by Plekhanov kin to The Development
of the Monist View of History by their theme. They are: Essays on
the History of Materialism, which was written in 1894 and
published in Stuttgart in 1896 in German and had enormous
success abroad, and his work For the Sixtieth Anniwersary of
Hegel’s Death (1891), also first published in German and described
as excellent by Engels, and other philosophical works of later

ears.

Y The Development of the Monist View of History appeared
legally in Russia under the pseudonym Beltov. Because O the
censorship, Plekhanov gave the book, as he.put it, the “purposely
clumsy” name “monist” without indicating which conception of
history—the materialist or the idealist—was meant. The book was
ranslated into a number of foreign languages and soon became
widely known. Engels wrote on January 30, 1895:“George’s book
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Advocating the impossibility of capitalist development in
Russia, the Narodniks attempted to distort the ideas of Marx and
his followers in that country. Mikhailovsky, for example, stated
that Marx had applied his historical scheme uncritically to Russia
and that the Russian Marxists were just 2s uncritically copying
those “ready-made schemes” of Marx and ignoring facts pointing
to Russia’s “exceptional road”, distinct from capitalism. Mikhai-
lovsky, Vorontsov and others maintained that Marxism as a theory
was applicable in a certain degree to the West European countries
only, but completely inapplicable to Russia.

In opposition to the Narodnik appraisal of Marxism, Plekhanov
convincingly proved that Marxism was fully applicable to the
economic and political conditions in Russia.

In order to bring out all the fallacy of the Narodnik economic
theory, Plekhanov compared the conditions of capitalism’s rise
and its historic role in the West with the conditions of its
development In Russia, ascertained the general preconditions for
the development of capitalism in various countries and hence drew
the conclusion that it was a mistake to oppose Russia to the West.
He showed the untenability of the Narodniks’ myth about the
“special” character of Russian economic development. Plekhanov

gave a profound Marxist analysis of the economic relationships in
Russia since the Reform and of the capitalist road of development
of town and country in his book Our Differences. This work is full
of historical facts and statistics describing the various fields in the
economic life of Russia. It shows very well the penetration of
foreign capital into Russia, the ever-growing dependence of small
handicraft industry on commercial capital, the process of proleta-
rianisation of the craftsmen and the transformation of small
handicraft production into a domestic system of large-scale
production. “Capitalism is going its way,” Plekhanov wrote, “it is

ousting independent producers _from their shaky positions and

creating an army of workers in Russia by the same tested method
as it has already practised ‘in the West’.”*

Plekhanov was just as convincing when he revealed the penetra-
tion of capitalism n agriculture too, the disintegration of the
‘foundations of the peasant mir’—the village commune (ob-
shchina)-

The Narodniks, who were fighting capitalism from the petty-
bourgeois standpoint, saw the village commune as an indestruc-
tible stronghold, 2 universal remedy for all the evils of capitalism
and the basis for the socialist transformation of Russia, allowing
capitalism to be bypassed. Idealising the pre-capitalist forms of
life, they were completely mistaken in their appraisal of the actual

S ————

# See this volume, p. 235.
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works Plekhanov gave serious attention to the peasant question
and thought it indispensable for the workers, who were eventually
to win political freedom, to carry on revolutionary work

and spread the ideas of scientific socialism™ among the pea-
santry.

But as he maintained that the peasantry as a class was breaking
up, Plekhanov failed to take into account the fact that one of the
primary tasks of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in Russia
was to fight for the abolition of landed proprietorship and that the
peasantry was destined to play an enormous progressive role in
that fight.

In his very first works Plekhanov speaks a number of times of
the passivity, the political apathy and conservatism of the
peasantry. This error showed that he underestimated the revolu-
tionary potential of the peasantry and as a result he subsequently
fell inte the erroneous Menshevik interpretation of the peasant
question and of the Social-Democrats’ attitude to the pea-
sants. :
=At the beginning of the eighties, when the revolutionary
proletarian movement in Russia was still in its embryonic stage,

Plekhanov was a brilliant champion of Marxism. For its time the
‘programme of revolutionary activity -which he set forth in Our

- Differences was a considerable step forward in the fight for the

spreading of Marxism in Russia. The members of Blagoyev’s,
Tochissky’s and Brusnev’s Social-Democratic circles who were
then doing practical work in Russia and maintained contact with

the Emancipation of Labour group highly appraised Plekhanov’s

works and drew attention to their significance in spreading
revolutionary theory during the period of disorder and vacillation.
They requested that the pamphlets (Our Differences and Socialism
and the Political Struggle) be sent in “‘as large quantities and as
soon as possible”. : _

Ihe vital requirement of that time was the elaboration of a
amme for the Russian Social-Democrats. Plekhanov wrote

t programmes, in 1884 and 1887. The first contained a
uber: of erroneous propositions: the recognition of individual

error, the cult of “heroes” and other Narodnik survivals. The

Marxist circles (of Blagoyev and others) in Russia proncunced it
nsatisfactory. The second draft was more correct. It said that the
aim of the Russian Social-Democrats was the complete emancipa-

on of labour from the oppression of capital by the transfer of all
means and objects of production to social ownership, which would

e possible only as a result of a communist revolution. In his

rticle “A Draft Programme of Our Party”, Lenin expressed the
pinion that there were elements in Plekhanov’s draft which were
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absolutely indispensable for the programme of a Social-Democra-
i r party.* _
thPllii(l)lgngv’sySocialism and the Political Struggle and Our
Differences fulfilled a great historic task. It was under theg
influence that the first Russian Marxists turned their eyes an
their hopes towards the working class, tried to develop its clzﬁc,s
self-consciousness, to create its revolutionary organisation—the
party—and aimed their work at helping the working class to rise to
the fight against the bourgeois and landlord regime. Plekhanov
pointed out “the task of the Russian revolu:c’lonarles-—the foglnd};li-
tion of a revolutionary working-class party”.** But not until the
middle of the nineties did the formation of a revolutionary
' 1 ty become possible. ] o
Mﬁxislfeplfsg ten yearspof the nineteenth century a new period in
the history of Russian Marxism opened, when the merger of tyvi)
great forces—the working-class movement and scientific social-
ism—took place. This new period in the development of Marxism
in Russia Is inseparable from the name of Vladimir Ilyich Lenin
and from the work of the League of Struggle for the Emancipation
of the Working Class which he founded and which was the embryo
of the Marxist party of the working class in Russia.

I S

ignificance of Plekhanov’s activity as an outstanding
M;l;rlyl:i:stSnghilosopher in the field of theory is not limited to his
masterly application of a number of basic propositions of Marx1§dt
theory to the historical conditions of Russia or to his defence an
substantiation of Marxism in the fight against its enemies. fond
In his philosophical works Plekhanov endez’woured to defend,
substantiate and popularise all Marx and Engels’ new Qontnbuthn}s
- to philosophy. The greatness of dialectical and historical materlill -
ism, Plekhanov stressed, consists in its having overcome t 5
limitations of metaphysical . fmaterlahsm and idealism an
ined all aspects of human life. ’ .
eXII’)IIleir}lleaiov prgclaimed that “the appearance of Marx’s material-
ist philosophy was a genuine revolutl’(’)n, the greatest revolutlo’n
known in the history of human thought”.*** He considered MEH’); s
materialist philosophy as the inevitable and natural result }(; ; e
development of the whole history of social thought, as 2 hig ler
stage in the development of philosophy; he saw Marx’s revolu-

* See V. 1. Lenin, Collected Works, VoL 4, p. 232.
** Ibi. . 264. . . )
***Isized' ’V%l. II of this edition (Karl Marx’s Philosophical and Social

Outlook).
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tionary outlook as the reflection of the class interests of the
proletariat.

Plekhanov mainly directed his attention to the propaganda of
historical materialism and disclosed its real content; this was a vital
necessity of the time, for the bourgeois opponents of Marxism
both in the West and in Russia tried to debase historical
materialism to the level of vulgar “economic” materialism and
replace it by all sorts of non-scientific theories—racism, Malthu-
sianism, the theory of “factors”, the geographical theory and
others; or else they passed over in complete silence the materialist
conception of history formulated by Marx.

In his Development of the Monist View of History, Plekhanov
polemised against Mikhailovsky, “who had not noticed” Marx’s
historical theory and, moreover, tried to hush up Marx’s masterly
ideas for the benefit of subjectivism. Plekhanov showed that many
experts on history, economics, the history of political relations
and the history of culture knew nothing of Marx’s historical
materialism and yet the results that they had achieved obviously
testified in favour of Marx’s theory. Plekhanov was convinced that
there would be many discoveries confirming that theory. “As to
Mr. Mikhailovsky, on the other hand, we are convinced of the
confrary: not a single discovery will justify the ‘subjective’ point
of view, either in five years or in five thousand.”* :

Plekhanov repeatedly wrote that the materialist conception of
history formulated by Marx was one of the greatest achievements
of theoretical thought in the nineteenth century and an epoch-
making service rendered by Marx. Nobody before Marx had been
able to give a correct, strictly scientific explanation of the history
of social life. Marx was the first to extend materialism to the
development of society and he created the science of society.

At the same time Plekhanov stressed that the materialist
conception of history, while being one of the paramount
achievements of Marxism, is only a part of the materialist outlook
of Marx and Engels. It is a mistake to see the “most important
element of Marxism” in historical materialism alone. The maferial-
ist explanation of history presupposes the materialist conception
of nature.

Plekhanov clearly and convincingly demonstrated the organic
unity of Marx’s philosophical, sociological and economic theories,
the close interconnection of the basic propositions of Marxism,

and described Marxism as the integral, coherent revolutionary
world outlook of the proletariat.
_—

* * See this volume, p. 661.



24 V. FOMINA

The striving to single out the most important in the phenomena
of social life, their material basis, is in striking evidence all through
Plekhanov’s exposition of Marx’s materialist views of human
society and its history. It is from this standpoint that he analyses
the philosophical views of materialists before Marx, the utopian
socialists, the nineteenth-century French sociologists and histor-
jans, the views of Comte, Spencer, Hegel, the Bauer brothers,
Fichte, Weisengrin and others, and underlines that Marx’s
masterly discovery—the materialist conception of history—corrects
the radical error of the philosophers and sociologists before him,
who proceeded from idealist premises in their analysis of society.

Plekhanov shows that Marx’s materialist scientific explanation
of the social-historical process derives from one single premise: the
objective basis of social life, the economic structure of society.

Plekhanov thoroughly substantiates the Marxist conception of
the laws governing society. He is interested in the way the ques-

tion of the laws of social development is posed in the teachings of .

Marx’s historical predecessors, the eighteenth-century French ma-
terialists and the nineteenth-century utopian socialists. He stresses
that, despite certain isolated materialist guesses, they remained
idealists in their conception of history and were unable to grasp
social development’s objective necessity and conformity to law
and hence to reveal the roots of the ideas motivating human activi-
ty. Plekhanov showed that it was Marxism that first made a
scientific investigation of the historical process. Marxism revealed
the objective nature of the laws of history, which work with the
force of natural laws and with unrelenting necessity; he showed
that changes in social relations, often unforeseen by man but
necessarily resulting from his activity, take place in accordance
with definite laws of social life.

People’s activity, their ideas and views do not depend on chance;
they are subordinate to the laws of historical development, and in
order to discover those laws, Plekhanov wrote, the facts of
humanity’s past life must be studied with the help of Marx’s
dialectical and materialist method. Only he who understands the
past, who sees the succession and connection between historical
events, their conditionality and not a chaos of fortuities, can
foresee the future. : ‘

Plekhanov assessed very highly the role of dialectics in the life of
society. The dialectical method, applied to social phenomena, he
pointed out, has worked a complete revolution. “We can say
without exaggeration that we are indebted to it for the under-
standing of human history as a law-governed process.”*

This means that the qualities of the social environment depend

% G. Plekhanov, Works, Russ. ed., Vol. VIIL p. 129.
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just as little on the will and consciousness of man as those of the
geographical environment, Plekhanov said. He emphasised Marx’s
thought that it is incorrect to look for the laws of society in
nature.

Plekhanoy, it should be noted, did not leave uncriticised the
even now widespread pseudo-scientific bourgeois “theories” which
apply biological laws to society and thereby reduce social progress
to b1_olpg1cal evolution. He derided the positivists, the social-
Darwinists, all those who dreamed of reforming social science by
means of natural science, by the study of physiological laws. He
called them utopians. People who consider society from this
standpoint, he wrote, find themselves in a blind alley, for physiol-
ogy, biology, medicine and zoology are unable to explain the
specific sphere of social development.

Plekhanov showed and emphasised the distinction between
Marxism and Darwinism. Darwin succeeded in solving the question
of the origin of vegetable and animal species, whereas Marx solved
the question of how the various forms of social organisation arise.
If Darwin was inclined to apply his biological theory to the
explanation of social phenomena, Plekhanov wrote, that was a
mistake. Therefore, when Plekhanov  himself wrote in  his
Development of the Momnist View of History that Marxism is
Darwinism applied to social sciences, he was obviously using an
unfortunate expression which by no means reflected his actual
opinion of the relation between Marxism and Darwinism.

The objective laws of material production, the laws of the class
struggle—these are the key to the understanding of the inner logic
of the social process, and of the whole wealth and variety of social
relations. It is here that the causes of social phenomena must be
sought. Plekhanov explains that other phenomena of social life—
ideology, for instance—are ‘also governed by their specific laws
For the materialist, the history of human thought is a law-
governed and necessary process. The train of human thought is
also subject to its own particular laws. Nobody will identify, say
the laws of 19g1c and those of commodity circulation. But Marxists
do not consider, as the idealists did, that we can seek the ultimate
cause, the basic motive force behind the intellectual development
of mankind, in the laws of thought. The laws of thought cannot
answer the question: what determines the afflux and charac-
ter of new impressions? These questions can be elucidated

only by analysing social life and its reflection in man’s conscious-
ness.

_ Plekhanov’s defence of Marxist determinism against voluntarism
is important in principle. Marx considered the history of human
soclety as a necessary law-govefned process and at the same time
as the product of human activity. The objective and subjective
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sides of social life are interdependent. Historical necessity does not
preclude freedom of action in man. In studying the objective
conditions of the material existence of mankind, Marxists thereby
study the relations between people, and also their thoughts, ideals
and strivings. The subjective voluntarists’ assertion that man’s will
and activity are entirely free and independent of social conditions
is untenable. In practice the will is only “‘apparently” free; the
idea of complete freedom of will is an illusion. Freedom of will
does not exist of itself—it is a result of the knowledge of historical
necessity, knowledge of the laws of progress. The freedom of the
individual, Plekhanov holds, consists not only in knowing the laws
of nature and history and being able to submit to those laws, but
also in being able to combine them in the most advantageous
manner. )

It is just as erroneous, Plekhanov said, to seek the motive force
of historical development outside the practical activity of human
beings. Bourgeois historians and sociologists attempted to ascribe
to Marxism an absolute metaphysical determinism, maintaining
that, according to Marx, historical necessity works of itself,
without any human participation, for inasmuch as the working of
objective necessity is recognised, no room is left, they say, for free
human activity.

Plekhanov completely exposed that falsification of Marxist
views and refuted the standpoint according to which historical
necessity works automatically: he proved that it is human activity
which makes history.

He skilfully refuted the assertions that people are subject to an
iron law of necessity, that all their actions are predetermined, and
so on. “No ... once we have discovered that iron law, it depends on
_us to overthrow its yoke, it depends on us to make necessity the
obedient slave of reason,”* Plekhanov writes, quoting Marx.

Not only does dialectical materialism teach that it is absurd to
revolt against economic necessity, it shows how that necessity
must be made use of practically. It thus rejects the fatalist point
of view and proclaims the great and insuperable force of human
activity, of human reason, which, once it has come to know the
inner laws of necessity, strives to transform reality and make it
more rational. ‘“People made and had to make their history
unconsciously as long as the motive forces of historical de-
velopment worked behind their backs, independently of their
consciousness. Once those forces have been discovered, once the
laws by which they work have been studied, people will be able
to take them in their own hands and submit them to their own
reason. The service rendered by Marx consists in having dis-

* See this volume, p. 666.
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covered those forces and made a rigorous scientific study of
their working.”*

Plekhanov made it clear that historical materialism’s task
consists in explaining the sum-total of social life. However, in
order to explain the whole historical process consistently, one
must remain true to the Marxist principle of first finding out the
very foundation of social life. According to the theory of Marx
and Engels, that basis is the development of the productive
forces, the production of material wealth. But in order to pro-
duce, people must establish between themselves certain mutual
relations which Marx called relations of production. The sum-to-
tal of these relations constitutes the economic structure of socie-
ty, out of which all other social relations between people devel-
op. From the standpoint of Marxism, the historical progress is
determined, in the final analysis, not by man’s will, but by the
development of the material productive forces. Their develop-
ment leads to changes in the economic relations. That is why
the study of history must begin with the study of the state of
the productive forces in the country concerned, its economy,
out of which social psychology and the various ideologies de-
velop.

In the fight against idealism Plekhanov refuted the assertions
made by Mikhailovsky and Kareyev that “the efforts of reason’
play the decisive role in the development of the productive
forces, the means of production, in the process of creating and
applying the instruments of labour. He showed that the very
ability to produce tools is developed in the process of action on
nature, in the process of winning the means of subsistence. By
acting on nature, man changes his own nature. “He develops all
his capacities, among them also the capacity of ‘tool-making’.
But at any given time the measure of that capacity is deter-
mined by the measure of the development of productive forces
already achieved.”** " '

The indissolubility, the unity of the interrelations between the
productive forces and the relations of production which Marx
established, is called by Plekhanov the basic cause of social
progress. He clearly sees the dialectics of their development in
the fact that relations of production are the consequence, and
the productive forces the cause. But the consequence in turn

.becomes a cause, the relations of production become a new

source, a form of development of the productive forces.
Plekhanov also elucidates, although he not infrequently over-

estimates, the influence of nature—a natural, and, as he puts it,

most important precondition of human history—on the develop-

* See this volume, p. 428.
** Ibid., p. 593.
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ment of society. Thus, in his early works, particularly in The
Development of the Monist View of History, he noted that
social relations have an infinitely greater influence on the pro-
cess of history than natural conditions. In Essays on the stto;y’
of Materialism—another of his earlier works—he wrote that the
mutual influence of the productive forces and the relations of
production is the cause of social development, which ha.s its own
logic and its own laws, independent of the natural environment,
and that this inner logic “may even enter Imnto contradiction
with the demands of the environment”. He speaks in the same
spirit of the indirect influence of climate, of the fact that the
historical destiny of peoples does not depend exclusively lof the
geographical environment, for “g'eograph‘y_ is far from exp alhn'mgl
everything in history”. The relative stability of the geoig;}rap }Ca}l
environment compared with the .vanablht'y of the 1sltoxj1ca
destinies of peoples, Plekhanov writes, confirms tl}ls conc u;l‘oni
This means, he goes on, that man’s dependence on his geographica
environment is a variable magnitude which changes with every new
step in historical development. He was also correct In ass}f:rn(?g
that the geographical environment promotes or hl.ndeirls the le-
velopment of the productive forces. And yet even in these earhy
works Plekhanov slips into formulations which show that he
exaggerates the role of the natural, gngraph1cal envn‘ofnment— e%
explains the condition of the productive forces by the eatt:}rles o
the geographical environment. This was a concession to the so-
called geographical trend in sociology. .

In his Development of the Monist View of History, he treats
population as.an integral clement in social progress, whose growtf,l,
however, is not the basic cause of that progress. He quotes l}/Iartz( s
proposition that abstract laws of reproduction exist only 1or
animals and plants, whereas the increase (or decrea§e) .of popula-
tion in human society is determined by its economic structure.

In his works of the eighties and nineties, Plekhanov gives a
Marxist solution to the question of the role of _the pppular
masses and of the individual in history in connection with the
clucidation and substantiation of the historic role of the prole-
tariat in the revolutionary class struggle. In 1898, he devoted a
special work to the subject. But even in his earlier works he
criticised the anti-scientific theories of Lavrov, Tkac’}’lqv, Mlkhal-
lovsky and other Narodniks on the role of “heroes” in history.
Following the Bauer brothers, they professed subjectivism in the
conception of history, ignored the role of the popular masses
and of the classes in history, and considered the intelligentsia as
an independent social force supposedly playing a primary role in
the development of society; In their view, the masses are In-
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capable of conscious and organised activity; they can only subor-
dinate themselves to and blindly follow the “heroes”.

The Narodnik ideologists held that historical progress 1is
accomplished exclustvely by critically thinking individuals, as a
particular and higher variety of the human race. The critically
thinking individual was a ‘“hero”, the one who carries along the
“crowd”, as contrasted to the “hero”. The crowd, as the Na-
rodniks see it, is ‘‘a mass alien to every creative element, some-
thing in the nature of a vast quantity of ciphers, which acquire
some positive significance. only in the event of a kind, ‘critically
thinking’ entity condescendingly taking its place at their head”.*
Elsewhere, Plekhanov noted that the Narodniks give the name
crowd to millions of producers out of whom ‘“the hero will
mould whatever he considers necessary”.** This was the ext-
remely harmful cult of the individual, of the *hero”, who stands
above the masses.

In one of the variants of Essays on the History of Material-
ism, Plekhanov gave a remarkable explanation of the harm done
by the cult of historical personalities. The actions of these
people are not infrequently considered as the cause of great
historical movements. “It is in this way that the roles of ‘Moses’,
‘Abraham’, ‘Lycurgus’ and others assume the incredible propor-
tions which amaze us in the philosophy of history of Holbach
and all the last century ‘enlighteners’. The history of the peoples
is turned into a series of ‘Lives of Illustrious Men’.” That is why
“religion, morals, customs, and the entire character of the
people are represented as having been formed by one man acting
according to a pre-considered plan. Thus there remains no
trace,” Plekhanov says, “of any idea of social science, of the
laws on which man depends in historical development”. This
point of view, he noted, has nothing in common with science.

Since the Narodnik ideologists as a rule did not trust the
masses and recognised only the “single combat™ of isolated indi-
viduals with the autocracy, they went over, as Plekhanov
pointed out, to the pernicious tactics of individual terror, which
retarded the development of the revolutionary initiative and
activity of the working class and the peasantry. The unsuccessful
attempts to wage the struggle against tsarism by the efforts of
individual heroes alone, divorcement from the popular masses,
led the Narodniks to still more serious errors and made them
evolve towards liberalism. Clearly realising the harmfulness of
the cult of the individual, of “heroes™, for the development of a
mass revolutionary movement, Plekhanov was not content with

* See this volume, p. 583.
** Ibid., p. 739.
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criticising the political and theoretical bankruptcy of thci1 Narod-
nik ideologists’ views on this question and deriding t e}r 1m(i
mense conceit; he at the same time set examples of pro gun
understanding of the Marxist teaching on the laws of S(_)c1§111_ eve-
lopment and the role of the masses and of individuals n 1lst1c{>{1y.
Mikhailovsky, the “Achilles of th‘e‘ subjective school” Plek }?-
nov wrote, imagines that Marxists ~must only talk abou,t” t“;f
self-development of the forms of production and CX‘(‘:hange‘ o
you imagine,” Plekhanov said to the .Narodmks, tha:c,flnht e
opinion of Marx, the forms of production can develop ‘ot them-
selves’, you are cruelly mistaken. What are the social relaﬁonsdof
production? They are relations between men. How can t Tykhe-
velop, then, without men? ”’* It is the working masses, Plekha-
nov maintains, who advance the d.evelo_pment of production.
While, in the view of the subjectivists, Plekhanov wrote, the
hero operates and the producer co-operates, the Marx1stdv1f:v1v is
that the producers do not co-operate, but operate. The }elzve op-
ment of society is achieved only by the operations of the pro-
selves. : ) )
duI?IeerSpE‘}cl)ffr:d by examples from social life that }11story”1s ma(ile
by the masses, the millions of producers, not by “heroes” accor f
ing to their caprice or fantasy. “It is not the utoplan pl}z;ns o
various reformers, but the laws of production and exchange,
which determine the now continually growing working-class
nt-”** . - . .
m?l’fén esubjectivists attribute to outstanding 1r.1d.1v1duals deeﬁs
which only the masses can accomplish; not 1nd1v1du.als, but t ae1
popular masses, the classes, play the decisive role in historic
development, in Russia’s social reorganisation. The subjectivists
and the voluntarists, Plekhanov wrote, cannot rise from the acts
of individuals to the acts of the masses, to ‘Ehe acts of whole
social classes. The Narodniks, like the bourgeois sociologists, qr?f
inclined to see in the political activity of great people the chie
and almost only mainspring of historical development. They give
too much attention to the genfea%logy of 11<1ngs andS leave no room
' independent activity of the popular masses.
foff}tl}elealtr‘ignlt)ion of historiZns, Plek}}fanov wrote, must be centred
on the life of the popular masses. The people must be the he}rlo
of history, he emphasised. The real history of a country 1s t f;
history of the people, the history of the citizens. “...No gre?
step can be made in the historical progress of n}ankmd, not only
without the participation of people, but even without the pa}r’t’:il;
pation of the great majority of the people, i.e., of the masses.

* See this volume, p. 658
** Jbid., p. 430. .
x%% (3, Plekhanov, Works, Russ. ed., Vol. VIII, p. 210.

3

INTRODUCTORY ESSAY 31

Plekhanov noted that: “So long as there exist ‘heroes’ who
imagine that it is sufficient for them to enlighten their own
heads to be able to lead the crowd wherever they please, and to
mould it, like clay, into anything that comes into their heads,
the kingdom of reason remains a pretty phrase or a noble
dream. It begins to approach us with seven-league strides only
when the ‘crowd’ itself becomes the hero of historical action,
and when in 1t, in that colourless ‘crowd’, there develops the
appropriate consciousness of self.”*

The greatness of Marx’s philosophy, Plekhanov wrote, consists
in that, unlike many other philosophical trends, which have
doomed man to inactivity and passive acceptance of reality, it
appeals to his power of creation. Marx called to activity the pro-
letariat, the class which has a great historical role to play in
modern society. It is to it, the proletariat, the revolutionary
class in the full sense of the word, that the Marxists appeal. The
proletariat uses Marx’s philosophical theory as a reliable guide in
its struggle for emancipation. This theory infuses into the prole- .
tariat an energy hitherto unequalled. The whole practical philos-
ophy of Marxism amounts to action. Plekhanov called dialecti-
cal materialism the philosophy of action.

But in attributing decisive significance in historical develop-
ment to the action of the masses, Marxism is nevertheless far
from denying the role of the individual in history, from reducing
it to nil.

An outstanding individual,- in indissoluble contact with the
masses and expressing their interests and aspirations, may in
definite historical circumstances play a great role in society by
arousing heroic self-consciousness in the masses; by his progres-
sive activity he accelerates the advance of society. Hence “...the
development of knowledge, the development of human consci-
ousness, is the greatest and most noble task of the thinking per-
sonality. ‘Licht, mehr Licht! ’—that is what is most of all needed....
One should not leave the torch in the narrow study of the ‘intel-
lectual’. ..Develop human consciousness.... Develop the self-
consciousness of the producers”.* * 2

The significance of an outstanding individual’s social activity,
Plekhanov stressed, depends on how correctly that individual
understands the conditions of development of society, and is
determined by his nearness to the people, to the progressive
class. But no great man can impose on society relations which
no longer conform to the condition of the productive forces.

Thus Plekhanov brilliantly criticised the idealist cult of the

* See this volume, pp. 667-68.
** Ibid.
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individual in the middle of the nineties and explained the
Marxist teaching on the role of the people and of the individual
in history. Plekhanov’s Marxist works still help in the fight to
eliminate the remaining survivals of the cult of the individual.

Substantiating the paramount role of the people in history,
Plekhanov sought to prove that only the revolutionary move-
ment of the people, of the working class, could overthrow a po-
litical monster such as Russian autocracy and lead to the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, to the triumph of socialism. This
was of great importance to the Russian emancipation movement,
in which Blanquist and anarchist ideas were being spread in the
eighties. Plekhanov defended the idea of the dictatorship of the
proletariat in Socialism and the Political Struggle, Our Dif
ferences and other works. He pointed out that the dictatorship
of the proletariat is the first act, the sign of the social revolu-
tion. The task of the dictatorship of the proletariat is not only
to destroy the political domination of the bourgeoisie, it is also
to organise social and political life. “Always and everywhere,”
he noted, “political power has been the lever by which a class,
having achieved domination, has carried out the social upheaval
necessary for its welfare....””*

When he later adopted Menshevik views, Plekhanov, while not
openly renouncing the Marxist principle of the dictatorship of
the proletariat, let himself be influenced by reformist constitu-
tional illusions and evaded the answer to concrete practical
questions in the struggle for the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Among the highly important questions of historical material-
ism which Plekhanov worked out, a prominent place is given to
the question of the rise and development of ideology, the origin

of forms of social consciousness and their interaction, the ques- -
tion of the relation between the political and ideological super- -

structures and the economic basis, and so on.

Just as there is nothing rigid, eternal and invariable in nature,
so, in the history of social life, changes in the mode of produc-
tion are accompanied by changes in ideas, theories, political in-
stitutions and the like—l.e., in the entire superstructure. All this
is the historical product of the practical activity of people.

In his works Plekhanov devoted his main attention to defining
how the development of the forms of social consciousness
depends on material production. He criticised in great detail the
idealist theory of “self-development” of ideologies, and the
notion that the general condition of intellects and morals creates
not only the various forms of art, literature and philosophy but

* See this volume, p. 73.
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also the industry of a given period, the social environment.
Plekhanov convincingly explains that only the materialist con-
ception of history can find the real cause of a given condition of
both intellects and morals in the production of material values.

In the interaction of society and nature people produce mate-
rial values and create the economic basis on which arise the po-
litical system, psychology and ideology. The very direction of
intellectual work in society is determined in the final analysis by
people’s relations in production. This materialist thesis does not
reject cases of other countries’ ideological and political influence
on the policy and ideology of the country in question. Plekha-
nov supplements the study of the interrelations between econo-
my and ideology within a country, the elucidation of the de-
pendence of political and ideological development on the econo-
mic structure of society, with the study of foreign influences on
the cultural development of one people or another. “The French
philosophers were filled with admiration for the philosophy of
Locke; but they went much further than their teacher. This was

“because the class which they represented had gone in France,

fighting against the old regime, much further than the class of
English society whose aspirations were expressed in the philoso-

~phical works of Locke.”* This means that foreign influences

cannot do away with the main thing, the fact that the features
and peculiarities of the social ideas in a given country are ex-
plained in the final analysis by the fundamental inner cause of
its development—the degree of development of its own economic
relations.

No less convincing is Plekhanov’s argument in favour of the
Marxist proposition on the reverse influence of the forms of
superstructure on the economy. The dependence of politics on
economics does not preclude their interaction, the influence of
political institutions on economic life. The political system
either promotes the development of the productive forces or
hinders it. The reason why a given political system is created is
to promote the further development of the productive forces. If
the political system becomes an obstacle to their development it
must be abolished.

In societies based on exploitation, the ruling and the subject
classes are opposed to one another in the production process.
The relations between classes, Plekhanov explains, are first and
foremost relations into which people enter in the social process
of production. The relations between the classes are reflected in
the political organisation of society and the political struggle. .
This struggle is the source from which the various -political

* See this volume, p. 634.
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theories and the ideological superstructure arise and develop.
Only by taking into account and studying the struggle between
the classes can one come to understand the spiritual history of
society, and draw a correct conclusion that in societies divided
into classes there is always a dominant ideology, which is the
ideology of the dominant class.

Plekhanov’s indisputable services include his brilliant refutation
of the untenable idea, nevertheless obstinately ascribed to Marx-
ism, that economic conditions determine spiritual life wholly
and entirely (and not merely in the final resort), and that any
theory can be deduced directly from a given economic condi-
tion. This vulgar fiction which describes Marx’s historical mate-
rialism as “economic materialism” was spread at the end of the
nineteenth century by Mikhailovsky and other subjective Narod-
niks and bourgeois sociologists in the West.

Mikhailovsky is wrong, Plekhanov wrote, to think that Marx-
ism knows only what belongs to economics, that it “breathes
only with the string”. Marx never considered the economic de-
velopment of a given country separate from the social forces
which, arising from it, themselves influence its further direction.
As regards the development of ideologies, the best experts on
economic development will at times find themselves helpless if
they have not a certain artistic sense which enables them to
understand, for example, the complicated process of the de-
velopment of social psychology and its significance in the life of
society, its adaptation to economics, its connections with ideolo-
gy. The great writers Balzac and Ibsen, Plekhanov noted, did
much to explain the psychology of the various classes in modern
society. “Let’s hope that in time there will appear many such
artists, who will understand on the one hand the ‘iron laws’ of
movement of the ‘string’, and on the other will be able to
understand and to show how, on the ‘string’ and precisely thanks
to its movement, there grows up the ‘garment of Life’ of ideo-
logy.”* :

é17\%211@(, Plekhanov argued, never denied the very great impor-
tance of politics and ideology (moral, pilosophical, religious and
aesthetic concepts) in people’s life. But he first of all determined
their genesis, and found it in the economic relations of society.
Then he investigated how the economic skeleton is covered with
the living flesh of social and political forms and finally—and this
is the most interesting, the most fascinating aspect—how human
ideas, feelings, aspirations and ideals arise and develop.

Plekhanov showed the relative independence of ideological
development, thus refuting the illusion of the absolute indepen-

* See this volume, p. 659.
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dence of ideology, an illusion so characteristic of is i
ologists and revisionists. The process by which tll;)ec:) uiilgee(())lljgli(i(;l
superstructure arises out of the economic basis goes on un-
noticed by man. That is why the link between ideological and
economic relations, the dependence of the former upon the
kltter, Is not seldom lost sight of, the former are considered
self-sufficient” and ideology is erroneously regarded as some-
thing which is independent by its very essence. The relative in-
dependence of ideological development is explained, Plekhanov
emphasises, first of all by continuity in the developm’ent of each
ideological form. This relative independence is shown by the fact
that the ideologists of any class adopt an active attitude to the
legacy of ideas from the preceding age and use the achievements
of previous generations. “The ideologies of every particular age
are always most closely connected—whether positively or nega-
tively—with the ideologies of the preceding age.”* The momfnt
material and spiritual labour part, and opposition arises between
them, special branches of the division of labour in spiritual pro-
duction appear. The ideologies become, as it were, segregated in
relatively independent fields with the inner tendencies peculiar
to their };)wn development. The existence of these phenomena
Eir;)t\(r)fzczl af; Cttk.le relative independence of ideologies is a reality, a
It i1s an error, Plekhanov writes, to attribute t 1
thought that the content of all of a given society(’)s Iz/éiraiislscglnﬂl;:
explained directly by its economic condition. Ideas which arise
fcl)l eosfle and the same society often play completely different
_ Plekhanov’s profound thoughts on the role and significance of
ideas in the development of society are of enormous interest to
this day. In the eighties and nineties of the last century the
Narodniks, whose utopian ideals were completely out of touch
with real life, greatly harmed the revolutionary struggle of the
masses by asserting that ideas and theories are independent of
economic, social life. Exposing the subjectivism of Mikhailovsk
and others, Plekhanov gave an independent and original develo}i
ment of the Marxist teaching on the role of ideas and theorieI;
Ideals may be lofty or base, correct or erroneous. Frorr;

Marx’s point of view, Plekhanov noted, ideas, ideals are always

the reflection of the material conditions of people’ i

The only correct ideal is that which corresponcll)s t}c)) thseeaxslszirtlc(ft:
economic reality which tends towards progress. The metaphysi-
cian thinks that if a public personality must base himself upon
reality it means that he should reconcile himself with it. Butpthe

* See this volume, p. 642
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materialist and dialectician points out that life in a class society
is antagonistic. The reactionaries base themselves on 2 reality
which is already obsolete, and yet in it is being born a new life,
the future reality, to serve which means to contribute to the
victory of the new. o

Ma?),(ists attribute great importance to ideas, ideals, although
this is challenged by the Narodnik sociologists. Ideas become a
great power, but on the indispensable condition that they are
ble to embrace and reflect reality, the course of history, the
relations between the classes. Only in that case are they mvin-
cible and do they promote progress. In the opposite case they
act as brakes to social development. A class and its political
party may be called revolutionary only if they express t\he most
progressive trends of society, are vehicles of the most advanced
ideas of their time, if they determine the tasks of the social
Struggle. i b 3 X3 s 2 ol [0

Plekhanov called revolutionary ideas “dynamite” which “no

other explosive in the world can replace”. *

Plekhanov, being a Marxist, never tired of calling for the ful
filment of the great ideals of scientific socialism. He str.ess,ed the
exceptional role of revolutionary theory in ’t,he proletan?‘t s class
struggle. “For without revolutionary theory, he wrote, therf*li
no revolutionary movement in the true sense of tﬁhe word.”’?
He called for the dissemination among the masses of the progres-
sive ideas advanced by the most progressive social forces, and
this he saw as a very great factor of progress. ) )

However, Plekhanov did not apply these views consistently in
practice. Later, when he became a I_V[enshev1k, he underes_tl‘ma}ted
the subjective side of the revolutionary movg:ment, minimised
the role of the revolutionary party and belittled the reverse
influence of social consciousness on economics, the role of ideas

. in the development of society.

LI

At the end of the nineteenth century and later, when the
bourgeoisie were conducting a campaign against Marxism and its
philosophy, the materialist Plekhanov’s resolute defence of the
philosophical principles of Marxism—Marxist materialism and
dialectics—was of immense importance. He showed that the ideo-
logical bourgeois reaction was fighting under the flag of philo-
sophical idealism and eclecticism. In the final analysis, he saw

the social basis of that campaign against materialism in the

* See this volume, p. 90.
** Ibid.
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bourgeoisie’s fear of the revolutionary proletariat entering the
historical arena. .

In defending the just cause in philosophy Plekhanov expose
idealism in its various forms—Berkeleianism, Humism, Fichteism,
Kantianism, Schellingism,  Hegelianism and the subjective
sociology of the Narodniks—and proved that idealism is akin to
religion.

His resolute attacks on the landlord-bourgeois reaction, which
slandered dialectical materialism and strove to exclude it from the
general course of philosophy’s progressive development, were
particularly valuable.

Plekhanov showed the conditions in which dialectical mate-
rialism arose and disclosed the continuity in the development of
materialist philosophy.

The main thing in Plekhanov’s historical and philosophical
conception was to fight idealism and to bring out the materialist
tradition in philosophy. However, his works contain no clear
formulation of dialectical materialism’s conception of the object
of philosophy. ’ : '

Plekhanov defends dialectics, traces its development in the
history of philosophy, and studies and investigates the numerous
systems and schools of the various philosophical trends.

At the same time he shows how the bourgeois historians of
philosophy give an idealist twist to the views of the materialists,
falsify the history of materialism and try to pass over materi-
alism in silence. He draws attention to the unscientific way in
which bourgeois scholars expound the history of philosophy in
the spirit of vulgar filiation of ideas, that is, simple consecutive-
ness of philosophical systems, ignoring the connection between
the history of ideas and the history of society. At the same time
he demands that continuity in the development of ideas be
taken Into account, that the connection between the different
philosophical systems and schools and the philosophical theories
of the past be borne in mind.

From the standpoint of dialectical materialism Plekhanov
endeavoured to trace the continuity of the materialist ideas and
also what distinguishes dialectical materialism from pre-Marxian
materialism and from Hegel’s philosophy. This was of great
value, for in the eighties and nineties socialist literature often
failed to give a clear idea of the difference between dialectical
materialism and the preceding materialist systems. More than
that, Marx’s views were often confused with those of Holbach
and of Helvetius. The weak sides of metaphysical materialism
were attributed to dialectical materialism. On the other hand,
dialectical materialism was professed to be a fragment of Left
Hegelianism.
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Plekhanov saw the continuity and the connection between the
dialectical and the pre-Marxian materialists mainly in their
defence of materialism. He traces the genesis of materialism
from Heraclitus, Democritus, Spinoza, French materialists and
Feuerbach. However, he committed an inaccuracy in calling
Marx’s materialism a kind of Spinozism. But it would be incor-
rect to think that Plekhanov was thus identifying dialectical ma-
terialism with Spinoza’s philosophy. He was merely underlining
the materialist basis of the link between the philosophical teach-

ings of Democritus, Spinoza, Feuerbach and Marx. This link, he

thought, was expressed in the fact that these thinkers resolved
the basic question of philosophy materialistically and proved the
primacy of the material over the ideal.

The point of departure of Plekhanov’s Development of the
Monist View of History is the clearly expressed view that the
way the basic question in philosophy is resolved serves as the
dividing line between materialism and idealism.

Plekhanov spread the basic proposition of materialism that
being determines consciousness; he tirelessly opposed every sort
of - “synthesis” of materialism and idealism, i.e., dualism. Being,
nature, such is the primary basis, the original element which
determines all aspects of life.

All most important trends of philosophic thought, Plekhanov
says, can be classified under materialism and idealism. Although
besides them there were nearly always some dualist systems,
which considered spirit and matter as separate independent
substances, dualism was never able to give a satisfactory answer
to the inevitable question of how these two separate substances
having nothing in common can influence each other. Any kind
of synthesis of the materialist and idealist points of view, Ple-
khanov shows, leads to eclecticism. It is impossible to under-
stand the nature of historical phenomena from the standpoint of
dualism, for dualism is always eclectic. To explain this thought
Plekhanov says: “Of course, the eclectic can unite everything in
his mind. With the help of eclectic thinking one can unite Marx
not only with Kant, but even with the ‘realists’ of the Middle
Ages. But for people who think consistently the illegal cohabi-
tation of Marx with the philosophy of Kant must appear as
something monstrous in the fullest sense of the word.”*

Plekhanov attributes a particularly great role in the history of
materialism to the eighteenth-century French materialists. To
idealism he opposes the French materialists’ conception of
consciousness as a ‘“natural phenomenon”, a quality of matter,
and shows their resolute fight against the idealists, who ex-

* See this volume, p. 465.
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plained consciousness by supernatural forces, etc. Plekhanov ana-
lyses the ethics of the French materialists, shows how progres-
sive it was for its time and defends these materialists against
accusations of “immorality” by the vulgar bourgeois historians
of philosophy. Highly assessing the French materialists’ fight
against the church and religion, he shows at the same time how
limited, bourgeois, their views were. However, it is mainly the
historical views of the pre-Marxian materialists that capture Ple-
khanov’s attention. He dwells in great detail on the French ma-
terialists’ attempts to explain by the conditions of social life
why definite ideas and morals prevailed in society; at the same
time he emphasises that, being entangled in unsolvable contradic-
tions, the French materialists did not overcome the idealist view
of history.

In a polemic with bourgeois historians of philosophy, Plekha-
nov defended Feuerbach’s consistent materialism in his concep-
tion of nature and disclosed the resemblance between Feuer-
bach’s philosophical views and those of the French materialists,
saw the limitations of Feuerbach’s philosophy resulting from his
underestimation of dialectics and also from his lack of a mate-
rialist view of history. However, in appraising the philosophy of
Feuerbach, Spinoza and the eighteenth-century French material-
ists, he did not sufficiently underline their typical limitations—
‘their mechanistic, contemplative outlook, and so forth.

Plekhanov wrote that the Marxist philosophy—dialectical ma-
terialism, the most outstanding philosophical system—is monistic.
Materialism alone correctly explains the phenomena of nature
and of human society. Even in the field of psychology, the
science which studies mainly mental phenomena, “we work with
greater success when we accept nature as the primary element
and consider mental phenomena as necessary consequences of
the motion of matter”.*

Marxist materialist philosophy is consistent in the way it deals
with the basic question of philosophy. While holding that the
outside world is primary, it at the same time considers it as
developing and changing. :

_In his notes to Engels’ Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Clas-
sical German Philosophy, Plekhanov explains highly important
propositions of dialectical materialism—the eternity of matter,
the basic forms of existence, motion, space and time. He refutes
the Kantian subjective idealist conception of space, time and
causality.

Motion is an inalienable quality of matter. Matter needs no
supernatural prime mover to set it in motion, to produce what

* G. Plekhanov, Works, Russ. ed., Vol. VIII, p. 139.
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we call sensation, thought. Modern materialism, i.e., dialectical
materialism, is the only consistent and the most progressive
system of philosophy; it agrees with the data of natural science
and is alien to mysticism. o

Plekhanov gave a Marxist explanation of questions of knowl-
edge. The point of departure of knowledge is the outside world.
Our notions and conceptions of objects and phenomena of the
outside world have an objective content.

The material is the basis of the psychic, the ideal. Thought
does not exist outside man, it is a function of the brain, the
result of nervous and psychic processes.

In his notes to Engels’ Ludwig Feuerbach and in his own The
Development of the Monist View of History, Plekhanov criticises
the agnostics—Hume, Kant and others—who denied or doubted
the knowability of the outside world.

The existence of the outside world, Plekhanov wrote, is
beyond doubt. My impressions are the result of the action of
outside objects on me and, therefore, they correspond and can-
not but correspond to the mutual relations of the things outside
us. Hence the knowledge of an object is always knowledge
through the intermediary of the impressions which the object
~_makes on us. Sensation, perception of objects outside us, is the
basis of knowledge.

Plekhanov said, in complete agreement with Engels, that the
Kantian and Humist teachings of the unknowability of the out-
side world are best refuted by experience and industry; “every
experiment and every productive activity of man represents an
active relation on his part to the external world”. Science proves
that a large number of phenomena can be foreseen and brought
about. This means that it is also possible to foresee the effects
that will be produced on us by “things in themselves”. But if we
can foresee some of the effects that can be produced on us by
“things in themselves”, Plekhanov convincingly wrote, that
means that “at least some of their properties” are known to us.
And if some properties of things are known to us, we are not
entitled to call those things unknowable.

In a number of works, mainly in The Development of the Mo-
nist View of History, Plekhanov gave a brilliant exposition of the
Marxist teaching of objective truth. He clearly linked the
acknowledgement that the outside world is knowable with the
acknowledgement that man’s knowledge can provide objective
truth. Answering Mikhailovsky, Kareyev and other subjectivists
who categorically denied the existence of objective truth and
asserted that all that satisfies our demand for knowledge is true,
i.e., that truth is subjective, Plekhanov said: truth 1s found, not
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in the sphere of subjectivity, but as a result of all-round consi-
deration of the objective relations of reality.

Objective truth, he says, summing up his argument, is the cor-
rect reflection of reality. Outside us there exist objects and phe-
nomena, their properties and relations. The only true views are
those which correctly reflect the aspects of reality and these
relations; views which distort them are erroneous.

The denial of the objectivity of truth by the subjectivists on
the grounds that life develops through contradictions is unten-
able, Plekhanov wrote. The presence of contradictions in life
does not disprove objective truth but only leads to it. However,
the road to knowledge is not a straight one. The contradictions
of life force us to consider reality in a more profound and all-
round manner, as a result of which our knowledge of the world
becomes more correct; they provide objective, absolute truth
which no further development of knowledge, no further contra-
dictions can do away with.

This emphasis on the possibility of knowing absclute truth
expressed confidence in the unlimitedness of human knowledge,
the assurance that human thought would not stop half-way in 1ts
striving to know the world, that new discoveries would supple-
ment and confirm Marx’s brilliant theory as new discoveries in
astronomy supplemented and confirmed Copernicus’ discovery.
At the same time one must draw attention to a certain confu-
sion of which Plekhanov is sometimes guilty in questions con-
cerning the theory of knowledge. An example is his agreement
with Hume’s words that man must have belief in the existence
of the outer world. Lenin called this remark absurd and said the
“word ‘belief” (taken from Hume), although put in quotation
marks, discloses a confusion of terms on Plekhanov’s part”.*

A more serious error in the field of the theory of knowledge
was the proposition that our sensations are hieroglyphs, which
Plekhanov formulated in 1892 in his notes to the first edition of
the translation of Engels’ Ludwig Feuerbach. This meant that
the sensations produced in us by the action of various forms of
matter in motion do not give an exact reflection of the objective
processes which give rise to them, are not images of the outside
world. Only conventionally do they pass on to us the links
between phenomena of the objective world. “Our sensations are
in their way hieroglyphs which inform us of what is taking place
in reality. The hieroglyphs do not resemble the events conveyed

by them.”’f‘* This error on Plekhanov’s part showed to a certain
extent the influence of Helmholtz.

* V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 14, p. 141.
** See this volume, p. 480.
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Later, Plekhanov represented things as though he had made
only a mistake in terminology, In words, and unde_rstood ‘iall
the awkwardness of that inexactness”. However, Lenin consid-
ered it necessary to point out that mistake as a depa.rtpre from
Engels’ materialistic formulation, a concession to agnosticism.

Notwithstanding individual serious errors made by Plekhanov
in the field of philosophy, the history of Marxist philosophy is
greatly indebted to him. He unmasked unscientific and reaction-
ary idealist outlooks, disclosed the untenability of the views of
the vulgarisers who distorted Marxist philosophy, criticised the
confusion of the eclectics and positivists and defended the cor-
rectness of dialectical materialism.

* ok Xk

Plekhanov was an ardent defender of materialist dialectics,
which he skilfully applied to social life, correctly considering it
as an achievement of Marxist philosophic thought. He saw in 1t
the great and the new which, combined with the masterly dis-
covery of the materialist conception of history, distinguishes
Marx’s materialism from the teachings of materialists before him.
Plekhanov brings out the various aspects of materialist dialectics
and brilliantly expounds the theory of development, the correla-
tion between evolution and revolution, leaps, etc. In §h1s con-
nection he shows the opposition between Marx’s (,;'11a!ect1c_al
method and Hegel’s, and considers the role of Hegels idealist

hilosophy as one of the theoretical sources of Marxism.

Plekhanov elucidated questions of materialist dialectics in the
eighties and nineties of the last century in a number of,work_s:
A New Champion of Autocracy, or Mr. L. Tikhomirov’s Grief
(1889)—his first detailed defence of materialist dialectics; For
the Sixtieth Anniversary of Hegel’s Death, The Development of
the Monist View of History, Essays on the History of Mater-
alism, works on Belinsky and Chernyshevsky, articles against
Bernstein, Struve and other revisionists. ) ) ) _

Plekhanov called Hegel a titan of idealist philosophical
thought. He considered the restoration of the dialectical method
a great service on his part. Hegel’s speculative philosophy, for
which reality is the product of the development of the Absolute
Idea or the world spirit, was superior to metaphy51cal materi-
alism by the fact that it worked out the dialectical method. He-
gelian philosophy, Plekhanov noted, exalted the dialectical
method. Hegel explained phenomena of reality from the point
of view of their coming into being, development and destrl‘l‘(;-
tion. “All that is finite,” Plekhanov said, quoting Hegel, “is
doomed to self-destruction.”
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Many of Hegel’s opponents did not notice the progressive in-
novatory kernel of his dialectical method—his teaching on deve-
lopment—because of the reactionary shell of his philosophic
system. Hegel had a fruitful influence on scientific thought of
his time. Plekhanov explained this very well. He showed that
Hegel’s dialectics was a progressive step compared with metaphy-
sics, in spite of the appeal to the Absolute Idea, and that Hegel
rendered great services to human thought. At the same time Ple-
khanov gave a popular exposition of Marx and Engels’ proposi-
tion on the contradiction between method and system in Hegel
and disclosed the idealism and mysticism with which Hegel’s
philosophy was permeated. He wrote about the conservatism of
Hegel’s system which contradicts the idea of development, the
dialectical method. While Hegel’s dialectical method demanded
development, his reactionary system, Plekhanov wrote, aimed at
justifying the German reactionary state at that time. It tried to
prove the “perfection” and ‘“‘eternity” of the social system then
existing in Germany.

Plekhanov saw as one of the limitations of Hegel’s dialectics
the fact that it was turned towards the past only. “Philosophy
always comes too late,” Hegel writes, and only takes cognizance
of what has already been accomplished. Of course, Plekhanov
notes ironically, philosophy cannot vivify a decrepit, obsolete
social system. But must this process of the rise of the new really
remain for ever hidden to philosophy? Only dialectical materiai-
ism, Plekhanov emphasises, overcomes this extreme. Hegel’s idea-
listic dialectics is incompatible with and alien to materialism. In
Marx’s philosophy it has been changed into its direct and
complete opposite.

“Karl Marx said quite rightly of himself,” Plekhanov wrote in
his For the Sixtieth Anniversary of Hegel’s Death, ‘“‘that his
method is the complete opposite of Hegel’s method” inasmuch
as Marx, being a materialist, did not understand dialectics in the
same way as Hegel, who was an idealist.

Unlike Hegel’s idealist dialectics, which maintained the spon-
taneous motion of pure thought and denied in substance the devel-
opment of nature, the development of matter, Marxism turns dia-
lectics right side up, basically transforms it and frees it from the
idealistic hazy cover in which it was enveloped in Hegel.

We sometimes meet in Plekhanov expressions which indicate
that he was not critical enough towards Hegel’s philosophy, but
this must not be exaggerated. His merit lies in his brilliant and
convincing opposition of the Marxist dialectical method to Hegel’s
idealistic method.

Plekhanov emphasised that the dialectical method and material-
ism are indissolubly united in Marx and Engels’ philosophy. That
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is why the most distinctive feature of modern materialism is its
dialectical method. Therein lies its substantial distinction from the
old, metaphysical materialism of the eighteenth century. In mate-
rialism the modern doctrine of development: finds its firm basis.
Plekhanov called Marx’s method the most revolutionary of all
methods ever applied. Marxist dialectics is an indispensable instru-
ment of knowledge by means of which the contradictory tenden-
cies in the development of nature and society are disclosed.

In this connection a large place in Plekhanov’s works is devoted
to bringing out the radical difference between dialectics and meta-
physics, two different methods of studying and approaching rea-
lity. Marx’s dialectics, unlike metaphysics, studies phenomena in
their contradictory development, in their immediate connection
and interdependence, in continual and eternal motion. o

In accordance with the dialectical method—the only scientific
one—Plekhanov considered metaphysics historically, in connection
with the development of knowledge. He brought out the scientific
untenability and reactionary nature of the metaphysical standpoint,
which denies contradictions, leaps and upheavals, and recognises
only quantitative changes. Metaphysicians are exponents of the
vulgar theory of evolution and introduce into their teaching a
considerable admixture of conservatism, distorting the very theory
of development. .

The point about the metaphysical view of the world, Plekhanov
says, is that it recognises only quantitative changes in things and
phenomena. For the metaphysician, development assumes the form
of a gradual increase of decrease in the dimensions of the object
studied. Similarly, by destruction he understands only the gradual
decrease of a phenomenon until it becomes quite imperceptible.
But gradual increase and change cannot account for the appea-
rance or disappearance of objects.

It was Marx who first explained and showed the substance of
the dialectical method. Plekhanov elucidates the dialectics of the
transition of quantitative changes into qualitative ones by a break
in the gradual process, by leaps and revolutionary upheavals, and
concentrates the fire of his criticism on the limitations of the
evolution conception. )

Answering the renegade L. Tikhomirov—a former Narodmk;
who denied. dialectical development and “forcible upheavals”,
leaps in nature and society, and maintained that in “the scientific
sense” one may speak only of a slow “change in the type of a
given phenomenon”, Plekhanov proved that dialectics does not
overlook the indisputable fact that one and the same uninterrup-
ted process goes on at all moments of the change, but in that
process there emerge a number of conditions under which the
gradual change must necessarily lead to a leap.
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For socialists armed with the dialectical method, Plekhanov
wrote, revolutions are just as necessary elements in the process of
historical developmeént as evolutions.

Thus, substantiating the dialectical doctrine of leaps, Plekhanov
shows that nature refutes the views of the metaphysicians at every
step by displaying contradiction in phenomena and breaks in gra-
dual development, or leaps; all the more do transitions from quan-
tity to quality, leaps, take place in society.

Plekhanov analyses with great skill the dialectical process of the
transition of quantity into quality, the process of motion by leaps,
making use of many facts of human history. Every leap is prepared
by the preceding development. It cannot take place without a
sufficient cause which lies in the previous course of social life. In
his articles, particularly those against Tikhomirov, and in the first
decade of this century those against Struve, Plekhanov gives a
correct general theoretical interpretation of the working of the law
governing the transition of quantity into quality and inversely.

Plekhanov explains in a way accessible to all the law of the unity
and.- struggle of opposites. Every development is caused by internal
contradictions, is the result of the interaction of opposite sides.
The contradictoriness of every phenomenon means that it deve-
lops of itself and out of itself the elements which sooner or later
will put an end to its existence, will turn it into the opposite of
itself, for everything develops through contradictions, through the
struggle of opposite forces. That is the great eternal and universal
law of the contradiction between the old and the new, the law of
the overthrow of the form rising from a given content as a result
of the further growth of that content itself. This law governs the
development of nature and of society.

The study of development as the dialectical contradiction in
processes and phenomena of reality did not, however, lead Plekha-
nov to understand the law of the unity and struggle of opposites as
the basic law in dialectics. Although he recognised that law, Ple-
khanov did not consider it as the essence of dialectics. He held
that the distinctive feature and the axis of dialectics was develop-
ment in the form of leaps. That was why Lenin, who highly  as-
sessed Plekhanov’s defence of Marx’s dialectical method, repeatedly
noted that he did not pay enough attention to the law of the unity
and struggle of opposites, the most important law of the objective
world and of knowledge. Lenin also noted that in expounding the
laws of dialectics, Plekhanov, in his wish to popularise them, re-
duced them to an aggregate of examples and did not devote due

_ attention to dialectics as the theory of knowledge in Marxism.

Plekhanov’s work at the end of the eighties for a correct under-
standing of the law of “the negation of negation” is of conside-
rable value. He attacked those who distorted that law because they
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saw in it only the manifestation of Hegel’s notorious “triad”; he
opposed Mikhailovsky, for instance, who, clinging to Marx’s mode
of expression, reduced Marxist dialectics to Hegel’s ““triad”. It was
in the universal law of the negation of negation that Plekhanov
saw the principle, the specific feature of dialectics which shows
the interdependence between what is coming into existence and
what is disappearing. He resolutely defended Marx against accusa-
tions of formalism, of following Hegel’s “triad” and so forth. He
showed how unfounded were assertions that Marx’s brilliant fore-
sight of the outcome of capitalist development was based on the
“triad”. The ‘“triad” never played the role of proof in Marxism.
Marx’s dialectics brings out the contradictory tendencies existing
in development not a priors, but on the basis of the factual study
of reality. The strength of historical materialism consists not in
references to the “triad”, but in allround scientific investigation
of the historical process. Only thus can one obtain a “living under-
standing of all the real qualities of an object”, Plekhanov said,
emphasising the hostility of Marxist dialectics towards abstract
schemes.

k ok ok

Plekhanov’s works in defence of dialectical and historical mate-
rialism are brilliant in style, full of polemic ardour and profound
in their content; they are a treasure of Marxist literature. They
expound in an original form many basic problems and proposi-
tions of Marxist materialism and dialectical method, of the mate-
rialist conception of history and of Marxist philosophy as a whole.

Plekhanov’s Marxist works were directed against philosophical

reaction and obscurantism and aimed at the political and social

reorganisation of Russia and the emancipation of the people of
Russia and other countries from social slavery and oppression.
They served the dissemination of proletarian internationalism and
the establishment of close ties between the revolutionary move-
ment in Russia and in Western Europe. That is why they still
maintain their significance in modern times.

That is why Lenin pointed to the necessity of studying Ple-
khanov’s philosophical works and insisted on their being repub-
lished and included in the “series of compulsory manuals of com-
munism”.

V. FOMINA
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SOCIALISM AND THE POLITICAL
STRUGGLE

PREFACE

The present pamphlet may be an occasion for much misunder-
standing and even dissatisfaction. People who sympathise with the
trend of Zemlya ¢ Volya! and Chorny Peredel® (publications in
the editing of which I used to take part) may reproach me with
having diverged from the theory of what is called Narodism. The
supporters of other factions of our revolutionary party may be
displeased with my criticism of outlooks which are dear to them.
That is why I consider a short preliminary explanation necessary.

The desire to work among the people and for the people, the
certitude that “the emancipation of the working classes must be
conquered by the working classes themselves”—this practical ten-
dency of our Narodism is just as dear to me as it used to be. But
its theoretical propositions seem to me, indeed, erronecus in many
respects. Years of life abroad and attentive study  of thesocial
question have convinced me that the triumph of a spontaneous
popular movement similar to Stepan Razin’s revolt or the Peasant -
Wars in Germany cannot satisfy the social and political needs of
modern Russia, that the old forms of our national life carried
within them many germs of their disintegration and that they
cannot “develop into a higher communist form’ except under the
immediate influence of a strong and well-organised workers’ soci-
alist party. For that reason I think that besides fighting absolutism
the Russian revolutionaries must strive at least to work out the
elements for the establishment of such a party in the future. In
this creative work they will necessarily have to pass on to the basis
of modern socialism, for the ideals of Zemlya i1 Volya do not
correspond to the condition of the industrial workers. And that
will be very opportune now that the theory of Russian exceptio-
nalism is becoming synonymous with stagnation and reaction and
that the progressive elements of Russian society are grouping
under the banner of judicious “Occidentalism”.

I go on to another point of my explanation. Here I will first of
all say in my defence that I have been concerned not with persons
but with opinions, and that my personal differences with this or

4—T735
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that socialist group do not in the least diminish my respect for all
who sincerely fight for the emancipation of the people.

‘Moreover, the so-called terrorist movement has opened a new -

epoch in-the development of our revolutionary party—the epoch
of conscious political struggle against the government. This change
in the direction of our revolutionaries’ work makes it necessary for
them to reconsider all views that they in.herited from the pre-
ceding period. Life demands that we attentively reconsider all our
intellectual stock-in-trade when we step on to new ground, and I
consider my pamphlet as a contribution which I can make to this
matter of criticism which started long ago m our revolutionary
literature. The reader has probably not yet forgotten the biog-
raphy of Andrel Ivanovich Zhelyabov3 which contained a severe
and frequently very correct critical appraisal of the programme
- and activity of the Zemlya i Volya group. It is quite possible that
my attempts at criticism will be less successful, but it would
hardly be fair to consider them less timely.

G. P.

Geneva.
October 25, 1883

Every class struggle is a political struggle.
v Karl Marx ¢

Since the Russian revolutionary movement finally took the path
of open struggle against absolutism, the question of the socialists’
palitical tasks has become the most vital and most burning ques-
tion for our party. Because of it people have drifted apart who had
been attached to each other by many years of joint practical work,
because of it whole groups and organisations have fallen topieces.
It can even be said that all Russian socialists have temporarily
been split into two camps supporting diametrically opposite views
on “politics”. Extremes were unavoidable in this matter, as always
in such cases. Some considered the political struggle as almost
tantamount to betrayal of the people’s cause, as a manifestation of
bourgeois instincts among our revolutionary intelligentsia and a
defilement of socialist programme purity. Others not only recog-
nised that struggle as necessary, they were even ready, for the sake
.of its imaginary interests, to compromise with the liberally-minded

~oppositional elements of our society. Some even went to the ex-
tent of considering any manifestation of class antagonism in
“Russia as harmful for the present. Such views were held, for in-

stance, by Zhelyabov, who, as his biographer says, “imagined the
Russian revolution not exclusively as the emancipation of the
peasant or even (? ) the workers’ estate, but as the political regene-
ration of the whole Russian people generally”.* In other words,
the revolutionary movement against the absolute monarchy

-merged in his imagination with the working class’s social-revolu-

tionary movement for its economic emancipation; the particular,

-specially Russian task of the present hid from view the general
~ task -of the working class in all civilised countries. The difference
- could not go any farther, a break became inevitable.

Time, however, smoothed out extremes and resolved a consi-
derable number of the disputed questions to the satisfaction of
th sides. Little by little all or nearly all recognised that the

olitical struggle which had been taken up must be pursued-until a

* See the pamphlet Andrei Ivanovich Zhelyabov, p. 10.
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broad emancipation movement in the people and society de-
stroyed the edifice of absolutism as an earthquake destroys a poul-
try-house, if Marx’s forceful expression can be used here. But to
very many of our socialists this struggle still appears as some kind
of forced compromise, some temporary triumph of “practice”
over “theory”, a mockery by life of the impotence .of thought.
Even the “politicians”, in justifying themselves against the re-
proaches showered on them, avoided all appeal to the basic propo-
sitions of socialism, and referred only to the incontestable de-
mands of reality. At the bottom of their hearts they themselves
apparently also believed that political tendencies were by no
means suited to them, but they consoled themselves with the con-
sideration that only in a free state could they let the dead bury the
dead and, renouncing all political considerations, devote them-
selves wholly to the cause of socialism. This vague conviction
sometimes led to misunderstandings that were not without their
curious side. Analysing the speech of “the Russian guest” at the
Chur Congress® and attempting to justify itself against the allega-
tion that it dabbled in politics, Narodnaya Volya noted, amon

other things, that its supporters were neither socialists nor politica%
radicals, but simpl}f Narodovoltsi.6 The terrorist organ presumed
that “in the West” the attention of the radicals was absorbed
exclusively by political questions while the socialists would not
have anything to do wic%h “politics”. Anybody who knows the
programmers of the West European socialists understands, of course,
how erroneous such an idea is as far as the enormous majority of
them are concerned. It is well known that Social-Democracy in
Europe and America never maintained the Jprinciple of political
“abstention”. Its supporters do not ignore “politics”. Only they
do not consider the task of the socialist revolution to be “the
regeneration of the whole people generally”. They try to organise
the workers into a separate party in order thus to segregate the
exploited from the exploiters and give political expression to the
economic antagonism. Where in our country did they get the certi-
tude that socialism calls for political indifference—a certitude
which is in glaring contradiction with reality? Schiller’s Wallen-
stein tells Max Piccolomini that human reason is broad, whereas
the wolrd is narrow, so that thoughts can live at ease together in
the former while there are harsh clashes between things in the
latter. Must we say that in our brain, on the contrary, concepts of
things which in practice not only get on very well together, but are
utterly unthinkable without their mutual connection, cannot live
side by side? To answer that question we must first of all make
clear the conceptions of socialism which our revolutionaries had
during the epoch when political tendencies arose among them.
Once convinced that these conceptions were erroneous or back-
ward we shall consider what place is given to the political struggle
by the doctrine which even its bourgeois opponents do not refuse
to_call scientific socialism. All that we shall have to do then
will be to make in our general conclusions the corrections
which  are inevitable when we consider the various pe-
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culiarities of the contemporary state of affairs in Russia—and our
subject will be exhausted; the political struggle of the working
class against its enemies belonging to one historical formation or
another will finally reveal to us its connection with the general
tasks of socialism.

I

Socialist propaganda has enormously influenced the whole
course of intellectual development in the civilised countries. There
is hardly a single branch of sociology that has not felt its impact in
one sense or another. It has in part destroyed old scientific
prejudices and in part transformed them from a naive delusion
into a sophism, It 1s understandable that the influence of socialist
propaganda must have affected the supporters of the new teaching
still more powerfully. All the traditions of previous “political”
revolutionaries have been ruthlessly criticised, all mhethods of so-
cial activity have been analysed from the standpoint of the “new
Gospel”. But as the scientific substantiation of socialism was com-
plete only with the appearance of Capital,” it is easy to under-
stand that the results of this criticism have by no means always
been satisfactory. And as, on the other hand, there were several
schools in utopian socialism which had almost equal influence, little
by little a kind of medium socialism, as it were, has been worked
out, and this has been adhered to by people who did not claim to
found a new school and were not among the particularly zealous
supporters of previously existing schools. This eclectic socialism,
as Frederick Engels says, is “a mish-mash of such critical state-
ments, economic theories, pictures of future society by the foun-
ders of different sects, as excite a minimum of opposition; a mish-
mash which is the more easily brewed the more the definite sharp
edges of the individual constituents are rubbed down in the stream
of debate, like rounded pebbles in a brook”.* This medium socia-
lism, the same author notes, still reigns in the heads of most of the
worker socialists in England and in France.** We Russians could
add that exactly the same mish-mash reigned in the first half of
the seventies in the minds of our socialists and represented the
general background against which two extreme trends stood out:
the so-called Vperyod group® and the Bakuninists.!® The former
showed a tendency towards German Social-Democracy, the latter
were a Russian version of the anarchist faction of the Interna-
tional. Differing very greatly from each other in almost all respécts,

* See Entwicklung des Sozialismus, S. 18.%
** [Note to the 1905 edition.) Now Marxism has definitely triumphed in
France; its basic propositions are acknowledged, in a more or less distorted
form, even by “opportunists” of Jaurés’ camp.
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the two trends were at one—strange as that is—in their negative
attitude to “politics”. And it must be confessed that the anarchists
were more consistent in this respect than the Russian Social-
Democrats of the time.

From the anarchist point of view the political question is the
touchstone of any working-class programme. The anarchists not
only deny any deal with the modern state, they go so far as to
exclude from their notions of “future society’ anything that re-
calls the idea of state in one way or another. “Autonomy of the
individual in an autonomous community”’—such has been the
motto of all consistent supporters of this trend. We know that its
founder—Proudhon—in his publication La Voix du peuple'! set
himself the not quite modest task “to do as regards the govern-
ment” (which he confused with the state) “what Kant did as
regards religion”* and carried his anti-state zeal so far as to declare
that Aristotle himself was “a sceptic in matters of state”.** The
accomplishment of the task he had set himself was very simple and
followed, if you like, quite logically from the economic doctrines
of the French Kant. Proudhon was never able to imagine the
economic system of the future otherwise than in the form of
commodity production, corrected and supplemented by a new,
“just” form of exchange on the basis of “constituted value”. For
all its “justice”, this new form of exchange does not, of course,
preclude the purchase, sale or promissory notes which go with
commodity production and circulation. All these transactions na-
turally presuppose various contracts and it is these that determine
the mutual relations between the transacting sides. But in modern
society “contracts” are based on common legal standards compul-
sory for all citizens and safeguarded by the state. In the “future
society” everything would supposedly proceed somewhat diffe-
rently. Revolution, according to Proudhon, was to abolish “laws”,
leaving only “contracts”. “There is no need for laws voted by a
majority or unanimously,” he says in his Idée générale de la Revo-
lution au XIX siecle, “every citizen, every commune and corpora-
tion will establish their own particular laws” (p. 259). With such a

* See Confessions d’un révolutionnaire. Preface, p. 4. 12

** To what extent Aristotle was “a sceptic in matters of state’ is obvious
from the first chapter of the first volume of his Politics, in which he says that
“the state is the most accomplished form of community”, that its purpose is
“the supreme good”, and that it is therefore a phenomenon “natural in the
highest sense of the word, and man is an animal predestined by his very
nature to the state form of community”. (Book I, Chap. 1, KI-XI of the
German Sussemil edition of 1879.) The author of Politics is just as much a
“sceptic’” in questions of state as Proucdhon in questions of commodity
production; the former could not imagine any other, higher form of
community, the latter did not suspect that products could be distributed
among the members of society without taking the form of commodities.
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view of the matter, the political programme of the proletariat was
simplified to the extreme. The state, which recognises only geneyal
laws compulsory for all citizens, could not even be a means for

attaining socialist ideals. Making use of it for their aims, the so-
cialists only consolidate the evil by the rooting out of which “social
liquidation” should begin. The state must “decline”, thus afford-
ing “every citizen, every commune and corporation” full free-
dom to decree “‘their own particular laws” and to conclude the
“contracts” which they require. And if the anarchists do not waste
time during the period preceding the “liquidation”, these “cont-
racts” will be concluded in the spirit of the System of Economic
Contradictions'3 and the triumph of the Revolution will be
assured.

The task of the Russian anarchists was simplified still more.

“The destruction of the state” (which little by little replaced in

the anarchist programme its “decline” recommended by Prou-
dhon) was to clear the way for the development of the “ideals” of
the Russian people. And as communal land tenure and organisa-
tion of crafts into artels occupy a very prominent place in these
“ideals™, it was presumed that the “autonomous”  Russians of
democratic origin would conclude their “contracts” not in the spirit
of Proudhon’s reciprocity but rather of agrarian communism. As a
“born socialist”, the Russian people would not be long in under-
standing that mere communal land tenure and communal owner-
ship of the instruments of production do not guarantee the
desired ‘“‘equality” and would be forced to set about organis-
ing “autonomous communes’” on completely communist founda-
tions. '
The Russian anarchists, however—at least those of the so-calle

rebel shade—bothered little about the economic consequences of
the popular revolution they preached. They considered it their
duty to remove those social conditions which, in their opinion,
hindered the normal development of national life; but they did
not ask themselves which road that development would take once
it was freed from external hindrances. That this peculiar refash-
ioning of the famous motto of the Manchester School, laissez faire,
laissez passer, to make it look revolutionary, precluded all possi-
bility of seriously appraising the contemporary condition of our
social and economic life and did away with every criterion for
determining even the concept of the “normal” course of its devel-
opment—this did not occur either to “rebels” or to the “Narod-
niks” who appeared later. At the same time it would be utterly
hopeless to attempt such an appraisal as long as Proudhon’s teach
ings remained the point of departure of our revolutionaries’
considerations. The weakest point of those teachings, the point in
which they offend logic, is the concept of commodity and of
exchange value, i.e., those very premises on which alone the cor-
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rect conclusions about the mutual relations of the producers in the
future economic organisation can be based. From the standpoint
of Proudhon’s theories no special importance attaches to the cir-
cumstance that contemporary Russian communal land tenure by
no means precludes commodity production. The Proudhonist has
“no inkling of the “inner, inevitable dialectics”, which transforms
commodity production at a definite stage of its development into

. capitalist production.* And that is why it did not occur to his
Russian cousin to ask himself whether the divided efforts of
“autonomous” persons, communes and corporations would suffice
for the struggle against this tendency of commodity production
which threatens one fine day to supply a certain proportion of the
“born” Communists with “honourably acquired” capitals and to
turn them into exploiters of the remaining masses of the popula-
tion. The anarchist denies the creative role of the state in the
socialist revolution for the very reason that he does not under-
stand the tasks and the conditions of that revolution.

We cannot enter here into a detailed analysis of anarchism in
general or of Bakuninism in particular.** We wish merely to point
out to readers that both Proudhon and the Russian anarchists were
completely right from their point of view when they raised “poli-
tical non-interference” to the position of main dogma in their
practical programme. The social and political composition of Rus-
sian life in particular, it seemed, justified the negation of ‘“‘poli-
tics” which is compulsory for all anarchists. Before entering the’
field of political agitation the “inhabitant” of Russia has to
become a citizen, i.e., to win for himself at least some political
rights, and first of all, of course, the right to think as he pleases
and to say what he thinks. Such a task amounts in practice to 2
“political revolution”, and the experience of Western Europe has
clearly “shown” all anarchists that such revolutions have not
brought, do not and cannot bring any benefit to the people. As for

* See Das Kapital, 2. Auflage, S. 607-08.1%

** Let us simply remind our reader of the objection made to Proudhon
by Rittinghausen. “Power, government and all its forms,” said the tireless
propagandist of the theory of direct popular legislation, “are only varieties of
the species that is called: interference by society in people’s relations with
things and, consequently, with one another.... 1 call on M. Proudhon to throw
into my face, as the result of his intellectual labour, the following conclusion:
‘No, there must be no such interference by society in people’s relations with
things and, consequently, with one another! * See Législation directe par e
peuple et ses adversaires, pp. 194-95. Rittinghausen thought that “to pose the
question in this way means to solve it”, for “M. Proudhon himself admits the
necessity for such interference”. But he did not foresee that the pupils would
go much further than the teacher and that the theory of anarchy would
degenerate, finally, into a theory of “social amorphism”. The anarchists of
today recognise no interference by society in the relations of individuals, as
they have repeatedly stated in certain of their publications.
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the consideration that the people must be educated politically by
taking part in_their country’s public life, that could not be put
into practice, if only for the reason that the anarchists consider, as
we have already seen, that such participation is not education, but
perversion of the popular masses: it develops in them “‘belief in
the state” and therefore the tendency to statehood, or as the late
M. A Bakunin would have said, “infects them with its official and
spc1al venom, and, in any case, distracts them at least for a short
time from what is now the only useful and salutary matter—from
revolt.”* And at the same time, according to the philosophy of
history of our “rebels”, it appeared that the Russian people had
shown its anti-state tendency by a whole series of large and small
movements and could therefore be considered mature enough poli-
tically. So down with all “dabbling in politics”! Let us help the
people in its anti-state struggle. Let us unite its dispersed efforts in
one revolutionary stream—and then the awkward edifice of the
state will crash, opening by its fall a new era of social freedom and
economic equality! These few words expressed the whole prog-
ramme of our “rebels”. :

In this sketchy review of the programmes of the different groups
of Russian revolutionaries we must not forget that the views accord-
ing to which “all constitutions” were only more or less unprofi-
table contracts with the devil, as old F. H. Jacobi put it—such
views, we say, were typical not only of the Narodniks and anar-
chists. If the reader knows about Frederick Engels’ polemic with
P. Tkachov,** he will probably remember that the editor of
Nabat,' who disagreed with the Bakuninists on the question of
practical struggle, was in perfect agreement with them on their
basic views about the social and political condition of our country.
He looked at it through the same prism of Russian exceptionalism
and the “inborn communist tendencies of the Russian peo-
ple”.*** Like a genuine Blanquist!’ he did not deny “politics”,
of course, but he understood it exclusively as a plot whose pur-
pose Is to seize state power. This purpose, it seems, occupied the
whole field of vision of our Blanquists of that time and led them
to manv contradictions. To remain consistent they had to admit
that ti=ir ~ctivity could be useful to the cause of progress only in
the excepucnal case that the blow they dealt would not deviate a
hair’s breadth from its target. If their planned seizure of power is a
failure, if their plot is discovered or the revolutionary government
is overthrown by the liberal party, the Russian péople, far from

*See M. A. Bakunin’s extremely interesting and typical pamphlet

Science and the Vital Cause of the Revolution.

** See “Offener Brief an Herrn Fr. Engels”.t5
*** To be psr‘suaded of this one needs but to compare the “Letter to
Frederick Engels” just referred to with Bakunin’s pamphlet quoted above.




60 G. PLEKHANOV

winning anything, will risk losing much. The last of the supposed
cases is particularly disastrous. The liberals will establish a strong
government which will be far more difficult to fight than modern
“absolutely absurd” and ‘“‘absurdly absolute” monarchy, while
“the fire of economic progress” will destroy the radical bases of
the people’s life. Under its influence exchange will develop, capita-
lism will consolidate itself, the very principle of the village com-
mune will be destroyed—in a word, the river of time will wash
away the stone from which the communist heaven is within hand’s
reach. In cases of failure the Russian Blanquists would be bound
to do terrible damage to the cause of popular emancipation and
thus fall into the tragic position of William Tell, who had to risk
the life of his own son. And as they have hardly distinguished
themselves by the skill of the mythic Swiss “seditionary’’, the
Russian people would not shout to them:

Shoot! I fear not! 18

if it adopted their view on the “radical bases” of its life and had
been invited to give its opinion about their programme.

Such a narrow and hopeless philosophy of Russian history was
bound to lead logically to the amazing conclusion that Russia’s
economic backwardness was a most reliable ally of the revolution
and that stagnation was to be blazoned as the first and only parag-
raph of our “minimum programme”. “Every day brings us new
enemies, creates new social factors hostile to us,” we read in the
first, November, issue of Nabat for 1875. “Fire is creeping up to
our state forms, too. Now these are dead, lifeless. Economic prog-
ress will stir life in them, will breathe into them a new spirit, will
give them the strength and the fortitude which they have so far
lacked”, and so forth. But if Joshua succeedeq, as the .Blble re-
lates, in stopping the sun “for ten degrees”, the time of mn‘ac}?s has
passed and there is not a single party which could shout: Stop,
productive forces! Do not move, capitalism! ” History pays as
little attention to the fears of revolutionaries as to the jeremiads of
reaction. “Economic progress” does its work without waiting for
the anarchists or the Blanquists to put their intentions into prac-
tice. Every factory founded in Petersburg, every new wage-worker
employed by a Yaroslavl handicraftsman strengthens the “flame of
progress”, which is supposed to be fatal to the revolution, and
consequently decreases the probability of popular victory. Can
such a view of the mutual relations of the various social forces in
Russia be called revolutionary? We do not think so. In order to
make themselves revolutionary in substance and not in name
alone, the Russian anarchists, Narodniks and Blanquists should
first of all have revolutionised their own heads, and to do so they

should have learned to understand the course of historical develop-
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ment and been able to lead it instead of asking old mother history
to mark time while they laid new, straighter and better beaten
roads for her.

The Vperyod group understood the immaturity and erroneous-
ness of the outlooks just expounded, and there was a time when it
could have obtained dominating intellectual influence among our
revolutionaries. That was the time when practical experience had
shaken the foundations of the old anarchist Narodism and all its
supporters felt that their programme needed to be seriously recon-
sidered. Then a consistent criticism of all its theoretical and practi-
cal principles could have made the impending turn in the move-
ment still more decisive and irrevocable. The Vperyod group could
most conveniently have undertaken that criticism; maintaining al-
most entirely the standpoint of the Social-Democrats, they were
completely free from all Narodnik traditions. But in order to be
successful, their criticism should not have condemned, but eluci-
dated and generalised the vital requirements of Russian life which
were more and more driving our revolutionaries on to the road of
political struggle. And yet the Vperyod group rejected “politics™
just as resolutely as the anarchists. [ admit that they did not think
socialism to be incompatible with interference in the political life
of the bourgeois state, and they fully approved of the programme
of West European Social-Democracy. But they presumed that in the
modern state “founded on law” the possibility of openly organi-
sing the working class into a political party of its own is bought at
too high a price—by the final victory of the bourgeoisie and the
deterioration of the workers’ condition corresponding to the
epoch of capitalism. They forgot that in appraising this situation
one must take into account not only the distribution of the nation-
al income, but also the whole organisation of production and
exchange; not only the average quantity of products consumed by
the workers, but also the form which those products take*; not
only the degree of exploitation, but also, in particular, its form;
not only the fact of the enslavement of the working masses, but
also-the ideas and concepts which emerge or may emerge in the
head of the worker under the influence of this fact.** They would
hardly have agreed that the factory worker was bound to be more
receptive to socialism than the temporarily bound peasant; still
less would they have admitted that the transition, for instance,
from natural economy to money economy increases the possibility

* i.e., whether they appear as commodities or are directly consumed by
the producer’s family, his master, and finally, the state, without ever reaching
the market.

** We request that it be borne in mind that we are talking not of the
editorial board of the journal Vperyod,1® but of the supporters of that

- 'publication working in Russia.
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of a conscious movement of the working masses for their own
economic emancipation. The philosophical and historical parts of
Marx’s teaching remained for them an unread chapter in their
favourite book; they believed too much in the omnipotent influ-
ence of their propaganda to seek support for it in the objective
conditions of social life. And like the socialists of the utoplan
period, they held that the whole future of their country, including
the social revolution, could be achieved by that Prope_lganda.
Posing the question in this way, they could have said ,w1th the
anarchists, parodying Proudhon’s well-known saying: la révolution
est au-dessus de la politique. But that was just the reason why they
could not get our movement out of the state of inertia it had got
into at the end of the seventies owing to the rejection of all
political struggle, on the one hand, and the impossibility, on the
other, of creating a working-class party of any strength under
contemporary political conditions.

The honour of giving new scope to our movement belongs
beyond dispute to Narodnaya Volya. Everybody still recalls the
attacks that the Narodnaya Volya trend drew upon itself. The
writer of these lines himself belonged to the resolute opponents of
this trend, and although he perfectly admits now that the struggle
for political freedom has become a burning issue for modern Rus-
sia, he is still far from sharing all the views expressed in Narodnaya
Volya publications.?? That does not prevent him, however, from
acknowledging that in the disputes which took place in the
Zemlya i Volya organisation about the time of its split,?! the
Narodnaya Volya members were perfectly right as long as they did
not go beyond our practical experience. That experience was
already then leading to amazing and completely unexpected con-
clusions, although we did not dare to draw them precisely because
of their unexpectedness. Attempts at the practical struggle
“against the state” should already then have led fundamentally to
the thought that the Russian “rebel” was compelled by the insu-
perable force of circumstances to direct his agitation not against
the state generally, but only against the absolute state, to fight not
the idea of state, but the idea of bureaucracy, not for the full
economic emancipation of the people, but for the removal of the
burdens imposed on the people by the tsarist autocracy. Of
course, the agrarian question lay at the root of all or nearly all
manifestations of popular dissatisfaction. It could not be other-
wise among an agricultural population, where the “power of the
land” is felt in absolutely the whole make-up and needs of private
and social life. This agrarian question kept crying out for a solu-
tion, but it did not rouse political discontent. The peasants waited
calm and confident for this question to be solved from above:
they “rebelled” not for a redistribution of the land, but against
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oppression by the administration, against the excessive burdens of
the taxation system, against the Asiatic way in which arrears were
collected, and so on and so forth. The formula which applied to a
large number of the cases of active protest was the “legal state”,
not “Land and Freedom” (Zemlya i Volya) as it seemed to every-
body at the time. But if that was so, and if revolutionaries con-
sidered themselves obliged to take part in the scattered and ill-con-
sidered struggle of isolated communes against the absolute mo-
narchy, was it not time they understood the meaning of their own
efforts and directed them with greater purposefulness? Was it not
time for them to call all the progressive virile forces of Russia to
the struggle and, having found a more general expression for it, to
attack absolutism in the very centre of its organisation? In
answering these questions in the affirmative, the members of Na-
rodnaya Volya were only summing up the revolutionary ex-
perience of previous years; in raising the banner of political
struggle, they only showed that they were not afraid of the con-
clusions and consciously continued to follow the road which we
had taken although we had an erroneous idea of where it led to.
“Terrorism” grew quite logically out of our “rebelliousness”.

But with the appearance of Narodnaya Volya, the logical devel-
opment of our revolutionary movement was already entering a
phase in which it could no longer be satisfied with the Narodnik
theories of the good old time, i.e., a time innocent of political
interests. Examples of theory being outgrown by practice are not
rare in the history of human thought in general and of revolution-
ary thought in particular. When revolutionaries introduce some
change or other into their tactics or recast their programme one
way or another, often they do not even suspect what a serious test
they are giving the teachings generally acknowledged among them.
Many of them indeed perish in prison or on the gallows, fully
confident that they have worked in the spirit of those teachings,
whereas in substance they represent new tendencies which took
root in the old theories but have already outgrown them and are
ready to find new theories to express them. So it has been with us
since the Narodnaya Volya trend consolidated. From the stand-
point of the old Narodnik theories, this trend could not stand
criticism. Narodism had a sharply negative attitude to any idea of
the state; Narodnaya Volya counted on putting its social-reform
plans into practice with the help of the state machine. Narodism
refused to have anything to do with “politics”; Narodnaya Volya
saw in “democratic political revolution” the most reliable “means
of social reform”. Narodism based its programme on the so-called
“ideals” and demands of the peasant population; Narodnaya
Volya had to address itself mainly to the urban and industrial
population, and consequently to give an incomparably larger place
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in its programme to the interests of that population. Briefly, ﬁ‘l
reality, the Narodnaya Volya trend was the cor.nplet_e and all-
round denial of Narodism, and as long as the disputing parties
appealed to the fundamental propositions of the latter, the
& pnovators” were completely in the wrong: their practical work
was in irreconcilable contradiction with their th_eoretlcal views. It
was necessary completely to reconsider these views, so as to give
Narodnaya Volya’s programme singleness of purpose and con(i
sistency; the practical revolutionary activity of its supporters hz;1
to be at least accompanied by 2 theoretical revolution in the minds
of our socialists; in blowing up the Winter Palace we had at tkzlze
same. time to blow up our old anarchic and Narodnik tra‘(‘iltlons.
But here, too, the “course of ideas” lagged behind the “course of
things” and it is still difficult to foresee when it will catch up at
last. Unable to make up their minds to brea_k Wlth Na]rochsm, the
new group was obliged to have recourse to fictions which brought
with them at least a semblance of a solution of the contradictions
inherent in their programme. The idea of Russian expeptlonallsm
received a new elaboration, and whereas previously it had led to
the complete rejection of politics, it now turned out that tlrie
exceptionalism of Russian social development consisted precisely
in economic questions being and having to be solved in oué
country by means of state interference. The ex‘gremely widesprea
ignorance here n Russia of the economic history of t,l}e West
provided the reason why nobody was amazed at theories of this
kind. The period of capitalist a'ccumulatxo.n in Russia was con-
trasted with the period of capitalist production 1n the West,?* and
the inevitable dissimilarity between these two phases of economic
development was cited as a most convincing proof of, fgst, mér
exceptionalism and, second, the appropriateness of the Narod-
naya Volya programme” determined by that e).cceptlo_nahsm. )
Need it be added that our revolutionary writers, hke’ ,the major-
ity of Russian writers generally, cor_lsidere’d the “West” from the
standpoint of the Jewish boy in Weinberg’s well-known story. To
this poor schoolboy the whole world seemed as ,though it were
divided into two equal parts: “Russia and abroad”, not‘a‘lble po,l,nt;
of distinction existing for him only between these two “‘halves’™ o
the globe, but “abroad” seemed to him a cor‘r}pletely homoge-
neous whole. Russian writers, propagandists of exceptionalism™,
introduced only one new thing into that clever geographical clas-
sification: they divided “sbroad” into East and West, and,“nlot
stopping long to think, began to compare the latter with our g (1)-
rious state”, which was ascribed the role of a kind o£ Mldd e
Empire”. The historical development of Italy was thus 1dent1fle’d
with that of France and no distinction was seen between England’s
economic policy and Prussia’s; Colbert’s activity was lumped
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together with Richard Cobden’s and the peculiarly “patriotic”

physiognomy of Friedrich List was lost in the crowd of “West

El_lropsan” political economists who followed Turgot’s advice and

tried “to forget that in the world there are states separated by

frontiers and organised in different ways”. Just as all cats appear
greyiand resemble one another perfectly in the dark, so the social
relations of the various states in the “West” lost all distinction in
the reflected light of our exceptionalism. One thing was evident:
the “Franks” had already “gone bourgeois” long ago, whereas the

“brave Russians” had preserved the “primitive” innocence and
~ were advancing to their salvation as a chosen people along the road

of exceptionalism. To reach the promised land they only had to
keep unswervingly to that path of exceptionalism and not be
surprised that the Russian socialists’ programmes contradicted the
scientific principles of West European socialism and sometimes
their own premises! .
A typical sample of the fictions quickly thought out to conform

Narodnaya Volya’s practical programme with Narodnik theories
was the famous prophecy that if only we managed to achieve
universal suffrage, 90 per cent of the deputies in the future
Russian Constituent Assembly would be supporters of the social
revolution. Here the theory of our exceptionalism reached the
limit beyond which it was threatened with ruin by plain common
sense. The Narodniks of the “old faith” firmly held to their dogma
of exceptionalism but all the same admitted that this exceptional-
ism still needed some finishing touches. Some found that the
Russian people still had a too embryonic bump ... sorry! —feeling
of bravery and independence; others strove to put the exceptional-
ist sentiment of the Russian people into practice in the form of a
no less original revolutionary organisation. But'they all equally
acknowledged the necessity for preliminary work among the peo-

ple. Narodnaya Volya went further. In the leading articles of the

very first issues of its journal it began to develop the thought that

such work is, first, fruitless (“wasting our energy beating about the

people like a fish on the ice”?*) and, secondly, superfluous,

because 90 per cent of the deputies sympathising with the social

revolution are more than enough to carry out the aspirations of

the Russian Narodniks. Narodnaya Volya’s programme could not

have given itself a Narodnik character otherwise than by carrying

to absurd extremes all the typical features of the Narodnik world
outlook.

This is what constitutes the negative service of the fictions of
Narodnaya Volya. They aroused the critical thought of the
Russian revolutionaries by presenting to them in an exaggerated
form the “exceptional” features of their Narodnik programme.
But one can hardly say anything about the positive service of these

5755
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fictions. They temporarily strengthened the energy of the fighters,

who needed a theoretical foundation for their practical work, but, -

being strung hastily together, they did not stand the slightest
impact of serious criticism, and by their fall they ComPromlsed the
cause of the struggle waged under their banner. Having dealt the
death-blow to all the traditions of orthodox Narodism by its prac-
tical activity and having done so much for the development of the
revolutionary movement in Russia, Narodnaya Volya cannot find
a justification for itself—nor should it seek one—outside modern
scientific socialism. But to adopt this new standpoint it must make
a thorough review of its programme, for .the_theore.tu':al errors and
gaps in that programme could not but give it a definite one-sided-
ness in practice. ' ‘

Before saying in which sense this review must be upder_tgken, _let
us endeavour, according to our plan, to elucidate sc1_ent1f1c social-
ism’s attitude to the political movements of the working class.

i1

But what is scientific socialism? Under that name we under-
stand the communist teaching which began to take shape at the
beginning of the forties out of utopian socialism under the strong
influence of Hegelian philosophy on the one side, and of clas_glcal
economics on the other; the teaching which first really explained
the whole course of human cultural development, pitilessly shat-
tered the bourgeois theoreticians’ sophisms and, “armed with all
the knowledge of its age”, came out in defence of the proletariat.
This teaching not only showed with complete clarity how unsound
scientifically are the opponents of socialism, but pointing out the
errors, it at the same time explained them }ilgtorlcally and thus, as
Haym once said of Hegel’s philosophy,25 tied to its triumphal
chariot every opinion it had defeated”.?> As Darwin enriched
biology with his amazingly simple and yet strictly .sc1e_nfaf1c theory
of the origin of species, so also the founders of scientific socialism
showed us in the development of the productive forces and their

struggle against backward “social conditions of production” %l\r]le
great principle of the variation of species of social organisation. We
hardly need to say whom we consider as the founders of this
socialism. This merit belongs indisputably to Karl Marx and Frede-
rick Engels, whose doctrine stands in exa}c‘.tl‘y the same.relatlo.n
+o the modern revolutionary movement in civilised humanity as, In
the words of one of them, advanced German philosophy stood in
its time to the emancipation movement in Germanyj; it 1s its head,
and the proletariat is its heari. But it goes without saying that the
development of scientific socialism is not complete and can no
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more stop at the works of Engels and Marx than the theory of the
origin of species could be considered as finally elaborated with the
publication of the principal works of the English biologist.The
establishment of the basic propositions of the new teaching must
be followed by the detailed elaboration of questions pertaining to
it, an elaboration which will supplement and complete the revolu-
tion carried out in science by the authors of the Manifesto of the
Communist Party.* There is not a single branch of sociology
which would not acquire a new and extraordinarily vast field of
vision by adopting their philosophical and historical views. The
beneficial influence of those views is already beginning to be felt
in the fields of history, law and so-called primitive culture. But
this philosophical and historical aspect of modern socialism is still
too little known in Russia, and therefore we do not consider it
superfluous to quote a few €xcerpts here, in order to acquaint our
readers with it in Marx’s own words.

Incidentally, although scientific socialism traces its genealogy
“from Kant and Hegel”, it is nevertheless the most deadly and
resolute opponent of idealism. It drives it out of its last refuge—so-
ciology—in which it was received with such delight by the posi-
tivists. Scientific socialism presupposes the “materialist conception
of history”, i.e., it explains the spiritual history of humanity by

. the development of social relations (among other things under the

influence of surrounding nature). From this point of view, as also
from that of Vico, ““the course of ideas corresponds to the course
of things”, and not inversely. The principal cause of this or that
make-up of social relations, this or that direction in their develop-
ment, is the condition of the productive forces and the economic
structure of society corresponding to them. “In the social produc-
tion of their life,” says Marx,** ‘““men enter into definite relations
that are indispensable and independent of their will, relations of
production which correspond to a definite stage of development
of their material productive forces. The sum-total of these rela-
tions of production constitutes the economic structure of society,
the real foundation, on which rises a legal and political super-
structure and to which correspond definite forms of social con-
sciousness. The mode of production of material life conditions the
social, political and intellectual life process in general. It is not the

*[Note to the 1905 edition.] Later, Messrs. the “critics of Marx”
reproached us, the “orthodox”, of revolting against every attempt to develop

©:Marx’s view_s further. The reader sees that I showed no tendency to such a
.revolt. But it goes without saying that, as a pupil of Marx who understands

the great significance of his theory,’ I had to revolt against every attempt to

“replace some propositions of Marxism by old, long obsolete bourgeois
“dogmas”. And I fulfilled that obligation to the best of my ability.

[ ** See Zur Kritik der politischen Oekon., Vorwort, S. [V-VL 26
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consciousness of men that determines their being, but, on the
contrary, their social being that determines their consciousness....
Legal relations as well as forms of state 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, following the example of the
Englishmen and Frenchmen of the eighteenth century, combines
under the name of ‘civil society’, that, however, the anatomy of
civil society is to be sought in political economy.... Ata certain
stage of their development, the material productive forces of society
come in conflict with the existing relations of production, or—what
is but a legal expression for the same thing—with the property rela-
tions within which they have been at work hitherto. From forms
of development of the productive forces these relations turn into
their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. With the
change of the economic foundation the entire immense superstruc-
ture is more or less rapidly transformed.... No social order ever
perishes before all the productive forces for which there is room in
it have developed; and new, higher relations of production never
appear before the material conditions of their existence have ma-
tured in the womb of the old society itself.

“Therefore mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it can
solve; since, looking at the matter more closely, it will always be
found that the task itself arises only when the material conditions
for its solution already exist or are at least in the process of
formation.”

It is now understandable why Marx and Engels reacted with
such scornful derision to the “true socialists” in Germany at the
end of the forties,2” who adopted a negative attitude to the Ger-
man bourgeoisie’s struggle against absolutism, “preaching to the
masses that they had nothing to gain, and everything to lose, by
this bourgeois movement”. 28 The historical teaching of Marx and
Engels is the genuine “algebra of the revolution”, as Herzen once
called Hegel’s philosophy.?® That is why Marx and Engels sympa-
thised with “every revolutionary movement against the existing
social and political order of things”; and for the same reason they
warmly sympathised with the Russian movement, which made
Russia, as they said, the vanguard of the revolution in Europe.3°

But despite all their clarity and unambiguousness, Marx’s views
gave occasion for many misunderstandings in the field of revolu-
‘tionary theory and practice. Thus, it is often said in our country
that the theories of scientific socialism, are inapplicable to Russia
because they have their root in West European economic relations.
To Marx’s teaching is attributed the absurd conclusion that Russia
must go through exactly the same phases of historical and econo-
mic development as the West. Influenced by the conviction that
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this conclusion is inevitable, more than one Russian philosopher,
familiar neither with Marx nor with the ‘history of Western
Europe, entered the lists against the author of Capital and accused
him of narrow and stereotyped views. This, of course, was tilting
at windmills. Our Don Quixotes did not understand that the histo-
ry of West European relations was used by Marx only as the basis
of the history of capitalist production, which emerged and deve-
loped precisely in that part of the world. Marx’s general philoso-
phical and historical views stand in exactly the same relation to
modern Western Europe as to Greece and Rome, . India and Egypt.
They embrace the entire cultural history of humanity and can be
inapplicable to Russia only if they are generally untenable. It goes
without saying that neither the author of Capital nor his famous
frler}d and colleague lost sight of the economic peculiarities of any
particular country; only in those peculiarities do they seek the
explanation of all a country’s social, political and intellectual move-
ments. That they do not ignore the significance of our village
commune is revealed by the fact that as recently as January 1882
they did not consider it possible to make any decisive forecast
concerning its destiny. In the preface to our translation of the
Manifesto of the Communist Party (Geneva, 1882)3! they even
say explicitly that under certain conditions the Russian village
commune may “pass directly to the higher form of communist

b2

- common ownership”. These circumstances are, in their opinion,

closely connected with the course of the revolutionary movement
in the west of Europe and in Russia. “If the Russian revolution,”
they say, “becomes the signal for a proletarian revolution in the
West, 'so that both complement each other, the present Russian
common ownership of land may serve as the starting-point for a
communist development.” (Manifesto of the Communist Party,
VIIL) It will hardly occur to a single Narodnik to deny that the
solution of the village commune question depends on such a con-

dition. Hardly anybody will assert that the oppression by the mo-

dern state is favourable to the development or even to the mere
maintenance of the commune. And in exactly the same way hard-
ly anyone who understands the significance of international rela-
tions in the economic life of modern civilised societies can deny
that the development of the Russian. village commune “into a
higher form of communist common ownership” is closely linked
with the destiny of the working-class movement in the West. It
thus turns out that nothing in Marx’s views on Russia contradicts
the most obvious reality, and the absurd prejudices concerning his
extreme “Occidentalism’ have not the slightest trace of reasonable
foundation.

But there is another misunderstanding which directly concerns
a question interesting us—the significance of political struggle in
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the reorganisation of social relati.ons—and takes root in an erro-
neous understanding of Marx’s view of the role of the econofmlc
factor in the human cultural development. This view has o-t.enl
been interpreted by many in the sense that the author of Capita
attributes only the slightest importance to the political structure
of society, considering it as a secondary detail not worth atten-
tion and which, far from being the aim, cannot even be a means
of fruitful activity. Even now, one not lnfre_qu_ently meets
“Marxists” who ignore the political tasks of socialism on tlge;ﬁ
very grounds. Economic relations, they say, are the basis of h
social organisation. Changes in these relations are the cause 0 flt
political reorganisation. In order to free itself from capltic; isf
oppression, the working class must bear in mind not the effect,
but the cause, not the political, but.the economic orgamsann
of society. Political organisation will - not bring the workers
nearer to their goal, since political enslavement will conimue as
long as their economic dependence on the propertied classes is
not removed. The means of struggle which the workers use must
be brought into line with the aim of the struggle. An economic
revolution can be achieved only by struggle on economicC
gr(\)/\lflirtl}cll'a certain amount of consistency, “Ma{xi§m” understood
in that way should have changed the socialists’ views of the aims
and the means of the social revolution and brought them back
o Proudhon’s famous formula: “political revolution is the aim,
cconomic revolution, the means”. In exactly the same way it
should have brought the socialist-re'volutlonar‘l‘es Cons1d‘erabiy
nearer—at least in theory—to the followers of conservative so-
cialism” which so resolutely opposes independent ponElcal action
on the part_of the working class.3? 'Rodber.tus, the last honest
and intelligent representative cf this socialism, was unable ‘to
agree with Lassalle precisely because that celebrated agitator
endeavoured to advance the German workers along the path of
independent political activity. Not Marx,_but ' Rodberms, n}:t
revolutionary, but conservative, monarchist soc1ahsm.der.nes”t ef
significance of “political admixtures to the economic aims™ 0
the working class. And the conservatives know full well vx:hy
they do so; but those who wish to conciliate the revgiuﬂppa{y
movement of the working class with the rejection of “politics”,
those who attribute to Marx the practical tendencies of
Proudhon or even of Rodbertus, show clearly that they do not
understand the author of Capital or that they dgllberateiy dis-
tort his teaching. We speak of deliberate distortion bf:(;ause a
certain book by the Moscow Professor Ivanyukov is nothing but
such a deliberate distortion of the consequences following frorr}
the basic propositions of scientific socialism. This book shows
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that our Russian police socialists are not averse to exploiting for
their reactionary aims even a theory under whose banner the most
revolutionary movement of our age is proceeding. This alone could
make a detailed elucidation of modern socialism’s political pro-
gramme indispensable. We will now begin that elucidation, with-
out, however, entering into a controversy with Messrs. Ivanyukov,
for it is sufficient to bring out the true sense of a given theory in
order to refute deliberate distortions of it. And besides, we are far
more interested here in those revolutionaries who, for all the since-
rity of their aspirations, are still permeated, although perhaps
unconsciously, with anarchist teachings and are therefore prepared
to see in Marx’s works thoughts which are in place only in The
General Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth Century.®* The
criticism of the conclusions they draw from Marx’s philosophical
and historical views will logically take us on to the question of the
so-called seizure of power and will show us how far they are right
who see in that act a crime against the idea of human liberty, and
also those who, on the contrary, see it as the Alpha and the Omega
of the whole social-revolutionary movement. :

Let us first consider what the concepts of cause and effect sig-
nify when applied to social relations.

If we push a billiard ball with the hand or a cue, it is set in
motion; if we strike steel against a flint, a spark appears. In each of
these cases it i1s very easy to determine which phenomenon acts as
the cause and which is the effect. But the task 1s easy only because
it is extremely simple. If instead of two isolated phenomena we
take a process in which several phenomena or even several series of
phenomena are observed simultaneously, the matter is more
complicated. Thus, the burning of a candle is, relatively speaking,
a fairly complicated process as a result of which light and heat are
produced. Hence it would seem that we run no risk of error if we
call the heat given off by the flame one of the effects of this
chemical process. That is, indeed, the case to a certain extent. But
if we contrived in some way to deprive the flame of the heat
which it gives off, the combustion would immediately cease, for
the process we are considering cannot take place at the ordinary
temperature. Therefore, it would also be right to a certain extent
to say that heat is the cause of combustion. In order not to deviate
from the truth in one direction or the other we should say that
heat, while it is the effect of combustion at a particular moment,
is its cause the moment following. This means that when we speak
of a combustion process lasting a certain time we must say that
heat is both its effect and its cause, or, in other words, neither
effect nor. cause, but simply one of the phenomena arising from

- that process and constituting, in turn, a necessary condition for it.
- Let us take another example. Everybody, “even if he has not been
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trained in a seminary’’, knows that what are called the vegetative
processes of the human organism exert great influence on psychic
phenomena. One mental disposition or other proves to be the
effect of a particular physical condition of the organism. But once
a certain mental disposition exists, the same vegetative processes
are often influenced by it, and it thus becomes the causé of the
particular changes in the physical condition of the organism. In
order not to go wrong here in one direction or the other, we
should say that the psychic phenomena and the vegetative life of
the organism constitute two series of coexisting processes, each of
which is influenced by the other. If a doctor were to ignore
psychic influences on the grounds that man’s mental disposition 1s
the effect of the physical condition of his organism, we would
infer that schoolboy logic had made him unfit for rational medical
practice. ] ] ' o )
Social life is distinguished by still greater intricacy than the life
of the individual organism. That is why the relativity of the con-
cepts of cause and effect is more noticeable here. According to the
teaching of classical economics, the size of wages is determined, on
the average, by the level of the worker’s primary requirements.
" This means that a given size of wages is the effect of a given
condition of the worker’s requirements. But these requirements, in
turn, can grow only if there is a rise in wages, because otherwise
there would not be sufficient cause to change their level. Conse-
quently, a given size of wages is the cause of a given condition of
the worker’s requirements. One cannot get out of this logical circle
by means of the schoolboy categories of cause and effect. We shall
fall into it at every step in our sociological considerations if we
forget that “cause and effect are conceptions which only hold
good in their application to individual cases; but as soon as we
consider the individual cases in their general connection with the
universe as a whole, they run into each other, and they become
confounded when we contemplate that universal action and reac-
tion in which causes and effects are eternally changing places, so
that what is effect here and now will be cause there and then, and
vice versa”. (Frederick Engels.)* 33 o
Having made this reservation, let us endeavour to determine in
what sense the causal connection between the economic relations
and the political structure of a given society must be understood.
What does history teach us in this respect? It shows that when-
ever and wherever the process of economic development gave rise
to a splitting of society into classes, the contradictions between
the interests of those classes invariably led them to struggle for
political domination. This struggle arose not only between the

* See Herrn Eugen Diihring’s Umwilz. der Wissensch., S. 6.
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various strata-of the dominating classes, but also between those
classes, on the one hand, and the people, on the other, provided
the latter was given conditions at all favourable to intellectual
development. In the states of the ancient Orient we see the
struggle between the soldiers and the priests; all the drama in the
history of the ancient world is in the struggle between the aris-
tocracy and the demos, the patricians and the plebeians; the
Middle Ages bring forth the burghers, who strive to conquer po-
litical mastery within the bounds of their communes; finally, the
present-day working class wages a political struggle against the
bourgeoisie, which has achieved complete domination in the
modern state. Always and everywhere, political power has been
the lever by which a class, having achieved domination, has carried
out the social upheaval necessary for its welfare and development.
So as not to go too far afield, let us consider the history of the
“third estate”, the class that can look with pride at its past, full of
brilliant achievements in all branches of life and thought. It will
hardly occur to anybody to reproach the bourgeoisie with lack of
tact or ability to attain its aims by the most appropriate means.
Nor will anybody deny that its strivings have always had a quite
definite economic character. But that did not prevent it from
following the path of political struggle and political gains. Now by
arms, now by peace treaties, sometimes for the republican in-
dependence of its towns, sometimes for the strengthening of royal
power, the rising bourgeoisie waged a hard, uninterrupted struggle
against feudalism for whole centuries, and long before the French
Revolution it could proudly draw its enemies’ attention to its
successes. ‘“The chances were different and the success varying in
the great struggle of the burghers against the feudal lords,” the
historian says,* “and not only was the sum of privileges wrested
from them by force or obtained by agreement not the same every-
where, but even when the political forms were the same there were
different degrees of liberty and independence for the towns.”
Nevertheless, the sense of the movement was identical every-
where—it meant the beginning of the social emancipation of the
third estate and the decline of the aristocracy, secular and eccle-
siastical.** In general this movement brought the burghers “muni-
cipal independence, the right to elect all the local authorities, the

* See Essai sur histoire du Tiers Etat, par. Aug. Thierry, pp. 33-34.

*¥ The supporters of feudalism understood full well the aims of the
burghers and the connection between their political and their economic
demands. “Commune is 2 new and detestable word,” said Guibert, abbé de
Nogent, “and here is what it means: those who have to pay tithes pay only
once a year to their lord the rent they owe him. If they commit some
offence, they are quit for the payment of a fine fixed by law, and as for the
money levies usually made from serfs, they are entirely exempt from them.”
Laurent, La féodalité et Uéglise, p. 546.
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exact fixing of duties”, guaranteed the rights of the individual
inside the town communes,*  gave the bourgeoisie a more
elevated position in the estate-based states of the “ancien régime”,
and finally, by a series of continuous gains, brought it to complete
domination in modern society. Setting itself social and economic
aims which were perfectly defined although they changed with
time, and drawing means to continue the struggle from the advant-
ages of the economic position which it had already attained, the
bourgeoisie did not miss an opportunity of giving legal expression
to the stages in economic progress which it had reached; on the
contrary, it made just as skilful a use of each political gain for new
conquests in the economic field. No further back than in the
middle forties of this century the English Anui-Corn Law League,
following Richard Cobden’s clever plan, aimed at increasing its
political influence in the shires in order to secure the abolition of
the “monopoly” it hated and which, apparently, was exclusively
economic. 36 )
History is the greatest of dialecticians. If in the course of its
progress, reason, as Mephistopheles says, is changed into irration-
ality and blessings become 2 plague, not less often in the historical
process does an effect become a cause and a cause prove to be an
-effect. Arising from the economic relations of its time, the poli-
tical might of the bourgeoisie in its turn served, and still serves, as
an indispensable factor for the further development of those rela-
tions. :
Now that the bourgeoisie is nearing the end of its historical role
and that the proletariat is becoming the only representative of
progressive strivings in society, we can observe a phenomenon
similar to the one referred to above, but taking place in changed
conditions. In all the advanced states of the civilised world, in
Europe as well as America, the working class is entering the arena
of political struggle and the more it is conscious of its economic
tasks, the more resolutely it separates into a political party of its
own. “As the existing political parties have always acted only in
the interests of property-owners for the preservation of their eco-
nomic privileges,” we read in the programme of the North
American Socialist Workers® Party, “the working class must orga-
nise into a big workers’ party to achieve political power in the
state and gain economic independence; for the emancipation of
the working class can be effected only by the workers them-
selves.”** The French Workers’ Party expresses itself in the same
spiritand in complete agreement with the programme of German

* The Statute of Litge established the principle of the inviolability of
the home in the following forceful expression: “The poor man is king in his
home.” Laurent, ibid., p. 548. . o

** Von Studnitz, Nordamerikanische Arbeiterverhiltnisse, S. 353.
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Social-Democracy, acknowledging that the proletariat must aspire
to an economic revolution “by all means in its power, including
universal franchise, thus transformed from a weapon of deceit,
which it has been up to now, into a weapon of emancipation”.
The Spanish Workers’ Party also strives to “conquer political
power” in order to remove the obstacles in the way of the emanci-
pation of the working class.*

In England, where, with the ending of the chartist movement,
the struggle of the proletariat has been concentrated exclusively
on the economic field, the political aspirations of the workers have
begun to revive of late. Only a few years ago, the German econo-
mist Lujo Brentano noted with triumph in his book Das Arbeits-
verhaitniss, etc. the complete disappearance of the Social-Demo-
cratic trends in England, and philosophised profoundly and with
true bourgeois self-satisfaction on the subject that “at present Eng-
Iand again constitutes a single nation”, that “the English workers
of our time again form part of the great Liberal Party” and do not
strive to seize state power in order, by means of it, “to reorganise
society in their own interests” (p. 110).37 The recently published
Manifesto of the British Democratic Federation3® shows that the
bourgeois economist’s joy was somewhat premature. The Demo-
cratic Federation aims at causing the exploited to break away
politically from the exploiters and calls on the first of these “na-
tions” precisely to seize state power for the purpose of recon-
structing society in the interests of the workers. “The time has
come,” says the Manifesto, “when the mass of the people must
necessarily take the management of matters which concern it in its
own hands; at present, political and social power is the monopoly
of people who live by the labour of their fellow-citizens. The
landowners and capitalists who have control of the Upper House
and have filled the Lower House aspire only to safeguard their
own interests. Take your fate in your own hands, remove the rich
parasites of these two groups and rely only on yourselves! > The
Manifesto demands “full franchise for all adult men and women”
in the United Kingdom, and other political reforms which “would
only show that the men and women of this country have become
the masters at home”. Then comes a list—representing the im-
mediate demands of the British Democratic Federation—of
measures necessary for the development of a “healthy, indepen-
dent and soundly educated generation, ready to organise the
labour of each for the good of all and to take conirol, ultimately,
of the entire social and political machine of the state, in which
class differences and privileges will then cease to exist”.

* We quote this from B. Malon’s Le nouvesu parti, t. I, p. 15.
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Thus, the British proletariat, too, is again entering on the path
which the workers of other civilised states entered upon long ago.

But, as the bourgeoisie not only fought the aristocracy on the
basis of already existing political relations, but aspired to reshape
those relations in its own interests, so also the proletariat does not
restrict its political programme to the seizure of the modern state
machine. The conviction is more and more spreading among its
members that “every order of things which determines the rela-
tions of citizens to one another and governs their labour and prop-
erty relations corresponds to a particular form of government
which is at the same time the means of implementing and pre-
serving that order”.* While the representative (monarchic or re-
publican) system was the progeny of the bourgeoisie, the proleta-
riat demands direct popular legislation as the only political form
under which its social aspirations can be put into effect. This
demand of the working class is among the first in the programme
of Social-Democracy in all countries and is very closely related to
all the other points in its programme.** In spite of Proudhon, the
proletariat continues to see in the “political revolution” the most
powerful means of achieving an economic revolution.

This testimony of history alone should incline us to think that
the political tendencies of the various social classes are based on a
correct practical instinct, and not on an erroneous theory. If,
despite the complete dissimilarity in all other respects, all classes
which wage a conscious struggle against their opponents begin at a
definite stage in their developmeént to strive to ensure for them-
selves political influence and later domination, it is clear that the
political structure of society is a far from indifferent condition for
their development. If, moreover, we see that not a single class
which has achieved political domination has had cause to regret its
interest in “politics™, but on the contrary, that each one of them
attained the highest, the culminating point of its development
only after it had acquired political domination, then we must
admit that the political struggle is an instrument of social recon-
struction whose effectiveness is proved by history. Every teaching
which runs counter to this historical induction loses a considerable
part of its power of conviction, and if modern socialism were in
fact to condemn the political striving of the working class as
inexpedient, that would be sufficient reason not to call it scien-
tific.

* See Sozialdemokratische Abhandlungen, von M. Rittinghausen, drittes
Heft, “Uber die Nothwendigkeit der direkten Gesetzgebung durch das Volk”,
S.3

** See the programmes of the German and the North American Workers’
parties. The Manifesto of the British Democratic Federation also demands
“direct voting on all important questions”.
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_ Let us now check our induction by the deductive method, tak-
ing Marx’s philosophical and historical views as the premise,s for
our conclusions.

Imagine a society in which a particular class is com-
pletely dominant. It secured this domination thanks to the ad-
vantages of its economic position which, according to our
premises, open before it the path to all other successes in social
life. In its capacity as the ruling class it naturally reshapes social
organisation to provide the most favourable conditions for its own
existence and carefully removes from it all that can in any way
weaken its influence. “Those in power, the mighty, in every pe-
riod,” Sch:eiffle correctly notes, “are also the ones who create law
and morality. They only apply the urge of self-preservation inhe-
rent in all when they exploit the consequences of their victory
install themselves as rulers at the top and endeavour to maintain
d_omlnatl'on hereditary as long as possible, as the means to a pri-
vileged situation and the exploitation and subjection of those who
are not free.... There is hardly another section of positive law for
which the dominat@ng estates in every period have such great
respect and for which they vindicate so much the character of
eternal’ institutions or even ‘sacred’ foundations of society as that
which has consolidated and safeguards the right of their estate and
the domination of their class.”* And as long as the dominating
class is the vehicle of the most progressive social ideals, the system
it has set .up will satisfy all the demands of social development.
But as soon as the economic history of a particular society brings
£0rward new elements of a progressive movement, as soon as the

productive forces of society come in conflict with the existing
relations of production, or—what is but a legal expression for the
same thing—with the property relations within which they have

- been at work hitherto”, the progressive role of the ruling class in

question will be over. From a representative of progress it will
become Its sworn enemy and, of course, it will make use of the
state machine for self-defence. In its hands political power will
become the most powerful weapon of reaction. To free the road
for the development of the productive forces of society it is neces-
sary to remove the property relations which hinder that develop-
ment, ie., as Marx says, to carry out a social revolution. But that
1s impossible as long as legislative power is in the hands of the old
Qr@er, in other words, as long as it safeguards the interests of the
ruling class. It is therefore not astonishing that innovators, i.e.
representatives of the oppressed class or classes, will strive to wrest

- this terrible weapon out of the hands of their opponents and turn

it against them. The very logic of things will bring them out on to-

* See Schiffle, Bau und Leben des sozialen Korpers, B.III, S. 91

";'und102.
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the road of political struggle and seizure of state power, although
they set themselves the task of an economic revolution. Lassalle
uttered a profound truth when he said in the preface to his System
of Acquired Rights: “...where juridical right as private right seems
to become entirely detached from the political element, it is far

more political than the political element, for there it is the social

element”.*

In practical life, of course, things are far from going as fast as
one might suppose, judging a priori. Only gradually does the
oppressed class become clear about the connection between its
economic position and its political role in the state. For a long
time it does not understand even its economic task to the full. The
individuals composing it wage a hard struggle for their daily
subsistence without even thinking which aspects of the social orga-
nisation they owe their wretched condition to. They try to avoid
the blows aimed at them without asking where they come from or
by whom, in the final analysis, they are aimed. As yet they have
no class consciousness and there is no guiding idea in their struggle
against individual oppressors. The oppressed class does not yet
exist for itself; in time it will be the advanced class in society, but
it is not yet becoming such. Facing the consciously organised
power of the ruling class are separate individual strivings of iso-
lated individuals or isolated groups of individuals. Even now, for
example, we frequently enough meet a worker who hates the
particularly intensive exploiter but does not yet suspect that the
whole class of exploiters must be fought and the very possibility
of exploitation of man by man removed.

Little by- little, however, the process of generalisation takes
effect, and the oppressed begin to be conscious of themselves as a
class. But their understanding of the specific features of their class
position still remains too one-sided: the springs and motive forces
of the social mechanism as a whole are still hidden from their
mind’s eye. The class of exploiters appears to them as the simple
sum of individual employers, not connected by the threads of
political organisation. At this stage of development it is not yet
clear in the minds of the oppressed—any more than in Professor
Lorenz von Stein’s—what connection exists between “‘society’ and
“state”. State power is presumed to stand above the antagonisms
of the classes; its representatives appear to be the natural judges
and conciliators of the hostile sides. The oppressed class has com-
plete trust in them and is extremely surprised when its requests for
help remain unanswered by them. Without dwelling on particular
examples, we will merely note that such confusion of concepts

* See Das System der erworbemern Rechte, Leipzig, 1880, erster Theil,
Vorrede, S. VIL
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(\ivliaistedlzglae}:d ext/?n recenily by the British workers, who waged
i ergetic struggle in the economic field and

sidered it possible to bel ourgeoss politient
parsics P . elong to one of the bourgeois political
edO(rlelgsslnczhe nc:cxt an(il last stige of development does the oppress-

me 1o a thorough realisation of its positj
¢ ! 1on. It no

realises the connection between society and stateI,J and it does ngﬁcf

for their own defence and which they cannot bypass, counti

- . - » €O
::rsldnef-lslg?étzh ielzr;ngl ';J.Iﬂ}/' orift}}lxelmselves, the z)fgpresseci1 xl;felgnl% (:_g
L outical self-help”, as L “1
important of all forms of social sglf-heip’sn%izsyihellls gl t;l?l? "
political domination in order to help themselves by chan %n t}(l)r
existing social relations and adapting the social system to %l‘egco :
ditions of their own development and welfare. Neither do t};e ér)lé
course, achieve domination immediately; they only graduall;, ,be—
‘c}cl)n.le a formidable power precluding all thought of resistance b
tnerr opponents. For a long time they fight only for concessions}:

genas as at a class finally condemned by history; it need have no
Iac;}[l ;cc tabir?utthltsl victory. What is called the revolution is only the
por act Conse_ ong dlrar_na of revolutionary class struggle which

com uestiomqus only nsofar as it becomes a political struggle. *
hold s 1(116 cstic l?e ;: rg(;rlf; gg;;ld“;roi;et ‘e%Pedlen}tl for the socialists to
political structure of society is deltfl:;::nin(?er(li %) e'tgmunds t}}at th'e
tions? Of course not! They would be depri ing the workers <ts
fulcrum in their struggle, they would bepdg;igvigée 3712;11( e;; Cﬁla
possibility of concentrating their efforts and aiming their blows aft:

the social organisation set up by the exploiters. Instead, the wor-

* INote to the 1905 edit ;
¥ edition.] These 1i w i
Be PPN nes were written 15 year.
Tnstemn came forward as a “eritic of Marx, Let the reader judgg’ forsh]?ef:;]?

. ‘whet “critic”’ i
: 'Ieproggx tl&: tc;;tlf‘oraftrggdhls’ ’numplglous fellow-thinkers are right when they
reproach us, th OX”, with understanding the revolution ¢
:Proletariat as a simple and almost instantaneous “catgstrophe”.omtwn of the
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than population and wealth in bourgeois countries. There is
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nothing surprising in the fact that every progressive step made by
the bourgeoisie in the domain of production and exchange was
accompanied ‘by the “corresponding political conquests”; every-
body knows that improvement in the material welfare of any par-
ticular class is accompanied by the growth of its political influ-
ence. But the very fact that the political gains of the bourgeoisie
presupposed an increase in its wealth makes us abandon any hopes
in the political movements of the working class. Falling deeper and
deeper into ‘“‘pauperism’, the workers apparently must lose even
the little influence which they won in the struggle for the interests
of the bourgeoisie, “fighting the enemies of their enemies—the
remnants of absolute monarchy, the landowners, the non-indust-
rial bourgeois”, and so on. The political struggle of the working
class is purposeless because it is doomed to failure by virtue of the
economic position of the workers.

For all its inner untenability, this objection seems at first glance
so decisive as not to be passed over in silence. It is the last argu-
ment of those supporters of the theory of political non-interfe-
rence who consider themselves followers of Marx.* Therefore, if it
is disposed of, the theory of non-interference falls away altogether
and the political tasks of modern socialism stand out in their true
light. '

The working class’s share in the national product is constantly
diminishing—there is not a shade of doubt about that. The work-
ing class is becoming poorer not only relatively, but absolutely
too; its income, far from increasing in the same progression as
those of other classes in society, is falling; the real wages of the
modern proletarian (the quantity of consumer goods falling to his
share) are less than the worker’s pay was five hundred years ago43
—this has been proved by the studies of Rogers, Du Chitelet#4
and others.** But it by no means follows from this that the eco-
nomic conditions are at present less favourable to the political

* [Note to the 1905 edition.] This will seem paradoxical, but in actual
fact the theory of political non-interference of the working class was
formulated by Bakunin as a conclusion from the materialist explanation of
history. Bakunin, who was an ardent supporter of this explanation, reasoned
as follows: if the political system of every given society is based on its
economy, then political revolution is unnecessary, it will itself be the result of
the economic revolution. This man, once a pupil of Hegel and who, it seems,
should have refined his logic, just could not understand that not only every

_particular ready-made political system is a result of economics, but so is every
. new political movement which, springing from the given economic relations,

serves in turn as a necessary instrument for their reconstruction. All the most
serious objections of the anarchists against the Social-Democrats are still
founded on this misunderstanding.

** [Note to the 1905 edition.] This concerns the “theory of impoverish-

‘ment” which caused such a stir at the heyday of Bernsteinians. On this

subject, see my “Criticism of Our Critics.” in Nos. 2 and 3 of Zarya. 45
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movement of the working class than they were in the fourteenth
century. We have already said that in thus appraising the economic
conditions in a particular country one must take into account not
only the distribution of the national income, but mainly the orga-
nisation of production and the mode of exchange of products. The
strength of the rising bourgeoisie lay not so much in its wealth as
in the social and economic Progress of which it was once the
vehicle. It was not the Increase Th its income that impelled it to
take the path of revolutionary struggle and guaranteed the growth
of its political influence; it was the contradiction between the
productive forces it brought into existence and the conditions
under which the production and exchange of products took place
in feudal society. Having once become the representative of prog-
ressive demands in that society, the bourgeoisie rallied all the
dissatisfied elements under its banner and led them to fight against
a regime which the overwhelming majority of the people hated.
Not money, but the immaturity of the working class gave the
bourgeoisie the leading role in that emancipation movement. Its
wealth and its already fairly high social position were naturally
indispensable for the fulfilment of this role; but what was that
indispensability determined by? First of all by the fact that the
bourgeoisie could not destroy the old order without assistance
from the lower strata of the population. In this its wealth helped it
by giving it influence over the masses which were to fight for its
domination. Had the bourgeoisie not been rich it would have had
no influence, and without influence over the people it would not
have defeated the aristocracy; for the bourgeoisie was strong not
of itself, but by virtue of the power which it had already mastered
and which it commanded thanks to its capital. The question now
arises, is it possible for the proletariat to have such influence over
another class of the population, and does it need such influence to
be victorious? It is enough to ask the question and we hear a
resolute “No! ”” from everybocy who understands the present po-
sition of the working class. It is impossible for the proletariat to
influence lower classes in the way the bourgeoisie once influenced
it, for the simple reason that there are no classes below it; the
proletariat itself is the very lowest economic group in modern
society. Nor is there any need for it to aim at such influence,
because it is at the same time the most numerous section in so-
ciety, because precisely the proletariat, with other sections of the
working population, has always been the agent whose intervention
has decided political issues. We say the most numerous class be-
cause all “the other classes decay and finally disappear in the face
of modern industry; the proletariat is its special and essential pro-
duct. The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shop-
keeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight against the bour-
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* [Note to the 1905 edition.] i.e., Rodbertus.
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said—just as important a role as natural law played in the eigh-
teenth century. Will the bourgeoisie agree to be the working class’s
leader in the investigation of the relations between labour and
capital, that question of questions of the whole of social eco-
nomy? It is reluctant to take upon itself even that role, advan-
tageous as it is to itself, because merely to raise that question
means to threaten the bourgeoisie’s domination. But can it fulfil
that role, if only in the way it once did in regard to religion and
law? No, it cannot. Blinded by their class interests, its representa-
tives in science lost long ago all ability to investigate social ques-
tions objectively, scientifically. Therein lies the whole secret of the
present decay of bourgeois economics. Ricardo was the last econo-
mist who, though still a bourgeois in heart and soul, was intelligent
enough to understand the diametrical opposition of interests
between labour and capital. Sismondi was the last bourgeois eco-
nomist who had enough feeling to deplore that antagonism sin-
cerely. After them, the general theoretical studies of bourgeois
economists in the main lost all scientific significance. To convince
oneself of this it is sufficient to recall the history of political
economy since Ricardo and to look through the works of Bastiat,
Carey, Leroy-Beaulieu or the modern Katheder Sozialisten.4?
From peaceful and objective thinkers the bourgeois economists
have become militant guardians and watchdogs of capital who
devote all their efforts to reconstructing the very edifice of science
for the purpose of war. But in spite of these warlike exertions,
they continually retreat and leave in their enemies’ hands the
scientific territory over which they once had uncontrolled sway.
Nowadays people who display no “demagogic” strivings whatever
try to assure us that the workers are “better able than any Smith
or Faucher to master the most abstract concepts” in the science of
economics. Such was the opinion, for instance, of a man who has
the highest authority among German economists but who, for his
part, had the deepest scorn for them. “We look upon the workers
as children,” this man added, “whereas they are already head and
shoulders above us.”*

But is there no exaggeration in what he says? Can the working
class uriderstand ““abstract” questions of social economics and so-
cialism at least as well as, if not better than, people who have
spent years and years on their education?

What are the principles of modern scientific socialism founded
on? Are they the concoctions of some leisurely benefactor of
humanity, or are they the summing up of those very phenomena
which we all come up against, one way or another, in our daily
life, the explanation of the very laws which determine our parti-

* (Note to the 1905 edition.] I again mean Rodbertus.
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So we see that the proletariat needs no material wealth to attain
to an understanding of the conditions of its emancipation. Its
pauperism, determined not by the poverty of the barbarism of
soctety, but by defects in the social organisation—this pauperism,
far from making the understanding of these conditions more dif-
ficult, makes it easier. _

The laws governing the distribution of products in capitalist
society are extremely unfavourable to the working class. But the
organisation of production and the form of exchange characte-
ristic of capitalism provide for the first time both the objective
and the subjective possibility for the emancipation of the working
people. Capitalism broadens the worker’s outlook and removes all
the prejudices he inherited from the old society; it impels him to
fight and at the same time ensures his victory by increasing his
numbers and putting at his disposal the economic possibility of
organising the kingdom of labour. Technical progress increases
man’s power. over nature and raises labour productivity to such a
degree that the necessity of labour cannot become a hindrance,
but, on the contrary, will be an indispensable condition for the
all-round development of the members of socialist society. At the
same time, the socialisation of production characteristic of capita-
lism paves the way for the conversion of its instruments and pro-
ducts into common property. The joint-stock company, the
highest form of organisation for industrial enterprises at the pre-
sent time, excludes the capitalists from any active role in the
economic life of society and turns them into drones whose disap-
pearance cannot cause the slightest disorganisation in the course
of that life. “If the energetic race of major-domos once succeeded
without difficulty in deposing a royal dynasty which had grown
indolent,” the conservative Rodbertus says, “why should a living

and energetic organisation of workers (the staff of companies is
composed -of qualified workers), why should not such an organi-
sation in time remove owners who have become mere rentiers?...
And yet capital cannot turn off this road! Having outlived its
period of prosperity, capital is becoming its own grave-digger!”

Why, we ask, in our turn, should not the same organisation of
workers which will be in a position “to remove owners who have
become mere rentiers”—why should not such an organisation be
in a position to seize state power and thus achieve political domi-
nation? For the former presumes the latter: only such an orga-
nisation can “remove’” the owners as can overcome their political
resistance.

But that is not all: there are other social phenomena which also
increase the probability of the proletariat’s political victory.

“...Entire sections of the ruling classes are, by the advance of
industry, precipitated into the proletariat, or are at least threat-

~“how they can gain material
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ened in their conditions of existence. Thes
let‘?rl.at With_fresh elements of enlightenment Zrilfllsgrs:gp;}e)?sl. the pre-
Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive
hour, the process of dissolution going on within the ruling class, in
fact within the whole range of old society, assumes such a viol(f,ﬁt
glaring character, that a small section of the ruling class cuts itself
adrift, and joins the revolutionary class, the class that holds the
future in its hands. Just as, therefore, at an earlier period, a section
of the nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a faortion of
the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular, a
1:p}inrtllo,n 1of ;che bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves,to
as(; ;\{lf; 1((3). ”gg)mprehendlng theoretically the historical movement

There is a very remarkable legend among the Negroes of North

) . < 9y - ¢
Guinea. “One day,” it says, “God summoned the two sons of the

flrst.human couple. One of them was white, the other dark-skinned
Placing before them a heap of gold and a book, God ordered
the dark-skinned brother, as being the elder, to choose one of the
two. He chose the gold, so the younger brother received the book.
An unknown force Immediately transported the younger one with
the book to a cold, distant country. But thanks to his book he
ierflzlr.ne ;egm}?d, terrifying and strong. As for the elder brother, he
ned 1 his native countr i ’
superior science is to wealth.”y e fived long enough to see how
The bourgeoisie once had both knowledge and i
the dark-skinned brother in the Negro leggend, itvgi)a’f;&egnlgl(s?
session of both gold and book, because history, the god of hurI;lan
socleties, does not recognise the right of classes which are under
age, and commits them to the guardianship of their elder brothers
But the time came when the working class, slighted by history.
%rew out of childhood, and the bourgeoisie had to share with it.
he‘:bourggome kept the gold, while the younger brother received
the “book”, thanks to which, despite the darkness and cold of his
cellars, he has now become “strong and terrifying”. Little by little,

sctentific socialism is ousting the bourgeois theories from the pages

of this magic book, and soon the proletariat will read in the book -

i: sufficiency. Then they will th
Ahe shameful yoke of capitalism and show the qurgeoisil;Oyhgff

‘superior science is to wealth”.

I

In ’chef first ChaRtCI: we endeavoured to explain historically the
grlgip.o”the conviction that socialism is incompatible with an
politics™. We saw that this conviction was based on Proudhon’s
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and Bakunin’s teaching on the state, on the one hand, and on 2
certain inconsistency in our Social-Democrats of “the seventlet?,tc})ln
the other. Moreover, it was supported by the general .ton(zl ob Z
background against which both the tendencies mentione Ea o;zs

stood out. That background consisted, as we said quot1fn§1 . fnge ,
in a mish-mash of manifold theories of the founders of d1 e.rerll

socialist sects. The utopian socialists, we know, had ag entllresgf
negative attitude to the political movements of the working <1:’ ’aso’
seeing in them nothing but “blind unbelief in the new Go;ge o
This negative view of “politics” came to us with the teac 1;1gs o

the utopians. Long before re.vo.lutlopary Ir‘l‘oven’l’ent .(;1 _ targll
strength began in Russia, our soglallsts, like the ‘true soc}ll 12 sm_
Germany at the end of the forties (‘s‘ee the Mamfestodqf t 21 o -
munist Party, p.32), were ready “to hurl the traditional an

themas against liberalism, against representative government, .

against bourgeois competition, P_ourgems freedoip c’)’f Ehf gcrg;s,
b“ourgeois legislation, bourgeois liberty and equality”, fo gf o (;g,_
entirely that all these attacks .presupposed the existence o mo-
dern bourgeois society, with its corresponding econo(r;u;:1 coto”
tions of existence, and the political constitution adapted t ?e ¥
i.e., the very conditions that it should still have been a question
assuring in our country.*>!

As a result of all these influences t.h.ere arose such a flrmhconv1c-
tion of the inexpediency of any political struggle ?fx;ept t S rg‘z;
lutionary struggle in the narrow and vulgar sense ol the }No\ll“v , that
we began to regard with prejudice .the soc12§hst parties in Wes A
Europe which saw electoral campaigns, for instance, as a p(Xslllerthe
means of educating and organising the working masses. b
political and economic gains those campaigns brought sg:eme (;
us unpardonable opportunism, a rumous deal with the feénon Sc(>) f
the bourgeois state, tantamount to renouncing bliss in future o
cialist life. We ourselves did not even notice that our th.eoyles W?N ¢
involving us in a vicious circle of 1ns_oluble contradm’ffui{ls. We
regarded the village commune as the point of departure ol Russi i
social and economic development .and, at.the same tlme,frclxiov.(x)r;_
cing political struggle, we voluntarily deprived ourselves c; da stI;uc-
sibility of safeguarding that commune against the pre;en deto e
tive influences by state interference. We were thus forced o
main indifferent spectators of a process which was d(?ds_tfr.oym% the
very foundation on which we wished to erect the editice o
fW{/l\llfr:e.s.aw, howevers that the logic of events had lt_ad the I{lui§1ar_1
movement on to another road and forced the Russian revolution

i i he group which
* What is said here does not apply, however, to 1 [ .
published Nerodnoye Dyelo in Geneva, a group \_Nhlch repeaf,edlzv afformed its
negative attitude to the *“theory of political non-interference”.5
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aries, as represented by the Narodnaya Volya party, to fight for
political influence and even dominance as one of the most power-
ful factors of economic revolution. We also saw that having en-
tered upon that road our movement was growing to such an extent
that the social and political theories of different varieties of Proud-
honism were too narrow and cramping for it. The course of events
peculiar to Russian social life clashed with the course of the ideas
dominating among our revolutionaries and thus provoked a new
trend of thought.

This trend, we said further, will not rid itself of its characteristic
contradictions until it merges with the incomparably deeper and
wider current of modern socialism. The Russian revolutionaries
must adopt the standpoint of Western Social Democracy and
break with “rebel” theories just as a few years ago they renounced
“rebel” practice, introducing a new, political element into their
programme. This will not be difficult for them to do if they endea-
vour to adopt the correct view of the political side of Marx’s
teaching and are willing to reconsider the methods and immediate
aims of their struggle by applying this new criterion to them.

We saw as early as in the second chapter what false conclusions
were prompted by the philosophical and historical premises of
modern socialism. Narodnaya Volya itself apparently did not
notice the. erroneousness of those conclusions and was inclined
“even to defend Dithring’s sociological standpoint on the predo-
minant influence of the political and legal element in the social
structure over the economic”, as P. L. Lavrov put it in describing
the most recent tendencies in the Russian revolutionary move-
ment.* And it is only by this inclination that we can explain the
polemic contained in the home review of Narodnaya Volya No. 6
against some kind of “immediate interpreters of Marx’s historical
theory”, who, according to the author, based their views “mainly
on Hegel’s famous triad”, not having “any other inductive mate-
rial” for their conclusions and explaining “Hegel’s law in the sense
that evil, merely in its extreme development, will lead to good”.**
It is sufficient to acquaint oneself with the programme of the Ger-
man Social-Democrats or the French collectivists to see how

*'See the article “View of the Past and the Present of Russian
Socialism”, Kalendar Narodnoi Voli, 1883, p. 109.
** [Note to the 1905 edition.] Subsequently, our “legal” critics,
N. Mikhailovsky and Bros., repeated this nonsense in all keys. It must be
noted in general that in their disputes with us these gentlemen could think of
nothing new in comparison with what was written against us in #legal
literature. Let anybody who wants to convince himself of this read
Tikhomirov’s article “What Can We Expect from the Revolution? ” in the
second issue of Vestnik Narodnoi Voli and compare it with the argauments

- Beltov had to refute much later in his book.53 “Illegal” thought long ago
©..-outstripped “legal” thought in our country.
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“Marx’s historical theory” is understood by his West ,I:]u‘x)p%fan
followers and, if you like, by hi.s “immediate interpreters . N e, C:;
our part, can assure our Russian comrades th.ic_ these “in ergllrat
ters” understand “Hegel’s law” by no means i the seg’s’e a
evil, merely in its extreme déyelopment, will }eid to1 gooh , 3};16 ,
besides, that they use it as “inductive material” on le enh sy;
study the history of German ‘phﬂqsophy, in which t 1sb anta 2
very prominent place and which, i any case, it cannot be : le(;ve
of, just as, according to the popular saying, you canno leave
words out of a song. The passage we quoted is an almost worM or
-word repetition of the reproach addressed by Dp;‘lrln% to t?
that in his historical scheme “the Hegelian negation cE ne_g; 1%2
plays, for want of better and clearer means, the role o ?nﬂ wre_
with whose help the future emerges_ﬁrom1 the womb o :tr € pde_
sent”.* But this trick has already received the .Punlshmem it -
served from Engels, who showed the utter scientific worthleisness o )
the former Berlin Dozent’s works. Why, then, repeat other pi:;)'_
ple’s errors and adopt, on such shifting grpunds, a r}e%a;cllve a 1f
tude towards the greatest and most revolutionary social t eﬁry qs
the nineteenth century? For without revolutionary theory td ef: 1
no revolutionary movement in the true sense of the word. hirgfl
class which strives for its emancipation, any political party w !
aims at dominance, is revolutionary only insofar as it rep}?:slenoi
the most progressive social tre.nds_and congequent!y hlS a.vil 1ce ﬁtl
the most progressive ideas of its time. Anidea which 1s 1n1 er iZl
revolutionary is a kind of dynamite which no other exp odswethe
the world can replace. And as long as our movement is under he
banner of backward or erroneous theories it will haVZ]] revfo '1;5
tionary significance only by some, but by no means ” i?c vvlﬂl
aspects. At the same time, wlthopt its n}embe:rs knovymg it, v
bear in itself the germs of reaction which will deprweblt even ot
that little significance in the more or less near future, because,

Heine said,

New time needs a new garment
For the new job it’s got to do.

And indeed that really new time will come at last—for our
too. o
coirllg)grect understanding of some principles of modern socialism
is not, however, the main obstacle preventing our revolutlpna;‘ly
movement from taking the road paved by the worlgpg class in th 1e1
West. A closer acquaintance with the literature of “Marxism _w1d
show our socialists what a powerful weapon they have deprive

+ See Kritische Geschichte der Nationaloekonomie und des Sozialismus,
dritte Auflage, S. 498.
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themselves of by refusing to understand and master the theory of
the great teacher of the “workers of all countries”. They will then
see that our revolutionary movement, far from losing anything,
will gain a lot if the Russian Narodniks and the Russian Narodnaya
Volya at last become Russian Marxists and a new, higher stand-
point reconciles all the groups existing among us, which are all
right each in its own way, because despite their one-sidedness each
of them expresses a definite vital need of Russian social life.
Another obstacle prevents our movement from developing in the
direction just indicated. It consists in our lacking sense of propor-
tion in politics. Since the very beginning of our movement this has
prevented our revolutionaries from bringing their immediate tasks
mto line with their strength and it is due to nothing else than lack
of political experience on the part of Russian public figures.
Whether we went among the people to disseminate socialist publi-
cations, settled in the villages to organise the protesting elements
of our peasantry or joined directly in the fight agaimst the repre-
sentatives of absolutism, we repeated one and the same mistake
everywhere. We always overestimated our strength and never fully
took account of the resistance that would be offered by the social
environment, we hastened to raise a method of action temporarily
favoured by circumstances into a universal principle precluding all
other ways and means. As a result, all our programmes were in a
state of absolutely unstable equilibrium which could be upset by
the most insignificant change in the surrounding atmosphere. We
changed those programmes almost every couple of years and could
not keep to anything lasting because we always kept to something
narrow and one-sided. Just as, according to Belinsky’s words, Rus-
sian society had experience of all literary trends even before it had
any literature, so the Russian socialist movement managed to try
out all possible shades of West European socialism despite the fact
that it had not yet become a movement of our working class.

The struggle against absolutism that Narodnaya Volya has
undertaken will undoubtedly help greatly to eliminate the one-
sidedness of the study groups by bringing our revolutionaries out
on to a broader path and compelling them to strive to set up a real
party. But in order to put a stop to the continual changing of
programmes, to rid themselves of these habits of political nomads
and to acquire intellectual stability at last, the Russian revolution-
aries must complete the criticism which began with the rise of
conscious political trends among them. They must adopt a critical
attitude to the very programme which has made necessary the
criticism of all previous programmes and theories. The “Narod-
naya Volya party” is the child of a time of transition. Its program-
me is the last produced in the conditions which made our one-sided-
ness inevitable and therefore legitimate. Although it broadens the
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political horizon of the Russian socialists, this programme in itself
is not yet free from one-sidedness. The lack of sense of Proportl(;ln
in politics, of the ability to line up the immediate aims of the
party with its actual or potential strength is also still conspicuous
in it. The Narodnaya Volya party _remmds one of a man who is
going along a real road but has no idea of distances and therefore
feels sure that he can leave “miles and leagues behind—twenty thou-
sand leagues, ere night, covered in a single ﬂ1g}}t”.54 Practice yvﬂl,
of course, shatter his illusion, but that shattering may cost him a
great deal. It would be better for him to ask himself whether
seven-league strides do not belong to the realm of fantasy.

By seven-league strides we mean the element of fantasy V\{hosg
existence in the programme referred to we have already pointe
out and which was manifested in the second issue of Narodnaya
Volya by assurances concerning the social-revolutionary (we do
not say socialist) majority in the future Russian Con‘stltuenE
Assembly,55 and in No. 8-9 by considerations on tEeszelzure o
power by the provisional revolutionary government’’.’ Wedare
profoundly convinced that this element of fantasy 1s highly dan-
gerous for the “Narodnaya Volya party” itself. Dangerous to 1t as.a
socialist party because it diverts attention of the working class
from the immediate tasks in Russia; dangerous to it as a party
which has assumed the initiative of our emancipation movement
because it will alienate from the party great resources and forces
which, in other circumstances, yvg)uld accrue to it out of the so-
called society. Let us explain this in greater detail. .

To whom does Narodnaya Volya appeal, to whom can 1t and
should it apeal in fighting absolutism? “The enlistment In the
organisation’’—Narodnaya .Volya—“of individuals from the
peasantry capable of joining it,” ‘we read in Kalendar Narodnoi
Voli,* “has naturally always been ackr_lowledged as very desira-
ble....57 But as for a mass peasant organisation at present, that was
considered completely fantastic when our programme was drawn
up, and, if we are not mistaker}, s.ubsequen.t practice was unable iclo
change the opinion of our socialists on this subject.” Perhaps the
“Narodnaya Volya party” intends to rely on the more progres?swe
section of our labouring population, i.e., on the town workers? It
does actually attach great importance to propaganda and organisa-
tion among them, it considers that “the urban wprlc’l,ng population
must be the object of the party’s serious attention . But the very
reason on which it bases this necessity shows that in the party’s
conception the town workers must be only one of the elements 1n
our revolutionary movement. They “are of particular significance
for the revolution, both by their position and by their relatively

* “Preparatory Work of the Party”, p. 129, note. [Plekhanov’s italics.J

TR S——

SOCIALISM AND THE POLITICAL STRUGGLE 93

greater maturity”’, the same document explains; “the success of
the first attack depends entirely on the conduct of the workers
and the troops”. So the impending revolution will not be a work-
ing-class revolution in the full sense of the term, but the workers
must take part in it because they ‘“‘are of particular significance for
7t”. Which other elements, then, will be included m this move-
ment? We have already seen that one of these elements will be the
“troops”; but in the army “in present conditions propaganda
among the men is so difficult that great hope can hardly be placed
upon it. Action on the officer corps is far more convenient: being
more educated and having greater liberty they are more suscep-
tible to influence”! That is quite correct, of course, but we will
not stop at that for the moment, we will go further. Besides the
workers and “the officer corps”, the Narodnaya Volya party has
in mind the liberals and “Europe”, in relation to which “the
policy of the party must strive to ensure the sympathy of the
peoples for the Russian revolution, to rouse sympathy for the
revolution among the European public”. To attain this aim “the
party must make known to Europe all the disastrous significance
of Russian absolutism for European civilisation itself, and also the
party’s true aims and the significance of our revolutionary move-
ment as the expression of the protest of the whole nation”. As far
as the “liberals’ are concerned, “we must point out, without con-
cealing our radicalism, that given the present setting of our party
tasks, our interests and theirs compel us to act jointly against the
government”’.

Thus we see that the Narodnaya Volya party relies not only, nor
even mainly, on the working and peasant classes. It also has in
mind society and the officer corps, which, in substance, is the
“very flesh and bone” of that society. It wants to convince the
liberal part of that society that ‘“‘given the present setting of our
party tasks” the interests of Russian liberalism coincide with those
of the Russian social-revolutionary party. What, then, does it do to
impress that conviction upon the Russian liberals? First of all it
publishes the programme of the Executive Committee3® which
says that “the people’s will would be sufficiently well expressed
and implemented by a Constituent Assembly freely elected by
universal suffrage and receiving instructions from the electors”. In
its famous ‘“Letter to Alexander III” the Executive Committee
also demanded *‘the convocation of representatives of the whole
Russian people to reconsider the existing forms of statehood and
public life and to refashion them according to the desires of the
people”.5® That programme does indeed coincide with the in-
terests of the Russian liberals, and in order to carry it out they
would probably be reconciled even to universal suffrage, which the
Executive Committee cannot fail to demand. In all this, the prog-
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ramme of the said Committee displays far greater maturity l‘;lllandegrl
those which preceded it. But, not to mention such a huge u?i !
as to demand freedom of assembly, of speech, of the press alnt oS
electoral programmes only “as a temporary measure oy e 11
recall other statements of the Narodnaya Volya party. ; (tehpa,(x;1 e’)i
organ hastened to warn its readers that the majority o ; ii de.
puties to the Constituent Assembly would be supporters oh_r~a ic !
economic revolution. We have already said above that this assu_
rance was no more than a fiction invented to conciliate incompa:
tible elements in the Narodnaya Volya programme. Li';l ustno(;\i
consider the printed expression of that assurance from1 tt? s asn .
point of tactics. The question is: does an economic revo 2‘111 ion su
the interests of Russian liberalism? Does our liber S%(':l?tz
sympathise with the agrarian revolution which Narod}rll_aya 2;171 :
says the peasant deputies will aim at? West“European 1,s’tc;ryk s
us most convincingly that'when’e,ver the “red spectlie tootion
all threatening forms the “liberals” were ready to seed.prot echi
in the embraces of the most unceremonious military 1ctal 5)1{)5 pr;
Did the terrorist organ think that our Russian llbera1§dw_oub e iat !
exception to this general rule? If so, on what“dl bll't ase_ s
conviction? Did it also think that contemporary “public opmuid
in Europe” was so imbued with socialist ideas that it Cwouti_
sympathise with the convocation of a social-revolutionary Et))ns -
tuent Assembly? Or did it think that although the European t(})':::
geoisle trembled at the red sprectre in their own countries B a;é
would cheer its appearance in Russia? It goes yylthouthsaym% hat
it thought nothing of the sort and forgot nothlr;g of the sot1}-l . But
why, in that case, make such a risky statement? O{stls Zj -
rodnaya Volya party organ so convinced of the inevitable ree i
tion of its prophecy that it considered it necessary tg_routs the
members of the organisation to take steps correspon éngt,h of he
importance of the anticipated event? Bearing in min 1 e fa !
that the same organ declared work among the people useless, Yva
think the statement was intended rather to calm than ]2(1) rouse: _
social-revolutionary majority in the Constituent Assembly V\ﬁ':LS f}i(e
pected despite the fact ‘ihat bthe \iv?,rk referred to now recalls
“ i illing bottomless barrels”. )

%iniicms(iflr‘? flllle stgatement could have been regarded as un%mportar_l;c,
especially as Narodnaya Volya itself had apparently glve_r}duFi 10 ;
exaggeratedly optimistic hopes about the future comgpm Oticle
the Russian Constituent. We thlr_lk so, beqause t}}e le_a Ing ar e
in No. 8-9 speaks of the economic revolution Wthh,lln thelaeS
sence of social-revolutionary initiative among the people themselv >
must be accomplished by the “provisional _revoluuonaryblgov%xlle
ment” before the convocation of the Constituent Assembly.

* See “Letter to Alexander 111", Kalendar Narodnoi Voli, p- 14.
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author of the article quite rightly sees such a revolution as the
only guarantee that “the Zemsky Sobor ®! which is convoked will
be attended by true representatives of the people”. Thus, Narod-
naya Volya’s former illusion has been shattered completely. But,
unfortunately, it has only disappeared to give place to a new one,
still more harmful for the cause of the Narodnaya Volya party.
The element of fantasy in the programme has not been removed
but has only assumed a new form, being now called that very
“seizure of power by the provisional revolutionary government”
which is supposed to give the party the possibility to carry out the
€conomic revolution referred to. It is obvious that the new “set-
ting of the party tasks” can on no account impress upon either
Russian liberalism or bourgeois Europe the idea that they have
common interests with the Russian revolutionary movement.
However downtrodden and crushed Russian society may be it is
by no means deprived of the instinct of self-preservation and in no
case will it voluntarily meet the “red spectre’ half-way; to point
out to it such a formulation of the party tasks means to deprive

i only on one’s own strength. But
is that strength great enough to warrant the risk of alienating such
an ally? Can our revolutionaries really seize power and retain it, if
only for a short time, or is all talk of this nothing else than cutting
the skin of a bear that has not been killed and which, by force of
circumstances, is not even going to be killed? That is a question
which has recently become an urgent one for revolutionary Rus-
sia....

Let us hasten to make a reservation. The previous pages must
already have convinced the reader that we do not belong to the
opponents in principle of suth an act as the seizure of power by a
revolutionary party. In our opinion that is the last, and what is
more, the absolutely inevitable conclusion to be drawn from the
political struggle which every class striving for emancipation must
undertake at a definite stage in social development. Having gained
political domination, a revolutionary class will retain that domi-
nation and be relatively secure against the blows of reaction only
when it uses against reaction the mighty weapon of state power.
“Den-Teufel halte, wer thn hilt! says Faust. :

But there is no more difference between heaven and earth than
between the dictatorship of a class and that of a group of revolu-
tionary raznochintsi. 52 This applies in particular to the dictator-
ship of the working class, whose present task is not only to over-
throw the political domination of the unproductive classes in so-
ciety, but also to do away with the anarchy now existing in pro-

_duction and consciously to organise all funcfions of social and eco-
nomic life. The mere understanding of this task calls for an

advanced working class with political experience and education, a



96 G. PLEKHANOV

working class free from bourgeois prejudices and able to discuss its
situation by itself. In addition to this, its solution presupposes that
socialist ideas are spread among the proletariat and that the prole-
tariat is conscious of its own strength and confident in victory.
But such a proletariat will not allow even the sincerest of its
well-wishers to seize power. It will not allow it for the simple
reason that it has been to the school of political education with
the firm intention of finishing it at some time and coming forward
as an independent figure in the arena of historical life, instead of
passing eternally from one guardianship to another; it will not
allow 1t because such a guardianship would be unnecessary, as the
proletariat could then solve the problem of the socialist revolution
itself; and finally it will not allow it because such a guardianship
would be harmful, for the conscious participation of the producers
in organising production cannot be replaced by any conspiratorial
skill, any daring or self-sacrifice on the part of the conspirators.
The mere thought that the social problem can be solved in practice
by anybody but the workers themselves shows complete misunder-
standing of this problem, irrespective of whether the idea is held
by an “Iron Chancellor” or a revolutionary organisation. Once the
proletariat has understood the conditions of its emancipation and
1s mature to emancipate itself, it will take state power in its own
hands in order to finish off its enemies and build up social life,
not, of course, on the basis of gn-archy, which would bring new
disasters, but of pan-archy, which will give all adult members of
society the possibility to take part in the discussion and settlement
of social matters. And until the working class is sufficiently de-
veloped to be able to fulfil its great historical task, the duty of its
supporters is to accelerate the process of its development, to re-
move the obstacles preventing its strength and its consciousness

from growing, and not to invent social experiments and vivisec-

tion, the outcome of which is always more than doubtful.

That is how we understand the seizure of power in the socialist
revolution. Applying this point of view to Russian reality we must
admit that we by no means believe in the early possibility of a
socialist government in Russia.

Narodnaya Volya considers the contemporary “relation of po-
litical and economic factors on Russian soil” particularly “ad-
vantageous’” to the socialists.®3 We agree that it is more advan-
tageous for them in Russia than in India, Persia or Egypt, but it
cannot be compared, of course, with the social relations in Wes-
tern Europe. And if Narodnaya Volya arrives at its convictions by
comparing our system not with the Egyptian or the Persian, but
with the French or the English system, then it has made a very big
mistake. The contemporary ‘“‘relation” of social factors “on Rus-
sian soil” is the cause of the ignorance and indifference of the
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opul ; iti
gmfe)m 31; arilizssgs, 1:/Ivhercl1 were such qualities advantageous for their
difiabadon? :I.rro (rilayg Volya apparently presumes that this
people there o 62} yh egun to dlsappear because among the
persistent striving%r E)Ylggra(;it(f:flc?lfart}glz f)rf asged 1:ulinlg o
L ra : €conomic relations’.
provescz(r)riisinofa;c}ﬁf striving? “Hatred of the privileged estatlz);{f

Coves 8 ; 1t 1s often not accompanied by a single ray of
P consciousness. F urthermore, at the Present timegwe nr}lluc;t

abo i i

strol:ltg I}t]hf‘!‘lfl ;trg(li strfuggle against the government. No matter how

o “hatre ho the ruhng.classes” 64 is shown in these ru.

mou b’y he a(iE a;c a12111t: the revolutionary movement itself is  attrib-

uted by ff'p'al nts to scheming by the serfdom-minded nobilit
officials 1s evidence that the “provisional revolutionarzfl

- government” will be in great danger when the people begins

Isite i
oS ahdnt?illl;gilrllefszfn S;St g) exp{oprlate the big landowners, capita-
) . * LJ0es 1t not require production i

. len uction 1ts
n;aaggs:dl In a definite manner? If so, arepRussia’s pres:ftto be
hom thee ations fayourable’:co such organisation? In other woi::i(:
economic factor” offer us much chance of success? W ‘
- ? We

e
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sary for socialist organisation have not yet n}aﬁure&, ax;(ril Vti};lat Oli
why the producers themse}veg have not yet either the s ! nei%her
the ability for such organisation: our peasantry can yeal elther
understand nor fulfil this task. .Thgrefore, the prov151(‘)‘nh gecono_
ment”’ will have not to “sanction’, but to carry ouz:b t osWave o
mic revolution”, granted that it is not swept away by a wave o
the popular movement, granted that the producers are o
en%‘(l)%lh'cannot create by decrees conditions Whlch are. ‘allen _Z?Otglatlz
very character of the existing ecozfllor_r}clc ﬁelitizﬂzsl:c 'g(lies tspfcgvtlake al
. ent”” will have to reconcile 1tsell 10 Wi ,
%gze‘;z;?s of its reforming activity what 1t 1s given by pre}sler:etdlilflilcsé
sian reality. And on that narrow and shaky foundatlo? t }(:ich fiee
of socialist organisation will be built by a governan;n wCh il
include: first, town workers, as yet little prepared for su a di
ficult task; second, representatives of _our.revoh.ltloniry“yff_ ,
who have always kept aloof from pract.lcal.hfe; thl}fdl, t ebgc tlcte;
corps”, whose -knowledge of economics is certalglly subj ct to
doubt. We do not want to make the quite probaf‘e ;u%pci)r tio
that, besides all these elements, liberals will al_si) ind t n;e athis}é
into the provisional government, and the;:‘ will notfs;;hep hive
with, but hinder the social-revolutionary se?tglg othe Cirpcum‘
tasks”. We suggest that the reader merely welgk ﬁl_p 1e crown
stances we have just enumerated and then ask himse : has an
“oconomic revolution” which begins 1n such ‘c‘lrcumstantge mach
chance of success? Is it true that the Rn?sent relation ot }1:0 itical
and economic factors on Russian soil’”” 1s favourable t% the cause
of the socialist revolution? Is not the confidence that }tl is {cel rtion
is advantageous one of the fictions bo_rrowed. from the o mar
chist and rebel outlook an(il_ (;angled ‘f[o ;mg:ss;(b%: te}izrgéxgso In the
e of the new political party: )
gzieg:;r?lizs the most “irgmediate tasks” of the party and.u.ndeﬁlli
the desire for the immediate “‘seizure of power, afSter%volu-
terrifies our society and makes the entire activity of our r
i i -sided!
tlo}f:;rﬁ;;;) rllte \i;ill be objected that Narodnaya Volya d0§stnoit rg;/neg
think of undertaking the socialist orgaglsatlon of soc1<=i i‘on” .
diately after seizing power, that the “economic t}'evo uslo i
plans is intended only to educate the people for a utu{)el ciatist
revolution. Let us see xlxslrhetl'fler thlts supposition 1s possibic,
t conclusions follow trom it.
Solfgg 2ieading article of No. 8-9 of Nar(,)’dnaya Volya spFaklsfof :hi??
economic equality which will be “won” by the Peogje 1t5:m, n(:e’nt.
the people lacks initiative, created by the prpwsmnrtgois iment
We have already said that'so-.called economic Cqéla 11yt spassume
only with a socialist organisation of production. But letu
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that Narodnaya Volya considers it possible under other circum-
stances too, that economic equality, in its opinion, will be suffici-
ently guaranteed by the transfer of the land and the instruments
of production to the ownership of the working people. Such an
opinion would be nothing but a return to the old Narodnik ideals
of Zemlya 1 Volya, and from the economic standpoint it would
show the same weaknesses that characterised those ideals. The
mutual relations of individual village communes, the conversion of
the product of the commune members’ labour into commodities
and the capitalist accumulation connected with it would threaten
to make that “equality” extremely precarious! With the inde-
pendence of the mir “as an economic and administrative unit”,
with “broad territorial self-government guaranteed by the electi-
vity of all offices”, and “the ownership of the land by the people”
which the Executive Committee’s programme demands, the cent-
ral government would not be able to take steps to consolidate that
equality, even if we assume that it would devise measures to abro-
gate not only the written laws of the Russian Empire, but the laws
of commodity production itself. And anyhow, it would be reluc-
tant to take such measures, for it would consist of representatives
of the “economically and politically emancipated people” whose
ideals would be expressed, at the best, by the words “Land and
Freedom” and would leave no room for any organisation of nati-

“onal (let alone international) production. '

Let us suppose that in view of this danger Narodnaya Volya’s
“provisional government” will not hand over the power it has
seized to the representatives of the people but will become a per-
manent government. Then it will be faced with the following alter-
native: either it will have to remain an indifferent spectator of the
slow decay of the “economic equality” it has established, or it will
be obliged to organise national production. It will have to fulfil
this difficult task either in the spirit of modem socialism, in
which it will be hindered by its own unpracticality as well as by
the present stage of development of national labour and the wor-
kers’ own habits; or it will have to seek salvation in the ideals of
“patriarchal and authoritarian communism”, only modifying those
ideals so that national production is managed not by the Peruvian
“sons of the sun” and their officials but by a socialist caste. But
even now the Russian people is too far developed for anybody to
flatter himself with the hope that such experiments on it could be
successful. Moreover, there is no doubt that under such a guardian-
ship the people, far from being educated for socialism, would even
lose all capacity for further progress or would retain that capacity
only thanks to the appearance of the very economic tnequality

- ‘which it would be the revolutionary government’s immediate aim
~to abolish. Not to mention the influence of international relations
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or the impossibility of Peruvian communism even in Eastern
Europe in the nineteenth or the twentieth century.
Anyhow, why speak so much of the results of the seizure of
power by our revolutionaries? Is that seizure itself probable or
even possible? In our opinion the probability is very small, so
small that the seizure of power may be considered as absolutely
impossible. Our “thinking proletariat” has already done much for
the emancipation of its motherland. It has shaken absolutism,
aroused political interest among society, sown the seed of socialist
propaganda among our working class. It is intermediary between
the higher classes of society and the lower, having the education of
the former and the democratic instincts of the latter. This position
has eased for it the diversified work of propaganda and agitation.
But this same position gives it very little hope of success in a
conspiracy to seize power. For such a conspiracy talent, energy
and education are not enough: the conspirators need connections,
wealth and an influential position in society. And that is what our
revolutionary intelligentsia lacks. It can make good these deficien-
cies only by allying itself with other dissatisfied elements of Rus-
sian society. Let us suppose that its plans actually meet with the
sympathy of those elements, that rich landowners, capitalists, offi-
cials, staff and senior officers join in the conspiracy. There will
then be more probability of the conspiracy being a success,
although that probability will still be very small—just remember
the outcome of most of the famous conspiracies in history. But
the main danger to the socialist conspiracy will come not from the
existing government, but from the members of the conspiracy
itself. The influential and high-placed personages who have joined
it may be sincere socialists only by a ““fortunate coincidence”. But
as regards the majority of them, there can be no guarantee that
they will not wish to use the power they have seized for purposes
having nothing in common with the interests of the working class.
And once the conspirators deviate from the socialist aim of the
conspiracy it can be considered not only useless but even harmful
for the social development of the country; for hatred of abso-
lutism does not warrant sympathy for the successes of the “most
modern Séyans”, as Stepnyak puts it in his. well-known book, &
who would wish to use the conspiracy in their own interests. Thus,
the more sympathy a conspiracy of the socialist intelligentsia to
seize power In the immediate future meets among mfluential
spheres, i.e., the greater the probability of its outward success, the
more open to doubt its results will be; contrariwise, the more such
a conspiracy is confined to our socialist “intelligentsia”, i.e., the
less the probability -of its success, the less doubt there will be
about its results, as far as the conspirators’ intentions are con-
cerned. Everything leads us to think that at present a Russian
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socialist conspiracy would be thre i i
cond kind ratger tlsllan of the first. wened with a failure of the sc-
Considering all that has been said we think that only one aim of
the Russian socialists would not be fantastic now: to achieve free
pohtlcal. mmstitutions, on the one hand, and to create elements for
the setting up of the future workers’ socialist party of Russia, on
the other. They must put forward the demand for a democr’atic
constitution which shall guarantee the workers the “rights of citi-
zen” as well as the “rights of man” and give them, by universal
suffrage, the possibility to take an active part in the political life
of the country. Without trying to scare anybody with the vet
remote “red spectre”, such a political programme would arozse
sympathy for our revolutionary party among all those who are not
systematic. enemies of democracy; it could be subscribed to b |
VEry many representatives of our liberalism as well as by the sociSi
alists.* And whereas the seizure of power by some secret revolu-
tionary organisation will always be the work only of that organisa-
tion and of those who are initiated in its plans, agitation for the
programme mentioned would be a matter for the whole of Russian
society, in which it would intensify the conscious striving for poli-
tical ¢mancipation. Then the interests of the liberals would ingeed
forcS them to “act jointly with the socialists against the govern-
ment”, because they would cease to meet in revolutionary publica-
tions the assurance that the overthrow of absolutism would be the
signal for a social revolution in Russia. At the same time another
less timid and more sober section of liberal society would no
Ionger.see revolutionaries as unpractical youths who set themselves
unrealisable and fantastic plans. This view, which is disadvan-
tageous for revolutionaries, would give place to the respect of
society not only for their heroism but also for their political matu-
rity. This sympathy would gradualily grow into active support, or
more probably into an independent social movement, and then the
hour of absolutism’s fall would strike at last. The ;ocialist party

‘would play an extremely honourable and beneficial role in this

emancipation movement. .Its: glorious past, its selflésshess 557
energy would give weight to its demands and it‘wouldn.(;S 1::115(1
stal?@ chances of thus winning for the people the possibility of
political development and education, and for utself the right to

* ..
. orENOti‘ to the 1905 edition.1 The sympathy of “society” is very
By ‘ll)v ithz(i)l;lltt (c:)ﬁr al::giind we E:an—o; more exactly we had many chances to—win
g one 1ota of our programme. But, of i i
tact to make the possibilit ; is wl e have not alwaph oS
t y a reality, and that is what we h
For instance, we sometime Capital” st s EOL
s allow ourselves to abuse “capital”
es al U al” about, th
of course, not becquse o ,its “rebellion”. Marx would neger have ma:ie s?llé}glhz;

gross tactical blunder. He would ha i i i
Sy e blunder. ve considered it worthy of Karl Griin and
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address its propaganda openly to the people and to organise them
openly into a separate party.

But that is not enough. Or more exactly, it is unachievable
without simultaneous action of another kind and in another
sphere. Without might there is no right. Every constitution—ac-
cording to Lassalle’s splendid expression—corresponds or strives to
correspond to the “real, factual relation of forces in the country’.
That is why our socialist intelligentsia must concern itself with
changing the factual relations of Russian social forces in favour of
the working class even in the pre-constitutional period. Otherwise
the fall of absolutism will by no means justify the hopes placed in
it by the Russian socialists or even democrats. Even In a constitu-
tional Russia, the demands of the people may be left completely
unattended to or satisfied only as far as is necessary to allow them
to pay more taxes which they are now almost unable to do as a
result of the rapacity of the state economic management. The
socialist party itself, having won for the liberal bourgeoisie free-
dom of speech and action, may find itself in an “exceptional”
~ position similar to that of German Social-Democracy today. In
politics, only he may count on the gratitude of his allies of yester-
day, now his enemies, who has nothing more serious to count.on.

Fortunately, the Russian socialists can base their hopes on a
firmer foundation. They can and must place their hopes first and
foremost in the working class. The strength of the working
class—as of any other class—depends, among other things, on the
clarity of its political consciousness, its cohesion and its degree of
organisation. It is these elements of its strength that must be influ-
enced by our socialist intelligentsia. The latter must become the
leader of the working class in the impending emancipation move-
ment, explain to it its political and economic interests and also the
interdependence of those interests and must prepare it to play an
independent role in the social life of Russia..They must exert all

their“eniergy=so that in the very opening period of the constitu-:

tional life of Russia our working class will be able to come forward

as.a separate party with a definite social and political programme.

The detailed elaboration of that programme must, of course, be
leff to the workers themselves, but the intelligentsia must
elucidate for them its principal points, for instance, a radical
review of the present agrarian relations, the taxation system and
factory legislation, state help for producers’ associations, and so
forth. All this can be done only by intensive work among at least
the most advanced sections of the working class, by oral and print-
ed propaganda and the organisation of workers’ socialist study
groups. It is true that these tasks have always held a more or less
prominent place in the programmes of our socialists, and Kalendar
Narodnoi Voli can convince us that they were not forgotten even
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in the heat of the bitterest fight against the government (see “Pre-
paratory Work of the Party” in section C, Urban Workers). But we
suggest that everybody who is acquainted with our revolutionafj*
movement should recall and compare how much energy and’
money was wasted on destructive work and : asdevots
ed to training elements for the future workers’ socialist party. We
are not accusing anybody, but we think that the distribution of
our revolutionary forces was too one-sided. Yet it would be vain--
for us to try to explain this by the quality of the revolutionary
forces themselves or of the elements of the working class which;
according to their own programme, they should have influenced.
The appearance and success of such publications as Zerno and Ra-
bochaya Gazeta®® show that our revolutionaries have not lost
their inclination for propaganda, and our working people are not
indifferent to it. Of course these publications made mistakes, at,
times serious ones, but only he who does nothing makes no mis-.
takes. The main trouble is that in their publications one does not
see any of the energy with which printed propaganda is conducted =
among “intellectual” sections of society, that when a print-shop is -
closed by the police a new one is not opened in its stead, that-
when it is impossible to publish them in Russia they are not trans--
ferred abroad, and so forth. Of all the journals from abroad—and
we had a fair number of them—Rabotniké? alone wrote for the
people and that was the great merit of its publishers. But Rabotnik
has already been closed for a long time and we have heard nothing
Vof_new attempts of this kind, with, say, a new programme, better.
suited to the changed views of the Russian socialists. What has-
-been published here, in Russia, for the workers besides Zerno and
Rabochaya Gazeta? Absolutely nothing. Not a single booklet, not

-a single pamphlet.* And that at a time when the revolutionary mo-

vement has' centred universal attention upon itself, and the people,
grasping avidly at the rumours and opinions, have been wondering’
anxiously: What do these people want? Can one be astonished,
after this, at the absurd answers to this question with which for-
lack of better ones, they are sometimes satisfied? We repeat: we

“dre not accusing anybody, we advise everybody to pay attention

* [Note to the 1905 edition.] From this we see that the idea of a popular
publication is by no means a novelty in our literature. But this did not
prevent it from seeming a dangerous novelty to many comrades no further
back than on the eve of our Second Congress, when I was almost its only
supporter on the staff of Iskra. This idea has now been practicall
realised—with greater or lesser success. Better late than never. But if yoz
could hear, reader, what amazing arguments were brought out against this

idea in the not-far-off time just mentioned i i
¢ ] ou would :
Wie weh, wie weh, wie weh! *Y exclaim, like Faust:
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to" this aspect of the matter so as to make up for the omission in
time. *

.. Thus, .the struggle for political freedom, on the one hand, and
tie reparation of the working'class for its'future independent and
offensive role, on the other, such, in our gpinion, is the only pos-_

ible “setting of party tasks” at present. To bind together n one
two so fundamentally different matters as the overthrow of abso-
lutism and the socialist revolution, to wage revolutionary struggle
in the belief that these elements of social development will coin-

- cide in_the history.of our country means to put off the advent of

both. But it depends on us to bring these two elements closer to- -

-gether. We must follow the splendid example of the German Com-
‘munists who, as the Manifesto says, fight “with the bourgeoisie wh,e,-
never it acts in arevolutionary way, against the absolute monarchy”,
and yet “‘never cease, for a single instant, to instil into the working
class the clearest possible recognition of the hostile antagonism bet-
ween bourgeoisie and proletariat”. Acting thus:,the gommunlsts
wanted “the bourgeois revolution in Germany” to be-'.out”tgxse
prelude to an immediately following proletarian revolution™.

The present position of bourgeois societies and the influence of
international relations on the social development of each civilised
country entitle us to hope that the social emancipation of the
Russian working class will follow very quickly upon ,}:he fall of
absolutism. If the German bourgeoisie “came too late”, the Rus-
sian has come still later, and its domination cannot be a long one.
Only the Russian revolutionaries should' not, in their turn, be_gln
“too late” the preparation of the working class, a matter which
has now become of absolute urgency. )

Let us make a reservation to avoid misunderstandings. We d,o
" not hold the view, which as we have seen was ascribed to Marx’s
school rather than it existed in reality, and which alleges that the
socialist movement cannot obtain support from our peasantry
until the peasant has been turned into a landless proletarian and
the village commune has disintegrated under the influence of capi-
talism. We think that on the whole the Russian peasantry would
show great sympathy for any measure aiming at the so-called
“nationalisation of the land”. Given the possibility of any at all
free agitation among the peasants,** they would also sympathise
with the socialists, who naturally would not be slow in introducing
into their programme the demand for a measure of that kind. But
we do not -exaggerate the strength of our socialists or ignore the
obstacles, the opposition which they will inevitably encounter

* “This year,” we read in the Supplement to Listok of N.V. No. 1 (1883,
p. 61), “there was a whole series of strikes which, thanks to the workers’ lack
of organisation, were mostly failures! ”
** [Note to the 1905 edition.] i.e., under a constitution.

»
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from that quarter in their work. For that reason, and for that
reason only, we think that for the beginning they should conce-
ntrate their main attention on the industrial centres. The rural
population of today, living in backward social conditions, is not
only less capable of conscious political initiative than the indust-
rial workers, it is also less responsive to the movement which our
revolutionary intelligentsia has begun. It has greater difficulty in
mastering the socialist teachings, because its living. conditions are
too much unlike the conditions which gave birth to those teach-
ings. And besides, the peasantry is now going through a difficult,
critical period. The previous “ancestral foundations” of its eco.
nomy are crumbling, *“the ill-fated village commune itself is being
discredited in its eyes”, as is admitted even by such “ancestral” or-
gans of Narodism as Nedelyas® (see No. 39, the article by Mr.
N.Z. “In Our Native Parts’); and the new forms of labour and life
are only in the process of formation, and this creative process is
more Intensive in the industrial centres. Like water which washes
away the soil in one place and forms new sediments and deposits
in others, the process of Russian social development is- creating
new social formations by destroying the age-old forms of the pea-
sants’ relation to the land and to one another. These new social
formations contain the embryo of a new social movement which
alone can end the exploitation of Russia’s working population.
The industrial workers, who are more developed and have higher .
requirements and a broader outlook than the peasantry, will join .
our revolutionary intelligentsia in its struggle against absolutism;,
and when they have won political freedom they will organise into.
a workers’ socialist party whose task will be to begin systematic
propaganda of socialism among the peasantry. We say systematic”
~propaganda because isolated opportunities of propaganda must::
not be missed even at present. It is hardly necessary to add that
our socialists would have to change the distribution of their forces
< among the people if a strong independent movement made itself

;. felt among the peasantry.

~That is the “programme” which life itself suggests to the Rus-
: sian revolutionary socialist party. Will the party be able to carry
~out this programme? Will it be prepared to give up its fantastic
.plans and notions, which, it must be admitted, have a great appeal
" to sentiment and imagination? It is as yet difficult to answer that
question with certitude. The “Announcement of the Publication
of Vestnik Narodnoi Voli” speaks of the political tasks of the
revolutionary party only in the most general terms.7® Vestnik’s
editorial board describes those aims as “absolutely definite” and
apparently does not consider it necessary to define them again in
its announcement. That is why there is ground for fear that it will

not consider it necessary either to ask itself whether the “absolute-
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ly definite conditions” of present Russian actuality correspond
to the “absolutely definite aims” of the Narodnaya Volya party.
In that case the new publication will leave unsatlsfled the most
urgent need of our revolutionary literature, the need for a critical
reconsideration of obsolete programmes and traditional methods
of action. But we hope that the future will dissipate our fears. We
wish to hope that the new publication will take a sober view Qf
our revolutionary party’s tasks, on whose fulfilment the party’s
future depends. Social life will be just as pitiless to the party’s
present illusions as it was to those of our “rebels’” and propagan-
dists. It is better to follow iis directions now than to pay for its
stern lessons later by splits and new disappointments.

OUR DIFFERENCES

LETTER TOP. L. LAVROV
(In Lieu of Preface)

Dear Pyotr Lavrovich,

You are dissatisfied with the Emancipation of Labour group. In
No. 2 of Vestntk Narodnoi Voli you devoted a whole article to its
publications, and although the article was not a very long one, its
two and a half pages were enough to express your disagreement
with the group’s programme and your dissatisfaction over its atti-
tude to the “Narodnaya Volya party”. 7! .

Having been long accustomed to respect your opinions and
knowing, moreover, how attentively our revolutionary youth of all
shades and trends listen to them, I take the liberty of saying a few
words in defence of the group, towards which, it seems, you are

_ not quite fair.

I consider myself all the more entitled to do so as in your article
you speak mainly of my pamphlet Socialism and the Political
Struggle. As it was that pamphlet which caused your reproaches, it
1s most fitting that its author should answer them.

You find that the pamphlet can be divided into two parts, “to
each of which”, in your opinion, “you must adopt a different
attitude”. One part, “namely, the second chapter, deserves the
same attention as any serious work on socialism”. The other,
which constitutes a considerable portion of the pamphlet, you say,
is devoted to a controversy on the past and present activity of the
Narodnaya Volya party, whose organ abroad your journal intends
to be. Not only do you disagree with the opinions which I express
in that part, but the very fact of a “controversy with Narodnaya
Volya” seems to you to deserve severe censure. You think *it
would not be particularly difficult to prove to Mr. Plekhanov that
his attacks can be countered with quite weighty objections (all the
more as, perhaps due to haste, his quotations are not exact)”’. You
are convinced that my “own programme of action contains

perhaps more serious shortcomings and unpractical things than I
- accuse the Narodnaya Volya party of”’. But to my immense regret

. you cannot spare the time to point out these shortcomings and
unpractical things. “The organ of the Narodnaya Volya party,”
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you say, “is devoted to the struggle against the political and social
enemies of the Russian people”; that struggle is so complicated
that it takes up “all your time, all your work™. You have “neither
the leisure nor the desire” to devote a part of your publication “to
a controversy with groups of Russian revolutionary socialism
which consider a controversy with Narodnaya Volya more ti