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o ‘ 'ABSTRA(ET

‘Marx., Lenin and tli\e P}oblem of Revolution

Vi jaya Lakshmi Rajiva, Ph.D. .
Concordia University, 1987

\

A - -

The Marxian theory of}avolution is a statement about the rilation-
'ship betwe#n historical understanding -and political action by an histo-

rical.agent. This dissertation will examine the principa] ways in which
Lenin appropriated this theory and extended it to his own theory and
practic.e of revolution.

Historical wunderstanding in the Marxian world-view signified the

following: (a) the historical process is capable of being understood b¥
. N .

the human subject; (b) this understanding 'provides the point of entry for
human intervention. Consequently, the propositioh that revolutions - are
changes in the mode of production of gi;'en societies and that they repre-

sent a transfer of power from one class to anothe:, is- simp!y another

way of sa}yin'g that political change is indissolubly linked to socio-

-

economic change. ©°This statement about the hist'or!cal p;oceés and the

possibilities of hupan interventij% in the process was elaborated by Marx .
- : +

chiefly in his materialist interpretation of history,. in his analyses_ of
historical ’even\ts and in his critique of one mode of production."; modern
capitalism. . This clasgical legacy was taken- over by Lenin in his ewn
analyses of .the &_9ve\'lopnent of capitalism in Russia and. later in’ p'u
studies of the connection between war and imperialisam; in both cases,

these analyses became the fwint of departure for a program of political

action. This.much is not particularly controversial or cont}(.iaun

£

' ’
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However, when we approach the questiqn of the varieties of human

intervention in the’h;stpfical process, even if We do'so from a vspebifi‘

s

cally Marxian vantage point, it becones problematic as to .whether the

\ "
final 1{insurrectionary assault on the political institutions n{“Russian“

capif%lism and the {mportance giyeﬁ to the vanguard Party represent

Lenin's extensions of Marxian theor} or a wholesale departure from {t.
This dissertation will argue for the former case and show that the

»

transition from a theory of revolutign to-its practice engaged Lenin in

some of his most inleres£ing (and controvergial) contributions to the:

Marxian foundation, compelling him to enlarge the question of proletarian
c{ass-conscidusness to that of political consciousness and to locate this
phenomenon in the first‘inst;nce within the Party (albeit as an histori-
~cally transitory phase) and éhence to tge proletariat. ,The backgqound to
the emergence of thes? ;:;ws and .Lenin’'s confrontation ;f the 15549, of

(state and revolutio% will be examined in the latter half Sf‘the disserla-

tion, . ' “

-
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I, - . (s .
INTRODUCT ION
®» . T

In attempting to understand the exact link botwonn Marx and Lenin,
‘the two most coghroversial aspects of Lenin's pol!tic&l philo:ophy are:
>

(1) th question of the seizure of power by the proletariat, and. (2) the

role of. the Party as the vanguard of the .proletarian revolution. The

earliest 6Bject16ns to these two aspects of Lenin’'s theory came from the
. .

Mensheviks in Russia and from the Social Denocrats in Germany, the basis

Q‘

of their objection being that neither of these two aspects are central to

Marxian theory. This point of view is still prevalent among presgnt day

»

scholars and «ommentators, although it has been modified by the more

—.

" gophisticated approach that sees Marx as having advo&atoq at various

. . - . - y
times a proletarisn seizure of power and as attedipting to .estabplish a

- £
Coi‘mun(st Party of sorts.! . In this study, | shall attempt to oxploro the

-

nature and s@gnificance of the Marx- Lenin connecti;;:}vil ~hd-vis the two
the-es df the seifure of power by the proletariat and the\vnnguard rols

of the Party. . ‘ S

L 3

The importance of these two themes is fairly ébvious insofar as they

1

|
oxplicate some of the events of the October Revolution in 1817; but they

gain an even greater significance in view of the fact that Lenin not only
' \

clained that the October Revolution was ’Harxian style revolution but

W

1 The most_recept and distinguished representatives of this nev
" approach are George, Lichtbeim, Marxism: An_Historical And Critical
_Study Boutladge.aﬁﬁ~K0(an Paul, London. 1961.ipp. 325-351, ”
L. Kolakowski, a;n Cu [:g g: Harxilg Clarendon Press, Oxford,
1978, pp. 305-328.
( _

o
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éeve!opnent.

‘Marx and/Engels called their new theory the ﬁaterialist interpretation of
, N B he

» - N / )
that it was the only bossible type of political change that could or
. . S : « . '
should have occurred in the Russia of 1917. . This presents “us with

-

unravelling the problem of: (&) what political éhange'leant in Marxian

v . »

- theory, and (b), whether ,its essential components had‘Feen borrowed and

modified to suit Russian’ conditions, or whethzf they were applicable

4,

uniforaly to all wsocieties at that particﬁlar stage of capitalist:

’
)

L2

The questiogfvof political change, {n its most extreme form a

qevo!utlon, waSt’connected in Marxian theory both to “the structural

—~

elements of a given society (its state institutions and its socio-

economic life) and to an overall historical movement (the pe{iodisatiog

.
v

of histd{y. its chanée in time) whose economic base, in some. way, had

preponderance, both in the historical and in the structural dimension.

history (The German Ideology), where among other things, some basic

propositions were put forward: (1) the mode of production determines the

gocial and cultural —life of a society; (2) this mode of production

o

changes from one epoch to another; (3) the political institutions of a
given society reinforce the hegemony of the economically dominant ,class;

and (4), that a cAfsS'struggle of the proletariat in the epoch of

capitalism must end in the overthrowiof/sourgeois"institutions. T

-

Lenin’s earliést pronouncements on the subject of ‘the Iaterﬁiujst

interpretation of history (Who the Friends of the People Are, 1884) show

his sensitiv}ty to both aspacts of political change, the historical

—

Novement or prograssion as seen in the pgriodisation of history (Asiat/b

connungl. feudal, bourgeois, locialist. connunist) and the structural



——

change in the socio-economic sphere. ssian Marxisa, on the vhole,

»

shared these #presuppositions, Plekhanov’'s writings being the ;ccop;od

works on the subject both in Russia and abroad.2 The difficulty " arose
4 . .

1.y
only at a somewhat later stage in the history of the Russian 'Social
@

Democratic Labour Party, when the question of the structural chnnge in
Russian society,.especially fts political life, was interpretod"by Lenin
as a dramatic change, an ;verthrow, signalling the end of the old oréor
and. the _beginning of.the new. The Hensh;viks and the German Social
Demochats envisaged a slow conquest of polﬁkical power by thé
proletariat, achieved mainly through par!jiamentary ;etths. Both parties,
. however, subscribed to one hsstorical factor: the emergence of the
sodern %rq1etar&at in Russian life. )

Classical Marxist theory had defined 'revolution’ as: (1) a changos
in the mode of product{on of a given society (owing &éFEhn absence of a
proper alignment between the level o{ development of prodsctive forces

and the relations of production, and as (2) the transfer of power from

one class to another. The first and, clearest statement of this

-

connection between the sociah\:Sg}:he political rovol<tions vas given in
ciearly specified -

« * .
The German Ideology ‘and the nature of the link ‘:

o

there. In this work Marx and Engels spoke of the 'overthrow’ of the

ruling class (the bourgeoisie) by the propertyless class (the .

proletariat). - This militant call was continqu fn the Chgnuntg;

o

2 Georgi Plekhanov, Socialism an‘ the Political (1883) and

The Development of the ist View of Hist (1895), both dn  Georgi.
Plekhanov, Selected Phjlosobhical Works, vol. 1, Progress Publishers,
Moscow, 1874, pp. 48-106, pp. 480-669, respectively. =

o a

.
- . 3
.

%
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. ~ 1
Manifesto (1848), although the reference there to the proletariat

organised as—the ruling class could be and was interpreted in non-

A\ ’ .
mil{tant terms, by most German Social Democrats in the 1890s.

ld

‘lndeed. sinse the 'mode of production’ encompassed rejations:. of

production which expressed definite class interests and were reinforced

by polftical institutions (as The German Ideclogy explains it), it stood

to ‘reason that a 5hange in the mode of production would bring about
; o A :

chaAE; in the political institutions and vice versa, although there is"

more than a suggestion that a militant overthrow _of bourgecis state ‘

oy

institutions would" sﬁéed up the social revolution. This shift to the

political revolution became evident in Marx's historical writings, The

Class Struggles In France (1848) and The Eighteenth Brumairee of Louis

L]

Bonaparte (1850)., In these works, as well as in his articles in the Neue

Rheinische Zeitung (wriﬂten during the 1898 Egvélution in Germany), Marx

deséribed the seizure of poweft by the proletariat (seeking the help of

r:;}yal democrats and the peasantry) as a bringing to a succegsfuf'

A

coficlusion the revolution that the bourgeoisie itself had started against * o ~

the autocracy and feudalism, but had been unable and wunwilling to

continue to the end.2 Here in The Class Struggles in France Marx used,

for the f;rst time, the phrase 'the permanence of the revolution,'? the

)

significance of which was not -lost on Lenin, who used the phrase 'the °

»

3 detailed account of this is given in Chapter 1 of the present.
study. - - L ' ‘ , ' '

4 K. Marx & F. Engels, Selected Works, vol. 1, p. 282,
, —~ ' o )

4



uninterrupted revolution,'§- I shall return to this.

At éhe“tine that Marx gropou;d?q these views (the 1840s and .oirly
1850s) the revolution could initially'be only a bourgeois one ‘against
feudalism both in France and in Ge{lany."*The proletarian takeover,
coming after this initial movement, seemed 'u logical and desirable
possibility (ever though this did not occur in 1846 in o}thor G;;lany or
France). Marx discussed the failure of these revolutions in The C];sg }

e and in his art{cles in the Neue Rheinische Zejtung,

failure of the revolutions to the betrayal of the

attributin
bourgeois and the unpreparedness of the proletariat. By the time that
‘Harx settled down in England in the mid 1850s,the bourgeois revolution had
long since occurred in that Eountﬁy and the proletariat, though better
educated than its European coun%erpart1 wa; led by trade union Ioado;s..a
who were inclined to be reformist, not revolutionary. |
Though Marx disapproved -of this tendency in the vo;king class
movement, ‘he was realistic enough to récognﬁze that'the wvorking class 'in
countries such asnEnglahd (where capitalism had an early start) would be
lor; concefnea with éractic;l issues such as h;gher wages, lower uquing
hours, universal suffrage, etc. This change in strat;gy Qas‘tho outconme
of ﬁarx's experiences in England rather than anxv!ﬁndaléﬁtal change ;n

3

his approach to the study of_politicai economy. As early as 1844, soon

after ihe writing of A Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, Marx had

started the study of English political economy when heqult\thdl he had

%

5'v.l. Lenin, Collected Works, Progross Publishers, Moscow, 1962, )
J N e

-~

A

. ‘ .
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R .
an insufficient knowledge of that subject. His readings included the

works of Adam Smith, Ricardo, Say, James Mill and others.® At any rate,

the year 1859 gaw the publication of A_Contribution to the Critique of

~, -
Political Economy. Between 1857-1858 Marx wrote a short woyk known as

Intrdduction to a Crltine and the Grundrisse der Kritik der Politischen

Oekononie.? .The first volume of Das Kapital appeéred in-1857, the year

of the.fouﬁding o? the First International. Thus, for nearly a decade,

Mﬁrx seemed £o_ have withdrawn from pofitical activity <(though not
S - . .

completely)8 afid devoted - himself to an understanding of the social

revolpelon,through his study of the phenomenon of capitalism.

The First International brought Harxaback into the éentre of
political activit§ ;ﬁd with the fall of the Paris Commune {n 1871, Marx .
gave 'up hopes of gradualist change and concentr;ted attention once more
en revolutipng}y change. After his death in 1883, the German Spcial
‘Democratio P?rty (fouﬁﬂ\q in 1891) adopted a granalist approach to the

.

problem of political power. At approximateiy the same period, Edouard

Bernstein' wrote his Evolutionary Socialisgm in which he called for a .

revision of Marx's revoiutionary theory of political change and advocated

a peacéful and parliamentary conquest.of power by the proletariat. The
2

t -

[— R : ¢
6 Karl Marx, A Biography, Progress Publishers, 1873, p. 67,

7 For further details on the relationship of the Critique to the
,other three works, see Maurice Dobb’'s Introduction to the 1969 edition of

taf Cr!tigggiﬁ?rogress Puhlishers, Moscow, pp. 5-16.
8 See Karl Marx, A Biography, op.cit., pp. 278-324.




movement which Bernstein began was known as -Revisionisn.g 1t gained
P
. influence not only in the German Social Democratic Party but alsg in the

i > ' . ﬂ‘
Russian Social Democratic Panty (founded in 1888, but anticipated bi:-any

. 5
small splinter gromps),lo

The Russian followers of Ravisidnism were composed both of Legal
Marxists (so called because their popularisation 6} Marxism took p(;c;\in
aca@emic ci;cles and was tolerated by the cens;rship) and the Economists
(a loose conglomerate of Social Democrats and members of -the Jewish Bund
wﬁsﬁﬁgc;ured a gradualist solution to the problems of political power and
stressed the éponomic étruggle of the working class). 11 The Russian
Hari{g&s who opposed Revisionism called themselves 'orthodox Marxists'
and iﬁclud;d such figures as.Plekhanov, Julius Martov, Pavel Axelrod.
Vgra Zasulich and Lenin.

- At the Second Congress of the Rus;ian chial DenoJ\h{ic Labour Pariy
(hereafter ;eferred to as the RSDLP&J}f/IQOS. a further opment took

[

place, the split of the RSDLP into the Menshevik and -Bolshe¢ik factions

(fhe f&¥}ers‘led. by Martov supported by Axelrod, the latf:r led by

S — ¢

® For a good account of Bernstein, see Pefbr Gay's Dilemmas -of
Democratic Socialggg,.Collier Books, New York, 1962.

10 Richard Pipes,™Socizl Denocraoy and the St. Petersburgh Labour
Movenment, Harvard University Press. Caubridge, 1963, pp. 124-125,

'

11 g, Kindersley s The First Rugglgg_ﬂggigiggig&g, Clarendon Prols.
Oxford, '1962, examines the work and careers "of the {mportant Legal
Marxists, Peter Struve, Tugan- Baranovsky and Bordyaov. An\.intorostin(
study ' of the Economists from the viewpoint of an ECQnOlllt is Jonathan

Frankel's edition of Vlad;nig Akimov_on_the Di'lemmag of Ru!g an_ Marxigm,
1895- IQO .

b4 ! -
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Lenin).12  While the Mensheviks believed that the coming revolution in
Rusgia would b; bourgeois-dempcratic and that the working class ought not
to seize power (but rela?ﬁ represented by the RSDLP as an opposition
pargy 1Q the new government), Lenin argued .for the "uninkersupted
revolution’, the seizure of power by the proletariat in alliance with the

peasantry. This revolution would come‘ha;d on the heeds of the bourgeois
? B -

revolution. The Mensheviks saw the Iiberals as their chief allies and

they-‘also advocated a loosely organised Party with a broad based

membership, while Lenin insisted on the adlissiop to the Party of

—

& ' .
professional revolutionaries only, although he actively encouraged a many

sided \contact with the entire working class and the people as a whole.

-

Both parties to pﬁesé and other disputes in the’§§DLP, however, continued
to see the Party as the bona fide®leader of the.‘prking class.

Opinion was at first divided among the leaders of the .Second

International (founded in 1891) as to which factiéh_was right in the

dispute. In course of time, however, the German Social .Democratic

Party's leadership sided with the Mensheviks. Rosa Luxemburg criticised

Lenin and the Bolsheviks for their views an organisa{ion. even though she

\

suppor?ed the call for a revolutionary approach to the conquest of *

Y

power.13 Karl Kautsk;, while moderate on the domestic scene in éernany,'

o

continued to project an image of radicalism on the international scene,

and as late as The Road to Power (1912) was seen by Lenin'ﬁs a militant

12 gee Chapter 3 of the,present study.:

-

. 13 Rosa Luxemburg. The Russian Revolution, Leninism or Ha;xgs-. The
University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, 1961, pp. B1- 108.

e * - ) < ' N
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Marxist. The First .Norld War saw the disintegration of the Second

International. With the German Social Denogritic Party votifg for war

credits and with thg ignominious spectacle of the ltad;rc of the

" Second lntern;tional supporfing their own national governments (the ion;

exceptions being Lenin, Luxemburg and LieQ#necht). the ayth of
!ntergationalist socialist solidarity could no longer prevail. '

The First World War, wh?ch Lenin described as an i-pe;ialist war:

only reinforced his conviction that a seizure of power by_ﬁhe proletariat

alone cowld put an end to it. In Russia at any rate, the disenchantment

)
of the soldierd, the peasantry and the masses with the war and the Czar's

T

%Bpolicies. lent support to Lenin's position (in addition, some  leading

Mensheviks, notably Martov, also opposed the war effort). Lenin's

analysis of imperialism (I/mperialism, the Highest Stage of Capjtaliigm,

1916) gave him further reasons to buppoée that the pro)otariangrovolution

’

was at hand.14

In State and Revolution (1917), written naa}l; sfx ponths after the
Czar had beén depose@, and approximately twq nohths before the October
Revolution, L;;in reiterated the importance of the political revolution
fn- Maryian ‘theory and  its link with the social revolution, thus
elphasiq}ng the need for .an ismediate seizure. of fower b; the
proletariat, should the ob}eétive‘siguation be favourable. Thé. October

Revolution, led by thegBolsheviks. vas hailed by.Lenin 5; a triusph of_

4
N
*

N , N

)

I

14 Chipbsr 4 of the present study examines the connocilpn between
war, ‘{mperialiss and revolution in Lenin’s thought. See also, Neil
Harding, Lenin's Polftical Thought, Macmillan & Co., London, $8%7-81,
VO]. 20 ' . ‘ N . - R
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Marx{ian -revolutionary theory.15 Not all the leaders of international

»

social denocriéy agreed with Lenin’'s estimate of the situation (Plekhanov
condemned the seizure of power as premature; Kautsky criticised {t
outright, with Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Ldeb:necht alone supporting ~£heﬂ ’
revolutionaries). In 1918 Kautsky wroie his pamphiet, 'The Dictatorship

of the Proletariat,“ and his criticism of the Bolsheviks in that work

inaugurated the historic debate between Social Démocratic and Communist .
SR l
interpretations of Marx’s theory of political revolution. 1 z

" Kautsky's main argumenfs were: (1) that the proletariat ggpuld come
to power' only through peaceful and parliamentary methods, so that ?
democratic values may be consqrved and working class rule ;ould remain
5£;ble; and (2), " that when Marx spoke af the dictatorsh?p of the
proletariat, he did not have a literal dictatorship in nind; he was

thinking of a condition of power. not a form bf governnent. Lbenin

responded almost immediately in his celebrated 'Proletarian Eevoluiion

»

A5 For a histery of the October, Revolution, see The Great. October
Socialist Revolutidn, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1977; N. Sukhanov’s .

The Russian Revolution, Harper & Bros., New York, 1862, is an eyewitnzc
gh

account of the events leading to the revolution and includes the fam
description of Lenin's return to Russia in April 1817. Sukhanov, tho
claiming to be impartial, holds a social democratic position L.
Trotsky’s A History of the Russian Revolution, Pluto Press, London, 1877,
{s 8 literary masterpiece by an important participant in the revolution.

A work by a:oontenporary scholar ‘is David Mandel's 2 volume study,

The Petrograd Workers & the Fall of the Old Regime,  New _York, St. B
Hartin;s Press, 1883, vol. 1; vol. 2, The Petrograd Uorkers & the 59 jet
Sg{zuge ‘of Power, London,oﬂaclillan. 1884,

16 John Kauisky s lntroduetion to. The Dictatorship of the
"Prolet ariat, University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, 1064, p. xi.
Moo

-
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and the Renegade Kautsky.'!” This essay, remarkable as much -for {ts -
e

bitter invective as for the wealth of its ideas, has not received the

attentionn that it deserves. It is at once a defence of the actuaf

dictatorship of the proletariat (which was established after the October

ﬁevolution of 1917) at that given period of Ruéhiqn history, as well as a

theoretical statement of the central'lnportance of this concept to {'_

Marxian revolﬁtioniry theory. It reiterates with even greater urgency

than The State and Revolution (written before the October Revolution) the

need to smash the bourgeois state machine and therefore, as a logical.

-~

) corollary to this process, the revolutionary conquest of powér by the
’ . proletatiat, an undertaking, which by its very nature, would be a sudden

overthrow of the existing government.

14

After accusinglkautfky of having turned his back .on revolutionary

+

Marxism since the beginning of ‘the First World War, Lenin goes on to

observe that "the question of the dictatorship is a question ©of the

-

relation of the proletarian state‘tp the bourgeois state, of' proletarian
%,

|
5

democracy to bourgeois denocracy."18 And as eQidonce of the importance

of this dictatorship in Harxian theory (an iaportance which Kautsky had

) bel;t%led) he’ quotes from Marx's. gpttique of the Gotha Progralne—(1875):

t . ! 7 : ) . - . -
R Between capitalist and communist society l{ies the period
of the revolutionary transforsation of the one into the
other. _Corresponding to this i{s also a period in which

U
L A N a

<D . ’

17 Lenin, Cof!gcged Uorkss Progr%fjjﬁublishars..Hpjcou. 1981, vol.
28- ‘ ° o . - ' ) ! i

~

- . 18 Lenin, op. cit., vol. 28, p. 232. _ T ‘ .

~ .

et

. T . 11
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\ the state can be nothing but the rovolutiona;y dictator-
ship of the prqletariat.lg . ,

<

’

Lenin_/fbeﬁ on to point out, quite accurately, that the formula
'dictatorship of the proletariat’ is merely "a IOP; historically cancrete .
and scientific.fér-ulatifn of the proletariat’s task o} 'slashipg' the

<boqrgeols state -achine,fabou{ which both}Ha}x and Engels, in summing ‘up

. the experienée of the Revolution of 1848, and, still more so, of 1871,

e

spoke. for forty years, between 1852 and 1891."29  He then criticizes
Kautsky for not of}ering a definition of the wo}d ’d;ctatorshlp' in an
adequate manner. Dictatoisﬁip, says Lenin, does not simply mean the
abo;ition \of democracy, as Kaptsky had.clainaa in his gamphlet. ' It is
natural, . according to Lenin, for a liberal .to speak of democracy in
général, but a Marxist "will never forget to ask fs; what cl;ss."é?
Rebellions among slaves in ancient times reveal the fact that the state
in thogel tibes ‘was essentially a dictatorship of the slave owners,
a{though '}t did not abolish denqcracy among- and for the sladéﬂolders.

",

In forgetting the class ‘struggle,. Kautsky hg&' distorted the Marxian

B meaning 6f democracy. Acqordipg to Lenin:

. * To transform Khutskyus‘ilberal and false assertion into a ///
Mirxist and true .one, one must say: dictatorship doés not
necessarily - mean the abolition of democracy for the clasg/

7 that expgrcises the dictatorship over other classes; but jt-
N does mean the\abollgion {or very material gestrictiﬁn,'
. - a . ' ‘ " ' ’
T ” . ) 7 -9' ¢
19 \ , . , .
N MO_Q\‘Pn 2330 R ) . - /
20 l!ig-. p' 2330 ) ? ! ‘ . '//
” [ -~ s ; ’

21 Ih‘g;. P’ 2350 - ‘, S ".. \ //" , ' L "
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y; " which 1is also a form of abolition) of democracy. for the
// - class over which, or against which, the dlctntquhig’ is
/ prercised. 55 .

r

At this Qtage of the argument Lenin offers a definition of dictatorlhlpl

Dictatorship |is

rule baseh directly upon force &nd

unrestricted by any laws. Tﬁg revolutionary dictatorship,
of tNWe proletariat is rule won and maintained by the use
of violence by the proletariat against the bourgeoisie,
rule that is unrestricted by any lags.,3

“Further, cbntinued Lenin, to make a distinction between forms of. .govern-

ment and conditions of power, is a fraud and "a very crude falsifjcation

of Marx, who was very clearly speaking here of this or tﬂat form or type

of state and not of forms of governnent."z4

There are; for instance, monarchies whi¢h are not typical of the

bourgeois state, while there are republics-that have both a military

clique and a bureaucracy.

If Marx had advocated (as he did) a peaceful

form of polftical transition for England and America in the 'seventies',
\':

b 3

it wag because in both countries, at the time, there was a minimum of

lili}arism and bureaucracy.

|
This was clearly no longer the case now, ‘and

under the\conditions of the militarise and bureaucracy of the bourgecis

state, "the revolutiona;y
-against the bourgeoisie;

Eartigu]hglx called #or, as

22 |pid., p. 235.
23 |bid., p. 236.

24 1bid., p. 236.

dictatorship of the proletariat s viclence
and the necessity of such violence is

o
Marx and Engels have repeatedly explained in

13 K
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importan

1 9

. r ’ <
detaid (gspecially ‘in The Civil War iA France and in the preface to

‘t)..."zs l * - *

»

Lenin concludes this section of the essay with a rzilaration °f--tQ&@#

theme of his wartime work, [mperjalism, The.Highest Stage of Capitalism -

(early 1916). In his words: ' , . Lo \\n
. ' . . ’ ) i ' M
+++ pre-monopoly capitalism - which actually reached 1its
zenith in the seventies - was by virtue.of its fundamental ‘

‘economic traits, which found most typical expression in
Brit2in and in America, distipguished by a, relatively

speaking, maximum fondness for peace and . freedom.

Imperialism, on the other hand, i.e. monopoly capitalisam,

which finally matured only in the twentieth century, issby

virtue of its fundamental economic traits, distinguished

by & minimum fondness for peace and freedom, and by a

maximym and universal development éfxnilitarisn.zs

- ' ” Al
{

°
a4

The remainder of the essay is devoted to an explanation of the

"

easures undertaken by the Bolsheviks, especially tbeir action in .

dismissipg the Constituent Assembly (which Kautsky chose for special

cr' sm). Lenin does not trouble to answer yone of Kautsky's most .
—pbjections, namely, that the monopolisation of power by* the -
Bolsheviks was an undesirable Jevalopnent. This was_ probably " because
since the 1993 brea; betﬁeen the Mensheviks and the B;lsheviks. Lenin had
described ‘the former as é:;entially petty bourgeois democrats -and not
Marxists., He does make a brief reference to Kautsky's labelling of the
Nen;hevfis as Socimlists and the Bolsheviks as dictators, and meots the

4

criticism as follows:

14



. Let 48 poifmt out in 'passing: tf;at whgn ~calling tﬁo non-
Bolsheviks in Russia, i.e., the Mensheviks and Sdcialist-
Revolutionaries, socialists, Kautsky was guided by their

" name, that is, by a word, and not by the actual plsce they -
occupy In the struggle between the proletariat and the
. bourgeoisie.z-,

Throughout his career Lenin had pyt forward the clai ~to Dbe the’

authentic iﬁterpre’ter of Marxism, calling himself an orthodgx Marxist,
an-d' by orthodc;xy, meaning adherence to the revolutionary dimensions of
Harxian.‘ pheory.. tle had dismissed his oppon;'nt\s in the international
:uove'ment as 'revisionisis'. 'reforaists’, and 'opportunists’'., And indeed
he could well poilnt to the Bolsheviks as the only leaders of a successful

Marxian revolution, while the others stood i:»y and watched the defeat of
™~ .

the working class and in some cases aiding and abetting this defeat. I‘n
"his uin‘q,‘ then, the question of the Bolsheviks-.'as fhe only authentio
‘Harxists of the period, was intimately linked to the exposition of
revolutionary Marxism. In essence he saw this as resting "on three
assumpt-ions of Marx's theory: . .

1. State power is exercised by the economically dominant class to

perpetuate this dominance.

-

2. Capitalism would be succeeded by socialism; but this process is not
, pt;\rely. an objective one, requiring as. it does the active
intervention of an historical ageni, the modern pro‘tarlat"lod by a

revolutionary Party. . "

3. The vanguard of the victorious érol‘etarht would be the Party.

&

27 1bid., p. 232. - .



Lenin’'s contemporaries in the Social Democratic movement were critical of

~

his interprefation of Marx and this“tradition has ‘extended to the present -

(L)

time. .
| . ’ | 4

Conflicting Interpretations and Scholarly Debate
f -

Lenin had called the leaders of Social Democsacy in Russia, France,

/ ,
Germany and England 'revisionists’' for advocating a’ pargianentary

Al

conquest of political power by ‘the working class. Yet, this

'revisjonisal had, at least in Germany, aﬁtedaied Lenin's emergence as a

leading Russfﬁn Marxist. In 1881, at its congress at Erfurt, the German

Socia! Demaqcratic Party (hereafter referred to as the SPD) adopted tﬂe
% . L]

AN

Erfurt Programme, which subsequently_became the authoritative source of

guidance for German Social Desocracy. There is no iggtion in that

K3

programee of the phrase 'dictatorship of the proletatt?tf and indeed the
conquest of\power is envisaged here in parliamentary terms. As Robert
Tucker hgs noted in his brief introduction to the 1971 edition of the

v
Erfurt Programme (now entitled The Class_Struggle), the' SPD while

"continuing to profess the classical Marxist belief in the coming

-

revolutionary breakdown of the bourgeois order, was practising the

.politics of democratic socialism. "6

'l

Here, one encounters the first of many ditficulties in attempting to

o

evaluate Lenin's Marxist orthodoxy. The historical Marx lived and wrote

z

during an earlier period in'the history of capitalism "(1818-1883); yet,

[

~

28 Robgrt Tucker, The Class gtguggf;, pp. 3-4. .

16 N
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on his own estimate, he had evolved a theory of ‘'scientific socialism’
that uo%ld, in its general schema, fit both earlier and later periods of
history. Lenin accepted this position, as do all contemporary Marxists

whelhgr of the West, the East or the Third World. ~ However, shertly aftet

N
-

Marx's dea}h. his theories of polﬁ%ica[ change were interpreted in three -

different ways, that Stanley Moore describes as alternative models: (1)

the patié}h of péﬁianent revolution, (2) the pattern of increasing
) -
m{;ery, and (3) the Qiiiern of competing éystenshzg /

The first ;odgl'{s a ‘inof&ty revolution, so called because the'
proleégriat is in the minority. Lenin, aQ)StEnley Moore sees it, was the
chief practitioner of this type of'revoluti;n, which Marx had p;opﬁsed
for Germapy qnd France in the 1840s. The second ;odel is a wsajority

~

style revolution, since the working classiare in a majority. Here, of
v

course, one is dealing not so much with .'revolutios’ 4&s .with a

. Yo
*transition’" from capitalism to socialism. The conquest of political

power is achieved through parliamentar} sethods. Kautsﬁy and the German

Social Democrats pursued this model. The pattefn of competing systems,

although it was intended-as a revision of Marxian thedry (pagticularly
the wmodel of perlane;t revoluiion) by Edouard Bernstein, was clearly an
abandonment of ngxisn.3° This model envisages the gradual control and

reform of capitalism by the superior democratic forces of socialism; to

EY
-~y

the extent that the process is gradual, the two systems .would continue to

b

4

-

29m Stanley Moore, Three Tactics, Th iék rou n arx, Monthly
Review Press, New York, 1863, p. 13.

30 ihidc' pP! 37"96- [N 1’?\"‘
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peacefully compete with each other.

&

The second and third models (that of Kautsky and Bernstein

"}espectively) of revoluiion are ﬁresented as alternatives to thé Leninist

b

-

interpretation of Marx. They are reflected in varying degrees in the

works of a numher of contemporary scholars: George Lichtheim’s Marxigm,

) . ‘
An Historical & Critical Study, Shlomo Avineri's The Social and Poljtical \
Thoyght of Kar! Marx, L. Kolakowsﬁi's Marxism and Peter Gay's The

‘

©
Dilemmas of Democratic Socialism, to name a few of the works which ‘have

(nfluenced‘ léier generations ofoLenin schdla:g (1heré are exceptions to
this mainstream; | shaL} return to this question).

éll of thfse works treat the questioﬁ.of.the revolutionary conquest
of power as.a passing ph;;E'ln Marx's thinking, which can be explained
away by the autﬁor’s youthfuiness as well as by the_histogic;l fact that
this theory was first evolved during the 1840s (a period of terbulence in
European history) and while Marx was in residencg in Germany and in
Francg: In this interpretation, Marx is seen as having virtually

. s
abandoned revolutionary theory by the 1860s, the period of . the .

»

. establishaent of the First'lnternaiional and the growth of the Ilabour

movement .in England where Marx now resided. Lichtheim and Kolakowski

agree that Lenin's emphasis on roVblution;ry methods was dictated by the \\\

-

special circumstances of Russia's economic backwardness (a characteristic

- -

shared by Germany i; the political sphere).31 "Both scholars, hovever,

opoint to the dormant Jacobin.tendencies also in Marx, tendencies which .

bl

b a . ' )\

, 31 Lichtheis, op. cit.’, "Kolakowski, op. cit., pp. 325-351, pﬁ. 381-
4125 respectively. ) -

¢ } 1.
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sometimes surfaced unexpectedly, as hangovers from his youthful past.

The conclusion that is then drawn is that the Leninist variant of Marxism
% . .

is admirably suited to backward countries and can even claim a measure of

respectability in the Marxian traditi&n. o
L

oo This had a?ready been pointed out by John Kautsky in his {ntroduo-

tion to the 1964 editton of Karl Kautsky's The Dictatorship of the

¢
Proletariat. Thus, with certain reservations and qualifications and

coming through a different route altogether, the Lichtheim thesis (if one

Q‘
may so designate it), quite unintentionally confirms the Stalin thesis.

that described Leninism as the Marxism of the age ofﬂlnperialisn.az It

° 5

must be remarked here that the connection between Russia's econoaic

backwarﬁieis\ and international capitalism had already been present in
S ’

-

Lenin's thinking as far back as 1896 in The Development of Capitalism

Russia and was developed to its rullest in Lgperialfsu. the Highest Stage

9. ,
of Capitalism, though the revolutionary asotif in Lenin's thinking attains

1
w

S |
its clearest expression in the early work in ways which are significant
ifn Lenin's overall approach to rgvolution, as we shall see. Though

neither Lichtheim nor Kolakowski seriously employs the word 'ilppriallsl'

‘their  &oncession to Leninism as an historically necessitated variant of

v

Marxism, w3s not only motivated by scholarly sérupulosity but also by
their desi 2 to salvage for Western society the hunaqfst ‘qonpononts of
Marxism. Although' the conscious intent was to ﬂBPhold the universal

validity of the ériority of democracy over socialfisms, the unwitting

N -

‘o

32 Joseph Stalin, Eoundatioﬁs of Leninism, Interriational Publishers,
NB\I YOl‘k, 1939’ p'o 10: \t\

>
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result was to accentuate the division of the world into haves and have-

nots, with the latter understandably opting for revolutionary Marxiss.
— . o ] )
The dilemma is an fancient’ one, and was confronted by Karl Kautsky
b

when he castigated the October Revolutions as a departure from Marxism

(The Dictatorship of the'Proletariat). Kautsky’s dilella_was-essehiially
this: writing in 1918, after the fact of the Russian Revolution, and

after the failure of German Social Democracy to stop the Kaiser's

imperialist ' designs (indeed with the majority of the SPD voting Yor war

credits) and after the ignominious collapse of the Second International
(whose Jeaders sgpported the war effort of their respective countries),
Kautsky could on;y feebly make his voice heard in the general adulation
that greeted the Bolshevik accession to power. Such ua; the Ior;l
authority and the prestige of Lenin and the BolsheViks. that‘not only did

the “working classes of all countriés, but even some German Social

Denocfh&g vere inclined to support the new regime in Russia (as Kautsky

-

pas néted in his The Dictatorship of the Proletariat). It seemed to the

~ &
éirhd papulations of the belligereﬁt countries that the Bolsheviks alone

had pulled . g¢heir ‘country out -of a destructive war and were setting about
) . .

reconstructing their economy. The\bnthusiasl for the Russian ’cnuse .
¥ . ’

spread also among intellectuals (Harold Laski's The Webbs and Soviet

Communism, a fdney_ and Beatrice Webb's Soviet Comsunism: A New
Y -

Y

Civilizatjon), and would oﬂ]} let up in 1856, after -Khruschev's

-,

.
N
. A

* .

kc ; ¢ | . .
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revelations about the Stalinist period.33

A number of Western Sodietologists read back from their present
perceptiog owaOQiet society as a to}a?}larian regime to the Stalinist
era and further back to Soviet rule ggder Lenin, making no distinction 5

between the three periods. Such scholars, who attribute all the ills of

present day Soviet society to the dominance of the Party, naturally tend

to interpret Lenin's emphasis on the Farty as a departure from Marxisa.

Rjgert Daniels, for instance, argues in ‘'Leninism and the Russian
, .

Revolution' (The Nature of Communism).34 that democratic centralism is a
deviation from classical Marxism. Kilroy-Silk maintains that Lenin“

™

followed the voluntarist, insurrectionist Marx .of the early period

(Socialism Since Marx)®? Marcel Ljebman argues that th;‘disinlegration of

\ ) -

33 similar situation confronted Rosa Luxemburg whose differences
with Lenin on party organization and democratic centralism went as far .
back as 1903, the year of the first split between the Menshevik and
Bolshevik factions of the RSDLP. Luxemburg-would soon break with the SPD
and along with Karl Liebknecht, form the nucleus of the.German Communist
Party (KPD), and in 1917, support the October Revolution. But the area
of disagreement with Lenin stil]l remained. Luxemburg had all along
objected to the emphasis placed .on the Party and . looked to the
spontaneous .growth of ‘working class consciousness (The _ Russian
Revolution, 1918). Whatever the merits of her arguments (and these are
examined in Chapter 3), the fact remained that Luxemburg had not welded
together a strong party such as the Bolshevik Party. Her outstanding
moral stature and her great gifts Bs a Marxist theoretician did not
compensate for a~fundamental naiveté that distinguished her political
careser. As political activists both Luxemburg and Liebknecht were

capable agitators, not leaders (see Sebastian Haffner's The Failure of a
Revolution). - N k]

>

2

34 Marcel Liebman, ‘'Lenin in 1805: A Revolution that Shook a’
Doctrine' in Lenip Today, Monthly Review Press, New York, 1870, pp. 57-75.

Robert Daniels, 'Leninism & the Russian Revolution’, The Nature of
Communism, pp. 18-29. - ‘ ° . . .
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the revolutionary movement after 1907 caused Lenin to return to his ‘own

earlier authoritarian attitude to the Party, which he had temporarily

.- abandoned during fhe 1905 revolution and the emergence of the soviets.

Ribhard Pipes dates the emergence of an undemocratic philosophy in

Lenin's thought from 1899.35 Bertram Wolfe sees Lenin's concept of the

Party as a travesty of Marx’s and Engels' views on- the subject.36 These‘.

are some representative views that may be encountered in céﬁ{enporarf

scholarship not an exhaustive summation of €he literature on the subject.

The point &hat must. be noted, however, is-that all these authors share 32

LN
common aversion to what is perceived as the ‘latént or potential
*
aythoritarianism in Lenin’s political thought. In The Origins of the

¥

S Communist Autocracy Leonard Schapiro takes a somewhat more sophisticated

0 stand. He analyses the many factors that led to 'one Party rule in
Russia: the Civil War, foreign intenvention, the increasing political

opposition to the Bolsheviks and the perceived threat of a repetition of

a

chaog_in Soyiot—Russia.37
A variant -of the'argunent that Lenin’s concept of the Party is a,

departure from Marxi;n theory is the thesis that his Marxism was overlaid

\

¢

35 Richard Pipes, "The Origins of Bolshevisam: The Intellectual

Evolution of Youny Lenin’, in 'Revolutionary Russia: A °symposium,
Doub l eday Bookgthardin City, 1969, pp. 26-52.

. . 36 Bertrarn Wolfe, 'Dictatorsh&p of Class, Partj; or Doct:ine?; in
- a sa 0Q Years in the Life of a Doctrine), Dell Publications, New
York, 1967. :

37 Leonard SQBapiro. The Or{gin of the Comsunist Autocracy, Harvard
University Prebs, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1956. - o

22

with a strong admixture of-the influence of two great populists, - Lavrov ’



¥

and Tkachev: Both stressed the need for a secret organization that nould
gseize power and establish itself as .the government of lthe new
revolutionary state. This point of view is expre&sed.(n some detail in

the studies by Darrell P. Hammer and Albert Ueeké.aa A. Walicki's The
Controversy Over Capitalism: Studies in the Social Philosophy of the

Populigts 1is a scholarly refutation of such a connection betvoen Lenin
and  the Russian Populists, the nain point of difference being that tne
socio-economic. base of the Russian populists was the petty bourgeocisie,
while the Ruséian Marxists based themselves on the emerging {industrial
proletariat.39

Although Lenin had most certainly read Lairov, Tkachev and other

populist writers, and although he deeply admired Chernyshevsky's What {s

to be Done?, and may even have pondered over the wmerits of a
conspiratorial group gf revolutionaries‘seizing power, the task that he
himself set the Bolshevik Party was based on a different set of premises’
frgn those assumed by .the Russian ?opulists. ‘As‘we shall see later in
this study, that ¥hsk set itself the goal of - bringing the industrial
p;oletariat, the peasantny and the masses together in a common fight
%gainst the autbcracy and joining forces with ‘the bourgeois parties.
Subsequently, this bourgeois revolution would pe\ connletnd by the
proletariat, in alliance with the péasantry; thus proyiding for a

*y

38 parrell P. Hammer, *The Dictatorship of the Proletariat’ and Albert
.L. Weeks, 'Peter Tkache¥: The Forerunner of Lenin’, both. articles {n
Lenin and Leninism, D. C. Heath & Co., Lexington, 197i, pp. 3-24.

39 4, walicki, The Controversy Over Capitaljgm: Studjes i
Philosophy of the Populjsts, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1868, pp. 1-28.

[
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t;ansition to socialism. This two-stage theory of revolution has very

little in common with either Russian Populisﬁ or French Blanquism, ~ )

One of Lenin's main contributions is the concept of the Party as the

vanguard of ‘the dictatorship of the groletariat. Its 1inks with the

Marxian, theory of the Party will be examined later in this stud;.4° It
1s enough to-say here that the notion that the Social Democrats must be
the most responsible, n;sg éonscious elemen@ of the proletariat,
Jisciplined and well organized to lead an armed insurrection, was
balanceg by the equally weighty consideration that& the objective
conditions for the sefzure of power must exist at any given time. The
famous controversy over spontaneity bérsus consciousness (where he took
fssue with Rosa Luxem?urg and which was first openly expressed in What is
to be Done?, 1901, where Lenin emphasised ;he tole of coﬁsciousness) was
in reality (g%non-issueras far as Marxian theory is ‘H"cerne&. At no
stage in his career Aid ﬁarx maintain that the Party and the proletariat
are identfcal. Marx distinguished between trade uynion conéciousness\ and
clasg consciousness, as did Lenin, who of course, would develop this
«
point in greater detail, lipking it to the rol?‘that the Party would play
in relation” to the proletariat. This gay or may not be, an 'elitist’
point of view; what is undér consideration is uge;her it can claim to be

74

Marxiarn in its orientation.

. 9

By a process of elimination it becoqeé clear that what is controver- °

sial In the Marx-Lenin connection are: (1) the conquest' of political

-
’

40 B, ‘ :
o See Chapter 3‘uf‘the present study.

» v, \
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pover by the proletariat using non-parliamentary lothods, and (2) the

vanguard role pf,the Party. John Molyneaux's Harx;;- and the Party is an

attempt by a contemporary scholar to elucidato and validate the central

role of ‘the Party,*! while Alan Gilbert's 'Salvaging Marx from Avineri’

A

is a cleaf statement of the connection between Marxian theorj' and the

42

seizure of power. Lucio "Colletti’s 'The Marxism of the Second

International’ is the most detailed analysis of the\phanonenon of social

-

democracy and its 'distortions’ of Marxian revolutionary theory.‘3 The

question of the relhtionship between backwardness 'def revolutiondry

v

Marxism, has in recent years, occupied_the.attenfion of scholars.%® In a
perceptive study of Trotsky, Baruch‘Knei-Paz, has examined the way in

which Trotsky attempted to understand the relationshiﬁ of backwardness to

LAY

a socialist revolution.45 Althusger's rélarkablé ahalysis of Lenin’s

theory of the ‘'weak I'ink’ in the fmperfalist ' chain, representg_ the
\ 5

October Revolution as the dialectical outcome of the "accumulatijon and

exacerbation of “all-the historical copgrédictioggfthen ’posiib!g ;n a

L]

41 John, Molyneaux, Hafxis! and the Party, Piuto Press, London, 1878.
‘ P

’

42 Alan Gilbert, 'Salvaging Marx from Avineri’, Political Theory, 1876

43 Lucio Colletti, 'Bernstein and the Marxism of the Second Interna-

tional in From Rousseau to Lenin, Monthly Review Press, Nov York, 1872,
pPp. 45- 108.

Q

\ I3

44 Alexandar Gerschenkron4 (1) antinuitz 1 ﬂistgnx, and other
esgsays, Harvard University“Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1968; (2) Economie:

Backwardness . in Historical Perspective, a book of essays,  Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1862,

[ 4 . .
45 Baruch Knei-Paz, The Social a Poljtical ht of- ’

Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1878, ‘ ' -
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ing! tate, 46 Althnsser's‘interpretation takes place within the frame-

- -

work of his exposition of the role of Contradiction in Marx's philosophy.

Its startling originality needs to be supplenented by an elucidation of
the concept of Transition both in Marx’s and in Lenin’s thinking. The
present study attémpis to do just that, situating the dynamics af the
Contradiction-Transition process in LeMNn's early work The Development of
Chgitalism in Russia. This great and'clgssdc'ntatenent of the impact of
capitalism on Russia (a country whose backwardness was. well known to

Lenin), takes place in the éontext of a dynamic awareness by Lenin of the

<

dialectical movement of history, It is no exaggeration to say that thig :

work ¢an stand as a gynthesis of both the Lukacsian and the: Althussbfihn'

world viqy;} views whichthlve,sinultaneousiy enriched and burdened Marx-

.Ism today. This is'lpgzcunent in the best tradition of 'Harxian revolu-

tionary theory, enconpassiné as it does the concest of Transition and

Contradiction and indicating how and why a backward country such as
L '

Russiaf is the weak and yet necessary link in the c¢hain of world

_capitalisgm.

S : ‘ )
The present study also differsfrom the interpretation put forward by

, Neil Harding in his recent two-volume nopk, Lenin's Political Thougﬂ£.47

ﬁarding introduces a.distinction between the Lenin of the bourgeois demo-

cratic réyo!utionary stage and the Lenin of the socialist revolutionary

stage (the p;riod of ilpe;ialisn). The purpose of this distinction is

N ¢

‘ R
7 . :
. ,

%

46 Louis Althusser, For Marx, Versb.Edigion. London, 1978, pp. 895-96.
Finst published in French as Pour Marx, by Francois Maspero, 1965.

47 Nei| Hardi:§;>gonig's Pol{tical Thought, op. cit:
3 \ | |
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emphasize the fact that prior to his analysis of {imperialise in 191&
Lenin did not serioqsly envisag; a seizure of power-or endorse angthing
like a ;eernansnt revolution’. The distinction th;t Harding makes, Is'!n
my estimation, unnecesséry, not only because as this study will make
clear, Le;;n“gig_think in terms of the .conquest of power by the proleta-
riat early on in his career (although this became more pr;;ounced only
after the 1905 revolution) but also because a theoretical link can be be
established between the premises of permanent revolution and those of a
theory of imparia;ism. And indeed, this link is what const;tutes the

enduring contribution of Marxian theory, and one which Lenin could

appropriate as a unified whole. While it is true that Lenin wrote his

imperialism, The Highest Stage of Capitalism only in 1916, the situation

—

described in that work had begun to take shape by the turn of the
century, bnecisely at the period, when capitalism had begun to make
inroads inio the Russian economy and Russian Marxism began {ts long
career. To pu& it more precisely: (1) there is a continuity ofjlanalysis

.I

between The Development of Capitalism in Russia (1896-1808) and

.

Imperialfsm, The Highest Stage of Caéitalism, and-(2) pofitically, this

means that the revo{utionary process had tentatively begun by the turn of
the century, behooving every serious and dedicated revolutionary to wait
and prepare for the eventual overthrow of the ancien Tégime. '

I shall now attempt to gpe‘l out the philosophical foundatyons of
Lenin’;\irevolutionary politics. Harding spéaks of {t as a kind of

’prescfénce' (the importance of the primacy of theory in Lenin's career

) ’ 1,
s




as a ravo[ytiongry).“a Lukacs. refers to 'theory breaking out into-

practice’ and more significantly to the "actuality of the *revolution’.4®

In both phrases theré is a common meaning,~,the dialectic. Lukacs’s

observation that the actuality of the revolution ie‘gho core of Lenin's
’

thought and his decisive Jink with Marx is simply another wvay of saying

that the dialectic is the central gnd decisive link between these two

)

revolutionary thinkers.>© ot

What is the place of the revolution in the dialectic? For both Marx

and Lenin, the dialectic was the objective movement of history, a process

-

that took place through: (1) a transition from quantity to quality and
%

. vite versa, (2) the Interpenetration of opposite{, (3) and the negation

of the negation. This is,of course, the meaning of Marx's observation in
Das Kapital that {in this work "... the evolution of the economic

formation of society is viewed as a process of natural history."s%

48 Harding, op. bit.
. %9 Georg Lukacs, Lenin: A Study in the Unity of His Thought.

o0 50 bid,

51 Kar} Marx, Capjtal, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1877, wvol. 1, p.
21. The literature on the relationshkp of the Marxian dialectic to the
Hegelian is extensive. In the Marxist camp the two famous critiques of
this relationship are offered by Althusser and Colletti in For Marx, op.
cit., and From Rougseau to Lenin, op. cit., pp. 111-140, respectively.
Both, from different perspectives, question the Hegelian origin. af 'the
Marxian dialectic, maintaining that what is new in Marx is not merely the
Hegelian dialectic 'inverted’ but a new production. | have followed the
traditional interpretation: taking Marx at his word, that the Hege]ian
dialectic was standing on its head and had to be inverted.

The wmost distinguished recent account of the Hegelian dialectic {s
Hans-Gsorg Gadamer's el {ialectic, Yale University Press, New Haven,
1976. Originally published in German under the title Hegel's Diajectic,
1971 by J.C.B. Ho:f. g '
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Engels continued the exposition of the dialectic, both in nature and in

human thought in Dialectics of Nature and Lenin took the enquiry further
! alec J ] ,

in Conspectus of Hege!'s Logic.s2 In this ‘'classical' tradition of

Marxism, the Hegelian dialectic is seen as a correct account of the’ twin

processes of human history and of nature. + espacially pertinent as
L 4

" descriptive of humam: thinking processes. The point that is relevant here

is that the dialectic as a "reflection’ of what was going on in the

&

external world, had important consequences for Marx's and Engels’

materialist interpretation of history. .

Both the periodisation of history (the succession of <wepochs, . the

communal, ancient, feudal and modern) and the movement pf the period of

¥

capitalism (which was the immediate object of Marx's study) were seen as
. \
expressing dialectical movement. In evaluating Das Kapital, Lenin makes

) .
the interesting observation that although Marx had not left a Logic

behind hia, he had left the Logic of Capital.53 The significance of this

observation 1is precisely this: 1in-Das Kapital there 1is simultaneously

the use of the dialectic as a method of analysing a given reality, here
’ .
the capitalist mode of production. as well as the uge of the dinlectic Ai

a 'reflection' of a chanying reality, the phenomenon that Engels referrcd

»

<

14 - e

The most lucid account of the similarities and the differences
between the two dialectics is in Martin Nicolaus' Foreword to his trans-
lation of the Grundrisse, Karl Marx, Grundrisse, Vintage Books, New York,
1973, pp. 26-44. .

‘\

o
i

52 Frsoerick Engels, Dialectics of Nature, Progress Publishers,

'Hoscow. 1874 and V.I. Lenin, 'Conspectus of Hegel’'s Logic’, Collected .

Uorks, Progress Publighers, Hoscou. 1961, vol. 38.

53 V.1. Lenin, 'Conspectus of Hegel'’s Logic’, op, cit., p. 317.

- 20




-
o “

to as the phenomenon of arising and passing away. The same can be said .'

of Lenin's The Development 6f Capitalism in Russia. The movement that

Sty

" this work seeks to reflect is the transition from feudalism to capitalism

and thence to socialism. The 'actuality' of the revolution,, then, is not

something conjured up by the feverish imagination of a revolutionary, but

1

the necessity of the historical process, the necessity to be interpreted
dialectically and not mechanically. Hence the appearance of the working
ctags in Russia, which will overthrow capitalism, is the ggjg;l contra-
diction of capitalisnm, despite‘the difference of this capitalist forma-
tion from iés European ébunterpart. The concept of 'uneven developﬁent'
’khat Lenin formulated ko cover all of the determinations of this phenome-
non (bnckwardnesé, intense concentration of the wo{king class in given

centres, etc.) is continuous with the dialectical periodisation of

N \
history. A ¢

Al -

One of the wmost difficult concepts of Marxian theory (an& of _

-

Lenin's?- is the role of the historical agent of revolution, the

3
proletariat. 1f the revolution is not only a change in the production,

-

“ but also the transfeéiof power from one class to the ‘other, it is still
A

possible for this change to take place in 5 deterministic inevitable
~manner; this was precisely how the Marxigts. of the Second lnternationa{
interpreted rev&]utionary change. In thip study | shall argue that this
mode! of change.does not cofrespond with the conc?pt of the ‘'actuality’
of the revolution eitRer as Marx or Lenin pnd;rstogd it. Only the
;oncopt of lthe 'pgrlanence of tﬁe Kivolqﬁion’ provides the necessary
?orrospondonce[ The 'seizu;e_of power by the historical }gent is in a
sengse both premature and yet necessary. In the 'Conspectus of Hegel's

e
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- Logic’ Lenin jots down approvingly a passage from Hegel's Encyclopedia:

Whether a thing is possible or impossible depends bn the
content, i.e., an the sum-total of the moments of
Actuality which in its unfolding discloses itself to be
Necessity.s4

In the total context of a worla historical process (which Lenin qni&e
obviously thought was a genuine event), in this case, the onset of
capitalism in Russia, the historical agent’'s readiness for the assumption
of power, could not be directly correlated to its numerical gkrength. but
to its objective position in the revolutionary'schele.

[

The specific determinants of a historical proce}s are to be .sought
out; these, however, ’Eitjjt be reduced ko a nsingle ‘schema of world
development. Consequently,™ neither the existence‘ of a concentrated
‘broletariat or a Highly self-conscious Sociél Democratic Party 'could

overstep the limit of a large rural population in Russia; this was the
e

limit of 'capitalism's progress in Russia and ohe which would play an

unexpected role in the revolution.

o L]

Although a very real limit, it contaihed its own highly differc
entiated distinctions: hence it was not just the 'peasantry’, but, as
Lenin points out consistently throughout his career, it is also the poor

peasantry, the middle peasantry and the rich peasant;y, which would

B A
relate to the revolutionary process in different ways and a% different

©

times, The 1905 revolution inRussia, although prisarily a =

~- -
‘.

initiated by the working class in the capitals (through the sovio:g),

54 1pid., p. 157. 2

'
7
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beén preceded Hy a series of péasant disturbances, these events
reflecting quite exactly, the contradictory relationship in which the

peasantry stood in relation to both feudalism and emergent capitalism and

s
as Marx had indicated in The Class Struggies in France and as Lenin would

explicates in his The Development of Capitalism in Russia, this would

signal the beginning of an alliance between the peasantry and the
Pr g
proletariat.

The -First World War which Lenin saw as directly related to world-
imperialism, represented the gathering of forces which had been riféning
since the advent of capitalism in Russia. [n Russia, the relationship*
between capit?lism ;nd imperialism was expressed by a double process:
(1) the inter-imperialist rivalry between Russia and the other_
inperial}st states, (é) the reproduction of backwardness and uneven
developament within Rggsiit This proc;ss took plac;— in Russia, long
before the theorétical studies of imperialism by either Bukharin or Lenin
and at that period Lenin could expfess it (as indeed even Marx could)
only within the framework of the permanent revolution; this fraﬁework,

resting as itéﬁfﬁ. onﬁtherdialectical interpretatidn of the ’actuality’

of the revolution.

-

I have spent some time on the implications of/:;:\szklectic for a

reasonable wunderstanding of the disparate elements that went inta’
N
historical materialism and which provide a hnifiing perspective to both

Marx's and Lenin's ’pol}tical theory. As | have said earlier, the

M ~

© materialist dimension is quite clear in the link-up between the¢
q

and the political revolutions. Nevertheless, as has happened in the

“

social

“studies of this subject there is a pronounged tendency to trea
%\
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prgblém' as if it were a question of two revolutions, the social and the
political, when in fact it is one revélutiqn. the proletarian rcvoluiion
(1 shall examine this problem in éhapter 1 of this study). This' missing
connection, ther;fore, is the dialectic: viewed nét a8 an abstraction,
H%vering over the historical process, but as immanent in it, and capable
of comprehension by the human‘niﬁd. wh7never it is thinking dialectical-
ly. The interplay between structures, between theé social and the
npblitical. structures, acquires its urgency and its temporality, in the
periodisation of, h{story. thus explaining why 1t {is a proletarian
revolution that both Marx and Lenin were speaking of, rather than any
) otﬂ?r type of revolution,
In Chapter i, | shall examine the connection between the social
and political revolutions in Marx's thought‘ ~ Chapter 2‘ will study

Lenin's'early life as a revolutionary and as mex e RSDLP, paying

special attention to The Development of Caf

believe adumbrates virtually all of the themes of

enin’s later { thought.

~  Chapter 3 deals with a sensitive issue, 'Lenin and the Party’. I have

examined here: (1) the historical background of Lenin’'s association with

¥

the RSDLP, (2) Lenin’s taeory of the significénce of revolutionary

political consciousness as expressed in What is to be Done?, and, (3)

s

George Lukacs’' philosophical explanatory schema for the - political.

practice outlined in What is to bquone?. | have singled out Lukacs as

he appears to be the only Marxist thinker who has attempted to meet the
probléﬁ of the .’'revolutionary subjec%' head on and has produ&od an,
interesting synthesis of Hegg}ian'philosophy and Leninist political

theory.
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In Chapter—4, 1| examine the significance of Lenin’s strategy .for a

peasant-proletarian alliance for-the possibilities of ‘'uninterrupted

-

revolution’. This chapter will also focus on: ('1) the 1905 Revolution,
(2) the analysis of imperialism, especially in relation to the First
Worid War and as continuing the essential interpretative schema of the

A
permanent revolution. Chapter 5 will présent the central theme of

political revolution, now seen by Lenin in The State and Revolution, as

¢

the culmination of a long historical process, but also pointing to new

tagks. . ‘gt o
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CHAPTER 1
ONE REVOLUTION, TWO QUESTIONS -

The materialist interpréiayfbn of history that Marx and Engels

offered’ in The German ideology effectively explains ‘their view of

revolution as a change in the mode of production of ; soc}ety and the
transfer of power f;om one class to another. In specifying the
proletariat as the rising class, who would goth be the agent of
revolution and its immediate beneficiary, the two authors invoked the
principle of the perio&isatioq of history, in fhe game work, The German
Ideology. While the first éxnlanatory prinéiple. the materialist
interpretaf}on .of history, could be seen as . a straightforw:;d
) N A
*scientific’ explanation ' (the observation ﬁff historical facts and
generalisations thereof), the second principle rests on a philosopﬁ?ﬁ of
history, that is clearly Hegeliaq in orfgin. though not 1identical! with
it. The unique synthesis of thes; two, the materialist interpretation of
history and the periodisation of history, is the Marxian dialectic,
without which, the link between the social¢and the political revolutions,.
as well as the role of the historical aggnt, remain _ipconprehensibla.
One result of this failure to make the Marxian dialectic the nodal' point

o .
of Marxian thepry is that scholars and commentators focus n;}rowty on
either the question of the 'social revolution’ or on the 'political
revolution’, thus gene;atink the imp}esslon that we are dealing with -two
revolutions, when, ' in .fact, Ptsis one revolution, the prolota;iap

«a

“y
"~

\{




revolution.1

“In attempting to examine the unitary process of the proletarian
revolution, as both an historié&l and a structﬁral change In Marx's
‘presentatdon of it, | shall begin with an exposition of the -agerialist
interpretation of history ang the periodisation of hisfory, and then look
- for their synthesis in the Marxian dialectic, thus providing the unifying
~ Itnk between thepsocial an&.the politiéal revoiutions. fhis sy;thasis,
however, remained an abstraction until tke experiences of the 1848

revajutions in Germany and France, after which the permanence of ¢the

. revolution became the concrete mode of expression for a world historical

process.
o

. . 3,
%
The Materialist Interpretation of Histary and The Periodisation of It

In The German ldeology Marx and Engels state the first premise of

their new materialism as follows:

2

' cee men can . be distinguished frof animals by
édﬁsciousness. by .religion or anything else you Ilike.
They themselves begin to distinguish themselves from
animals as soon as they begin to produce their .-means of
subsigtence, a step which is conditioned by their physical
organisation. By producing their means of subsistence men
are indirectly producing their material life... -~ This mode

* of production must not be considered simply as being :the -
reproduction of the physical existence of the individuals,
Rather, it is a definite form of actiyity 'of these

! For oianple, the erudite exposition of William Shaw, in his Marx's
Theory of Higtory, Hutchison & Co.,.London, 1978, presents the 'social
revolution’ via the change in the mode of production but omits the
question of the political conquest of powsr by the proletariat, although
the proletariat is seen as the agent of a slow, cvold&lonary change.
There are some oblique references to the political rovolution (see p. 111
of his study).

)
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individuals, a.definite form of expressing their life, a
definite mode of ljfe.on their part., '

The significant themes here are: (1) human beings gro&hc;fgheir means of
. subs?stence and this act distinguishes them from the other species, and
“(2) ‘this mode of production is énway of expressing their life. As it
stands, however, the‘?assage suggests thatkfhe activity of {ndividuals in
production {s scattered and has no reference points other -than {solated
individuals. The first premise then has to be supplemented by a secgnd

proposition: these individuals 'can produce only if they enter  into

definite social relationships or relations of ;roduction.3
. Human beings cannot produce unless they co-opefate with eac;_.::;}r;
primitive man redlized that he had nG Bther alternative and hence entered

- J . \i
into a voluntary association with his fellow beings. But, as the wmeans

of production develbped,and protiferated, there arose a special social

_ To take a second representative example,” G.A. Cohen's Karl -Marx's
Theary of History, A Defence, Princeton University Press, New - Jersey,
4978, mentions the class struggie\eleven times, but only in the .context
of the development of productive forces. There is no wmention of the
political conquest of power by the pnoletariat. U :

bl

Notable exceptions are the works by Sherman Chang and M. Bober: ,IEQ‘
Marxian Theory of the State, Russell & Russell, New York, 1931, and Kapr]
Marx's Interpretation of History, W:.W. Norten & Co., Inc., New York, 1948
respectively. More recently, Alan Gilbert’s 'Salvaging Marx from
- Avineri’, Political Theory, vol. 4, No: i, February 1876, pp. 9-34, is a
serious discussion of the pojitical revoiuiionqg,ﬂ. Barbalet's Marx's
Construction of Social Theory, Routledge & Kegan Paul, . Boston,’ 1883,
despite its title, is a conscientious attempt to relate the political
revolution to Marxian social theory. Its theoretical presuppositions,
though, are somewhat different from those of:the present study.

2 .Karl ,Marx & Frederick Engels, Cé]!gctog Works, Progress
Publishers, Moscow, 1875, vol. 5, p. 31. i

3 Ibid., p. 35. \

[
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arranqenent. the division of labour: first, the simple division of
labour ,within the falily,‘and theq its extension into several families
‘gathered in a tribe. The simple division of labour (that,is,'ot pu(ely
physical - labour) changedﬁlnto the division of labour beiueon mental and
material work (priests and scholars devoting themselves to mental work in
civilised ponmunities)l The division of labour introduced the first great

change {n %he economy; products were now exchanged and this in turn gave

rise to the practice of confining individuais to the labour involved in

producing .one or more of the items required by the community.4
It is at thisnstage of the division of labour that relations of

production are no Jlonger. voluntary assocfation, but a compulgory

\ . .
requirement. Once certain individuals accumulated wealth, first in the

form of immovable property (land), then movable property (slaves and .the

means of production) labouf’qu no longer either a voluntary co-operation

or a compulsory requirement (imposed by the community) but "alienated
. [ ]
labour' imposed by the requirements of the exchaqge economy, a PpProcess

that reaches its furthest expansion in capitalist production.

P

Productive forces (Produﬁtivkraefte) include things found in nature,

N r - ., ¥
the means of production devised by human beings (implements, tools, etc.)

, 8 ,
and human labour. In this sense, productive forces represent creativity _ .

‘and activity, rathé% fhan 'technology’ in its pejorative seﬂsa. G.A.

[

~ Cohen has poinfed out that "Once we notice that the development of the

s %
fprces is centrally an enrichment of human labour, the emphasis on )

4 Ibid., pp. 46-48. .
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technology loses its dehumanising appearance."s Richard Miller tends to
Py N .

°©

S
use the phrase 'productive’'powers' rather than productive forces, since
the former is less technology ridden.® Certainly this would accord with
the weight and meaning that Marx ang Engels attached to the term
[] ' - .
'Produktivkraefte’. They are also careful to point-out that the produc- §
tive forces are also accumulated from the past, both in accumulated goods
as well as in accumulated instruments of hrodpction.
The ensemble of productive forces and the relations of production is .
called the 'mode of production’. The revolution or the change in the
mode of production has been interpreted to mean that productive forces
- . .
outstrip relations of production in aib&rely mechanical fashion, as
happened in the- evolutionary socialism of Bernstein. This interpretation i
already rested on m restricted understanding of Produktivkraefte, or to
put it more strongly, on "a vulgar and nalve conception of the econony."7
Lucio Colletti has analysed the problem very accurately: . ¢ x
The so-called 'economic sphere’ - which in Marx had
. embraced both the production of things and the production
i (objectification) of ideas; production and intersubjective -
v communication; material p:gduotion and the production of
social relations (for Marx, the relation between man and
nature was also a relationship between nan‘and ‘man, and
3 "
Al
5  G.A. Cohen, Karl Marx’s Theory of History, A Defence, op.
cit. . ' : ' ‘
6 - See his article 'Producing change: wonk, technology, and power
in Marx's theory of history' in After Marx, eg. Terence Ball & James
Farr, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1984, pp. 59-86.
. 7 {
7 Lucio Colletti, 'Bernstein and the Marxism of the Second
International’ in From Rousseau to L nin. New Left Books, New York,
1972, p. 63. .
\ S
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vice versa) - - was now seen as one jsolated factor;

separated from the other 'moment’ and thersby emptied " of
any effective gocio-historical content, representing on

* the contrary, an antecedent sphere, prior to - any human
ladiagion.e '

*
>
]

The Marxism of the Second International had resulted in the "divorce of
'production’ and 'society’, of ’'materialise’ and history, the separation

of man's relation with nature frbom the éilpltaneous relations between

-
v 4

sen. "9

. A given mode of.production in society is up to a ?oint determined by
the level of productive forces; but it is also aftifiéially giueﬁ-a pro-
longed leasa on life by the existing political institutions. Thus, his-
torically, with the rise of private property, and the division of ﬁociety
into propertied ‘and propertyless classes, political institutiong hava
functioned as coercive ageﬁts tq§t compelled tﬁe population to consent to
the given mode of production. . In Iﬂg_ggggég_lggglggl Marx vand Engels

' . [
also »point #o the importance of ideology and culture in securing the

"consent of the ruled, and in generating a false consciousness -in the

ruling clasg:

e

The ideas of the ruling clags are in every epoch the =
ruling ideds:  i.e., the class which is the ruling

materi{p| force of society, is at the same time its rul{ng

jntellectual force.lo 1

- - * .,

= 8 Ibjd., p.6s. ’ .

-

9 Luecio Colletti, From Rougseau to Lenin, op. cit., p. 66.

» 10 The double role of false consciousness is explored by

Georg Lukacs, in his History and Clasg Consciousness, Collected
Works, gp.g!t.. vol. 5, p. 58. Lukacs connects the generation of

-k

[
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The word 'overthrow' is used for the first time in The Qg: gg

Ideology in an overtly political sense when Marx and Engell observe:

s
r

7 7. 1t follows that every class which is aiming at
domination, even when its domination, as is the case with
the proletariat, leads to the -sbolition of the old form of
socliety in its entirety and of domination in general, must
first conquer political power in order to represent its ,
interest in turn as the general interest, which in the
first moment it {s forced to do.,l1

The Iink between the change in the mode of production and the change 1{n
political ingtitutions 1is the class §trdggle. The centrality of this
concept is to be inferred from the pages of The German ldeology, rather

than derived directly from its arguments. The direct statement occurs

only a year later in- The Class Struggles in France. The periodisation of

history, again as a direct statenent obscures the centralfty of the
class struggle. If the mode of production, the connunalkébfeudal. and

bouréeois, are to succeed each other, the question arises as to why the
r )

false consciousness directly to the labour process under private
property relations, where owing to the alienation of a worker from
the product of his labour, he experiences ‘reification’, the
condition when a relation between subjects takes on a thing-like
" .quality. Louis Althusser goes into the question of fdeological
control (therefore the subjective factor) in the cultural’ and
Eolitical institutions of capitalism (For Karl Marx, Penguin Books,
arnondsworth, England, 1969; first published in France, 1866).

Lukacs' arguments, as is well known, take up the thono of the
Economic and-Philogophic Manuscripts of 1848>(unknown to Lukacs {n
1922, when "he wrote History and Class Consciousness), although ’
Andrew Feenberg has recently argued in Lukacs, Marx and the Sources
of Critical Theory, M. Robertson, Oxford, 1881, pp. 61-62, that the
chapter on fetishism in Dag Kagital is the closer model .for the
Lukacsian schema, p. .

a .’

11 collected ngks, op.cit., vol. 5, p. 47. -
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syuccession \of stages occurs in this pafticular sequence. Even fere the
scheme to be described as evolutionary, the presumption is that if and
when the rejations of pioduction-acted as fetters to the productive

forces (themselves described by Marx and Engels as conpiising“ both

objective and subjective faqtors)12 the movement to the new stage could

L ]

oceur -in one of many ways and yet be described as 'higher’ or

evolutionary:
0f course, one couid argue that “1<T evolutionary scheme, whatever
- ;

was later, was the higher and the better\and this would signify organisms

with fewer and fewer physical flaws. Yet, deeply influenced though Marx

was by nineteenth century science, the meaning that he attached to’

-

'later’ was pfofoundly Hegéiiab in its impliéations. History, for Hegel,

was the wunfolding of the Absolute Idea, towards making its  own

(3

potentiality for freedom, an actuality., Freedom, again, was defined as

the act of self-consciousness, the process by which Spirit; through a

L4

long gojourn in differentiation, returned to its undivided unity.13 Marx

rejected the theological implications of the Absolute Idea, but retained
the goal of history, as being the attainment of freedom for human beings,

and the dialectical method of Hegel, the latter also being an ontological

statement about reality.
\'A

%

il

-~

: b
12 "{t follows from this that a certain mode of production,. or
industrial stage, is always combined with a certain mode of co-operation,
or social stage, and this mode of co-operation is itself a “"productive
foroer" Ibid., p/ 31. ‘ ’ . .

o

13 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, The Philosophy of History, Dover
Publications, New York, 1956, (republication of the translation by J.

Sibree, 1899, The Colonial Press).

! "
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. The class gstruggle, then, is simultaneously a movement towards a'
specific goal, the attainment of freedom as the untrannell;d and creative

expression of an individual's~po;ers (Tﬁe Economic and Philosophic

Manuseripts of 1844) and an expression of the objective movement of
socio-economic ‘forces, going through a"certain sequence or pattern.
(This sequence - was clearly derived from Hegel's Science of Logic: the

transition from quality to quantity and vice versa, the inter-penetration

»
4
3

of opposites, the negation of the negation.) That Marx meant both the
attainment of freedom and the objective movement of history as an expla-

nxtion of the class struggle is evidenced by the innumerable references

to the self:activity.of individuals in The German ldeologi.14 There {s-

™~
also the brief and tantalising reference to communist consciousness, both

'

in the proletariat as a class and among other classes:

In the development of productive Yorces there comes a
stafe when productive forces and means of intercourse are
brought \into being, which, wunder the existing relation-
ships, only cause mischief, and are no longer productive
‘but’  destructive forces (machinery and wmoney); and
connected with this a class is called forth, which has to
bear all ' the burdens of society without enjoying its
advantages, which, ousted from society, is forced into the -
most decided antagonise to all other classes; a class
which forms the majority of all members of society, and -
from which emanates the consciousness of the necessity .of

. a fundamental revolution, the communist consciousness,
which may, of course, arise among the other classes too
‘through the contemplation ‘of the situation of this

%

~

SNen

.

14 The theme of self-activity.is first announced in Marx’s doctoral
dissertation, 'The Difference Between The Democritian and Epicurean
Philosophy'. See Norman Livergood's Activity in Marx's Philosophy, Martin
Nijhotf, The Hague, 1867.
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That a class could come to consciousness, through the conteamplation of

another clags's situation is an unusual statement that would have far

reaching consequepces3(the theme of political consciousness in Lenin's

What is to be Done and the distinctjon between psychological conscious-
ness and -imputed ~ consciousness in Lukacs' History and Class

angciousness).16 More i{mmediately, it would seem to contradict what is

commonly interpreted as Marx's wsaterialism’ and reinforced b§ many

references in The German ldeologx"to the fact that the material

circumstances that human - beings find themselves in are beyond -their

&

oaﬁsoious control. There is also tﬁe falous-statglent in the Preface to

A_ Contrjbution To The Critique of Polftical Econqﬁi:' "...in the social

“‘production of their oxls&rnce, - men 1nevt£ablx ent@r° into definite

‘rolation; which are independent of their witl, "7

-In the context of Marx’'s overall thinking on the subject, the
' independence’ 1n question 1is quite clearly a re:LtIve one. In The
Gersan Fdeologz, the themes of self-activity and the transforaing role of
labour, lend overwhelming {mportance ‘to the -subjective rolp of

individuals in society,. The theory of the permanent revolution

) ' _ N ’
adumbrated. in The Class Struggles in France is in the tradition of that
- .

K]

e

15 co)lected Works, op.oit., vol. §, p. 40. N .

16 | have dealt with tﬁis-qubstion,ih,Chiitdr 3 of the present .study.

17 Karl Marx, A Contribution To The Critique of Poiitical Economy,

Progrolc Publishers, Houcow, 1877, p. 20.

o
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particular strand in Marx’s thinking. The relationship of class to

-

individuals as well as the class struggle i{s only hinted at, as it were;

there is only one direct reference in The German [deology:

Competition separates individuals from one another, not
only the bourgeoisie but still more the vorkers, in spite
of the fact that it brings then togethor. Hence it’'is a
long time before these individuals can unite, apart from
the fact that for the purpose of this union - {f it {s riot
to be merely local - the necessary Beans, 6{. great .
fndustrial cities and cheap and quick communications, have
first to be produced by big industry.q

. . AE}
N (8

The importance of thi‘s passage is that it underlines the positive _and
¥,

negative aspects of bourgeois conpeti;ion: "it both separates and unites.
The implication here “is that ’class’ is both a p#sitive and a -negative
factor. As an expression of the dialectic this is not surprising. In A

Contribution To The Critique of Polfitical Econoasy Marx had called the

bourgeois mode of production the "last an'tagpﬁistic‘ form of the soocial

R RN

process of ;n'odt.u:tion."19 However, it {s not 'antagonistic' relations

alone that constitute a Contradiction.20

- *

Private property is a_.Contradiction in the dialectical i:rocg;s of

-

histéry, reaching its apogee in“bourgeo!s private property, whose  most

\
18 Cojlected Works, op.cit., vol. 5, p. 63, . -
? .
R -
9 A contribution, op.cit., p. 21. _ .

-

20 The post famous analysis of the distinotion between antagonistic
and non-antagonistic contradiction is Mao Tse-Tung’s On Cont;gdtct;gn in

Four Es:axs in Pnllosoghx. Peking, Foreign Language Press, 1966. PP. 23--
71. 3
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positive feature is the emergence of the proletariat as a clags. Marx

t !’

has been criticised for not providing an adequata definitlon of

class .22 The criticism, however, {s somewhat off\fhe -qu, since the’

concept of class is not only a sociological concept, but a "lénent' of
the dialectic. These (moments) may be specifI;:i as Transitions and
Contradictions?? and can be bebter v\understobd within the context of the
niterialist dialectic if we retrace our steps ;nd see precisely how the
historical and the structural interact in a‘dialectical unity in The
German_ ldeology.

It by Contradiction one -eansapt:ocess in which two opposites

interact and through this‘ interaction move to a resolution at a higher

21 yarx's interest in property relations began with his journallstic
carear as editor of the Rheinische Zeitung in 1843. {See his articles on
the Law of Thefts of Uood and the condition of the vine-growers of Mosel
in Collected Works, op.cit., vol. 1, pp. 224-263. In his Critjique of

Hegel's Philosophy of Right Marx observes that "the political
constitution at its highest point i{s therefore the constitution of
1Y

private property." <(Collected Works, op.cit., vol. 3, p. 88).

For the early references to the 'proletariat’ and their significance
see the analysis provided in Joseph O'Malley’s introduction to his
trans lation of Marx’s first Critique. O0’Malley points out that Marx took
seriously the Hegel ian concept of a universal class, with the difference
that while Hegel conferred this status on the bureaucracy, Marx, would,
in the next few months, name the universal class, the proletariat.
iose,ph 0'Malley, Critique of Hegel's Philosoph f Right, ed., University
ress, G}nbridgo. 1972, Introduction, p. .1iiv.

22 For an interesting discussion of this question see Stanislaw
Ossowski, 'Marx's Concept of Class' in Bottomore and Good, Readings in

‘Marxisgt Socjology, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1883, pp. 99-102.

23‘ The best account of the difference between thé Hegelian and the
_Marxian dialectic 1is to be found in Martin Nicolaus' Forfword to his
translation of the Grundrisse, Karl Harx. Grgndr;gsg, Vintage Books, New
Y;u‘k. 1973, pp. 26-44,

i

c_f



‘y

-

0

level, the first Contradiction that one encounters fn The German [deology
is that between the forces of production (specified as instruments of

production) and relations of production (specified here as private

property relations). In trying to give a specific content to’ this

’

contradictory relationship the following picture emerges. The
instruments of p'roduction are part of the productive forces of society.’
Private ownership of these instruments is a relation of production

between individuals in society, a relationship both of interdependanc;

~

and independence. When in primitive gociety, man interacted with nature

to produce his means of subsistence, he found in nature the {nstrusents

) — L
of production (field, water, etc.). These are the natural instruments of

“production, to be distinguished from those created by civilisation. " The

German Ideology points out that the difference between |anded propérty

and capital (crucial to the transition from feudalise to capitalism)

originates {n the dif ference between natural and civ‘ilised instruments of

- 'y
production.u . : .

While with landed property there is & bond between individuals
united iIin a family tribe etc(.,'with the evolution of 1instruments of

production, “the social tie was one of exchange and independence and a

. 4 - -
mate®ial form of community: money. Private property relations, then,’

are a contradiction brought about by the transition from the natur;l' to
N

the civilised stage of the means of production. The resolution of this

{contradicti;m is the abolition of priv;te property. The contradiction

—p ' . -

24 collected 'orks, op.cit., vol. 5, p. 63.
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reaches {ts highest point (before ft; transition) only in the period of
{ .
[ 4
big fndustry.25 This dialectical “flashpoint would be the guide to

Lenin's own interpretation of'the revolutionary process in Russias

The contradiction has a long lease on life as it were, during which

it goes through phmees of transition and transformation. ThéS%ivision of .
. . L] v

. labour which resulted from the transition from natural to civilised means
]

of production reinforced private pro;erty relations and gave rise to thq.
two grbat classes in history: thd‘propeftled a;d the pr0pertyless.26
The natural division of lgﬁour within the family changed to thg} between
;enta{ and material labour.\;brformed by distinct classes of people, then
spread out into a further opposition between town 3nd country, then the
nation and the world. The accou&@ of the rise of qurgeois private
properé’.’up ta the periad of laﬁbfifturq,(qeparation of capital from
landed p;operty, the separ;tion of productionqand commerce, the rise of
the merchant class, the linkage between towns, the rise of“craft:¢guilds,
etc.) has an {nexorable and hypnot;c quality to if. This has ni;led

readers into interpréting history as a law-governed ngtural process not

subject to aétive human intefventlon.

»,

Marx himself® intended this _account éo'pe read alongsidé{of’ or in
conjunction with the acéualitigs of the clifs\struggle‘of‘}h:;proletariat
which would result in'the obqrthrov‘of the political {nstitutions of
bourgecis capitalisw and the beginning of the socialist t;ahstorlation 6f‘

3
society, an enterprise which was possible with the rise of big industry.

: é‘ -
» .
“ .
- .

7 . °
25 Ibid., pp. 63-64. . v .
26 !b!da ? P.o 64. °-,%
- ’ ° . ) L0
\ . a‘e ‘ . / @
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As yet, ip The German ldeology, as well as iﬁ the Communist Manifesto,
revolution was envisaged only as a bossiﬁility. \ Unti! the objective
circumstances of the 1848 revolutions in France and Germany had made
themselves felt, that posgibility could not turn int; ;n actuality.
Despite the failure of the 1848 revolutions, ngx's analysis of the
events {s of value, both because it provides us with an examplé of a
contemporary class struggle and because the theory of the permanent
revolution Qas-statedfﬁirst in this period.
: Among other things that theory required: (1) that ‘the/ revoiution
would be proletarian, supported by the peasantry and the rad%cgl_ef;lents
'~in society; (2) that it would lead to the abolition of private property;
and (3), that it would change the mode of production. Although the

N revolutions in France and Germany failed, thgre is no evidence that in

subsequent years Marx changed his aind about his own analysis of the

events.2” In The Class Struggles in France..writtan some two years after

—

-

the events (1850) Marx expressly points out in a brief prefatory note the-

s following: - @

[}
What succumbed in these defeats was not the revolution.

- ‘It was the pre-revolutionary traditional appendages, . ‘
.results of social relationships which had not yet come to "/
. - the point of sharp class antagonisms-persons, .illusions,

conceptions, projects from which the revolutionary party

before the February Revolution was not free, ¥rom which it

could be freed not by the victory 8f February, but only by
N a series of defeats. . ’ ’

s,

+

27 hin his 1895 Jntroduction to a republicstion of The C
Struggles in France, Engels takes a more cautious stand. See Karl Marx [

Frederick Engels, Selected Works, Progress Publishers,,Moscow, 1977, vol.
1. ‘P- 1890 ‘ ) ! ) : ‘

e

* v
.

¢ ' L : * 2 . * ) \
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In a word: the revolution made progeess, forged ahead,
not by,its immedfate tragicomic achievements, but on the .
contra ¥y the creation of a powerful, united counter-.
revolution, by the creation of an opponent in combat with
whom, only, the party of overthrow ripened into a rpale
revolutionary party.

o

To prove this is the task of the following pages.zb
o . -

N

As stated earlier in this chapter the revolution would be a reflection of
-

an objective historical process; it was also guided by the goal or aim of

the historical movement, in this case, freedom, whose material basis -was

spelled out in The German Ildeology. That Marx subsequently devoted his

gttention to the movement of the historfcal process and to the analysis
of the laws of motion of capital, does not mitigate the need to keep the
primary goél of revolution in view; that Lenin was able to keep this goal

constant!ly in mind, even while writing a theoretical work such as The

Development of Capitalism in Russia was a sign of Lenin’s revolutionary
genius, as we shal] see in the succeeQing chapters. The two overarching
ideas of the permanent revolution as expressed in The Class Struggles in

France are: (1) the uifﬁnate goal of  the revolution .Seing achieved

‘through the change in the mode of production (the material basis of

freedom),. and (2), the class struggle as a reflection of ,an historical

o

movement.

S R -

Tﬁe 1848 Revolutions in France, Germany, Austria and 1Italy were

unigue in that they saw the proletariat as a‘class using insurrectionary
‘ ,

methods to demand a "social republic’. In France, on February 24, 1848,

.
{ 4

1
»

28 Ibtd., p. 205.



. Louis Philippe was overthrown and a republic was established. In

Germany, specifically in Prussia, the monarchy was not overt ut a

libéral government came to power briefly, while in Poland ltaly,

t
1

the pﬁolet;ri;t helped to drive oyt temporarily the despots of Austria
and' Hungary who ruled these countries. The revolutions wers ang&u“ly
defeated: June 1848 in Paris, October 1848 in Vienna, followed by the
defeat {n Germany. Marx and Engels were active participants in the
German sitﬁationz since during the crises there, they founded the journal

gy

Neue Rheinigche Zeitung which often took the l!ead in observing and

commenting upon the events of the revolution. Theyﬂ\were assisted by

members of the Communist League which had been formed in 1847 and some of

\ .
these individuals would subsequently be brought to trial. In 1849 Marx

was exﬂélled from Germany and Engels escaped to Switzdrland.2®
The events in Germany were subsequently analysed by Marx in a series
)
of articles thqi he wrote for the New York Tribune between September 1851

and December 1852. These articles were edited and prihtcd in one volume

" by Eleanor Marx as Revolution and Counter-Revolution (1896) Ahd along

with the articles of the Neue Rheinisché Zeitung conatitute the chief

J !

. L _
29 That Marx and Engels, along with the Communist League ‘played a
not negligible role in Cologpe, Germany, is the accepted view of most

scholars, See Veit Valentin, 1848, Chapters of German History, tr. by

Mt

. Ethe! Talbot Scheffaner, London, George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1965, Koppel

S. Pinson comments thus: "The social protest of a  more organised

. industrial proletariat found i{ts outlet in the Rhineland, especially in

Cologne, and in Berlin. Here the direct influence of Marx and Engels was
of paramount importance."” Modern Germany, Macmillan Publfshing Company,
Inc., New York, 1966, p. 85. For an opposite point of view, see P.H.
Noyes, O0Organisation and Revolution (Working-Class Associations in the
German Revolution of 1848-1848), Princeton University Press, New Jersey,
1966, p. 64.
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source of: our information on Harxfs views of the German .Revolution.ao

N,

They =are less well known than The Class Struggles in France but are of

interest to the present study since the theory of permanent revolution

-took shape at this period of Marx’'s reflections on Germany and continued

to be developed in his aﬁalysis‘of the French revolution of 1848, even
though, the situation in France was,signally different than that of
Ger-any.’ This point hag been overlooked even by such astute scholars as
George Lichtheim, who merely content themselves with pointing out how the

theory of the permanent revolution was eminently sugted to the backward

conditions obtaining in Gerlany.31

» °

Thé~$§volg§jon in Germany : . .

In 1848, the “thirty-efght states that comprised the Geran

Federation are described as standing on the threshold of the Industrial

Revolution.3? .A pradoniﬁantly agricultural economy and a guild system
lqde Germany "in many ways'and in many places less vigorous than it had
beén .in the days of Durer and Holbein."3  The t;ansitioﬁ tron‘ the
medieval agrarian ‘systea }a manorial type) to that of Jlarge estates

producing corn for export took ptace in the 16th century and cowmtributed

30 Karl-Marx, Revolution and Counter Revolution, ed. Eleanor Marx
Aveling Capricornh Books Edition, New York, 1871.and Karl Marx & Freder{ck
Engels, Selected Works, vol. 1, Progress Publishers, Moscow,.  1977.

31 George Lichtheim, Marxism, An Historical And Critical Study,
Routledge and Kegan Paul, London,- 1961, 1964, pp. 122-129.

32 Noyes, op.cit., p. 15. -

33 J.n. Clapbam, The Economic Development of France and Gérianx,
1815-1914, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1921, 1868, pp. 82-403.
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to the rise of the powerful landowning class of Junkers.aA‘ The freeing

of th; serfs, the break up of the guild system, the pinpaign f;r intqrnal
free trade and the foundations of a Customs Unlon, the Zollverein,
transfdrned the old system. Industries began to appear slowly, in the
Rhipeland, in Saxony and in Silesia and around Berlin, by the.18303. By
1848, there did exist in Germany a "working class".35

The compos}tiop of this working class Qas mainly artisan and cannot
be described ias an 'industrial prole#arlat': master craftsaen,
journeymen, skhlied tradesmen, casual day labourers, '‘fnd a miniscule
number of facto}y workefs (nagpiné Puilders). ~éetveen 1800 and 1850 .the

popqlatioh of 'the 38 Cf ates that conprisad Germany had grown from 23
£ 4 | 4

R b

million to 35l million (a growth of 50%). HoweveQL the mass of the

!
' population was still overwhelmingly rural, though as has been pointed
\ . J

out, the rural situatipn was far from static.36

ﬂllprovo;ents in
agricultural te?hniques (déep plowing, the.planting of a variety of crops
;and the wuse o} artificial fertilisers) had raised the productivity of
German agricuﬂtyre. ¥ By 1848 labour dues were abolished. A class, which

fiay be called{the ‘agricultural proletarfat’, came into being in the
/
countryside. ln the villages the decline of hone industries such &s

weaving and spiTning‘and the condition of the landless peasants, created

-unemployment, ?easants weqﬁ in search of jobs to-the towns. The growth

[

L]

34 g L. darsfen, Essays in German Hlstg_x, The Hambledon Press,
London, 1985, 1p. 17. This wérk contains a scholarly account of the

origins of the ankers, pp. 17-50,

-

35 Ngyes, op.cit.. p. 15. N
36 ipiq ph 18- 7
ibid., pp. 18-18. .
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‘labject poverty characterised their existence.

a

of the towns is an important feature of the period: Berlin, Hamburg,

‘ A
Breslau, Munich, Dresden, Konigsberg, and Cologne, are soeme exalples.37

By 1848 there were the beginnings of industry; ‘although_ such

industries as mining, were carried out in rural areas by peasants.38

€

Manufacturing was carried on by master craftsmen in small workshops. The

factory workers comprised only 12% of the working population, while the

independent handicraft workers . made up 33%.39 The condition of the

working class 1in Germany was unenviable. Long hours, low wages and

40

r'4

The first open revolt of the German working'claés took place in
1844, when the weavers of Silesia led off a rebellion that was joined by

masons, carpenters and other artisans. A series of strikes were set off

»

in Berlin among the workers {n calico factories and on the hew railroads.

These uprisings were suppressed but they signalled the beginning of a new
[ T

era. There had been some outbreaks in the 1790s as the result of the

‘French Revolutign of 1789; but the influence of that event was feit first

among the 1intellectuals of Germany, just as the impact of French

9

37 |wid., p. 18. N ‘
38 Clapham, op.cit., p. 92.

33 Noyes, op.cit., p. 21.

40 g. Edmund Hau;icB gives a graphic account of the situation in his

The Revolutionary Movement of 1848-8 in Italy, Austria-Hurfgary and

.Germany, Greenwood Press, New York, 1969. First published in London in
'1887. Maurice narrates the story of a working class widow who served up

the cooked body of her dead starving child to the remaining children. In

- the Preface, the author tells us that "for the German part of the

Revolution, | have reéceived much help from the kind loan of the Neue
Rheinische Zeitung by the late Dr. (arl Marx.", p. vii, Preface.

o



socialism created a ferneni among the 1nt§||ectuals of Marx's youth.41
Along with interest in the writings of Proudhon, éonsld{rlnt. Saint
Simon, Owen and Fourier. there ?gs amongst the middle classes in Gorla?y
a longing for national unific;tion and political reform. The accession
of Frederick William IV to the throne in Prussia in 1840 intensified the .
aspirations of the liberal bourgeois%e. uho'ﬁopeqzﬁhét tty absolutist
monarchy would concede a constitution.

Both the ‘oétional question and the social question agitated th;

minds of the mjddle class. In 1842, a group of Iiberal businessmen

started the publicatioﬁ of the Rheinische‘Zeiiung with Marx as the

editor. It was during this period of his‘editorship that Marx came to an
understanding of the social question, especially property relations. His

writings in the Rheinische Zeitung comment on the Rhine Province Assembly

¢

debétes (vhich he attended) on social and e&conomic questions. On the one

]

41 George Peabody Gooch's Germany and the French Revolution, Russel]
& Russell, Inc., New York, 1966 (2nd edition) contains _an {interesting
chapter on the influence of the French Revolution on Goethe, chiller,
Kant, Fichte, and Hegel, pp. 174-207, pp. 208-229, 260-282y/ 283-302,
respectively. R.R. Palmer argues that there was an ambivalence in

. Germany towards the French Revolution: "The Germans neither rejected

revolution in the abstract, nor accepted it in its actual manifestations.
nothing was more characteristic, in Germany before 1800, than to continue
to bhail the principles and goals of the French Revolution with
enthusiasm, and to believe that in French hands, thanks to French faults
these principles had miscarried.” See R.R. Palmer, The Age of the
Democratic Revolution. A Political History of Europe and America 1760-
1800, Princeton University Press, New Jersey, 1964, vol. 2, p. 425, .

Walter Grab examines the phenomenon of German Jacobinism in his, 'The
Revolutionary Propaganda of the German Jacobins, 1792-83' i{n Karl-Georg
Faber, Wolfgang Mommsen,.and Walter Grab, Three Lectures in Modern German
History, Council on Internatfonal Studies, State University of New York
at Buffalo, Special Studies No. 75, Feb., 1876, pp. 48-76.

'
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hand he encountered the repressive nature of the Prussian state in (its

censorship laus,42 and on the other hand the debates on the Law on the

Thefts of Wood 'convinced him of the discrepancy between the professed
gocial aims of the Legislative Assembly and its actual indifference to
the plight of the poor citizens of the province.43 In January 1843 .Marx

rade an explicit ‘connection between the private interests of the

¢ t

legisglators, and‘~£ﬁév'répressive'legislation that affected: the vine
growers of Mosel .44 i

In tp; perib? between 1843-46 two other influential journals
appeared, the Gesellschaftspjegel, edited by Moses Hess at‘Elb;rrald, and
Westfalische Dampfboo ; ed. 6& Otto Lgning & Karl Grﬁﬁ at Bielefeld. F.

Engels’' The: Qondi{ion of the Working Class in England "in 1844 was

publiéhed in Lgipzig in 1845, Lorenz von Stein’s Sociaiism and

Communigm in Contemporary France had already appeared (1842), and was

N
42 coljected Works, op.cit., vol. 1, pp. 109-131.
43 |bid., pp. 224-263.

48 1t was at this time that Marx felt that a ihoroughgoing critiﬁue,
of Hegel's Philosophy of Right was an urgent task, since in that work

,Hegel had apotheosised existing state institutions as the embodiment: of

the ethical I[dea. A year earlier, at the beginning of 1842, Marx had
written to Arnold Ruge informing the latter that he intended to undertake
a critique of Hegel's legal and political ideas (see Collected Works,
vol. "1, p. 382). With the experience of the Rheinische Zeitung perjod
behind hfn{ Marx read Philosophy of Right with the basic aim of
demonstrating that the principie of mediation that Hegel put forward as
effectively reconciling the public and private spheres of society (state
and civi] society respectively) was, in fact, a false universality
(lbid., wvol. 3, pp. 3-129). The long, complex commentary on Hegel
climaxes with the statement that "the political constitution at its
highest point is therefore the congtitution of private property.™ (lbid.,
vol. 3, p. 98.) '

®
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supposed to'have begn a gspectacular success". %5 (I shafl return“to the
question of. Stein’s in&luence on Marx.) The writings of S;int Silon..
Considerant, Proudhon, Leroux, Owen and Fourier (all the Utopian
Socialists) were available ko the young ﬁegelians. those whom Marx would

-

shortly?deride ag True Socialists (in The German ldeologgy).

The 1influence of the great Utopian soclialists percélntod down to
self-taught working class inﬁigiduals suc?/gp’Uilhaln Weitling, a tailor

7 °
by ‘profession and Stephan Born, an acquaintance of Marx.46 Along with

the true socialists whom Marx criticised in The German ldeology and his

critique of Proudhon in The Poverty of Philosophy, Marx had to struggle

briefly with Weitling (who professed a type of Christian Communisa) for

leadérship of the German workers’ gréuﬁs. In this task the Communist

i

League (founded in 1847, inciuding former members of the League of the

” i

Just, Qn organisation in FEénce cosposed mainly of German immigrant

artisans) supported "Hafx. Communist study groups were. established Iin

Berlin and in other major cities.4’

g

.
-

The best account of Germany on the eve of the 1848 revolution is

given by Marx in his articles written for The New York Tribune. This {s

. worth looking at in some detail: '

* <~
4 . T

.

'

45 Kaethe Mengelberg's Introduction to her translation of Stein's
The History of the Social Movement in France, 17898-1850, The Bedminster
Press, New Jersey, 1964, p. 4.

. 3
46 gor a good account of Weitling see Carl Wittke, The Utopian

Communist, A Biography of Wilhelm VWejit eteenth Centu ef '
- Baton Rouge, 1950. Pinson’s Modern Germanyy op.cit., has a brief but

reTevant account of Stephan Born, pp. 87-88.

. -

47 Kar] Marx, A Biography, op.cit., pp. 114-166 has a comprehensive
section on thé Communist League, its formation and {ts activities. '

- -
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“And firstly, what was the state of Gerlany at the outbreak
of the Revolution?

The composition of the different classes of the people
which form the groundwork of every political organisation
was, in Germany, more complicated than i{n any other
country. While in England and France feudalism was
eutirely destroyed, or, at least reduced, as in the former
country, to a few insignificant forms, by a powerful and
wealthy middle class, concentrated in large towns, and
particularly in the capital, the feudal nobility in
Germany had retained a great portion of their ancient
privileges. The feudal system of tenure was prevalent
almost .everywhere. The lords of the land had even
retained the junisdiction over their tenants. Deprived of
their political privileges,. of the right to control the
princes, they had preserved almost - all their Medieval
gsupremacy over the peasantry of their deneshes, as well as
their exemption from taxes. Feuda!ism was more flourishing
in some localjties than in others, but nowhere except on
the left bank of the Rhine was {t entirely  destroyed.
This feudal nobility, then extremely numerous and partly
very wealthy, was considered,, "officially, the first
'Order’ in the country. " It furnished the higher Govern-
ment officials, it almost exclusively officered the army.

The bourgeoisie of Germany was by far not as wealthy
ang concentrated as that of France or England. The
ancient manufactures of Germany had been destpoyed'by the
introduction of steam, and the rapidly extending supremacy
of English manufactures; the more modern manufactures,
started under _the Napbleonic continental systenm,
established in other parts of the country, did not
compensate for the loss of the old ones, nor suffice to
create a manufacturing interest strong enough to force its
wants wupon the notice of Governments jealous of every
extedsion of non-noble wealth and power. If France
carried her silk manufactures victorious through fifty
years of revolutions and wars, Germany, during the same
time, all but lost her ancient linen trade. The
manufacturing districts, besides were few and far between;
gituated far inland, and using, mostly foreign Dutch, or

-Belgian ports for their imports and exports, they had

little or no interest in common with the large seaport
towns on the North Sea and the Balti¢; they were, above
aJl,“ unable to create large manufacturing and trading
centres, such as Paris and Lyons, London -and Manchester.
The causes of this backwardness of German manufactures
were manifold, but two will suffice to account for it:
the unfavourable geographical situation of the country, at
a distance from the Atlantic, which had become the great

" highway for the world's trade, and the continuous wars in

»
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which Germany was-.involved, and which were fought on her
soil, from the sixteenth century to the present day., It
was this want of numbers, and particularly of anything
like concentrated numbers, which prevented the German
middle classes from attaining that political supremacy

which the English bourgeoisie has enjoyed ever since 1688 — —

and which the French conquered in 1769. And yet, ever

. gince 1815, the wealth, and with the wealth the political

importance of the middie class fn Germany, was continually
growing. Governments were, although reluctantly, compel-
led to bow, at least to its more immediate material
interests. It may éven be truly said that from 1815 to
1830, and from 1832 to 1840, every particle of political
influence, which, having been allowed to the middle class
in the constitutions of the smaller States, was again
wrested from thee during the above two periods of
political reaction, that every such particle was
compensated for by some more practical advantage allowed
to them. Every political defeat of the middlie class drewv
after it a victory on the field of commercial legisliation.

- And, certainly, the Prussian Protective Tariff of 1818,

and the formation of the Zollverein, were worth a good
deal more to the traders and manufacturers of Germany than
the equivocal right of expressing in the chambers of some
diminutive dukedom their want of confidence in ministers
who laughed at their votes. Thus, with growing wealth and
extending trade; the bourgeoisie soon arrived at a stage
where it found the development of {ts wmost {mportant
interests ‘checked by the polftical constitution of the

, country; by 1its random division among thirty-six princos

with conflicting tendencies and caprices; by the feudal
fetters upon agriculture and the trade connected with {t;
by the prying superintendence to which an {gnorant and
presumptuous bureaucracy subjected all its transactions.
At tbe-i:ne time the extension and consolidation of the
Zoliverei the general introduction of steam comsunica-
tion, the growing competition in the home trade, brought
the commercial classes of the different States. and
Provinces closer together, equalised their , interests,
centralised their strength, The natural consequence was

the passing of the whole mass of them into-the camp of the

Liberal Opposition, and thé gaining of the first serious

struggle of the German'middle class for political power.

This change may be dated from 1840, from the moment .when
the bourgeoisie of Prussia assumed the lead of the middle-
class mdbvement of Germany.,g

-
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Both Marx and Engels were convinced that, though Germany was a latecomer
on the European scene, at least as far as the development of capitalism
- was concefned, the possibilities of revolutfon there were enhanced by the,!
—tupériority of the proletariat in Germany, simply by virtue of its being
a Jlatecomer. In the Communist Manifesto, written just-barely two and a
half months before the March events in Germany, they had explained the

reasqns for their optimism regarding Germany:
The Communists turn their attention chiefly to Germany,
because that country is on the eve of a bourgeois
revolution that is bound to be carried out under more
, advanced conditions of European civilisation, and with a
such more developed proletariat, than that of England was
in the seventeenth, arid of France in the eighteenth
century, and because the bourgeois revolution in Germany

will be but the prelude to an immediately following
proletarian revolution.,g Y

-

Conéeqyently, at the outﬁreak of the revolution in Germany in March

1848; the 'Demands of\the Communist Party of Germany' (written by Marx
an& Engb(;/and ratified by the Central Authority of the Communist League)
Jcontained a strong agrarian‘progranle which the authors presu&ably saw as
being an aid to the bourgeois revoiution aghi;st feudalism. The

- :progralne called for the following chapges: (1%{abolition of all feldal
obligations, ddgs: tithes etc. without conpeﬁsation; (2) the taking over
:‘by the state of prince[y and-other estat;s.,iogether with mines and pits,

with the estates being cultivated on a large scale on the basis of the

« most up to date scientific lethods; (3) mortgages on lands to be the’

49°  Karl Marx & Frederick Engels, Selected _Works, Prbgres%
Publishers, Moscow, 1877, vol. t, p. 137. : :

[N
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property of the state, with interest on such mortgages to be paid by the
peasants to the state; and (4), in localities where the tenant systeam was

developed, the ld&nd rent or the quit rent to be paid to the state as a
f N a

i

tax.
-

FThese measures were to be adopted in order "to reduce the communal

and other burdens hitherto imposed upon the peasanE% and small tenant

farmers without curtailing the means available for defraying state

expenses and without imperilling production."so The legal(ﬂ;nd fiscal
measures to be taken were as follows:
(1) > All legal services were to be free of charge.

(2) A state bank whose paper issues were .legal tender would replace

private banks.

t
A%}

(3) This second measure would make it possible "to regulate the credit

8
system in the interests of the people as_a whole, and will thus

°

« undermine the dominion of the big financial ngnates."s1 This would
> also set free gpld and silver to be used for foreign trade.
(4) 'Allapublié services and means of transportation would be taken over

by the state. ALl civi] servants would receive the same salary,
R .

o with some exceptions such as those with families to support. Thorotj

would bé complete sep;ratfon of Church and State, with the clergy

o

being supported by voluntary-contributions :ronw-the congregation,

T~ The right of inheritance was to be curtailed. Taxes would be .

y .

.

3 e

50 ‘ oo
: Collected Works, gp.cit., vol. 7, p. 4.

5! Ib1d.) p. 4. , s P

H . . . e.
L3 J' “ . . i , Q."
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steeply . graduated, and taxes o;xarticles of consumption would be -

»

abolished. _— - @@

.
©

- ‘ ‘ .
Vith regard to the working class. national workshops were to Be

. J ‘ . o
inaugurated, with the state guaranteeing a livelihood to all workers, and

providing for those incapacitated. There would be universal and free

« -

educqtion: " The whole of Germany was to be declared a single and indivi- ‘

sible repdplic; every German abbve the age of &would have the right to
. ' »~ .

vote and to be elected for office.- {"specifiq clause called for the

universal.arming of the people., Marx-and Engels) ‘on arrival/in Gerpawy,

"attended first to the setting up of wérkers' societies,; nd whdte

» 4
possible arming them. Cologne was an ideal place to operate from as Ait"
. v .
had a large scale industry and was the centre of .thg\ﬂhine provinpce, then

s

-

the most advanced . state of Germany. Here too, owing to the Code

. v . ® -
" Napoleon, . there was greater freedom Cﬂ’u‘.he press, than the Prussian Law,

, liberal and radical ‘damands #-ainly poliéical ‘ir nature: ‘(14

v
»
Y

pel:mitted. They set up a new;spaper, _the Neue Rheinische‘ Zeitungs which

. - L ] .

during the revolutionary period\, would act "asl the focal point of
: ' B v

agftation and propaganda. )

»

‘A comparison with the pqoéranue of ¢« the liberal “and~ radiéal

[

intellectuals ‘ampﬁ'asises the eco;n'omic programne of theé Demands. The

upiversal arnin'g of the population; (2) a German parliament ba;sed“‘ on

-universal s‘uffrage;_- 3> freedom.df press; (4) ‘treedc;l of , religion,-

N N . o ) ] ’ li 7 -, . - .
conscience, and teaching;. (5) trial by jury; (6) universal German .
v \ «

o-itizanshfp; (7) taxation according to income;’ (8) uni‘vet‘-f's'al educatidn;

S 4 —
o

Ee%ueipn labour and®capital); €10) popular ;nd economic administration;
s e . . " - - < ‘ T\

- .e2 .

(89) ’proteciion of labour Bnd the right to wc;rk (adjust-eht‘”of relations

%
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(11} responsibjliiyzof ministers and officials; ang’(12), the abolition
of all privileges.52 The liberal deputies of various states demanded a

cofistitutional monarchy. The news of the overthrow of Louis Philippe in

France on February 24, 1848 was the signal for ‘an intensificafion of _the
4 ' - : '

.popﬁlar clamour in Germany for constitutional reforms.°3 ‘Pe}sﬂnt revolts

L .

Srdke out in the agriéultbral regions of South Ueét G;rlany. ”étr;ot‘
demonstrations were l@ommon “in the big ciéiés of Bariin. Frankfurf,
Hamburg, Cologne,.Manpheim and Offenburg. 'The‘two South German radical
lawyers went so far as to lead an abortive p;iéch in Mannheim, to set up

, .
a republic. The Vienna insurrection of March 13 "broke the power .of

Prince Metternich and made him fLFe_shamefdily out oi the country,;"s4 Od?
Marqﬁ , 18 the peogle of Berlin took up arms and con;;Iled King Fredgﬁjck
William of Prussia to suemon th; Rhenish merdhant Ludolf , Camphausen to
form a liberal mihistr;. . o - ‘“ " o

On, March’' 30, a large assembly convened in Frapkfurt; cbugosod of

liberals and radicals from the various states of Germany. They had not

bd

been' elected or summoned He‘a ddly constituted autho;ity, as Pinson ~

)
©

-
AN

»

%2 pinson, op.cit., pp. B81-62.

3
»

53 . The £oblowing non-Marxist accounts/ .
consulted: L.B. Namier, The Revolution of ‘the Intellectuals, Oxf8rd
U.P., London, 1946; Veit Valentin, 1848, Chapters of German History, . Tr.
by Ethe! Talbot Scheffaneyr, London, George Allen & Unwin_Ltd., 1965 (this
is an Tabridged ,English .translation ¢f ‘his classic Geschichte der

- deutschen Revolution 148-49, Berlin, 1930-1831, 2 vols.; Koppel S.
' Pinson, Modern Germany, Macmillan Publishing Co. Inc., New  York, 1866;

P.H. Noyes, Organizatfon and Revolution, Princeton University Press, New
Jersey, 1966. ' ' ’ . ‘ 4

54Q§gvolutiopzand Countef Revolution, gg.ct;..‘?f 3o.

. o ;

i
- [ [
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points out, but they were "a congress of notables who came together, in

rovoluttona:y faghion, and decided to call a general eiection, based on

e :
universal suffrage, to~Qeternlne the future of Ger-any.*ss This Assembly
came to be known as the Pra—Parlia;ent and was conposea of republicans
and monarchists. The sost nilitani of the republicans was the iroup of
South German radicais; the others were lodérate constitutionalists, The
Pre-Parlianenf drew up plans for the convocabioﬁ of the German National
Assembly. Although not‘&ll states followed the ﬁrinciplo of unl&érsal

4 - - ,
—~~guffrage and although there were many voting irregularities, the National

ﬁj . . B .o .
Assembly was elected and-ppened its first sitting on May 18, 1848 at
s i

* Frankfurt “am faim.56 The deputies were mainly bankers, industrialists,

»

lawyers, downers, university professors, dpctoré, diﬁlonats. and

governnm officials (there were 4 wmaster workers, 11 post-<office

and inspectors).‘ As Pinson has.noted: "It was a most unusﬁal
| .

galaxy of briliant personalities who were chosen for their individua
. #

official

o

qualities ratheP than as representatives of class grohp, or political

party.

o

57" | . -
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It was this Frankfurt Assembly-that Marx Aéhailed in the very first
,_‘-“" Q . . . o ,

L - v

issue of the Neue Rhefnische Zeitung: . ' .

¥ . .

s

‘a

K
] . . o
\ . . "

¢

(5 P ron. oo
Pinson, opccjt., p. 94.

' - » “ $
56 Pinson, op.cit., "p. 95. . .
. 57 |bid., p. 96. ‘
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The German people won its sovereign status by fighting in -
the streets of almost all cities and towns of the country,
and especially on the barricades of Vienna and Berlin. It
exercised this sovereignty in the elections to the
National Assembly.

The first act of the National Assembly should have been
to proclaim loudly and publicly this sovereignty of the
German people. o

Its second cact should have been the drafting of & -
German Consiitut;on based onnthe-sduéreignty of the people
and the elimination from the regimé actually existing in
.Germany of everything that contradicted the principle of
the sovereignty of the people.

"During the whole of its session the Assembly ought to o
have taken alP necessary pssBures to frustrate any
reactionary sallies, to maintain the revolutionary basis
on which it - depends and safeguaird the sovereignty of the
people, won by the revolution, against all attacks.

Though the German Assembly has met about a dozen times
already, it has done none of these things.gg

’

L] - -

Instead, the Frankfurt Assembly praoccupie& its;lf with the
technicalities of the Constitution and Aissipated its energi;s wrangling
aboai, minutes of meetings, inﬁulérable long-winded digressions and
.amepdments‘fo I&tions; it displayed a casual indifference to the urgency
of the situétipp and above all’ failed to safeéuard the revolution that

o

had brought the Assembly. to power} '

By June of 1848 Marx enbarké& oﬁ that specific class analysis of
revoliutions that he would carry through to the writing of Iﬁov Class
Struggles in_France (1850, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis \Qgggg!g}g
(1851-52) and The Civil War in France (1871). Tho.fevoiutlon had not

o

- N

o . Q o v

o

[}

'san |tected Works, op.cit., vol. 7, p. 16.

v
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been carried through to the end, because power had passed into the

-

hands

of the big bourgeoisie.sg The transition from absolutism to the

Constitution took the réute of repudiating the revolution:

[y

1

The= unitad'reaction:;?\pgfties began their fight against
democracy by calling the revolution in question”...and

this could be done because it was only a partial
revolution, only the beginning of a long revolutionary
movement... The Agreement Assembly had now to declare
whether it recognised “the revolution or not. But to
recognise the revolution under these circumstances #eant
recognising the democratic aspects "of the revolution,
which the big bourgeoisie wanted to appropriate to dtseif,
Recognising the revolution at this  moment meant
recognising that Germany was in’. the grip of a
revolutionary movement, and that the Camphausen Ministry,
the theory of agreement, indirect elections, the rule of

the big capitalists and the decisions of the Assembly -

i{tself could be regarded as unavoidable transitional
steps, but by no means as final resqlts.so

4

While the Frankfurt Asseibly vacillated and prevaricated, the counter-

revolution

monarchists in the Assembly to behabe as they did, suppérted by the

gathered its strength. While it was unde;standable for

representatives of the big bourgeoisie, it was more difficul

understagd the divisioneanong‘the.republicaqﬁ and' tﬁgir inabilit

unite and press for the strengthening of the Assembly’s powver:

A. Constituent National Assembly must above all be an

. active, revolutfonarily active assembly. The Assembly at

Frankfurt is engaged in parliamentary school exercises and
leavegs it to the government to act. Assuming that this

' learned gathering succeeds, after matureconsideration, in

v

.. . i

59 |pid., pp. 73-7a.

60 1bid., p. 7a.
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framing the best of agendas and the best of constitutions,
of what use is the best agenda and the best Constitution
if the governments meanwhile have placed bayonets on the
agenda?ei

Marx*sﬂéecond criticism of the Left was its thoughtless ndvocncy‘ of

the principle of federation, rather than a united indivisible Germany:
1] ]
It. is' incomprehensible how the so-called radical-demo-
cratic party can advocate, as the ultimate constitutional
structure of Gerpany, a federation of constitutional
monarchies, small principalities and tiny fepublics, i.e.,
a federated state consisting: of such  heterogenous
elements, headed by a republican Government.gs ‘

. 1

The radical-democrats had patterned their demands on the federal
state of. North America. Marx pointeg out that all the constituent parts
of the United States of America have a similar gtructure; ‘moreover, they

cover an area equal to. that of Europe. Thus, only a European federation
would be analogous to ft. Marx went on to comment:

° ~
. -

The conflict between centralisation and federalisa in
Germany {s a conflict between modern culture and
feudalism. Gergiany fell into a kind of bourgeoisiefied
feudalism at the very moment the great monarchies arose in
the West; she was, moreover, excluded from the world
market just when this market was opened up to the )
‘countries of Western Europe. - Germany.becatie i{mpoverished .’
wvhile the Western countries grew rich; she became
countrififed while they became urbanised. Even {f Russia

did not knock at the gate of Germany, the econonic
conditions alone would compel the latter to . introduce
rigorous c¢entralisation, Even from a- purely bourgeois
point of view, the solid unity -of Germany is a prisary
condition for her deliverance from her presgent

1 . ‘ B

81 Ibid., p. 74. -

62 pid., p: so0.




wretchedness and for ° the hui1ding up of her national
% wealth. And how could modern social probiems be solved in
a territory that is split into 39 small states?gs

-

~

What the National Assembly needed to do, observed "Marx, 'was "to
counter dictatorially the reactionary encroachments by obsolete .
<. governments in order to win over public opinion, a power against which

all bayonets and rifle-butts would be ineffective."®® .Within a year the

o

N

National Assembly was dissolved; Pru3sia and Austria reasserted their

" dominant role in German affairs. In 1852, after the writing of both The

Clags Struggles in France and The 18th Brumaird of Louis Bonaparte, Marx

.was able to provide a more rigorously worked out class anaiysis of the

v

German revolution; ‘'he expressed these views in Revolution Tand Counter

Revolution. In that work he fécUSSed on the role ;ké.the‘ petty
bourgeoisi; iqueTmany's revolqtion; this was the lnternediate'clasg that
vacillated between liberalism and autocracy, and feared the independent
movement of the workirig class.' .

In ﬁran;e, too, this clasghvould play a crucial role in the defeat
of the revolution, just asathe peasantry helped to bring Louis Bonaparte
. to power. Marx's diviéion of the German peasaﬁtry into Fich. yiddle and
poor, and his general analysis of the ‘f;udal structure of German

a

agriculture as it encountered capitalism, are germane to Lenin’'s own

analysis in The Development of Capitalism in Russia, as we shall see in
. %

Chapter 2. Both :thé‘Gernan and the French situaffﬁns resembled the

63 jbid., p. 51. ’
64 'big.' Po 50.' ! . .

o . 1
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‘Russian situation at the turn of the century. However, the Russian
proletariat and the Russian Social Democratic Party vere ‘Fn a more
advanced state of revolutionary preparedness; when the time came in 191;.
Lenin ;as aware that the earliest opportunity to supersed; the
Provisional Government wa; to be seized, as part of the revolutionary
imperative, It is only at tﬁis séage, that t@e 'éolitical' acqulrea an
unusuval preponderance in Lenin's qv;rall scheme.

In examfning Marx's account of the 1848 Revolution in‘France. some

scholars have posited a 'break' in the analysis: there is in the eariier

section of The Class Struggles in France an {impatience {n Marx's

- thinking, a tendency to goad classes and {individuals forward on to

revolution, .while the latter part is a siow, serene invocation of class

- 1,

o 1

struggle as it unfold;d with historical necessitx:és This approach,
howgyeg, fepresent{r/a nisunder?tanding of the'dial?ctics of permanent
revolution. Both the tone of Marx's voice, as well as the underlying
argumentation of all his'work, are simulthneously‘ exhorting (whether

through ﬁoékery, odtright condemnation or simple moralising) -as well ‘as a

; spelling out qof"objectibe’ factors. Take, for example, Dag_ Kapital

(volume. 1), which is literally strewn.with moralising strictufes igainst

the bourgeoisie. This cannot Le'a mere stylistic eccentricity on Marx’'s

a

part, but is fundamental to what the 'revolutionary imperative’ signified

in his think(ng;‘and the implicit relationship between 'class’ and 'class

consciousness’;, a relationshiﬁ which 'he did not actuglly offer a

. -

>
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David Fernbach, The Revolutians ' of 16848, Penguin' Books,

Harmondsworth, 1873, pp. 25-98, pp..52-59. )
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- gystematic account of, and which Lenin developed fn What {s to be Dona?66
Shorn of these dlnens!ons. the permanent revolut!on is only a form

of Blanquism; likewise, Marx's analysis of Louis Bonaparte and the
lnevitab;} ty of the historical procéss would also remain a kind of
Hégel&anisi (recall Hegel's eulogising of Caesar as an expression of the
historical process). Marx's difference Fgom Hegel' was not Just
'materialism’ at the simplest level, but the importance he assigned to
conscious and subjective proces;es as agents of hisiorlcal change

operating within society (and not as the unfolding of the Absolute Idea,

with fts own hidden plan or purpose) and therefore capable of being

criticised from an ethical point of view. 67 Consequently, to posit an
'edrlier' Marx and a 'later' Marx as not merely a convenient way of
exploring the subject (that ig, a methodological device) but as having

some ontological }tatué\baseﬂ on tge Qrbitrary n;tion that what is later,

- . must necessarily be authentic, is not’only lnacchrate, 'but tgeoretically
unsound. The Class Struggles in France i{s a powerful analysis precisely
because the class struggles are not p;esentod as either social struggles

or as po!itical struggles, but’as the interaction of the two, with Marx

.

euphasisihg one or the otherl;t given times,

o

Y

‘ The 1848 Revolution in France

‘Marx's distinctive approach to the question of revolution becomes

; ¢
i — )J

66 See Chapter 2 of the prasent‘study. N

; 67 Eugene Kalenkn. The Ethical Fgundgt!ons of Marxism, Routledge &
"~ <Kegan Paul," London, 1872, 2nd ed.
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more evident when we compare his work on the 1848 revolutions to other
equallx;‘well known contemporary accounts. Tocqueville's Recollections
has some obvious simflarities with Marx's account (the interaction of
classes, "distaste for greedy politicians) but the overriding difference
is that Tocqueville's is a melancholic reminiscence that does 'mot, see
“anything positive coming out of the rerlution;.while Marx, even at his

most pessimistic, invests the revolutionary process‘with a meaning and

purpose.68 Louis Blanc’s 1848: Historical Revelations is a post festum

account of the aims and achievements pf the defeated radical! democratic

party (Jhich he headed unofficially) in the Provisional ggvernmentiﬁg As,
an .immediate participant in some of the revolutionary events, Blanc's
reflections provide an intimaté look at the establishment of the National
Workshops, by. the first influential author of the handbook on\ state,

13
socialism (Organisation du Truvail). Blanc, however, does- not ,explain

satisfactorily his resignation from the Provisional Government, a move

which Marx criticised as being a major blunder to the extent that the

. -
b 4
N )

'

-

68 The Recollections of Alexis De Tocqueville, .Translated by
“Alexander Teixeira De Mattos, Edited and Introduced by J.P. Mayer, -

Meridian Books, Cleveland and. New York, 1959. George Rudé’s Introduction
to the George Duveau's 1848: The Making of a_Revolution, Pantheon Books,

New York, 1967, pp. ix-xxi, offers some points of conparison betwesen .

Tocqueville and Marx, although Rudé is of the opinfon that Marx unlike

Tocqueville made a precise social analysis of all the parties involved in
the struggle, p. XI. T

Richard Herr's Tocquevilie and the 0i1d Regime, Princeton University
Press, New Jerﬁby, 1962, “is an account of the significance of the
Recollections in relation to Tocqueville’s other major works. . .

8 Louis Blanc, 1848: Historical Revelations, Howard Fett}g Inc.,

New York, 1971 (first published in English in 1858 by Chapman and Hall,
Londen). ‘ ~

-

. * . £

7%

v




s

8

radical democratic party lost political clout:

Reluctantly and after long debate, the Provisional
Government nominated a permanent special commission
cﬁarged with finding means of improving the lot of the
working classes: This commission consisted of délegates
from the corporation of Paris artisans and was presided
over by Louis Blanc and Albert. The Luxembourg palace was
assigned to (it as its meeting place. In this way the
representatives - of the working class were banished from
the seat of the Provisional Government, the bourgeols part
of which retained the real state power and the reins of
admin{stration exclysively in i{ts hands; and side by side
with the Bank and the Bourse, there- arose a sgocialisgt
synagogue whole high priests, Louis Blanc and Albert, had
the task of discovering the promised land, of preaching
the new gospel and of providing work for the Paris
) K\\ . proletarfat.,> Unlike any profane state power, they had no

budget, no executive authority, at thefr disposal. They
were supposed to break the pillars of bourgeois society by
dashing their heads against them. While’ the Luxembourg
sought the philosopher’s stone, in the Hotel de Ville they
¢ minted the current coinage. -, - @

Blanc does not explain con@inclngly why he resigned from the

*

Provisional government in ordér to head the Luxembourg Commission: the
reasons cited are fear of a ular uprising should he refbse to take
steps to put into praqfice the principles of his Organisation du travail,

the” urgent plea of ' members of the Provisional 'government whow he -
w- \— “
respected and his own perkonal'tur-qgl‘at the Provisional government’s

]

initial refusal to consider establishing a Commission:

«++ upon which [ on the spot tendered-my resignation; as,
according. to my feeling, to assist in working a government
.on any other principlé than one’s own, is to stoop to the
_lost degrading af humiliations, and he deserves to be

70 Kar! Marx & Frederick Engels, Selected Hofks, Progress

-Publishers,- Moscow, 1977, vol. {, pp. 212-213.

o
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. ranked with the lowest of men who covets power for pover’s
. sake.
. 7
: This revealing passage underscores what Marx, throughout his

analysis in The Class St;uggles in France, would see as patty bourgeois

&

moralism, that & “hot understand the realities of the class struggle,

¢

And indeed, Blanc’s account is not much more than a series of personal

- * b
anecdotes concerning his participation in the Revolution. Marx stops his

criticism of the ﬁetty bourgeois radical socialists at a certain point in

The C;ggg Struggles in.Fr;nee. the reason for this being that they had
ceased to play an ilportaﬁt role ié the ?ollowing sequenc; of events. In
other word; hé stops a trenchant critique, not because he had discovered
some mythical new princlpl;hof history, with his stay in England, * but

w

because as'lhe put it, this party made its ex}t frow that point In  the
counter-revolutionary process.72- The impression is inescapable that Marx

clearly thought of forms of political action being. to able to influence

the purely social.: brocess and that this doe; seem to contradict tho

-

determinism of passages where he speaks of individuals acting in response
to circumstances which are not of theiT own making. Indeed, the intersst
of these two great pieces of historical writing, The Class Struggieg ih
France and The ,18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte is that éhey escape the

-}

contineé of doctrinaire interpretations, not so much because Marx changed

his mind after a certain period of his life, but because the conplexity~

i -

7
s

1 Louis Blanc, op.cit., p. 80.
a R , L.
72 Marx, Sebected Works, vol. 1, op.cit., pp. 262-293,

€
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of his analyses required a movement between the inevitable cqnditioning

of “obje tive circumstances and the‘ seeuingf} ‘willed’ actions of

-
-

s

>

individualls in society.

The theo;y of the permanent revolution is part of that dialectic.

In March 1850, three months after he had begun the writing of The Class
- F) N
ot

Strugglés in France Marx delivered his Address to the Central Committee

of the Communist League, where he clarifies his idea of the permanent

revolution:

K@

While the democratic petty bourgeois wish to bring the
revolution to a conclusion as qujckly as possible, and
with the achievement, of most of the above demands, it is

our interest and our task to make the revolution
permanent, until all more or less possessing classes have
been forced out of their position of dominance, until the
proletariat has conquered staté power, and the association

of preoletarians, not only in one country but in all the
dominant countries of the world, has advanced so f&t that

‘ competition among ‘the proletarians of these countries has
: ceased and that at least the decisive productiye forces

the fssue cannot be the alteration of private property but
only its annihill®tion, not the smoothing over ' of class
antagonisms but the abolition of classes, not the improve-
nent of existing society but the foundation of a new

one. 73 — [
,"

What may be termed the ’messianic’ 'quality of this passage,

’
-

ospaci%lly thp referénc; to the foundation of a new society, is one of
the many ueanihgs that Marx seemed to have attached to political action,

presupposing_a high degree of consciousness, the type; that would make the

3

prqtetériat not only the lostlexploited of society (thus stgpggliﬁg for

Y
. T —_ , - 3

s

73 felected Works; op.cit., vol. {, pp. 178-179. ..

- - -

© 74 : . .

are concentrated in the hands of the proletarians. For us v

< . ) RN
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its own liberation) or as an agent.gf unknown forces helping to shatter
. N .

the ¢« integument of capitalism, but also as the class - conscious entity
which would, in defeating capitalism, liberate all of soclety. This
appears to have also been Lenin’s position.74’

The second direct reference to the permanent revolution occurs

towards the end of The Class Struggles in: France: ' , o
?“,

This Socialism is the declaration of the permaneﬁce of the
revolution, the class dictatogrship of the-proletariat as
the necessary transit point to the abolitigrn of class
distinctions generally, to the abolition of &ll the
relations df production .on which they rest, to the
abolition of all the social relations that correspond to
these relations of production, to the cgvolutionising of
all the ‘ideas thgt result from these social relations.75

R

Quite apart from the notion of the dictatorship of the prolelaf!at (to

which | shall subsequently return) what is of interest is Marx's use of '

°
P

the word 'abolition’, ve{y definitely reminiscent of ﬁefel's aufhebung.

S

The question, quite simply, is how the permanent revolution is part of a

mediating process which “culminates in abolitien (traﬁscendence.

synthesis, -gublation, etc.). It.is at this stage that bo@h types of

L]

-
¢

4

74 See chapter 2 of the present study. Lorenz von Stein. the author
of The Social Mowsment in France (op.cit.) uses such phrasos as 'class
consciousness’ frequently in his work, but without the revolutionary
meanihg _that Marx attached to that phrase. For a ‘good discussion of
Stein's possible influence on Marx see Kaethe Mengelberg’'s Introduction
fo The Social Movement in France, pp. 25-33. -

Stein, who wrote The Social Movement in France in 1850 as part of a
learned attempt® to understand the rise of the prolotariat in history,
clearly synpathised with the Provisional governleﬂk and was opposed to
Communism. '

3, N ) >~

75 elected Works, p. 282. ) . ) \Qxy;
N : R A T
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form_ of communit y. ’ - t. ' .

oxplanation; the - Althusserian and the evolu\ionary. fall short of
ol

understanding the fotality of the historical procéss, where transitions

of various sorts build to a series of contradictions that are annulled

\

nly ig the political practice of the revolutionary class. (Here one

f

canhot :help but draw attention . to the importance that “all three

philosdphers,-Plato, Hegel and ngxh assigned to the political, the realnm

of ¢ dom, though each philosopher thought that his age had attained to

that te; the point here i¢ that no -other thinkers have ;urdened the
. t Lo 8
word 'political’ with so nuch\mganing.),
We know, of course, thqt Marx basedra large part of his critique Qf

. °

Hegel' Philosophy of Right on the argunent that Hegel had ‘erroneously
- o

-

lookeﬁ upon the State £s° Yjhe emb&Hinent of the ethical Idea, where in-

fact it was an expression of private interests, a point " tKat wouid

receive final clarification in the concept of the state as the inotrunent

of class rule (The German Ideology). At first glance this seems .a
revolutionary way of looking at the orénnisatjon-of state_and society; in

one sense it #s a novel inkight, but if it is to receive. its fullést

A

statdre in revolutionary theory. in other words, if it”is ‘p attain a

goal,~ th$P it must be supplcmented by the insight that the uniVBrsalxty

of pan{{:ipation dn the political life of a sockgty, though at present
falsely xperienced, in the bourgeois state, mUSt be experieficed as some
£ -

L 4
.

Unlike Rousseau, who gposited (if only for methodological
- - » l . st ‘
J ' . ' L ‘¢

convenience) a state of nature, priktine and uncorrupted, Hgnx'ls clear
. . ¥

4 N

that the changés in»the\lode oi production (the primary expression of the

historical mgvement) arp'higher and bettef, ithnly beibuse thesg are a



i

shift towardd a greater community of existence. Quite apart fron' the
remarkable similarity that this notion has to’ the Hegelian unfolding of

. the I[dea in history, the important poxnt to take note of is that the
- Q

shift avay from state and state ins&itutions towards community {s not a
% > shift away from the public to the private realm, but from a distorted
form of public life to an authentic one, authentic, because ®the

experience of universality in commpnity is a dialectical meeting of the

particular and the universa(j

w

The class struggle in this context, involves. a minimum of

development of théi}orces of production (in this case of capitalism) ,and

e —

the most developed class consciouén ss pqssible under the circupstanoes,

Marx .very _oftqn refers to t awgkening of class conscibusnaas anong'

French workers in The. Cla

o
-t insufficient development of class consciousness goe&gh;nd iﬁ’ hand uith’

& . .the insufficiént development of capitalism. Nevertheless, implicit
- N . *
. . Ty ) \ . I

throughout‘ this work, 1is the notion that the vworking class “may push

% v
. - forward, that the petty bourgeoisie ought to have done such and such a
"thing, °that’ the radical democrats and the bourgeois  republicans shouid

have taken possessxon of power, rither than allow themselves to be’ duped

~ - — —_ -

leﬁ in France. He goes .on to add that:

by Louis Bonaparte etc. As | said earlier ~tAis tension Is there
. ' N .
throughout and is not eliminateg at some point in the writing of the

. texts; this is not accidental, gince: the 'tpeory ,qf the permanent®
. T oq

“revolution does _Presuppose sueh a tension. Thts is what Lukacs probably
’haant by his statement: "They knew - to quote thé words of Ross

.

Luxemburg - that the proletarian révolution which, because of its social
— - . T . ¢
- preconditions, can no longer happen *too early’, must however necessarily

- ® -
- . Vad
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happen "too early’ as far as the maintenance of power... is concerned."’®

For purposes of convenience We can fpllow a brief divisioq' of the

. periods of the revolution {n France based gn Marx’s own division, which

will enable us to follow his analysis of{the transjtions and contradic-

4 1
} k]
I.  The «February Revolution of 1848, when Louis Philippe abdicated.

tions of this period:

Februery 24. A Provisional Government was established composed of the

republican‘ bourgeoisie (0di11on Baf}ot, Thiers, etc.), the dynastic

' opposition party (the Legitimists, the supporters df the Bourbons, who :

had been hostile to the Orleans dynasty of” Louis Philippe) and .the
radical fepublicans (the party of the petty hourgeoisie) represented by'

Le&ru-Rollin and Flocon,. The wbrking class had only two members to

»

s
u

represent them, Louié Blanc and Albert."'

Louis Philippe had been{;he 'bankers’ king'. The radical
republicans on the lo;her haqd;fﬂrepresented the interests of thg
industrial bqurgeo;‘sie.77 The‘ lﬁha;‘t‘acteristlc of the finar';ce aristocracy
headéd by Louis ‘Philippe, ;as thai it grew ;fCh n?t by production, .but

*by pécketing the already available wealth of others,"’8 The general

discontent of the people was further exacerbated b?“thp“oroﬁ failures of
v TrooT, ’ ¢~
. L g

Vs L}

] .
76 Georg Lukdcs. Lenin, A Study on the Unity of His Thought, The
MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1874, pp. 24-25. .

o RS TRET’ interesting to note that Lorenz von Stein'd The Social
vement in France, op.cit., does not make a distinction _between the
financial bourgeoisie and the industrial bourgeoisie in France.

~

78 K. Marx & F. Engels, Selected Works, op.cit.,'vol. 1, p. 208.

’
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‘ 1845-46. The general comsmercial and industrial crisis in England ;
‘ A
,’ affected the Continent, especially France, making the "autocracy of %the
[ 4 .
finance aristocracy still more unbearable."79
The transitions and contradictions of the first period, from’ Fobqg-
ary to June 1848, could be summed up as follows:
(1Y the transition from the monarchy to the bourgeois republic was
4\. L]
. . effected with the help of the proletariat, yet the working class could
. * /
not as yet win its emancipation. As Marx puts {t: "Uhgt it won was the
) . .
) terrain for the fight for its revolutionary emancipation, but by no means
this emancipation ggself."eo Lo
~ (2) fhe February -repubtiq needed to complete the., }ule of the
o bourgeoisie, but this could not be accomplished because it had already
been distorted by the financial'ariﬁtocracy:
.~ The struggle agaiasﬁ capital in P&s developed, modern
form, In {ts decisive aspect, the struggle of the s
\ . industrial wage-worker against.the industrial bourgeoisie, /
- N is in France a ‘partial phenomenon, which after the - 0
- ‘February - days could so much the less supply the' national
content of the revolution, since the struggie against
capital’s secondary mode of exploitation, that"of the
peasant "against usury and mortgages or of the petty
"\ : bourgeois against the whoiesale dealer, banker and ) .
N - manufacturer, in a word, against bankruptcy, was still e
hidden- in the general uprising against the- finance .
. " aristocracy.gy N *
“' ) .
- . )
79 !bidc’, pl Qlo. v L ' v
) - 80 [bid., p. 212, S T

.
R [

. 8 ibig., p. 214, o S A

79 .
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The subsaquent‘ neasures of the government further 1illustrate the
éontradictions of a bourgeois state coming to terms with the monopolistic

character of its fi%ancia! aristocracy:

Directly threatened not only in its rule but in its very-
K . existence by the February Revolution, the Bank tried from
the outset to discredit the republic by making the lack of
credit general. It suddenly stopped’the credits of the
bankers, the manufacturers and the merchants. As it did
not immediately call forth a counter-revolution, this
manoeuvre' necessarily reacted on the Bank {tself. The
- capitalists drew out the money which they had deposited in
the vaults of the Bank. The possessors of bank notes
rushed to the pay office in order to exchange them for

gold and silver.’ Y

s AR

The Provisional Government could have forced the Bank
into bankruptcy without forcible {nterference, in a legal
) manner; it would only have had to remain passive and leave
v the Bank to its fate. The bankruptcy of the Bank would
have been the deluge which in a trice would have swept
from French soil the finance aristocracy, the most
powerful and dangerous enemy of the .republic,-the golden
pedestal of the July monarchy. And once the Bank was
. bankrupt, the bourgeoisie itseif would have had to regard
it as a last desperate attempt at rescue, if the govern-
ment had formed a national bank and subjected national
credit to the control of the nation. ’

[

\

The Provisional Government, on the contrary, fixed a
compulsory quotation for the notes of the Bank. It did
more. It transformed all provincial hanks into branches

;0f the Banque de France and allowed it to cast its net
over the whole of France. Later it pledged the state

forests to the Bank as a guarantee for a loan that {t
. contracted from {t. In this way the February Revolution
directly strengthened and eniarged the bankocracy which {t

. should have overthrown.g,

To make up forlits state deficit the Provisional Government raised
[ ]

the four direct taxes by an additional 45 ceﬁtines, S measure that- hit

! -

A
] -— r
.

- . 82 1bid., pp. 217-218. C
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‘th, largest majority of the French people, namsly tﬁe poasants.Q who,
however, owing to their insufficiQnt political‘laturity laid the blame
for their misery on the National Workshops for the‘ working class.
Neikher the bank oligarchy, nor the industriailists, nor the big landed
prop;ietors were touched by these taiés. |

(3) The politica! device of universgl suffrage led to the

"uhchaining of the class struggle™ rather ghan effect a reconciliation of

classes, Qs was hoped for.83  Marx pq/;ts out that the various strata of
bourgebis society were thrown to the apex of the state, "and thus tearing
from them'their deceptive mask, wﬁereas the lonaréhy with {ts property4
qualifications only let ceriein fqétions of the bourgeoisie compromise
themselves, allowing ‘the others‘to lie hidden behind the scenes and

surrounding them with the halo of a common oppoéﬁtion."84

(4) The bourgeois republic which,caméitdipower with the help of thé"

proletariat in the February hevolution (dﬁich Marx calls the ‘'beautiful

]

revolution') nowJ felt constrained to shake off this ally. Ag the
National Workshops provided no genuine relief for the hardships of 'the

working. class, Paris was inlferient. When: the insurrection came {n June,

it was both directly and indirectly provoked by the conduct 6f the

©

Provisional Government. From that point on the Provisional Government
leaned more and more on the monarchical and republiéan section of itself;

the radical democrats lost ground and the sociiliéts.led by inis Blanc

P

vanished from the political scene. s

83 |bid., p. 223.

84 p14., p. 263.

* ” . .
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{I. The Second Period dates from the fallure of the June insurrection to

December 10, 1648, the election of Louis Bonéparte as the President ot‘

the Republic. The main action during this period was the framing of =a

Congtitution, which Marx comments on thus:

The comprehensive. contradiction of this ‘66nstitution.
however, consists in the following: The classes whose

3 social slavery the constitution is to perpetuate,

proletariat, * peasantry, petty bourgeoisie, it sputs in
possession of political power through universal suffrage.
And from the class whose old social power it sanctions,

) the bourgeoisie, it withdraws the political guarantees of
this  powér. It forces the political rule of the
bourgeoisie into democratic conditions, which at every
moment help the hostile classes to victory and jeopardise
the very foundations of bourgeois society. From the one
it demandg that they should not go forward from political
to social emancipation; from the other that they should
not go back from social to political restoratlon,es

~ e
)

. . %
After the' June defeat of the proletariat, the Constituent Asseambly
© M :{,/f’f \\ ’ .
remained’ the ‘"exclusive representative of . bourgeois fegublicanisn”.as

Y N
The form of the Republic was maintained through the support of. thg

‘ 14 e + .
_ democratic repubiicans (tﬁg’petty bourgeois party of Ledru Rollin), The

content of the ﬁepublic was the reproduction of the material condltibns

‘ -
of class rule, In this case bourgeois conditiéns .of class rule.

b

Consequently, as Marx points out, even the mode of speech of the republi-

. »
cans resembled that of the royalist tactions.87

The social enlevement of the masses, the petty bourgeoisie, the
' ‘ -

1
%

85 Ibid., pp. 235-236.

. 86 1py4., p. 220.
87 1bid. e .

82
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pehsantry and the proletariat, continued. " The Constituent Asnzlbly
rejected a plan to tax capital (the mortgage tax). The law that Ilimited
the working day to ten hours was repealed; inprisoﬁlant for Jobt vas
reintroduced; the la;;ripy of the French population that was {illiterate
was excluded from jury service; journals were once again required to
deposit cautibn—nbney and the right of association was restricted. Small
tr;ders. sh&%keeperg and restaurateurs found thelr pr;perty aliendted to
pay off debts.- The progressive tax was eliminated. As state revenues

sank owing to the bankruptcy of the peﬁty bourgeoiéie. the Provisional

Government and the National Assembly found ftself "still further under

the yoke of the finance aristocracy."eg By sanctioning the election of a

President, the‘National Assembly set the seal on its own doonm.
“

[11. The Third Perfod dates from January 1849 to May 1850, when the

dissolution of, the Legisiative Assembly, which had convened in May of the

previous, was setf in motion, by the struggle betwgen the ropublicén

bourgeoisie and Louis Bonaparte; A corollary to this struggle was the

—

coqing ‘.together of -~ the petty bourgeois parties (ghe ’ dengcratic
ngpuflicans, the socialists) and the ptoletériat.l ‘However, as the
democratic républicans headed by Ledru Rollin_lost ground time ;;d‘ again
to -the bourgbbis republicans (Wwho ;t these crucial moments sided 'with

“

Louis Bonaparte) the polarisation of’clpss al{gnnents became sharper,

with the proletariat rallying round Comaunisnm, which at that period was

L
Ty

88 ibid., p. 232.

83 )
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synbol(ced by the ltfe and career of Auguste Blanqui. 88
i

On November 1, 1848, Louis Bonaparte announced the disnissal ot the

- n'

Bar}ot Minfistry and the appointnent of a new one., In the pew-wainistry

"

tﬁe chief figure of ihterest was the Finance Minister Fould: ok

‘

zould as Finance H!niéler gsignifies the official surrender

f France’s national wealth to the Bourse, the management

;of the state’s property by the Bourse and in the interests
of the Bourse. With the nomination of Fould, the finance

aristocracy announced .its restoration in the Moniteur.

This ‘pestoration necessarily .supplemented the other

restorations, which forma just so many lipks in the chain

‘of the constitutional republic.q,

~

. - :
Marx appears to have emphasised, quite deliberately, the preponderance of
\ the financial oligarchy in the class configurations of the period.

Indeed, at one point in The Class Struégles he expressly says: "Qur

whole exposition has shown how the republic, from the first day of its

v

existence,odid not overthrow but consoligated the flnance aristocracy.“el-
While it is true that France at that period was prinarily agriculturaly
at least as coupareﬁ ‘to England, thé domination of the f inance
aristocracy is well documented, and appears #to be a characteristic y
feature of semi-industrialised societies 92 Harxuhilself seemed to think

that- this was a characteristic feature of bourgeois socidty in general:

P . ' . ’ +

e

89 For a good account of _Blanqui, see Alan' Spitzer, The

Eevo[utionarz Theories of Louis Auguste Blanqui, Colusbia University
-Press, New York, 1957,

80 Selected Works, op.cit., p. 268.

91 Ibid., p. 268. _ L

92 Carlo Cipolla, The Emergence of lngggtriil Societies, Collins.’1973.

-~
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"In general, the combination of'large landed property with high finance

}s a norman fact. proof: England; proof: even Austr!a."ga
A situation similar to both the French and the German would recﬁr at
the turn of the century in Russia; however, the working class of Russia )

(both the artisan and the industrial) came very quickly under the

influence of an advanced political pa;ly. the Russian Social Democratic

N (>
Party, and within a decade or so, had outstripped the German party in

A

militance and political consciousness.

Theorists of the "break' have argued thét Chapter IV of The Class

Struhgles and The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte represent a chanke “in

-Marx's outlook ‘on revplution.g4 The biographical evidence {s hardly

. ‘conclusive enough proof.95 We know, certainly, that between the writing .

W -

of the first three chapters of The Class Stquéﬁles in France and the

commencement of the fourth chapter, Marx had begun his economic studies

¢

at the British Museum. In order to sustain the argument that Marx ‘ from

ghat period on, focussed almost exclusively on the 'objective' historical
process, the clash and .conflict of class struggles (not the subjective :
wills of indiviQuals in classes), two theses would have to be fully<{
worked out: (1) tﬁat in the first éhree'chaptefs,‘ﬂarx c;ncerns himself

purely with the political, subjective process, (2) that in the fourth

chapter of The ‘Class Strugglég and in The 18th Brumaire of Louis

k4

9? Selected Works, op.cit., vol. 1, p. 270.
94 pavid Fernbach, op.cit. f

95 Karl Marx, A Biography, og.cli., pp. 236-250.

85
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t .
Bonaparte Marx confines himself to the 'objective' process alone.
My anaﬁysis attempts to prove that the opposite is the case, as far
. 88 the first thesis s concerned. We shall now see whether the second

}
thesis has any substantial basis to it.

Chapter [V -of The Class Struggles begins with an account of the

commercial and industrial prosperity that came to Frangs by mid-1850 and
: 7 . .

ends with the famous passage predicting the impossibility of a revolution

until the coming of a new crisis:
t

With this general prosperity, in which the productive
‘forces of bourgaois’society develop as luxuriantiy as 1{s
at all possible within bourgeois relationships, there can ‘
be no talk of a real revolutien. Such a revolution is
only possible in the periods when both these factors, the
modern productive forces and the bourgeois productive
forms come in collision With each other. The various
quarrels in which the represgntatives of the 1individual
factions of the Continental party of Order now indulge and
mutually compromise themselves, far from providing the
occasioéon for new revolutions are, yon the contraryg
possible only because the basis of the” relationships is
momentarily so secure and, what the reaction Uoes not
know, so bourgeois. From it al) attempts of the reaction
to hold up bourgepis development will rebound Jjust as
‘certainly as all moral indignation and all enthusiastic
proclamations of the democrats. A new. revolution is
possible only in consequence of a new crisis. 1t is,
however, just as certain as this crisis.gq

There is nothing out of character in this passage: from The German

ldeology onwards we are accustomed to the notion that revolutions occur
when productive forces and relations of production come into conflict
[

with .each other. Nor can it be reasonably asserted that from the 1840s

{
-

Selected Works, op.cit., p. 289.
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to pid-1850 there were no crises in trade and commerce. Clearly the 1848

revolution took ‘place in a revolutionary period and i{n advocating - the

permanent revolution Marx was in no way contradicting his own laterialifﬁtww

. ' v 4 L]
premises. On the other hand, if he is interpreted as saying that the

objectively revolutionary situation alone, from now on, would determine
. ¢
the course of history (as the theorists of the break seem to be arguing)

then the)internal evidence of- the text itself does not support such an

interpretation.

Directly after the paséage cited .above, Marx goes on to’speak abqut
the abolition of universal suffrag; ;n ha} 31, 1850; here\he clearly sees
the Montagne (éhe democratic(republican party) as having failed in their

task as a dehocrétic opposition. At this juncture Marx [ists commercial

and industrial prosperity as one among the many reasons that the

"proletariat could not attempt revolution:

An army of 150,000 men in Paris, the long deferment of the’
decision, the appeasing attitude of the press, the
pusillanimity of the Montagne and of the newly elected
representatives, the majestic calm of the . petty bourgeois,
but, above all, the commercial angd industrial prosperity,
prevented any attempt at revolution on the part of the
proletariat.gy

3

The remainder of Chapter IV is devoted to the political manoeuvring

q
that went on between the various factions in the Party of Order and the

President of the Republic. Louis Bonaparte. The‘concern with the purely

<

political manoeuvrings is not fortuitous as it is the prelude to the
. \ » N
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.Dinning of that unique insight into the nature and forms of the class

struggle which makes The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte the

“extraordinary document that it is.

The reason that Marx saw the second Napoleon as a grot;sque parody

of the first Naéoleon is that the latter represented the rise to power of

the bourgeoisie in its uncorrupted ascendancy, while the Second Eapire
marks _ the dissolution and decline of the progressive role of the

N
bourgeoisie:

Camille Desmoulins, Danton, Robespierre, Saint-Just,
Napoleon, the heroes as well as the parties and the masses
of the old French Revolution, performed the task of their
time in Roman costume and,with Roman phrases, the. task of
unchaining and setting up modern bourgecis society, The
first ones knocked the feudal basis to pieces and mowed
off the feudal heads which had grown on it. The other

‘ created inside France the conditions under which alone
free competition could be developed; and beyond the French,
borders he everywhere swept the feudal institutions away,
so far as was necessary-to furnish bourgeois society in
France with a suitable up-to-date environment on the
European Continent.gg

&

The 1848 Revolution also had the possibilitieé of growing into a

-

vigorous movement towards the fqture:

< -
. -

The social revolution of the nineteenth century cannot
draw 1{ts poetry from the past, but only from the future.
It~ cannot’ begin with itself before it has stripped off all
superstition ' in regard to the past. Earlier revolutions
* tequired recollections of past world history in order to
drug theaselves concerning their own content. In order to
arrive at its.own content, the revolution of the nine-
teenth century must let the dead bury their dead. There-
the phrase went beyond the content; here the content goes

.

H

| -

%9 ibid., pp. 308-309.
| |
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beyond the Phrase.ggq &

The content was the social reEuBllc that the workers of Paris

thought they were ushering in, with the fall of Louis Philippe. This {s
%‘

‘the reason why, from February 24, 1848 to May 4, 184B (when the Consti-

tuent Nationa! Assembly was elected), the Provisional Government was
perceived by the workers as their government. [t was only after the
proletariat had "grasped the tharacter of this National Assenbly"ioo that

disenchantment set in, ending with the June insurrection. The republican

party, consisting of royalist factions (both Legitimist and Orleanist),

petty bourgeois republicans (Ledru-Réllin) and socialist elements (Louis

Blanc) only used the pljrases of republi n' denécraqy, which in the

" earlier French revolution, had a definite\meaning and content, but were

K ~—— /’\
now empty parodies of the old. Had the Republican pariy been in earnest,

it would have novéd forward to the social republic. fnstend. "Society

now seems to have fallen back behind its point of departura."w1 As Marx
3

o

put {it: \

- . o o, o
An. entire people, which had imagined fhat*by means of a
révolution it had imparted to itself an accqjerat?d power
of motion, suddenly finds itself set back into a’ defunct.
epoch..."40o B )

: , PO . :
9 Ibid., p. 400. Lo : ' .
100 jbid., p. 404, - - . | ‘ 2is

/\';ﬂp
el

., 101 1pid,, p. 401. - ' -~ —é%ﬁ

--—192}Jbid., pp. 399-400.
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The Republican party, instead.of abgmenting its strongth/yg/J:;~ actiJo

\ . |
attempt to translate its grandiose phrases into action (thus genuinely

supporting the masses),”lost ground to.Louis Bonaparte, the very day that
¢

<
K

it defeated its own working class. In:The Class Struggle ance Marx

F
§
had already pointﬁp out that the Provisional Government strengthened the

financial oligarchy, in;taad of weakening it.‘ Its economic measures
seemed like so many c;hical gestures aimed %t placating the proletariat,
through useless measures like the National Workshops. The 'peasantry.
alienated by unjusé‘taxes, turned to Bonaparte as their man of the hour&
To compound all the;e mistakes, 1in their political behdviour the'

-

Republicans were guided by a fear of what they saw as 'the rising power of

the proletariat. Conseque;i)y, they could not and did not -irke their

position as representatives of the people with any degree of seriousness,

thus allowing Napoleon to pose as a champion of the exploited wnd the

oppressed. Having compromised themselves,. the Republicans could not *:

defend their legislative rights against the Bonapartists and the
A .

Royalists:

Just as brutal as these pure republicans had been in' their
mjsuse of physical force against the people, just as '«
covardly, mealy-mputhed, broken-spirited and. incapable of
fighting “were they now in their.retreat, when it was a
question of maintaining their republicanism and their
legislative rights against the executive power and the
royaliéts.los

'M"' A o - é

That retreat begah ef}ectively,-yhpn the Repuﬁlicans alloupd”itﬁi'

, : \ "
1 : . i
¢

108 1bid., p. 414.

",
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i‘zhe President of the Republi

electiqh of the President of the Republic in Decembér 18468, without quite

understanding that {n this way the Constitution "not oniy ganctioni the
L 4

division of powers, like the Charter of 1830, {t widens it into an intol-

erable contradiction."!04 Having conferred so much power en the ﬁ?esi-

dent, the republicans followed him hnconplainingiy in his foreign

4

ventures, and began to build a coalition with the royalist factions and
with a punericélly:small group of Bonapartis}s.‘to conspire to unde}line,
the power’ of the democratic republicans in the Legislative Asseibly.
This bourgeéi; coalition, Marx calls the Party of Order and it now aimed

to rid itseif of its petty bourgeois aL]y:

The bourgeoisie now felt the necessity of making an end of
the democratic petty bourgeois, just as a year before it'
had realised the necessity of settling with the revolu-
tionary proletariat. Only the situation of the adversary
was different. The strength of the proletarian party lay
in the streets, that of the - petty bourgeois in _the
National Assembly itself.p It was therefore a questidvn of
decoying them out of the National Assembly into the
streets and causing them to smash their parliamentary
power thanselves.( before time and circumstances could
consolidate. ;it. The Montagne rushed headlong into the

tl‘ﬁpo 105

1
sndivia &

104 The\\historian Lewis B. Namier comments: "WYhen the Assembly,
enmeshed in constitutional doctrine and democratic dogma, decided to have
elected by popufar vote, and not by the

egislature, the door was qpen for a Bonapartist restoration. . To
preckude {t, an amendment was ved debarring members of former ruling
fanilies... The amendment vas' withdrawn..." Lewis B. Namier, "The First
Mountebank Dictator" from bhis nished Supremacies (London, 1958),
reprinted in B.D. Gooch, Na go!egn [IL - Man of Qggi;gz Holt, Rinehart
and Uinston. New York, 1863, p.. 20. . .

105 Selected Works. op.cit., p. 424.

’
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The President had, along with the suéport of the Party ' of Order,

ordered the bombardme;t of Rome by French troops, thus vtolnting Article
V  of the Constitution which forbade the French‘Republlc\'fron employing
its. military poyer against the freedom of another country. Article 54
also prohibited Jeclaration of war Qithtut the express consent of the

National Assembly. On June 11, 1849, Ledru-Rollin (of the democratic
republican faction) brought in a bill of impeachment against Bonaparte
Y [

and his ministers. On June 12, the* National Assembly rejectad the blTl

of impeachment, and-the Montagne, which had threatened to defend the

Constitution, if necessary, by force of arms, left the parliagent. Marx

- ~

comments:

Seldom had an action been announced with more noise than _
the 1impending campaign of the Montagne, seldom had an
event been trumpeted with greater certainty or longer {n-
advance than the inevitable victory of the democracy.
Most assuredly, the democrats believe in the trumpets.
before whose blasts the walls of Jericho fell down. And
often as they stand before the ranparts of despotism, they
seek to imitate the miracle. |[f the Montagne wished to
triumph in parliament, it should not have-callgd to arms.
If 1t calied to arms in parliament, it shoul¥“=pot have
acted in parliamentary fashion in the streets, If the
peaceful demonstration was meant seriously, then it was
folly not to foresee that it would be given a war-like
reception. If.a real struggle was intended, then it was a
queer idea to lay down‘the weapons with which {t would
have to be waged. But the revoiutionary threats of the
_petty bourgeois and their democratjc representatives are
“mere attempts to intimidate the antagonist.w6

~

-

\ 4
" The Hontagne bad tried to force the impeachment of Bonaparte; once

it was defeated it was claar that Bonaparte was an. uncontosted victor.

o

,\ ° A .
106 1piy., pp. 425-426. « . Do
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In May 1850 the Montagne hoped to gain a victory at the polis; it was

~

forestalled by the passage of the glection law on May 31, 1850 abqlishing

~

universal suffrage. . With the defeat of the Montagne's resources,

"instead of the petty skirmishes it ﬁap hitherto had with the President,

a great-and ruthless.struggle, a life and death struggle between the two

' pouais,_had become inevitable" (Marx is r&ferring to the conflict between:

the National Assembly and thé‘Pres{denﬁ0.1°7

<

<&_ ,/" As Bonaparte enlarged his powers one after the other the Natfonal

:
P 3

e v, 107 5bid., pp. 441-442.

. 4
Assembly, dqminated by the'Party of Order, could only thrash about in

futile rage: "They only raged because he made an unparliamentary use of
his constitutional right. Had they not contiqually made an
unconsfitdtional use of their parliamentary prerogative, particularly in

regard to the abolition of universal suffrage?"108 (Marx is referring to

-

Banaparte's dismissal 6f a General, which the National Assembly objectad

to).

4

Despite a belated coalition of fﬁé Party of Order with the Montagne,~ &

the situation could not be saved. In May 185" the bonstltution was

::Qi;ed; Article 45 which brohibited Bonaparte's re-election was
‘ abolished. .Qn Decémber' 2, 1851 Bonap;rge dissolved ghe National
Assembly. égch ;ere the politic;l events.th;t led to the coup d'état of
Louis éonaparte and ‘the Second Empire. In a Prefacé to the Second

Edition of The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, in Juﬁe, 1869, .

Marx wrote:

108 1p{d., p. 454,
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0f the writings dpaling with the same subject gt the samg
time as “mine, only two deserve notice: Victor Hugo's: -+ '
Napoleon the Little and Proudhon’s Coup d’Etat.

> 5 o
Victor Hugo confines himself to bitter and witty invec-
tive‘against the responsible publisher of the coup d'état.
The event itself appears in his work like a bolt from the
blue. He sees in idonly the violent act of a sgingle
N individual ¢great instgad of 1ittle by ascribing to him a
t personal power of ifjitiative such as would _be without
parallel in world higtory. Proudhon, for his part, seeks
to represent the codp d'état as the resuit of an antece-
dent historical development. Unnoticeably, however, hi®
_ historical conwiruction. of the coup d’'état becomes a
historical apologia for its herd. Thus he falls into the
error of our so-called objective historians. [, on the
y contrary, demonstrate how the class struggle in France
created ' circumstances and relationships that made 1{t
possible for a grotesque mediocqity to play a hero's

part.ldé ~ ) : :

< FUS—
v ¢

>

The class struggle, as Ma;§\presents it in The Ejghteenth: Brumaitﬁf

of Louis Bonaparte. provxdes no real supgort for an 1$terpretation of

-,

that struggle as being determined by purely economic forces or for

'assuming that he had abandoned the tenets of the theory of permanent
revolution. Indeed, the 1mpreesion one has, throughoufEKhe work, is that
of the significance of the, republican betrayal of the very princlples of

bourgeois democracy; and it the implication is that this is of the ve}y

% i -

contradictory nature of bourgeois democrgiy, ghd"corollary to it is that

the contgadi%tion can be transcended only through the completion of the

* revolutionary process through the active intervention of the piole?ariat.

”

l%his»‘idea would acquire greater emphasis in the notion of the dic}ltorj

—

ship of the proletariat, which Marx mentions during the period 1848-1852

- ©

P

P . ARV

108 .1hid., pp. 394-385, - T T

N »
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Hoscow, 1975, p. 64.

LY

and returns to(in 1875, with the writing of The \itique of the Gotha

Programme. ' On March 5, 1852, after the writing of ,The Eighteénth

Brumaire of Louis-Bonaparté, Marx wrote the .famous letter to his friend

Veydmeyer: { T
v - N 7
As to myself, no credit is due to me 'for discovering
efther the existefice of classes in modern society or the
struggle between them. Long before me bourgeois
historians had described the historical developmeént of
_thig class strugg]e and bourgeois economists the economic
anatomy of the ciasses.- What 1'dfd that was new was to
demonstrate: (1) that the existence of classes is merely
linked to particular historical -phases in the deveiopment
of production, (2) that class struggle necessarily leads
to the dictatorship of the proletariat, and (3) ‘that this
dictatorship.itself only “constitutes the transition to the
~abolitien of alMclasses and to a classless society.lloz

4

»

4

Social-democratic commentators on Harx such as Lichthein, Kolakow-

ski, Miliband, Shlomo Avineri and Hal. Draper, have sought to prove that

_with the close of the 1848 perTod, Marx underwent a radical “change

towards the question of the political conquest of power by the proleta-.
. . B

s, -, \

riat 111 In this interpretation, Marx for the next 15 years or so, did
not Use the phrase the 'dictatorship of- the proletariat’ and consequently

had no use for it. ln that same period his work on political econonmy,

. especially Das Ka ital, is cited as evidence of a gradualist approach “to

T

the political hege-ony of the proletariat. This argunant is not

particularly dbnvincing lt it simply wished to accentuate Marx’'s wisdom
T ¢ . - -

an
- Al

LN - P

A

‘10 Marx, - Engels. Selected Correspongence, Progress Publishers,

’

A1 4 have examined this question in Chapter V of the»present Ftudy.

— -
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and-prudence, these qualities were already qvident fn the 'rovolutloﬁiry'

period o{ 1848, when he ‘pleaded with ‘the workers, on severai ngllioni.

not tourgspond'té bourgeois probocations, not to give battle V‘on ‘thoy

L]

were not ready for it. Obviously, after the IBAB'[ovolutionsj/during a

‘perioJ of economic prosperity aocoupinie& by the boliiicgh/ repression
T;hat folldwed the faikéd revolutions, neither Marx nor Eng 4s:could see
any ijective‘prospects of revolution, althouhh they prodiéqu thaé‘ with
the onseélog a new crisis, such a situation was bourd to’ arise. Their
acti;e su}port of the strike novenent;ini the perﬂpd of th;n First
lnlernationgl (1867-71) was simply a recognition of 766 strategic value
of the str{ke as a’'weapon of class étruggle, ;ne mong many, of the
-weapons'to be used for the overthrow of fbe bou}ge is state. |

./
If anything, Das Kapital, far from raconmqﬁding the evolutionary

~

i nature of capiial{sm, is in its deepest implisﬁéions, concerned to show

r

that ‘bourgeois society had become irrevocably counter-revolutionary, not.

—_—

because of.any whimsy on the part of ipdivid al capitalists,vbut because

'surplus value' (endemic to the bourgeois/mode of production) could ‘no

-

Jonger be Teconciled with '"free competit/ion' and because the .increasing

. centralisg}ion and concentration. of pital (leading to a ‘'monopoly’

s
-

- situation) wou{d require intensified/class struggle onotha'part of the
: . > - . . , . N

proletariat} and under the righf conditions, ; seizure of POUOPullz In

t 7

/
ivil War in Fr

the works of his -aturisy, The ance (1871)i‘and in Ihi

o | '// | ,
- + con T I" )

112 Harry Cleaver, Reading Capital Politically, The Harvester Press,

Brighton, 1879, is-a deta}led examination of the political significance

of Marx’s economic theo:;/ :




\ . .

Critique of the Gotha Programme (1875) ﬁarx returned to these themes.
. ; . - \

~

-The transition f;OI the concept _of labour in H?rx's early works - to
e

"labour power'\\\oresents a greater degree of specificity ‘and refinement

fn the conceptual tools that Harx employs to analyse the laws of _

~
'
)

caplfglist ' production. His laSpr' works in political economy, A

Contribution to ‘the Crit}quelof Political Econoﬁx (along with the Intro-

duction and the: Preface), the Grundrisse der Kritik der Politischen

N
~

Oskonomie, the threo volumeé-of Das Kapital and The Theories.of Surplus

Value seek to emphasize that 'surplus value' resuilting from the sale of

labour power is an. historical development peculiar to-~c£bitalisﬁ\

Maurice Dobb 'puts the point succinctly: "Marx's theory of ‘value was
) co @

gonething'nore than a theory of yalue as generally conceived: it had the

o function not only of explaining exchange value or prices in a

-

quantitative sengoh but of exhibiting the historico-social basis in the

labour process of an exchange pr commodity-society with labour itseTf

¢

bacome a conodity."113
. 6’, L}
. ' ) .
Conclusion T ,‘ - B )

-The main foous of this chapter was the dialectical tink between tho

social and political revolutions. The early Marx had to establish firnly

-

the 'materialist' basis of hié\thedry of Political revoﬂutiOn and thus

The German Ideology errs on the side of an extremely 1lpersonal account

of the clashes, oonflictg and collusions of history as they can be seen’

&

i - -
L)

113 Maurice %obb " Studies in the . Developlgnt of Capitalism,’ G.
Routlodge & Sons -Ltd., London, 1959. - .
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... in revolﬁjﬂons. The political dilensions of revolutlen are spolled out

briefly in the theory of the sta@e as the instrument of the yullng class.
"fhe 1848 Revoidtidns c’were an expe§ieﬁce|tn the subjective side of
revoluiions. as well akien illuetraéfon'of the dialectical iaveien; of
., the historicai process, passing from transitions and contradictlons to a

‘new, synthesis. Chapter 2 will pick up this then§ as it appearl _lﬁ

Lenin’s" The Develepment of Capitalism in Russjia and the manner in which

-

it influenced Lenin's revolutionaty stradpgy.

3

proletarist and the relationship of this transition

The “questions of the state and revolution, qg;adictatorship of the

forth to the commune

— -

. forn of state, will be examined in Chapter 5 in the context of Lenin’s

e

Views on these same quesiions in his The State and Revolg&;on” Thus a.

-« *

discussion ., of The Civil Uar in France and Thé Critiqug of /thel Gotha

Programme will be taken up in Chapter 5. Apg\pdix A provldes S\Lgok at

the themé of  the Party and.Revolution in Marx's thinking. "

‘ ! 4

8 .
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CHAPTER TWO ) ' .

THE POLITICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE BEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM IN RUSSIA

¥

‘
. e . had

4

-

3 R

In the previous chapter we have seen that the ‘permaneﬁce of the

revolution, as Marx- envisaged it, signified. that: (1) a bourgbois .
s : ’

revolution against feudalism must first be initiated; (b) that the
boﬁrgeoisie were both incapable of and unwilling' to carry this ravbluﬁion

" through sto a far-reaching change in the socio-economic ordering of
' \

. . y . ) .
socfety; and (c), consequently, that this task must be undertaken by the
/ .

proldetariat -whil; securing for itself the aliiance of the peas;ntryr‘and

-
”

all radical elements of society, where possible. The pre-requisite for

- this. historical innovation was a minimal development of capitaliss and

Y the emergence of socialist radical ideas. Marx and Engels had "argued

"tﬁai such conditions existgdhin the Germany of 1848 (a conglomerate of
small‘q;tates). These very séme'conditions now existed in Russia after
the omancipa@ibn of the serfs in 1861 and the industrial development that

gatﬂ:red moftentum "in the ,1880s. As in Germény. so in Russia the break-up

A

« ifn feudal relations :héd not resulted--even -in a formal democratic

Y

ignsgitution. The autocracy continued to rule as an absolute power and- °

in the economic sphere capitalism and feuda[-patrg;rcbal felqﬁions

A

‘ continued to exisi side by side. s h.k
The ' Marxian programme for a permanent revolution passed over into

Egp/ traditions of Russian Marxism and became crystallised there in the

A -

// w ] ' *
revolution, both in the theoretical work unde}tgken by Plekhanov and -the

' ~

Eﬁanclpatddn of Labour Group - (hereafter referred .to as ELG) and

1
¢ ’

- . o —~ 99

»

. ,//ﬁotfon of the. hegemony of the proletariat in the coming bourgeois /r

/

———



; . gubsequentiy, 1in the f:ninist theory and pr;ctico of revolution. This
gbporetical presqépo;ition. the hégqnony of the prolotariaﬁ in the, ¢
bourgeois revolution, was not arrived at fortuitously or by chance, but
: in constant st:uggle with rival contenders, particularly the éopuliltf”
’ who interpreted the development of capitalism in Russia i& quite a
diff;rent laﬂner frgm that of the Russian Harxigt?. and who arrived at
the conclusion that ,the Russian mjir {the village éo-uuﬁé; and not the
proletar?%t; was the chief agent of social change in Rusjb .
:n the period under consideration, roughly 1893-1896, Lenin's main
—-. achievement was to place ﬁge dévelopment of capitalism }n Russia ulthiﬁ
the ggneral schema for the-periodisation of history outlined by Marx and

Engels in The German ldeology and in The Communist Manif . Lenin's .

early polemics agéinqt the Populists, What the Friends of the Paople Are

°(1887), The Economic Conteﬂt of Narodism (1894-18985), Iﬁo Her{tage Uom

Renounce (1897) and A Characterisation of Economic Romanticjsm i1897).

. varied and complex though they are, constitute footnotes to his
e]aboration of tha/th;pe ﬁf—the de;:prgfnt of capitalisms in Russia and
the consequences thereof for the political practicé'of Rdirlan Marxism,
Thg=conclusions that Lenin afrived at after his stpdy of zhe probles were.

subsequéntly incorporated into the practigal programme of the Russian

Marxists.: Theoretically, Lenin's The Development of Cap{taiism in Russia_

- I3 * ‘.
(1898) is not only, as Neil Harding observes, "the fullest, best-

+
-

documented and best-argued oxi-gnation of the cruéial period of the

evolution of caplt3119| out of‘fgéﬂgl{:n in the literature of- Hnrxii.,nl
’ oW gt .

R

.

1 Neil' Harding, Lenin’s Political Thought, vol. 1, 1877,"p. 107.
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it 1is also theﬁh&&t ngthentic mapping out of what Lenin perceived to be
the dialectical movement in the historical process, whose general fea@ure
P -, .
ifs * that JEQh stage contains both the old and the new, and proceeds to a
. o .

third something. Translated into the Russian sitq;}jon this meant:
-

”

feudal, precapitalist, patriarchal relations of production , (best

0 [

exemplified by the economy of the“countryside) are already “latent with

: ¥
(emerging bourgeois relations, which, in turn, are latent with the new

v

.socialist relations. A This tracing out of a perceived historical process

is undeftaken with a gieater eyehfor detail and a <closer study., of
relevant statistics. than similar work undertaken by Plekhanov, thus
éohpleting the latter's critique of Populism and his estﬁglishmenﬁ of the
leading role of the proletariat  in the_ coming revolution. The
Develiopment also, for the first time in the hithertoX®drief history .of
Russian Marxism, introduges the role ;t the peasantry as allies of the
proletariat and lays the basis for that deep .undersianding oﬁ-‘the
agrarian problem vis-a-vis the proletarian’ revolution which was . to be
unique to Lenin as the leader of the Bolshevik Party. |

ln“ this chapf;r I shall begiq with an account of Rﬁssiah Populism,-
set ;gainst the background of the inddstrialization of Russia and then
proceed to the beginnings of the working class movement in Russia and the.
ri;L of Russian Marxism, as seen in the work of Plekhanov and the

R .
Emancipation of Labour Group. | shall then examfnz Lenin's contribution

"

to Russian Marxism in this period.

" . 10t : 1

«



The Indultrialization of Russia -and the Rise Of‘POEUIIII

The earlier view that the industrialization of Russia began during

1

thg reign of Peter the Great (1682-1725) has now been wsodified. Both

Soviet economic histdrians such as Peter Lyashchenko, as well as Western
scholars such as William Blackwell and Joseph'T. Fuhrmann, have .pointeH

out that the eari:e::j:j;@lons of Russian industry were laid as far back
as the sixteenth ury.2 There was, However, a marked growth in indus-
try dur}ng the las* quarter of Peter's reign, which can bb"uéefully

freferred to as Russia’s first systematic vanture into industrialization.
. \ N

Falkus tells us that: . «

\

.
e

+++ the industrial structure:that emerged during the first
quarter of the, dighteenth century was fashioned almost
entirely to state requirements. Pater's frequent wars
provided the principal driving force, and, especially in
the early years, the 6tate‘i€belf set up. and operated
numerous enterprises geared to military needs. Cannon
g, foundries and armament works surveys were initiated to

discover mineral resources. Woolen-cloth factories were

set up ‘to provide uniforms for the armies, while sail-
. cloth, rope and other manufactures were developed to
N ) provide equipment foraihe newly formed navy.4

- -

. Peter the Great also embarked 'on public works af varf@ps kinds, thus
encouraging the building industry. 8y 1716 Russia was a net exporter of

iron, the worfd's la}gest iron producer. By {725, state enterprises vere

ey

o

-’

2 Quillian Blackwell, The Beginnings of Russfian Industrislization,:
1968; Joseph T. Fuhrmann, The Origins of C talism {n Russia, 1872; _/~ .
Peter 1J. Lyashchenko, History of the Na ional noa Ru a _to 3
1917 Revolution, 1849. . . '

9 ,Malcolm E. Falkus, The industrialization of Russia, Macmillan
. Press, London. 1972, p. 21.
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sbpplemented by private ones. ‘e labour force required . by these

.

fndustries was éupplied by the serfs.

8 t

Tn the 1840s, the impact of industrialization on Russian,.
. .

society set off a debate between the Slavophiles among the inielligentsia
o
and the 'VWesterners', those moderate Russian intellectuals, who, though

they agreed with the. Slavophiles that Russia need not follow ;he path of
- ') * .

Western Europe, were united in a firm belief in the Entightenment ideas

of reason';andi progress. In "The Problem of Economic Development in

Russ?an Intellectual History of the Nineteenth Cehtury’ Alexander

.d

Gerschenkron provides a brief but meaningful account of leading

intellectuals before  Herzen, , and their’ attitudes not only to

A

industrialization, but also to serfdom and the autocracy. Radischev,

s

Turgenev and Belinsky were influential in their time, but it is with

Herzen that‘one may hegin to speak of the beginnings of Russian~Poﬁulisn

_ Russian Populisn, Narod:.khestvo (from the word 'narod’ mean1ng

L

"people) was not, as Isaiah Berlin has pointed out "the name of a -single

pdlitical party, nor of 3 coherent body of doctrine, but of a widespread

radical movement \in the middle of the nineteenth century."5

Nevertheless,‘ it was characterised by certain commonly held beliefs and

. a : .
ideals about Russian society: (1) a passion for social equality and -

- : ~ N
.
r

. . oo o
r . {

°

.
-

4 " Alexander Gerschenkron,: *The Problem 'of Economic Development in
Russian Intellectual History of the Nineteenth Century', in Continuity
. and Change in Russian-and Soviet Thq_ght, ed. E.J. Simmons, 1955, pp. 15-

21. . .
> [z : ‘
Isaiah Berlin, 'Introduction’, to Franco Venturi’s Roots Yot
Revolution, 1960, P- vit, s °

'ty



L2 i/

just{ée, (2) a deep‘faith in the 'peéple' and a related_gxaltation of the
Russiaﬁ mir as the only: possibte basis for.developuent. (3)%a hatred qof
capitalism, and following this, sk;pticisu about the beneficial effects
of industrialization, and ;4) opposition to Fhe State, represented by the

Czar and the bureaucracy. v

-Franco Venturi maintains that the main inspiration for Populist

-

. economic doctrine, came from the Utopian socialists- of the West, Saint-

S;ﬁon, qua.‘froudhon, and Fourier.6 And indeed, in the case of Herzen,

the influence of Saint-Simon’s socialism was reinforced by his own
\] G 0

observations of the 18&6 Revolution in Paris. His disenchantment with

the West may bg said to have dated from this period, although his support,

. ,
of * the Russian mir commenced as early as 1843 when he met in Moscow,

Baron Von Haxthausen, author of a set of vgqlumes on'life in the Russian

/

intérference of the modern State. But:the kermel of = this.

?) partlcular defence lay not in the nobility, but in the f
’ peasant comnunity... ) ) s, R
A\ Confrpnted with the ideas of Haxthausen, Herzen saw ’
that only by the gbschina playing., its part in .the .
evolution. of the Russfan State and society would {tb .
- " ‘evehtual retention and development be justified. His

pologia for_yatriarchalism was gradually changing into a
o Populist vision of the future af the_ Russian countryslde.7

Le—
. .
~ - -~

.

- The dgfeat of the workers in the 1848jR6Nolution and the torro&v

o

2 bt . LN

. » A
6 See Roots of Revolutlon, Preface, pp. xxxi-xxxif. o) ’
7 Ibid., P22, . . .
. % :
104
hs J I

< "
pir. Speaking of Haxthausen's impact on'He{j;ps Venturi{ notes: ™

This‘ was a defence of patriarchal life agajnst the - !

A

g

o
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pefpetrated against them left a deep mark on Herzen and .completed his
i L

break with the .bourgeois West. Europe now seemed more distant than 9}er

from the realisation of socialism, and although Herzen actively continued

~ ©

to support Proudhon, his faith in“Western siyla democracy had ‘béen shaken
- K PN

and he now looked tB the peasantry of Russia for the development of

socialism. In his 1854 letters to the English pelitician ‘Linton

- (pubrished in Russia in.1858 as The 0id World and Russia), Herzen ﬁut

forward the argument that was to become the central theme of Populism:

-

&
- We may have to pass through the difficult and painful

trials of the historical development of our predecessors,
but {n the same way as the embryo passes through all the
lower degrees of zoological existence before birth. The
finished labour and the result obtained become the general. .
possession of all who understand - such ifs the mutual
guarantee of progress,‘the,bi?t%right\of mankind... Every
: schoolchild must himself find the solution of Euclid’s
theorems, but what a difference there is between the work
of Euclid, who discovered them, and the work of the pupil
today! Russia has been through her embryonic genesis in
. the /Eurapean class. The nobility and the government 1in
our country represent the Eurppean state in the Slav
state, We have been through all the phasé§ of political
£gducation, from German constitutionalism and . English

T ‘bureaucratic monarchy to the worship of the. year 1783.

Thé Russian people neefl not begin that hard work again.
Why should they shed their blood to achieve those semi-
- solutions that we have already reached and whose only
importance was that through them we arrived at other °
questions, at new strivings? 'To retalin the village
commune and give freedom to the individual. to ‘extend the
self-government of the village and the volost to the towns
and the whole state, maintaining national unity...” such ‘s
- the question of Russia’'s future, i.e., the question of the
very antinomy whose solution occupies and-worries linds in «
the Uest.8 , o

°

4

! 9 Quoted in Plekhanov's ’Our D}ftarences' Selected Philosoghica

“_Q.L!.- vol. 1, PP 429 130.
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The emancipation of the serfs in 1861, so éajerly tooked forwl}d to
by Bussia’s liSeral and socialist intelligentsia, soon p;oved itself to
be a mixed blessing. Gerschénkrbn has pointed out that although intended
as a measure to provide free labour for naé;ent capitalism gs‘well as to

quieten the peasant unrest that broke out after the Crimean war, the

ITberation of the serfs was constrained by the onerous terns"ilposeg on

them by the emancipation.g The Populists of all shades and opinions,

N

Herzen ihcluded,'reacted strongly to the encroachment of capitalism in
the countryside, éspeciaily on the mir. ] d -~

———

Nikolai . Chernyshevskii (1828-1889), .to "be classed among the

'Ueste#abrs' in the Populist camp, welcomed the introduction of Western

technology as a means of raising the productivity of the mir. He rebuked

. ©

‘ ‘ ¥
the Slavophiles for their-uncritical admiration of all things Russian gﬁd

supported the mir with a different set of arguments.

‘ln 1859 he vrote The Critique of Philosophical Prejudices Against

" Communhal Ownership_ in which he placed the question of the mir ‘in

rmanieen,
o

historical Perspectide:

Beforé the question of the rural commune (obschina)
acquired practical importance, with the beginning of work
on the transformation of village relations, the Russian
obschina constituted an object of mystical! pride for
exclusive wogrshippers of the Russian national character,
who . .imagined that nothing resembling our communal system
existed among other. peoples ahd that it must, therefore,
be regarded as an innate peculfarity of the Russian or
et Slav race, of exactly the same kind asg’, for instance, .
Y “.

-

8 Alexander Gerschenkron, 'Problems and.Patterns of Russian Econonic )

Ly

Developlenb' in The Transformation of Rugsian Society; 1960, pp. 42-46.
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cheekbones broader than in other Europgans, or a [language
which calls men muzh and not mensch, homo or ]’'homme, and
which has seven cases, not six as in Latin or five. as in

" Greek.lo

I

;}‘:;Bb

The communal land system, wrote Cherﬁyshevskii, had _existpd among .

% ' . R ¢ .
the Germans, the French, and the ancestors of the English and Italians,

and indeed, among all European peoples. In the course of historical

development it gave way to private ownership of land. Thus, the conmunal;

ownership of land is not an innate peculiarity of the Russian national

character, It was rather a general human institution belonging to the
life ‘of every people at a certéin~st;ge of their history. Nevertheless,
it could not be a;gued that private property being a latgr development,

is also a superior one; nor was it necessary for Russia to abandon
LN N -

communal ownership and go forward aiong the path of capitalist dev;lop-

‘ment. "Is the course of development really exhausted by these two?"

asked Chernyshevskii rhetorically as it were.ll

In. the same work, Cherhyshévskii presents his critique of ~the
[NY

economic viability of private landownership, which may be summarised as

fol lows, Industrial-commercial acﬁivii¥ intensifies "and produces a

colossal growth of speculation, which after enveloping all departm}nté of
the national economy, turns to the fundamental and most extensive branch,

A

agriculture. Individual Iandéd property loses its former character.

Formerly, the owner\of the land was the persop,who worked it and laid out

oy

10 Nicolai Chernyshevskii, ’Selected Writings' in Late Marx ggg the

gugsgan goa ’ ed. Teodor Shanin, 1983, p. 182. o

1 ibid.. p. 186.
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his capital to improve it (the system of small proprietors cultivating

~

their plots with their own hands; also the system of tenant and

hereditary share-é}opping, with or without servile dependence). Now a-

new system has appeared, contract farming. - bnder this system, when rents

9

go up as a corisequence of the improveménts the farmer has introduced, on
the land, this same l!and falls into the hands of another person who has
either not participated at all in the improvement or *has - participated

insignificantly, but who, nevertheless profits from thanéturns the land

~

now vyields. At the same time, the cultivation of the land begins to
\ o, f
rgﬂuige capital inputs that exceed the means of the vast majority of

cultivators, while the farm economy requires a scale of activ@ty. which

-~

far exceeds the_capécities of an individual family and which, in term; of

- the size of economié‘p]ots, grso excludes (under private ownership) the*

vast majority of cultivators from shar%ng-the benefits afforded by that -

-

economy, thus turnfng this naﬁo{ity into hired workers.  Chernyshevskil

-

thus concludes: - - ) .

.
»

With these changes, the reasons which existed.  in  former

QQL times for*the advantage of private ptroperty in Iind;’ove?' -

communal- ownership are being dedtroyed. Communal owner-
ship is.becoming the sole means 'to give the vast majority
of cultivators a share in the returns which the land comes
to yield as a resylt of improvements effected in it. Thus
communal ownership {s necessary not only for the well-
being of the agricultutal class, but also for the progress
of agriculture. itself. It appears the only full and
rational way of combining the®farmer's gain-with ‘improve-
ments of the land and ‘productive methods. with conscien-
tious execution of work. And without this combination,
fully successful production is impossible.,,

¢ e

12 1bid., pp. 186-187.°
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Chernyshevskii thus introduced a new feature iﬁgg Populist suﬁport
of the -!1_; itfzpconomic viability. This would become part of' the

arsenal of Populist arguments during the period of Legal Populism. I

,65 shall return, to this question later. Chernyshevskii was arres&éd in

M 1862, -mainly for his-strong -oriticism.of the autocracy, especially the
< e _ : !
limitations of the emancipééion of the serfs, and while he was bejmg

incarcerated in the. Peter and Paul fortress, wrote his famous novel What

-

*fg to Be_Done? “
The emancipation of the serfs in 1861 only plapedha double burden on '

the ¢ peasantry (as Plekhanov would note f{ater). Gerschenkron  has

¢

sumnmarised some of the problems of the emancipation. _The Aemaqciﬁation
provided that the landowner should give to the peasants a cerfain amount y

.. of land for permanent use. In most of the .country, especially the
& oo . ) .
regions of the black-earth belt, the peasants received such less Ignd

than that which had been assigned to them.brior to the reform. Moreover, ’
. el

they were required to pay quit-rent (obrok) as a compensation for land T/

i

. allotments, ahd thége were set far above the contemporaneous market /

'prices of-iﬁe l;nat Although the state had' contracted to coupeﬁsate the ‘// \.

¢ -

landowners over a period of time, in actual fact, the peasants- continued//-,
to be indebted to the landlord and often paid his share of the dues 9f

varfous’ forms of labour-service. Nor.could the peasént escape from ‘the

Bbfiggtion of allotments, as the‘villagelﬁonmune which held‘tje allotment
land in.common would not release hip from his services. =

~+  Meanwhile the student égitatioh of the 60s crystalfised/into a plot

X,

to agsassinate the Czar Alexander [I, but the plén failed, its leader wés(

-

» executed and mass arreéts and deportations of people commenced. Among

-
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' thgﬁé exiled'wasAg; Lavrov, whose Historical Letters was to influence the

/

o v
//held what came to be called the 'subjectivist” view of history. The

/// foundation of all history, . Lavrov argued, is what people think,

especially critically thinﬁing individuals, who are able to infiuence the

objective course of history by their living ideals...Thb Rasses do not

\

make\\history; but the critical minority, which owes to thgsé masses its

L

&

stressed the Tole of tbe people in a revolutionary onslaught agajinst the
state; the Russian peasantry were not ignorant and doltish but capable
bbth of revolution and socialism. L

By “the 1870s, wunder the combined impact’ of peasant 'unros} and
. L

student agitatien, and deeply influenced by the major Poputht writers,

the Zemlyai Volya (Land énd Fraeaom) movement was founded, which Iater.

-

broke wup into the two factions, the Chorny Peredel! (to which Plekhanov

belonged) and the Narodnaya Volya, the People’'s Will, which distinguished

itsa]f from ¢the - parent organization by its programme of individual

+

terrorism. In 1881 Alexander Il was assassinated; the main organisers.of

“the conspiracy were hung " and the rest were exiled. With this thd

strength of Narodnaya Volya declined. The Populist philosophy underwent

a marked change and emerged by the '90s as Legal Populism, whose leading

*

representatives were Mikhailovsky and Vorontsov. The industrialization

»

of Russia had gained somentum by the 1880s and with the growth of thog‘. <

working class 'a new developament had .occurred in Russia’s history.” As

Franco Venturi has noted: "From 1861 onward; the broblen of the work}ng

classes began to count in Russia not serely as a reflection of what wvas
- \

’

110° )

’Arodpaya Volya you@h by an idealistic call to serve the people. LavroL.

leisure to 'think, must pay its debt to them. Bakunin, on the other hard, °

B aassad
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" happening in Western Europe or as a theoretical demand on the part of the

- e . .

revolutionaries, but as a concrete fact."’13 . : - fﬁ%m

The ‘gixties saw a nuaber of protests and disorders, but these

- Y N
" "disturbances were largely-a‘reflection of the difficulties experienced

by workers of peasant origin in adapting themselbeg to the new condition

'

brought into being by the manifesto of ‘19th February 1861."14 The first

genuine strike occurred in 1870 at the cotton mills of St. Petersburg;

¢ .

some 800 workers struck and demanded an increase in wages. Between 1870
and 1879, the official documents list some 326 strikes., The new type of
militant workers belonged to the metal industries and could be regarded

-

not as peasants who had migrated to the city, but as proletarians proper.

class movement had its impact on Populism, which now began to

. ‘ ’
attentjon to the urban working class and - not concentrate .

1 5 ‘— A . '/
- X ‘ v
The first‘o ganizétion.of workers, the South Russian Workers® Union

Id

and the Northern Union of Russian Workers, appeared im the '70s. 'The

exclusivelx on the countryside.

tfirst working class demonstration against the s;qté occurred in 1876 .at ’

L

- St. Petersburg (Plekhanov iook Part in this). Already in 1869

!
L ] ~ ~

flerovski's The Situation of the Uorking’Class in Russia héd described

i

N

the devpstating ®ffects of capitalism both on the urban worker and the

-

Lo <t
X} i \
- : N ‘ )
3 L3
13 yenturi, op.cit., p. 507. ) o
18 1vig., p. 507. | ] g

15 Ibid., pp. 507-55& o . - _
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rurat worker.ls

farming) were inferior types.as companed to the Russian mir, provided the

- o

financial burden upon the peasantry was removed. As Solomon M. Schwarz

has noted, after the beginiing of the 1860s, with the establishment of

“the railvays, a rapid development of commercial agriculture oocurred,

industry began to %row and change and there was a sudden sphft of .foreign

and internal trade,” and a mushrooming of banks, Joint-stock companies,

A

etc.17

As was to be expected, the peasant bore the brunt of economic

progress. The emancibation.gtself had been bu;densohé:

.
i

: . !
Insufficient land, heavy redemption ‘payments - (for the
: —land), ‘and high taxes made economic progresss impossible
for large sections of the peasantry - for the majority of
- the peasants in some provinces - and led quickly to dif-
ferentiation within the peasantry:” a minority of .peasants '«
moved upward on the economic scale, while a very consider-
able'majority moved downward.,q '

\ B -

- Now, in-addition, "the trapsfornat}on of a natural systenm of' farming

" into a commercial one, and the destrqction of donestfg peasant industry

(kustar) also changed the face of the village commune. In the 'GOB,VVifh

thé\decliné in the_fortunes of the Narodnaya Volya, Legal Populism, which

\

tavoured non-revolutionary methods of struggle began to make jladway. In

N\
(N

r ,

16 ’See T. Von Laue 'Russian Labour Between Field and Factory’, in
California Slavic Studies, vol. 11, 1864.

» 17 solomon M. Schwarz, 'Pppuiisn and Early Russian Marxism on Ways
of Economic Developmhent of Russia, The 1880s and 1890s’, in (Continujty
and Change in Russian and Soviet Thought, ed: E.J. Simmons, 1855, p. 40.,

-

18 Ibid., p. 41. ° «

T 112 4

&

P



' ' - o
t

[
- -

fg;‘!%Os, ghése Popullsté; Eliseev, Vorontsov, Danielson and Mikhailovsky
’ ) had_ relped to disseninate Hat;iSl in‘Russla.' Danielson had w=ade the
first Russian translation of Cagital, and both Vorontsev and Mikhailovsky
hia begun their careers with a sympathetic understanding of Marxism; in

- time- 4hey would use this same theory to.resuscitate the Russian mir, and
»

e

;s Lenin's Qho the Friends of the People Are (1894) makes cledr, both q’n
by th; '90s, would lead the main attack on Marxism, while accepting the
Harxién critique of capitalism. The pgliticél strategy of the Legal
Populists. yariel fhpm support for peasgnt protests through protesté by
the inlel)i;;ntsié, on occasionsv}elying on the autocracy as a level of
éhange, encouraging the gyrvival of the mir and rajecting’ the wér;ing
%lasq as the)agent of ‘'social change. Not all of ;heir support - of the
peasantr); was uncritical: ' §

) ‘ Mikhailovsky cautioned the intelligent against attempting
’ ' . to submerge himself and his civilized values in. the

s . ) backward fgnorant. masses of ‘the countryside. . He
. acknowledged the injustices of Western society and held .

~, that {f Russia followed the right path, it might be able

h i to avoid them and achieve a more rational and human social

f ordgr. But such prospects, he thought, were only

© - dnchoate. Existing conditions in Russia were primitive

o . and the intelligent had to guide their development if they

) . " . were to conform to the highest values of Hhumanity and

civilization.ls

While Mjkhailovsky would lead the main 'philosophical' attack 'gd.
Marxism, both Danielson and Vorontsov became influential in their

lycfalat{c study of th{idevelop-ent of capitalism in Russia, the former

t £
- ’ ' " A

-

W

> - .\ -
) 3

L

19 gp{ichard Vortmann, The Crisis 'of Russian Popuiism, 1967, pp. 19-

20,
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questioning the desirability of this development and the latter dtnylni

that - it could occur in Russia at all. In 1882 in The.’ Destinies é!
~ .

Capitalism in Rugssia?®, Vorontsov put for#rd the thesis that two reasons

.Jliligated against the growth of capitalism in Rus;iaz * (1) the
'inpoyerishment*b? the peiiﬁntry led to the diminution of their purchasing
:upower and hence to the §§§i3ne pf the home nark;t, {(2) Russia was not

.poverful enough to compete with other capitalist nations for th foreign

P -

market; without this, capitalism in Russia would decliné; Vorontsov, of

a

course, wag wrong on both counts, as Lenin would argue in his The

Developmend of Capitalism in Russia (leéﬁ), and indeed as the government

statisticians themselves  would reveal in their documents. - . The

»

impoverishment of the peasants.’in”gctual fact, extended the home 1,rke$.
v % re,

o

bec;use natural edonomy had changed into a 'monef economy. It was

. N h h ' . )
observed by contemporary statistical records ‘that since the emancipation

larger quantities of grain were-sold to the market; the poorest pOasanti~

-

[, ¢

.. often’ sold not only thei{ sarplus grain but a large portion of‘what thgz
needed for their own consumption. The pattern was established for such'’

. peasants to sell their gﬁain {n the autumn qpq buy grain in the spring.

. With regard 2to industr&, the hoﬁe larke} grewv, nai on ncc;unt of . .
production of means of consumption, but because of tha“\growtﬁ qf ghc

&

means of produdiioq (the introductory theoretical section of Lenin's The

.

Development of Capitalism in Russia analyses -this particular phenomenon).

) -
Danielson’'s arguments, on the other hand, rested on a realistic awareness
I3 X A .. B
N .
’ . . _ . ~
20 Lenin singles Vorontsov’s argusents out for eriticism in The
Development of Capitalism in Rugsia. i . ;//\\
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of. the fact that capitalism had established itself in Russia for the time

being and his Essays on Our National Economy after the Emancipation of

"the Serfs (1893) was intended to reestablish the importance of the

commune as the basis of scientific agriculture and large-scale industry.
The question of how all this was to be accdmplished in the face of

the onset of capitalism in Russia, aided by a powerful autocratic state,

v
- -~

was never seriously tackled in Legal! Populist li{terature.z1 The
opposition to Legal Populism came ‘officially from a few scattered
sources: outright supporters of capitalism, those who favqyréd state

protectionism and, subsequently, the advocates of economic liberalism

(the Legal Marxists). Their combined influence did not seem to have had

much impact on public opfn{pn until the rise of Russian Marxism:

Only when the opposition to Populism emerged in the Left
camp, not In the name of capitalism and capitalist
interest, but in the name of the broad masses of the
people and - more remotely - in the name of the abolition

of capitalism, did .#he question of capitalist or non-capi-
talist ways of development for Russia bacome (for almost &
two decades) a central issue.pp

~ -

v v

Russian Marxism

* In 1883, while in exile abroad, Plekhanov, Axelrod, Vera Zasulich,

"
[

21 op Danielson’s relationship with Marx and Engels an¢ the latters'
views on the commune, see Solomon Schwarz, op.cit., pp. 47-44, David

McLLellan's Karl Marx, His Life and Thought, 1873, pp. 438-442, and T.
Shanin, Late Marx and the Russian Road, 1983. For a general history of

the Russ}an ommune, see DorWthy Atkinson, The End of the. Russian Land
Commune, ;gig-xgao. 1983, A

22 Solomon Schwarz, op.cit., p. 54.

-
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Deutsch and Jgnat&sv, founded in Geneva the first Ruﬁsian Hayxlst group,
calling it The Emancipation of Labour Grou;"rhe ELG's aims were to
spread the knowledge of 'scientific socialism’ in Russia, chiefly througp
the transldtion of the works of Marx and Engels and through a
conscientious Marxist analysis of Russian conditions in order to
demonstrate that socio-economic change could come about only through the

o~
political struggle waged by the emerging Russian proletariat. In their

aarlyg;polemics with the Populists, the Russian Marxists put forward A

impressive arguments designed to show that capitalism had already come to

stay and iﬁFtﬂa direct political struggle against the autocracy would
-2 o

constitute a double burden for the peasants who were oppressed both by

feudalism and by capitalism in the countryside. The focus of the

struggle should therefore shift to the working class in Russia, who from.

now on would be urged to wage both a socialist and a democratic strugglg.
The strategy of the ELG required that: (1) they de-onstrate tﬁat
capitalism had made inroads into Russia, and that this process could " not

be halted; (2) that the Russian mir was disintegrating and could not

<

constitute the ]| basgis for a new order; (3) that the concept of the
?

'people’ " was t )diffuse for a clearly thought out political struggle;
.‘1 \I

- !

and (4) that. political party must be organized to lead both the .

struggles agafnst feudalism and capitalism and end with the seizure of

-

power by the working class (this last being a laxilalist position). The

'struggle would be waged chiefly by the industrial proleturiat, with help

(ron the peasantry and all progressive elements of society.
The draft programme- of the ELG called for the-transfer to socisl
owner;hip of all the seans and objects of proddction. The market system

i
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would be replaced by a planned econony: Thg first result of this new
economy would be that every citizen woulﬁ";have eéual’ and direct
particiéation in tke.discussion df and in tﬁe decisions on all important
n;tters. These changes would not be ﬁfought about by the ruling classes °
<;:1“” (who as may, be Expécted; would struggle against them) but by the working

class. Therefore, the necessary preliminary condition for this reorgani-

zation of society is "the seizure of power by the working class in each

. ’ .
of the countries concerned."23

Having stated the basic premises of Russian Social Democracy, the

' progfgmme of the ELG ’‘examines the conditions in Russia that would \

N -

‘determinie the specific tasks of Soc{al Democracy. Whereas in the West

the proletariat had to dirfct its.struggle agg}nst‘bourgeois domination,

the workingn masses of Russia were suf fering under a &ouble’ yoke: + an
obsolescent putriarchal economy and rising capitalis- Bdth pol;ticglly

> ‘and économicafﬂy there was an impor\ent third factor. the autocracy.

. . Hence: _ N... ?n these groundg the Russian Social Democrats consider as
their first and irinoipal obligation the formation of a revolutionary
AMorkers’ pgrty. * The growth and development of such a part&, hovever;ﬁ

‘{"

~ . will find a very powerfu! obstacle in modern Russian absolutism.24 -

- The ELG's programme did not specify exactly how the overthrow of the

;Putocracy could - be accompl}shed; and the seizure of <%owen was not

o , .
; :
\ ‘ . .
* 1}
= H ) \
23 G. Plekhanov, 'Our Differences‘ Selected Philosophical Works,
vol. 1, p. 359. . ¥ b
o 'd N " P " ¢ '
24 1pid., p. 360. ‘ > .
t © o ' )
" K ‘
. ?
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practicable at that period.25 It was tacitly understood that this ocould

be left to a future date when both the Party and the proletariat had

established themselves on the Russian scene. Meanwhile, the democratic
‘struggle for ; constitution, for freedom of speech and assembly, etc.
would be combined with the economic struggle of the working class for-
higher waées, shorte; working hours, better coﬁﬂit}ons, etc.

N M

The ELG owed its prestigé and influence, undouhtedly, to the vast

ﬁerudition f its leading member, Plekhanov. . His first '-ajor work,

Socialism _and the Political Struggle (1883) was not only a challenge to

Populism but was the fi;s iljﬁ/ﬁiglication of Harxﬁan theory to an
understanding of develoj;ents\ n Russian life. It was followed up by Qur
Differences (1885), once again a éritgque of the leading figures of

Populism: Herzen, Chernyshevsk?li, Lagrov, Vorontsov and Mikbailovsky, as

well a critique of anarchism in the person df Bakunin. The Development

-

of the Monist View of History, which appeared in 16885, éonélusi;ply
estaflished Plekhanov's reputation as a Marxist scholar‘in intqrnational
circles, chiefly among the German Social Democrats. 1Its impact on the
revolutionary Russi;n'iﬁtelligeﬁtsia can hardly be overestimated, as it
won over: large sections of ‘educated youth to. the cause of Russi;p

Marxism, while simultaneously administering a defeating blow to the much

‘respected leader of Legal Populism, Mikhailovsky. Of the ELG's.work in

a2

«general yand of Plekhanov ‘in particular; it might rightly be said that

-

s
b, 4 4

' o

25 axelrod's Present Tasks of Social Deaocracz took an Jven more
moderate stand, enphasizing day to-day work rather than the prospect of a
- sefzure of power. 5 .

o

v
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"his principal contribution to the history of political ideas in Russia .

was to 1nt§oduce the concept of the -Russian proietqriat.'zs

The work of the ELG Jas soon taken up inside Russia by a nusber of

young Russian Marxists, notabfy Lenin (at that time still known by the

family name of Ulyanov) and by Juljﬁs Martov, at a somewhat lﬁter dale.

Both men subscribed to what came to be identified as the 'orthodoxy! of
@

the ELG's Marxism; although their paths would eventually diverge within

the .space of a &?caﬂe in what sqme commentators have called the ‘’Great
S;hism.'27 This description, however, does not seem to be an_ ﬁpt one,
for it s%ggests*that both parties to the dispute in the famous 1903 split
in Russian.Marxism (Lenin on the one side, with Martov and the ELG on the
other) had both, in their respective fashionsi come to interpret their
previous orthodox; in a different manner. Lenin continued to adhere to
the 'orthodox’ position, while : his ers{whlle colleagués, turned
adversaries, slowly but surely modified their earlier views. 1 shall
return to this qqestién in Chapter I1l. For the time being, it ;ould be
instrdctive to summarise what ;orthodoxy' sf@nif?ed to ”ill Rﬁ?sian
Marxists at that ﬁpint in time. ’The‘basic~prqsuppositions o}j'orthodoxy'
were? (1) Harxian\ 'scientific socialism’ based on the materfalist
interpretation of history was the on!y authenti® inte;pr;tation of " the

historical process, and had been validated by the development of various

countries; (2) capita]ig, would succeed .feudalisa; in Russia this process

[

L
L

12 > r

. N Lt \. ‘. ‘
LY : ’ ‘ ’

26 J.L.H. Keep, The Rise of Social Delocracx in Russia. Clarendon
Press, Oxford. 1953, p. 19. :

. [ -.
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was already taking placg;~(6) the Russian gli wiﬁ on its'uny.out; (4) the

Russian proletariat would lead the revolution against both the lutoérloy

and - the bourgeoisie (at the right t{le), but only in alliknco with the

peasantry and all radica! elemoents of soclety;. (5) state ‘power wmust be
seized by the victorious proletaq}ét. after the bourgeois revolution
againsg the autocracy; (6) the Russian Social - Democratic Party must

Ry

provide leadership in the coming revolbition; (7) the immediate task of
N s

.the Russian Marxists was to heip the proletariat in both its economic and

politic;l ktrugglés: and (8) the revolution would be the beginnlné of
fagmggagbing socialist change. o

fhese presuppositions constituted the general framework ;ithin thQh
all Russian Marxists exercisad their theoretical and pr;ctical activity,
and uith1n which they engaged in successive polenics with Populisnm, thoir
lain contender, at that stage, for the leadership of the politicnl life
of- Russfa. Lenin's contribution to this struggle for leadership and, via

v Y

this, his developnent and extenslon of Plekhanov's Harxisn have baen
I

dealt with recently in .Neil Harding s Lenin's Political hought.

Harding’s analysis app}opriately‘focuses on’the importance of Lonin’s

. economic theofy for an understanding of his pdlitlcs:“ "The importance of

Lenin's economic theory for an understanding of his -politics cannpot be

over gstimated; the two elements .are fnextricably -bound togothor.’

&

especially in. his early work.427 | shall extend the Harding analysis )

further to include: (1) Transitfion and Contradiction in the Historical

&
= o ‘

x
A

M

, ) B e N »2
27 Nef! Harding, Lenin’s Politfcal Thought, vol. 1, 1877, p.
~ . _ . : " ’

o ) — .
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'Process; (2) the speci}ically Marxian methodology (borrowed fros Capital)

that Lenin uses. , '

H

A study of Lenin's early work, especially The ‘Development of

Capitalism in Russia discloses the specific meaning that Lenin gave to

the ,word"pblitical.' It would seem to be synonymous with "historical
process.’ Since the historical prbcess has been wunderstood ' quite
“differently by such thinkers as Hegel (devplopmentlgf the Uorlé-Spirit)
and Colingwood (the history of men’s thougﬁts and how they shaped .hunan .
action) {t may nof be out of place to repeat here that by the historical

process Lenin understéod it to mean changes in_the mode of production.

°

This perception is central to The Development of Capitaliss in Russia.

&
Lenin's Marxism x4

- The cumulative result of Lenin's critique of Populist economic

theory (The Economic Content of Narodib!), A Characterisation of Economic

Romanticism) and Populist 'subjective sociology’ (Who the Friends bf the

People Are), was the writing of The Development of Capitalism in hus_s;La_.‘
The key words of this opus are 'tréhsition' and 'gontradiction.’

The overall significance that Lenin’ attached to the word
"transition’ was that it was a passing over from older forms to new ones,
whether this change was from feudalism to nascent capitalism or from the

latter to a still newer form. ’'Contradiction’ is, as it were, the motor

force of this passing over. The entire thﬁ of the The Development is
strewn with those’two worde and the tit]é of at least one chapter, specin\‘f
fically useg the word 'trinsiti%?' (Chapter 11, 'The Landowners’' Transi-
ti%ﬂ from Corvée to Capitalist EE&ho-y'). In discussing a stage that has

\
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already come to pass Lenin uses the words ’'growth', 'ronlation3.

*
Y v

'gtages’, 'rlse'? ;nd 'development.’ Ag noted earlier, the immediate
purpose of this work was to refute the Populist Ldrgunoni .that the
traditional system of the vlllggg comnune was the proper basil‘éf -loci;l
development (and was gnmune to, the ihflu;nces of capiiallsn; and that
’capitalism was doomed to extinction:in Russia. Lenin would demonstrate
that feudalism was interrupted from consolidating as a permanent vay- of
life because of the very contradictions latent within it. In cbncrotb
terms this meant that capitalism was not'an artificial growth foisted on
the economy by the autqbracy,, but that it was inherent {n the

developmenta! process going on in the countryside.

A fayoﬁrite argument of the Populists had been that with the growing

. .

‘impoverishment * of  both peasantry and proletariat, their diminishing

-

,purchasing capa;ity would inhibit the growth of capitalism and eventually
thr&ltle it. Here agai;; Lenin poihis out that one of tko
'contradictions' of capitalism was that its main prof{ts were secured
from the growth in the means of producilon, and not purely from fho

_growth of consumer 'goods. It was a 'cortradtctiqn' because while

capitalism obtained fts profits from the grosth of the means of':

production, it simultaneously enlarged the technplogical foundations of

the economy, stimulated the productive forces and increased the number of

. . . @
the agents of revolution, the\proletarlat?

Al

A, Transition and Contradictjon ' <1§

The transition from feudalism to capitalism {s wmarked Lby three

@

moments: (1) labour—pervice; (2) payment of rent {n kind; (3) paysent of



L]

\ '

" rent in cash. . Correspondingly, the evolution of capjtalibn T is

acconpanied‘ by three moments that point tq the transition to sociilislz

(1) small- commodity productioh- (2) manufacture; (3) factory production.

The entire movement of the text of The Development can be described in

the six moments cited above, with contradictions appearing just prior to

the turning points in iha transitions.

~

(1) Labour-service, referred to in Russian as the barschina’ system,
’ \

or thé corvée system, prevailed in various forms before the emancipation

L'

of the serfs dn 1861, and ﬁerskpted throughout the 1890s 'as feudal

survivals., In briefff describing\the~epogh of serfdom Lenin notes:

¥ \ N
The essence of the economic system in those days was ®that .
the entire land of a given unit of agrarian economy, {.e.;
of a given estate, was divided into the lord’s and the
peasant’s land; the:.latter was distributed in allottments
among the peasants, who (receiving other 'means of
production in addition, as for example, timber, sometimes
cattle, etc.) cultivated it with their own labour and
Lo theif —own implements, and obtained their iivelihood from
it. The product of this peasant labour constituted the
necessary" product, to employ -the terminology of
theoretical poiitical economy; necessary -for the peasants
. in providing them with means of subsistence, and for the
landlord in providing him with hands - in exactly the same.
way as' the product yhich replacgé the variable part of the
o value of capital is a necessary product in “capitalist
" 'society. The peasants’ surplus labour, -on the other hand,
s consisted in their cultivatfon, with the same implements,
of the landlord’s land; the product of that labour went to .
the landlord.ze . .

-

L. . .
28 vy, Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 3, pp. 191-192, For further

. accounts of the condition of the peasantry under serfdom, see Geroid
-. Tanquary Robinson, Rural Russia Under the 0ld Regime, University of
' ‘California Press, Berkeley, 1972, pp. 36-51; A. Volin, A Century of

Russjan Agricujture,rHaryard University Press, Canbridge. 19705 Launcelot
> A} Owen, The Russian éeasant Hovelent, Russel] & Russel!, New York,
‘. 1963. * ‘ . - A :

N
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The prevalence of such a s}sten .required first of all "the .
L . ;" e v .

preponderance {f natural economy. Secondly, it required that the direct

prdducer be in'p%ssession of the means of production; thir&ly. that he be

tied to 'the land. Lenin cites from“Engels’ The Condition of the Working-

Class in England fn 1844:

In opposing the view of Henry George, who said that the
expropriation of the mass of the population is the. great

and universal cause of poverty and oppression, Engels

. wrofe in 18687: "This is not quite correct historically...

In the middle ages, it was not the expropriation of the

[ beople from, but on. the contrary, their appropriation to
. ' the land  which became the source of feudal oppression.
The peasant retained his land, but was attached to it as a
serf or a villein, and made l'iablg to tribute to the: lord
in labour and in produce."yq

o———

In such a system the peasant must be in a state- of ‘personal
. -

dépendence on the landlord, since if this were not the case the peasant.

-

: whé owns. a plot of land cannot be compelled to work for ancther .man, " The

- e N W ]

peasant’s serf status and lack of rdght; in the social estates formed the

"basis, of this extra economic coercion. The low level ?f farming

1

technique perpetu;ted the peaéants' dependence on the landlord. In

‘Cagital Marx describes labour service as labour rent. 30

2

The first change in the barschina systenm appeared when 'Ilndlbidl

= v

made a breach in the systqg of natural economy, by producing grain for

sale, during the last years of gprfdon:_ Pokrovsky dates the process from

o~

-~

*

o . —_

_29 V.Il. Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 3, p. 192,

30 Kar! Mark%, Capital, vol. 3, Progress Publ{lhori. Moscow, 1877, p.

78.

N
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. - -
approximately the period after the Crimean Har.31 The transigion to

capitalisa fn agriculture too? pfaqe very\glowly and was accompanied by a
combinat;on of the corvée ;ysten with cap{ialiﬁnfyelations of production.
The peasant, after the Emancipation of 1861, had his f;nd clearly
seéaraled from the.property of the landlord and woﬁld’bébone thg fu;;\
owner of it, provided he could buy this lané from the lindlord, through

what came to be known as 'redemption’ paynent.‘ However, éapitarism could

only flourish when a class of people appeared who would work for hire and

- N

acéd by those of the’enﬁloyer.

+

whose implements would be

The differentiation the peasantry (atphenonenon noticed by wmany

writers™n the subject during Lenin’s time) began to appear shortly after

1

the. Emancipation: , Its significance was best appreciated only by the

A ‘ - *
Russian Marxists, chiefly by Lenin. His classification of the peasantry

-

,fiﬁto the rural bouréeoisie (the rich peasantry, with land, implements and
\

- -

) the ability to hire labour), the middle peasantry (who owned some land,

and implements, and who partially used wage labour and partly hired -

themselves out to other rich beasants or to the former landlord) and the
.} .

~
rural proletariat (those with little .or no land, with no implements apd

»

who hired themselves out to the middle and rich peasantry) was tokbe the

N

basié of thé future Bolshevik strategy for a worker-paasapt alliance.
{ N N

i

rural population occurred when these sections purchased ‘new land or .

leased out the allottment land of the poor peasants and those who coula
\,"} [ v Ry C ’ \'

31 M.N. Pokrovsky, Brief History of QUSSié, Uhiéersity Prints &
Reprints, Orono, Maine, 1868, p." 20i.

» -
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1

not afford to cultivate their iand; The téopg;ntration of impiements
aéong the richer classgs of the co;ntryside was facilitated by the
introduction of machinefy into agriculture. \Jhe‘differontiation of the
‘beasantry ;ut at the roots of labour:service aﬁﬂ~intréduced payment of
rent in kind at first and then uéney-rent; sotﬁ in the landlord-economy
~as well as in the peasant ;conouy. The stage was now'set‘for uéury Land

merchant capital, the precursors of merchant capital. I[n one of those

remarkable asides that punctuate the text of The Development -lenin
L) .
rematks: K

The systems mentioned are actually interwoven in the most
varfied and fantastic fashion... It is quite natural that
the * combination of such disgsimilar and even opposite

. systems of economy leads in practice to a whole number of
Jost profound and complicated conflicts and
contradictions, and that the pressure of these contradic-
tiops results in a numBer of the farmers going bankrupt,
etc. All these are phenomena characteristic of every
transitional period.5, , - :

B
1

And later, in the sams sactign:

I ( A, *
r - Eife'“breates forﬁs that unite themselves with remarkable
gradualness systems of ' economy whose basic features'
constitute opposites.j3’

-

TQS decline of labour-gservice and the rise of commodity-economy was

a slow, complicated procgss. In his account of labour-service Lenin

T

distinguished between the old form of labour-service (performed by

»

‘a

32 y.1. Lenin, op.cit., p. 185, ‘ ' -

o

33 |bid., p. 197.

%
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peasants who owned \draught animals and implements) and the new
- -

transitional form of labour-service (performed by rural! proletarians who
L) . -
had no implements). This latter type "constitutes a direct transit}on og

capitalisnm, merging with it a number of quite inperceptible

1

transitions."34 The ' Populists, Lenin noted, did not deny that the

labour-service system was - simply a survival of the feudal economy;

nevertheless they avoided coming to ter;; with the basic features of the

post Emancipation economy and instead engaged in a "monstrous idealiza-

tion" of the corvée system.35

-

*Danie}son (pseudonym Nikolai-oﬁ) had claimed that the allottment of

land to the peasant  under the Emancipation resuited 'in the intimate

', linking of the direct producer with his means of production. But, Lenin

comments, "he forgot the tiny circumstance that this allottment of land

served as a wmeans of guaranteeing a supply of labour for the

-

landlords."3§ Elaborating further, Lenin went on to say:

~

‘ AAs we have indicated, Marx, in describing pre-capitalist
systems of agriculture, analyzed all the forms of economic

relations that, in general exist in Russia, and Jlear!y
emphasized the necessity of small-scale production and‘ of

a- tie between the peasant, .and the land in the case of
both labour-rent, rent in kind and money rent. But could

land to the dependent peasant into a 'principle’ of an
eternal tie between the producer and the means of produc-
tion? Did he forget even for a moment that ¢this tis

A

~ _ (r“fitxever have entered his head to elevate this allotting of

—

’

34 l’big.. p" 205.7‘, . M . . ‘ N . R ~
35-Ibid., p. 211, '

%€ 1bid., p. 211. o -
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. , .
» A
-between the producer and the means of production was the

source of, and condition for medieval exploitation,

constituted the basis for technical and social stagnation
A and necessarily required all sorts of 'other than economic

pressure’?3, ' »

L)

The trans}tion from labdur-service'(labour—rent) to that in kipd and

-

subsequently to money-rent is docomented and analysed in depih and detail

°in  Chapter 1l of The Development. The use of Zemstvo statistics can

. ~N ° .
overwhelm the unsuspecting reader into thinking that the ana)ysis has a

A 4

merely illustrative and cu tive value in the text. The fundamental

methodological principlie that Lenin uses in this chapter is derived from
volume 3 of Capital. s importance can be appreciated best in the light

of the current dﬁ:??bversy over whether Marx supported the Populists over

- the question of ¢he obschina. T. Shanin in his Late Marx and the Rugsian

-

Road argues that Marx, in the last.decade of his life, set out to rethink

the theoretical suppositions of Cagifal, in order'to account for tﬁe_
N .,

uneven development of backward societies such as the Russia of his time.

-TEe‘basis of Shanin’s argunent‘(s the letter that Marx wrote tp Vera

e

Zasulidh in 1881 (of which four drafts were sdbsequently discovered among
& ’ -

his papers). The relevant portions of the letter are cited heres
" v.. The capitalist system {s therefore based on the utmost

separation of the producer from the means of production...
The ‘basis of this whole development is the e atfon

in radical fashion bnly in England... But all. ot

countries of Western Europe are going through the sa
process., - .

- -9

. .
. .
.

37 1bid., p. 211.

o
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Hence the 'historical inevitability’' of this.process is
expregsly limited * tp the countries of Western Europe.
+e. In this development in Western Europe it is a ques-
tion of the transformation of one form of private property
into another form of private property. In the case of the
Russian peasants one would on the contrary have to
transfors their common property inte private property.

Thus the analysis given in Capital does not provide any
arguments for or against the viability of the village
community, _but the special research into this subject
which | have conducted, and for which | obtained the
material from original sources, has convinced me that this
community is the fulcrum of Russia's social revival, ,[but
in order that it might function in this way one w?ﬁld
first have to eliminate the destructfve influences which
assail it from every quarter and then to .ensure the
conditions normal for spontaneous developlent...aa

However, as Solomon Schwarz has pointed out, the answer to the

question of how the communewis to be safeguarded from -deleterious

influences is of great importance in understanding the, Russian Marxist

position on the subject. Marx, in a first draft of his Ietier had said:

A year later in the preface to the Russian edition of the

| 2R
Manifesto (1882) both Engels and Marx said:

A Russian revolution is required, if the Russian comaune
is to besaved... If the revolutioh occurs in time to
insure theﬂf?;e development of the commune, the latter can
become a force for the regeneration-of Russian life, an
element of adyantage compared with the nations enslaved by
the capitalist systen.a§

In Russia, “alongside & feverishly rapid development of
capitalist knavery, and a just emérging bourgeois agricul-

€

hd o

38 Marx, Engels, Seléoteg Corp#spondence, Prggres§

*
)

Moscow, 1875, pp. 318-320,

N\

39 Cited in Solomon Séhwarz, gp.cit., p. 50.

I3
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ture, we find wore -than half the land owned communally by
the peasants. The question arises: can the Russian
peasant commune - this, to be sure, is a widely decomposed
form of primitive communal ownership of the land - evolve
directly to a higher form - to communist common property -
or does it have to pass through the process of decomposi-
tion through which it passes in the historic development
of the West?
.

The only possible answer to this, at the present time,
is the following: If the Russian revolution is a =signal
for proletarian revolution in the West, so that the two
can supplement-each other, then modern Russian communal
ownership can serve as a point_of’departure for a commu-
nist development.,q ' - .

-

Marx and /Engels seemed to have pinned their hopes fo; a Russian
révoluiion on tﬁe Narodnaya Volya, which as we have seen, declined after
the early 1880s. What is of inferest for the present gnalysis is that in
the passage cited above both men appear to have been partially aware of
the onset of quitali;m in Russia. There is not?ing contradictory - about
Marx's initial support of the commune; nor does it require, as Shanin
argues, . that Marx wouid heed to revise ‘the main propositiong of
Capita '.“ The cheoretical framework fop understanding the agrarim
situation in Russia in the ;8909 is precisely that provided by Capjital,

vol. 3. In the section .on ground rend Marx has this to say:

Whatever the specific form of rent may be, afl types have
this in common: the appropriation of rent {s that
econo?ic form in which landed property is realised, - and

t ) . )
y

/

[4

40 kar| Marx and Frederick Engels; Selected Works, vol. i, Progress
Publlshprs, Moscow,. 1977, pp. 100-10%.

41 1, Shanin, Late Marx and the Russian Road, Monthly Rev(ew'_Prals.
New York, 1883, pp. 3-33. . . - .
\



A
ground-rent, in turn, presupposes. the existence of landed
property, the ownership of certain portions of our planet
by certain ipdividuals. The owner may be an individual
representing the community, as in Asia, Egypt, etc.; or
. this landed property may be merely incidental to the
ownership of the immediate producers themselves by some
individual as under slavery or serfdom; or it may be &
purely private ownership of Nature by non-producerg, a
mere title to the land;  or finally, it way be a
relationship to the land which, as in the case of
- colonists and small peasants owning land, seems to be
directly included - in the dsolated and not socially
developed labour - in the appropriation and production of
the products of particular plots of land by the direct

producers.qz‘ . ﬂh .

Developing this further, in the chapter entitled 'Genesis of

Capitalist Ground-Rent', Marx examines the stages by which simple ground-

rent or labour-rent changes through rent in kind and gnto the

specifically capitalist form, noney-rent.l It 18 this //;heg;etical
) .. .
framework which Lenin useés to analyse the transi;ional forms from

feuda)ism to nascent capitalism in the Russian countryside. This

providés a clearer picture of agricultural capitalism than would have
- . Y \ ‘ #

oﬁﬁerwise been possibie. He cites thée relevant passage from Capital vol.

LS

" 3 to focus on the basic problem-of the feudal forms of ground-rent in

s. Russia: . . : ' , -

I\f PR -

«+s the direct producer, using instruments of labour
(plough, cattle, etc.) , which actually belong to hinm,
cuLtiva?‘s soil actually owned by him during part of the
week, and works during the remaining days upon the estate
of th feudal lord without any compensation from the feudal =
lord. 43 . . i '

“ \ - ‘ . t -
42 yari Marx, Capital, op.cit., vol. 3, 1877, p. 634, <

43 Gited in V.I. Lenin, op.cit., p. 175. - :
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The .next form of rent, that in kind, comes into being when the -

.
direct producer produces the entire product on his owh land and yields

the surplus to the landlord. Here, this f¢f; of rent

... will rise to greater differences in the economic posi-

\ tion of the individual direct producers, At Jeast the

possibility for such & differentiation” exists and the pos-
sibility for the direct producer to have in turn acquired
the means to exploit other labourers directly.44

i

The differentiation of the peasantry, thus initiated, ‘develops further at
the next stage of money rent, where the direct producer gives up not his

\
product but the price of the produce, although at this stage the " peasant

is still in possession of his land and implements. Marx . had observed

t

. \
that this type -of rent "presupposes a considerab§@ developpent of

commerce, or urban industry, of commodity production\ in general, and

thereby of money circulation."45 Further, says Lenin:
o

~

The transformation of rent in kind into money-rent {s.
furthermore not only inevitably. accompanied, but even
anticipated, by the formation of a class of propertyless
day labourers, who hire themselves out for} money. During
their genesis, when this new class appears , but
sporadically, the custom necessarily deyelops among the
more prosperous peasants subject to ent-payments... of
exploiting agricultural wage-labourers for their own
account... In this way, the gradually ac&lire the possi-
bility of. accymulating a certain amount of wealth and
themselves becoming transformed into future capitalists,
The old self-employed possessors of land themselves thus
give rise to a nursery school for capitalist tenants,
whose development is conditidned beyond the. bounds of the

> 3

44 1p44., p. 175. -

45 Ibid., p. 175. 4 ‘ , S
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b cqpnfrysiae.46
- N \\
The differentiation of the peasantry, which Lenin broadly defines as

<

"the sum-total of all the economic contradictions among the peasantry (s

at the same time the process which signifies the utter dissolution of the

old, patriarchal peasantry and the creation of new types of rural
inhabitants."47 The Populists saw in this differentiation just a siaple
emergence of property inequality, but did not draw the inescapable

conclusion:

i \1" . .
The old peasantry is not only 'differentiating, it is
being completely dissolved, it is ceasing to exist, it |is
being ousted by absolutely new types of rural inhabitants-
types that are the basis of a society in which commodity
economy and capitalist production prevail, These types
are the rural ‘bourgeoisie (chiefly petty bourgeoisie) and
the rural proletariat - a class of commodity producers in
agriculture and a class of agricultural wage workers.,g

N
-

Consequently, it was incorrect'to speak of the peasantry in general, ,as

@

the Populists .did, -and see this peasantry as the’social force that would

vauan}nine' the onset of capitalism. The peasantry had already taken its’

definitbnplace’in the general system of capitaliss.
A great part of the section on ‘the differentiation of the peasantry

is devoted'to a %ﬁtalled anal&sis of Zemstvo statistics on the subject,

. 3

the fﬁ%nrial covering the interior purely Russian gubernl;;: The first

o

[y

~

- 3 \ ) N
46 !higo' P- 176. ’ “ R . . .
47 1pid., p. 173. '

48 |bid., p. 174.
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characteristic of the top group was the extensive area of Jand under

cultivation, whether this was rented, purchased'ggr feased land.

Correspondingly, the middle group had much less land, and the bottom

group, little or none. The"equallsing pgihciple of”laqd allottment after
the Emancipation did not work to the advantage of the poor pea;ants, who,
owing to the lack of sufficient means—of production, leased out their
allottments to the better off peasantry., The seconL characteristio- of
thé top group was their possession of superior means of produc@ion. Bbth

implements (later machinery) and tivestock, and draught animals. ' The

¢

. N
relative concentration of land and means of production in the hands of .

the well to do peasantry was péralleledvby thg\inpoveiiéhnent and expro-

priation ‘of the poor psasantry, who'then hired themselves out as day

>

labourers for wages' or migrated to the . cities to become industrial

.

workers or vagrants, and therefore constituted a reserve aray of labour.
Commenting on -the impact of the Emancipation and especially of the

problem of the differentiation of the p&aséﬁtry E.H. Carr notes:

The historical function of the. reform, as of the
enclosures in English history, was to drive fron the land
.into the towns and factories the labour necessary for the .
industrialization of the nationll‘iconOly...ag

... The reform also fayoured the rise of a small number

of, the most efficient peasants who could consolidate _and
‘ extend their hoidings and emerge from the gruck by
A enploying the labour of their less fortunate fellows; but
J for the mass of peasants it meant a weight of debt, harder
. .conditions, and new forms of exploitation which wers

- ' ’ '
. ' My
.

49‘2 H. Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1 23, VOI% 2. Hacl!llan,
Lt(ndon, 1850-53, p. 10.
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resented as keenly as the old. It divided the peasantry

into a minority (in some regions perhaps as large as omne-

fifth) of landowning peasants, some of them employing

hired labour to large landowners or well+<to-do -peasants.

The intrusf{on of capitalﬁsl had introduced class distinc- .
PR tions into the countfyside.so ’

[ “' -
The theme of the ousting of the middle group of the peasantry by the

top group was ‘to have some significance for subsequent Bolshevik

strategy, just as much as the existence of’ the rural proletariat was to
1) “w —-—

be the basis of the future peasant-proletariat alliance in 1{905. The.

middle group would occupy Lenin’s attention as"a quasi-petty bourgeois

o

. element {n the coming revolution, who would oscillate from support for

W 3, ’ :
the proletariat and yet act as the mainstay ‘'of thvse ' demanding private

property relétions'in the countryside. In the straitened circumstances

in which both the middle and the bottom groups found themselves, it was

" inevitable that the peasant bourgeoisie (the top group) would engage in
A

usury. With the sptead of conmercia] agriculture "the threads both of

merchant’s capital (the lbanlng of money on the security of land, the o

buying up of ‘varfous products, etc,) and of ‘Industrial capital

¢
4

(conmercia}g agriculture with the aid of ‘the wage-ygrkers) lerg;’ in the,
. T

hands of the peasant bourgeoisie."51
[\

In Capital Marx had obseryved that merchant’s and usurer’s capftal on
the one hand and industrial capital (both in agriculture and industry) on

the othKer T™represent a single type of economic phenomenon, which is

w50 |pid., p. 12. ” - ) .

51 v.1. Lenin, op.cit., p. 78.
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g covered. by - the general formula: the buying of commodities to sell at

3 A

profit.”sz“ Historiéally, merchant’s and usurer's capitil precedes

industrial capital and are a necessary, but not sufficient premise for
f] \k ~a

the ,forn?tion. of the l;ttér. IA Russia, wthﬁ question was whether
merchant capital and usurer’s capital ;as helPing to disintegrate th; old
mode of production and replace it by the captfalist.node of pro&uctlon.
JThe data on peasant cultjvation yielded an affirmatiie ‘reply to this
question, The well to do peasant invested his money in the improvesent
of his farm, in the pur;hasing of‘ land and its renting; 1ﬁ the

acquisition of implements - and the hiring of waﬁgers, ‘not merely in

trading establishments only or in usury. If capital in ‘the -Russian -

Y .
countryside was being used merely for usurious purposes, gpe data on
production woul'd show, not the differentiation of the peasantry- into

fural bourgeoisie and rural proletariat but "the whole of the peasantry

would represent a fairly even type of pQVerty-strickeniculbivato;l. among

" whom’ oﬁly usurers would stand out, and they only to the extent of money

owned and to the extent and o}édﬁization of agricultural production."5%

rd *a,

This agricultural production had become almost solely commodity

production in the shape of commercial agriculture, whose chief

characteristic is the specialization of agriculture. The concentration

of 'é}oduction/ and the segregation of areas for specific agricultural
S
activity was a phenomenon new to Russia. The shifting of the principal’

52 Ibid., p. 183.

53 Ibid., p. 185. : ‘
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' «centre of grain production from the central black-earth areas to the

steppes and the lower Volga gubernias was explained by the fact that

these areas had become colonies of the long-settled parts of European

‘ . . 3
Russia. = - Dairy farming, the - processing of agricultural  produce
(disti]iiqg beet-sugar préductio%g potato-starch production,. vegetable-
N - X i h
oil production, tobacco-growing), industrial vegetablp and fruit-growing,

etc., were concentrated and segregated in various parts of Russia, thus

v

giving rise not only to increased division of labour, but also to
exchange between. the various agricultural areas. Commercial agriculture,

of course, depended on the development of industry: The development of

- EN

. : ' AN
industry in central Russia and the development of commercial farming in
the outer regions are inseparably connected, so Lenin pointed out; they
create a market for each o&herf

The transition from feudal relations of production to capitalist
ones, was in the main, pfesented by Lénin as a forward step in the

Il a [ 4

countryside, breaking .the isolation of the peasant and the landlord

*
@conomy ¢ . : L

o

N 1
Capitalism for the first time broke with the system of
gocial estates {n land tenure by converting the land into
. a commodity. The farmer’s product was put on sale and )
began ‘to be subject to social reckoning - first- in the ~
local, then in the national, and finally in the .interna-,

- tional market... The farmer was compelled willy-nilly, on
pain of ruin, to take account of the sum-total of social
relations both in 'his own country and in other

~countries.sa

a

54 |bid., p. 313,
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The theme of 'tpe sum-total of social relations’ would gain {ncreasing
fmportance in Lenin’s thought, becoming almost the first criterion of

what he meant by pof&tical consciousness (Uhat is to be Done?).% By that

time, his §ttention had moved from the countfysiae tétthe working class,
and would shift back again only Py the 1905 revolution.

The negative side of capitalism was offset by two factors: the
fnmense growth in the productivity of agriculture and the birtﬁ of th;
rural proletariat. This latter circumstance alone-truly stamped' Russian
agricul ture as capita)ist\~;nd not merely, or only as ' pomnodi}y
production. Marx had observed that the production of commodities vas the
- startfng point of c;pitalismt but cipitalism proper came into beiﬁg only -
when ; éropertyless class engaged in the sale of labour power and a
propertied clas; purchased it. Consequently, a great pq;t of Lonin's'
chapter on coammercial agriculture is dotted with facts ahd figures that
confirm his thesis of the growth of the rural prol;tariat. This conéern
with the growth of the proletariat would become more prominent in the

second part of The Davelopmeﬁt of ' Capitalism in Russia, where the

bolemics against Populist arguments acquires a secondary importagece.

The transition from artisan production (production of articles to
the order of a consumer) to commodity-production takes place gradﬁiili.

N r

when the artisan.comes into contact with the market, and thus becomes a
commodity p;bducer, though not yetnp\petty capitalists ' "This transition

tékes place graduai]y, at first as an experiment: goods are sold which

138

L



‘. ~

4
14
’

are l;ft on his hands by ch;nce, or are produced in his spare ti-eﬂ"ss
As comperce expands, tﬁere appe;r the specialist merchants or buyers-uﬁ
"and _the market for garﬁf is no longer the snall‘vill;ge fair but the
whole regipn, then the.wﬁole country and sometimes other countries: "The
product!on' of industrial wares in thé‘shgpe of comnodi£ies i; the first
- step to ﬁpe geparation of industry from agriculture and to mutual
exchange be\tween.them."56 | '

. The 'poét ‘Emancipation period saw the (;apid growth - of small

industries. Lenin’'s interest in this development was the relation

between the growth 'of small industry and the differentiation of thé

peasantry. It vas the pba?'péasant mainly, ;ﬁﬂ occasionally the middle

-

peasant who provided the labour required for these. industries. His

. classification of the small peasant industrialists was primarily intended

to "ascertain the part wage-labour plays in each group."57 .Lenin divided

A

- the craftsmen in each industry into gradeé,‘bottbn; middle and top,
~ J

acéording to the number of workers.(family and hired) per establishment
~ . . . .
and sometimes according to the volume of output and technical

v

orgqnizatibn. The Table on page 347 of the text of The Development, like -
mahy of the others in the sections on agriculture, indicate-how closely
anq carefuliy Lenin *had sifted the mﬁ%s of available data on the subject. '

In the 33 ({ndustries classified it was found that wage-labour

o

[N . ‘ Y ) b

= 55 jbid., p. 334, ‘ . .
- = 57 1b14g. , ' o
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pPredominated over family labour since 51% of the workers were hired: -

']
AN .

The role of wage-labour rises parallel to the increase . in
the size of the establishment. g
t

\

'Tﬁe tendency of smdl]l commodity production was towards the tncroising

N 5 .
employment of wage-labour, imperceptibly growing into the formation of

capitalist workshops characterised by simple co-operation. At this

stage, the transition to capitalist manufacture had begun:
. :

Manufacture is. highly important in the development of.
* capitalist forms of industry, as the link between handi-
crafts and small] commodity production with primitive forms
of capital, and large-scale machine industry.ss

”x" ]

The division of labour nhi!p began with pettyucolnodity production now
intensifies and could be seen in Russia in the various industries: Coe-
weaving, textiles, the making of hemp and roée.' wood-workin} tradol.(w

leather and furniture making, the processing of ginoral products, the

i FEEN

metal trades, ﬁewellery-naking; etcz The retention of old wmethods of

hand production in manufacture meant that the process of production was

split into several single operations performed by different specialist

craftsmen, wﬁo, in effect, became apprentices to the tradé, without any

¢

W
., independence: "It is well known that under the general  conditions of

commodity-economy and capitalism this gives rise to the worst forss of

" 3
.
[

AN

58 Ibid., p. 348. o | ' e

59 Ibid., p. - : T g
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personal! dependency and exploitatién."sO(‘ However, .the divisiono? of

labour {in -manufacture prepared the ground for the reception of large

”'—sclf; machine {industry, which could only be introduced "when the

LS .

production process has been split into a number. of the simplest, purely

o

neéhanicél operations."61

The wmuch vaunted independence of 'handicrafisneh' which the

!
Narodniks (Populists) extolled was in reality a fiction:

Their work could not ba“done. and their products would _on
occasion even have no use-value, if there were . no
connection with other detailed operations, with other.
parts of the product. And only big capital, ruling (in
. one form or another) over a mass of workers perquning
separate operations was able to and did create the
connection. One of the-main errors of Narodnik economics
-~ {g that {t {gnores or obscures the fact that . the
'handicraftsmen’ performing a single gqperation is a
copstttuent part of the cagitalfst manufactory.go

The negative féatﬁre of the division of labour was that it disfigured and

crippled the worker, including the handicraftssen who lade’single parts:

"pivision of labour in manufacture produces virtuosi and cripples, the

former as rare exceptions, whose skill astonishes; and the -Jattger in the

"shape of the mass of handicraftsmen, weak chested, with inordinately

A

developed arms-and curvature of the spf%o'etc."sa In a footnote Lenin

cites the case of the worker, who for six years had been working at the

PR

<4 g 4

60 ibid., pp. 427-428. .
61 1big., p. 426. .“
62 |bid., p. 429.
j 63 b ! . ..a. ' °
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same vice and had w{th his bare left foot wdrn more thinﬂhalfway through

the board on which he stood. The man had remarked with bitter irony that
© : ) .
his employer intended to get rid of him when he had worn the board right

through. o v

Manufacture also introduced the territ;rial division of l?bOUr based
on the availability of raw materials in a given regiqr. This resulted in
a speﬁiflc fofm of the separation of agriculture from industry. In most
caseq.\th% industriés organized on the fines of manufacture had only non-
agricultural centres, towng and"v;%lagas whose inhabfitants hardly engaged

fn agriculture at ali. - The worker here was tied to his trade, was

subordinated to capital, and ownéﬁ neither raw materials nor (éniuhod-

products.

The Contradictions of Developed Capitalisa

Neil Harding has poﬁnted out that Lenin had a minimum definition of

capitalisn: commpodity productlon.64 It may be pointed out that he also

hdd a definition of 'developed’ capitalism (not 'advanced’ capigalill)x
g L")
The principal and most {mportant’ feature of this :tage is
the employment of a system of machines for production.
The transition from the wmanufactory to " the factory
signifies a conplete technical revolution, which does away
with the craftssan’s manual skill that has taken centuries
to acquire, and this technical revolution is {inevitably
X folloyed by the most thoroughgoing destruction’ of social
production relations, by a'final split among the A various
groups of participants ih production, by a conploﬁz break.
’ with tradition, by®an intensification and extensiop of all

v

oy «the dark aspects of capitaliss, and at the same time by a
- , . \ L,
. " :‘y Z} . 8 . . G'
. [ ]
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[ ™)
mass soeialization of labour by capitaliss. Large-scale
machine industry is thus the last word in Cypitalism, the
last in fts 'elements of social progress’ and regress.gg

Perhaps' wvhat s of wmost significance -in this passage 1is the

» ~,
L4

reference to the thordughgoing destruction of ancient social relations.
Populists from Chernyshevskii to Danielson had argued that technological

innovations could be harnessed meaningfully in the countryside. VA

contemporary scholar, Theodore Von Laue (who has done emi?e work on
the condition of both the peasantry and -the factory worker in Russia
~

around the turn of the century) describes graphically the plight of the

worker-<peasant whose way of 1tfe had been destroyed by . factory

N ]

capi'talln. In *Russian Labour Between Fileld and Factory', he divides

this labour into Afstagem Basing himself on accounts by "a German

economic writing in the 1890s, Schulze-Gavernitz, Von Laue speaks of the
4 stages: _‘ . ‘ /
(1) Labour recruited from peasants who ate and slept at their place of

work in' the city and returned to the village on the weekend.

. .

(2) Peasant factory vorkers who were members of migratory artels, who
left family behind in the village.
(3) Peasant workers who brought their families along, but Jived in

unsatisfactory quarters, and who returned in their old age to the
village. A -
: *
(4) Skilled workers, proletariaﬁs proper, who lived in Western style

vith their families in separate-quarters, atthough they might have

“

-

© 65 y 1. Lenin, gp.cii./p. 454, - . -
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communal kitchens.58

-

Lenin saw the 'historical qissién of capitdlise’ as consisting of.
tw6 nain‘features: (1) the development of the ﬁroduct;;e forces Pf social
labour, _ana (2) the socialization of._labour. The development of the
productive forces of social lapod}\can only be observed in full relief in
large-scale machine production. Until then, hand production' “and
primitive techniques prevailed. The lowest and worst forms of capitalism
in the handicrafts industries had been supercadeé and an increase of
social wezlth ifi the means of production had been effected: "An equally
thoroughﬁ transformation of technique is seen in every branch of the
nation;1 economy where capifali;t production predoninates."67 The
socialization of labour by cépitali;m ended feudal ({solation _and
relations of ‘personal depﬁndence. While in natural economy scattered
smali \economlc units existed in isolation from each other, in commodity
production local markets were drawn togefher'into an enormous national
market first‘ and then into}the world market. As Leniaf expressed !t;
productg;n'for oneself has been transformed into prodﬁction for the whole
qf society;, .- >

The socfalization of labour resulted in the crehtion of the werking
class. One of the na}or Populist arguments had been that tha. worﬂing
class in Rusgia was decreasing in numbers, that the number of factory
yorkeré was igpreasing ‘?re slowly than the res@ of the gopulatlon.

v ’ s ’ ~ .

i 4

.

66 1.4. *Von Laue, 'Russian Labour Between Field and Factory,’ 1in

California Slavic Studies, vol. Ill, 1864, p. 70.\\} - ~
67 v.1. Lénin, gp.cit., p. 596. -

. 144 | .



Leninattempts to place the proﬁlen in its confgxt:

:

. S
years (1865-1890}, it was clear that there had been an increase of 65% in

v

populat

o there

Let
whether an increase is taking place in the comiercial and

industrial population at the expense of the agricultural
population... or whether an increase is taking place in
the

4

us observe first of all that the question must be

number of workers employed in large-scale machine 4
industry. It cannot be asserted that the rfumber of

-woikers in small induystrial establishments or in
-manufactories nust increase in a developing capitalist
society, for the ‘factory eliminates the more priniti%e“

forms of industry. ‘68

ion.

69

- ! \

Taking a return for all branches of Industry and over a period bf 25

the workers® population, much greater than the increase ﬁn,,tpe general

For example, in the mining and wmetalluyrgical industries

had been a.inc;‘ease of 107%. As it is not within the scope of:
» B .

this chapter

Lenin,

‘working population ih large-scale enterprises:

¢ ! ‘
to investigate in detail any of the tables provided by

<

have selected one simple table illustréting the growth -wof .the

.70

Nuaber of Workers in Large Capitalist Enterprises (in thousands)

. " ;
Years In Factory In Mining . On Railways’ Total
gnduatry ’ ’
1865 509 . 165 32 Lo 706 T .
1890 840 . ss0 M, 262 1,432
" - .. ' ) )
- * %
68 [pid., p. 486." In section 5 of Chapter VII mf Development of
Larzo Scale -Machine lndustry) Lenin clears up a lethod logieal ~ problen
'rolating to the use of officialVstatistics. See The o ent, p. 456/
. ‘a“ . “
69 lhig.v P 499, i ) . #- * ' %.
. 7° lb.Ld.,_ p. 488, . " w0 ‘
. ® v Lo * 4,’ ~ °
u‘ 45 ) - 4 {Q ‘
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Thus, in 25 years, Lenin points out, the number of workers in large

) -~ . N \
capitalist enterprises had doubled, and according to his own analysis of

the Zemst@o statistics, ‘had grown faster than the wurban population.

Lenin was well aware, that both in the industrial and the agricultural

o
t !

sectors, there existed what he called the 'semi-proletarians.’ The
latter were the allottment-holding wage workers who ‘had not completely

severed their ties ?ith the land and who covered their expenses in part

by farmipg tiny plots of land in the village. ' )
a/i;n was

Closely related to the growth of the working popul the

3

phenomenon of relative surplus-ﬁopulatton, or the reserve army " of the

\

unemployed:

++« Russian capitalism could never have developed to 1{its
present level, .could not have survived a single year, had
the expropriation of the small producers not created an
army of many millions of wage workers ready st ‘the {first
call to. satisfy the maximum demand of the employers i{n
agriculture, Ilumbering, building, commerce and in the
manufacturing, mining, and transport industries, etc. We
say the maximum demand, because capitalism can only
develop spasmodically, and consequently, the number of
producers who need to sell their labour power must always
exceed capitalism’'s average demand for workers. We have
now estimated the total numbers of the various categories
of wage-workers, but in doihg so do not wish to 'say that
capitalism is in a position to give regular employment to
them all. * There is not, nor can there be, sych regularity
of employment in capitalist society, whichever category of
¢ wage-workers we take. Of the millions of migratory and
resident workers a certain section is constantly in the
rdserve’ .army of unempioyed, and this reserve army now
- swells to enormous dimensions - i{n years of crisis or {f
dhere Is a slusp in some industry in a particular
district, or if there ig particulariy rapid extension of
machine production, which displaces workers - and now
gshrinks to a miniasum,- even causing that shortnge' of

— b labour whicR s often 'the subject of complaint by -
.employers in some industries, in some years, in some parts
of the country... The increase in the nuaber of peasants

thrown into the ranks of the industrial and rural proleta- »

y ) AN \
N -
»
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Ay

riat, and the increase {n the demamli for wage-labour, are

two sides of the same medal.
1 - 71 -

N

The growth of the proletariat (and its special composiiibn in Russia

o

the .semi proletarians and the unemployed) was_ to have consequences for’

Bolshevik strategy in the years to,come; Lenin's draft ‘programme for the

Russian Social Democratic'Labour Party, and the corrections and additions

that he made to Plekhanov’s draft‘programﬁe of the Party for the Second
.‘x <@ N

Congress of the RSDLP, reflect the concern with the 'historical agent' of

revolution and the manner in which the RSDLP should incorporate it into .

it; political 'strategy. The fact that in Russia, the ‘proletarian was
also a peasant, required an addltiona] emphasis in the Party's agrarian
programme and would be reiteréted by Lgnfn, both in the 1905 revolution
and after. Qpart from the detaile& Qay in which Lenin stﬁdied the
developmeni of capitalism in Rusgia, in contrast to Pleﬁhanov. there is

an. additional element here which {s lacking in the latter's work. Neil

Harding while conpariné and contrasting Plekhanov and Lenin, has observed
-

that the p:oﬁﬂem of. putting a recognisable outline to Plekhanov's

skeletal sketch was nowhere more apparent than in the field of economic
analysis of .Russian society.72 One could spell this %ut further. While
Plekhanov did pioneering work to establish the role of the proletariat

and . thereby point out the transition from feudalism to capitalism, he

' ‘Etopped short at that:point, while Lenin went further in delineating the

v

7 1bid,, p. 583.

-

72""81‘ Hal‘ding, OE,Cit-’, P- 79- | “ X s
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process of transition from capitalism to socfalism, and all the

. , Possibilities this held out for revolutionary Marxism. In the Rus

“context the theme of the 'permanent revolution’ required an underst
of the interaction of/all three elements: the radical bourgeo}sie

proletariat and the peasantry.

In his earlier work What the Priends of the People Are, Lenin had

explicitly raised the issues of class struggle imn relation to the
bourgeois state. . In Russia, the class’stat; was compliicated by the
speciﬁl é@ﬁbination of an autocratic state arnd the existeﬁce of the two:
economies, the feudal and'the capitalist, both striving for dominance.
His Marxian sense 'of 'historical necessity’ could attain concrete
expression only by delineating the process at {its basic level, the
‘econony. That feudalism would be overta&en by capitalism was taken for
granted by the Russfan Marxists; it remained td study the historicai
prdcess as it actually unfolded in Russia. “
Above™ all, the contradictions of developed capitalisa, namely, the
Ve .
clash between the collective nature of the ]3§b0f process and the
individual na@ure Jf appropriation resulted in the ;exploitatlon' of the
wage workers. This was the objective basis of revolution, to which Lenin
added an all important subjective factor.’ The p;oletartat represented

J

all the exploited of society. He thus gave meaning to Marx's dachipt{bn

——

. of the proletariat as the universal class that in libo;;tlng itself,
L] . ~

would simultaneously liberate all the expioited of society. To engage in

such political action required an authentic knowledge of the historical
: v

process, a knowledge which Lenin {dentified with ,genuine political
¢

consciousness. The Development has been read by contelporhry scholars in

rd

~



various ways: as a treatise on the Russian agrarian problem, as a study,

in economics, 88 an essay in sociology; but there can be no doubt that it
was Intended by its author as a political document intended to further
political consciousnesé.‘ ag 8 precondition for correct politicgl

action.73 YRy

.~

Conclusion

M

[
' I began this chapter by pointing out that the Marxian concept of
'éernanent revolution’ was taken over by Russian Marxism, which, in

applying iteto the Russian situation, had to contend.with the Populist

- .
phig:sophy. With historical hindsight, one may now say that Lenin was

f{te leading exponent. There is no contradiction in this, for although -

all Russian Marxists were unanimous in thinking of the coningdrfevolqtion
a8 a bourgeois democratic one, we have seen that Lenin alone (among the
leaders) interpreted this as a stage; which would be closely followed by
_the hegemony of the proletariat in alliance Qith. the peasantry.: To
arrive at this igsight he had to purs;e the implications o6f the  transi-

tion-and-contradiction terminology of classical Marxism for Russia; as

well he was obliged to examine in greater detail the role of the peasan-

-

try. His work in this period was to establish the theoretical bases"

for an understanding of the permanent revolution, or what he also called

in 1905, the 'uninterrupted revolution.” Whatever the preoccupations of

~

- ‘o
73 see Harry Willets, 'Lenin and the Feasant,’” in Schapiro &

Reddaway, Lenin: The Man, the Theorist, the Leader, 1867, pp. 211-234.

* Also, in the sae volume, Alec Nove, 'Lenin as Economist,’ pp. 187-210,

-

and Alan Hunt, 'Lenin and Sociology,’ Sociological Review, 24, no. 1, -

1976. PP' 5-223
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his collieagues in the RSDLP, Lenin's growing militance and his call. for
, \(he‘ establishment of a militant revolutionary party followed from the
theoretical analysis he had undertaken prior to the founding of Iskra in

1800 and the writing of What fs to-be Done? in 1801.
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CHAPTER 111

RS LENIN AND THE PARTY

o

The central role that Lenin assigned to the Party in the proletarian

revolution has been the source of heated debate among scholars. | have

'

already pointed oul in the lnt?&duction that two aspects of Lenin's
Political' theory, the seizure of power by the proletariat and the
vanguard role of the Party, are the two most controversial aspects of the

Marx-Lenin conﬁection. In Chapters One"and Two | attempted to

' theoretically explore the connection between the theme of the sefzure of '

pover and the Marxian ihoory of revolution »in its historical and

theoretical setting. In this chapter 1 shall attempt to relate Lenin’s
. ' ]

vanguard theory of the Party to two main themes: the seizure of power as

an extension of a Marxian iheory of revolution and the role of

revoiutionary political consciousness. The subsidiary ghelea of Party

organization and discipline follow logically from the aims of a -

L <

revolutionary party, especially under conditions of autocratic rule;
consbquently. the main focus of the chapter will] be on the theory of thea
[ J .\ ¢

vanguard role of the Party, the history and background of its evolution

in Lenin's thought, and its rationale.

The Prcoblenm ’ ©

The most common criticism of the vanguard role of thg Parfy is that.

-
i
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it is a Blanquist notion, not a Marxian one.! It is generally accepted
in liberal scholarship that Marx himself advocated a Blanqul style

.

revolutionary seizure of power, at least.until a certain point @n his

career, approximately, the 1850s.2 According to this reading, with the
failure of the 1848 revolutions in France and Germany and . with the
commencement of Marx's stuay of cgﬁitalism. the estabij%hment of the
Fir;t International €1864) and the growth of the industrial proletariat
in .Englénd and on the Cbngjnent.‘Marx moved towards the idea of the
peaceful and parliamentary coﬁquest of power by the proletariat, tﬁuf, in
substance adopting a g;adualist app;o;ch to the conquest of political
power. Supposedly, this approach was suspended in the period immediately
following the Paris Commune of 1871, when Marx reverted to the Blanquist
iaeas‘of his youth; however, this change was gshort-lived and he proceeded
to” endorse peaceful- and parliqmentary methods, a p};;eﬁs which was
reinforced by Engels after Marx's death and found its culmination in the
establishment of the German Social Democ¢ratic Party in 1891; I have

-

questioned this reading of Marx and have put forward an alternative
f . ‘
approach in Chapter One, arguing mainly that :the theory of pernaneht/

revolution was integral to Marx's understanding of the nature of state

“

ot

! Louis Auguste Blanqui, who lived during Marx's lifetime and was
much admired by him, advocated a seizure of power in France by a small
group of dedicated revolutionaries., He was imprisoned for his views and
. wag still-in jail during the egtablishment of the Paris Commune of 187§,
when the Versailles government refused to’release him to the Communards.
For details of Blanqui's views, see Alan Spitzer, The Revolutionary
Theory of Louis Auguste Blanqui, Columbia University Press, New York,
1957, . .

-

2 See the Introduction to the present study, pp., 18-18.
!
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| power and the historical mission of the proletariat as both the agent in

the defeat of capitalism and in the .establishment of a new social order;

the questian of the role of the Party in the revolutionary process
9

fol!owed logically from these theoretical premiseé. gven ﬁhough the

historical conditions 1in Marx's time ;ere not yet ready for the full

fledged Party.

These scholars (Lichtheim, Kolakowski, Wolfe, Tucker‘gg_glL) are n;t

questioning the relevance of a Party to the conditions of modern
N

political life: they ﬁérel& doubt whether.the specific structure that the
Bolshevik Party acquifed'and the specific goals that il worked for, could
be described as being inﬁéired by Marx or whetﬁer they were the result of
the autocratic and oppressive conditions of Russian life. As they have
alre;dy assumed that the mature Marx favoured a gradualist approach to

the conquest of political power by the proletariat, it was':nqtural for

them to view the Bolshevik Party as a phenomenon unique to. a backward

. soclety, with a relatively ﬁndevelbped political economy. As indicated

L .
earlier, this point of view was an extension of the reformist arguments

of German Social Democracy.3 Yet, th elitist component of the vanguard
. ~ " K

role of the Party (if not the question of the seizure of power) had been

»

a hallowed dogma in international social democracy until the 1903

'Qpngress of the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party. Not only the

i

veterans of Russian Marxism (Plekhanov, Axelrod, Martov, Zasulich), but

also Bebel and}Kautsky from the German party had been unanimous in agree-

A

3 See Introdyction, pp. 18-19.. . .
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1

ing that the Party constituted the advance spct{on of  the working class,

thus' implying 'a qualitative distinction betwﬁen the : vanguard and the

totality of the working class.“

1

With regard to Kautsky, who had been a source of inspiration to the
Rusgian Social Democrats, the shift in his political ‘views occurred

shortly before the World War. His writings until The Roasd to Power

(1912) continued - to hold on to a militant position., this despite the
Erfurt Programme of 1891, where the seizure of political power by the
projetariat was not mentioned. Kautsky, as Lenin's citations of his work

in What 1Is To Be Done indicate, never relinquished the idea that the

Party and the proletariat stood in a special relationship. S
The search for peacejul and parliamentary methods of struggle began
in the 18905 in Germany, with the spread and oonsolidatlon of industrial -

capitalism there. Edouard Bernstein’s Evolutjonary Socialism initiated

)

the ‘rise of Revigionism,®which spread from Germany to Russia.® A great

part of the early histBry of the RSDLP, can be seen-as an attempt to

~

defeat Revisionism 1in the Russian sociél democratic movement (] -shall

return to this).

4 This tradition is reflected in Lenin’s Uhat‘ is to be 'Done,

, Collected Works, op.cit., vol. 5.

5 The passage in question runs as follows: '"... But socialism and
the class struggle, arise side by side ®nd not one out of the other." It
is from Kautsky's comments on the draft programme of the Austrian Social
Democratic Party and cited by Lenin. See Collect Works, vol. 5,
op.cit., p., 383. Had Lenin pondered the significance of the entire,

‘ passlge, he aight have been reluctant to quote it.

€ For an account of Russian Revisionism, see Richard Kindorslcy. The
Russian Revisionists, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1962.
fussian xevigionists
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Briefly, Bernstein's revisionism consisted of an attempt to update
and revise Marxian revolutionary strategy on the ba;is of the new
developments in cagétalisn.7 Capi}alisnﬁ so.BernsFeip argued, was no
longer coqple%ely Appressive of the proletariat; it had, in fact,
improved the living conditions of the working class (both in Germany and
in England) and the Marxian theory of the {impoverishment of the

B

proletariat was no longer valid in the existing conditions in Germany and

in England, who had been deeply influenced by English .parliamentarians.

"
£

" u;ged gergan Social Democrats to abandon such caqncepts as the
dictatorshié of the proletariat as being no longer necessary_‘for the
working qlass movement and perhaps even.being par;fﬁl to its prospects.'
The peaceful parliamentary road.to power, first mentioned in the Erfurt
Programme of 1881 was now stamped with the authority. of Bernstefn's

" analysis. The graquil abandonment of revolutionary aips by German Sogial
Democracy came to a climax with'the voting of Qar credfls in 1917 by the

" SPD; and with Kautsky’'s final break with revolutionary socialism during

the war years, Lenin was not the only Marxist to condemn Kautsky's

@

conduét; Rosa Luxemburg, who kn;w the Kautsky family intimately, did not
hesitate to criticise Kim: : . ]
- . }“
} ) It is astonishing to. observa how this industrious man
(Kautsky), by his tireless labour of peaceful and method-

o 7 For Bernstein’s views, see Peter Gay's The Dilemmas of Democratic
Socialism, op.cit. Lucio Colett{ presents a Marxist .critique of the
political {implications of Bernstein’s economic theory. See 'Bernsgtein
and the Marxism of the Second International’ ln his From Roussea to

gg.cit.. PP- 35-108.
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ical writing during the four years of the World War, has
torn omne hole after another in the fabric of socialism.
It is a labour from which socialism emerged riddled like a -
sieve, without a whole spot left iIn it.e ’

_—

Y
~ .

| shall return to Luxemburg's own differences with Lenin and the
Bolsheviks on the question of the Party, but what is‘of significance here

is that Kautsky’s anathematization o::the Bolsheviks after the October

Revolution (which had a lasting

t on subsequént assessments of
° .

Lenin) had already been partially presaged by events connected with his
departure from the traditions of Marxian revolutionary strategy.g

Writing from a more detached .pérspective, recent scholars have

conceded that: (1) Lenin's views on the Party's importance for the

. o
revolution do have a Harxi;n origin, in that Marx held similar views at

various times in his life; (2) Lenin's departure from the ‘'mature'

Mariian theo;y of gradual development was ngcessitated by the

circumstances of Russia’s politiéal life. The ,implicagions of this

.

position are that " the structure of the vanguard party 1{is not to be
«uniformly employed in all capitalist societies but only in those where

economic oppression is coupled with politic;}\fiiression. . Lenin himself,
- \

at least duriﬂg hi§ early years, often spoke favourably of the relatively

AY

free conditions that obtained in Germanf (after the liftiqg of the Anti-

Socialist Laws), in marked contrast to the Russian situét}on.' 0On . the

i

8 Rosa Luxeéburg, The Russian Revolution, op.cit., p. 33.

* »

»

® For Kautsky's criticism of the Bolshevik seizur; of power, see his

Demokratie oder Diktatur, Paul Cassiner, Berlin, 1818, and the Introdu¢-
tion to the present study. . —

. g,
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a

other hand, it is difficult to see him playing the role of a Bernstein or
a Kautsky. Theaiilentle;s determination with which he fought the Russian

variant .of revisionism would lead one to belfeve that he envisaged sope

form of revolutionary militancy as a sine gqua non for the,existence of a
Marxist party in capitalist society. .

Among the recent writings of Marxist schola;s on the }elationship of
.

the Party to the working class, John Molyneaux's Marxism and the Party is
]

perhaps the only work to support openly the need for a vanguard Party in

capitalist societies. Molyneaux has pointed out that the growth of
reformism in the. working class movement makes it msndatory for the

o

revolutionary party to provide organization and leadership.10

A serious preoccupation among%cholars who write in the tgadition of

'Soviet Studies' fis the supposed link 'between Lenin’s tﬁeory of the Party

~and the revpfutionary tradition of Peter Tkachgv,’ Lavrov and’ even the

Narodnaya Volya(fi?ople's Wwill). Darell P. Hammer, Albert L. Weeks and
Leonard Schapiro present the case for the Tkachev connection,» while

Richard Pip@g stresses the Narodnaya Volya influence on the grounds that

the young Lenin had been a member of the Narodnaya Volxa711° Apart from

the  fact that virtually all Russian Markists had been associated with the

— 2
a

3 - . ,

10 Jghn Holyﬁeaux, Marxism and the Party, op.cit., p. 9.

1 *Darell P. Hammer, 'The Dictatorship of the Proletariat’ and
Albert L. Veeks 'Peter Tkachev: The Forerunner of Lenin’; both articles

ifn Lenin and Leninism, op.cit. Leonard Schapiro, The Communist Party of
the Soviet Union, op.cit. Adam Ulam, The Bolsheviks, op.cit. Franco

Venturi, The Roots of Revolution, op.cit.  Richard Pipes, 'The Origins of
Bolshevism: The Intellectual Evolution of Young Lenin,' in Revolutionary

Russia, op.cit.
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Narodnaya Volya at some stage in their early career APlekhanov and Vera

Zasulich being prime examples), the general ethos of the Russian Marxist

-

movement was signally different from ‘that. of the Russian Populists.12 A,

<
v

Nélicki's The Controversy over Capitalism is perhaps the best critique of
chh views from a someyhat Harxiét persgfctivq. ‘galicki's main ~ argument
appears to be that while the socio-economic base of the Russian Populists
was the petty bourgeoisie, the Russian Marxists pinned their hopes foy*%
the revolution on the emerging industrial\proletariat of Ruséia.

_ Arising from'the.in}tial failure to understand the vangﬁard theory
\of the Party .in the context of the permanent revolution, most
contemporary commentatotd present the 1993 split® in Russian Social
Democracy (into éolshevlk and Henshevi;'factions) as the, consequence of
Lenin’s dogmatic iinstence that the Party should admit only pro}essional

revolutionaries, Wwithout any attempt to.go to the foundations:. of the

‘*dogma' and the significance that it woula subsequently assume .for the

o o N
history of the Bolshevik Party.13 At the time of the 1903 split ovmg the

question of Party ﬁembe;ship Lenin unquestionably-had common-se ‘1and

°

realism on his side. Most ofpthe Ru;ésgn Social Democrats had -recently

emerged from exile and imprisonment. Police spiles and ageﬁti

-
N o

perocateurs swarmed everywhere and under the conditions of an autocratic /

- N, - -
regime, the admission of all and sundry to Party membership waq\fndeed a

2 . .

3

-

12 gn Lefin's relationéhip to the Populists, see Chapter 2.0f this
study. ~

4

B . : (4
i . A
A3 "J.L.H/ Keep, The RiSe of Social Democracy in  Russia, Clarendon
Press, Dxfo;d. 1963. T LR
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suicidal venture ?the Mensheviks arguing fof -the broad pembarship). Ner

vas Lenip at any ‘titte opposeé‘io the idea of mass organizations

affiliated to the Party;M in fact,'he insPtently advocated sucn an
affilijtion,. a fact glossed over by most commentators. Even®, his

'democ

L - . “

the Mensheviks at ‘the Unit;~Congress in 1906.15 ° i '

13

Over and above‘ﬁhe need for caution in admitting ail and sundry to

memberXhip in the RSDLP, thére was the question of who proletariat’s

alljes would be in the coming revokéiionf The Mensheviks; welieving that

atic centralism’, uas\leter admitted as important to the RSDLP, by.

v

the «oming revolution would be bourgeois-demoEratic,,Qbhld incrgasingly 4

“lean for support on the lib?ials againsi the autocracy, while Lenin, :h
) o ‘ v .

L]

°

also e&pected a bourgeois-democratic revolution in the near . future,
. : ' i

would, nevertheless, press for an active allia%ce with the peasantry.

L3 . A M

Memories of the role played by the pedsantry in bringing Louis Bonaparte

-

to pouer (as described by Marx in The 1éth Bfﬁ;;kme of Louis -Bonaparte)

were still strong in Lenin’ Swm1nd. lt would also skem tha;gpn a more
' \ a4 )
positive sense, Leénin uas applyxng to Russian condxtxons, the analysis of

i

the failure of the 1848 revolutions fn France and Germany that Marx had,

p;oyided in The Class Struggles in France_and in‘his wlitings in &he Neue

t

Rheinische Zeitung.!6 . S ) , A
. . ‘9"v‘ . -
+ b o

4

-

14 See his Uhat Ls to Be Done, op.cit., pg. 451-467. 4 ot

vd

115, A?elnbd was perhaps one of the few Mensheviks . who consistently

opposed Lenin. See-Abraham Ascher’s Pavel Axelrod and the Development of *
ﬂg shevigg Hafﬂ?rd ‘University Press, CamQridge, Massachusetts. 1972, .

o—

16" See .Chapter . . .

[
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The particular class bias in their respeg}ive choice of allies,r

) [}

theﬁ. rather thah Lenin's ’'dogmatism™ was perhaps the major factor in @hc

-

1903 split between the Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks.!? The Menshevik
[a) ) v 2 ¢ N
’ position,udﬂld not only lead to eclécticism in thgory,so Lenin argued, but

more seriously, ié’ would throw”the Party open tg: all whose Cclass

¢
.

tallegiance was gerhdﬁs1y,in doubt. -The Party, as Lenin _would. maintain

)
throughout his career, was the peculiar fu§ion of the.socialist ‘movement

+

and the uorkiﬁg class in alliance with the peasantr&. In thaory.v the

Mensheviks were in agreement with hinm, but in practice, their siow but
inevitable gravitation'towards the liberals as their allies, would set o

them in opposition to Lenin. ' 4 v ‘ ‘ Q

e
¢ L

+In this chapter | shall 3ev6te some space tg‘the'historical ‘context £

of the ev%1ution of Lenin's views on the Party, since a failure to pay
‘. o ’

due ttention to. this factor has led some scholars to Jccuse him of .
dictatorial tendehcies, personai vanity; limitless aﬁbitioq. overweening
L} ’ ’ -
- pride and self-confidence.18 This 'psychologistic’ {interpretation |{s

. '
0
[} )
. . v ’
.
°

c

17 Leopold Haimson, The Russian Harxjsté and the QOrigins of o

Bolshev1sm. Harvard University Press, Cambridge. ‘1955, p. 132,
s &

q

18 Robert Daniels writes thus ln his Red October, Beacon Press,
Boston, 1984: % .

»

It ?s-impossible to escape the J;ry strong suspicion that
Lenin's deepest motive was the drive for personal power,
) " howeVer. he might have rationalised ft. Like practically
. - every politician Lenin had a philosophy about the welfare R
) of the people -- in his case it wvas the . entfre world ~
- proletariat... Lenin had an inordinate dislike of any .
sort of political co-operation or compromise, not Jecause .
it might fail, but because it might succeed and leave hinm
with less than the %rple loaf. of pover..." (p. 20y N

- [N . . . -

_ ‘. & . . . -
3 . e
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\
rse, such appro quite openly abandon any

attempt  ,to trace theMarxist connection in Lenth's political thought.

What is of greater relevance to the present study is the charge of
?voluntarism’ and 'subjectivisq'mor the approaéh taken by Alfred Meyer in
his Leniniem (1962) where Lenin is presented as focussing exclusively on
the conscious and rational aspects of political life and as neglecting

the spontaneous activity of the proletariat.zo The mdin document that.is

cited jn support of this interpretation is Lenin’s What Is To Be Done.
L ' ¢

Although this work of LQpin’s presents, for the first time, his views on

Party organization and discipline, it is also the “locus_classicus of his
statement on the nature and role of revolutionary political consciousness
and the ﬁarty as a transmitter of these to the workihg class. \

At the outset, it may be pointed out that Lenin’s main aim in the

1

creation of the Bolshevik Party can be seen in the work thatxhe intended
o ) -
the Party to undertake: (1) Political werk, that is, the dissemination of
R, . -

Marxian theory, alongside of analyses of the concrete problems facing the

working class; (2) joining“the workers in their economic strugglé; (3)°

<

making éprqparations for Sq armed‘uprisin?, ﬁhéqjd the objective condi-

——

“w ¥ 3

N -

19 Harold Shukman in Lenin and the Russian Revolution, Longman,
Londen, 1972, offers a variant of this ’psychologistic’' {nterpretation.
He .cites Potresov, one of Lenin’s early colleagues in the RSDLP, who
attrivated” Lenin's qualities to his deliberate suppression of
youthfulness (p. 40). See also David Shub, Lenin, A Biography, The New
American Library, New York, p.:27. Alexander Ulyarfov was hanged for his
attempt to assassinate the Czar in 1887. *

[ 4

20 Alfred Meyer, Leninism, Praeger, New York, 1962,

. 2 “
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« o tions warrant it; and (4) the seizyre of power at the ri¢h£ tinme. of

these four tasks, the first fgo were being.conducted by the German Socl;l

o

Democratic Party in their own country; had Lenin excludeﬁ these two vital

S

tasks from the work of the Bolshevik Party, he could igpeed be accused of

being a “Blanquist or Tkachevist or merely a member of the Narodnaya
Volia. But, equally: ?ithout the adqition of the third and fourth {asks
Lenin would simply be a social democrat  in the reformist tradition of.the
German party. . " EEEAN

The logic of the theory of permanent revolution, .which Lenin

o

alternately describgd°in 1905 as the 'uninterrupted revolytion' clearly

called for the eventual seizure of power By the proletariat. Nor could
. . A .
it be limjted to the notion of the hegemony of the proletariat in the
. \
bourgeois réyolution, as the word ‘’hegemony’ began to lose its
. -

S Joed .
revolutionary meaning in the hands of the Mensheviks, and to deteriorate

into a vague call for the mustering of the proletariat’'s strength as only

_an oppositioff party. Given the right conditions, that is, the maturing

of the revolutionary situation, the proietariat must seize poﬁer, 80

"Lenin argued, -as we shall see. To seize power meant arméd insurrectiong

3 N ,
this theme becomes important from 1905 onwards.

Task number one had been taken for granted by all social democrats,

.whether in Germany or in Ruyssia; reiterating it in a special sense became

mandatory for the Russian Social Democrats; owing to the rise of

Economism. The Ecopomists, béih'under the influence of Bernsteinian
' W

theory and their 8ay-to-day experiences with'$he working class, called

-

for the postponement (if not the actual abandonmen& of the ‘'political

g

struggle by the working class, in favour of the economic struggle. It
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fell to Lenin to respond directly to thié chéllenge and he did so in What

.

|8 fo Be Done.

I shall begin with a brief account of the early history of the

-

Ruséian Social Democratic quour Party and then*examine What Is To Be

-Done, as the apotheosis of the central role of the Party and tinally

consfider the significance of the 1903 sp

A

The Early History of the Russian Social Democratic Labour Panty AN

The wave of industrial strikes whigh broke out in %yssia in 18985

culminated in the great textile workers' strike of 1886 in St.

Petérsburgh, It was in the main organized'by the St. Petersburgh League
of + Struggle for Emancipation of the Uorkigg Class, which had been
-, bl

organized by Lenin in the autumn of 1895, .and was headed by a central

[
-

. group 'amgngst' whom were Lenin, Krupskaya; Martov, Krizhizhnovsky and -
-others, In December .of the same year the leading members of the League

were -arrested, but not before ft had launched the newspaper Rabocheye

Dyelo (The Workers' Causé). The League'é influence spread to other parts

>
I

‘of Russia uhére workgrs' study circles began tﬁ;;;;anize into similar

leagues; in Moscow, Kiev and Ekaterinoslav.

The first Congress of the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party was

held in March 1898 at Minsk. Only nine delegates were present and these
ALl -
were from four organizations of the League (St. Petersburgh, Kiev,

" Moscow, Ekaterinosiav) with one delegate from the Jewish Bund and one.

. 5, )
from the editorial group of the Kiev branch of the LQ;Q%?’ the. editorial

committee of  Rabochaya Gazeta (U&rkers' Gazette), which was adopted as
, ‘ » .
the official organ of the Party. The Congress also elected a Central

v . .
. R .
- - - - a -~ - . -
-
- .
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Committee and 'publishéd a Manifesto which had been partly dr;ftodj by
Peter Struve, who was himself not present at tpe Coﬁirels. The Congress
also d;clared._thai the Uni;n of.Russian Socfal Democrats Abroad (an
.amalgan -of the émghél};tion of Laﬁour Group and younger members/ would
function as the Party Regresentativé abroad. Shortly after the Congress

)
the Cen%ral Committee of the Party was arrested.

During this period Lenin was still in prison eagerly watching the

»

new developments. He had also ﬁegun work on Thé Deve’opgent of
N , .

Capitalism in Russia.- Meanwhile._the phenomenon known as Economism had
R

reared its head in Russia as the involvement ofKSocial Democrats in the
day-to-day struggles of the worker for better conditions 1n;roal!d:
Towards the end of 1697 Roabgchaia Mysl (Workers' Thought) began
.clandestine ;ublication. putting forward th;\Econénistaargunont t$at the
primary task for social denoéréts was the waging of the economic
struggle. This section o; the St.oPeterspurgh League had pot supported a
particular ,clause of the Minsk Manifesto wh{sh h;d called for the
struggle for politicd]:liberty. The Econﬁlists. both inside Russia and
ab}bad, ’uepe no doubt influenced by two developments: " the spread o;
Edouard Bernstein's révisionj of Marxian theory-and the support jthll
venture ro:eivad frpn the Legal Marxists whose chief representatives were
Struve and Berdyaev.

.} It was against this background that a smsall section of the young
mesbers of the Union of Social Democrats took it upon theémselves to
circulate ; pamphlet written by Y.D. Kuskova and called the ngih by its
opponents. The Credo, which would soon draw fire.from both Lenin and the
Emancipation of Labour Group, stated the Econoni;t line of roalén!ng

v .
-k - - ° .- - . P

o
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simply and succinctly. The Constitutions of 1848 in Germanyand inFrance,
were won by the bourgeoisie and the small urban artisans. The factory
proleta;lat hardly existeg, while the proletariat employed in jndustrier

such as weaving "represented a wild mass capable only of riotiné. but not _

-

of ’advancing any polltiéal 'demands."21 On the other bhand, the

manufactory skiiled workers (printers, weavers, watchmakers, etc.) were

accustomed to organization and comprised the core of Social Democratic
-~ & -
parties. It was on this basis that theoretical and practical Marxism

grew in the West. The 'starting point was the parliamentary struggle,

with the prospect -- only superficially, resembling Blanquism -- of

capturing political power. "Marxism was the theoretical -expressiori_r of
‘\.\ .

$he prevailing piagtice."zz When the political struggle had.reached its
\‘. i

\S: e

linit, a change was called for: the vigorous prosecution of the, economic

struggle and a change towards other democratic parties. The / Party’s

-

"striving to seize power will be transformed into a striving for

A ,

change.”23 The oppressive. situation in Russia made this course

especially urgent. The strike movement had not yet crystallized and the

fllegal organs of struggle were not even worth consideration. 'The 'Credo -

ended with a sha;p thrust at the militants in the Russian Social
Democratic Labour "Party: "The talk about an independent workers’

political party merely results from the transplantation of alien aims and
» )

-

2! cited in V.1. Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 4, p. 172.

22 1pig,, p. 172. , , . . . .

23 1pid., p. 173. °
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alien achievements.

Plekhanov and the veterans of the Emapéipation of leourndroup vere

alarmed

Vandemecum came out only in 1800. Lenin was in exileluhen he received a
copy of the Credo. He immediately set about drafting a reply, 'A Protest
B& Russian Social Democrats,’ which was discussed and approved by

segfﬁteen exiled Marxists.

Lenin's

. .
deflection of Russian Social Democracy from the path it has already
marked out -- the formation of an independent political working-class

party which is inseparable from the class struggle.of the pro[etariat and

w24

., and angered, but' somewhat “slow to respond. Plekhanov's

.

intention to "... warn all comrades against the menacing

The Protest begins with a statement of

which has for its' immediate aim the winning of political'f}eodon."25 The

authors

~

of the Credo,oLenin cont{nued, ﬁéve a faise. conception of the

history of the West European working class movement. The working class

did. take part in political revolution; Chartism and the 1848

clearly demonstrate this.

Further, Marxism, acgcording to ‘Lenin:

14

“« o
’

i

... apéeared at a time when non-political socfalism pre-
vailed (Owenism, Fourierism, true socialism) and the
Communist Manifesto took up the cudgels at once against

non-political socialism., Even when Marxism came out fully
armed with theory (Capital) and organized the celebrated

International Working 'Men's Association, the politicai
struggle was by no means the prevaijing practice (narrow
"trade unionism in England, anarchism and Proudhonise in

¥

2% [pid., p. 174.

>

25=Lenin. Collected Works, op.cit., vol. 4, pé. 167-182.
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the Romance countries).” In Germany the great historic
service performed by Lasalle was the transformation of the
working class from an appendage of the liberal bgurgeoisie
into an independent political party. Marxism linked wup
the . economic and the political struggle of the working
class into an inseparable whole; and the efforts of the
authors of the Credo to separate these forms of struggle
i{s one of their most clumsy and depiorable departures from
Marxism.og

Lenin also pointed out, at that time quite accurately, that the working
clags in the Ugst as well as German Social Democracy had rejected
Bernsteinism. The First International had, long ago, warned against both

dangers: underestimating the economic struggle, as well as exaggerating

it.

It is especially during a time of political repression that the
political . struggle must be put in the forefront of activity, "the main

aim of which must be the capture of political power by the proletarias
\ 4

for the purpose of organizing socialiﬁt soci\ety."z7 The proletariat ;ﬁst
taye part 1in all political and social life, must support progressive
classes and parties, support every revolutionary movement against the
eiisting syste;, chappion the in;erests of évery oppressed \nationality,
race or re!féioniand those disenfranchised on the basis of sex, etc. The
Credo was merel; obscuring the class struggle of tﬁe proletariat. | The
Russian yorking‘class had, since earliest times, put forward political
goals. The North Russian Uq;kerb' Union (1878) and the South Russian

Workers' Union (1875) had put forward the demand for political liberty in‘-

26 iptd., p. 175.

_ 27 1pid., p. 177, . _ , . )
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thetr programmes. In spite of the reaction of the '60s the working class
repeatedly put forvard the same demands in the '90s. Lenin hointod out

that in 1897 Axelrod had written in his égasent Tasks and Tactics of the
Russian Social Democrats that the Social Democrats lustthork in alliance

with revolutionary groups; this was supported by the overwhelming

majority of Social Democrats in Russia as well as by the workers and

their newgpapers: St. Peterbrgsky Rabochy Listok and Rabochaya Gazeta.

-

While concentrating on activity among factory workers and wmine

t

workers, Lenin continued, Social Democrats must not forget that with the

o s

expansion of the movement, homeworkers, handicraftsmen, agricu]tugal

»

labourers and the millions of ruined and sfarving peasants aust also be

drawn into the ranks of tHe labouring masses that were being organized.

«

The Social Democrats mustialso develop techniques for 1{llegal work.

<

Lenin continued to criticise the Economists in such arficLes' as A

Retrograde Trend in Social Democracy’ (written towards the end of 1899)

and 'Apropos of the Profession De Fei’ written in the sane'period.ze He
was not, of course, the.only Russian Marxist to oppose Econoqlln.

Plekhanov and Martov would soon enter the lists, but as Leopold Haimson

-

“has observed: ) ; . ' .

o ‘ /
.+. Lenin alone showed himself sufficiently realistic to
view Economism as -something more than a subsidiary or
tendential, it dangerous, phenomenon in the growth of
-Social Democracy. Plekhanov had been content to regard
the new heresy as a mental aberration, as a fundamental
misunderstanding ,of the role of 'objective’ factoss |in

28 Ibid., pp. 255-285, and pp. 266-296, rospectiyqu.
T . . - -
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history, Axelrod had been quick to diagnose Economism as
an effort to free the intelligentsia from {ts dolg, Iits
N “duty and debt to the proletariat, and he had considered
) this effogt. dangerous onfy because it might hinder -the
preparatgg&"of the working class for the struggl¢ against
absolutism. In this effort of the Economists, Martov, in.
turn had discerned an elaborate plan of the bourgeoisie tb
enslave the proletariat. _ ,
From the very start, such ready made explanations,
seemed unsatisfactory to Lenin, Just as much as any of
his colleagues he had been ready to condemn ¥Economism...
But unlike Martov, Plekhanov and Axelrod, Lenin saw in the
new heresy the expression of a significant and deep-seated
internal crisistin the working class movement.zg
i . o
Lenin would subject this internal crisis in the working class movement to

a deep tique'in 1901 (What Is To Be Doned. For the time being, the
questio of uniting the Social Democrats seemed more urgent than ever,

‘and he would attempt to achieve this, first by drafting a detailed .

[ 3
programme for the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party and secondly by

establishing the newspaper lskra.

The Draft Programme of the RSDLP

+

A Draft Programme of our Party’ was written in 1899, while Lenin
N ™3 b Ny

was still in exile, and it is Qésentially a continuation of  ’'Draft and

~
- -

Explanation of a Programme of the Social-Democratic Party’ (1895~96).3°
As Lenin explains it, the immediate reason for produeiﬁg a programmé was
that certain comrades: in Russia ‘had expressed the view that at that

.

particular period the immediate question was not:a programme but the

- _ >

.28 Leopold Haimson, og.cit.; p. 132, v

30 ¢ollected Works, op.cit., vol. 4, pp. 227-254:. S

b
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. |
activity of a political party.

. . -
- 4
.

y . .

developing afid strengthening of local organizations, of placing agitation ~
‘ LS

on ‘a sound footing and 'the qelivery of 'literature on a regular basis.

While it was true, said Lenim, that in Critique of the Gotha 'Programme

Marx had said that every st of real movement (s more important than a
2y ,
dozen programmes, neitheﬁé%i?i nor any Social Democrat sver "denied the

tremendous 4mportance of a programme for the consolidation of consistent
\ ' .

n30  [n the Party's career, the period of

polemics with rivals was nearly over and the "need for unity, for the

' -
establis;§§nt of common literature, for.,the appearance of Russian

workgrs' newspapers arises out of the real situation, and the foundation
in the spring of 1898 of the RSDLP, which announced its iﬁtentibn of
elabor&ting a Party programme in the near future, showed clearly that the
demand for a programme grew out o; the need$ of the movement ftself, 3!
The RSDLP's-task now was not one of further developing scattereg ind
amateurish activities as in the old days but one of organizing lt;
present :gqourhes. Its programme must aim to foreulate basic views and

’
imnediate’ task and strive for unity in agrdcultural work. It should

.

enlighten the public about. ftswiews. As there seemed to be some

) !disagreement within the RSDLP, now was the time to submit a draft

\
programme for a full discussion.~ The programme of the Emancjpation of

Labour .Group had been drafted sop% fifteen years ago and some structural

changes would have to be introduced into it, The cardinal point of the

i

2
. Ad

pe ﬁ ' . -\
80 Cited in Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 4, p. 229. -

3% ipid., p. 220

g
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\\\\\\ new programme would be the characterfzation of the present déy ecanomic¢

A

system, in Russia; it would point to.tha oxisting social .poverty, physical
povertyl and the splitting up ,of society into bourgeo;sie and proletariat;
it would focus on the peasant questidn. The programme should decliare for
the -political char;cter of the class strugglef“sgtting as its inmediate
objective the winning of political liberty, while 'absolutely rejecting
t;rror‘as a" means Af struggle.

Lenin's Draft took over from the Emancipation of‘ Labour"Group's

programme the following features: (1) demand§ for seneraf7 democratic

reforms; (2) demands for the protection ;f workers ‘and higher wageé angd
- - better conditiphs; (3) demands on behalf o% the peasants. On this third
. point Lenin introduced s controversial progranme,auhich seemed to argue
for a more rapid development of capiﬁalism in éh; countrysjde. He pointed
out’ that the Emangipatfén of Labour Group's programee was in princdiple
cogrect; radical revision of agrarian relations, i.e., a rev}sion of ‘iﬂe\‘
conditions of land ra&ebﬁ%}on and the allottment of land to the vilLagé
coemune, the grgntihg of the right to the peasant to refuse an allottment’
and to leave the village coamune. He adged this comment: "The peasant
question in Russia differs substantially from the peasant question 'in the
] - \Uest. the pola difﬁerence being that in the West {Le qu;;tion is alnosg

exclusively one of a peasant in a capitalist, bourgeois qociety: whereas

-~ fn -Russia it_is one of a peasant who suffers no less (Jf not more) from

¢

precapjtalist institutions and relations, from the survivals of serfdom.

. - The role of the peasantrty as a class that provides fighters against the

autocracy and against the survivals of serfdom is by now played out ‘in‘



. . o
the VWest, but not yet in Rusiia.ﬂgﬁ . . S
’ The implicatiohs of Lenin's proposals were far reaching: Social

Democrats must, at the risk of creating a peasant petty bourgeoisie,

hasten the demise of feudalism and clear the way for capitalism in the

countryside. .Anticipating criticism, he goes on to point out that this

r

could be the only way that the countryéide would become revolutionary, as

\“the increasing differentiation in the countryside would create a rural

_proletariat, a question he had amply.dealt with in The Development ‘of
- Iy d N—-

-

o

Capitalism in Russia. The Emancipation of Labour had also dealt with

this situation, but the two questions now were: how to  determine that
v vy -,

support for thé peasantry did not degenerate into support for small pro-
0 .
perty  owners in a capitalist society; and were the: peasants

revolution&ry? "A working classxparty cannot, without violating the

. LN

bi¥sic tenets, of Marxism and without committing a tremendous ‘political

. .
mistake; -overlook thé“ revolutionary elements that exist among the

o

peasantry and not afford these elements support."ai Lenin's argument was

B

that should the.pessantry in Russia turn into a revolutionary force, then

the vorking.class had found a re%dy ally.

AS
¢

By the spring of 1900 plans were'underway tfor the publication of an
illegal all Russfan newspaper, the iskra. Lenin’s term of exile .had

ended and aloqg with Martov and members of the Elancipation of Labour

[y

Group. he draw up a draft declaration of the aims of lskra and Z rya (the

o

32 Ibid., pp. 240-242. Lenin's treﬁtuent J%che psasant question is
examined in Chapter IV. : -

33 |pid., p. 2662 - - -

e
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lagter' a Jjournal that‘ would deal exclugively with general . and

philbsoph*cal _questions’ of Harxisn, and whoék chief editor would be
« o ) . \

-Plekhanov).  In the’ draft declaration drawn \up by Lenin, several

qubsti ng were ré&sed as to the aims and methods of lskra- as an organ

*._to .pfomote’ uni%x in’'the RSDLP, to dfsguss qgestions of the inpending

. } .
fcal struggle and not merely narrow economic questions, and to also

d&scugs general democratic questions,- "not .merely confining ourselves to
) . i L . i 3

‘.narrow prolet questidns; in the sense .that we wouid bring forward -
-

t

R

and discuss all inétances and manjfestations of political oppression show

Ay

%the. connection between fthe-workingvbiass movement and the political

4
o v o '

struggle in all {ts forms..."34, evolve aacgnmon Pérf? literature aqd”

helg publicise the programme of “the RSDLP.

Iskra wag launched in Deceémber 1900. Itg very first issue continueg

the cont ov réy with the Economists and more iuportantly,' confirned the

hip ‘of the Emancipation of Labour Gr%up in the Union of Russian’

Social emocrats Abroad. Plekhanov was put forward as, the permanent

Russian secretary to the international Socxalist Cé%gress. ﬂeanwhller

~

’the conflict within the Unxon of Social Denocrats Abroad had resulted v

he Enancipation4ﬁ Labour Grqup'dxssociating themselves as separate»;
Qrganigation called Sotsial Democrit. In’ September 1901, xa' 'Gnity
xConf:rpnce' . was \§:;d in Zuricp, to‘try and'bring together the wgfrihg
fdctions.' The failure of this attenpt led to the establish nt ofv the

Leagué of Russian RevolutionaryrSocial Dgnocracy Abroad,” in October 1801,

3 1big., P 323, : N AT
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It was henceforth the offieial organization recognized by Lanin and the

) : e

Iskra group, and woq)d be the main organizers.of the second Congress of

the RSDLP in 1903. . . - | e

“

In Decemhei\\lgol the League published a pamghlet Which announced
o
movement, to be published in the near future."35 This special pémphlet

was Lenin’s What Is To\Be Done and -it was published in March 1902.

’ ( . .
. 2
What Is To Be Done )
N . . ‘ . : e .
Although the immediate’Background for the writing of What Is T6_Be

' Done was the RSDLP's struggle with Russian ébonomisqf and the urgency of
. . ‘ , e 0
Lenin’s arguments may be so deciphered, it also remains the locus
- » - t

classicus of Lenin's statement on the nature ani role of revolutionary
political conscmusness and of the Party as the transmitter of gthe same
"to the worklng class. @s noted earlier, this remains a controversial

question. Novwhere " in fhis document does Lenin use the phrase ‘’class
N ' - X . ' r ‘ "
consciousness,’. later popularized by Lukacs. instead, he prefers the
\,& . . L}
terms 'political cgnsciousness’:

~ ++:.-nO0t only must Social Democrats.not confine themselves'

" exclusively to the economic struggfe, but... they st not .

allow the organization of economic exposures to eecome the

predominant part —of their—activities. We must take up

.. actively the political education of the working class and
the development of its political consciousness.3g

* . . ‘

N -

<

. 1

. )
4
2. o I
- . . -
»

ot

35 y.1. Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 5, p. 305.

- 36 From V.1. Lenin, Coliected Works, vol. 5, p. 400.
. . s o, \ ’ . - . - y
oy - ' .

" o l 174 .

-

v

that it was "preparing a special pamphlet on the urgent questions ‘of ourf



u

» Y ,

Lenin appears to identify sclass consciousness‘ with | political
consciousness; the question is th e proleiariat. through its own -
struggies, cannot 'arrive~at politica?jc;nsciopsness. At ihis stage,
Lenin .appears to be saying something contradictory to Marxist
presuppositions concérﬁlng clags consciousness:. that it can onlf be
r
] brgught in from the cutside, from tﬁe Party, to the working class. It is
gasy to see why, Lenin has been charged with elitism, undue regard‘for the
4ra£ional elementlin ﬁolitical life and for regarding the proletariat.as a -
passive qé;nt, as opposed to the active agency of the vanguard .Party.
These critibisms represent a vague and’ scattered awareness ;f " the
essentiial problem: the ascription‘of a po[it}cal consoiopsness to the
working'clas;,'which does not arise wholly from within itself. In “other
. words, the class Qakes a trahsition from in-itself to for-itself wusing
the ége;cy 5f the "Party whose mesbership need not consist only of
éroletarians, and "which, at any rate, does not cénfiﬁe itself to the
purely economic str;ggl@ of the wqu@ng chass.
| shall begin with a presentation ‘of Lenin’s views in the sequence /

in which .they appear within the text and then move to a cohsideration of ©

the problem raiéed above and in doing so, examine the f?[pvancé';ni_____———r—

[ R S R
-

Lukaos' foraulation of the problem and its solution.37 N ‘,

pa——

Lenin outlines revolutionary polifical consciousness as being unique

» ¢

to Social Democracy since it "represents the working class, not in its

Y )
37 1 tave singled out Lukacs, because he appears to be the only,
Marxist who seems to have confronted the problem head on and come up with .
an interesting analysis that owes -uch to Lenln 8 initial pronouncements °
on the nubject . \
~ ‘ . 4 . ’
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relation to a given group of employers alone._bu% in its relation to all

classes of modern society and to the state as an organized political

Fd
e."38"  This point'of view logically entailed that the working class

4
in Russia would initially begin its political career with a struggle

forc

against the au;ocracy and subsequently the bourgeois state, Sut it doﬁs

not sufficientiy define the *historic mission’" of the working class.

? et
Lenin goes on to specify this:

N

Working class consciousness cannot be . genuine political

consciousness unless the workers are trained to respond to

all cases of tyranny, oppression, violence and abuse, no

« matter what class is gffected... The consciousness of the

working masses cannot be Lgenuine class-consciousness,

unless the workers learn, from concrete, and above all,

from topical, political facts and events to observe every

other social class in all aspects of the life and activity

. of all classes, strata, and groups of the population.

Those who concentrate the attention, observation, and

consciousness of the working class exclusively, or even

mainly, upon itself alone are not Social-Democrats; for

, thé self-knowledge of the working class is indissolubly

' bound . up, not solely with® a fully clear theoretical

understanding -- or rather, not so much, with the

theoretical, ‘as with the practical, understanding -- of

the relationship between all the various classes of modern

society, acquired through the experience of political
|if9.3'9 ’

" Here 1in this important passaée, Lenin expands the notion of the
historic mission of -the working class as the vanquisher of capitalism and

as fulfilling its role as the universal class that will represent all the

exploiied of society. Lenin’s indictment of Economism, then, was two-,

A )
[N : ’ ) “
38 [pid., p. 400.
Ea— . L.
39 Ibid., p. 812, ST ' \
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fold: (1) 1{t dpniod the working class the such needed opportunity “for

g polltical experience, an experienco whxch,qps vithl ‘in its struggra

sgainst the repressive Russian‘ptigé and . {ts subsequent capture of

1

political oower; (2) 1t denied the 'uorking class. genuine political

- . e . -

. 'conscﬂoosﬁess and self-knowledge, the pre-requisites for . a 'uolversal

class that claims to represent society. 3

~

As noted qarlier. Lenin séw'Ecooohisn'as a2 phase in the "internal

movement. The Economists 'overrated' the spontaneity of the wyorking‘
N ‘ X ;

clags movement and the mass lovenent.‘ Spontaoeous {1rikes were natural
i . ° . 1 I
to the young Russian working class but. even here thore vere gradations of

»sponténeity@ with the changes dccurring towards greater awareness of
' i
the political struggle silultaneously with the ecbnomic struggle, as a
. .

result of socialist ideos enanating from the student and the

revolutionary. wmovements. Lenin was.  simply. recording an observed

historical fact: s ’ ’ ol

But there -is spontaneity and spontaneity.. Strikes
y ' occurred in Russia in the seventies and sixties (and even
in thé first half of the ninetéenth Lentury), and they

- were accompanied by' the 'spqntaneous’ destruction of

crisis of the working class movement, natural to é youhg working class

A

A\

.. machinery etc. Compared with thse 'revolts,’ the strikes

- " of the ninotios might even be described as 'conscious’ to

; such an extent do they mark the progress which. the working

) class movement’  made in that perlod... Taken by them-
sélves, these strikes were simply trade union struggles,

o not yet Social-Democratic struggles. They marked the
' awakening antagonisl between workers and employers; but
the workers were ‘not, and could not be, conscious.of the

* irreconcilable antagoniss of theii interests to the whole

" of the modern political and social system, i.e., theirs

1 -
. . .

\
|
.’ ' ¢
Vo - Z * ’ h .,
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v was not yet Social-Democratic consoiodsness.ao -

- -

>

. "Perhaps the kéyjyords’in this passage é}e "not yet." Both . Marcel"
. Liebman and John Molyneaux have commented guite accurately. on‘ Lenin's

appraisal of the development of working class poiitical consciousness
’ v i

after the 1905 Revolution.®! It is difficult to agree with ther that

_ Lenin’s position in What:ls To Be Done is somewhat 'elitist.’ [t cannot
be ovér-eqphasized that Lenin viewed. the ehergence of socialiﬁt ldea§

E among &he bourgeois ‘intelligentsiz as anf/,h4storically transient
.o : (] ) s
phénomenon, to be superseded by the maturation of the‘working' class, a

process which might begin with bourgeois hegémony,"but then _ pass over
into a proletarian one.‘ This fs the significancg of the entire section

sqg\:The Spontaneity of the Masses and thé Consciousness of the Social-

i

, . g
. Democr ts.'42 Lenin’s insistence on Social-ngocratic consciousness

* stemmed from observations of the labour movement (also rioted by both Marx

“

and Eﬁgels ), tchief among which was the fact that left' fo itsel} the
trade union movement became the instrument of bourgeeis domination, i’ The

history of the English tradg union movement had amply {llustrated this. .

While it was perfectly natural for the working clis; to\focus only

' .

on its economic struggle, for Social-Democrats to limit themselves (and

!
'

" 40 pid., pp. 374-375. \ : s
41 " Marcel Liebman, 'Lenin in 1805: A Revolution that Shook -a
Doctrine,' Lenin Today. Eight Essays on the Hundredth Anniversary of
Lenin'g Birth, Ed. Paul M. Sweezy & H. Magdoff, Monthly Review Press, New

York, pp. 57-75. John Molyneaux, Marxism and the Party, Pluto Rgoqs.
™ London, 1878, pp. 36-55. ‘ : 2

1

[y

42 Collecled.Uorkg. op.cit., vol. 5, pp. §%3-387.
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tﬁe workiné class) to this perspective was a surrender to opportunism.

Opportunism which led to reformism, was, iﬁ Lenin's estimation, the

abandonment of the historic mission of the‘workfng class. In Gernahy.

Bernstein had ‘succumbed to this tendency, one ﬁhich was endemic to a
q

certain stage in the working class movement. It is significant that at

the conclusion of What Is To Be Done Lenin remarks: "We may meet tﬂe

ﬁ : ’
question, what is to be done? with the brief reply: Put an End to the

[

Third Period. "43 N

Bl

The Third Period that Lenin was referring to w%s'the third period of

Russian Social Democracy. The first period ba;dated from 1884-1894, the

second from 1894-1898 and the third from‘}896-1902. The first period saw

the rise of Social Democracy apd the consolidation of its programme and
theory. The second period marked the founding of the RSDLP as a

political party; it was also the period of the upsurge of the mass

movement. The task of Social Democracy then was to struggle against the

Pdpullsts. The third perfod began the breakawa& from Social Democracy of ‘

]

"the Legal Marxists: Struve, Berdyaev and others. This was also the

périod of the full blown emergenée of Economism within the RSDLP. The
‘ 0

proletarian struggle had spread to new strata of .workers and had extended

to the whole of Ruésia, resulfing in the revival of the democratic

struggle among students and eniightened sections of the population. At
this juncture, aecordk:g to Lenin, Social Democracy was lagging behind

the social .movement and'the rise of Economism réfgected this phenonenon.

5 '
N

43 |pid., p. 520. . -
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Economism 'had an historical significance for Rﬁssian Social Democracy

because it represented the "confusion and vacillation which constitute

v

the distinguishfng feature of an entire period in the history of- ‘Russian

Sociat Democracy."M

L3
Lenin goes on to predict the arrival of the Fourth Perfod:

.

When the third period will come to an end and the fourth
(now heralded by many portents) will begin we do not know,
We are passing from the sphere of history to the sphere of

the present and, partly, of the future. But we firmly

believe that the tourth period will lead to

the

., consolidation of militant Marxism, that Russian Social

Democracy will emerge from the crisis in the full f
"of manhood, that the opportunist rearguard will

lower
be

~'replaced’” by the genuine vanguard of the most revolu-

tionary state.ds

b

Social Demoératic political consciousness then 1is the fullest

realization of the historic mission of lhg working class: (1) the

overthrow of capitalism; (2) the socialist tra

e {

%

nsformation of socjety; .and

.(3) the.proletariat acting as the universal class representing all the

Q@

exp!d}tgd of society in its struggles. As the working class

in Russia

A
had barely begun its realization of its historical mission, the immediate

tasks of Social Democracy were such that:

\

the® all-round political agitation will be conducted

P

by a

.party which unites into one separable whole the assault on .

the government. in the name of the entire people, the

revo--

lutionary training of the proletariat, and the safeguard-

ing of 1its political independence, the guidance of
economic struggle of the working class, and the uti

2

s

44 1pid., p. 351.

45" jbid., pp. 519-20.
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tion of all its spontaneous conflicts with its exploiters

which rouse and bring to our camp increasing 'numbers of s
the. proletariat.,g SR s

1

-

Lenin™s concept of the 'organfzational' structure of the RSDLP‘ was
aeterlined by fts dual task: {its work among the proletariat and its work
with'bpoad sections of -the general population. As regards ghé working
clas;. the: RSDLP could and should engage first of all in open trade union

activity. Lenin was deeply critical of ihe attempts’.of the Economists to

<
set up secret cells within trade union work. This misguided venture;

~. -

Lenin point§ out, only .made the cells vulnefable to police informgrs and

to governmental confiscation of documents and funds. This was becauss

the "Economists confused workers' organizations with the organization of

{

revolutionaries.  As Lenin puts it: "The workers' organization must |in
the firét place be a trade-unian organization; secondly, it must' be as

broad as possible; and thirdly, it must be as public as conditions would

4éllow:.."47 Open participation of the Social Democrats would allow for

» a

" the proper faciliitation of the econoﬁic struggle of "the workers, the

-
demand for better conditions and higher wages; it would also improve such

activity as collection of funds, workers® mutual aid and so on. The

5

) legalization of non-socialist and non-political labour unions in Russia

o’

Ohad already begun and Sociat Democrats should actively support this .

ﬁrocess. As Lenin observed with some acerbity directed towards the

Economists: "If we have in mind broad workers’ orgahizat!ons, and not

P

'. Ca,
. §
46 |pid., p. 432.° ) -

47 [pid., p. 452.

T
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widespread arresfs. if we do not want to provide satisfaction to the

1

gendarmes, “we must see to it that these Opganizations remain without any

rigid formal structure,"48

T L)

The fpolitical work of the RSDLP would function simulfaneously for
both the/ proletdariat and fhe geneial,public and this Lenin envisaged as
public éxposure .of ‘the autocratic regime and the demand for genetal
democratic reforms. This type of prébﬁgandist and agit;tional work could
;be; carfied on by local organizations of the EEDLP,’but on a national
scale it required a central organ such as Lékgg. The RSDLP~itseif. while

. surrounding itself with mass organizations would remain a body of

e

professional revo]utionaries. a secret and centralised one.
Lenin _was criticised for secrecy and centralism by the Economists.

His * defence was as follows. He/did not believe-that being accused of ~
following the Ngrodnaya Volya line yaé exaétly qpflattering: "... for

-~

Qhat decent Social Democrat has not been accused by the Economists of

»

being a_ Narodnaya“Volya sympaghizer?"ag The resolute struggle waged
against the autoc;acy by the Natrodnaya Volya differed from that of
Russian Social Demgcracy because the former had no substantial-theory to
back their politiégl action, that they_"either-did not know, or were

unablé, to link their movement inseparably with the class struggle in the

developing capitalist society."50 Other than that, no militant revo-

48 |pid., p. 458.

49 y. . Lenin's Collected Works, vol. 5, p. 474.

. 50 [bid., p. 474,

¢ . F : 182



jutionary organization, if it is seriously revolutionary, can ‘dispense

with organization, eépecially under an autocratic regime. In form such

.

an organization In an autocratic country must be "conspiratorial.”
Secrecy must be an essential condition, to which all the other

conditions, such as the number and selection of members, funqtlons,.etc.,
must conform.‘ - '“5 i
> /

To 1invoke the ’democratic princfple' unaer Russian conditions .was
both f{llogical and a-hisforical. The German Socialist éarty was called
'democratic' because "all i?s activities were carried out publicly.' and
its congreséés_were held in public. Such conditions did not obtain in
Russia as every Social Democrat well knew. " Similarly, the principle of
" election which  obtained in the German éarty could nét obtain in the
Russian one. Lenin asks rhetorically:""lg\it possible for all to gleét
‘one .of these revolutionaries to any particular office when in' the very

] =

interest of the work, the revoluiionary must conpealf%is identity from

bt ]

nine out of ten of these 'all'?"51 The Economists’ playing at democracy

or 'democratism’ as Lenin called it, wéuld simply facilitate the work of
the police in carrying out raids on a large‘scale. thus scat;kging the
activities of the organization and preventing reqolutionariés from
focussing on their. tasks. The centralism of the organization flowed
logically from the co;spiratorial and secret nature of the organization.
As Neil Ha}ding has pointed out, none of Lenin’'s colleagues in the

Emancipation of Labour Group, objected éo Lenin’s sWhat Is To Be Done, nor

14

Y

{
r

51 1big., pp. 478-489. o . .
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did they find anything controversial in hio progrommo of organlzotlon.s2
The reasons werewquite simple; for the time being, at any wxate. The
veterans of Russian Marxism had themselves escaped - the oppressive
conditions that obtained in Russia'byxliving in exile. Their own
theoretical and polifical(tracts were essays in tronsplantlng Marxism to
Russian .soil. Further <(and this mo;t certainly contributed to' the

difference of approach betueen them and their counterparts in Germany),

both the revolutionary intelligentsia and the proletariat in Russia had a,

much . more militant tradition than their counterparts in the Germany of |

»the'léae Revolution, sinco by the 189Gs Marxism had become a real factor
? the thinking of both intelligentsia and proletariat

; Thg controversy between Lenin_and his closest colleagues in  the
R%DL% emerged only in 1905, when Lenin guite logicolly, as it seemed to
}

him, continued the line he had advocated all along. In this regard,

ghere is no doubt that both Axelrod and Martov had shifted their
¥ R - - 8 / ‘
gositlons, soon to be followed by Plekhanov. All three (as well as
b - S
éotreéoV) would justify their change of Ettitude by. puttlng forward the
h

ﬁxplanation that they had not quite grasped Lenin’s dictatorial
{ R . ;
gtendencles at an earlier period. They thus reduced the’qoestion to one

{
.

iof personality and temperament.53 A\

A closer examination of the dispute will reveal, however, .that the

deeper cause of the split lay. in the new developments that emerged in
\

»
)

\;‘ ° . ' N . N @
o T

52 Neil Harding. op.cit., p. 1686.

53 See Keep, The Rise of Socjal De-ocracy in Rds sia, pp.cit., p.
111. .
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Russia by the time of the 1903 split. Until then, the left Iliberal

forces represénted by Legal Marxism had not gathered their tull strength,
4 SN

nor had the Socialisé\Revolutionary pa{ty been established. Leopoid
Haimson, perhaps the only non-Leninist commentator to have advanced these
! 3

two deJZlopments as the }rime reason for Lenin’s intransigence on the

leading role of the RSDLP in the. coming revolution, has this to say:

13

"The awakening of society that had followed the student strike of. 1898-

1901 was marked by two major phenomena, a revival of the Narodnichestvo®

amorig ;the members of the intelligentsia and the political organization of

the ourgeois liberal lovement."sa Haimson's account of these two
¢ i ' ‘
develppments deserves a detailed examination.

*

fter the students’ agitation of the late 1890s there was a revival
of heterogeneous Populist circles. The most important of these groups
united at the end of 1901 and organized a new Sociaiist Revolutionﬁry

. "
Party. Although they did not have a definitive and consistently

formulated political programme, they had some clear-cut political

N

<’
assumptions. The coming revolution would not be purely bourgeois in

character. Both the liberal intelligentsia and the half proletarianised

1,

'peasantry would Jjoin with the proletariat to achieve democratic and
social reforms which would form the basis for a socialist construction of
society. But in Lenin’s estimation, the Socialist Revqlutionaries were

pushing revolutionary voluntarism too far. Haimson comments:

54 Haimson, op.cit., p. 148.

P
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This extreme vold¢htarise' Lenin found abhorrent and

dangerous, not only because. it was beginning to

contaminate many Social Democrats, not only because {t

seemed to constitute nothing more substantial tharm™ the

.- 'revolutionary adventurisa’ the reckless outbursts of

self-affirmation that peri&?ically swept . over all

*gpontaneous’ unconscious movements, but also because it

combined with an image of the political map on which all

the objective signposts .for rd\olutionary action had been
_summarily swept away.gg -

[

Lenin also disagreed strongly with the Socialist Revolutionaries for
their advocacy of terrorism. In this "biind and vacillating group"56

N {
Lenin saw a sprious threat to the future of the revolutionary movesment'

- -

and to the ipgependept identity of Social Democracy, for they were openly

a

advocating political terrorysl and other form of revolutionary

\ )

pyrotechhics at a moment when revolutionary leaders agggg/io\concsnttlte

*
every bitlaif ‘their strength on the massive organization of “their
followers. The contemporary task facing the revolbtionary movement ! was

éonparable to that of "bdrhing down a virgin dark forost"57; Lenin

nétaphorically explained. Only‘a "general and concentrated f?ro“sa could

effect_-a task o} such pagnitude, and to build sﬁch a fire the proper

materials had to be systenatically accuaulated. , Ingstead of working for

i i .
. this careful accumulation of revolutionary energy, the Socialist

Revolutionaries were call!ﬁg on the rebolutionistc to engage in

1 =
¥

1 ©

£

moo
© ' 55 Ibid., p. 148. .Y , P
56.1bid., p. 1510 - o . §3
57 ibid., p. 151. A \ '
————58 1hid., p. W51, \ L
’ S . 3 . - &
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'excitation,’ "send off rockets to knock down the highest tree"5? | and

N d
expend "all available materials, unecononically and fruitlossly."eo Even

« 3

more than their revolutionary adventurism.' Lenin found their failure to

understand the revolutionary princﬁples of the class struggle conplethy‘

unacceptable. Their vague blurring of the distinction between class*:.
their naive reliance’ on an alliance between the intelligentsia, the

proletariat and the peasantry madE‘fhem paniiéﬁlarly susceptible to the

influence of bourgeois propaganda. .
.
To summarize briefly the nain.polnts of Lenin’'s theory: (1) .the

>

proletariat’s political consciousness must re a consciousness of the'

—

prolelariat*s -relations to all classes of society and to the state; (2)

., it must be a consciousnesé to end not only the exploitation of tha“

proletariat, 'but élso that of dll the appressed of societf" 3) this
< 1

\\h‘political consciousness or knouiedge is inltlally brought to the working

class by the educated intelligentsia, but with the growth of the, social

process, the proletariat can accomplish this for itself; and,” (4)
» . . ,

however, it must still have a Party that wild express the rational

awareness of the proletariat's historic mission and not be confined to

¥
-

™~
the purely spontaneous struggle concerning economic problens.
. - P M .
&By themselves, thest propositions would seem to contradict Marx's

well knogn pronouncement that "the emancipation of the working class must

LI } . o - ) @
X, ) P‘ A 4
’ A
] a——
- 58 Ibid., p 151,
60 [big., p- 151, . o
T ‘ - 187 »
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be the work of the working'class."61 But it must be remembered that Marx
» * — .

- made_ this observation during the formation of the First International,

a
-

when the proletariat was just coming into its own and when al? leadership.
. had -been effectively 1in the hands of the bourgeoisie "and ghe petty

bourﬁeoisie;'\apparently, what he had in mind was the liﬁelihood of this

o

leédership_taking over fhé working class movement,

In Chapter One | attempted to show that, while Marx hoped for a wide

menbérship ;or,é_yorking class party, he was not hostile to the notfon of
) E “r 3 .
a ,vanguard structure, as indeed his activity both within the Communist

Lesague- and the First International would indicate. His tolerance of

eclecticism in the International had strict lipits and his references to

'our Party' throughout his career,\would indicate that he certainly did

Al

not consfder "the Party as having played out its role and as having

3

‘. ‘ dissolved itself in thé Jabour movemént.52 However, as John Molyneaux

. has pointed out, Marx, did not,dtnlike Lenin, pay as .close attention to

-

the question o} " the: r(lationship of the Party " to the proletariat;

Molyneaux attributes this neglect mainly to what .he calls HMarx's

_"optimisiié evolutionism. "63 . According to Molyneaux, Marx viewed ‘the

L o]

. growih of working class pdl}ﬁical‘ponsciousness as occurring relatively

smoothly and evenly, rpughly in proportion to the development of capi-

L

-

4 3

Working Men's Associat}on,’ Selected Works, vol. I, Moscow, p. 386.
62 gee Appendix A. ‘ o i

'63 Molyneaux, op.cit., p. 35.
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64 _ Again, as Molyneaux points out, the problbm of reforlisn. had

talism.

not surfaced yet in the socialist movement. This problem post itself

¢

- with dramatic effect only with the steady growth of a mass working oclass

" party in Germany and the pubéication of Bernstein's Evolutignary

Socialism. The threét of an undue preoccupation with the econosic

3,

) «struggle, to the exclusion of other aims, had not fully materiallsed

fully in Marx's time, even though both he and Engels were fully aware of

A

the trade unionist mentality of the English membership of the First

International.

If the historic mission' of the working class was the defeat of

v

capitalism and the fulfillment of the proletariat’s univer;af role \(as'

'

Lenin maintained, and as was central to the-Marxian ethos since fﬁe

writing of CritiGue of Hegel's Philosophy of Right), then the question

— ——

arises as to why thg prolefariat could and did succumb to the‘narrow and
particularistic interests of the economic struggle; this alﬁo; presumably
being the raison d'etre for a Parﬁy that would provi Iéaderéhip on &
day to day basis, not merely .on qqestions'of tactkhs if:orggnization. qPﬁ
also of theoretical analyses and the aims of the revolutiqnary noveﬁont.
Lenin never attempted a’philosophiéal juséificétionwof this state "ot

'

, #
affairs;__he merely obsgrved it. The closest that he came to "an
'explanatgon' uaq'to say that'ln the- narrow. cireumstances of a worker's
employment in factory and given the hours, it was not possible for the

R AN . " .‘
worker - to develop a broader perspective-or acquire a” more rounded:

t .
- (9

~ "~ 64 pid., p. 35. C : ~
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education. It was Jeft to Lykécs to provide a 'philosophical’

explanatory ‘'schema for the 'political practice’' expressed in What [s To

Be Done;z .. -~ * -
R |

-
- e

The Philosogﬁical -Debate: Lukacs’ Solution

4

George Lukacs'’ caree; did not begin with his {involvement qigp

‘4

Marxism or the Party. This {nvolvement came about only with the

" evolution of his ideqs from what he himself has described as #ethical

'.‘ .
idealism” to his adoption of the Marxian weltanschauung,” and - his

political inielvement with the Party and the short lived Communist regime

of 1919.65 In a perceptive article, Andrew Arato has pointed ~ out that
N

¢

the central philosophical problem that concerned the young Lukfcs was the

unjly of the subject-object, a unity which had been \fragmented and

expressed itself in 'alienation.'66 Lukacs’ History and _ Class

Consciousness represents an attempt to analyse the alienation and ways of

- .~

overcoming it, Although Lukécs had ngt yet read Marx’s early works (that

would vome much_later, during his sojourn in the Soviet Union, in the

a 1
'Thirties’) the concept of alienation which Marx had put fotth in )The

L

Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 (and which has
subsequently come Fo influence various writers on what may be loosely

‘ termed the New Left) commenced with —Harx's analysis of ‘'alienated

.

\

65 See Lukacs' own 1967 Preface to History & Class Consciousness,

The MIT Pressg, Cambridge, Hassachusetts. 1971, p. x. ) “

66 Andrew Arato, "George quacs: The Search for a Revolutionary
Subject"” in The Unknown Dimension, ed. Dick Howard and Karl E. Klare,
Basic Books, New York, 1972. : x : ’
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labour,’ a situation in which the worker, estranged from his means of

production and from his land, (in the case of the agricultural worker by

the procéés of capitalist expropriation) alienated his creative labour in

the  production . of commodities for the market.57 Marx's vievs of
alienation were related strictly to his analysis" of{ prlvnto‘ property
relationships; and his solution to the problen was the abolition of
private property through a, conmunist revolution. -Prior to his nd;n}ion
of Marxism, Lukacs saw in aesthetic and artistic creation the solution to
-the problem of aliena}iony but with his adoption of Marxism, he
maintained that the proletariat, through ri?ﬁfhtlonary practice, would
overcome ai}enation (and-its specific form ';eification' ) and becode the
identigal subject-object of history. . The revolutionary cpbjoct' of
history (}be proletariat), w&ﬁld, h&wever, go_through wmany detours before
it arriv;d at its destination, with the:nid of the vanguard Party which

- ~ y \
Lukacs called "the organizational form of the proletnrilt.'ee

Although several short writings prior to History and .Class
Consciousness ' (1922) sounded out }Ole aspects of this theme, 1t is 6nly

with this work that Lukacs comes to express his fully developed views on

the subject.” In the first essay, 'Class Consciousness’ he addresses
- L] ' !
himself to a set'of problems:.

In Marxise the division of society into ciasses is deter-

~ 4

Lo»

N 67 Erich Fromm, Marx’ Marx's Concept of Man, F. Ungar Pub. Co.. ch York,
1961; Herbert Marcuse, Eros and Civilizatjon, Beacon Press, Boston, 1866;
C.W. MiXils, The Image of Man, G. Braziller, New York, 1860.

68

AN . '
“e History & Class Consciousness, Pp. Ys. ’ |
. ) . ' . 0 /
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_ness,

kS

mined by position within the process\of production., But
what, then, is the meaning of class onsciousness? -The
_° quegtion _at once brancheg out into a series ot closely
B interrelated problens. First of all, how are we to
understand class consciousness (in theory)? Second, what

is the (practical) function’ of class consciousness, so
understood, in the context of the ‘ciass struggle? This

leads to - a further question:t is the problem of class

° consciousness a 'general’' sociological problem or does. it

° mean one thing for the prqletariat and another for every
other class to have emerged .-hitherto? And lastly; 1s

class consciousness homogenous in nature and function or

A can we discern different gradations -and levels in it? And
‘ if so, what are their practical {yplications for the class
‘struggle of the proletariat?eg

[
Y A

Lukhcs stakes his claim on the suber\ority of collective consciousness or

class consciousness, as opposed to the 'individual’ consciousnéss, which

. -

he also seéms to view as thq empirically given consciousness. The former

is  the 'imputed' consciousness, the authentic and geﬁqine “conscious-

o —

70. .

<

' The real motor forces of history agé not . .the psychological,

4

‘empirically grv;a consciousness of individuals; but \ihe ' imputed

consciousness arising\ﬂfroira class. This is the closest that Lukacs

c

- comes to reinforcing the uaterial basis of consciousness; - whether:

individual or cdllective. The question for Lukacs is, given that the

real] wmotor forces of history ‘are such things as clasg and class

consciousness, why do individuals persist in thinking otherwise? He is

i

not denying that "the conscious refiexes of thé‘ different stages of

.
v

A ' .
2 N .
. . AQ
69 |[bjid., p. 46. -
X
70 !blgo; P 51. . jA
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Asees a fraghmented reality, an mmed!ate and therefore abstraZ; reality.73

d-

.Consciousness of class relations would. form

economic growth remain historical facts of great ‘ilportanoe..«ﬁéi AH.
. : ] A o C o

perely views this as false consciousness. Genuine consciou:nolz/ on the

R 4””0

other hand sees society as a concrete totality, with this tot7 ity being

apprehended by ‘a series of Pediations.”® °In boﬁtrast, bourgedis thought

In a passage reqiniscent‘of Lenin's detlnition of golitiqa consciousness
v o/ - N

as consciousness of all existing relations in sbciéty (What ls ' To Be
N : T ' ‘

Done) Lukacs observes: ’ : " ©b

.

~ ' N /‘

<

By ° relating consciousness to the vhole f society it

becomes possible to infer the thoughts and feelings . which

men would ‘have in:a partlcular situation they were able

to assess both it and the interests ariging from -t in

’ their impact on immediate action'on the yhole structure of

society. That is to say, it would be possible to™ infer

the thoughts and feelings appropriate /in their objective

gsituation. The number of such situa%}éns‘tsrnot unlimited
‘in any society.7a

W

' [
.

Now class consciousness consists in fact ™~ of the

: aﬁpropyiath and rational reactibns 'imputed’ (zugerechnet)

' to a particular typical po{jtiqn in the process " of
production. This consciousness is, therefore, neither the

,sum nor the average of whatf is thought or felt by the
single- individuals who make up the class. And yet the

historical'ly significant gctions of the class as a whole

are- detérmined in the lagt resort by +this consciousness

Y

> . . ‘.
71 Ipig. 1bid., p. 49.

y N . i

T72 Totality and mediat/On, are central to Lukacd"analyeis.

p. 50.

Y
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and not by the thought of the individual ,-- and tﬁese
) actions can gpe understood only by refefence to this
3 ) consciousness.g - v . :

e

© .4

There i{s then a distinction bétween class consciqusness and psycholoéical .
" ‘ . . .
consciousness; are the dif(enences so great that there are qualitative

’ distinctions betwéen these 'two types? And what {s the practical and
;,. " historical significance of "these different possible relations between
- . 4

the objective econﬁmjé totaLity,ithe'imputed class cohsciouSneés and the

real, psychological ,thoughts of men about their lives.""™® The queséjon.

as Lukacs puts it; is how far it is in fact possible to discern the whole

of ' the ecqﬁbmy of a society~froh inside it? After all, the bourgevisie

wére‘uhable to do this:

" The class consciousness of the bourgeoisie pay well be .
able to reflect all the problems of organizatién entailed .
by 1its hegemony and by the capitalist transformation- and <

} ) penetration of total production. But it becomes obscured )

- , : " as soon as it is called upon to face problems that remain

' within its jurisdiction but which point beyond the limits
of capitalism.77 ,

‘e

M )

Why then does the proletariat as a class, become fit for class
N i ,

conscioysness?  Lukacs’ answer is that whereas in all previous epochs

e

economic interests were masked behind a hdst'of cultural and ideological -

»
[}

- AY
N - 75 lbtd.; P. 51.7 For an excellent discussion on “the re]ationship
between the empirical and- the imputed' consciousness {n. Marx’ 5 own '
thinking, see, Istvan Mészaros’ 'Contingent  and Necessa Class
Consciousness’ {in Aspects.of History & C1ass Consc1ousness. Routledge &
- K. Paul, London, 1971, pp. 85-127.- . ) ‘ i 4
-t . -] * o -~ ’ '
6 Ibid., p. S1. : - _— X
77 [bid.. pc 54. ;. < N .
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factors, with EapitaliSm came the creatfon of a society where a- "purely

‘.

\

".economic ar%icﬁlation"7a was made the characfebiitic feature of that k
v ‘ o v )

' socieiy: And the boquegiste's class interests prevent it from attainiﬂ‘:

L

+ to full class consciqusness, which {s Inimical to its limited interests.

! .

Whereas, in the case of the proletariat, {ts claés"intbfests and f{ts ' L ﬁgl h

[ 4 L

’ . N
class consciousness coincide: < - o
N 3

- A C#
As the bourgeoisie has the®intellectual, organizational '
and every ~other advantage, the superiority _of the
proletariat must 1ie exclusively.in its ability to see

society from the centre, as a coherent whgie. This means .
that it is®able to act in such a way as change reality;

¢

” in the class cohsciousness of the proletariat theory . and .
practice cgéncide and so it can: consciously . throw .@he )
. v - weight* of f1ts actions on to. the scales of history -- and 4
: this is the deciding factor.,g 2o ¥ ;
Y s ‘e : T . v
> ) ;e L L " . (f .
Whereas for every other class victory meant a perpetuation of its
- . s\ . s
dominance Cﬁh\§uc@ety, the proletariat’'s victory widl lead to its self- 1

annihilation* as a class. That victory, of qourse,'consists of becgminé

masters of the .p}oductivé forces of society., -He qhoxep from the a

»

-

- Communist Manifesto:” - SN .

y

All- the prefeding classes that got the upper hand, sought

. to fortify\ their already acquired 'natus by subjecting

. society at large to their conditions of appropriation.

— o The proletariat cannot become masters of the proguctive

: C forces of society, except by abolishing their own previous

mode of appropriation, and thereby every other previous
mode of appropriation.gg : *

o

: o . ( /
- 78 |bid., p. 59. ‘ - - o e
S Ibid., p. 69., ( N e ]
. 80 1bid., pp. 71-72. . . ' S -
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® consciousness  of

® ' -
. - % « : .
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The ultimate goal, however, can be in dialztiical'cﬁhtradiction to the
. ! h R

Here, the antagonisl between the

a

moménta intorest of the proletariat.
empirical consciousness,of the proletariat and lts imputed cqnsciousness
élayl itself out. The proletarint wust go beyond the superficfal

olpiriciln of the bour(eolsle. that crude ‘and superfjcial enplricisn*with
)

which the bourgeoisie was able to make do:

' “Wbereas even when the development of the prqletariat was
-still at a very ﬁrimitive stage it discovered that one of
the elementary rules of class warfare was. to advance
beyond-what was immediately given. (Marx emphasizes this
as eparly as his observations on the Heavers' Uprising 1n

Si!esia).sl ke
Opportunism in the . proletarian, movement stays at the' level of the
empirically géyen, as in the case of the. trade unions. Opportunism

stays at the legpl‘of *effects and not causes, parts and not the

S ;o 4

vhol%£‘ sysptoms and not the. thing itself,"B2 Opportunism, then, is the

-

obstacle to ﬁhe proletariat’'s development of full class;consciousness:

© .In contrast with the right instimcts of the proletariat

* it plays the same role as that played hitherto by

' ocapitalist theory: {t denounces the correct view of the

! overall ° economic situation _-and -the —correct class
the proletari together with its

organized form, the Communist Party, as something unreal
and “inimical to the ’'true’ interests of the workers (i. e.,

v their 1lnediate. national 'or professional 'interests) and
’ as. something alien to their 'genuine’ class consclousness
({,e., that which is psychologically glven).ea
' . o '
a \ N
1 . R .
el lb!d:g ‘P- 72. o
'82 1pid., p. 74. T .
83 lh‘d’: ' p. 75. - ’ L]
.4 * - l
‘ b



There are two extreme attitudes: cfude elp{rlcisn and abstrlcf

» %
- -

. 4
utopianism. In the first case, the proletariat remains a passive

observer "movingein obedience to laws which it can never control."8%. . p

" the second case, it regards itself as a poﬁei which is "able of its own

subjective wvolition to master the essentially meaningless motion ’qf

objects."85 Both extremes are ever present ddggérq,to the ﬁroletariat

precisely- because its entrapment {n bourgeois siglety creates the
- i . .

conditiops.of freified consciousness"’86

v - In Chapter 1V Lukacs begins his long discourse on 'Reification and
the Consciousness of the Pr‘életariat.' Of the three long sub-séctions,

that dn the 'Antinomies bf‘Bourgeoig Thought' has special interest for.

-

"those seeking specifically Hegelian connection in Lukdcs' thought. Its

r
L

interest is primapdly of historical value. The analytfca] section

entitied 'The Phenomenon of Reification’ and the concluding section,

embodying a solution "The Standpoint of the Proletariat' will be examined:

&

" here, briefly, as ihey connect d&:iz:ly with bukécs' views on the Party
87 '

K

Reification describes the situation where what 1is” subjective |is

" .
in relation to the working class.
seemingly objecfive; in otherewords, what is a relation between peoplie is

seen as a relation between objeéﬁ;. ‘Reitication is expressed in the com-

’

9 ’ o ' " \
84 |bid., p. ?7. - -
W ) ¢ . 3 — n .
85 |pid., p. 77.
' . p- . . ,\. , > )
86 jbid., p. 77. - ‘ o

87 For  the Hegelian and Kantian background of Lukacs, see. Victor
Zitta's George Lukacs' Marxism, M. Nijhoff, The Hague, 1964, pp. 119-128.
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oCore ' : | ;
modity-strucdture, Jhich Lukacs _describes as being "the central,
L 7/ .
8 ~ . f
strucfural problem of capitalist society in all {ts aspects."?B He

[ ‘ -~
quotes directly fromfﬂhrx's Capital to illustrate his point:

’

A commodity s _therefore a mysterious thing, simply
because in it the social character of men's labour appears
to them as an objebtivefbharacter stamped upon the praduct
of that labour; because the relation of the producers to

- the sum total of their own labour is presented to.them as
a social relation, existing not between themselves, but
between the products of their labour. This is the reason
why the products of labour become commodities, social
things whose qualities are at the same time perceptible
and imperceptible by the senses... It is only a definite
social relation between men that assumes, in their eyes,
the fantastic form of a relation between things.gg

-

Reification affects the working class in distinct ways: (1) work by which

an individual shobld:express his creativity and subjectivY%y seems to be"

a power.alien to the individyal controlling his life at every stage; fZ)_

the worker comes to view his ‘fabour power as a commodity; hence he stafids
‘ﬂm ' % ¥
in a relationship of 'ownership' to this commodity, which he seemingly

can sell freely to a purchaser; (3) his work becomes increasingly subject

*

to specialization and loses that organic unity which it would have, if it = -

were not part of the cgmmodity-struptu}e of capitalism; and (4) the

»

worker becomes dehumanised. B *

L So pervasive has capitalism become on a world-wide scale that:

a

the relatjons between: men thaE lie hidden {h the immediate
N commod?ty relation, as well as the relations between men

EN ‘ ' — N

kN

. - 88 History & Class Consciousness, p. 83. -

89 1pid., p. 86.

%4
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. ) . .
and the objects that should really gratgfy their needs,
have faded to the point where they can be neither "~
recognized nor even perceiveq. For that very reason the !
reified mind has come to regard them as the true
representative of his societal ei;stence.go

- 5

institutions harmonise with the~ reified structure of soclety.
-~ 0 N

Reification béhh;gg_gvercome only by "constant and constantly renewed

efforts to disrupt the reified structure of existence by concretely

relating to the .concretely manifested contradict{uns of the total

. .
development, by becoming conscious of the immanent meanings of these

-

N

contradictions for the total development."g1 The stress hefe {s' on

making the contradictions comscious: ,\\'

Only. .when the consciousness of the proletariat is able to
point out the road along which the dialectic of history is

., objectively impelled, but which it cannot travel unaided,
will the consciousness of the proletariat awaken to a
consciousness, of that process, and otky then will the
proletariat become the identical subject-object of history
whose praxis will changue(reality.92 ' .

o - .

Since the historical process has reached a certain stage tQ; proletariat

can and must take the next step:

~ be more than td take’the next step in the process."93 In an jmportant

.
.

footnote to this observation Lukacs adds: .y

.

)
) N
\, . -

LY

.80 ibid., p. 93.

91 History & Class Consciousness, p. 197. ' “
92 |bid., p. 197.

83 E%gtory and Class Consciousness, p. 188.

s i
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. "The deed of the proletariat can never

. 3 i‘ . ‘//,,—5‘

o

The public finstitutions of bourgeois society, the political and legal' - °
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Lenin's achievement is that he rediscovered this side of
Marxism . that points the way to an understanding. of. its
practical core. His constantly reiterated warning. to,
» seize the 'next link’ in the chain with all one’s might,
that 1ink ‘on which the fate of the totality depends in
“that dne moment, his dismissal of all utopian demands,
f.e., - his 'relatiyism® and his "Realpolitik’': all these
things are nothing less than the practical realization ‘of
the young Marx's Theses on Feuerbach.q,
The <class-conscivusness of. the proletariat 1is an "adequaﬁe social
consciousness which gives the proletariat the opportunity and the
T 96
necessity’ to change society.”
, ) ' “a
" In the earlier chapte'rt Lukacs had mentioned the Party as the
organizational form of the proletarfat.‘~ In the chapter entitled
. . ‘ T : .
'"Critical Observations” he provides what is perhaﬁ% the most cogently
. . | :
‘argued critique of Rosa Luxemburg's views on the Russian Revolution.97
, ' N
Here Lukécs points out that Luxemburg's criticism stemmed from an
., underestimationsof the non—wagetarian elements in the Revolution as well
. ' < .
as the "power w#elded by such ideologies within the -proletariat
' itself."ga-v Correspondingly, there was an "overestimation of its purely
proletarian character, and therefore the overestimation both of the
external power!and,of the inner clarity and maturity thal the proletariat
LA
class can possess and in fact did possess in the first phase" of the.
N . ’ o '
: ! * . PN
T i ' {

« .94 1bid,, p. 221, note 60. o : %
S5 Ibid., p. 199,
96 |bid., p. &
«y Po- .
Hiplder P &9
97 Ibid., pp. 272-293: ,

)

’

‘o

% 1bid., p. 275..
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revolution. In the earlier chapter, especially the one on~ Class
. ‘/ ’

Conséiousness,—ALukécg had pointed out ¢that the enmeshmenrt of theg
proletariat in bourgeois . production relations posed a danger to tho‘r
emérgance of prolgtafian class consciousness from its capitalist

integument. The growth of opportunism in the working class movement was
' 4
an observed fact; at the philosopliical level Lukacs had explained it as a

preoccupation with the empirically given, the psychological ¢consciousness

of the Eroletariat as' opposed to the imputed consciousness.lo0 The
7 .

transition from empirical consciousness to imputed consciousness could

1

~ Q .
only take place if the proletariat organized itseltf and this

N

'organizational' form was the Party. Lukdcs elaborated on this in the
jast chapter 'Towards a Methodology of the Probiem of Drgknization'.

Lukays Ae eves that the "idea of the Communist Party... has yét

A%

often been seen purely in technical termzdz;}her than as one of the most

»» ' important intellectual’ questions of th evolution.”Cl A5 mentioned

_ P
above, the central taskifor Lukacs was the "task of anchoring the problem

b o 102 ‘ ®
of organization 1in communist theory." Rosa Luxemburg had seen’ the

\ importance of mass action and "had‘focated the traditional notion. of

organization in its false relations to the masses."w3 In thus sorting

a

n

Lo—

99 |bid., p. 274. N 2

100 jpbid., p. 7.~  ° |

101 ibid., p. 205. , L ' -

102 ybig., up.‘;“2‘,98. . - o
Ibid., p. 298. A

) £ . , . ,‘ \,
. L - ™

103 pig,
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History & Class Consciousness. > ¥

'

out vhat was wrong with the traditignal aéproach'to 'or(anizationfjvis-a-

«is the untutored masses, Luxemburg "‘ade it pdggible'to defing its true

A
RS b

function within the revolutionary process. It was necessary, prevsr, to

go one step further and to look at €he'quesiioﬁ of political iea%brship‘

in the context of org;nization. That is - to say, she should have -

e e

elucidated those organizational factors that reﬁder the party of the

proletariat capable of assuning political leadership. 104

A

Lukacs points cut that it was no-acclaent that the 1903 split in the

P

RSDLP, €oncerned both questions: on the one hand, the question _of who
the ’prPIetariat’s'pllfes would he in the coming revolution, 'and on the

other, the problepm of organizatéon:

¢
. What turned out to be disastrous for the movement outside
Rusgia was .that no one (not. even Rosa Luxemburg) realized
that the ¢two issues really belonged together and were
bound up in an indivisible dialectical unity, 105

This diglectical, unity .is the unity of theory an8 practice. , Lukacs'

study of Lehin in 1924 is eniitled 'Lenin:s A Study in the Unity of

—

Theory and‘Practice.:lo6 Revolutionary theory and practice have to  be

N,
s
174
.

[4 )
104 1pid., p. 298. T : Y
105 ybid., pp. 298-1299. ' - T e

106 Connentator' after comamentator has-pointed out. with apparent
glse, ‘that Lukadcs wrote this work on Lenin as a kind of 'peace offering’
to the Russian Communist Party, because of the inner Party dispute
concerning his History and Class Consciousness. This mehdacious view has
no foundation in fact, not only,because of Lukacs’ lifelonge—xtiniration
{or Lonin ‘(as seen in the ‘many comments made in the last years of his

ife) but also because the Lenin study was written in 1824, shortly after
Lenin’'s death, as a conpelorative gesture. See Lukacs' 1867 Preface to

'
¢ >

»

\
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'"mediated’ and "organization is the form of mediation betweonxthoory and

practice "107 In the course of a discussion of opposing views, {t is

&

possible for a political pa}ty to allow even extremely divergent views to

be aired and expressed. However, if the pafty'is to have any impact on

political life then it must "rise‘above the lével of pure theory or

absiraét opinion."io8 Opportuniéh (by.uhich Lukacs meant Hensh;visn) had

‘always been reluctant to give organizati{onal expression to differences of

views precisety because doing so would require some form of action injthe
: »

—

political arena, some way of sélecting out the essential determinants ‘of

a situation, that would render theory meaningful, but also'}alevant{

¢

® Just because the Second International studiously avoided
all implications for organization it was able 'to commit
itself to many things in theory without feeling fn the
least compelled to bind itself to any particular Ifne in’
practice. Thas it was possible to approve the. very
radical Stuttgart resdlution about the war, althouﬁh it
contained no organ{zational guidelines about what action
should be taken and no ‘organizational ° guarantees about
whether the resofution could be 'implemented in
'practfce.log ’

> » I3
<

A

" Lukics ‘admits " that there is no ready made formula' to guarantee that

through ﬁrgahization alone, it would be possible to make the transition

» from theory go'p;actice; consequently, "the essential determinants that

.

\‘ .

107 ybid., p. 209.

108 pi4., p. 299, : : e , -

¢ ~ Y -

iog‘ﬁlbid.. p. 301.. Lukacs is referring tp the Stutt(:rt resolution

of the Second’ lnternatidhal.

A

’ . ’
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connect theory and practice"llo must be sought out., Among the important

factors_ "that deternina the direction to be taken the groletafiat'

ég%rect understanding of its own historical position is of the very first

.lmgortance."111 In guch a situation the organization of the party of the

¢ 4
proletariatsspells‘disorganization and defeat for the whole apparatus. of -

counter-revofution. Lukacs cites the course of tho Russian Revolution of
1917 as evidence for his argument. At the.time the Party{s slogans of
poace. self-determination and the radical solution to the agrarian
problem, were ™ reality,'thg articulation at a conscious level, of the>:

spontaneous demands of the masses:

§'\

It is not enough to object that the agrarian revolution
and the peace movement of the masses would have carried
the day without or even against the Communist Party. In
the first place, "this {s absolutely unprovable: as
counter-evidence, e may point, e.g.,.to Hungary where a
no Jless spontaneous agrarian uprising was defeated in
Ooctober, 1918. And even'in Russia it might have been
possible to crush the agrarian mevement gr allow it to
dissipate itself, by achieving a 'coalition’ (namely a
counter-revolutionary coalition) of all the " 'influential’

43

workers’ parties.llz ‘ &

pukfcs' meaning is quite clear: {t was onganiiation that helped the

3

Bolshevik Party to diétance itoel'f' from opportunism, to seek out‘the

connection between revolutionary theory and practice and to provide

. - . r

s

d
s [

110 1big., p. 300.

311 ibid., -p. ‘311,

12 1py4., .p. 311,
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effective political Ieadersh}p to the prolofarht.113

. e

a

- L)

The Second Congress of the RSDLP -
“» . . ., .
On no other subject has there been so much misrepresentation and

<

.

biased reéounting pf the facts of the case as the Second Congress, both

in the response  of Lenin'sg colleagues as well as in subsequent

schof%rshlp.x According to one interpretation, put forward by J.L.H. Keep

(The Rise of Social Democracy in Russia) and Leonard 6Schapiro. (The

Communist Party of the Soviét Union), to‘lent}on two leading scholars,

lrenin was‘ the evil genius of the Second Congress, who split Russian

Hérxism in two, against the good intentions of his chleagbos; "Even so

° L]

sensible a commentator as Leopold Haimson systenatic;]ly‘ifollbdl this

<R

line of thpught.114 In this account I shall attempt to correct the one-

gidedness of contemporary scholarly accounts of Lenin'n role at thi*

v

> s

. 113 The best known critique of Lukacs' view of the Party as a series
of medfations between the Party and the RProletariat is to be foUnd in.
HerSEEu-Ponty’s - Adventures in the Dijalpctic, Northwestern University
Pres Nlinois, 1973. This study, however, merely juxtaposes the
author's highly individual vision against Lukacs, but does not attempt a -

systematic tique. .The best study of LukBics from the standpoint of a
phenomenolgfist is Goldmann’s [ukacs and Hefdegger, Routledge & K. Paul,

London, 77; Goldmann does not concern himself with the question of the
Party. “Paul Picone attributes the importance of the Party in Lenin's
thought to his failure to analyse the totajity of imperialist relations
and . the {importance of the intellectuals in the new perfod. See 'The
Problem of Consciousness’ Telos (1870) Andrew Arato's The Young-

and the Origins of Western Marx{sm, Scarbury Press, New York, 18789, is a
general exposition of Lukacs. The best work on Lukacs’ theory o; praxis
is that by one of Herbert Marcuse's pupils, Andrew Feenberg, Lukacs, Marx

and the Sources of Critical THeory, op.cit., 1981.

L 1

}14 Leopold Haigsbn, The Russjian Marxigts and the Q[}gig! “of
Bolshevism,- op.cit., pp. 165-181. )

L]
~

Y . \
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Second Cangress. '{n doing so, it'is impossible not to see that Julius

Martov was.not the impeccable saint of social democracy as has been made

out by" his leading biographer Israel Getzler (Martov: A_Political

Biography of a Social Democrat) but was, notwithséanding his talents,

e

something :of an intriguer and schemer, who, when he suffered defeat at
the Congress, vialated the yery Party rules he had helped to formulate

and refused to cooperate in the work of the Party. Lenin, on  the-

detérmined advocacy of certain positions had been for three y;ars since
tée founding of Iskra in 1900 the bedrock of Russian Marxism, Qnd gad
been upheld by}tﬁe very same people ‘who now proposed a differbnt route.
In hisiorical perspective it is clear that ﬁartov and Axelrod, to be soon
followed by Plekhanov, - were departing from the orthodoxy of Russian
Marxism, which they were entitled to do,ibut which they did not have Phe

-

foresight or the courage to subgtantiate with proper arguments. At the

) Congreés and its immediate aftermath, they indulged in gersénal abuse of

Lenin (Martov~being the worst offender in this case), a tradition, which,
unfortunately, has persisted 1in present day scholarship, with a few

notable exceptions. Rather than offer a principled defence of their own
- , /
standpoint, the Minority (Mensheviks) engaged, at the Second Congress, /in

a8 boycott of the Party, after the Party had been declared, at the
4 - -y - ) R
Congress, the sple arbiter; they rejected in a spirit of peevish and

childish ‘disgruntiement, the mary compromises that Lendn offered” them;’

and worse, made the dispute a matter of gersonalities. when, in fact, the

fate of Socf;i Democracy ﬁ;ng in the balance. Of c;unse; in\ retrospect,'

their xbgthological oppo}ition to Leﬁin (whfch *hey‘justified with vague
. ’ . \ .

206

/;

~

cantrary, had at least the virtue of consistency: his open and

f

.
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‘references to “autocracy, Bonapartism, ett., and which Lenin had noxj

trouble’inflhowiﬁg to be unjustified.to the majority of Social Democrats)

-

// only suffered, in contrast to the consistency of his orthodoxy and his

readiness, ‘at~thi§ stage, to compromise, ih&uld the unity of tﬁo Party
. .-
require” {t. The famous dispute over Paragraph 1 of the Rules, the

qUesiion of membership to éhe Pérty, was decided by a slim lijority “fn
favour of Martov's foriulation: nevertheless Lenin bowed to the 'iljoiigy.
deéision, evenxtPough he continued {o fight open!y and‘lcgally for his
other positioﬁs. And with regard to the question of Party orfanization,
even J.ﬁ\H.-Keép is constrajned to say:' "An examination of Iskra reveals

only the minutest differences of anphakis on such matters between Lenin

1 -

and his .colleagues, who gave him carte blanche to develop his views, 15

It s difficult not to draw the conclusion that a purely por;oﬁil pique
induced Martov Yo descend from the level of principled opposition to

'.éo%sip and scandallongering\{ﬁarrating purely private converéétiona.

e

without documentation); .to detach Plekhanov slowly from the support he

gave Lenin, and eventually to destroy the unity of the RSDLP.’

o

. - As ‘it is’inpossible to survey all the procoedlﬁgs of the Sogppq .

Congress, | shall single out the major sources of controversy, vhich may
be" suenarized as follows: (1) The Organizing Gommittee Incident; (2) The
Party Programme; (3) The Debate on Paragraph { of the Rules; and sost

significant of all (4) The Election to the Central bodies of the RSDLP.

.
v, ¢ %
s \

-

1153, L.H. Kepp.' he Rise of Social Desmocrac
111, . )
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The Organizing Committee Incident ' . ‘ ' .

R 4
The Organizing Committee, as its name Euggests,'uas set up a year
previous to the Congress, to look into such questions as what delegations
~ \could be asked to attend the Congress as bona fide components of = the

" RSDLP. This Committee was composed of five Iskra- ists, three members

from the Southern Worker (Yuzhny Rabochy) and one from the Jewish Bund.

The Committee had decided to turn down the request of the Borba group
headed by D.B. Ryazanov to be grantsd representation at the Congress,  a
decision upheld subeequently, also by the Credentials Committee, during
the opening days o} the Congress. For redsons not fully known,. the

°

Organizing Committee rbversed its own decision and- gofng over the head of

the Crefe ] Comm&ttee. decided- to issue an invitation to Ryeganov, a

‘ ' »

opposed /by many Iskra-ists, among whom were Lenin, Plekhanov,
L p N ’

Trotsky)\ ‘and, at this stage, even Martov. It must beipointed out here

that }he-Orga izing Committes came to the decision against the strenuous

N, i
,

opposition of one of iis member, P.A. Krasikov (pseudonym Paglovich), who
was later numbered‘ambqg the Bolseevik eupporters of Lenin. This move by
. the Organizing Committee was defeated at the Congress aEd'the invitation
.«rcw»to Ryazanov’;}thdeawﬁ; However, this incident uas an early }ndication.

at least to Lenhin, that the Iskra-ists had begun their slow move towards

a more eclectic conception of the Perty.

The Party Programme

Fron Lenin's description of the early days of the Congress -(written

lhortly after the Congress) it would seem that the Bund deleggtes and. the

-t e

Economists, Akinov and Martynov, were engaged in preventing the Congress’

N ¢
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{rom being dominated by the Iskra group

l‘ . . i -

The debate on the prograpme dragged out beyond belief:

N Akimov alone moved sevegf| dozen amendments. There _were

) ‘arguments literally over single words, over what conjunc-
tion to use. .So many amendments had to be discussed that
one Bundist, a member of the Programme Committee, asked,
and with reason, whose draft we were considering, the one
submitted by the editors of Iskra, or the one submitted by
Akimov. - The amendments were trifliing, and the prdgrapme
was adopted without any changes of importance wHatsoever;
neverfheless, the debates took up about 20 sittings, so
unproductive was the work of the Congress owing to the
opposition of various anti-Iskraist and quasi-Iskraist
elements.i16

N
A

The Party Programme, originally drafted by Plekhangv, with ‘several

-

changes suggested by Lenin during the period of drafting, was passed by

<\ i
the Congress.' Its theoretical section contaifs the statement that "to

- effect this social revolution the proletariat must win political pbwer.

which will make it master of the situation and enéble it .to remove all

obstacles along the road to its great goal., ' lﬁ this sense the

‘dictatorship of the proletariat is an essential politicall condition of

i -

the ‘social revolution 17

. The immediate pblitical task of the RSDLP was defined as "the
overthrow of_ the Tsarist autocracy and its replacement by a republic .
, » L . n‘
based on a democratic constitution"118 that would ensure " the people'’s

sobereignty by a legiskaiive assembly consisting of the representativi;

t

L J

IS

a ]

116 y . Lenin, Coilected Works,-vol. 7, p. 75.

117 |bid., vol. 6, p. 29.

118 1pig., p. 30. : B
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of the people, by universal, equal and direct kuffr;ge. freedom of speech

o and asseibiy. the right to self-determination of all nations, etc.. Thfs

par; of the ’-lnilunr programme ;lso demanded the limitation of the
working dfy to eight hours, rest-periods for ;age-workers of both saxéﬁ.
prohlbitiont of overtime and night-work, and the‘enployi;nF of childi;n.
as also the prohibition of womeg ip_inddstr{es injurious to their health,

a

workers’ compensation for injuries sustained at work, state pensions for
v . -

aged workers and the prohibition of payment in kind for work done.

. .The =] ian programme of the RSDLP aimed at removing all remnants
of thg/::::fzj;}¥g system: (1) abolition of land redemption and quit-’

[N

renf pa?i:nts; (2) aﬁnulment of collective liability and of ;all laws
restricting the peasant disposal*of-land: (3) return to the peasants of
sums taken in thg shape of redemption money and quit- ﬁt payments,
. configscation for—this purpose ?t monasterial property and ;oyaj demesnes,
{mposition Bf a special lqnd;tax on ‘msembeys of the big landed nobility
who raceiyed.the redenption loans ;;d the money to be paid over "to the
' vlilage communes; (4) the establishment 6f peasant committees: (a) for
the iestifutloplto the village of the land cut off from the peasants when
serfdom was abolished and now used by the landlords to K@ep the peasants

, : in bondage; (b) for the eradication of t?e remnants of the 'serf owned
_system which still existed in certain parts of the country; an& (§)'.the
-~ giving.of péber to the couris to reduce exorbit;ﬁt rents and declare null

and)void all contracts'entailiné bondage.

. The dolejates from the Bund and the Poli;h Sop?a]-Délocrats objecteé
.o to the clause on self—dqte}llnation, but were overruled by the Congfgss.

&

The arguments raised against the agrarian programme by the Economists
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uere somewhat more persistent. Lenin, whose agcount of the Congrcs: in
One Step Forward, Two Stegs Back (1904) was based on a carofui ltudx of

« the -inutes of the Congress, tells Gdzthat the caspaign against the

agrarian programme (specifically included at Lenin’s, insistence,’ . in the

Loy e ek
Party prograzme) was iatinched, as was expected, by the Economist
. jining! ( €

Martynov, and comments Yhus: "It was the vulgarization of Marxisa as
applied to so conplex and -any-sided a phenonbnon as the pro*Lnt-dny
system of Russian peasant economy, and not differences over particulars,

that was and is responsible for the failure to understang this programme.

And on this vulgar-Marxist standpoint the leaders of the anti-iskra

P N
-~

elements... quickly found themselves in'hgrnony."llg He goes on to speak
of "their failure toqgrasg the imporgance of éhe peasant lovel;n‘tg ﬁhplr
failure to grasp th;t ?t was not over-estﬁnation'but, ;n *the contr:;y.
underestimation of its importance (and a lack.bf forces Fo Utilfl;. it)
that 'was the weak side of our S;cial Democrats at th; time ot the f!r-t
famous peasant revolts."120  The Economists had fouhd iﬁe agrardan ,
prograame Utopian and unrealistic, and ‘had “further pointed out that the
‘peasants could not be expected to be a revolutionary force, and that,‘}he
clause pentain{ng to cut-off land vas impractical’'as the agricultural
labourer ‘could not be expected to side with the rich peasant on ~;his

.
v

issue since the cut-off land was toc a great extent already in the hands

o

of the rich peasant.. .The cut-off land referred to the pasture and meadow
‘ ! .

£
, o
119 ibid., Vol. 7, p. 23, - o
120 ibid., p. 238, - S Co
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~ .. land which the peasants were allowed to use prior to the Emancipation.

Lenin reminded his opponents of the Russian peculjarities of capitalist

2 ’
relations between the agricultural labourer and the rich peasant. In his
- )
words!-
¢ .
~ Actually, the cut-off lands today-oppress the agricultural
° labouter ag well, and he does not have to be 'induced' to '
“fight for emancipation from his state of servitude. It is
_certain intellectualss who have to be 'inducgd’ -- induced
A to take a wider view of their tasks, induced to renounce
stereotyped formulas when discussing specific questions,
4 induced to take account of the historical situation, which
» compiicates and modiffes our\ aiams,, It is only the
. ; superstition that the muzhik i upid ~-- a superstition
. v which, as Comrade Martov rightly remarked... was to be
o detected- ‘in the speeches of Comrade Makhov and the other °*
opponents .of the agrarian programme -- only this
“ . - superstition explains why these opponents forget our “
' Y agricultural labourer’s actual conditions of life. 5,
N . .
" The question in Russia could not be simplified into a naked contrast
of worker and capitalist. The Economists®' inability to deal with new
. P _
fssues that did not come within the already established and customary
, paitqrn ‘which "called for some independent apblication of Marx's theory
to peculiar and new (new to the Germans) social and” economic
re[;tipns,"izz arose from their reduction Bf the proletarian viewpoint to
oo~ - ( fnarrow linfts. [t is interesting to note that Trotsky.< :upporting the
Cw general Iskra-ist line on the agrarian progranla, also relarked that in.
‘. . /”’\\
. the approaching period the Social Democrats nust link thalsokf/;/}m the ~
—— .
” 18! [bid., p. 236. .
L e - 122 144, p. 237. ’ , '
! : “ -
, - . ) )‘" 7
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(1) Paragraph 1 of the Rules

1

peasantry.123 THe agrarian programme was passed by the Congress, after a
prolonged discussion. R )

We now approach the two questions that, in retrospect, led to the
split in the Rsé?;. They were: (1) Paragraph it of the Rules defining

memﬁénship; and (2) the coﬁtroversy over the elections to the central

bodies of the Party.

’J/Paragraph 1 of the Rules dealt exclusively with the questfon of the

dz{jnition of membership to the Party. The draft submitted by Martov to
¥ ’ . ° N

the Congress ran as follows: "A member of the Russian Social Democratlé
A

Labour Party is one "who accepts its programme, supports the Party

financially, and renders it regular personal assistance under the

i
w! b

direction of one of itsaorlganizations."124 Lenin’'s draft went thus:. "A

(*pgmber of the Party is one uho accepts its programme and who supports the

Party both financially and by personal pérticipation in one of the Party

organizations:"1 5 Martov's formulation. was accepted by the Congress- by
a narrow, majority; it is iQteresting to note that Martov received ﬁhe

votes oflwihe zwish Bund and the Southern  Worker group and the

”~ s B

Economists. Subsequently, the JewisheBund and Economists would withdraw
<t “/ .

from the Congress, thué‘reddcing the votes of the Martov faction; hence

123 1bid., 'p. 237, g S
128 1p14., p. 244,

125 pid., p. 244.
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the name Mensheviks (the Minority) for the-Martov faction and the nanme
ha .

Bolshevik (the Majority) for Lenin’s group. ew N

.
-

Ws Martov’s formulation was accept%d by the Congress and as Lenin is

"on rtecord as saying: "l by no means consider our differences (over

<;:1wv Paragraph 1) so vital as to be a matter of life or death to the Party.

We shall certainly not perish because of an unfortunate‘clausé in Rules

126 4 may be puzzling to understand wvhy this dispute became so central

to the RSDLP. Tp; explanation is both simple and complicated. As

-

mentioned earlier in this chapter, Lenin's [skra-ist views on party

organization (further. clarified {in What [s To Be Done) had been the

N

accepted positions of Len{n's colleagues in exile. And indeed, at the
Congress, Plekhanov supported the Leninist arghments (although in the
coming mohths. under the influence of Martov's {ntriguinge and peréonal

scandalmon%frxng about Lenxnﬂ Plekhanov would shift posftions). Martov’s
« methods of V?ighting Lenin did indeed become personal, and his angry
response to the defeat of his cigd:dates for membership to the central
institutions‘ of the Party (bothuverbally and in his refusal to serve on
_\:he editorial . bbﬁrd of lskra afte; being delegated by the Congress to do

g 's0) were unquestxonabl? part of the drama but do not constitute a

\

‘complete explanation of the split in the Party. Martov's biographer

-
v 7

Israel Getzler:has'a more relevant explanation: . Y,
a .
& ‘ . . ft would be a mistake to regard the membership
| p}ragraph as a merecred hérring and the debate as nothing
® ' ( .
- ‘ \~ \
Y
- 8]
. . . A
~ 126 [pig., p. 255.. b . >
. ’ .
o N ‘3 ‘ .
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more than a struggle for power taking the form of a
tournament of Marxist dialecticians fighting with the
weapons ‘of rival formulas, sharpened razor thin. It we
grant that Martov in the months before the-convocation -of
the Congréss was feeling his way to a wider concept of the
Party, while Lenin stood fast for the principles of Iskra
militants and of his elitist What Is To Be Done? and
) wanted them embodied and realiz®d in the new party ‘which
was to issue from the Second Congress, then the' wrangle
over the membership paragraph must be taken seriously as a
genuine debate over r}gal conceptions of the Party.x27

~ * . L2

o

In substanée. this appraisal of the dispute 1is correct, although

Gétzler's Eless use of the word 'elitist’ with reference to Lenin is

~ 'Y

inaccurahé;ggd it is questionable whether Martov had, many months before

- the Congress, arnived at the conclusions he presented ,to the Congress.

e D .

i)

Lenin's Aefenée of his formulation of the membership rulie rested on
the 1line of argumentation that he had gll.along employed, qamely. that
the Party .could be effectfve only if it were stringently organized.
Axelrod began his criticism of.this positfon'and his support of Martov's
«all for a broader éarty by aréuin; that Lenin had cpnfused the concepts

8 . N
‘of patrty and organization.” He went on to point out that the secret and

‘centralised organizations of the Narodnaya Volya had been surrounded by -

éroups of people who heléea the Narodnaya Volya, although they did not

belong to the organization, and were considered members of that party by
the Narodnaya Volya. "Axelrod was mistaken,on both counts. As Plekhanov

pointed out: - »

»
-

P -
v

.
] ° ° -

) ¢ . Y 0 ‘ ' .
, 127 Israel Getzler, Martov: A folitical Biggraphy_ of a Russian
Social Democrat,.Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1967, p. 78.
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Axelrod was wrong in citing the seventies. At that time
.there was a well-organized and splendidly disciplined
centre; around it were the organizations, of various cate-
gories, which it had created; and what remained outside
these organizations was chaos, anarchy. The. component
elements of this chaos called themselves Party menmbers,
but this harmed rather than benefited the cause. We
should not imftate the anarchy of the seGentLes."lza

v

The theme of the anarchist nature of Martov’s formulation of lenbeighip
to the party, (by which anyone who cared to do so could cali himself or
herself a party pember and be recognized as such by the party) was to be

continually repeated'by Lenin in criticism of Martov.

» . .
As to Axelrod’s first point regarding party and organization Lenin

I's
~

- presédnted- his owﬁgposition clearly both at the Congress and soon after"in

4
his One Step Forward, Two Steps Back: _

-When” | say that the Party should be the sum (and not the
mere arithmetical sum, ‘but a complex) of organizations,
does that mean that | 'confuse’ the .concepts party and
organization? 0f course not.. | thereby express clearly
and precisely my wish, my demand, that the Party, as the
vanguard of the claks, should be as organized as possible,

.that . the Party should admit to 1its ranks only such
elements 88 allow of at least a minimum of organization.
My opponent on the contrary, lumps together in the Party
organized and unorganized elements... o

J ,
The Russian Social Democrats had long since aqﬁepted the principle that
the ,Part¥ should be a disciplinéd @and organized en@ity; Lenin éas well
wi;hin these limits and ;ybsequent atteiptg both by his colleagueé and by
cqntenporary scholars is attribute his call for discipiine gnd orgaﬂiéa-

. © - ) <
“

Ry

128 cited n v.1. Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 7, p. 2§8.

129 1pi4., pp. 257-258.
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tion to .his ,!mbition and need to dominate, are lefeLy off the mark.

Lenin's point was simple: fo refute his argunentsl that contrdf.

+ direction and discipllne (to which all at the Congress subscribed) were

[

fo

necessary, his opponents would have to show that these qualities could be

attained outside an organization. . .
" ! D) !

The idea that the Party would cut itself off from friendlx elements,

n

was, yénin pointed out, a needless fear, since all those who' synpathiled.
with the parfy and wished to help finaﬂcially or 'otherwise, were-free ' to

do sd; should these individuals want to actually join the party . they

u

should be prepared to-enroll in one of the party drganizations. 1f not,
they could not legitimately expect to affect the decisioq; of the party

X

as and when they arbitrarily chose to attend to its affairs. Anybody

could . call himself or herself a Social Democrat; this was beyond the

u

part&'s jurisdiction, but_any those individuals who actually enrelled in

o

a party organization could be recognized as party members. As Lenin saw

v

it, the matter "therefore'reduégs itself to the alternative consistent

application of the principle of organi;atibn, or the sanctification of

disunity and anarchy?f{%o ] - \

Lenin's organizational structure héd the following categories: (1)
organizations of revolutionaries; (2) organizations of workers, as brond

and varied as possible. These tvo categories constitute the Party .

-

proper. Supplementary to thxs were the vorkers' organizations associated
with the Party, uorkers organizations not associated with the Party but
: &

o>

130 (pig., p. 250. S o \
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¥ actually hnder -its direction, and unorgawized elements of the working

class who qeyd influenced by Social Democracy. Two points are worth,

noting here: the class composition of the organizational structure and
the significance Lenin gave to the word.-'organization’.

By ‘’organization' Lenin meant both an "individual nucieus of a

- h
collective of people with at least a minimuin degree of coherent-form,"131

and the complex whole of such individual nuclei. Thg key words here are

*

"a minimum degree of coherent form" which supply the meaning to what

. N
Lenin meant by fdemocratic centralism.' Any free" association of

individuals could not bé calleé an organization, until such time that the
free ass&éiatiop t;anslated ftself into a discipliﬁed and necbssa}y
action, necessary because it complétely‘expressed the inter relationskip
betweean parts andgﬁ%o]e as an organic one (thag\is, not artiflcial but

intrinsic to the structure) and action, because it is a relation between

entities and not atomised solitudes. As this notion applied to the RSDLP

it signified that individual members of the Party, while free to express

their {ndividual positions would require of themselves that ® they
subordinate their wishes to the demands of tﬁp whole.* in other words,

insté;d of a loose associatioﬁ of conflicting‘views jumbled ainlessly.

together, a form would emergg.fro@ the rational will to universality of

1ﬁdividual members.

Although Lenin’s colleagues, as mentioned earlier, were at one with

’hin on the question of CQntraligm,' they’did.ﬁbt seem to understand all

~, . ’ ' [N

° 131 |pidy, p. 257. e | ,
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’that this word entailed. Temperamentally, both Axelrod and Martov shied

avay from 'centralism' even they dimly recognized the need for it in the

©

Party. They seemed also to have questioned fts usefulness In keeping in

[

not only as virtually necessary for .the working of the Party proper, bui'

Ve

as actually enriching the Party’s role in society as:a whole:

Centralization of the most "secret functions f{n an
» organization of revolutionaries will not diminish, . but
rather increase the extent and enhance the quality of the-
activity of a large number of other organizations that are
intended for a broad public and are therefore’as loose and
as non-secret as possible, such as workers' trade unions;
workers' self-education circles and circles for reading
illegal literature; and socialist, as well .as democratic,
'circles .among arh>other sections of the population...laz

“
+

From Martov's formulation of\Paragraph 1 of the Rules {t is clear

that he envisaged 8 period of greater populariiy of the RSDLP, amongst

sections of the general population and'cénseguenflx expected that ‘more

people would join the party on an informal basis. This may well_ have

‘

* been. the, case; nevertheless, Lenfn's criticism of Martov's position

r,retained é'certain validity in that the Party needed not more talkers,

¢

. ) o
but indibiduals whose 'declaration’ answered to their actions. The

change from accepted orthodoxy on the part. of Axelrod and Hartov can also

be- seen -as -the change in"the political cllmate ot Russfa.. By 1802
. . ©

Russian liberal democracy.-under the leadership of Peter Struve was in

full swing, geining.its strength from the Zemstvos (local organs of self-

v ’ .
’ -

132 1bid., pp. 264-265.

touch with the nass'movement in Russia. Lenin, on the other hand. saﬁ it .

-
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é0vernment2: and the professional middle class. Both Axel;od and Martov
feared that the liberals would usurp the leadership of the coiing
revolution ané their opening up of the Party to radical liberal elements
can be seen as a move to pre-empt the l{Beral leadershgp. However, what
began as a definite move to estaélish the hegemony of the Social

Democrats in the coming revolution, would soon turn to an active

-

collaboration with the liberals, not so mg?h on the part of Axeltod and

Martov, but on thﬁ part of those Mensheviks who soon came to be described

<

as right Mensheviks. In the 1805 revolution, for example, the Menshevik
dominated isoviets actively sidea with the liberals, and refused to join

the insurrectionary soviets. \ ‘n 1917, they continued to .6e the
. N - k) .

conservative force that would hold back the soviets, well “until after

July 1917, when the Bolsheviks had won over the metropoi{tan soviets.133

The class membership of Lenin’s views of party organizations (the

) »

dedirability” of having as many workers in the Party as was possible,

along - with the exist{ng workers' organizations) was Lenin's solution to

¢

“the poss{ble'threat of liberal leadership, and was in keeping with his
»deegly held Maijan conviction that the Qorking class was thé\énly truly
revolutionary class that could bring “about the transition, from a
democratic‘ revolution to a socialist‘transformation of society. Non-

Leninist scholé}sf too pumerous to enumerate (and most works on Lenin,
AN

with rare exceptions, belong to this grpdp) profess to see this aspect of

‘“\
¥

{

-

.133 See Oska; Anweiler's account in The _Soviets: The Russian

Workers, Peasants, and Soldiers Councils, 1905-1821, Pantheon Books, New
> York, 1975, pp. 144-207. ‘
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political strategy as a drawback which led him to -recruit lany‘ unsavoury
characters igto the‘ranks of the Bolshevik Party. In such accounts, the
personal shorﬁcomings of these party members are exaggerated oui‘ of
propo}tion; nor :do they take into account the wmany Bqlsheviksl whose
parsonal integrity was beyond doubt, or whose cultufgl education was of a
h;gh— order (Lunacharsky, Bogdanov ‘come to mind). Such critics
hypocriticaliy accuse Lenin of ’'elitism’ and contempt for the working
class, while theirebwn 'democratism' is cited as evidenge of great love

and respect for the working class. The history of the Bolshevik Party,

when properly investigated, shows quite élearly that its support came not

_only from enlightened intellectuals bt from the majority ‘of khq
indust;iél working class and the poor peasantry. The success of the
Oétober, revolution depended on this support, especially during the long
and djfficult years of the civil war and the economic blockéﬁe. when the

Bolsheviks successfully held the country together against the combined

?
v

forces of the counter-revolution. Intellectuals, in the hostile accounts
of Lenin's regime, are seen as being cowed into submission.“ No doubt,

there were many opbortunists among the intelligentsia and many who feared

-

for their future. Here again, the number of intellectuals who came over

-

to the side of the Bolsheviks in genuine appreciation of the vast social

changes that were underway -in hussia, is indeed impressive.la{

OH balance then, the dispute over the membership rule was quite

-

.

A

134 For a complete account of the role of the post-revoelutionary
intelligentsia see’ S. Fedyukin, The Great October Revolution ' And the
qnte!ligentsla, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1975. . i
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definitely the statement of the two divergent trends that had deqeloped

in Russian Social Democracy. Against this_Packground the struggle for

the election to the party’'s central bodi;s caﬂi‘}lso be 'seen as a
contlnuaiion~,of a fundamental divergencé and not the conflict of two
diffe}ent personalities. It would appeat from the actual events that
Martov was less prepared/thqn Lenin for the eventual outcomé. Martov was
widely respected and had considerable support amoﬁg the Iskra delegates,
although as mentioned ear]ier; this support was buttressed by the vofes

of the Economists and tde Jewish Bund. ' His consternation at not being

L]
'Y e

able to outmaneuver Lenin and at not being ab[etto secure the success of
. (4 ) 1
his cana}ﬂates to the Central Committee seems at first glance to be

persomal; | was not so, but his‘hanﬁling of the entire episode was

. childish 1in the extreme and set the final seal on that 'sqhism' which

might have been- averted, to the advantage of the entire movement.

-~
Y

The Elections to the Central Bodies of the Party - e

Thé Congress had passed a resolution accepting Iskra as the 'C§ntrai
Organ of the RSDLP. It remained to decide who would constitute the
editorial board of Iskra. Prior to the Congress Lenin had suggested that .

the old editorial board of five (Plekhanov, Lenin, Martov, Axelfod,

N
L

Zazulich) was too cumbersome and that a tric would serve the purposeg .
'~bet;er; both PlekhanoQ and Martov héd-gone along with the propbsgl and
the choice 2? candidates was to be confirmed by the Congress. In the
event the three who were elected to db the editorial work were Lenié,
Plekhanov and Martov. This took place only a{fer the elections - to lhe
Central Committes hiﬁ confirmed the success of* Lenin’s l{gt of candidates

P | .
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and only.the partial success of Martov's protégés. (I shall

4

return to

this question, later.) There {s no doubt that by the time:- the elections

v, S

to the editorial board of the Iskra cime around Martov felt that the
- . . — . . - '

ground was slipping from under his feet..The Bund delegates and the' Econ-

omists had withdrawn from tbe‘gongraﬁs and their combined votgs of eight
cpuld no longer be depende& upon. The Iskra-ist majority was behind

Lenin and not least in importance the veteran figure of 'Plekhanov was

S

solidly (at the Congress) behind Lenin. in his mindand in the nindi of
, .

his followers an Iskra board of three, with Lenin and Plekhanov united
againsgt himself, would be a further defeat for what he had ﬁlanned as the

future oerpssian Social Democracy. Consequently, he refused to ‘serve on

the editoriﬂl board. » Lenin woula maintain later that Martov hud' agreed

——
*

to the three names prior to the<Congress; there seems no reason to &ouht

—~

this. Martov had calculated on the support of non-Leninist votes and at
» the - time the defeat of his candidateg to the Central Comaittee had ‘nof

yet oqcu;red.

L

. . .
Martov's biographer Israel Geétzler sakes the interesting admission

that:

... there is no point in supposing that Martov was without
sin in these matters; he had gone the whole way with Lenin
during the Iskra campaign of -conquest, including sharp
sharp practice in polemics against the Bund and the Union
of Social Democrats Abroad, and subversive tactics in the
wrangle over the control of the social democratic cosmit-
tees... He is on record as having urged Lenin to pull off
an open coup d'état and have done with it and confront the
rest of the social-democratic movement with Iskra-domina-
ted central institgtions before calling a Congrocs.135

’

135 Gotzley, p. B2,

<
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In the same vein Getzler comments: ’ .

w
‘ . "
K Thus In that part of the congress agenda which {mposed*
Iskra’s supremacy and mopped up the defeated rgmnants of .
opposition, Martov stood with.Lenin and stood as a Jjunior
partner to a Lenin who had grown to his full stature as
leader and political strategist. On these matters they
agreed; both wanted a'centralized party. But as soon as
they turned to consider how completely the party should be
centralized, how its centralism should be organized, and
" —_—above all who should man and control its centre they
turned by:degrees from partners to opponents.las
Getzler goes on to point out that for Martov such measures as would
ensure Iskra's supremady were only temporary maneuvers which woﬁld be
abandoned after the Second Congress and Russian Social Democracy could
look forward to a peaceful respite. Undoubtedly, Martov was
’temﬁerameﬁtally inclined towards conciliatory policies; but to suppose,
o .3s .he allegedly did, that Russian Marxism could continue a long a
peaceful:path of collaboration with rival groups was naive and impolitic,
as events would show. It is not, however, certain-that Martov's rdfusél
£ to’ join- the editorial board of Iskra was motivated by sentimental
loyalties towards the ousted candidates. . Lenin- attributed Martov's
position to what he called the 'circle mentality,’ which was suited to
. times when the RSDLP was a loose conélomeration of . circles "~ “of
;avolutionaries who often knew each other intimately and over a period of
time.  Now that the RSDLP had grown into a larger organization and would
extend its influence further, circle ties, so Lenin argued, would have to
be replaced by Party ties, by which he meant pfacing the interests of the
& N - 3
\ v 136 pi4., p. 77, - .
v&.‘ i . ~
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Party above personal loyalties. [t seems reasonable to. assume that with

the -defeat of his candidates tb the Central Copmittee, Martov felt

\

acutely the need to diminish Lenin’s influence at least in the Central

© o

Organ, Iskra, and maneuvered to prevent a Lenin-Plekhanov coalition
against himself, by supportiné Axelrod and Zazulich, who at any rate Lero,
also personal friends.

In this episode,as well as on many other occasions Lenin's realism

w

was the Kkey factof, and nat malicious intent as Getzler would have us\
believe. Axelrod had Fontributed virtually nothing to flskra “over a
period of time and Zasulich gave primarily only editorial help. Both
these veterans were past their prime, and the entire work of Iskra fell
onVLEnin, Krupskaya and Hartov.. The oid editorial board had not even met
once in its fu{ﬁ\;trength in the year prior t? the Congress. To an

impartial observer it was evident that the editorial board of Iskra

needed sprucing up. Adam Ulam, by no means a sympathetic commentator on

Lenin, has this to say: .

On the face of it the proposal was quite sensible. The
three proposed candidates had carried most of the paper's
work anyway. It was desirable to have a smaller number of
editors to cut down the endless debatess and proionged
correspondence that had hampered the work of the old.
board... And 1t was improbable that Lenin’'s plan was
motivated by a conscious desire to seize control of the
Party. He would be one of three editors. To be sure,
had, for the moment the support of Plekhanov, but
latter was notoriously changeable, and was as likely
side with Martov, as with him. In brief, the notion of &

“Machiavellian design behind the plot to drop the revered
but iapompetent col!aborators is hardly tenable.137

-

H

137 Adam Ulam, The Bolsheviks, op.cit., p. 192.. ‘ -~
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v / As Lenin's proposal for the reconstitution of the edftorial board of
- ' : T
’ Iskra also allowed for the co-optation of further candidates, Martov's

8
refusal to join the new board can be ,seen as a last ditch stand to »get
the ;gener;l leadership of the Party under his control, especially since

the Central Committee had slipped away from his grasp., [t was clearly a
/ & : .
gplitting and delaying tactic, although his motives were not personal

vanity or ambition, but the desire to mould the RSDLP, aldng new lines.
Of course, his refusal to serve on the board, in spite of ¢the Cngness
elections, actually defeated his own purpose, fpr now Lenin could and did

point out that this Qas a breach of Party loyalty:

The Organizfng Committee drew up very precise (formalistic
and bureaucratic, thoge would say who are now using these
words ° to coyer up their- political spinelessness)
Regulations for the Second Congress, got them passed by
- all the committees, and finally endorsed them, stipulating
' among other things, in Point 18 that "all decisions of the
Congress and all the elections it carries- out are
decisions of the Party and binding on all Party
o organizations., They cannot be challenged by anyone on any
pretext whatever and can be rescinded or amended only by
the ne Party Congress."™ How innocent in themselves, are
they not, these words, accepted at the time without a
v murmur, as something axiomatic; yet how strange they sound
today -- like a verdict against the minority! WVhy was
this point included? Merely as a formality? 0f course
. not. This provision seemed necessary, and was indeed
% ‘ necessary, because the Party consisted of a number of
N ﬁ\ isolated and independent groyps, which might refuse to
recognize the Congress. This provision in fact expressed
the free will of all the revolutionaries (which is now
being talked about so much, and so irrelevantly, the term
"free’- being euphemistically applied to what really
‘deserves the epithet 'capricious’).” It was equivalent to
a word of honour mutually pledged by ali the Russian -
e Social Democrats. It was intended to guarantee-that all
the tremendous effort, danger and expense entafled by the
Congress should not be in vain, that the Congress. should
not ~ be turned into a farce. }L in advance qualified any

226 -
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refusal to recognize the decisioné and elections at "the
Congress as a bréach of faith. s :

One of Martov’s candidates, among others, was E.MT\\AlexandrOVi.

somewhat confusingly referred-to in the Congress documents as Comrade
] .
Stein, Comrade N. and so on (presumably to conceal her identit§ from ‘the

poLicé). She was also a member of the Organizing Committee, that same

body which had decided to invite Ryazanov to the Congress, much to the.-
’ .

anger and dismay of the majority of Iskra-ists. Priaor to the elections
to Athe-bentral Committee, the 16 united Iskra-ist delegatesgphad met to
confer on the list of candidates to be submitted for election, By ten

votes to two, with four abstentions, a list of five candidates proposed
o« A ‘
by Lenin was accepted and was subsequently endorsed at the Congress.

“

Lenin’s list included a member of the Bund as well as one from Martov's

faction; the other “three were hard-line Iskra-ists. It was at this

<3

stage, bresumably, that Martov. decided on a éollcy of non-cooperation,
which lasted many noriths, after the congreés. By the end of 1903,
Plekhanov, 1in order to keep the peace, co-opted the oid némbers of the
editorial - boa¥d of Iskra. Both he and Lenin had earifer invited Martov

\

and the old editorfal board to make contributions, but had been refused.

X
Lenin withdrew from the editorial board of Iskra, which from now on would

be referred to as the new Iskfa. By January 1905 Lenin started the

Boishevik MNewspaper Vperyod (Forward). In 1906 both the Mensheviks and

the Bolsheviks met at a Unity Congress, by which time, thé policy

[ -
»

138 Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 7, pp. 210-211.
i AN o
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differenc‘as\betueer; the two factions had only enlarged. (1 shall return
to this qh}?tion in the'ne.xt chapter.)

As mentioned earlier, -non-Leninist accounts of the Second Congress,
begin with the assumption that it was Lenin who was detersined to- wreck
the Congress in orde}' to achieve domination over the RSDLP. The earliest

of ~ such accounts by contemporary scholars is Bertram Wolfe's Three Who ]

Made A Revolut~ion.139 It has also been the standard work from which few

non-Leninist scholars .have departed. Bertram Wolfe's account of the
Congress was not only one sided, but he subsequently went on to assemble
Rosa Luxemburg's ‘articles‘\gn Leninynd the Bolsheviks in a tendentitious

and arbitrary manner, arranging the articles in suoh a way that her later

"

positive assessments of the Bolsheviks are presented first and\ her purely

M

negative critique of the Second Congress is. presented lastd in the

‘collection,\' thus giving the reader the impression that thls was her final

“and considered judgem@‘tﬁ.on Lenin. As a final coup de grace he has

subt'itleg the .collection Lenfnism or Marxism? The violation of

]

. »
,chronology is particularly obnoxious because Luxemburg’s early article on
Y

the question of organization and centralism, 'Organizational Questions in

Russian Social peniocracy' vas written in 1904 for the new lskx;_a (at

Potresov’'s request) when her knowledge of both the Mensheviks and the

German Social Democrats was rudimentary; more faportant, when sghe was

' Coe »
little acquainted with the Russian party as a whole. -Her subsequent

disenchantment with the Mensheviks and 'the German Social  Democrats and

[N

/ N

“

139 Bertrn D. Wolfe, Three Who Made Aievolution, Dial Press.
New York, 1964, pp. 230-248. - - : ™~
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her whole-hearted suppért of the October Revolution of 1817 gnd—”hc§’

praise of Len1n 5 leadershxp, cloarly demonstrate a change of opinion.

J.P. Nettl in his Rosa Luxembur hd//rightly pointed out that the

Luxemburg-Lenin debate of 1904 was not '"a collision betuoon two

fundamentally irreconcilable, concepts of organization, or. even -

n140

revoiution, The question was really théir-differing appraaches to

class consciousness. Nettl's explanation at this junctu?e, deserves to

be quoted in full: ; ' / \

Lenin believed that without the active tugging of a
revolutidnary elite, working-class consciousness Was
h\doomed to a vicious circle of impotence, that it could not
rise above the economic level of trade-union activity,
This: had been the stuff of his battge with the
. 'Economists’ (who, in fact, would have agréed with many
~ of his propositions; as so often,. Lgnin's analysis was
- sharpened by attributing an extreme view to his opponents
which bore little relation to reality). But he redlly did
see ,the growth of class consciqugness in teras of a
critical minimum effort not unlike that of modern
economists with refard to growth 'take off'; a volume of
effort injected into the system greater. than it would
normally be capable-of generating itself. Rosa Luxemburg,
on the other hand, believed class congciousness to be
essentially a problem of friction betweefp Social Democracy
and society.. Friction was thus the main)function of ¢lass
consciousness. The more closely ial Demacracy was
engaged with bourgeois society on all fronts -- economiaq
as well as political, industrial as well .as spgefal, mental
as. well as physical -- the greater and more rapid the
growth of class consciousness... She proved from her own
_experience and way of life that elites were necessary; but
“that they should . be.allotted a + gpacific function in
: Marxist theory or strategy was another matter
" altogether.,, ' ’

> At e

-

140 -5 p, Nettl, . Rosa Luxemburg, vol. 1, Oxford University
Press, London, New York, 1966, p. 290.

Y

© 141 gpig,, ' ‘ : :
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Some comments on Nettl’s analysis are called for. His fleeting

reference 10 the Econoni;ts’ readinéss'ﬁo accommodate Lenin's views is
not historically accurate, as my account-hqp shown. Every militant member
of the Q§DLP., fr;m Plekhanov to Martov, had seen Econdmism as a serious
danger. Secondly.‘Nettl has nﬁt sufficiently emphasized tﬁe point that

for Lenin, the chronological precedence given to 'bourgeois; socialist

consciousness was a historically transient phenomenon. The working-
class} in good time, would appropriate the insights provided by the
intelllgentgia and run them in double harness with their own day to day

confrontations with capitalisem. Thirdly, Luxemburg's neglect of

organizational questions (unlike Lenin, she did not atte;d meetings or
acquaint herself with the organizational details of the groups and orga-
' nizations she was associated with) was one of the reasons for the~ inef-
facfualﬁ;ss of the Communist Party of Germany, whf;h she helped to found.

Lenin's response to the Luxemburg critique turned on one simple

point° which he had set out to explicate in One Step Forward, Two Steps
[§ ) » ¢

Back:

Comrade Luxemburg, says, for examplé, that my book is a
clear and detailed expressions of the point of wview of
'intransigent centralism.’ ° Comrade Luxemburg thus
. Ssupposes that | defend one system or organization against
another, But actually that is not so. From the first to
the last page. of. my book, | defend the elementary
principles of any conceivable system of party organiza-
tion. My book 1is not concerned with the difference
- between one system of ofganization and another, but how
any syatem is to be maintained, criticised, and rectified
in. a manner consistent u{th the party idea."(,, ’

t
~

N

142 Lenin, Collected Works, vpl..7, p. 474,
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Nettl has rightly spokan about the specific Russian: context of

Lenin's centralis;} a Lenin’'s\ ' knowledge of contrf¥:gal Russian

~,

individualism and indiscipline. -l@ is a well known fact that Martov

himself symbolized the x\somewhat barefree " attitude of Russian .

4

intellectuals to questions of organization and the specific carrying out
, of tasks assigned to them. Lenin would characterise this approach of the
Russian intellectual as a speciad type of anarchism. No doubt he had in

mind the temperamental chéfac{eristics of such individualé; . more

-

important, it was at @he Second CongreES‘that he came to realize ifdlf;—“\\\,

e

that his colleagues in the party had litth\sonception or understanding

‘ of the realities of palitical power, which in, the Russian. context meant
not only a repressive autocracy, but also a weak and hesitant
N , A

bourgeoisie, and one that would not hesitate to betray the working class.

This much he had absorbed from Marx’s analysis of the 1848 Revoiutions
and it seemed inconceivable to him that serious Marxists such  as

Luxemburg could speak airily of the right of the working class to make

its own mistakes and use this argueent to Iﬁstjfy the lick of organiza-

Y

.tion iIn the party. Luxemburg argued: "The working class demands the~

right to make its listakes and learn in the dialectic of history. Let us

\ -
speak plainly. Historically, the errors committed by’ .a Truiy

\ %,
‘révolutionary movenment are infinitely more fruitful than the

infallibility of the cleverest Central Committee."143

Lenin began £0 use the term 'democratic centralism’ in IQOévfduring

7

4%

[
—

1483 posa Luxemburg, The Russian Revolution and Leninjss 'or
Marxism?, op.cit., p. 108. ‘ '
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the Unity Congress of the RSDLP.

. - S‘ 1
party meabers had the right and-obligation to engage in free discussion

K

and debate of party policy and tactics, but that once a collective

decision was taken, it was binding on all members, until the i8sue was

sired once again. The word ’centraiism’ was applicable in so far as

decisio%s taken by local branches of‘the party could be investigated and

[™ *

where necessary, could be overturned by the Central Connfttee of the

party. In practice, this centralism did not always obtain and we know

-3

that Lenin.himself had to contend often with serious opposition from the

" Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party. The two dramatic examples are

\

the occasions when the Party was deeply divided on the question of the
seizure of power in October 1917 and during the Brest-Litovsk Treaty with
the Germans {n 1918. Alfred Meyer in his Leninism, has projected the

image of a party ;f mechanical robot-like individuals who simply and

blindly obeyed Lenin's orders.!44 This, of course, is not true. The
hlstgry of the Bolshevik Party is one of a;rich and extraordinary vari;ty
of opinions, which were effectively coalesced by® the medium of inner

party debate into a strong and effective political action. Locai

branches often acted indepdndently and were aliowed to do so provided B

they stayed within the general directives of the Central Committee. Were

this not the case, the Bolshevik Party’s ability to organise as the

single most important poli al- entity in Russia would ﬁﬁve been -

historically impossible.

{f‘;Soe his Leninism, op.cit. , . %
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Conclusion:

In this chapter [ have attempted to'place ’Lenin’s views on the roio

- . . -

]
of the Pirfy,in the revolution in their historica] context, | have also

‘tried to explicate hha& 'political] consciousness' meant to Lenin and its

origin {n’ what he understood to be historical materialisa. 1. have.

suggested that ’'voluntarism’ is not a happy term to apply to Lenin's
concpption of political knowledge, the term being 'archaic’ and drawn

from earlier pre-Marxian models of political actibn such as Blanquyi and

Tkachev. Lenin's delineation of politihal consq‘pusness as knpwiodgo of
the historical procags wag rooted in Marxian theory and résultnd in, a

richly articulited political practice that hﬁs few parallels. to date.

i

' ! > : .
Consequently, comparisons and contrasts can shed very little Ilight on

)

what is essentially a new practice.
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~ THE 1905 REVOLUT1ON AND AFTER
} ' ‘ b ‘s " \ '

The ‘1905 revolution in Russia has'long been considered a watershed
in “the developﬁent‘ of Lenin's political thought. By 'and lar;e this
judgement is an gccurate one; in this period, the elements of (continuity
and change are easier to discern in his theory of the revolutionafy
dictatorship of‘the proletariat and the peasantryi while his views on the
soviets . are perhaps more genuinely novel than other aspects of his
thinking. The Fheory om\th; revolutionary dic£atorship had already been

-

~ partially anticipated in the writings of Plekhanov and had occupied a
somewha: shadowy existence 1in éhe minds of most Social Democrats in
Russia priog to the 1903 split in the RSDLP. It is no exaggeraéion to
say that among the'Russian Marxists Lenin showeq the most sensitivity to
thé peasant question and as we sha}l see, developed a clear éut strategy
for the peasantry in the coming bourgeoisvrevoiutibn. On the peasant

question he was undoubtedly helped by his previous detailed s@udies' of

4
~the problem, notably in his The Development of Capitalism in Russia and

in his many poleﬁics with the Populists. The idealisation of the commune
as @ quasi-social;st entity was effectively“countered by the Russian
H;rxist érgument that capitalist relations had already encroached on the
comaune and ;everely damaged ité poteﬂtia} for socialism; the seemingly

i

quasi-socialist relations of the Russian commune were in reality, as

: 234 .



Lenin argued, residual feudal relations in the countryslde.l A
pThis“ insight was paralleled by the corrpsponding}potloﬁ that the

poor peasantry <(and on occasion also the middle peasantry) were also

semi-proletarians. Hence; the p;asant-proletarian alliance was central

to Lenin's thinking, as far back as The Development of Capjtaligm {n

Russia and antedates the actual tactic that he advocated in 1905,
It vas, and still remains, a controversial question (1 shall return to it
later in thié chapter), but in Lenin's overall reflections on the subject
this éllfgnce. based on the objective realities of the Russian lit;ation.
gayevsubstance to what he interpreted as the 'persmanent revolutipn.' hlf
the coming revolution was to be a bourgeois democratic one against . the
autocracy (as all Russian Social Democrats bellovo&). it stood towéfonsoﬁ
that the péasantry were involved sinyltlneous!y in both the " democratic
struggle and in the proletarian strugﬁle. To put it alternatively, the
peasan?%. in struggling against feudal survivals, were ,;bjectivoly
helping tpe forces of grobing capitali;n and in the 8&!& process were.

~

also acquiring a semi profetarian status. The peasant-proloﬁ&ri:n

alliance would deepen and extend the bourgeois democratic rowplugion
against the autocracy (and.feudalism) into a steady and uninterrupted

revolution and to attain this position the revoiution would have to

establish a democratic republic (not’ a constitutfﬁ%al monarchy as the
. <

Libqrals uanﬁed). Participation by the Social Democrats in a provisional

1 For two recent statements of the Populist case, see Esther
Kingston-Mann's Lenin and the Problem M s s
Oxford University Press, New York, 1983 -and Teodor, Shanin's Lg&g_ﬂg;g_lni
the Rugssian Road, Monthly Review Press, New York, 16863,
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government established. after armed {insurrection would be the only

guarantee of the revolutsion being carried forward. Hence Lenin's use of

~

v

the words 'revolutionary dictatorship.’
L )

With regard to the soviets (workers councils) Lenin apparently saw

no ‘contradiction. in their co-ex{stence with the Party (as against the

h

judgement of many other Boisheviks). In tc: 1805 revg]utlon Lenin
welcomed the soviets as non-partisan organisations expressing the will of

the workers, along with trade union organisations. He saw them quite

distinctly ’as being independent bodies, with the proviso that under the

conditions of revolutionary struggle, they would accept the leadership ofl

the Social Democratic Party. He even envisaged a'situation whe}e, with

-

the presence of Social Democrats in the Provisional Government and with
\ "
the growing radicaiisation of the soviets, the latter would increasingly

nominate Social Democrats to the Constituent Assembly that, would be

convened ;fter'éhe revolution. It was oniy after the failure of the 1905
revolution that Lenin began to pay closer attention to the partisanship
of the soviets eitger for or against Bolshevik policy, a development that
would eventually bear fruit only in 1917. There is no reason to believe
(on the bas;; of available evidence) ‘that Lenin ever thought of the
soviets as supglanting the Party either in questions of leadership or of

b
policy. That role he continued to reserve for the Party. On this issue

he was not motivated by limitiess ambition or autocratic intolerance (as ’

"

2 In his own view he was merely

liny_Uestern schoiars have claimed).

3

o w

2 On the importance of the.Part;} see Chapter 3’of this study.
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adhering to the Marxian precept that the Communists would be the most

resolute and most advanced section of the militant proletariat. Marce!
Liebman has argued that the 1805 revolution shattereé most of Lenin's

pré-1905 attitudes to the proletariat’s capacity for self-developnant;

i

unaided by the Party. This is somewhat of an exaggeration. In the first

place, as | have pointed out in Chapter Two, Lenin was quite explicit

v

that the intellectual leadership of the Party was a historically
transient phenomenon, to be followed up by the leadership of the

proletariat as the latter matured and developed its own cadres. The

8

political leadership of the Party was determined by the revolutionary’

1

struggle Iin a given historical period.3 After the .1905 revolution

Lenin’s attitude to the soviets was a mixture of caution and optimism,
I. shall begin with a brief historical survey of the events of the
1805 period and then examine the two questions: (1) revolutionary

dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, (2) the soviets.

" L3

Historical OU}iine . B

Of this period of the early 1900s, the historian W.H. Chamberl{n has,

remarkgg: s 3ntil 1905 the struggle -against the -auto?racy was
predominantly an affair of individuals anq small groups. [t was only in
that year that the Russian nasses,\}he object of so amuch revolutionary
plotting and theorizing, were stirred into action ?n a large scale under

the triple impact of unsuccessful foreign war, domestic hard fines and

3 ' 3
1bid. .
A ‘ ' 237 - )
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the ceaseless urging of the revolutionary parties."4 . .

In January 1904 Japan and Russia were at war. Although the Japanese
began the actual at}ack on the Russian fleet at its far eastern Port
Arthur, 1t was commsonly known ° that Russia had been following &

provocative imperial policy for some t;ne.s The-fall of Port Arthur and

the tremendous casualties Inflicted on the Russian soldiers and sailors

s

led liberal circles to call for a constitutional and " representative

'
i

government that would guarantee civil and political liberties. Ufiting
from Geneva on the fall of Port Arthur Lenin noted that the coﬁlapsa of
Russia’'s military power . signified the Segi;;ing of the efld for that
bulwark of Eurbpehn reaction and the acceleration of the sécial

develop?ent of the proletariat.6 " The military debaclégs;gnifled the end
R ,' of Russia's ent{ye political system. The ﬁays when wars were fought by
loréenaries or b;ﬁa special caste isolated from the people had- passed;
now the people had to pay for the autocracy’s colonial adyentures. Lenin
goes on to say: "And the class-conscious ,proletariat, an implacable
‘ enemy of war - this inevitable and inseparable conco;ittant of all‘ c]éss
+ rule 1{in general - cannot sﬁﬁt it§ eyes to the revolutionary task which
the Japanese bourgeoisie, by its crushing defeat of the Russian autocracy

~

is carrying out."’

-

- 8

4 4.H. Chambérlin, The Russian Revolution, 1817-1921, Macmilldn, New
York, 1860, p. 46.

5 See Koep& op.cit., p. 149,
/ " 8 V.I..Lenin, Collected Vorks, vol. 8, pp.-47-55,

7 Ibid., p. 8.
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Strikes and industrial wunrest continued even after peace was
declared. In December 1904 tge oil;ield workers of Baku went on strike
until a collective agreement was reached. Revolt in the —éountrysido
which had begun in 1802 continued to spread. On January.3, 1905\;he St.
Petersburgh workers at.the Putilov works struck and they were soon joined
by workgrs from the millﬁ and factories in St. Refersburgh. On January 8
an unarmeé contingent of workers led by Father Gapon, who marched with
their families to the Czar's palacégyith a petition were shot at; many
died and many more wére wounded. The day which came to be known \as
Bloody Sunday was followed by st;iies in all the ﬁanr citiesw St.
Petersbﬁrgh, Moscow, Baku, Riga and othérs. These strikes were now
clearly of a political nature. In the countryside landlords' estates,
sugar refineri'es, distilleries and grain stores were raided, particularly
in antral Russia, the Volga region, the Transcausus and in Georgia. In
June. 1905 the:sailors of fLe battleship'Poteﬁkin mutinied but ;ere put
down, Under pressure from his own circle, the Czar proclaimqg the
co;vening of‘the Bulygin Duma, which did not have legislative»powgrs but

was confined soleJy to deliberation. The~Hensheviks participated in the

Bulygin Duma while the Bolsheviks boycotted it. In July 1905 Lenin wrote

his Two Tactics- of Social Democracy, in which he sp;lled§ out the

dgfféfence between the Menshevik and the Bolshevik tactics inh the coming

/

v

revolution. : 3
“In Ha; 1905, in a textile district of Moscow, the first Soviet was
established and directed by the Sﬂgial Democrats, began {ts fiyst strike.

As Anweiler ha? noted: i
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Around this time the central Russian industrial region,
which unti! then had reacted rather mildly to the events
fn 'St. Petersburgh, became the arena of violent strikes,
the duration and tenacity of which were.unprecedented."g .

/

'HQIitary intervention was employed to put down the strikes. In July, {n

the neighbouring city of Kostroma, a soviet established itself and then
stryck. In September of 1905 a printers sgfike in Moscow was followed by
the railway workers strike in St. Petersburgh, which then turned into ;
general strike. It was during this period that the St. 'Wetersburgh
soviet came {nto. existence. }n the next two months soviets sprang up all

<o
over Russia in the industrial cities and alongside of this the soviets of ©

spldlers and peasqpt§ were esiablished. .

In view of thé desperate situation, the Czar, on October 17, issued
a Manifesto wherein he promised the\convlening of a,egislative Duma, “and
the exte%sion of the franchise to those who had been previously excluded.
ﬂe also promised freedom of speech and assembly, etc. In November 1905
Lenin rqturned toIRussia. In Deéépber the:workers pf‘Hosbow, specifical-
ly from the soviet, started an uprising which was put down; with .this
event. the 1805 revolution that began in the year came to an end.

In studying the evolugion of‘Social'Denocracy in this pe}iod, espe-
cially Lenin's political thought, two factors are_ gf importance: (1)

working class militance and peasant unrest; (2) the growth of political

parties, especially that of the Socialist Revolutionaries and the‘

-

%

liberals (Constitutional Democratic Party).
L] ' , \
/‘

8 Anwetler, gp.cit., p. 40. ' ) ’ oL

>
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Lenin, The Sociaf Democrats and the Russian Revolutjon of 1805
The end- of 1801 saw the formation of the Socialist. Rovolhtionlry
Party (hereaftér referred ’to"as°SRs). It was a loose, amalgam of

adherents of the old Zemlya i Volya (Land Freedom) of the 1670s and {ts

offshoot, the Narodnaya Volya (People's Will). |Its leader was Victor

Chernov. The SRs denied the leading role of the proletariat and

~—

concentrated instead on the péasantry. whom thay treated as an homogenous

group, and whom they considered to be the basis of the eoming revolutions;

Yy

they; also advocated individual terrosr , such as political' assassina-
tions. Their agratian programme caljéd or the abolition of the private

ownership of land and its transfer to the village commune. To that
. . 4

extent they were the enemies of the landlords in the villages, but in so
far as they rejected the proletariat as the agent of revolution and

since they advocatéz individual terror, the SRs came into ¢onflict with

4 L]

the Socia} Democrats, both Menshevik and Bolshevik alike. Lenin, in

particular, never- ceased his eriticism of SR. revolutionary terror,

<

+

beginning‘ryith What Is To Be Done? Shortkg after the beginning of
industrial strikes in 1902, he returned to the attack on this aspect of
SR. ppligy. .

In N;vember 1802 thé Rostov workers went on strike and vhat began as
an econoﬁic strike soon turned into ; political demonstration nunboriné
between 20 and 30 t housand peoplé: In Decesber 1802 L?nin wrote a short
but important artigle for Iskra entitled 'New Events and Old Questions.’

In view of his open advocacy of mass insurrection, as opposed to

individual terror, ‘it is surprising that the then undivided editorial

. board of Iskra (Plekhanov, Zasulich, Potresqv, HartoQ and -Lenin) should

-
[
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* tion as .a sub§tit6te" for the-political education of the ﬁroletarfat‘_

"have allowed this article to pass and permitcits publication .in Iskra.

fhis, article is of such {mportance in defining Lenin’s attitude towards

% »
armed .insurrection even prior to the 1905 revolution, that it {is worth

examining In some detail. , ‘ . %
‘ o

Addrb%sing himself to the intelligentsia’s lack of fazth in the rass
workin; glasé movement and their simultaneous advoc;cy of Indiyidual
p?litical assassinations as a method of pal}tical struggle, Le;in p inéed
to the importance of the Rostov st;ike and its consequeﬁdes: "... it .is

only sguch mags movements, in whichmounting political consciousness and

revolutionary activity are openly manifested to all by the aorking'class,

that deserve to be called genuinely revolutionary acts and are capable of
. ! S}

. really encouras‘pg everyone who is fighting_for the Russian revolution."®

-

.In spite, of the lack of organisation andﬂggéparation. the masses were

waging an actual struggle. In exalting the agilational fmpact 05, indi-

o

vidual political assassinations, the SRs were staging a'"poﬁiiical sensa-

10

IS J

A hundred regicides, o Lenin argued, could not equal the 'barticipation

of tens of thousands of workiﬁg peopie "in meetings where their vital.
' 8 ' ce o ,
fnterests are discussed, and participation in a struggle, which -really

rouses ever néw and 'untapped’ sections of the proletariat oto ?greater

»

political conéciougness. tQ_a bfoader }eyolutionary stfﬁggle."ii -

. ) L T 4 ) ) ‘\ >
R ¢ :
\9 Lﬂﬂin, 2] OCItog p. 27‘9. Kd . "v '
' ! 4 ' ‘ T N
10 1bid., p. 280. ‘ o . S
1 1bid., p. 280. ‘
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"Anticipating his famogs"in? call to insurrect}on Lenin observes:

\

.

We are told of the disorganisation of the government...
but we are convinced'that to sacrifice one revolutionary,
even in exchange for ten scoundrels means only disorgani-

sing our own ranks, which are thin as itpyis, so thin that
they cannot keep up with all that is. 'demanded' of them by
the workers. We believe that the government {s truly dis-
organised when, and only when, the broall masses, genuinely

organised by the struggle itself, plunge the government

into a state of confusion; when the légitimacy of the
demands of e progressive elements af the working class
becomes apparent to the crowd “in the street and begins -to
be clear even to part .of the troops called out fo the
purpose oef 'pacificdtion,' when milftary action gainst
tens of thousands of-the people is-preceded by wavering
among the authoritieks, who have no way.of really knowing
what this military action will lead to; uhen the crowd see
and feel that those who fall on the field pf civil war are
their comrades, a part of themselves, and are filled with
new wrath and desire to grapple more decisively with the
enemy. Here it 1is no longer some scoundrel, but the
existing system as a whole that comes out as the enemy of

, the eople, against whom are arrayed the logal-and the St.

Peters authorities, the police, the'Cossacks, and the
tro