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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this thesis is to examine those
economic views of Chernyshevskii which arose from his
attempt to give a solution for the agrarian problems of
mid-nineteenth century Russia.

Because Chernyshevskii was not a professional econo-
mist but a polemist, his writings cannot be understood
without a detailed knowledge of the social and political
conditions of his time. Accordingly, the first part
of the thesis is devoted to an analysis of these

conditions.

In Part one, chapter one is concerned with the crisis

in Russian feudalism, chapter two with the effect of

forced labour on the Russian rural economy, chapter three

with the condition of the gentry and the serfs, chapter
four with the causes of the reform movements, and chapter
five with the government's steps towards reform.

In Part two Chernyshevskii's econohic arguments in
support of the abolition of serfdom, and his schemes for

redemption payments, are analysed. Chapter one deals

with his polemic against Tengoborskii on the superiority

of hired labour over serf labour. Chapter two discusses
his redemtion schemes.

In Part three Chernyshevskii's dialectical theory

of social development and his views on the commune are

considered. Chapter one deals with his polemic against

Vernadskii on the superiority of .- . CwWnmersLnlp OVel
communal ownership over private ownership of the means

of production. In Chapter two his theory of social




development is analysed.
Part four contains Chernyshevskii's critique of the
political economy of his time, and his theory of socialist

production. Chapter one presents his criticisms of the

laissez~faire principle. Chapter two is concerned with

his discussion of the scope and nature of political economy,

and his "hypothetical method". Chapter three deals with

his classification of labour into productive and unpro-

ductive labour. Chapter four examines his criticism of

the Malthusian theory of population. Chapter five is

concerned with Chernyshevskii's attitude towards different
social formations with particular reference to capitalism.

Chapter six discusses his theory of socialist production

and his theory of the 'toiling masses'.



PART ONE
Economic, political and social conditions during

Chernyshevskii's time
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CHAPTER ONE CRISIS IN RUSSIAN FEUDALISM

If one attémpts to-day to'analysé tﬁé ﬁistorical événés of
the sécond and third quartérs of 19fﬁ céntury Russia, oné's first
task is to discover the forces that were at play in the social,
political and économic lifé of Russia at fﬁat Eimé. I havé chosén
to concérn mysélf Witﬁ tﬁis particular périod bécausé it coincidés
with the devélopmént of Chérnysﬁévskii's central économic ideas
and becausé it marks thé timé of his gréatést impact on thé progrés-
sive radicals in Russia. The radicals and latér the populists
found a constant sourcé of inspiration in Cﬁérnyshévskii's formula-
tions of the économic qﬁéstioﬁs of his time. 'Tﬁeré weré, of coursév
other influential grouﬁs,of which the libérals were the most
important. Kavelin and Chichérin mainly spoke' for this group.
Apart from this there were the Slavopﬁils and the Westerners of ﬁhé
.Vérnadskii pérsuasion. All thésé groups advocated their own curé
for the social malady of Russia, either a romantic tﬁérapy (the
Slavopﬁils), a liberal one (Kavélin and Cﬁicﬁerin) or a préscrip-
tion derived from classical English economic théoryvand practicé,
often without taking into account the profoundly different
hisforical circumstances of Russia., An attémpt will be madé in
the main body of thé thesis to show that Chernyshévskii's analysis
of the agrarian quéstion, the burning issué in the economic sphéré
in Russia at tﬁe time, was illuminating and ﬁis suggéstions for
solving itAréalisﬁic. An aﬁéémpé will also bé'médé to évaluété his
critiqué of_cléésical political économy, fhé.body of tﬁé dominant
contémporary économic‘doctrinés Qﬁicﬁ guidéd thé formulation of
Ehé official économic policiés in wésférn societies.

Tﬁé économic condifions in thé périod undér réviéw aré’

characterised By a form of feudalism whose principal feature was



serfdom. Somé industrialisation was admiﬁtédly in progréss, but
on most counts the second quartér of the 19th cénﬁury in Russia
can best bé térméd a period of économic,féudalism witﬁ ifs
attendant crisés, Which,bhowévér, did not as yét‘issué in any
fundaméntal social change.

Tﬁéré is some éontrovérsy over the méaning of féudalism in
général and Russian féudalism in particular. If one 1éavés asidé
the juridical notion of féqdalism and defines its nature in
economic térms, one will be involvéd'in a pardox, which is
parficularly apparént in thé définition givén by M. N. Pokrovskii,
the wéll-known Marxist historian. In his view féudalism is a
sysfém in which there is a‘sélf-sufficiént "natural' éqonomy by
contrast to a monéyéd 'éxchangé économy' that has consumption as
its oﬁjécf.(l) This définition, as DoBb,ﬁas pointéd out, is in
line with the classical concépt of feudalism. In the case of
Russia, the two indicators of a state of economy which is basically
non—féudal - thé revival of commerce and production for market
éxistéd as éarly as the 16th céntury. Pokrovskii was therefore
impélléd to argué that the 16th.céntury was éhé périod of the
dissolution of féudalism in Muscovy. Buﬁ, curioﬁsly énough, fhé
véry basis of économic féudalism, énsérfémént of préviously fréé
or sémi-fréé péasants, took placé in éﬁé laté 16tﬁ cénﬁury and af
the véry Béginning of the 17th cénfury during the réign of Tsar
Boris Godunov.

In this contéxt, Russian féudalism can bé séén, paradoxically,
to décline_from the 16th,céntury and at thé'samé timé to bécomé
tﬁé main faétor in giving thé économy a strong feudal charactér

from the laté 16th cénﬁury onwards. The only way to undérstand



the situation is to définé féudalism as a social systém in which ,
servile labour is the dominant producfivé forcé.(Z) Marx
attémptéd to éxplain tﬁé paradox witﬁ référéncé fo othér séagés
in the history of human sociéty. The feudal sysfém of.production
coni:'ras"fs, on the one Illand,‘ with slavéry in that "the direct
producer is'héré (in féudalism) in posséssion of his méans of
prodﬁction of tﬁé material labour conditions réquiréd for tﬁé
réalisaﬁion of his labour and thé production of fhis méans of
suBsisténcé. He carriéd on his_agriculturé and the rural home
industries connécfed as an indépéndént producér," whéréas, "the
slave works with conditions of labour bélonging to aﬁgtﬁér." At
the same time serfdom impliés that "the propérty relation must
assert itself as a diréct‘rélation between rulers and,sérvants,
so that the direct producér is not free": "a lack of freedom
which may.bé modified from serfdom with forced labour to the
point of a méré tributory rélaﬁion"'(B). Undér capifalism, on
the other hand, "Iébdufer. is no longér, as in slavéry, indépén—
dent producér and he is alienated from his means of production
and from the possibilify of supplying his own means of subsistence.
Again, fhé labourér, unliké a slavé, has a conéracfual rélation-
ship with ﬁhé owner of thé means of production:_Alégally ﬁé is
both free to choose his masters and changé his masters. His
obligafions are only limited to the terms of his contact." (4) 1t
is surprising to noté that M. N. Pokrovskii, Marxist though Hé was,
should ﬁa&é committéd himsélf fo such an ambiguous charactérisa—
tion from éhé Marxist poin£ of viéw of an époch of Russian history.
In the périod undér réviéw, the two obligations of thé péasanfs

in Russia to the landlords, viz. the obrok (monéy paymént) and



barsﬁcﬁina &orcéd labour) constitutéd fhé véry Basis of Russian
féudalism. Sométimés thé obligations Wéré wﬁolly as obrok and
somet imes wﬁblly as bérshchina, in other casés a combinaéﬁxlo}
tﬁé two wéré démandéd. Production for marké£ was carriéd on to
somé éxténﬁ. Actually, tﬁis was a féafuré noﬁ uncommon in ofhér
forms of féudali;m, but,was in all variéfiés of féudalism, Russian
féudalism rémainéa af a véry low lévél of téchnology. Alfﬁougﬁ
with the advent of factory pfoduéfion in the late 18th céntury,
due to fhé nééds bf thé économy and the éxogénous influence of
the industrial révolution of tﬁé wést, ﬁhé rural économy based on
sérfdom starféd to décliné. Thé nét résult of thésé mutually
exclusive trends of economic activities - one submérgéd in the pool
of stagnation and tﬁé otﬁér éndéavouring to set a new pacé of prod-
uctivé activity in Russia spélt a crisis. This crisis became more
pronouncéd in fﬁé\middlé of fﬁé 19£ﬁ cénﬁury?i;é in fhé périod
with which-this study is concerned. The caﬁéésfor‘fﬁis crisis
Hévé been attributed By many thinkers éntirély to certain minér
factorS'takén out of the context of fﬁé foﬁaliﬁy of facfors; for
éxamplé Pokrovskii.aﬁ&Aanoﬁhér Russian histqrian, Rozhkov, reduced
fﬁé proBlém fo one of;imbalancé Bétwéén intérﬁai énd éxférnal
ﬁradé. (5) But such partial éxaplanationsﬂaré cléarly unsafisfactory.
In facé, Eo find a satisfactory.réason for the crisis of the
éconoﬁy of sérfdom, the entire socio-economic structure of Russia
must Bé analyséd. .

Tﬁé Baéic.sécfor of ;ﬁé économy of SQrfdom in Russia was
agriculfuré. Béforé fﬁé 18£h century, a prepondéranfly natural
économy prévailéd iﬁ'thé’bafsﬁchina dominated sécfor. The economic

units were self-sufficient and did not produce any surplus for market



elséwhéré. In tﬁé 18£ﬁ céntury thé salé of surplus products in
the markét became nécéssary for the landlords and fﬁé primary
producing Barsﬁcﬁina units of the économy stariéd to loose their
self-sufficient closed.character. (6) A growth of trade °Ocurfed
in thé 18th céntury, and in many casés thé landlords sént not
only food crops to the market but also redirected production to
flax and wool. In this connéction, it may be rémémBéréd that all
the units of the barshchigg dominated économy did not behave in
the same way. Their behaviour dépéndéd on the size of the ésfaté,
on the extent of internal consumption and thé_magnitudé of forced
labour available to the landlords: ~all these factors determined
fhé inclination of the landlord to éénd goods to the markét,
wﬁich méans thaf small éstatés ént véry’féw goods to tﬁé markét.

Barshchina oBligations wéré dominant in thé fértilé Black—
soil aréas of Russia. Howévér,.in fﬁé non-black-soil régions,
which wéré unfértilé, in tﬁé 19tﬁ.cén£ury néarly half of thé sérfs
weré in obrok and many of thé péasénﬁs pﬁrsuéd séasonal work in
factories and trading concéfns in the towns and . in tﬁé cities. This
led the landlords to increase the péasants' obligations in monéy
térms in many casés, bécausé, as Liashchénko obsérvés, tﬁé land-
lords éook advantagé of tﬁé.légal right éo fhé pérson of the sérfs,
i.é to a sharé of all monéy which Ehé péasants éarnéd insidé or
outside the estate. (7)

In différént sphérés of thé économy and in différénf parﬁs of
the country, the transformation from a nat;rai'économy to a monéy
economy did not take placé at the samé.fémpq.._ln the villagés, an
importanf élémént ﬁélpéd_thé monéy*tradé'rélations to Eaké a firm
roof: it was tﬁé growfh of thé social division of labour. It

became the foundation on which the wide develbpment of commercial
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‘ppducﬁnnin fhé first half of fﬁé 19£H,cénﬁury éook placé.

Though this penétration of the monéy-éradé économy'was félt
in most areas wﬁére_agricuitural producfion was carriéd on, théré
is no way to détérminé prééisély ﬁhé volumé of goods that énteréd
thé market for sale and the volumé tﬁaﬁ rémainéd for tﬁé purposé
of inférnal consumpfion,- Tﬁéréfofé fhé ratio of ﬁhé two,
nationally or‘régionally,fcanndtbé computéd. At thé timé only
rough approximations were carried out to éséaﬁlish the dégréé of
pénétration of.moﬁéy—tradé,félatiqns in tﬁé rural sécfor. Alﬁhougﬁ
précisé calculaéioﬁs of différént magnitudés and ratios of crops
for différénf pﬁrposés would ﬁavé Béén éhé bésf indicator of the
éxténﬁ of thé fransformation of fhé natural,économy to a monéy
. économy, yét'évén rough approximaﬁions which show a trend sharply
déviafing from that in the pasf are sufficient to indicate the
symptoms of cﬁangé. I.D. Koval'chénko madé fhé following oBsérva—
tion in this connection: A"Tﬁé mani festation of commercialisation
in.agriculturé in Russia (throughout the history,of sérfdom) and
in the first half of the 19th century in paréicular came up against
gréaf difficulties. There was no correct figﬁré of even an
approximaté'ésﬁimaﬁé of thé éxténé §f commércialisation in this
,respééf. So, thé invéstigaﬁion Hés always béén dépéndént on fracing
an indiréc£ path, fof éscértaining.thé dégréé of markétability of
the producﬁs in that périod." (8) This approécﬁ was as follows:
firsily, a calculafion was madé of tﬁé.démand for crops for con—
sumption by thé non%agricultural p0pu1atioﬁ, for thé bréwériés and
for éxport.' Sécondly, a calqulaéion was madé of thé surplus over
need in oné.régioﬁ andvthé deficit in another. Finally, there was
the extent of fransporfation of crops where in évéry transaction

"the .respective pluses and the minuses' were calculated. In
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Koval'cﬁénko's viéw, this particular métﬁod ﬁas ﬁﬁé advanﬁagé of
dealing with commercial crops only and so an approximafé ésfimaté
of the pénétraﬁion of crops into thé markét for trading objéctivés
aloné could bé madé. 9) Elséwﬁéré ﬁé again assérfs éhat "tﬁé
dynamics of ﬁransporfaéion of crops by rivérprovés fhé quick
dévélopménﬁ éf commercial productioh in the sPHéré of agriculturé
in thé first half of tﬁé 19£h céntury." (10)

As has been mentioned éarliér, production for markét was to a
gréaﬁér or'léssér éxtén£ in existéncé in Russia from fﬁé véry
béginning of»féudalism. Buf tﬁé volumé of producéion for markef
~ gradually incréaséd fo sucﬁ an éxtént tha£ fﬁé économy could bé
considéréd fo Bé '"transforming from a naéural économy to a monéy
économy'.‘(ll) According tofniLiashchénko, the non-black soil
agriculfural.régions based on_géggg oBligations were more advanced
in the procéss of transformation than fhé'cénﬁral agriculéural
régions Baséd on barshchina oBligations.‘ Tﬁis pﬁénoménon was not
uniqué in Russia,sincé in other countriés, é.g.England and Francé,
the procéss of disintégraﬁion of'féudélism occured at different

rafés in différént régions.

" Though economic changés came slowly in the barshchina .
dominaiéd landlords' économy, this:séétor of fﬁé‘économy was thé
main producér ahd supplier of agricultural products for thé market.
There is an éstimaté that out of the total volume of crops that
went into the markét, 90% came from landlords' estates and 10%
from the peasants thémsélvés. (12) This shows‘thaf péasant économy
was définifely at the subsisténcé,lévél.

Théré hés Eéén some controvérsy among économisés and économic

historians about the role of production for market in the breakdown

of feudalism (and hence in the rise of capitalism) in Russia. The
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controvérsy centred mainly around the role of spontanéify in such

a transformafion and the social ﬁasis for production for markét.

On the one ﬁand, there is the oéinionfpf M. A. Rozhkov who held
thaﬁ all types of production for markét aré organically transforméd
into a capifalistic typé. According fo him, "the dévélopmént of

a monéy économy led to technical improvéménfs which made servile
laBour disadvanfageous to the nobility, thé'péasants and thé state
ifsélf, and i£ called forth a réplacémént ﬁy Hiréd‘labour; fhé
réplacémént of servilé labour By hiréd labour signifiéd précisély
the abolition of serfdom." (13) This statement cléarly shows
Rozhkov's belief in an automatic changé of the mode of production
arising mainly from the comparativé advantage of hired labour to
thé landlords. On the other Hand, one should mention the opinion
of N. A. Tsagolov, anotﬁér Soviet economic historian, who maintained
tﬁat dévélopménf of,agriculfuré for markéé in an économy baséd on’
sérfdom was quifé distinct from thé dévélopmént of producfion
simply for markéf. Producfion for market may exist in sévéral
différén& kinds of socio—économic formation and it is only if prod-
uction for markét is ﬁhé soié réason for broducfion éhat the_socio-
economic formation is capitalism. Hé assérts tﬁat production

under feudal landlordism cannot spontanéously be transformed into

a capifalistic form and that production of goods for market fakés
placé under the most diverse methods of production: Buf this does
not signify that each of these means of production can grow into
capiﬁalism organically and sponﬁanéously. He further contends that
the fransformaéion from feudalism to capitalism - a transformation
from a systém in which the landlords owned the péasants to one in
which tﬁé workérs aré fréé and thé mastér owns only fhé méans of
producéion ~ cannot bé spontanéous. (14)

The transformation, then, of a natural economy into an economy



- 12 -

for market, or the existénce of a mixed economy,,ne neither a
necessary nor a sufficient condition for the breakdown of
feudaliém. It follows that the growth of commercial agricultural
production based on serfdom is not a transformation of the mode
of production. The Russian landlords had a considerable control
over commercial goods and they tradéd for profits employing in
many cases hired labour, but that feature alone did not make them
capialists.

Pokrovskii once referred to the existence of 'capitalistic
barshchina' in many estates in Russia which actually means that
the landlords in these estates produced only comméréial crops
with the help of forced labour. But the fery expression ‘¢
'capitalistic barshchina' is a contradiction in terms. (15) .
Firstly, because the peasants were not in a contractual obligation,
whatever may have been the form of obligation (i.e barshchina);
secondly, because they were not free to choose their masters, nor
had they any freedom to change them: only if the workers are in
a contractual obligation as free men is the form of prbduction
capitalistic. Perhaps; however, Pokrovskii had some different
notion of capitalism. Surely, he did not imply anything
resembling Sombart's view. (16) Sombart characteriséd as capitalistic
any society in ﬁhich there was production for profit énd thus thought
that the essence of capitalism existed from the ancient time, and>
not from the 1Tth century. This view of capitalism subsumes widely
different forms of society under the term capitalistic and is
unilluﬁinating. It amounts to saying that there never was é non-
capitalist society.

If?gwe shift our attention from this controversy to the actual

crisis of feudalism in Russia, it must be recalled that by the
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middle of the 19th century, Russia was still one of the most
backward countries in Europe. The nain reason for this back-
wardness was.serfdom. In the first'two decades of the 19th
century.certain factors contributed to the rise of aspirations
among landlords to increase their_agricultural production. The
growth of towns, the rise of home demandf, the higher prices of
crops, all encouraged a concern for technical improvements and

v greater agriculturai production. But a certain downward trend

of agricultural prices in the third decade of the century

dampened their enthusiasm and the improvements that the landlords
were considering were not put into effect; As a consequence,

the new economic opportunities were not seized by the rural sector
of the Russian economy. In thezhsence of the technical improve-
ments.needed to intensify production,~the.economy of serfdom was
1n a sorry state w1th 1nsuff1c1ent capital and product1v1ty of
labour to adJust 1tse1f to the fluctuations of pr1ce in the
commodity market. The prohlem was further aggravated hy the general
economic crisis in Europe in the third decade when an oversupply of
goods caused a sharp decrease in the market price of commodities,
including all variéties of crops.

The 1ack of initiative among the landlords in improving their
methods of production in the face of fluctuation of prices has an
economic explanation.' In the existing conditions they could
produce a surplus even if the price was faliing, hecause of the
peculiar nature of the labour cost especially in the barshchina
dominated sector. In fact the labour element in the prime cost of
productlon was an 1ndeterm1nate factor because 1t was never computed

in money terms, and thus the cost of production too was 1ndeterm1nate.
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If the price was low the landlord tried to extract more labour
from his peasants by force in order to keep his income within
a reasonable range of oscillation, whereas if thé‘price was
high he could-afford to be liberal in getting thé required
amount of forced labour. But there is a snag in the first case:
if the landlord wanted to get the desired level of surplus by
more forced labour, the véry nature of this kind of labour led to
less marginal productivity per additional labour hour spent, and
as the price was low the surplus would be less than the desired
level. Hence the exploitation of the serfs to theuvutmost and
the ensuing crisis. The concept of economy and diseconomy in
production were not at all important, if not irrelevant in an
economy based on serfdom as there was no way of computing the
cost of production.

~ Some of the well-known Russian economists, notably M. P.
Zablotskii and L. V. Tengoborskii held similar views. Zablotskii
was of the opinion that the queétion of the cost of production in
an economy based on serfdom did not arise and he even doubted
whether the landlord needed to earn the 'compulsory rent'. The
landlord could not curtail his production when the pricesnin the
market were low because he had to sell at whatever price the goods
could be sold. Although the level of price was a consideration .
with the landlord, it was not the main concern because he had in
possession the chief weapon - the legal right to exploit the
peasant at will. ‘So, according to Zablotskii, the problem was
not in the fluctuation of prices but in the system of the economy
itself which could not adapt itself to the new conditions, could
not rationally allocate the resdurces??éilabxeto itself and was

not capable of calculating the cost of production. In short, it
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was tofally incapablé of transforming i;sélf fo a rafional, that
is, the capitalist mode of producéion which takés account of all
these factors. (17) L. V. Téngoﬁorskii agrééd with Zabl® tskii
that "the actual systém of our rural éconémy excludes the
possibility of détérmining the cost of production in some way",
that "it.rémovés one of thé.définifé moments of market pricé
Bécausé of this and comprisés oné of fhé main réasons of
significant cﬁangés of pricés." (18) But hé did not’go furfﬁér
fo assért that sérfdom‘ifsélf was thé kéy to all tﬁé problems
-and that pricé fluctuations and other maladies of the égonomyi
were just sécondary effects. .He even held the view that a con-
tinuous improvéménﬁlof the nafiénal-économy could Bring the
rural économy out of the blind alléy into>ﬁhich it had been
drivén. TéngoBorskii was an ardént supporfér.of sérfdom somé-
what aféér tﬁé manner of Barbn von.HaXtﬁausén and Cﬁérnyshévskii
devoted much of his énérgy in an aftémpt to refute his viéws.(l9)

From tﬁé above itcis evident that the crisis of the économy
of.sérfdom should bé sougﬁf in thé prévaléﬁéé of Barsﬁcﬁina
rafhér ﬁhan iﬁ fhat of 22225, aé thé forﬁér éérvéd Béitér for
forcible utilisation of labour for productivé purposés. In the
22325 dominated areas the increase in the amouﬁt of such oBliga—
fions did not équip thé landlord with mofé productivé powér but
with more monéy income.

In thé middlé of ﬁhé 19th céntury, Russia néedéd a growing
témpo of producéion not dﬁly in the agricultural sector Bﬁt also
in tﬁe industrial séctor. 'Thé framéwork of‘obligations of péasanfs
in thé agriculﬁural séctor was not howévér undéfgoing a trénsfor—
i.é from

mation in the direction that would help this to happén,
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barshchina to obrdok. Manpower for industry had to come from the

péasants in géggk. Tﬁéré was nof a sufficient incréasé in fﬁé
proportion undér obrok to prévént a manpowér lag and tﬁus a
producfivify lag in the industrial séctor. The lack of significant
cﬁangé affécfing the framework of obligations in the direction
appropriaté éo thé économic nééds df thé timé is évidéncéiby

the small cﬁangé in tﬁéproporfion of péasanfs under the fwo obligations,
that is, Barsﬁcﬁina.and obrok, béfwéén tﬁé 18£h and 19tﬁ.céntuﬁés.
I,Ignafovich ﬁas givén an éxﬁausfivé appraisal of thé situation in
quantitativé,térms. (20) Bétweén thé 18tﬁ,céntury and tﬁé 19£h
the proportion of péasants under obrok increased only slighély.

In 12 of thé non-black soil gubérniias the pércentagé of géggg
péasanfs incréaséd only from 55 to 59.9 and in all the black-

soil provincés éakén togéthér it incréaséd only from 26.1 to

28.8 (21), Iﬁ should Bé noféd‘that thé incréasé in obrok was

.léss in thé Black-soil.régions. Ovérall, in thé 19th.céntury,

' _thé proportion of barshchina labour was gréatér than that

under the EEESE form of féudal'obligations. But if one takes

tﬁé data on séparaté gubérniias, a striking différéncé in the
pércénﬁagé of éach obligation is.révealéd.‘ For éxamplé, in

1858 in tﬁé Kostroma guberniia tﬁé.sérfs on barshcﬁina wéré

12.5 and the pércénfagé in Tambov was 78. If one takes into
account the dynamics of fﬁé cﬁangé in tﬁé percénéage of obliga-

tions in separate guberniias, the growth of obrok is not visible

: évérywﬁéré. Thus, for example, in comparison with the 18th
cénﬁury, the percentage of barshdina peasants increased in the
19th cénéury; in Voronezh from 36 to 55, in Orlov from 66 to

72, in Penza 48 to 75. (22)
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Tﬁé risé in thé proportion undér obrok obligafion was léast
évidénf in thé black—soil,régions, fhat is, thé most fértilé
areas in central Russia. It is worth méﬁﬁioning here that in
Néw Russia and in the Ukrainé tﬁé pércéntagé of barshcﬁina
péasants was 95 évérywﬁéré, and in some isolaééd cases it even
approachéd a hundréd pér,céné.

Thé aBové findings of,Ign@fovich poiné to oné'fact, tﬁaf is,
fhat the oBligations of fhé péasanfs did not mové véry gréatly
in the dirécfion of iributory rélation'towards the landlord. 1In
a dévélopéd markét systém, with the rise of factory production,
thé_rural éconqmic.séf?up néédéd a ré?ofiéntation,éspécially in
fhé sphéré of production rélation. Evén if sponfanéity does not
play a décisivé rolé in economic prqgréss, particularly in a
transformation from one mpdé of prodﬁcfion to anothér, at least
if pavéS'fhé way -for the interaction of décisivé forcés in thig
transformation. It could be régardéd as Quifé nafural, économically
Spéaking, if the shifé of émpﬁasis in thé obligation had goné thé
other way as the résult of such spontanéous dévélopménﬁ. If the
pércéntagé of EEEEE péasants had incréasédvsignificantly in
proporfioﬁ fo éhé ofhér caﬁégqry, a nécéssary condifion for the
ésﬁaﬁlisﬁménf of an indépéndént péasani économy would havé béén
énsuréd and tﬁé laﬁdlords would havé,Béén-forcéd fo ﬁiré for théir
producfion éo a gréatér éxfénf; This would-ﬁayé also Béén instru-
ménfal in solving fo somé éxfént fhé manpowér lag in thé growing
industrial séctor. As a conséduénce,tﬁé passagé to capitalism
would have been easier and less painful. This does not imply
however that the cﬁangé would have come automatically. History

shows fhat such changes.aré always painful.
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Tsagolov présénfs a quantitafivé assessment of the same
problém and His fihdings aré similar fo tﬁosé ofAIgnatovich.
According to Tsagolov, sidé by sidé witﬁ ﬁhé risé of ﬁhé 22225
system in_agriculﬁural production by.sérfs, tﬁe scalé of
, ufilisation of barsﬁchina_laﬁour incréaséd. This is confirmed
by the incré;se of the ﬁumBér'of_barsﬁcﬁiné man-days which was

noticéd évérywﬁéré in ﬁhé 19tﬁ cénfury. (23)

Tﬁé growéh of thé EEEEE sysfém, according to Tsagolov, did
not mean ﬁhat péasanﬁs involved in it were gradually freéing
fhémsélvés from Ehé dirécﬁ conﬁrol of théir masférs, as oné
mighf éxpécf in such circumstances. Which kind of oBligafion

_éxisféd was to spmé extent due to their different typé of
profiéabilify for the landlords with the different typés of soil.
It is.wéll-known thaﬁ thé growfh of fhé EEEEE sysfém was more
pronouncéd in fhé non-black sqil régions and that, in coursé of
timé, this systém did not évolvé into a rélationship of triButé
Béfwéén the landlord aﬁd the péasanfs, when tﬁe latter could
énjoy cémparativéiy more freedom than the barshchina class. This
is shown by thé fact that fhé_amounf of 2&52& obligation incréaséd
considérably (fo Bé précisé - néarly 500%Z) in thé coursé of
hundred yéars; According fo fhé éstimaté of N. P. Oganovskii, aﬁ
thé béginning of thé 18tﬁ céntury thé EEEQE bér.soul was oné ruBlé.
Iﬁ Bécamé fwo rublés by tﬁé middlé of the saﬁé cénfufy and fivé
rubles at the Béginning of the 19th céntury.(24). While there was
also a rise in tﬁé priqé of crops during this périod, fhé incréasé
in the amount of obrok was always far ahead of the increase of crop

prices.
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We have outlined the crisis within the institutional séf-up
of thé économy Bgsed on sérfdom. Without fhé aBoliEion of
serfdom notﬁing could bé doné. Thé séagnation of thé rural
economy was_éd complété that even the rise in the number of free
péasants during the.périod undér réview madé no impacf on the
level of agriculﬁural production.

There was another feature which started to show with striking
régularify in the middle of the 19£h céntﬁrj: _Ehé failﬁré of
harvests and faminé.condifions in the villagés. Zaionchkovskii
quotés a landlord of thé provincé of Tula who statéd that "during
famine in thé winter the condition of'fhé.péasants and their
féﬁiliés is horrible. Théy éaﬁ all sorts of filth - acoré,
plant roots, swampy grass, straw — all thésé-go info théir food.
Théy évén cannot buy théir.salt, bécomé almost poisonéd;'
terrible diseases attack them..." (25). This served toenhance
éhé critical staté in Which thé_agricultural économy, ;nd indééd
the entire économy of Russia found i;sélf.

Side by side with the shafpéning of the économic crisis, a
disconténé of thé péasants gréw also. Tﬁé disconiént éxcéédéd
simplé protésts,‘and 6pén.révolts by péasan;s against théir
masﬁérs and tﬁéir.régional.céntrés of administration bécamé chronic
affairs. This céuld not But‘aggravafé the économic crisis bécausé
of ﬁﬁé rélucfancé of tﬁe péasanés in révolt fo work on éhéir
masférsfésﬁaéés. ‘Productiongéll, innimerable man-days were lost,
sométimés fhé éstatés wéré comﬁlééély Eurnf down. Policé réprisals
followed with tﬁé army often in the wake. Cﬁaos spréad to many

parts of Russia leading to greater economic stagnation.
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CHAPTER TWO EFFECT OF FORCED LABOUR ON THE RUSSIAN ECONOMY

The middle of the 19th century in Russia saw the beginning
of industrial progress on capitalist linés. This century is
everywhere in Europe noted for the swift changeover from
manufacture by hand-operated machines to machines operated by
power. Though the ground for this development was prepared in
England in the 18th century, outmoded economic theories prevented
full scale industrialisation then. There were two main differences
in the state of production in England and in Russia during

“the 19th century. The first was the volume of production.

England, the pioneer of the industrial revolution,marched forward
far ahead of her competitors, to say nothing of Russia which
was far less advanced than other European countries. The second
was the nature of labour. In England, though the conditions of
the workers were appalling, labour was free§ whereas the manufactur-
ing establishments in Russia were run mainly on serf-labour, except
in those very rare céses vhen the free manufacturers and the
wofkers were the same persons, One important event in the economic
life'of England was instrumental in speeding up the tempo of
industrial activity in Russia. It was the disappearance of the
doctrines of mercantilism which involved the prohibition of
exports of machines abroad. The ban on the export of cotton textile
and other machines was lifted in 1842, when Smithian doctrine
took its root in the minds of the English public. Even before this,
the English manufacturers found a steady market for the machine
tools abroad and Russia was one of their important markets. The
following is an estimate of the volume of imports of machines and

instruments into Russia in the first half of the 19th century:
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83000 rublés (assignatés) worfh of goods in 1815-16;‘tﬁé
corrésponding figurés for 1825, 1840 and 1850 were 828, 3500
and 8397 fhousand ruﬁlés assignéfés réspécfivély.(l) As a
conséquéncé of'this, the manpfacturing establishments wﬁéfé
manual labour was uséd Wéré éransforming thémsélvés inﬁo powér
drivén factoriés.‘ At>tﬁé same timé a significant changé in

the structure of the working force in the indusfriés w;s taking
place, that is, sérvilé labour was Béing réplacéd by 'voluntary'
IaBour. (2)

In spité of such an opporfunify for indusfrialisation in
Russia, it Iaggéd far Béﬁind otﬁér indusérialiséd countriés in
térms of iés producﬁivity and consumpfion. According to an
ésfimaté for the périod 1840-1850, the pér-capita production of
cast iron in Russia was 8.7 Russian'pouhds*, the corrésponding
figures for_England and France were 23.1 and 37.5 pounds'rés-
péctivély in the sémé.périod; the pér-capita consumption of cotton
faBrics in Russia was 0.87 pounds (Russian), whéréas tﬁé corréspond—
ing figuré for othér industrial countriés of Wésférn Europé, tﬁat
is, England, Frﬁncé and Gé:many was 8, 3.1 an& 3.07 pounds rés-
pécﬁivély. (4)

Although_producfiviﬁy and consumpfion in Russia.wéré,rélativély
small, comparéd with Ehgland or Francé’or évén Cérmany, tﬁé numbér
of factoriés and fﬁé numBér of workérs émployéd sﬁowéd a éonsider-
able increase ingtﬁé first two quartérs of the 19th cén;ury.

Whereas in 1804, ghé number of.facﬁoriés was 2402 with 95000 workers,
the same figures fof 1825 were 5261 and 210000 réspéctivély. Between

1828 and 1860 fﬁé number of facforiés incréaséd to almost tﬁréé

* 1 Russian pound = 0.90 English pound
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timés as much as in 1825, évén éxcluding fhé minés, mills,
distillériés and Bréwériés; and thé indéx of tﬁé numbér of
workers bécamé 270 in 1860 faking 1825 as Basé. One strik-
ing dévélopment could be nbtigéd in the cﬁaractér of the
working force during this péripd.. As Liashchenko pointéd out,
the trend moved incréasingly and inévitably to hired labour.
Whéréas in 1804 the pércénﬁagé of ﬁiréd labour_in the tofal
labour forcé in'fhé factoriés was 47, fhé corrééponding figuré
went upto 50 in 1812, 58 in 1820, decreased to 54 in 1825 and
in 1860.réachéd 87. (5) Anofhér éséimaﬁé By'Blum on thé shift
from forcéd labour to Hiréd labour giﬁés a soméwﬁaf différént

picture: (6)

No. of Workérs

No. of .Hired

No. of Forcéd

.Year Workers Labour

1804 224,882 61,000 (277) ~ 163,282 (73%)
1825 ' 340,568 114,515 (34%) 226,053 (68%)
1860 862,000 479,000 (567) 383,000 (44%)

In this ééfimaté tﬁé total number of workers is sfrikingly
different from tiashcﬁénko's figuréé. The_proportions of the |
two classes of workers are also véry différénily estimated. In
anoéhér estimate mgdé By Paéhitnov fof 1860,‘baséd on the infor-
mation of Déparﬁménﬁ of Manufacturé‘and Inférnél Tradé, thé
numbér of factoriés in Européan and Asian Russia takén ﬁogéﬁﬁér,
éxcépting Finland and Poland, was 15388 and the number of workérs
was 565,142. Accofding to an estimate for 1857, there were |
1%542 factoriéé wiiﬁ a working population of 560,364 workérs..(7)
Tﬁésé discrépanciés aré nof surprisiﬁg, Bécausé-in the first half

of the 19th century in Russia, there were no reliable statistical



23

data availaBlé to tﬁe adminisirafion. Compufing'was doné on

tﬁe Basis of informafion.rééurnéd from régional administrativé
units wﬁich in most cases were rathér cﬁancy; Thé vasénéss of
the counfry, and looséness of administrative links coupléd wiéh
the inéfficiéﬁcy of officérs at all.lévéls madé a dépéndaﬁlé
collection of data virfually impossiblé. As a conséquéncé, any-
oné Wﬁo wants to go dééply inﬁo éﬁé facts of Russian économic
1ifé in fhis périod finds wide deviations in the values of
variables in different éséimaéés. In this situation the éést
mefﬁod for tﬁé invéstigator is to placé no importancé on tﬁé
éxact magniéudé of the figurés givén and fo‘déal with the général
frénds séén in thé figurés.

A gradual cﬁangé in‘tﬁé structure of the working class can be
takén as oné of tﬁé-indicators of the fransfdrmation of tﬁé Russian
économy towards capitalism. There is also another indication of
capitélistic dévélopméné. According to an éstimaté by Tugan-
Baranovskii, éf fﬁe»fotal 5599 faqforiés in 1832, 862 (14%)
Bélonged to tﬁé'nobility, wﬁeréas By fhé end of thé forties fhé
nobility owned only 500 {(5%) of the total of 10,000 facéoriés.(B)
Thésé ésfimafés iﬁdicaéé Eofh fﬁat capiéalist énférpréneurs Wéré
considéraBly incréaéiné in ﬁumBér and that there was adécréasé in
the éntérprénéurial activities of the noBiliﬁy.

‘Side By side wiﬁh lérgé scale industriés, the posifion of the
Handicrafé or the kustar indusériés during the same périod needs
éxaminafion. In spité of ﬁhé risé of capitalisﬁ production, thé
kuséar iﬂdustry‘héld its sway in small scalé commodify production
and tradés in towns and Béndicraff and coftagé indusfriés in thé

villages. The increase in the volume of eﬁploymént dué to fﬁé
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growth of industries created a demand for consumer goods which

the largé scalé indusfriés wéré incapablé of mééfing; The

kustar industriés wéré ﬁtiliséd torsupplemént fhé largé scalé
industries. The low labour cost of the handicraft worker; 10&
ovérhéad cost, and smallér dépréciaéion of asséfs pué this |
décénﬁraliséd form of manufacturé at an advantagé ovér fhé
cénﬁraliséd production in fhé sphéré of consumér goods, particularly
cotton téxﬁilés. Whereas préviously the kusfériihad adopféd their
own policiés of production and disposal of goods through infér-
médiaries, in fhé middlé of tﬁé 19th céntury the 'putting out'
systém of work (as if was calléd_in England),also calléd fhé 'tonya'
systém in Japan, bécamé common.

At the head of éhé'EEEEEEi stood a ﬁas;ér with Hundréds of
workérs. He purcﬁaséd raw matérials in largé quantitiés and
distriﬁufed tﬁém parfly to ﬁis own facéory and partly to the
kustari fo be utilisé& in £ﬁé small producéion éséaﬁlisﬁménts.

Iﬁé finishéd goods wéré tﬁén handéd back tofhé méstér. Economically,
éhis systém ﬁélpéd tﬁé Qorkérs to sPécialisé in a tradé and sincé
this sysfém was most prévalénf in tﬁé coﬁton téxtilé indus?riés,
wéavérs consfiéutéd the first artisan class; According to Lenin,
fhis tonya éyétéﬁ was thé pré-condifion for ﬁhé dévélopmént of
fuﬁure capitélist factoriés, for tﬁé accumulation of capital By ﬁhé
masters and thé.fofmation of a group of_skilléd workérs spécialiséd
in a tradé.(9) |

Such were thé conditions of indusfria1>activity, both largé
and émall scalé in tﬁe middlé of ﬁhé 19tﬁ_cén£ury in Russia. A
quéséion that arisés ﬁéré;¢on¢ér§g£hé sfafé of ﬁhé working class
.. during éhis périod. In tﬁé’firsé sfagé ofiéhé dévélopmént of

capitalism in England the working class had to suffér imménsély;
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their conditions of work were unEéarablé; there was growing
paupérisation'among fhém and in many casés %héy wént so far as

to break up thé machiﬁes and sét-fifé to factories and éstablish—
ments. The fhébry that, because England waé fifsﬁ in éntéring
the arena of capitalism, thé normalisation of thé conditions of
the working class in fhé aBséncé of any éxamplé or prévious
éxpériéncé, was bound to faké a long timé, and tﬁat thé dévélop—
ment of capiﬁalism in other countries would not théréforé follow
the same agonising path,‘is not confirmed if one éxaminés the
condition of the working class just before the abolition of
serfdom in Russia. Moréovér, it was not mérély the lack of
éxpériéncé that reduced the English working class to the state it
found itself in: ;ﬁe influence of 'laissez-faire' attitudes and
policiés Bécamé dominant in fhé ruling class, which prévéntéd the
govérnmént from éffecting working class legislation.

It is.nécéssafy first f§ examine thevworking conditions in
Russian manufacturing establishments béforé 1859. A”sPecial
commission was forﬁed in that yéar cbnsisting of répréséntativés
from the Minisfry of Finance and the Ministry of Internal Affairs,
with Stackél'ﬁerg as chairman. Its objéct was té éfféct.a com-
plete transformation of the sysfém of 1égi§1atioh concerning
industry. The findings of the commission were pﬁblisﬁéd a year
after the abolition of gérfdom. An exaﬁinatioﬁ of the recoumenda-
Eions of thé committéé févéals thé prévalént_conditions Béforé
1859. For thé first timé thé émployﬁént in any manufacturing
establishment of_childrén below the agé of 12 was prohibitéd.
Workérs of Bofh séxés>ﬁitﬁin tﬁé agé group of 12-18 wéré allowéd to

work up to a maximum of:12 hours a day, out of wﬁich two hours
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were to be sét apart for bréakfast, lunch and résf. Nigﬁf—shiff
work by pérsons below tﬁé'agé of 18 was proﬁibitéd.‘(lO) If

the Beginning of the 19th century is taken to coincide with the
béginning of industrialisation in Russia, industrialisation was
attended By appalling working conditions. There was no'organiséd
wbrking class movément; there was no quéstion of bargaining
between the employers and the workers because of the bondage of
thé latter within the institution of sérfdom, and there was no
intervention By thé state to imprové matters during the réigns

of Alexander I and Nicholas I. Rﬁssian autocracy was altogether
afraid of indusfrialisétion on wésté;n lines lest it gavé rise to
a mass of disaffectéd workérs. Tﬁé négafivé attitudé of Nicholas
I towards the indusfrialisation of the éounéry is well-known to
all studénfs of Russian economic ﬁiséory. Pazhitnov déscribés
tﬁé staté of affairs in this way: ‘"Workérs and even children are
éxﬁausféd by'backQEréaking work 16 hours a day.‘ Thé'statisfical
édmmiﬁtéé of Yaroslav cbnsidéréd the conditions of the workers in
the factories Wheré men, womén and childrén had to work for 14}
hours a day and livé in barracks to be typicél. No measures were
taken fo guaranﬁéé tﬁé health of fhé workers and while théy
périshéd,ﬁhé capitalists received 607 return on their capital.
More often than not, the administration does not take any measures
to guaranféé tﬁé healthjof thé workérs and whéré méasurés aré
takén for various réason% tHey*éfé;inéfféctivé!Tll)‘

’Thé méasurés réferréd fo By Pazhitnov wéré in mosﬁ casés
haphazard, piécé-meal atfémpfs at amélioration: .tﬁé Russian
propértiéd.classés/whétﬁer the npbilify or the mérchants, or
éhé big or médium investors of capital could afford not to také

them seriously since labour was cheap and éasily réplacéablé.
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There is some controvérsy_among ﬁistorians abouf the éxfént
of paupérisation among thé Wbrking class in Russia in tﬁé périod
under review. On the one ﬁand, there is the view that the véry
nature of primifivé accumulation of capifal in Russia led
inévitably to a growth of paupérisaﬁion amongsf the nasses on a
wide scale. One author conténds: ‘"Thé périod of primitive
accumulation is.génetically connéctéd wifﬁ fﬁé prévious stage of
économic.devélopménf - thé périod of tﬁe pré-capifalist monéy
économy, thé économy of sérfdom. Tﬁaf is wﬁy in the périod of
primiéivé accumulation many of ﬁﬁé‘vésfigés of ihe economy;ofnserfdom
based on forced free laﬁour Wifhin thé sysfém of sérvitudé, were
presérvéd. Naﬁurally thésé tracés of tﬁé past aré présérvéd
almost éxclusivély in the sphéré of naéional economic life which
took précédéncé in and almost éntirély dominated the rural economy
in the époch of serfdom. ...But‘tﬁé influénce of the tradition
of the serfdom was not limited and never is limited to only a
direct présérvation of tﬁé methods of the old rurél économy in the
périod of primitivé accumulation: it goés further and pénetratés
into the sphéré of swiftly dévéloping modern industriés. Héré it
manifests itself in an éxtrémély crude method of éxploitation of
thé Hiréd workérs. ExcéSsiVély long hours of work, éxtrémély low
wagés, fhé absence of any sort of provision for old agé; sicknéss
or accidénis léading tortﬁé loss of working aﬁility, pérsécution
of workers who take part in strikes or form their organisations:
ﬁhésé are tﬁé tﬁings fo which this méthod léd. Thé fésult of
this éxpioitation is the extreme povérﬁy of the labouring masses.
Two circumstancés éxércisé a particularly strong influéncé on this
~ gross éxploiéafion énd on incréasing'pauperism: 'the absencé of any
organisainn of the working class and the éxisténéé of Spéculativé

éntérprisés,(grundérstvo)."(lZ)
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There is no doubt that in the first stagé of the dévélop-
mént of capiﬁalism in Russia,»tﬁé working class could not
organisé itself Bécausé of\tﬁé absence of both the objectivé and
squécﬁivé préconditions. Tﬁé lack of poliﬁical fréédom and
civil rigﬁt coupled with tﬁe oppréssivé rule of thé Russian
autocracy made it wéll—nigﬁ impossiBlé for any section of the
Russian population to form an association amongst thémsélvés. In
facf, at fhis time the working class did nﬁt even realise the
néed for such associations. As a conséquéncé, only sporadic
unorganiséd’agifafions ﬁook placé amongAtHé Russian rural and
urban workérs. Thé uppér classés’of coﬁrsé, énjoyéd somé
political fréedom. ] .Oﬁe ; aufhor calléd it a “fréedom
analogués to that of England in the 17£h and 18tﬁ'cénturiés, which
was only.véstéd in ﬁhé éxploitérs tﬁémsélves, Whilé thé mass of
the péoplé in England or in fhé 19th cénfury in Russia were
deprived of this freedom." (13)

The spéculativé industries referred to by the same author went
side By side wiéh primitivé capitalist accumulation. It was,
according fo ﬁim, "aﬁ echo of sérvilé tillagé". "Thé essence of
the servile économy consisted ig prédatorinéss, in the cfude seizure
o thé fruits of 'ﬁthér péoplé's labour' wiéhouf.any paymént. Thé
samé imprint of prédatorinéss, éasy profit wiéﬁout laﬁour is fo
be found in the spéculativé indusériés, Buf theré is an importanf
différéncé bétwéén the method of éxploitation héré, and that in
sérfdom, in as much as here more énérgy, énférprisé and adroitnéss -
these néwly acquiréd préctices of the capitalist era - are néedédf(lé)

Another viewpoint is expressed by an author named Terner in a

book publishéd in 1861 under the title "On tﬁe'Working Class and the

Measures for Guaranteeing Their Welfare." He states: "Russia till
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now has not known éithér facfor& producéion or faupérism in
thé.réal sénsé. Our éntiré rural and town population wéré
af a much iowér stagé of wélfaré tﬁaﬁ fﬁé gréa#éf par£ of
Européan countriés. But wé havé noé Had aéiyéf paupérism and
a prolétariat wﬁich appéaréd as a dangérous éoré around Ehé
mosf luxurious dévélopmén£ of tﬁé ;ounéry and otﬁér classés of
the population." (15) 1In tﬁé estimate of the same authof, in
1856 ouﬁ of a fofal populaﬁion of 57 million in Russia, only
5,200,000,ré§idéd in citiés and ﬁowns (less'éhan 10%2) . Hé
assérfs fhat,as a,résulﬁ, "tﬁé préséﬁf moménf.réprésénts fﬁé
most favourablé one for thé introduction of'thosé institutions
for the working élassf which By their naturé, "woﬁld'prévenf
fhé,véry birth of paupérism" (16). The favoufablé conditions
wéré supposéd fo havé Béén,firsf,tﬁat Russian sociéty was at
the 'véry béginning' of the malignant dévélopmént of capifalism
which was far advanced in Europé; sécon@tﬁat\ Russia could take
aécount of the éxpériencé of ofhéf counﬁriés and avoid its
Qbérrations; and,third, and most importanfly, that there had
survivéd in pdpulér cusfoms thé idea and fﬁé practicé of the
working associaﬁion - the artel. The author concludés that
Eécauéé of tﬁé small size of Russia's city population, and the
acfual abséncé of paupérism, af‘léast in fhé form wﬁicﬁ it was
found in wéétérn Europé; oné'could avoid impovérisﬁméni By taking
cérﬁain réasonablé and inéxpénsivé précauéions.(17)

Thé discussions of tﬁé conﬁrovéfsial quéstion as to ﬁhéfhér
a proléfariat was alréadylin ﬁhé procéss of formation in l9th
céntury Russié and as to wﬁétﬁér there was an éconoﬁic basis for
such a'process, led to the view of sqmé tﬁat a prolétariat was
évolving in ihé womb of feudalism itsélf. Pankratova states:

"The process of primary accumulation dragged on right up to 1861
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and was complétéd in the first décadé affér thé émancipaﬁion of
thé sérfs, whén thé industrial tranéformafion was compléféd.
After stﬁdying trade relations in all their ramificaﬁions, it
is paréicﬁlarly imporéanf fo sﬁow éhé procéss of tﬁé growéﬁ of
trade of the hired laﬁouf force within féudal—sérvilé Russia
and fo deéérminé thé éxéént andbtﬁé éources of tﬁé‘appéarance
of ﬁiréd wérkérs, tﬁéir spécific wéigﬁt and placé in produééion...
But Eﬁé ésséncé of fﬁé proﬁlém of Hiréd laBour asAfﬁé mosf
imporéant factor in éhé risé of capifalisé productioh is not in
fﬁé magniéudé of its éxpansion. Tﬁé proléfariat arising within
fﬁe.féudal,meéﬁod of producﬁion was a ﬁugé néw productivé forcé.
Simplé coobérafion and manufacture could not have arisen if
the small producérs had noi attained a Higﬁ.levél of working
skill of productivé and technical Habifs, if Eﬁéy had not
possésséd ﬁhé aBilify to wofk fcolléctivély, or.léarnt to usé
comparafivély différénéiatéd insfruménés.

| The éxpropriaééd small broducérs could Bé quickly fransforméd
info skilléd facfory Hands and fﬁén into frainéd Hiréd workérs,
Bécausé even before fhis'fimé éﬁéy were not simply ruined
,péasanfs but were éxpériéncé& 'ﬁands' posséssing certain
producfive and technical skilhs Tﬁésé skilled forerunners of
‘hired labouf (Eﬁé 'pré-prolétariafl according to Engéls) were the
most imporéané element of the new productivé forces, which ripénéd
with feudal sociéty;" (18)

‘IE will not be out of placé here to mention the ;olé playéd

By fhé govérnméné in fﬁé dévélopméné of indusﬁriés'in parficﬁlar,
and economic dévélopmént invgenéfal during the 19th cénéury,
éspécially in the immediate pré-réform‘days. The Russian
autocracy Was“névér kéén fo dévélop industriés on wésférn lines,

and thus be instrumental in creating a proletariat. The very idea
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of sucﬁ a prolétariat hauntéd fhé Tsarist buréaucrats during
the réigns of Aléxandér I and Nicﬁolas I. The fiscal policiés
that Wéré‘adopééd during the firsf part of the 19th céntury
wéré dirécféd towards guarantééing thé privilegés of tradérs
and mércﬁants who came from the rank of the nobility. But

the samé fiscal policiés, with their émpﬁasis on high tariffs,
wéré aéia later daté a boon to thé indusérial entréprénéurs
and thé swiff industrial growtﬁ in thé sécond half of thé

19£H céntury was gréatly aided by tﬁé précéding favouraBlé
fiscal policy.

In fhé éarly 19th céntury thé tax structuré of Impérial
Russia was véry régréssivé. That is, thé poorér séction of
the populafion whose incomes were véry low had to contribute
proporfionatély more to tﬁé staté tréasury in tax than its
richer countér—part. As a conséquencé, revenue to thé staté
ﬁréasury was éxtrémély limited. The main sources of revenue
Wéré thé oppréssivé poll-tax from éhé landlords' péasants and
fﬁé téxés from ﬁhé sﬁaté peasanfs. Thé incomé from tax on
business profifs was négligiblé, firstly, Bécausé thé rate of
invéstmént of capifal in the country was éxﬁrémély low and,
sécondly, bécausé fﬁé propérty-owning classés wéré not at all
taxed as théy migﬁf have been. Apart from the direct taxation
of ﬁﬁé péasants, fhéré was anotﬁér sourcé oflévénue wﬁicﬁ tﬁé
govérnménf drew on fréély to increase its iﬁcbme', namély,
indirect taxes and fiscal tariffs. The former increased the
burden of taxation on the poorér section of thé.pééplé, that is,
of workérs and péasants.‘ Thé régréssivé naturé of thé tax
strucfuré put tﬁe rich propérﬁiéd class in an éxcéssively

privileged position.,
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In 1823, during thé réign of Aléxandér I, Kankrin was
appointéd Minister of Finance. He remained in this position
till 1844 during which time he pﬁrsuéd such a réacfionéry
policy thaﬁ Nicholas I, himself an arch-;éactionary, had to
rémové him. Kankrin was chargéd with fﬁé résponsibilify for
économising on state éxpéndituré and raﬁiqnalisiné the dis-
organiséd financés of thé staté. He fulfilled hi§ taék so
puntiliously that he arousédlfhé dissatisfaction of Nicholas
Himsélf.

Kankrin was anyﬁhing but a proﬁéctof of industrial progréss
in Russia. Whén Hé spoké against sérfdom, as many sérfowpérs
did ﬁhémsélvés, it was bécausé fﬁé confinuéﬁion of sérfdom was
fraugﬁt with the dangér of a revolution. But Hé‘was even more
afraid of a city prolétariaﬁ and paupérism, and for fhis
réason Hé opposéd tﬁé général dévélopménﬁ of factory production
in ﬁussia. Hé disappfovéd of industrial dévélopmént to fhé point
of‘résisting the introduétion of joint-sﬁock companiés, privaté
commércial banks and oppbséd thé improvémént of industrial
técﬁniqués and machines. He was even opposéd to the building of
railways. But ironically énoﬁgh, during his fénuré an. officé
for advicé ﬁo tﬁé manufacturérs was éstaﬁlishéd ,téchnological and
forestry 1nst1tutes were brought 1nto be1ng and the m1n1ng acts
were.re—wrltten. The effect of hlS tarlff pollcy was also favour-
aBlé ﬁo ﬁhé govérnment.

Thé tariff policy_pbrsuéd by Russiangovérnmént during thé
fifst six.décadés of the 19th cénturv was éspécially important to
thé dévéiopménﬁ of industry in Russia. Througﬁout his périod of
officé, Kankrin followéd a policy éf high ﬁariff ratés. Tﬁis was
not bécausé ﬁé wantéd to protéct nascént Russian‘industriés but

because it was profitable to the state treasury. There were six



33

tariff révisions during his minisfry - 1825, 1830, 1831, 1836,
1838 and 1841. The effect of fﬁésé révisions was tﬁaf higﬁ
duties wéré suBsfitutéd for imporf proﬁibitions; many taxés
Wéré lowéréd; thé homé tradé was givén a Boost and tﬁé'révénué
increased from 11 million rubles in 1824 to 26 million rubles
in 1842. Production-in coﬁton indusfry was almost doubled
during tﬁis périod and tﬁé numbér of péoplé émployéd incréaséd
from 47,000 to 110,000. (20)

But wﬁilé Kankrin followéd thé policy of high tariffs in
order to incréasé révénué, thé nobility was putting préssuré on
the govérnmént to lower tariffs because the continuance of a
high tariff policy déprivéd fﬁém of impqrfahﬁ iféms of luxury,
such as pérfumés from Francé, wines from France and Spain; As
a result of this préssuré, fﬁé tariff duties on some itéms "
sfar?éd to comé down and/aftér Kankrin's départuré,'a néw tariff
structure was introduced in 1850 wﬁich put the tariff policy of
Russia almost on a fréé-ﬁradé basis.

The yéaf 1850 may be taken as the line of demarcation
between the policy of high proﬁéction and the policy of fréér
tradé.; In the new tariff of.1850, many prohibifivé duties were
rémovéd and duﬁy rémainéd only on 25 goods (which'includéd sugar,
iron and alcoholic drinks). Tﬁé import duty on the rest of the
itéﬁé was lqwéréd and thé éxport duty on all itéms of éxports was
aitogéﬁhér removed. This created a t remendous impéﬁus for the
Russian producérs to incréasé production and fo éxporﬁ moré at tﬁé
samé timé, as wéll as to import tﬁé nécéssary tools and machinés
for factory production. Tﬁus, tﬁé néw policy of 1850 créaféd tﬁé
opportunity to réorganisé Russian industrial production. Machines
could bé importéd to équip factoriés and éxports of agriculﬁural

commodities could earn much needed capital. But after a short
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périod of fimé‘iﬁ.was found nécéssary fo révisé'fﬁé fa;i;f
systém'and s0 a néw'policy came into effect in 1857 wﬁicﬂl'
ﬁélpéd to a considérablé éxfénf dévélop home indusfriés. The
tariff policy of 1857 singléd oué, in the first placé,'somé ‘
foréign firms that wéré.IESS‘dangéroﬁs coﬁpéfifors to the home
producérs."A low tariff was imposéd on éﬁé goods of such -
foréign producérs."Tﬁis tariff was principally désignéd to
oﬁéain a fixéd,révénué raéﬁér'fﬁah proéécéing any ﬁomélindﬁsériés
4Bécaﬁsé the cbmpéfiéioh with such foréign firms was not sgiff. '
_ But one distinct feature of the tariff policy of 1857 dirécély
.Héipéd the Russian manﬁfacfurérs:'fﬁé'modéraéé'éariff on
imporiéd food, raw maférials,'insérﬁménés.and macﬁinés.ﬁélpéd
fﬁé'manufacfﬁrérs fo géﬁ fhé sﬁpply of Bofﬁ working and fixéd
"capifals; ‘The suﬁséquéné‘fariff policiés of the second half

of Eﬁé'19£h.cénfury réprésénféd io a gréafér or lésséf,dégréé”

' confirmafion of the policy of 1857.

VSpéranskii, one of the most gifﬁéd of all ﬁsarisé adminisirators,
ﬁad suggésféd, during his éénﬁré of officé,iméasuréé iﬁaﬁ would
ﬁavé givén'impéfus to the national indﬁsfriés."Oné such measure
was to reformulate the tariff policy in line with fﬁe“fariff policy
of 1857. But no proper attention was given to this at the time
on Eﬁé‘grounds iﬁaf éﬁé récommédaéions.ﬁéré impracéicaﬁlé."iﬁ
fact, the tariff policy of 1857 was only a parfial fﬁlfilmépé

of the proposals By Speranskii.
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CHAPTER THREE CONDITION OF THE GENTRY AND THE SERFS

(a) Condiﬁion of fhé nobilify :

The Higﬁésf posifion in the table of ranks of Russian sociéty
was occupiéd By ﬁhé noBilify. AIf was-fﬁé Bagkboné of Russian
auiocracy. Before the days of Caﬁﬁériné the Gréaf, the hoblés
had had themselves to do miliéary.sérvicé. But the noBility
démandéd concéssions és a réward féf ﬁﬁéir conﬁriBution. So, in
1762 fhéy wéré éxémpféd from.milifary sérvicé and wéré allowéd to
sénd tﬁéir sérfs on théir béﬁalf. Conséquénfly, a périod of
‘unrésﬁricféd opportunity ﬁo énjoy fﬁé fruifs of fﬁé labour of
others dawned. The nobilify were able to lead a life of luxury
and conspicuous consumpﬁion whicﬁ éncouragéd further éxploita;
fion of thé sérfs in proporfion fo thé growtﬁ of consumpfion.
Acfuallyéof all fﬁé landlords, only a minoriﬁy could Bé said fo have been
L gréatly privilégéd. There Wéré largé différéncés in ihé |
économic powér of fhé landlords résting as it‘did on the number
of sérff_souls ownéd. Thé following table will indicaté the

- extent of the serf-owning sirength of the nobility.

Charactér of No. of 7 of all No. of Z . of all avéragé no.
ownership serf- serf- revision revision of revision
owners owners souls souls souls
owned

without land 3633 4 12045 1 3.

less than 21 ,.4516 40 327534 3 8
souls : ,

21-100 souls 35498 34 1666073 - 16 47

101-150 " 19930 - 19 '~ 3925102 - 37 ) 197

501-1000 " 2421 2 1569888 15 648

over 1000 1382 1 3050540 29 2207
souls

(sourcé: Blum. J. ~"Lord and Rﬂsanf in Russia"- pa é 369)
. pag

As iﬁé aBové faBlé indicafés, 1 pér cént of all tﬁé sérf—
owners owned 297 of all the serfs whereas 78 pér cént of sérf

owners owned . less than 100 souls. The latfér catégory of serf
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- owners (i.é posséssing less than 100 souls) were économically
hard-up, and posséssion of léss fhan 100 souls in the condition
of Russian serfdom could not guarantéé much economic advantagé
to thé 1and1§rds, fo éay nothing of prospérify. It was quité
natural, that the serfs in smaller éstaﬁés had to face more
onérous conditions of éxisféncé fﬁan tﬁosé in largér éstatés.
On fhé oné hand, thé smallér sérfownérs ﬁad to m;inéain fhé
assumed dignify of the landlord, and,on the otﬁér, their
résourcés and révénués wéré too limiféd fo maintain an économic
posifion which was cpmpatiblé with a dignifiéd éxisténcé: 'thé
résult was moré and moré éxforfion from tﬁé péasants and évén

| mortgaging of the péasants, which was of doubt ful légality but
véry common in Russia at that timé.

Thé Big landlords, posséssing tﬁousands of 'souls' and

owning vast tracts of 1and,1éd lives of such luxurious affluence
ﬁhat, By comparison,tﬁé falés of qédiéval Barons palé into
insignificancé. Théy included the Shérémétév family, Prince
Yusupov, B. A. Kanukin and others. Their atﬁitudé at different
points of timé is illustraféd by some intérésting stories aBout
the Shérémééév family. The Décémbrisf N. Turgénév told of a case
where a serf wanféd to Bﬁy his freedom for 600,000 rubles and a
two-storied house (a rarity in a Russian villagé of that timé).
Bué Count Sﬁérémétév.réfuséd this réquésf. (1) On,anothér occasion
Count Sﬁérémétév réfuséd an offér of 200,000 silvér ruBlés from
a péasant for the later's fréédom, but later gavé His freedom for
just a barrél of oystérs. Thé story goés liké this: oné day
Count Sﬁérémétév‘was sifting at breakfast and felt a strong desire
for oystérs. But there were none in the house or anywhéré near it.
By chance the péasant in quésfion arrived with a barrel of oystérs

and offered it as a gesture of goodwill to the master. Sheremetev
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was so déligﬁtéd that hé 1iBératéd fﬁé man on tﬁé spot and
invitéd him to join thé tablé as his guésf.(Z) On anofhér
occasion a rich St. Péférsﬁurg sérf mércﬁanf offéréd fhé Counﬁ
oné million ruBlés for His fréédom. Tﬁé answér was révéaling.
He said: ﬁkéép your monéy, sincé for mé tﬁéré is moré Bléssing
in owning a man like you than in récéiving an additional million
rublés."(3) Such incidénfs wéré nof éxcépfional; Tﬁé méntality
of the Big landlords.has been described by one author in the
following mannér: I"tﬁésé ironﬁéarts (fﬁé noBlés) are proud fhat
among their serfs there are millionaires whose hearts and lives
ﬁﬁéy can désﬁroy with one word since these unfortunétés complétély
dépénd-on the whim of the lord and his ovérséérs. Tﬁéy are proud
Whén théy séé serfs déscend from magnificiént carriagés, products
of fhéir own énérgy, and knéel down until théir foréhéads toucﬁ
the ground. And for all fhis, the nobiliﬁy had'té take only the
froublé to bé born." (4) As has béén pointéd out earlier,‘such
privilégéé were only fhé prérogativés of tﬁé gréat landlords;
tﬁé small landlords offén livéd in straighténéd circumstancés.
Sincé tﬁé aufobratic govérnmént was a champion. of tﬁé
insfitufion of sérfdom, it éndéavouréd in all possiblé ways to
hélp the noBilify to préséfvé their status. To ameliorate the
condition of ﬁhé small and médium-sizéd landlords, fﬁéy offéréd
générous loans. Thé sécurify for tﬁése loans was nofhing élsé but
the "'souls' themselves. The history of serfdom in Russia is full
of paradoxés, but notﬁing is moré paradoxical than the idea of
mortgaging human béings as movable propérty. The facility of such
credit was not used by small and medium landlords'aloné, even rich
landlords of the stature of Count Sheremetev and Prince Yusupov
fréély indulgéd in borrowing on sucﬁ sécurify. Wﬁéréas the

former stratum;tof nobility needed ]oang for their subsistence,
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the lattér uséd fhém for thé provision of luxury. If.wé look
at thé éxténﬁ of borrowing By fﬁé nobiliﬁy from tﬁé govérnmént
agénciés, from tﬁé sécond.décadé of fhé 19£H cénfury.unﬁil tﬁé
time immédiatély précé;ding tﬁé aBoliﬁion of sérfdom, a rise of
staggéring propérgions can be seen. The following table givés
thé figurés.

Table Showing the Indebtedness of the Nobility. (5)

No. of.révision %2.of all Amount Borrowéd”from Staté

Year souls mortgaged .revision credit institutions
(in millions) souls . (mnillion of rubles)

1820 1.8 20 110 (assignat)

1833 4.5 37 950 ( " . ). .

1855 6.6 61 398 (credit rubles)

1859 7.1 66 425 ( " " )

So, Byifhé end of the fiféiés, the Russian nobility had
already morfgagéd 667 of théir valuéd posséésibns to thé..
governmént,crédit institutions. This is an és%imafé only of
borrowing from fhé govérnmént agénciés of crédit. How many moré
hundréds of millions wéré borréwéd from différént privaté sourcés
is difficult to ascértain. Thé quésfion fhat générally arisés
in the minds Af imparﬁial obsérvérs is how the nobility could
Hopé to maintain théir extravagancé in théifacé of such a décréasé
in tﬁéir éarning capacitiés. ihé usual conséquénce of non-répaymént
of leans is onfiscation of ﬁﬁé mortgagéd propérﬁy. As thé»abové
table shows there was not the slightést trace of nobility répay-
ing the loan. On the conﬁrary, wifh the passagé of time the debt
- gradually increased. This_Borrowing policy would not have béén
uneconomic if the monéy was invested in incréasing producfion on
the ésfaﬁés. -Thén ﬁhé nét,réturn ouf of tﬁésé.invésfménts would
have fépaid the debt with its interest. But the loans were rarély,
if évér, émployéd for économically profitablé purposés; mosf of

them went towards financing the consumption of the nobility -
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in somé casés, espécially in the casé of gréaﬁ landlords, in thé
consumption of the most conspicuous nature. It is inﬁérésting
to note Blum.'s comment in this réspéct: ﬁThé usual landlord,
wﬁéthér ﬁé Borrowéd'from a_govérnménf insfiﬁuﬁion or from a
monéy léndér, rarély émployéd this laon for capiéal improvéménts
bn his propérty.- Instead he used it for consumpﬁion. The
improvidéncé and profligacy of the Russian nobility is familiar
to évéry reader of the gréaﬁ Russian novéls of the 19th»céntury.
There is no question that in these faults lay much 6f the
éxplanation for their ever incréasing indebtedness. Moréovér,
thé.léniénﬁ policy of thé govérnméntal lénding agénciés

: éncouragéd excessive borrowings and'éxfravaganf sPénding. These
insﬁiﬁutions grantéd éxténtions and "poétponéménts freély and

' théy rarély forécloséd, since their raison d'étre was to sa&é the
propértiés of tﬁé dvoriansfvo and nof to také tﬁém away.
Délinquénts wéré allowéd to rémain in posséssion, so thaﬁ loans
often amounted to outrigﬁt giffs from the state." (6)

Thé noBilify knéw that éhé gbvérnménf wanféd to pérpééuaté
tﬁé insfitution of sérfdom and tﬁaf thé govérnménf néédéd thé
nobility to realise this policy. Thét is wﬁy tﬁéy borrowed
indiscriminatély and the govérnméné pQrsuéd the most "uneconomic'
loan policy. The govérnmént wanted the noBilify to stay: "I
lové the géntry, I considér it tﬁé first support of the throné,"(7)
Tsar Aléxandér IT said. Similar statéménts qamé from all thé
émpérors. The nobility was conscious that it was the lifeblood
of Russian autocracy. ‘Such was in briéf the economic condition

and character of the Russian nobility in the 19th century, before

thé days of abolition of serfdom.
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(B) Condition of tﬁé sérfé in tﬁé 19fh céﬁtury,

In Russia undér sérfdom théré wéré fﬁréé typés of sérfs tﬁat
need our attention and we shall not be concerned with other typés
in tﬁé présént study.A Firstly, tﬁéré wéré éﬁé sfaéé péasants
whosé ultimaté master was thé govérnménﬁ, and wﬁoéé oBligafions
Wéré dué éo thé sfaﬁé; sécondly, fhéré wéréitﬁé péasanfs of thé
landlords whosé obligations were dué'to the landlords mainly in

the form of obrok or barshchina. Finally, tﬁéré was the class

of housé sérfs (dvorovyé liudi) who ﬁad néifher land nor equip-

ment of their own? nor had théy any usad'ba.. Théy used to sﬁay
with their masters and .went wﬁéréﬁéf?éﬁé maéférs went. The
following is a breakdown of.thé.sérf populafion into different
catégoriés: (8) |

Number

Types . (in thousands)
Palace, Royal and Imperial family and 2,019
house serfs
Crown (State) of various de51gnat10ns 18,308
Crown of the mining enterprise 386
Peasants as31gned to private factorles . -~ - 518
Landowners' peasants 20,173
Artisans of the Crown mines o 230

(source: thé Census of 1858 - the 13th revision)

of thésé the state péasants and the landlords' péasants
were tﬁé only importanﬁ groups of the entire serf populaﬁion
in Russia not only because of their number but because of the
important role théy playéd in tﬁekéconOmy.

Reference has alréady been made to the different fypés of
obligafions that the serfs in different régions had to fulfil:
and it has also béén mentioned that a shift in thé framéwork
of obligations of tﬁe peasanfs fook placélin tﬁé coursé of timé.

AIf is a Wéll-known fact ﬁhat thé landlords, in tﬁé non—Black
soil régions always wantéd to commuté labour sérvicés into

money-rents when the agricultural activities on their estates
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were not .very profitablé, which was often the case. By the
middlé of fﬁé 19£h.céntury EEESE had assuméd a dominant

posiﬁion in fhé non-black soil région. Sincé fhé landlords in
sucﬁ aréas Wéré gétfing a sfraighﬁ forward monéy—rént, théy
,démandéd gréatér amounts of.ghzgk.wﬁénévér tﬁé acfual or
poféntial éarnings of tﬁé péasanﬁs incréaséd. Thésé incréaséd
éarnings were mainly fromsemonal work in Ehé new factories.
~Théré was anotﬁér méans By whicﬁ tﬁé landlord could sécuré moré
incomé with thé,hélp of thé sérfs. Tﬁé landlords wéré
provérﬁially known for théir‘bvé of luxury goods. Tﬁey had to
Buy these and also necessities in the opén market . Some of their
estates were situated in régions unsuited to agriculturé and so
in time théy ﬁhougﬁtof éstablishing estate industriés, the
products of which could fétch, according ta their calculations,
énougﬁ monéy to guaranféé the fulfilment of their desires with
the hélp of free serf labour. Hetre is how Rosovskii sumarises
the situation: ‘"Thé basic skills for estate manufécéuring'

wéré at tﬁé disposal of thé noblés, particularly in northérn
Russia. Wﬁaﬁ fﬁé noBlés did, in éfféct, was fo unité thé small
indépéndént part-timé producérs of thé sérfs inﬁo céntraliséd ‘

: ésfaté manufacturés. Héré tﬁey producéd iféms which thé péasants
had produced tﬁémsélves - wool, linén, léathér étc. - soméwhat
moré efficiéntly. Tﬁé éstaﬁe factory:dévéIOpéa gradually.
ProbaBly'sfartingon a seasonal basis to occupy idle winter montﬁs,
it frequénfly grew into a permanént institution wﬁéré the sérfs
were quartéréd and fed but paid no wagés and by this timé'tﬁéir
land had been takép away" (9) Working conditions were véry poor
in tﬁésé ésfafe.factoriés and the workers feared thésé‘facﬁoriés
like fhé 'plagué',(lo)' In many cases the landlords after some

time abandoned their interests as manufacturers. The serfs who
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Wéré,béing utilised as workers in the estate industries were
réquiréd to pay a monéy rent to their master either on a 'soul!
or a tiaglo basis and wéré allowed fo mové away from fhé ésﬁaté.(“)
Where the opportunitiés for émployménf were adéquaté, tﬁis
procéduré Bécamé quifé éfféciivé.' Tﬁus tﬁé noBilify.sécuréd a
sféady monéy income.

.Howévér, in the black—soil,régions where barshchina was pré-
dominanf thé landlords Wéré always kéén fo kéép tﬁéir sérfs on
fﬁéir éséaéés. A Barsﬁcﬁina,sérf was a péasanf wiéh fwo placés
of émployméné, his own land and that of the master. So, a
Barsﬁchina sérf was a sérf in ﬁﬁé classical‘sénsé.

With rising éxpécfaéions and without the will and énérgy to
modérnisé Ehéir éstaﬁés, fﬁé only way the n6Bili£y could increase
their income to meet their desires was by éxforfions from the
.péasanfs. 'Théré wéré,ﬁowévér, a ﬁandful of landlords wﬁoaanéed
to introduce newer and more modern methods of agriculéuré, but
fﬁé sérucfuré of thé organisaﬁion of producéion was sucﬁ £Ha£ if
.ééndéd-to be unrésponsivé to innovafions, i.e to agriculéural
méasurés which would ﬁransform fﬁé éxisfing filling gysfém into
a many—fiéld sysfém, would inﬁroducé agricultural macﬁinés and
imprové éﬁé qualify of livéséoék. Such innovaﬁions were incom-
patiBlé with the préséncé of forcéd‘labour wﬁosé producéivify
was significanfly lower than that of hired labour. To illustrate
this let us consider the statement of a Tamﬂov‘landlord: "If the
énéiré crop is Eﬁrésﬁéd in the aufumn, then what will the péasanfs
and Eﬁéir wivés do in fﬁé winiér? A fhréshing macﬁiné cosfs monéy,
réquirés.répairing and attachment with horses but the labour of
the péaéanﬁ does not cost anyéhing" (12). This assertion is
sympfomafic of fﬁé économic Bankrupfcy of fﬁévsérf sysfém.

How ﬁhén did éﬁé'landlords aéfémpé fo gé£ moré work from Ehé

peasants? Zaionchkovskii gives some examples of 'original!
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methods of gétting moré work ouf of tﬁé péasanfs By fhé landlords.
"Tﬁé forcéd labour by sérfs," Writéé Zaionéhkovskii, ﬁwas
extrémély unproductivé. The desire of the landlord to incréasé
the producfivjﬁyof servile labour was accompaniéd By various kinds
of mockéry and ﬁorturé of péasants. THUS, according to thé data
of D. Morodovits, soﬁé landlords allofing work fo péasanfs put

on turnpikés on their necks so that fﬁéy could not lie down on
tﬁe grbund. Tﬁéré were circumstancés wﬁén thé landlords, in order
to force a quick compleﬁion of the allotted task in harvesting;
did noé allow the péasants to drink wétér‘in spité of trémendous
heat. TFor the.sligﬁtési offéncé théy were squécted to mérciléss
flogging." (13)

Flogging was parﬁ of the daily routine in a Russian serf's
1ife. Tﬁé landlord had tﬁé righ; fo Buy and séll péasanﬁs along
with the land or even wiﬁhoﬁf land, like herds of cattié,h_ln
many casés sérfs wéré bougﬁé and sold ééparafély from fﬁéir‘
families and once sold never saw the facés of ;héir fémiliés again.
Tﬁéy wéré treated like mércﬁandisé, were diSplayed"af fairs and
bazaars, and wéré includéd in fﬁé list of landlords' properfy.
Unfil 1845, éﬁé sérfs ﬁad no rigﬁt ﬁo own or acquiré éitﬁér movablé
or immovéblé;ropérfy. Théy could acquiré movablé propérfy only
in fhé namés of their masférs. Aftér 1848, théy wéré allowéd to
own properﬁy only with the éxprésséd pérmission and sanction of - ..
the landlord. The landlord had the rigﬁt to take away a péasanf's
land orvmaké him éithér a housé serf (dvorovyi) or a landléss
sérf Gnésiachnik). In tﬁé latéér casé tﬁé sérf was déprivéd of.

all his means of production and had to subsist on a meagre ration

(skudnyi payok). Whereas the conversion to mesiachnik was a rare

phénomenon in the 18th century, in the middle of the 19th céntury
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the rapacify of thé landlords was sucﬁ tﬁat it Bécamé almost
a régular affair. Tﬁé landlords By law confrolléd ovér almost
évéry asééct of the lifé of the sérfs.‘ Théy énjoyéd énormous
légal privilégés and could punish their serfs for anything
which was deéméd By fhé landlord an offéncé. Ihé pérmittéd
punishménts wéré:. | |
1) 40 strokes witﬁ a rod, 15 strikes witﬁ a stick ;
2) kééping the serf in quéstion imprisoned upto two
montﬁs ;
- 3) sénding him to a réformafory to livé with corréctivé
- ecriminal gangs (as,ﬁé himself was fhoughf to be a
criminal);
4) remand a serf up to 6 months |
5) sénding’a péasant to the workhouse for a périod upfo
3 m&nths.
According to the law of 1822, the landlords had the additiomal rigﬁt
to send the péasant to SiBéria.‘(14) So, the landlords énjoyéd all
the powér and ﬁhé privilé@eéi of the ancient mastérf of slaves.
What rights, if any, had the serfs? The state névér, in
| principle, accéptéd tﬁé viéw that fhé landlords Had tﬁé prérogativé
of punishing the sérfs to the point of Eyranny. The sfaéé assumed
that . serfdom waé based on a pafriarcﬁal rélationsﬁip bétwéén
mastér and sérf wﬁicﬁ précludéd sérious conflict, lét aloné class
anfagonism. Tﬁé ironic oufcomé of this assumption was that ihé
staté déniéd thé péasant any rigﬁt fo complain against his mastér.
According to an old law of 1767, the péasanf who ﬁriéd to Bring
a chargé_against his landlord was subjéctéd to punishmént by .
flogging, and fransfér.' to a forced labour camp. Thé ériminal

code of 1845 virfually confirmed this: any serf who lodgéd a
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complaint against the landlord was to be punishéd with 50 strokes

of the rod. In practice, defending as it did the rights of the
nobility, the government looked upon any protests of the peasants
against the landlord as a revolt again;t the state because in the
logic of autocracy, the nobility was the respresentative of the
crown. This enabled the landlords to indulge freely in extremes

of ill-treatment of their serfs. Some indulged in forms of
punishment which went beyond the limits laid down by law. Tying

a hook to a peasant in such a way that any slight movement would
make the hook pierce his flesh was one such innovation. In the
province of Riazan, a landlord tied one of his house-serfs to a
chain to which a wooden stump weighing 30 pounds was attacﬁed:

she had to remain like that for four weeks and received only

crusts of bread and water. On another occasion the same landlord
chained one of his serfs to an iron turnpike and kept him in such

a position for several weeks. Such devices became more and more
widespread. There were cases when landlords kept their serfs in
chains for years like dangerous criminals. In one incident a
Kherson landlord named Kartsov kept his serf in chains for 4 years.(15)
In fact, the nobility made their own lawsrfor the treatment of their
serfs; they knew that the officers of the state and the regional
police would’neQer qﬁestion the authority of the landlord. The
government sometimés made a show of intervening into the excessively
cruel behaviour of the>landlords towards the peasants. There were
indeed a few instances,when the regional police authorities wanted
to take the offending landlord to task, but they never succeeded
because even if the offending landlord was ponvicted by a court of

law, the punishment was rarely carried out or the "punishment" was

very mild.
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Thé condition of thé Womén.serfs was parficularly appalling.
Apart from thé kind of atrocities inflicﬁéd on fﬁé malé sérfs,
théy were also subjécﬁed to sexual assaults. Zaionchkovskii
quotés one landlord named Sprashinskii, of the provincé of Kiév,
who rapéd most of his sérf-girls. In the coursé of an invésfiga—
tion it was found that 86 of his sérf-girls in the agé-group 12-14
were assaulted By him and two of tﬁém died while Béing rapéd By
théir masfér. .Hé évén séducéd His own'daughtérs born of sérf
womén. In éstatés owned By Count Kocﬁubéi, apart from innuméraBlé
married womén,théré Wéré‘néarly 200 sérf—girls who were rapéd by
tﬁe count. Somé of ﬁhé mastérs'as a matfér of coursé carriéd ouﬁ‘
tﬁe 'rigﬁt of fhé first nighf'. The moral dégradaﬁion of 19th
céntury Russia was as much a result of tﬁé'pérsisting institution
of serfdom as its economic crisis. Historically speaking, the
économic health of a sociéty and its moral tone are inférrélatéd.
A decline in the former has always.sérvéd to undermine the
foundations of morality and in such circumstancés the animal
instincts of tﬁé moré powérful always bécamé dominant .

As regards the staté péasants, théir position was, in fﬁéory,
bétfér. Théy were not subjéct to tﬁé arbiﬁrary behaviour 6f
individual landlords. Yét éhé aftitudé of tﬁé controlling_agénts,
from the pétty police officials to the EEEQ_ administrator and
provincial govérnmént,did nof, in fact, différ mucﬁ from that of
tﬁe landlord. Wﬁeréas in ﬁhé casé of landlords' péasants tﬁé
master could do whatever he likéd, in the case of state péasanﬁs
the officers of the state exerted their powér - a no less oppréssivé
powér - wﬁilé rémaining Wifhin fhé bounds of law. Thé différéncé
was a quanfifafivé rather #ﬁan of a qualifaﬁivé nature. By an aét

of 26 December 1837, a special Ministry for Crown propérfy was sét
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up. The task of the Minisfry was to take care of the 'free rural
péoplé" (fréé héré méans‘péoplé not in sérvilé Bondage fo a
pérson) and for managing fhé rural économy. Tﬁé sécond fask was
to set up a rural administration based on the principlé that
the state péasants were under feudal oBligaéion to the state as
their master. At the head of the Minisfry was P. D. LKiéelév;
Who latér Bécamé oné of tﬁé éxponents of fﬁe.réforms of 1861.
On the basis of this law, éhé administration of the state péasanﬁs
was totally.réorganiséd. In évéry provincé a directorate of the
Ministry of Crown Propérty was established with a staff of officers.
In évéry Eéiﬂ sub-directorates were set up which were s%$ordinaté
to the provincial directorates of Crown properties./'é;‘éhé.gggg
officés, fhé.regional officers and the landlords occupiéd the main
positions. It was an elaborate organisation with innumerable
officials of various ranks and désignations. Tﬁis hugé army of
officers 'supérviséd' the state péasants. In spité of the law's
(1837) émpﬁafic assertion that its purpose was to set up a rational
administrative framework for the state péasants, the net result
was thaf thé péasanfs who uséd to énjoy somé auﬁonomy béforé, losf‘
iﬁ altogéthér after the impléménﬁation of ﬁhé new act. Tﬁéy could
,néifﬁér undersﬁand fhé compléxity of tﬁé.néw arrangément nor did
tﬁéy compréhénd tﬁe new rigﬁﬁ of sélf—rulé thé law was supposéd
to confér on thém.

‘Tﬁé net outcomé of this réo:ganisaﬁion can Bésf bé gauged by
a statéménf in 1842 by the Chief of the Third Section during the
réign of Nicholas I (Bénckéndorf). He made the following comments:
"Now it remains to decide whether their conditions have improvéd
by instiéufing a new adﬁinistraﬁion over fhém?' Thé péasanfs

themselves solved this question. The agitation that took placé
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among thém i% fhé last yéar in thé Olonéts, Viﬁtka, Pérm, Kazan
regions . S

and Moscow/had two main reasons: oppression and extortions by

tﬁé officérs of thé Crown propérty, and tﬁé désiré of thé péasants
to remain under the autﬁorify of the régional policé as béforé,
who, évén if did noﬁ care for fﬁé good of fhé péasants, at.léast
did not cost tﬁé péasants so much; Bécausé préviously tﬁe énfiré
EEEQ sacrificéd for one policé officer or two or thréé asséssors
but an scores of officers live at the éxpénsé of the péasants."(17)
- So tﬁé condiéionuof tﬁé staéé péasaniry wﬁo wéreA'fréé' in fhé
intérprétation of thé govérnmént was almos£ as bad as that of

the landlords’ péasants.

For pérﬁaps sixty or sévénéy.yéars tﬁe pligﬁt of thé sérfs

in Russia had caused concern among all sections of the tﬁinking

public. By the middle of the 19th century the faznochinnecﬁéskaya

intélligénfsia, both radical and libéral, a section of the

nobilify and some mémﬁérs of ﬁhé buréaucracy ﬁhougﬁf the systém

of serfdom had outlived its existence. Tﬁey tﬁougﬁt it to be one
of tﬁé gravésé diseases of Russian sociéﬁy. Tﬁé‘économic back~
wardnéss of tﬁe country as comparéd with thé wést, tﬁé dissatisfac-
tidn prevailing in tﬁé country; fhé éxcéssés of thé Third Sécéién
of His Majésfy’s Chancéllory wéré aétriﬁuﬁéd to tﬁis onenalignanﬁ
growth of Russia's Body poiitic - sérfdom. Tﬁe apparént calm -
during the 'iron rule' of Nicholas I was, even according fo many

, govérnménf officials, an omen of a future éxplosion, whicﬁ could
be avérfed only if serfdon was abolished. “Behind the ferment
caused By ﬁhé gréat "thaw' lurked Russia's basic social proBlém,
the quésfion of the future of sérfdom, the quésﬁicn of quéstions-
"ﬁhé greatésf of all our misfortunes is serfdom", - a Higﬁ official
confidéd to oné of his friénds, All othér évils of Russian lifé -

and they are numerous - are connected with this cancer and would
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losé much of tﬁéir graviﬁy By ifs rémovél." (18) A con-
témporary autﬁor viéwing the situation invféfrospéct goés
furthér than this. "In Russia, serfdom was even more fﬁan a
social 1ifé. It rétardéd all(dévélopmént, provéd a gold

mine to Buréaucracy and bathed on the supérsfiéious bomagé

paid fo tradifion." (l9) Evén thé Russian consérvaéivés sfartéd
fo fhink in térms of doing.away Witﬁ sérfdom as fhé vésﬁige of

a bygoné éra, but their vOiCéS‘failéd to afféct the undistuibéd
surface of thé Nicolaian state powér. Herzen once said,‘"Théré
was calm on the surface but turmoil within," Chérnyshévskii
appraising the situation in 1852 said, "Soon there will be a
révolt in ouf country, and if it takés place, I will cértainly
participaté in it.... I am not afraid of éithérAdirt, or the
drunken péasants or buuﬁéry".(ZO) Elsewhere he says, "I do
not value my life at all for the triumph of my convictions,

for the triumph of freédom, équality, frétérnity and prospérity,
liquidation of‘miséry and vices; if only I am convincéd,'tﬁén my
convictions would be justifiéd and fhéy will ﬁriumpﬁ, and if I
am convipcéd that tﬁey will triumph, then I shall even not be
sorry that T will not live to see them trﬁmph and rulé, and it
will bé a sweet death if it occurs because of that conviction."(21)

~
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CHAPTER FOUR  ABOLITION OF SERFDOM AND ITS CAUSES

Oné of tﬁé first signs of a crack in fhé apparéntly sﬁaﬁlé
rulé;of Nicﬁolas I was révéaléd during tﬁé Criméan war. 'Tﬁé
outcome of this war is wéli—known. ‘It was an importanf poinfér
to the critical stafé of fhé Russian.économic and social
sfrucéure. Thé war sérvéd to éxplodé fﬁé myth of Nicolaian
miliiary mighf, showed up the paralysis of impérial govérnmént
and Broughﬁ added miséry to the wider masses of the population.
But hiséorians are not unanimous about thé extent ﬁo which Russia
suffered a decisive military defeat. The defeat of'Sévastopol
was offsét By fhé vi;tory at Kars and, in any casé, thé régimé
was not sériously threaténéd, in ifs éxisiencé. @D Thé alliés
did never intend it to be sériously éndangéréd and Ehéy would
proBaBly have doné éverything to hélp it to survivé in'ordér to
présérvé politcal.réaction in Europé, évéﬁ wﬁilé.brcing Aléxandér
IT to sign the humiliating tréaty of Paris. But the régimé was
undoubﬁedly discredited. "The political and economic structure
was dééply infécféd with corruption, ranging from paymastérs who
pockétéd évéry unit's payroll to confracfors who madé ﬁugé
profiﬁs from sélling shoddy matérials or roftéd food‘to the arméd
forcés. Af thé root of all tﬁé wéaknéssés and abusés was fhé
supremé evil of serfdom." (2) Even if Nocholas I did not take his
own lifé in disgracé (as fhe rumour wént), fﬁé réason of his
prématuré demise should bé sougﬁf in the breakdown of his rule
against the background of a poinfléss ana futile war. While not
,béing sériously fhréaténéd,'tﬁe.regimé sﬁowéd no sénsé of sécurity
_ either and Alexander I1, in his spéécﬁ to tﬁe Moscow géntry oﬁ

' 30th March, 1865, hinted at it speoifically,
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As thé war progrésséd, thé transport systém, including the
railways,showéd terriblé wéaknéssés. Urgént réinforcéménﬁs
neédéd a swift despatch of mén and matérials to thé front.
The notion of Kankrin that‘thé dévélopmént of railways in
Russia would bring more misfortunes than virtues - a notion
whicﬁ Nocholas willingly or unwillingly fosﬁéréd - Broughﬁ
disasters. Along with this, the institution of serfdom and the
péculiar nature of recruitment in the army which enabled the
géntry arbitrarily to send substitutes for war service résultéd
in a drastic réduction of fighting capaciﬁy. The unwilling
army of serfs had little to choose between a miserable village
éxistencé at the mércy of théir masters‘and déath in a war for
a causé unknown ﬁo thém. Moréovér, thé army of Nicholas I ﬁad
to figﬁt with that of the indusfrially émérgént countriés of
Europé. Their armies were téchnically better équippéd, well-
trainéd, and.wére composéd of mén who acceptéd military servicé
as a caréér, proféssional soldiérs, and not an unwilling mass
of,illitératé semi-slaves With weapons from a past céntury
in their hands. The outcome on the field was a forégoné con-
clusion and it broughta tragic énd to thé military dréams of
Nicholas, thé 'Gendarme of Europe' who succéssfully waged war
against Européan révolutiqns but who could not withstand the
onslaught of a more efficient economic order. The defeat and
the peacé terms were thus an indication of the feebleness of
a regime,dependent on an old servile system. It was in fact
a defeat of the prevailing ecdnomic order in Russia. So,
"in the minds of the émperor and thelﬁghérbureaucracy, the
coursé of tﬁe war and its Qutcomé left fhé féeling that oncé
more fhé country Had beén allowéd to lag far too behind thé
advancéd nations of thé wést, ﬁhat somé dégreé of modérnisation

of the economy was indispensable for regaining a strong military
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position. It seemed clear at the same time that some changé

in thé péasant status, must bé assignéd a véry high, pérﬁaps

the highest priority on any list of réquisife reforms." (3)
According to another author, "it was the interest of the
govérnmént and thé govérning class alike to bring into béing

new productivé forces and serfdom undouBtédly impedéd tﬁé

task." (4) Tﬁé war not only Brouanmilifary and économic

déféaﬁ in Russialbut it was also a gréaf political Blow. Thé
Russian autocrafic political structuré bécamé an objéct of
ridicule both inside and outside Russia. (5) The war also
brougﬁtaﬁout a serious crisis in the financial posifion of the

_ govérnménf. Thé fight on ﬁhé éastérn front and thé Sévastopol
campaign alone cost thé govérnmént 538 million rubles and the
usual Budgét in 1857 after the war showed a deficit of 38.4
million rublés_(revénué - 309.4 million rubles and expéndiﬁure -
347 million rubles). Budgeﬁ déficit was é chronic affair witﬁ
the tsarist govérnmént. A budgét.déficit is not by.itsélf an
oppressivé economic factor. Whereas the revenue was 209.8
million rublés in 1847, thé samé became (as sﬁown abové) 309.4
million rublés in 1857. Tﬁé most;éignificanﬁ portion of this
incféasé was assésséd on fﬁé péasants.b 70% of tﬁé éotal amounf
of direct taxés came from éhé péasants in the form of faxes and poll-
tax. . 1In addition to thése, they had to pay their own share

of the indirect taxes which comprised 447 of the total.révénué.
Moréovér, thé govérnmént.résortéd to an increase in its spénding
aBility By taking‘measurés that inévitably led to an inflaﬁionéry
situation in the country. According to an éstimaté by P.
Liasﬁcﬁenko, during the périod of 1852 to 1861, 837 million

fuﬁlés wéré spént By fhé govérnmént tﬁrough émérgency budgéts énd '

this monéy came from the following sources public debt of
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différént catégories - 434 million ruBlés, and issue of néw
paper curréncy - 403 million ruBlés. (6)

The war not only brougﬁtabout a financial crisis of a
serious nature, but also an ovérall économic crisis. This was
not causéd by ﬁﬁé Criméan war alone. Jusﬁ aftér thé war théré
was a général economic crisis in the whole of Europé. The crisis
in Russia was therefore also a reflection of an all—Européan
economic crisis. The indusﬁry was particularly hit by this
crisis., More will bé said about this élséwﬁéré.(7)

Théré wéré othér factors at tﬁis timé tﬁat sérved to undérmine
fhé stfucfure of thé Russian staté, namély a néw Wavé of péasants'
revolts. This was not of course a new phénomenon in the history
of Russian serfdom. The stories of Razin and Pugachév had the
powér of mytﬁs and.légénds among tﬁé peoplé. In’tﬁe 19th century,
iﬁé numbér of péasant revolts rose with évéry décadé. These
révolis owéd much ﬁo thé growing éxpéctation among thé péasants
of their émancipafion from sérfdom. This led to tﬁéir’outrigﬁt
refusal in many cases to perform thé.Barsﬁcﬁina or to pay-  obrok.
In sucﬁ casés, tﬁe landlords rédoubléd théir oppréssivé méasurés,
whicﬁ in turn léd to a réfusal fo pérform oﬁligations, and indeéd
Eo mass risings by péasants.againsf thé authority of tﬁé 1andiords.
As has Béén said éarlier, thé péasants'had no legal right fo com=-
plain againsf the landlords and the only way to éscape from or
resist oppréssion was to risé against théir masters and the wholé
ordér which enslaved them. The following table illustrates the
incréasé in tﬁé numbér of péasant uprisings from thé béginning of

thé 19th century till 1861, the year of the aBolifion of sérfdom.(ll)
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Year Number of disturbances (single or prolonged)
1801-1810 83 (6% of the total)
1811-1820 ' " 124 (8% of the total)
1821-1830 156 (11% of the total)
1831-18L40 . 143 (10% of the total)
1841-1850 351 (2L4% of the total)
1851-1861 591 (41% of the total)

Total - 1448 (100%)

(I. Ignatovich - Kreseianskie volneniya pervoi chetverti 19 veks
\vopr. osy istorii - 1950 No.9, p.49)

In spite of the inadequacies of the method of collection of
datas, the above table is sufficiently revealing of the general
trend of the peasant mood. Even as early as 1839, the Chief
of the gendarmes, Benkendorff, had to convey to Tsar Nicholas I
that, "it is necessaiy to start somehow and it is better to start
gradually and oaﬁtioﬁsl&rather than wait until things should be
set in motion from below, that is from the people" (8). Benkendorff
was obviously referring to the need of the abolition of serfdom in
Russia. After this statement he concluded with a comment that,
the conditipn of the peasantry is a powder magazine (porokhovoi

pogreb) under the state.” (9)

A special feature of the revolts was that they were most
severe in the central districts and in the Urals, that is, where
serfdom was at its harshest, where state peasants were virtually
engaged in forced labour. The nature of the revolts varied from
passive and active resistance to open revolts. Sometimes and
in some estates the uprisings continued for some years, in other
cases disturbances recurred in isolated estates. But once a
disturbance started in one spot, it tended to spread to other
places till substantial parts of rural Russia became engulfed
in open confrontation between the peasants and the tsarist

agenciés of coercion which invariably defended the land-owning
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dvorianstvo. In the words of one auﬁhor, "from the day when
tﬁé servile systém was still in the making, fire had smouldered
in the Russian villagé, and several timés a hurricané of fire
ﬁad ragéd througﬁ tﬁé country, névér swééping thé ﬁanors cléan
but névér quité éxﬁinguishéd." (10)

Thougﬁ thé position was sévéré in fhé central régions and in
the Urals, the south was not immune from revolts either. The
numbér of disturﬁancés was considérably lower here Eué,
characféristically, it was onlfhé incréasé, too. Thus, Wheréas
in ihé wésf of the Ukrainé tﬁéré was only oné disturBancé
bétweén 1823 and 1829, there were 12 incidents between 1830 to
1840. 1In thé stéppé.région of tﬁé kaainé, Whéré sérfdom Bécame
, éstaﬁlishéd in the thirﬁiés‘qf>fhé 19th cénﬁury, thennumbér of
peasant uprisings increased with évéry decade. The uprisingé,
as a rulé, and in all régions, ﬁad massivé support among the
local péasantry, but whéré massivé'acﬁion was.impoésiblé, péasants
résortéd fo individual térror. According to thé data of thé
Ministry of Inﬁérnal Affairs, covéring a périod of 16Vyéars from
1836 éo 1851, thére wére 139 casés of assassination of landlords
in their own estates and 70 atﬁémptéd assassinations. According to
fﬁé same sourcé, 59 atﬁémpﬁs wéré madé on tﬁé livés of tﬁe
landlords bétwéén 1852 and 1859, Buf fﬁé éxéct figuré of déath
ié not known. (12)

Disturbancés and terroristic activities became so widéspréad
that the word 'revolt' (bunt) became the subjéct of évéryday
convérsaﬁibn among the panic—strickén landlords. Somefimés, at
thé first sign of insuBordination, évén ﬁﬁé district and local

police officers hid in their apartments. The landlords became
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S0 frighténéd that théy starﬁed to séé,révolts among péasants
when actually théy Weré voicingfhéir miséry in a most non-
violent way. As a result endless éompléinfs flowed from the
masters to the Third Section and the Ministry of Internal
Affairs. Thé following éxamplés will sﬁow tﬁé éxtent of fhé

fear among the landlords and the humiliation suffered by the
péasanﬁs in fhis connéction. A prospérous landlord,

F. F. Myshéﬁskii complainéd thaﬁ his péasants wéré réfusing to
pay obrok "under the influence of a false undérstanding about
freedom and proclaiming themselves free". (13) When the local
officer énquiréd, it was found that the péasants only réquéstéd
him to grant délay of the paymént of 10 rubles which was in
arréar of obrok paymént. In anothér instancé a landlord named
Popov demanded that, since his péasants shoved signs of agitation,
immediate measures should be taken to.répréss them. Acﬁually,
théy silénﬁly declined to oBéy their master's order to cut woods
in a néigﬁbour's forest. Inanother case a landlord named

M. E. Chekobinskii made two.péﬁiéions - one to the Ministry of
Internal Affairs and the other to tﬁé Third Section: his complaint
was fhat ﬁis péasants délayéd tﬁé payment of obrok bécausé théy
expectéd immédiaté freedom from the Tsar. An énquiry showed that
the péasanfs simply were so poor ﬁhaﬁ théy had no means of any
kind to pay. (14)

Tﬁéré is somevdifféréncé of opinion about the causes of
péasant uprisings. One conténtion was that in most cases revolts
or uprisingsvwéré manifestations of protést againéfthe oppressivé
working conditions, rather than.rébéllion_against serfdom itself.
Robinson présénts this position in tﬁé»following way: "as far as
tﬁé.véry incompléfé and oﬁé-sidéd récords show, activé insuerdina—

tion most often was a protest against the economic conditions of
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sérvile life and léss frequénﬁly was an atfémpf by oné méasuré
or anoﬁhér a complété escapé from thé systém of sérfdom.(lS)
But according to the findings of an official invéstigation of
thé causés of révolts, out of 423 casés, 210 wincidénﬁs fook
placé Bécausé of rumours abouf thé péasanﬁs' éxpéctéd fréédom,
i.épfhéy are diréctly rélatéd to fhé inséifuﬁion of sérfdom.
Hard conditions of barshcﬁina accountéd for févolts in 95
éstafés; thé figuré for thé hard condifions of 2§£9§ was 26,
Tﬁére wére 9 casés of révolts against fhé oppréssivé forms of
collécfion of arréars, 30 casés for faminé conditions and
absence of any sort of relief méasurés, 17 cases for forcing
the péasants to resettle in othér,regions and, finally, 13
casés for thé.réduction of land allotment to the péasants by
the landlords.(16)

Apart from uprisings of peasanfs én massé and individual
térror théré was anotﬁér way By whicﬁ tﬁé sérfs éxprésséd
théir discontént: théy fléd from thé éstatés.or from thé régions
where tﬁéy livéd. The number of such cases gréw particularly
in the éigﬁﬁéén fifties. This passivé protest took a héavy toll
of.péasant lives. Tﬁey had to walk hundréds of miles in ext reme
weather conditions in féar of béing caugﬁt, and sufféring from
diseases. One of the notable cases was the fligﬁt of néarly
‘Eén éﬁousand péasants from Vitébsk. In spité of thé scarcity
of reliable information, there is no doubt that the flights
somééimés involvéd Wﬁolé villagés or évén groups of villagés.
In 1854 sucﬁ flights afféctéd ten gubérniias, sévén in 1855
and sévén in 1857. In 1856 fhéré wéré niné tﬁousand runaways from

thé guBérniia of Ekatérinislav aloné. a7
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A1l these manifestations of discontent could not have béén
by thémsélvés insfruméntal in ushéring an éniof réform, with
abolition of serfdom as thé most prominénf méasuré, had néﬁ
other équally important factors caused the actions of the
'Tsar LiBérafor'. Péasant disconﬁént éxisféd sincé thé 17th
céntury, assuming at times the proportions of Russian sﬁylé

'jaequériés'. Yét, as has been mentioned éarliér, little was

done to imprové the condition of the sérfs; if anytﬁing, the
énsérfmént and oppréssion of thé péasants was growing in propor-
tion fo, and as a saféguard of, the growing privilégés of

the land-owning nobility. The situation in the fifties of the
19£h céntury raiséd new probléms and called for a new solution, (18)

The Crisis in Industry

The institution of sérfdom, as has been méntionéd éarliér,
hindéred thé industrialisation of Russia, in line with the
countriés of.Wéstérn Europé. Storch, thé économist énd tutor of
Tsar Nicholas I, observed as early as 1815 that the principal
cause of Russia's inabilify to dévélop modern industries lay in
sérfdom. Hé déclaréd that, "fhé'supériority of frée laBour ovér
sérf-labour‘is even more apparént-in indusﬁry than in agriculturé."
(19) But at the time no particular importancé wés aftacﬁéd to such
déclarafions. Thé éntréprénéurship in Russian industriés was
rathér unconvéntional. Aparf from the mércﬁant capitalists, who
dépéndéd mainly on hiréd Workérs and assignéd péasanfs, théré
wéré Ewo ofhér groups Qho promoted tﬁé industrial growﬁh of fhé
country, usually thé sérf—ownér—éntréprénéurs and thé péasant-sér&
énfréprénéurs. As for the mérchant capitalisfs, after surmounting
the initial difficulties in the last half of the 18th céntury,
they madé considerablé.héadway ﬁhroughouﬁ thé 19th céntury in the

industrial sphere. With the extensive use of power in the
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manufacture and importafion of more modérn machinés, this
particular group of éntréprénéurs triéd fo modél ﬁﬁéir production
on fhé réal capitalist pattérn. Thé incréasé of frée labour, by
comparison with the forced labour in the entire working force
of tﬁé industry, bécamé an adﬁanﬁage to suéh‘entrépfeneurs.' At
thé samé timé, thé govérnméntal'fiscal policy, in'whatévér
diréction iﬁ was aimed, sérvéd ultim&iéﬁyas an incéntivé to such
éntréprénéurs. Tﬁéir producﬁidn apparatus was sét up in sucﬁ a
fashion that it could be réadjustéd to the fluctuations of prices
and.démands of thé markét. Thé wagés and othér conditions of
work were more favourablé tﬁan comparablé manufacturing éstablish—
ments under different typés of éntrépréunérship. As a conséquénce,
the productivity was highér here and the cost pér unit of ouﬁput
Was-lowér. Thé supériority of tﬁis kind of éntrépréunérshiﬁ
became more evident By the middle of the 19th céntury even in
the éyes of the govérnﬁént. But, this, as a singlé factor, was
too'inadéquaté to alleviate or éradicaté the intensive prolétarian-
isation of fhé urban massés,vbécausé growth of production on
capitalist lines would have welcomed the :grplus mass of rural
‘ , : e .

populafion, which in turn would have led'tq/proletarianisation
of the masses. As one authqr has said, "the govérnmént was éagér
to lay the gﬁost of peasant rébéllions, it was unwilling to
conjuré up fﬁé ﬁénacé of urBan révolutions." (20) |

Whéréas thé mercﬁant capiﬁalists Wéré féally advancing ﬁowards
acquiring the charactér of a bourgéoisié on Russian soil, the
othér two typés of éntréprénéurship, i.e sérf—ownér—éntréprénéurs.
and the péasant-sérf—éntrépfeneurs, weré involvéd in a sérious
crisis. In the first casé, it was a crisis involving the économy

in production, in the second it was a crisis concerning owner-worker
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relationship. In the case of serf-owner-entrepreuners, the

enterprises were mainly of two types, (a) the ancestral

(votchinnyi) and (B) posséssional (posséssionyi). In tﬁé casé

of ancéstral manufacturing ésfaﬁlisﬁménﬁs, tﬁé practicé was for
the serfs to work for théir own suBsisféncé in tﬁéir own
allotménts of land, and when tﬁéir,agricultural pursuiés for the
yéar were ovér, tﬁéy were oBligéd to work in the facforiés of
their masters. Tﬁus, the owners of such factories simply réapéd
the 'surplus' product from thé labour of tﬁéir sérfs and in

these circumstancés théré was no labour cost. Héncé, from the
économic standpoinf,thé productibn for markét in sucﬁ éntérprisés
was advantagéous to thé ownérs, as it had no nééd to adjust its
production to thé frénd of pricés, nor had it any nééd to
introducé cost4réducing measures in the face of falling demand.
But fhéré was oné snag in thé séf-—up: the productivity of labour
in such éntérprisés was déplorably low, and for réasons ménﬁionéd
,éarliér, thé éntréprénéurs were mever keen on innovations as

théy ﬁad-at fﬁéir disposal_aﬁundanf fréé human labour., At a timé
when internal compétition for market was bécoming stiffér,
inéfficiént utilisation of resources for the purposé of production
was a serious disadvantagé for apcéstral factory éstaﬁlisﬁménﬁs.
Thé nét résult ﬁas tﬁaﬁ the product of sucﬁ éstablishménts Had moré
difficuléy to be absorbed in the market mechanism since it iaggéd
béﬁind the products of capifalist manufacturérs, as far as quality
was concérnéd. The only way by Whicﬁ the déficiéncy in fhé qualify
of the product could be compénsatéd was tﬁrougﬁ increase in
quantity and sélling chéapér, and this could only be achieved
fhrougﬁ moré éxtorfions of workérs and héncé moré unfavourablé

conditions of work, leading to more inefficiency. Thus a vicious

circlé énsuéd. (21)



61

In the sécond éatégory of éstablisﬁménts, viz. in
posséssional factories, thé pradicé was for tﬁé owner to buy
thé workers and then to utilisé their labour for production.
Initially this systém paid off bécausé, firstly, tﬁésé workérs
bécamé, within a rélativély sﬁort span of fimé, skilled
workérs who knéw théir jobs; and sécondly tﬁey wéré not simply
utiliséd for producing the 'surplus' product, as in fhé case of
ancéstral factoriés, and tﬁéy did not have to pursué two
différénﬁ occupations in the same or in two différénf locations.
That is, work in the factories was a full-timé'occupation,of
the Workérs(in such factoriés)and tﬁéy earned their subsistence
from such work and nof from agriculéural pursuits. Thé résult
was moré producfivity pér unit of labour and gréatér éfficiéncy.
But this initial advanfagé could not be énjoyéd By the ownérs
of the posséssional factories for long. In the 19th céntury,
éSpécially towards the middle of the ‘céntury, a severe bottle-
neck was créatéd in thé sphéré of production. As thésé éstablish—
ments had to 'own' the workers and not to hire thém, the problém
of adjustménts of production in the face of changing demands
became difficult. When a shrinkagé of production was nécéssary,
thé hugé cost of mainﬁaining thé fixéd asséfs (which includéd
ihé workers too) in working condifion bécamé an éxtrémély
burdénsomé liability to thé ownéfs. In the compéfiﬁion for
markéf, thésé éstablishﬁénts fairéd véry bédly against éstablish—
ménts run on capitalist 1inés, Whéré thé ownérs could hiré and
fire hands accordiﬂg to the needs of production. The posséssional
féctory owners like the ancestral ones could not afford or did
not want to introduce innovations in the factories because it is
one of the first principlés of economics that, in order to make

innovations play a due part, the condition of the mobility of
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labour must be fulfilled. Thé quéstion of the mobility of laBour
could not évén be raiséd in either of these typés of factories

so long as the institution of serfdon existed. In the middle

of the 19£h.céntury, with the incréasé in the ﬁémpo of capitalist
production on the one hand and the defect inherent in the systém
of ancéstral and posséssional factories on the other, a crisis

in the Wholé sphéré of manufacture gaﬁﬁéréd momentum. One point
should be mentioned in this connection: évén in the midst of .
tﬁis crisis, fhé ancéséral factories énjoyéd moré advantagé than
the other bécausé the purposé of their production was simply to

gef as mucﬁ 'surplus product' as possiﬁlé; and tﬁis was more
économically feasible in the conditions prévailing in the ancestral
ésfablishménfs than in thé posséssional ones.,

In thé casé of péasant—sérf-éntréprénéurs, thé éntérprisés
were run by the péasants in the name of their masters, and théy
hired fréély their fellow serfs as workérs, who were générally
undér obrok oBligations. This unusual nature of producfion
relations has led one author to comment: ﬁparadoxés abound in
things Russian, at .least to wéstérn ways of ﬁﬁinking, but surély
féw havé Béén strangér iﬁan fhis pﬁénoménon of ﬁhé péasant
industrialist - above all when the péasant was a serf owned by
anothér man. ,Sérf factory owuérs not only hiréd oﬁhér sérfs to
work for thém buﬁ also employéd fréémén, sométimés fo do menial
tasks, and a few among thém weré évén millionairés;"(ZZ) Anothér
author in a.féw linés Has summariséd the génésis of the successful
sérf-énﬁérprénéur in thé following way: fRuséié had her rags to
ricﬁés storiés during the éarly 19£h.céntury,,fér.ip,was not
impossiblé for a.féw millionairé industrialisfs of thé timé to
tracé fhéir origins in fﬁé lumpenproléfariats of Sé..Petérburg

or Moscow. There were more millionairs among the peasants,
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howévér, by the end of the réign of Alexander I. Héré_again,
as with Eﬁé middlé class, a prior accumulation of capital in
trade might be diverted By a wéalthy serf into industrial
éntérprisés. In many casés, Howévér,fhé sérf millionairés of
thé pré—réform éra bégan ihéir caréer, pounding thé road, wifh
no other assets than a knapsack filled with their warés, a
few kopécks, and a furlougﬁ from their mastéi granting thém
pérmission to.léavé thé Villagé to tradé.” (23)

Two of thé mosf wéll-known sérf—éntréprénéurs wéré Grachév
and Garélin - the calico manufacturers in fﬁé villagé of Ivanovo,
in the provincé of Vladimir. Their master was none otﬁér,tﬁan
Count Sﬁéfémeﬁév, who, as has béen méntionéd Béforé, was famous
for his refusal to grant freedom to his serfs at any pricé. But
these two calico manufacturers became 5o prospérous that fhéy
could pérsuadé even a Sheremetev to grant them the freedom théy
soughf. Having been set fréé, fhéy went as far as to opposé
efféctively the prevalencé of kustar industries in Northern Russia
as a poténtial compétitor of their products. Tﬁéy also became
ill-faméd for tﬁéir harsh aﬁtitudé to théir workérs - oné timé
their fellow serfs. Another imporﬁant.sérf-éntréprénéur was
Morozov - the cotton textile manufacturer. From a small béginn—
ing in 1801, his family acquired by 1852-53, 9 steam engines,

456 ﬂandlooms, 74 méchanical looms. It émployéd 2572 Workérs and
fhé annual production was worth 1,943,000 rublés. Tﬁis did not
includé théir putting ouf'affiliations.(24) Théré wéré the
Kondrat'ev Brothérs, silk manufacturers of Moscow, Ushkov, the
foundér of thé first 1argé chromafé planf in Russia, and Nikita
Démidov, the founder of the gréat Demidov industries in the Urals.
In the middle of the 19th cénfury when firms of serfs had alréady

reached a definite stage of prosperity and were contributing a



64

fair sharé fowards thé gross national product of thé country,
émploying Ehousands of mén, tﬁé wholé sét-up that made them

the 'propérfy' of ofhér péoplé and their owners, the ultimate
ownérs of thésé entérprisés bécamé an anacﬁronism and a
hindrancé in thé pursuit of a policy of optimum growth of thé
firms. Tﬁis difficulty could,Bé résolvéd only in thosé casés
whéré énougﬁ monéy could buy Ehé péasant-ownér's fréédom. But
this was nof always possiblé. In fhé casé of Morozov;méntionéd
aBové, tﬁé ownér adoptéd a péculiar aftitudé towards thé fréédom
of fhé mémbérs of His family. In 1823 Ryumin, thé mastér,
accépééd 17,000 rubles fof the freedom of Morozov himsélf, his
wifé and four of his five soné- He did ﬁot'givé freédom to

thé fiffh son, Bécaﬁsé hé thought fhat, as Morozov was on the way
to greatér prospérify, hé could gét a much largér sum for his
fifth son latér. This is jusf oné of fhé many anomaliés Brought
about By the existence of serfdom.

Apart from such anomalies indicative of the crisis which the
sérf—owning sociéty had éxpériéncéd gnd which called for swééping
changes, ahotﬁér turning poinf in induséry was réacﬁéd in the
sécond half of thé ninétéén fifﬁiés.' There was an intérnational
trade crisis in the fifties (fhough the concépt of trade cyclé
or businéss cyclé was not uséd in,confémporary economic lifératuré)
and Russia did not éscapé iés impact.; According fo S. G. Strumilin,

~ omjinous ﬁarbingérs of criéis (in Russia)!could be found as far
back as 1852, and its éffécts did not disappear completély in somé
pranches of industry until 1860". (25) The years 1857, 58 and 59,
wéré particularly critical,fhough in économic history thé crisis
is known as the crisis of 1857. One govérnmént offical, V. Tatarin,

wrofé at the beginning of 1858, "due in part to thé généra1‘~
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dépresséd condition of Eﬁropéan trade, and in part to an over-
rapid pacé of acﬁivify duriné fﬁé précéding two yéars, a
stagnation of sales has been expériéncéd." (26) The sfagnation
bécamé so déép-rootéd in 1858 and 1859 that even ihé soundést
indusfrial éntérprisés could not éscapé its éffécts. The sales
of thé Nizhni-Novgorod fair, which was a good indicator of thé
businéss activities of the country, droppéd rapidly to rock
Bottom‘lévél, and did not recover until 1861. The général nature
of the early stagés of the 1857 crisis cannot be discerned
Bécausé of the disruptions caused by the Crimean war. It was
felt more dééply in Russia than in other Européan countries
because of the posf-war economic dislocation. It is difficult
to ascertain precisély how far this iﬁdustrial crisis affected
Russian society as a wﬁolé, but théré is no doubt that it servéd,
along with other forcés, to déépén the crisis of feudalism in
Russia. (27)

Aftitudé of the Gentry towards Abolition

Wé must now invésiigate how far; thé gentry as a class was
willing ﬁo part Wifh théir sérf-owning right and in which manne;
ﬁﬁey wéré contémplating this sacrificé. Thé théory that, Bécausé
of excessive indébtédness, the landlords were fhinking in temms
of an abolition of serfdom in a mannér which would réliévé thém
of this burden is not corréct bécausé ﬁhéir excéssivé Borrowing
was a méasuré of théir présuméd rigﬁt Eo 'own' souls and of the
staté's support of this présumpfion. Sinéé thé staté considéred
financial advancés to thé génﬁry to bé 'Ead débfs' for a good
causé, there cannot be any doubt that the nobility as a class
névér thougﬁf of rédééming its débi at thé éxpénsé of giving

away the privileges of masters. There were,however, certain
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othér factors that promptéd tﬁe noBiliﬁy to think in térms

of abolition of sérfdom in a mannér advanfageous to fﬁem.
Firstly, the effects of démographic movement have to be con-
sidered. Théré was a conﬁinuéd increase in thé rélativé
dénsiﬁy of populafion in the agriculﬁural sector. This
necéssitatéd a moré intensive cultivation of the soil, since
there was no means to increase the avéragé productivity of
sérvilé laBour. Thus, many landlords camé to béliéve fﬁat
sérvilé labour was disadvanéageous to tﬁem. Théy éntértained
the idea that the productivity of hired workers was highér than
fhat of thé sérfs.

Tﬁe landlords wéré facing yét another problém: déspité the
misérablé living condifions,thé serf populaﬁion was increasing
quifé rapidly, and so was the cost of their maintenance. Con-
séquéntly, the surplus labour was bécoming less productivé.
This féaturé bécamé particularly pronouncéd in yéars of Bad
harvésts. Sécondly, the incréase in thé pricé of land%coupléd
with the growfh of population in some parts of the black-soil
aréa, mainly in Tula and to some extent in Orél, Kursk, Riazan,
Tambov and Voronézh,créatéd thé circumstancés thaﬁ madé thé
servilé systém disadvantagéous Eo ﬁﬁé landlords. (28) Tﬁis
disadvantagé was once again found in the low producfivity of
sérvilé labour and thé higﬁ cosf of mainténance in thé days
of bad harvést. The situation répéaﬁed ifsélf with statistical
regulariéy. During tﬁé fifties, Samarin, Chérkasskii and
Koshélév cited a number of cases within tﬁeir,respécﬁive guBerniias
whéré thé pricé for uninﬁabifédﬁ lands was more tﬁan for the
inhabited _ ones. This was due to the simplé fact that the
owner of the uninhabit€¢ lands could get greater return by

the application of hired labour., At its limit, it shows that
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serfdom had lost its economic imporéancé fdr ﬁhé landlords in
posséssion of such lands. (29) In 1858, af tHe Eimé of fhé
élection of thé génfry commiftéé of Tambov, the landlords con-
véyéd their wéll—thoughﬁ out intentions of liﬁérafing the
péasants entirély, providéd ﬁﬁéy (tﬁé péasanfs) ﬁad no allof-
méﬁts, Becausé, in tﬁé opinion of ﬁhé léndlords, tﬁis would

have providéd them with énough natural resources which con~
sisfé& mainly of land. As is Wéll-kncwn, the landlords of

the Black-soil regionsvrégardéd tﬁé rigﬁt to thé land moré
valuablé tﬁan tﬁé rigﬁt ovér pérsons: ihé land was fhé mosf
precious cémmodity. In the chaﬁgéd éocial and economic con-
&itions in thesé regions thé valué of thé laﬁd to fhé masfers
was the only important tﬁing and the number of souls ohé
possesséd lost its significancé as a measure of one's power.,
That this production éélafioﬁ was acting as a‘féftér to

écoﬁomic dévélopment in the rural sector and that it was prévént-
ing them from oBtaining maximal return from the land was quifé
apparént to many of the landlords. So, the main question that
tﬁé landlords of thesé zones consideréd was fhé amounﬁ of land
thaﬁ they would ﬁavé to part wifﬁ if sérfdom wéré abolishéd.
Tﬁougﬁ tﬁéy would have préférréd the abolition of serfdom with-
ouﬁ lénd grants to tﬁé peasanfs, tﬁéy réaliséd that a land
allofmént fo tﬁé péasan@s would to somé éxténé tié thém fo ﬁﬁé
région and, in tﬁé abséncé of an aBundant supply of freé labour,
these ﬁéasants would be invaluable as hired labourers. Also théy
récognised that if the govérnmént decided to free the péasants,

it would.féél oBiiged to grant them somé éilotment.
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In tﬁé souﬁh—wésférn region, particularly in Kiev and
Podol, the value of the land was ﬁighér because of the
intensive sugar Beét culéuré. This parficulér situation
madé it more advantagéous fo émploy salariéd workérs tﬁan to
own serfs. The landlords in these régions were fofally against
parting with any of their valuable land, but tﬁéy wéré not at
all against sétting théir péasanfs frée. The samé situation
prevailéd in most placés in tﬁé Ukrainé, éspécially wheré
péasanf houséﬁolds did nof havé any pérmanént allotmént.

The picturé was quité différent in the 'non-black-soil
areas wﬁéré tﬁe landlords valued their péasants more than ﬁhéir
lands as a sourcé of révénué. So, wﬁénévér thé idéa of
. émancipation arosé, tﬁé quéstion of rédemption of pérsons was
uppérmost in tﬁeir minds. It is interésting to noté that in
spité of the bad quality of land in Vladimir, Kostroma, Yaroslav,
Tvér, Smolénsk, Kaluga and some parts of Riazan, in fhé yéars
béfore fhé réform, thé price of ésfafés rosé moré tﬁan in tﬁé
Black—soil.régions. According to an éstimaté by Koshélév, thé
pricé of an éstaﬁe’was 100 rubles per soul in the black-soil
région immédiatély béforé the reform and 125 rubles in thé non-
black-soil région.(30) According to the data compiléd by Ia.A.
Solov'ev for thé govérnmént of Smolensk in 1855 the avéragé price
of inﬁaﬁitéd éstatés (domains peuplés) ﬁad risén to 117 rubles
pér 'soul' whereas the pricé of land was only 5.5 rubles pér
dessxafigg.(31)

Wﬁéreas in ﬁhé régions of black-soil‘théré was liétle
différéncé Betwéen tﬁé prices of uninhabitéd and inhabitéd lands -
in Orél - 127, Tula - 117, Riazan - IZZ;Voronézh - 6%, and Kursk -
523 in the non-black-soil regions the differences were rémarkaSIy

large - in Tver - 29%, Yaroslav - 487, Kostroma - 52%,Nizhni-
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Novgorod - 35%, Vladimir - 437, Moscow - 297, and Smolénsk - 267.(31)
Anoﬁhér ﬁntéfestingfact is tﬁat during the ten yéars précéding the
abolition of sérfdom, tﬁe avéragé pricé of a sérf was 50.4 ruBlés
in thé non-black-soil but only 20.4 ruﬁlés in thé black~soil
aréas.'(32)

It follows, tﬁéréfore, that the abolition of serfdom would
Havé,deprivéd the landlords in the non-black-soil régions of
a large portion of their incomes. The landlords in this région
did not wanf abolition without land allotmént to the péasants.
Théy forésaw tﬁat if tﬁis happenéd, théir péasants would leavé
the fields and in most cases seek work élséwhéré, léaving the
landlords witﬁ no péasants to work their fiélds. Tﬁus their
désiré to offer réasonablé allotment to fhé péasants was to
guaranféé 'working hands'. Also to organise the estates in the
non-black-soil areas on capitalist linés, as some landlords con-
témplatéd of doing, neédéd capital. So, they hOpéd to obfain
liquid funds in exchangé for their loss of 22395 révénué, and it
was impérativé that this liquid fund was obtained as soon as thé
réform was complétéd. Most of fhé powérful landlords, tﬁéréforé,
desired 'proper'.redémption of.pérsons to accompany émancipation.

How économic inferésts predominatéd in thé consideration of
ﬁhé réform is evidéncéd again,iﬁlthé casé of tﬁe landlords in
tﬁé Stéppe région. Héré there Wéré vast éxpanség of in part
fértilé land. Thé population was Ehin in relation to ihé
availability of arable soil. The landlords théréforé, in spité
of the ﬁigh,fertility of the soil,did not consider libérating the
péasants without land allotments. Tﬁéy wanted working ﬁands; and
a Iandléss abolition would have prévéntéd them from uﬁilising.

éhéir land. Though it was possible that after thé aﬁolifion fﬁéré
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would be an influx ;f frée peasants from otﬁér moré dénsély
p0pulatéd parfs of fhé country, the landlords of thé Stéppes
were nét préparéd to take any risk. Moréovér, in these regions
thé obligaiions wéré mostly in barshchina; so thé landlords
hadvneitﬁér tﬁe impléménﬁs nor thé know—ﬁow to work thé land.
Théy were quité réady to part with a portion of théir fértilé
lands in order fé kéép their péasants tied to the région.

Wiﬁh similarly férﬁile soil but a denser population, the land-
lords of thé Black-soil‘region held fhé;opposité opinion, con-
sidering.réform without land préféraﬁlé.

All tﬁé différént catégoriés of landlords considéréd fhé
question of the abolition of sérfaom with umistakeable
référéncé fo a maximum économic édvantagé. And it is évidént
that ﬁhé condifions most advantageous to one group wéré léast
advantagéous to another. These conflicts of interests among
thé landlords and thé government's desire to satisfy all thé
groups as much as possiblé led ﬁora decree which satisfied none.

Attifude of fhé Intélligentsia to Reform

It is inﬁérésting to noté a& this point thé trénd of 1iBéra1
opinion on_thé quesﬁion of thé'aBoliﬁion of.sérfdom. In 1855,
a yéar Béforé Alexander II's spééch to the Moscow génfry,
K. D. Kavélin circulatéd a mémoir.proposing emancipation of the
péasants according to a compromiéé.formula wﬁicﬁ, in His opinion,
would have satisfied botﬁ tﬁé landlords and the peasants. ‘Laéér
fhé 'Slavopﬁil' - A. I. Kosﬁélev, puBlisHéd a proposal advocaﬁing
in more detail a 'fadical réform for thé péasants, Buf his
ﬁroposals losf tﬁeir radicaivappéarancé when his plan for
.rédémptioﬁ was found to bé tﬁe samé as that of Kavelin, that is,
thé,redémption_of both persons and land. These memoirs and

proposals were circulated for one purpose — to influence the landed
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gentry. Kavelin, Koshelev and others of their.persuasion
were convinced that the gentry would benefit from the
abolition of serfdom and thelr statements dwelt at length on
the p051t1ve beneflts that Would accrue to the gentry should
abolition take effect. (33)

The written evidence from the liberals not only‘supports
arguments in favour of abolition but also attacks the
bureaucracy. In their view, the defeat in the Crimean war
had undermined the credihility of hureaucractic ahsolutism.

One author stated, "the key to the necessary changes, it was
generally recogniSed, lay in the reform of the bureaucractic
administration which in its recent great expansion had hecome
the béte noire of all articulate Russians.”" (34) Valuev's
characterisation of the ev1ls of a bureaucratically run state
is a reflection of the general 11beral view of the contemporary
bureaucracy: ﬁuniversal absence of credihility, mistrust hy

the government of its own instruments, and disregard for every-
thing else, The multiplicity of forms smothers‘the essence of
administrative activity and'assures universal official false-

hood. On the surface = lustre, beneath - decay." (Sverkhg

blesk, snizu gnil) (35)

"In spite of such a scathing criticism of the general'
social conditions and of the hureaucracy in particular, and
in spite of their awareness of the sorry position of the
peasantry, the proponents of liberal reform asiwill be shown in
a subsequent chapter, never dreamtyof any real change in the
structure of the society of which thesebconditions were a necessary
by-product. The articles of K. D. Kavelin and Boris Chicherin,
at first circulated in manuscripéform(36 ) and later puhlished

in Herzen's "Voices from Russia", proposed only mild reforms. A
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reform scheme in which.sérfdom is aBolishéd but the aufocrétic

staté,réfainéd was not a démocrafic‘réform scﬁémé af all, but

it is just this kind of ambiguity which is cﬁaractéristic of

Chichérin's atfitudé. Chicherin's later seven poinf plan for

liEeral réform was a closér approximafion to thé different

freedoms as conceived in western liberal démocraqiés at that

time. But in all his éxpréssions of liberal opinion theré was

no suggestion of curbing ﬁhé autocratic poﬁér of thé sovéréign.

It is difficult to understand how Chichérin could dnceive the

fréedoms énshrined iq his sevén-poinﬁ proposal whilé,ignoring

the political context in a Bourgéois démocracy. Russian liberal

opinion, howévér, no’ Iéss than Slavophil opinion - névér doubted

the validify of aufocracy. The liberals attacked the buréaucracy

bécausé it was allégédly thé only oBstaclé in éffécfing a harmonious

unity4bétweén the tsar and the péoplé. Unlike the Slavophils,

the Russian liberals were inspiréd By western political ideas, but

lacked compréﬁension of the basis of these ideas in afdémocratic

form of govérnmént. Conséqﬁénfly, the various liberal proposals:

were utopian, unrélatéd to tﬁeAréal condition of Russian sociéty.
Public opinion in support of frééing the péasants was

incréasing. Thé 1ibérals, tﬁé liBéral buréaucrats, a'cross-séction

of thé nobility and the radical intelligéntsia were unitéd in

fhinking that abolition was,nécéssary, tﬁough each judgéd the

necéssity from its poinﬁ of view or group or class intérést. Amongst

thésé groups,fﬁé mos£ criéical of tﬁe govérnmenf wéré thé

raznochintsi. They represented the opposition at its extreme. They

protested not only against the economic serfdom of the peasants

but also agains: the intelligentsia's moral responsibility for it.



73

This raznochinnecheskaia intelligentsia became an increasingly

importanﬁ_radical forcé in Russian sociéﬁy. The dévélopméné

of indusﬁry, fhé crisis of sérfdom, tﬁé éxfénsion of fﬁé sérvicés
of the staté, the progréss of education (sfarfing from the
Nicolaian éra) - all thesé ﬁélpéd to incréasé the numbér and

the moral férvbur of this section of the intélligénfsia. Héré

is howvHerzén charactérises tﬁesé people: 7Renégades of all
claésés, these new péoplé,thésé moral ;ggggggigﬁgi do not denote
a class Bu£ a stratﬁm, comprising primarily téachérs, mén of
létférs, litérary hacks, non-dilétfantés; but also studénts who
had or had not complétéd fhéir coursés, employéés of univérsities
and séminariés, small landlords, disaffected children of higﬁ
ranking governmént.sérvanés, officérs fresh from ﬁhé military
académy and so on." (37) These peopleAassertéd new sociai values.
Tﬁéy,réjecféd aristocratic préﬁudicé. Théy proclaiméd néw
principles in aesthetics and poliﬁics. The only thing tﬁey con-
sidéréd fo be noBlé was work. (38) Offén, théy Wéré condémhéd fo
livé in miséry and.déstitution, uncértain‘ofifﬁe fuﬁuré. Réjéct—
ing as fﬁéy did iﬁé existing ordér, tﬁéy could not sérvé within
it éxcépt at the pricé of Béfraying théir convictions. Instéad,
fhéy became disinhériﬁéd proféssional fidéologués of the péoplés'
causé. Evén so, they powérfully influencéd public opinion. Thé
rélafivé rélaxafion of cénsorship during fhé first yéars of
Aiéxandér I1's réign enaBléd thém to arficulafé théir viéw§,
ﬁowévér indiréctly, in thé pagés of fﬁé moré progréssivé journals

(Sovrémennik and Russkoe slovo). Even though this activity in

. tﬁe opén was short-lived, the radical ideas became imprintéd on
the minds of the public. Western European political literature
also became more accessible than during the reign of Nicholas I.

One might say that what is known as public opinion became for
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the first time in Russian history a definite, if not decisive,

factor in Russian political life.

Though the raznochinnecheskaiya intelligentsia played a

‘most important role in shaping public opinion in favour of
reform, the liberals and a section of the conservative elements
in the society also contributed to making the government consider
and finally implement the abolition of serfdom.

Among the factors that were decisive in bringing about abolition
of serfdom, two stand out as of particular importanée, namely,
economic necessity and the need of political stability, When
disaster came in the wake of the Crimean war, the autocracy felt
strongly that there was no longer an economic justification for
serfdom. The government was very slow in understanding that
serfdom was no longer relevant. Now the need for large-scale .
farming and manufacture had become evident. It was accepted that
the prestige of the Russian empire depended not only on owning
vast stretches of soil but on the strength of the Russian economy.
In order to strengthen the economy, the government needed a period
of internal as well as external peace. The deep anomalies of
Russian society, the declining economy and the discredited admin-
istration, along with the increase in the number of peasant revdlts,
were admitted to be a stumbling block in the promotion of a stable
government. The authorities were convinced that, while avoiding
to endanger the interests of the nobility, a peaéant reform was
a necessary condition of étability. Even before the slaughter of
the peasants in uniform during the Crimean war really beéan,
Alexander II feared a liberation from serfdom froﬁ below. This
threat, and the mood of apprehension in court circles, remained

‘alive even when the deliberations on the reform were in full swing.

A1l the more important became the need for government agents who
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could be trusted to promote change, while keeping the ﬂwﬁlv%f"‘

order intact, and for elements among the wider public who

could effectively play this dual role.
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CHAPTER FIVE THE GREAT REFORM

The first statéménﬁ, semi-official in . naﬁuré, that
the govérnmént was considéring tﬁé abolition of serfdom camé
from Aléxandér II when he addrésééd the Moscow géntry on
30fh March 1856. Hé assértéd ﬁﬁé viéw thaﬁ unléss ﬁé did
somefhing, that is, unléss sométﬁing is done from aBové,
émanicipation ﬁould starf from bélow, and would culminafé
in a rébéllion. |

On thé othér hand, it musﬁ Bé méntionéd tﬁat Aléxandér
11 madé this sfafémént to ﬁhé Moscow génfry not wiéh fﬁé
purposé of convincing thém of the immediate need of émancipa-
tion but fo pacify ihém. Tﬁéré was a rumour fhat thé Tsar
was sériously considéring tﬁe passing of a décféé ﬁo‘this
effect and this became 2 source of agitation among thé‘géntry.
In ordér to rémové any misundérstanding as régards his concérn
for thé génﬁry, ﬁhééTéar madé (at the éxpresé réquésﬁ of
Zakrevskii, thé govérnor-général of Moscow) the following
historic statéménﬁ;"Rumours aré spréading tﬁat I want fo givé
thé péasanfs freédom, - this is unjustifiéd and you can féll
fhis to évéryoné; but an inimical.fééling bétweén thé péasants
and thé landlords unﬁappily éxists, and on this account fhéré
havé alréady Béén somé casés of insuBordination to thé landlords.
I am convincéd that soonér or latér wé shall ﬁavé to comé to
tﬁis. I tﬁink fhat you agréé wifh mé. Conséqﬁénfly it would Bé
much better for it to come from above than from below.” ¢9)

It is necéssary to trace cﬁronologically the acﬁions taken
by the govérnméht. In 1856 the Tsar bégan to appoinﬁ secret
committéés to discﬁss ways and méans of frééing tﬁe péasanfs.
<Oné sucﬁ commiftée was appointéd on lsf January 1857 and if

marks the first official step towards an elaboration of reform
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bills. The commiftéé was insfrucﬁéd to sfudy éﬁé mémoirs of
Kavelin and Kosﬁélév, alfﬁougﬁ tﬁé commiﬁtéé mémbérs névér
considéréd ihé quéstion of land allotménﬁ Eo £ﬁé péasants. In

July 1857, S. Lanskoi, tﬁé Minisﬁér of fhé Intérior, suBmiftéd

fwo memoranda to this sécréf commifféé. In ﬁﬁé firsé hé raiséd
fﬁé quéstions:‘(a) Wﬁétﬁér tﬁé land would rémain compléfély

the propérty of the landlords and (b) in case of their réfaining
owhérsﬁip, would the péasants have the rigﬁt to work the iand or
could the landlords drivé the péasants awa&, (c) could fhé,
landlords éxpéct compénsaﬁion from the govérnméné for losing

their rigﬁts over both pérson and land if ﬁﬁéy were obligéd to
parﬁ with their land? In the second mémoir, it was émphasiséd
that it would bé impossiBlé to déprivé tﬁé péasants of all righﬁs
to land. This memoir proposéd to grant fhé}usad'ﬁa;to the
péasanﬁs with compénsation to the landlords. The secret comnittee
discusséd all tﬁé suggésfions but fhé mémﬁérs could not réacﬁ an
agréémenﬁ as to wﬁéther all the land would remain fﬁé propérﬁy

of tﬁé landlords or wﬁéfﬁér fhé péasants would Bé givén théwusad'Ba:
thér quésfions such as thé norm of allofménf wéré also discusséd.
Tﬁé prévailing viéw in thé commiftéé,pérsisfing until tﬁé ultimafé
stagés of delibéraﬁions,was ﬁhaﬁ fhé landlords ﬁad thé rigﬁt to all
land, but that for prudéﬁcé's sake this rigﬁt should be sligﬁtly
curtailed. This opinion was initially and éxplicitly statéd-By

K. Cﬁévkin, oné of tﬁe membérs of tﬁe Council of Sfaté and a man
quiﬁe indifferent to the idea of émancipation.

Becausé of the résisténcé of the géntry to the idea of the
abolition of serfdom evidenced in the délibérations of these
committées, the govérnmént considered a novel plan in which it
sougﬁt to show that the whole problém of émancipation had to be

started as there was a definite concern at least from a section

of the nobility and that the nobility itself was anxious to
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promoté it. Accordingly Nazimov, the Govérnor Général of Lithuania,
was asked to submit, on Béhalf of fhé landlords of Kovmno, Vilno
and Grodno a petition to the Tsar to free their péasanﬁs. Consi-
déréble préssure was put upon thé landlords of thesé gubérniias
to concur with this requésﬁ. Nazimqv was givén the auﬁhority to
pérsuadé thésé landlords should théy notvagréé to the schémé; it
was explicitly stated that a new invéntory would bé takén in
the western guberniias (which included the abo%é thréé), "Wﬁich
would decrease the rights" of the landlords much more than in
the already existing invéntory.(Z) The Tsar's réply (20th
November 1857) to this so-called pétition is known as the
'Nazimov réscript'.

The main points of the Nazimov réscript were as follows:
(a) tﬁai préparafory committeé bé sét up in éach of thé thréé
above Eubérniias, and then one général comission for all the
thréé in the gubérniia of Vilno.
(B) Each Eubérniia committéé was to be chaired By the léadér of
thé nobility;with mémﬁérs as follows: 1) oné mémbér from éach
of fﬁé.géggg éléctéd from among thé rank of the nobility, and
2) two éxperiéncéd landlords of the gubérniia, to be selected by

the govermment officers.

Thé.genéral commission was to be composéd of tﬁe following
pérsons: o
1) Two répréséntatives from each of the three ubérniia com-
mitﬁéés. 2) Oné éipériéncéd landlord, to.Bé chosén by Nazimov
and 3) a member chosen By the Ministry of Internal Affirs.‘

Nazimov was also to choose the President of the commission from

among the members of the guberniia committees.

/:
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The gubérniia commiftéés wéré givén thé task of formulating
a détailéd plan for "improving fhé condifion of the péasants", 
having in mind the following principlés: (a) the landlords would
preservé the right of propérfy on thé éntiré land and fhé
péasants would be left with their 'usad'ba' which, in course of
a definite timé, could become their propérty By means of
rédémption paymént: the peasanﬁs would also be givén some lands to
éill for tﬁéir livelihood for wﬁich éhéy would havé to éithér pay
obrok or pérform Barshcﬁina. (B) Thé péasénts must bé distributéd
into iural sociétiés (obsﬁchina) and the landlords would be given
the ﬁraditional policé powér§(3) and (c) propér paymént by the
béasants of staté and local taxé; wére to bé guarantééd. Thé
responsibility of devélopiﬁg a project on thesé linés and apply-
ing it to éach of the thréé gubérniias was conferréd on thé
_ 5ubérniia committéés, wﬁich, aftér finalising thésé projécts,
would presént thém béforé thé général commission, Thé général
comnission, having examined the séparafé plans of thé thrée
gubérniias would préparé tﬁé final grand- plan, Wﬁich would také
into account régional péculiaritiés; Nazimov was givén fﬁll
auﬁhority to supérvisé and to dirécf tﬁé work of tﬁe gubérn"a
commitﬁéés. Wﬁén thé plan Was_complétéd ﬁé was to sénd it to
the Ministry of Internal Affairs which would présént it to the

émpéror.(4)

Publication of the réscript was ‘greeted with uprécédéntéd
éntﬁusiasm and optimism not only among ﬁhosé who Wéré closé
to the govérnmént, but also among those who were sceptical
about the govérnmént's attitude towards émancipation. Herzen
camé out with an arﬁiclé'You ﬁavé won, - Galiléiank even

Chernyshevskii for a moment considered approvingly the govermnment's
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advance towards émancipation. He went as far as to compare this

rescript with the reforms of Peter the Great. (5) The intelligentsia

looked forward to new and better times. In Moscow, on 28 December,

a political banquet was given to celebrate the publication of the

rescript. Members of the Moscow intelligentsia attended this banquet:

a political banquet was undoﬁbtedly a unique occasion in the history

of Moscow. Count Zakrevskii hailed Alexander II as the "Russian

Pasha"to whom had been given the glory ofiinstigating the much

desired reforms of the entire society. This is how Dzhanshiev

describes the occasion: "The entire Moscow intelligentsia, whatever

their views, assembled around one table to hail the approaching 'new

era'. The arch-conservative Pogodin, the liberal constitutionalist

Katkov, the tax-farmer Kokorev, forgetting their differences of

opinion, met to give a feast in the Tsar’'s honour". (6) Dzhanshiev

says that on this occasion Alexander IT was hailed as 'Tsar Liberator!

by a member of the gathering, Professor Babst of Moscow University. (7)
Even if the rescript was a positive step towards reform,

yet, to many it remained obscure in some important respects. How

long was the transition period to be during which the landlords

retained supervisory rights over the land eventually to be given to

the peasants. Nothing specific was said about the nature and

the amount of redemption payments. With the purpose of clarifying

these issues the government appointed the Main Commitfee on

16 February 1858. It continued to deliberate until March 1859, when it was

replaced by an editorial commission. On 21st April 1858, a government

order authorised the formation of géntry committees in all the provinces

of the empire with thé duties and functions specifiedvin the reécript. The

task of forming such committees fell to the marshals of the nobility
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undér thé supérvision and control of thé Govérnor-Général of
the region. Within a short périod most of the commiftéés Wéré
formed and comménced discussions on.réform.

Looking at the composition of the Main Committéé, one
was bound to be scépﬁical about the outcome of its working.
Tﬁe majority of its mémbérs, Count Orlov, V. A, AdlérBérg,
M. N. Murav'ev, V. A. Dolgorukii, Count V. Panin wéré wéllf
known reactionaries. Soﬁé oﬁﬁér mémbérs, namély K. V. Chévkin,
Ia, I, Rosfovtsév, Baron M. Ia. Korf maintainéd an aﬁﬁitudé
of indifference. Only S. S. Lanskoi and D. N. Bludov took
sériously thé task of the committéé, though thé latter had
no définiéé programmé in mind. On 4th March 1858, a provincial

Séction of the Ministry of the Interior (zemskii 6tdé1) was

formed. This Section was to examine new ways of organising
tﬁe rural économy, A, I. Lévsin présided over this Séction,
whose other members were N. A. Miliutin and Ia. A. Solov'ev.
All fhréé wéré partisans of émancipation and the formation of

the zemskii otdel was therefore a significant step towards the

realisation of émancipation programmés. Of these tﬁrée,
N. A. Miliuﬁin was oné of the most éminéné figurés in the réform
movement. He took thé initiative in sééing the rescript
puBlishéd and it was under his influence that the editorial
commission was formed. In all sfagés of préparation,ﬁe
pérsisféntly supported progréssive programmes and won himsélf
the répufafion of a 'red'. He was suprémély efficient and the
Tsar, in spifé of his known misgivings about Miliutin, could not
dispénsé with his service for quité a long timé.(8)

With tﬁe admission of thésé three new mémbérs tﬁé atmospﬁéré

in the main committee changed perceptively. 'In the meantime
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Ia. I. Rostovtsév, Who latér bécamé tﬁé Cﬁairman of thé
Editorial Commission, whose atﬁifude fowards emancipation was
at first indifférent, had bégun to show sérious concérn in
favour of it. This provéd a powérful wéapon in tﬁé armoury
of Lanskoi and Miliufin and tﬁéy could push forward théir
proposals of reforms with mogﬁeconfidéncé.

While the sessions of/Main Committee wéré‘going on, the
provincial commitféés were also discussing émancipation on
the basis of data collected in their réspéctivé provincés.
The main points that were considered important were the size
of allotmént to tﬁe péasanﬁs, thé.éxﬁént of thé témporary-
obligatory périod if any, (9) the size of the rédémption monéy
and also the nature of rédémption (wﬁéthér rédemption of land
and/or pérsons). In thésé discussions of thé provincial
committéés, two distinct opinions, éach supported by somé
mémbérs. ténded to crystalizé, oné réprésénting tﬁe majority
of thé mémbérs and thé othér thé minorify. In all thé;rovincial
committéés wﬁéré this division of\opinion»occurréd, thé majority
opinion supportéd a réforming méasuré thaﬁ would ésséntially
présérvé tﬁé status quo. Thé énly éxcéptiqn, and it was a noﬁablé
éxcépfion, was in fhé Tver provincial committéé, where the
majority of the géntry, under the léadersﬁip of Unkovskii,
Golovachév, and Evropéus, proposéd far-réaching changés. In
formulating tﬁé projéct of the Tver committeé, Unkovskii playéd
a véry important role at all stagés_of the discussion supportéd
ably by the other two. (10) Their proposals for fairly swéeping
reforms were however unpalataBlé to the Tver géntry, and fﬁé>lattér
événﬁually forced J. Unkovskii, who was marshalL of the noBility,

to resign his post. Provincial committees Wiere wider reforms

were proposed by a minority were Kaluga, Vladimir, and Moscow,
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but théy were not agrééd on the conditions of réform. In
some cases even the minority opinion resisted real changé.
For instancé, in Nizﬁni Novgorod, whéré tﬁé minority
comittee proposéd complété abolition of séignorial rights,
but suggéstéd a smallér é&lotmént of land to fhé péasants,
the Govérnor, A. N. Murav'ev concludéd, after éxamining tﬁé
réport that "serfdom is only abolished in words, but in fact
rémains Wifh all its conséquéncés". (1)

Thé différént aﬁtitudés of thé mémbers of éach provincial
commitfeé havé béen brilliantly charactérised by Evaniukov:

"In thé provincial ccmmiftéés péoplé of the old and néw éras
assémBléd. One group - fhé pérsistént Don Quixotés of moribund
serfdom brought to its defense the whole wéigﬁt of ancient
tradifions, and désperatély ried) out that propérﬁy and law
would pérish, that the foundations of the aristocracy were
rocking, that waves of democratic revolution would inundate
Russia. Tﬁé othérs, passionaté and énérgétic fightérs, took
their aspirations to the Eléssings of civilisation out of the
walls of tﬁé.lécturé-rooms; an active minorify, théy wholly
dédicatéd thémsélvés to thé proBlém.Béforé thém,fOr it was to
thém thé realization of théir sacréd drémmsand would incréasé
the prospérity of théir fatherland. Finally there was the
fhird catégory, fﬁé largest in numbér: tﬁosé who undérstood tﬁat
sérfdom's hourﬁad struck and diréctéd théir efforts mainly to
the défénce of fhéir pockéfs." (12)

Bééausé of tﬁe apatﬁy of most of fhé mémbérs of thé gubérniia
commitﬁéés towards émancipation, thé progréssives within ﬁhé,
govérnménf, Lanskoi, Miliutin and ofhérs, decided to invite thé
minorify opinion in each gubérniia comittee to attend the géntry

convéntion held in the capital. This convention of gentry deputies
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was held in St. Peterburin August 1859 with 44 delegatés from
the 15 non-black-soil provinces. This convéntion was originally
calléd by éﬁe government to act as its advisory body in questions
arising out of the reform proposals. As thésé minority opinions
générally favoured a libéral emancipation, thé main purposé of
such an invitation was to givé the Tsar the impression that

the gentry as a whole was not éntirely opposed to réal réform.(13)
In thé first convéntion only thé répréséntativés of thé non-black-soil
régions weré invitéd and Unkovskii played a most significant part
in the deliberations of this convention. But even if the spirit
of this convéntion was moré in liné with the wishés of the libéral
bureaucrats, its réprésentativés were not even allowed to méét

the main commitfeé, which was from then onwards réducéd from

an advisory Body to a panél of information. Before the con-
véntion, Lanskoi had submittéd a secret mémorandum to the Tsar,
(according to many, this memorandum was actually drafted by

N. Miliutin) which stated the three main opinions of the nobility,
but stressed that the majority were against any sort of abolition
of serfdom. So, the main purpose of the mémorandum.was to inform
thé Tsar about thé dominant génfry opinion. Conséquéntly, thé
géntry of the first convéntion met with an unexpéctedly cold
résponsé from tﬁe government.

The bureaucrats who were real proponénts of émancipation
feared a possiblé entente between the aristocratic-oligarchic
éléménts of the géntry and thé conservatiyé elements of the
bureaucracy which would constituté an open and powerful préssure
group vis-a-vis thé Tsar to force him to withold the progréssive

part of the proposed emancipation. In the words of Nicholas
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Miliutin, the immediate aim of the aristocratic parfy was "to
réplacé tﬁé‘legislation with some kind of defined rulés, so
that emancipation would remain only in words without the
soluéion of thé mosf'vital économic quésfion" (14L. Somé of
the mémbérs of thé provincial commitféés, éspécially the
membérs of the Tvér commitﬁéé,féaréd such a‘réacﬁion from thé
_ govérnmént. This is évidéncéd by tﬁé following rémark by
Evropéus, an éx—Pétrashévist and an important mémber of tﬁé
Tvér commitﬁéé; "thé timé has comé géntlemén, fo undérstand
that the utilisation of rights is not an exclusive privilégé
of one class; we must fulfil our obligations in réspéct of
our sociéty. At the présént time our consultative mééting
alone has the légal right to enter into discussion of the
quéstions of social utility and to serve as the only légal
guarantéé againsﬁ thé arBitrarinéss of tﬁé buréaucracy; fhé
éntiré opprésséd people do nof undérstand anything,... and aré
afraid of évéryﬁhing; the buréaucracy has in view only its
personal advantagé, diféctly opposéd to thé intérésts of fhé
entire sociefy and the will of the soveréign émpéror."(lS)

At fhé timé of the séssions of thé Main Committéé and thé
, gubérniia commiﬁtées, fhé Tsar bécamé appréhensivé aBout thé
mood in tﬁé counﬁry. He was bécoming impatiént with tﬁe long
deliberations of tﬁe committéés. He feared that the péoplé,
after having been képt waiting so long, would become impatiént ,
or would revolt. As a précuation,hé sanétionéd tﬁe regional
Govérnors to usé more power and ordéréd them to kéép military
pérsonnél réady at hand. N. Miliutin and a few others tried to
persuadé fhé Tsar not to take any hasty measurés that mighﬁ
infuriafé fﬁé massés and fhus placé thé govérnment in a défénsivé

position. But the Tsar went on with his precuationary plans
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and asserted that "in'déspérafé circuméfancés.déspérafé méasurés
have to be taken" (16).

The Ediéorial commissipn was appoinféd in Marcﬁ 1859 and ié éndéd
its procéédings on 1o£h Ocﬁoﬁér 1860. The main poinﬁs that were
considéréd imporéant in fﬁésé procéédings.wéré the norms of alloéméné,
the extent of ﬁhé.éémporary-oﬁligafory périod and the value of the
rédémpfion payméné. 'The norms were fixed in such a way that the
péasanfs‘wéré déprivéd of somé poréion, in somé cases a suﬁsfanfial
porfion, of éﬁé land fﬁaé éﬁéy'wéré'uéilising undér fﬁé sérvilé
régimé.-'Tﬁé editorial comﬁission concédéd the vested interests of
the noBiliéy and released a schedule of.rédémpéion based on over-
valuation of the land. This scheme tied the péasanfs to another
form of.sérvilé'BondagéAfor not .less than 49,yéars.

Tﬁé'cﬁairman of éﬁé commiésion, Roséovésév, in spiié of ﬁis
éarly indifféréncé io iﬁé-causé of abolifion, on Bécoming a mémﬁér
of fﬁé Main Commiégéé, Eook up ﬁiS'éask in the éditorial commission
with real enthusiasm. He considered éﬁé'fask to be a 'slorious -
causé'. "In fﬁé'éarly parﬁ of 1860,.jus£v5éforé he diéd and knowing

that his work was unfinished, he appealed to the Tsar not to.be

afraid of the conséquéncés’of a real reform. (Gosudar' ne boites' .
‘was éﬁé lasﬁ sénééncé in ﬁis.lééﬁér) (17). Aféér fﬁé,déafﬁ of

! Rostovfsév; fﬁé Tsar sﬁowéd ﬁis cﬁaracfériséic irroéolufion By
appoinéing iﬁé'arcﬁqréacéionéry Couné Panin as éﬁé chairman of
the commission. AS one author has apély.rémarkéd, "Panin, for
whom reaction was not.mérély a policy, but a state of mind,.ﬁéﬁavéd
liké'aufﬁoriéy incarnaéé, wiéh wﬁip in Hand. Hé confésséd on a
famous occasion,“as a.wéaléﬁy landownér, I consider the matter of
émancipaéion‘éo.ﬁé a privaéévaffair of the landlords." (18)
Dzhanshiev summed up Ehé cﬁaracfér of Panin By'saying fﬁatAﬁé

suffered from 'pﬁofopﬁoﬁia' (svéfoﬁozazﬁb. (19)
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Lack of fixity of(purposé was évidént in all tﬁé décisions
tﬁaﬁ Aléxandér I1 fobk concérning abolition. Iné one spéécﬁ he
ériéd;to'hastén the préparéfion of the méasuré, in anofhér he
tried to appease the gentry. Russia had had her own share of
court infrigués and'palacé plots originaﬁing in the nobility.
Conséquéntly fﬁé;Tsar;was afraid éo go tofally agaiﬁst it. At
tﬁé samé éimé Hé knéwlfhat éhé péasant quéstion would Havé to
bé solvéd. Tﬁésé two muéually opposéd factors, coupléd with
his péculiar psycﬁological maké#up, tﬁaﬁ is, "an imﬁénéé capacity
for lacﬁrymosé sénéimentality and splénéfic péevisﬁnéss,vbut also
an ovérwhélmingindoléncé'of will, a lack of diféction or even
convicﬁion"(Z@)playéd a vital role in the final outcome of aBolition
proposals.,

Wﬁén tﬁé éditorial commission finishéd its work and submittéd
the draft Statutes to the Tsar for final approval, the intention
was to déclaré fhé abolition of serfdom on the 19th FeBruary 1861.
But affér going fhrough tﬁé Statufés, thé Tsar Bécamé cdﬁvincéd
ﬁﬁa; fﬁéré woul& be widéspréad uprisings as soon as the provisions
of fﬁé Staﬁufés réacﬁéd fhé péasants. Exfrémé‘preqantionswére
taken: miliéar& units were sent to all corners of Russia so as
to bé aﬁlé to wipé out évén a faint tracé of 'inéuﬁordinatioh'.
One Wondérs if a ruling circle ﬁas ever been so fearful of thé
cdnséquéncé of granfing fréédom to its péoplé. This véry féar
éxplains tﬁe half-héartédness of thé proposals. A limited
liberation from above conceived to forestall liberation from
below is no liberation at all,

The govérnmént officials close to the Tsar did not doubt

that the decree, when announced, would, instead of offering
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unbounded satisfaction and délight to tﬁe massés, infuriafé
thém.v So, thé govérnmént madé élaborafé arrangéménts to

induce jubilation among the péoplé. But these did mot bear
fruit. Excépt for tﬁe‘supportérs of thé govérmnént, no oné
could seé any spirit of freedom émanating from ﬁhé manifésto.
Pértsov's unpublisﬁed diary¥*vividly dépicfs thé résponsé of

the massés to tﬁé manifesto and fhé buréaucracy's déspératé
aﬁtémpts to prove that the péoplé wéré délightéd By the

Tsar's grant of freédom.(Zl) Millions of copiés of fhé
manifésﬁo wéré printéd, disfributéd“and cérémonially réad.

But théy were at last accéptéd with complété indifféréncé.

Here is how one author describes the situation: ﬁThéy (tﬂé
sérfs) only undérstood oné fact, thaf wﬁeréas théy had béén
bond, éhéy had bécomé fréé. It fook fhém a long wﬁilé fo

grasp that tﬁéy would have to.pay héavily for their fréedom,
and not one piécé of the wide land of Russia was to be had
without paying for it. When someone who could read tried to
intérpréf the,ﬁérms of'thé deal to thé othérs, he was floggéd
for his pains.'"(22) Pokrovskii, while déscribing the immediate
posf-reform conditions of thé péasants oncé said, "never were
fhé péasants flogééd so violéntly as in the time immédiatély
following the publication of the manifesto of the émancipation".
In many casés,ﬁof coursé, the administration was relieved of
the nécéssity of flogging the péasants because of the_simple
fact that thé péasants wéré complétély déprivéd of thé faculty‘
of undérstanding what fréédom méant. Tﬁé burdén théy Had borné
-was so héavy that in the course of time théy had become Stultifiéd,
I. Ignatovicﬁ déscribés such a situation in thé gubérniia of
Kursk, wﬁére an officer naméd N. Réshétév wént to read ouﬁ the

manifesto to tﬁé-peasants of a landlord named Kharkevich. They

* See Sons against Pathers - E. Lampert.
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could not undéfstand a word "having béén succéssfully transforméd
into animals in human form." (23)

Even from a cursory examination of the Sfatufés, it is clear
fﬁaﬁ the énéiré abolition scﬁémé waé préparéd for tﬁé advantagé
of tﬁe nobility. According to afticlé 8 of the géneral Statuﬁés,
the landlords were guaranﬁééd that no land éxcééding the extent
stipulatéd By thé iocal étatutés Would ﬁé fakén frdm thém under
any circumstancé. Article 11 obligéd tﬁé péa;ants to pay com-
pénsafion évén for théir usad'ba. According ﬁo article 12,
tﬁe"peasants were énfitléd fo acquifé holdings of land for
constant use (af tﬁis sﬁagé fhé quésfion of ownérship has not
been ménﬁionéd) onl&vﬁj:tﬁe consent of théir landlords and there
is‘no pénal provisionzin that articlé if the landlords réfuséd
to givé tﬁéir consént. According to article 18,‘thé landlords
wéré givén the traditional powérs, Articles 21 to 30 on civil
righfs, in wﬁich‘thé péasants wéré grantéd thé.right to marry
freély and to lodgé complaiﬁés againsé any injusticé inflictéd
on fhém By ﬁhéllandlords, were définitély liberal in spirif,‘
Bué the language of fhé articlés was such gs’to‘obfuscaté any
'réadér and to énsuré that tﬁé péasant would nof understand what
his rights wéré, fhéréby prévénting him from faking advantagé of
them. Arficlé 31 conférring the rigﬁt of propérty to the péasants
contradicts arqiclé 12. Sﬁcﬁ contradictioné betwéen différent
articlés aré noticéablé throughout tﬁe Statutés.(24)

IE had bécome customary that whenever there were some grounds
ﬁralégal disputé Béﬁwéen the rich and thé poor, the former got
ﬁtﬁé Bénefif of the doubt. The provisions of the Stattes are a
sériking casé in point. The reactiqns of two authors to the
Sfatutés may bé of intérést in this connection; "Tﬁésé laws of

1861 were so verbosé, so full of variablessso loaded down with
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’ qualificafionsvand éxcéptions and in général so asfonisﬁingly
involved and complicated fﬁat if is difficulf to undérstand how
many sérfs could évér By anypossibility havé known what rights
might be hidden in this législaﬁivé ﬁéysﬁack." (25) _"Tﬁé only
conclusion to bé»drawn from thé émancipation Statutés thémsélvés
is that théy réprésénﬁ in tﬁé last analysis a chartér not for
the péasants, but for the landlords." (26)

If oné looks at thé méchanism for thé alloﬁménﬁ of land and
for redémptibn paymént in various {égions, oné séés a contrast
of attitudes bétwéén'thé landlords of the black-soill areas and
those of tﬁé}non-black—soil{aréas. The Eomésﬁcﬁiki of the
black-soil région wantéd a deal without land to ﬁhé péasant or
witﬁ a minimum allotment of land réducéd to His housé and py4¢,
Tﬁis promptéd Princé Cherkasskii to commént that the serfowner
is a monopolist ovér fhé most valuablé commodity - thé black
soil, Inbﬁhé non-black-soil régions, tﬁé émphasis évidéntly
was on éhé rédémption of pérsons, but as Liasﬁcﬁenko puts iﬁ,
Wﬁen pérsonal rédémption proved to bé impossiﬁlé in opén form,
~ a solution was f;und in excessive land valuation which included
pérsonal rédémption in a hiddén form."(27)

In t?é 16 black-soil provincés fhé post-reform land allotmént
éxcéédéd thaﬁ of the pré-réform days only in fhé casé of tﬁréé
provincés; Tula, Voronézﬁ and Kharkov. In 12 provinces, thé
post-réform allotménfs weré 1owér than those of pré-abolition
days. In ﬁhé provincé of Oryol tﬁé allofmént remained uncﬁangéd.
In the provincés of Kiev and Podol the allotment was gréatly
reduced from 6.6 and 5.5 déssyatin pér pérson to 2.1 and 2.2
dessyatin pér pérson. Taking the 21 black-soil provincés, the
reform resulted in a réduction of 26.2% in:the allotment. On

thé other hand, in six samplé obrok dominatéd non-black=-soil
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provincés namély, Vladimir, Moscow, Kaluga, Pétérsburg'Novgorod,
and Smolénsk, tﬁé poét-réform allofménf was ﬁighér fhan thé
pre-réform allotmént. Taking all thé 15 EEEEE dominatéd non-black-
soil provincés thé amount of réducfion of allotménﬁ dué to réform
was 9.97. According to an éstimaté by Proféssor Y. Yanson, 5
.dessyatin in black soil and 8 déssyaﬁin‘in non-black-soil areas
were the minimum.requiréménf for the subsisténcé of a peasant
family. But after reform thé allotment avéragéd only 2.45
déssyatin pér pérson in the black-soil and 4.3 pér pérson'in the
non-black-soil régions. The follo&ing'tablé givés an overall
picturé of tﬁé land allotmént Béforé and aftér thé aBolition of
serfdom: (29)

Change in Peasant Land Allotment in 43 Provinces .

Land undér péasant Land pérmanenfly allotnd Decrease compared
tillage before 1861 to peasants under.the  with pre-reform allot-

.reform procedure ment
(déssyatin) (déssyatin) (dessyatin)

35,196,734 33,755,658 - 1,441,076

Not only the sizé\of allotmént, but alsa the hugé rédémption wﬁich
: fhéAfrééd péasanfs were obligéd td pay (espécially in the non-
Elack-soil régions) cléarly sﬁowéd fﬁaﬁ fﬁé sérf-owners wéré éhé
ultimaté gainérs. Apart from the additional holding, tﬁé land-
lords of fhé black-soil régions éxfracféd a rédémption valué

60Z higher than the value of land in 1854-1858 and 25% more
Eﬁén the linéarly éxtrapolatéd value for the samé in the period
1863—18721 For the non-black-soil région these differences were
120% and 907 réspéctivély.(30) The only région which did not
éxpériéncé an inflatéd pricé of.ré&émption was thé wéstérn
provincés and this again reflects tﬁé advantagés of the serf-

owners in these provinces. It is interesting to cite Liashchenko's

7
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comment on the whole affair: "If we computé the éﬁfiré prémium
collécted by thé landowners for tﬁé porfion of land dééacﬁéd
from thém, it sééms evidént fhat théy sold land at a pricé
well above avérage pricéspré#ailing at fﬁé timé in the Black-
soil Belt, at 12.5 rubles pér déssyaéin, and in tﬁé ﬁon—Black-
soil‘zoné at 15.2 rubles pef déssyétin. This was indeed a
paymént to éhé 1andownér in‘rédémption of thé péasant pérson,
a payménf for fhé kérf-souls;formally cﬁargéd against tﬁé
landlord. 1If we relate this cost spécifically to that which
it actually‘réprésénted, namély pa&ménﬁ for the 'serf-souls'
it would seem that the landownérs, Having.récéivéd in ﬁhé
rédémptioﬁ operafion thé éntiré value of thé land, obféinéd
addifionally, as a result of the inflated rédémption valués,
anut 36.1 rublés pér 'serf-soul' in the black soil Eélt,

and as much as 62.3 rublés per pérson in the non—black-soil
belt." (31)

Thé nét outcomé of all thésé différént aspects of the so-
called émancipation was that after the passing of the decree
fﬁeré énsuéd widéspread and unprécédéntéd unrést among tﬁé
péaéants. Thé péasants thougﬁt éhat a néw decrée was in the
offing, containg 'real fréédom'. One of the most well-known
and tragic of such revolts was the incidént at Bézdna, where
thé péasants under thé léadérship of oné Anton Petrov refused
to accépt the Tsarist manifésto as a chaftér of réal fréédom.
Their résisténcé was so sfubborn that the govérnmént résorted
to systematic suppréssion by milifary units. Several hundréd
péasanﬁs were sﬁot déad and Pétrov was summarily éxecutéd.
This was not an isolated incident. 1In fact from March to July
of 1861 not a single provincé was free from more or 1éss massive

protests against the ill-conceived emancipation. The following

table will illustrate the extent of peasant resistancé:
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Tible showin&fhé number of péasanf revolts (March—Ju1L1861)

Province ' Number of Revolts

Marcfl April May Juné July Tofal

Vilno 2 1 2 - - 5
Vitebsk 3 4 3 1 - 11
Vladimir 1 2 6 - - 9
Vologod 1 - - - 1 2
Volyn - 1 1 - - 2
Voronézﬁ 2 3 1 - - 6
Viat 1 - - - 1 2
Grodnéri ' 1 1 ~1, 1 - 4
Ekaterinislav - 2 1 1 - 4
Kazan - 5 4 - - 9
Kaluga 1 4 A - - 9
Kostroma - - 1 - - 1
Kiev - 1 1 - 2 4
Koven 2 2 | 1 10
Rursk 1 1 1 - 1 4
Minsk - - 1 - - 1
Mogulév 1 2 2 2 - -7
Moscow 2 - - - - 2
Nizhégorod - 1 2 - - 3
Orén‘burg 2 1 2 - - 5
orlov 1 2 1 1 - 5
Penzen 1 6 5 - - 12
Perm 2 6 2 1 1 12
Podol - 1 1 - - 2
Poltav 1 - 1 - - 2
Pskov 2 2 1 - - 5
Riazan 1 2 -6 - - 9
Samara 2 3 1 - - 6
Sf. Péﬁérsburg - - 4 - - 4
Saratov 1 1 1 - 1 4
Simbir 1 2 2 1 - 6
Smolensk - 1 24 4 - 29
Tambov 2 2 1 1 - 6
Tvér - 2 - -

Tula - 1 - -
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‘table contd.

Province ' , Number of Révolts

March April May June July Total

Kharkov - - 2 - - 2
Kherson - 2 - 1 - 3
Chernilov - 4 5 - - 9
Yaroslav 1 1 2 - 7
Total 35 69 106 17 8 235

(Compiled from the book Krest'ianskoe dvizhenie v 1861 godu

posle otmeny krepostnogo prava. Moscow 1949)

The peasants showed their rejection of the 'false freedom'

-

not only in revolts, but also by refusing to sign title

dééds (ustavnayé gramotj) affér fﬁé aﬁolition. In July 1862

out of 20,108 sucﬁ dééds iséuéd 9687 rémainéd unsigned;(432
of the total). By the end of the same yéar, out of a total
issue of 73,195 fiﬁlé dééds, 36,782 wéré not signéd, that is,
moré ﬁhan 507. Thé péasants réfuséd to sign fhésé documénts
Bécausé tﬁéy considered them fraudulent. By the Béginning
of 1863, fﬁé pércénﬁagé of unsignéd dééds was 57.9%7. (33) It
should bé poinﬁéd out tﬁat obtaining ﬁﬁe signaturénof the
title deeds was the résponsibiliﬁy of the mir and so the
numbér of unéigned déeds mighf undérstaté tﬁé number of
péasants dissatisfiéd with tﬁe reform. Héré again thé péasants
took tﬁis action because théy still believed that a new charter
of real fréédom would be granted.

This situation in Russia produced a great impression on
Chernyshévskii, and had a considerable influence on the formation

of his views.



PART TWO

Cﬁérnyshévskii and the abolition of Serfdom
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CHAPTER ONE SUPERIORITY OF HIRED LABOUR

This chapter will be mainly concerned with Chérnyshévskii's
viéw;on the agrarian sifuation aftér tﬁé publication of the Nazimov
réscript of 20th November 1857. As ﬁas been pointéd out éarliér,
the publication of this.réscripﬁ was received with gréat
enthusiasm by all sections of the intélligéntsia.(l) It was felt
thaﬁ aﬁ last a spluﬁion was béing sougﬁt for tﬁé agé-long problem
of serfdom. Cﬁérnyshevskii.Shareddihisfreacini‘to'somé extent.
From 1858 onwards he publishéd a séries of articles in the journal
Sovremennik (of which he had become the principal editor) dealing
mainly with different aspects of sérfdom and suggesting ways and
means by which serfdom could be abolished. He published two studies

under the titlé, '0 novykh usloviakh sel'skogo byta', of which

the first expresséd his provisional view of the réscript. Théy
Weré concérned mainly with the quéstion of the economic supériority
of hired labour ovér forced labour and that of thé rolé of the staté
in changing the economic situation in a sociéty.

Initially Chérnyshévskii hailed the Impérial réscript as
soméfhing the significancé of which could only be compared with tﬁe
| reforms undértaken by Pétér the Great.(2) Whether he génuinely
welcomed the réscript or indiréctly and surréptitiously ironised
about itsﬁféal implication is difficult to détermine. Cénsorship
régulations even after the relaxation usually associated with the
béginning of Alexander II's reign, made it véry difficult to
publish anything outspoken, .let alone anything that quéstionéd
official state policy. Théréforé, even if Chernyshevskii had
«wantéd to condémn the‘rescript, hé would not have béen ablé to do

so. The fact that he publishéd anexerpt from K, D. Kavelin's

manuscript, 'Zapiski ob osvobozhdenii krest'ian v Rossii' (1855)
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in the second of tﬁe two articles mentioned above is sométimés
taken as evidence that he génuinely Welcoméd the réscript,
since Kavelin's suggésted basis for reform was far from béing
radical. But Cherﬁyshevskii of course did not agréé with
Kavelin and was simply publicizing all opinions supporting
émancipation.

Voluntary or Hired Labour and Forced Labour -

,vChérnyshé?skii.beliévéd that a transformation from a con-
dition of forced labour to hired labour was not only économically
désirablé but impérativé. In thé‘intérést of the entire Russian
economy, at any rate of thé rural économy, the abolitiqn of
serfdom was théréforé the first stép in this transformation of
the labour forcé., He élucidatéd this viéwpoinﬁ in a polemic
against L. V. Tengoborskii, a contémporary économist whose book,

Etudes sur les forcesgproductives de la Russie, he attacked.

Chérnyshévskii préfacés his argumént against thé supportérs of
forcéd labour witﬁ tﬁe following.rémarks: ﬁWé must first of all
discuss the viéws that,in tﬁé présént stagé of dévéloPment of
Russian 1ifé, thé'preservation of serfdom could bé advantageous
to tﬁe rﬁral_economy, that witﬁ the liquidation of forced labour,
thé quantity of arable land would be diminished. We would not
be surpri;éd to héar such views from people who say that thé
earth is stationery and the sun revolves round it, or who assume
that wé aré richer than othér Europeans bécause of the prévalénce
of serfdom in our country: but it is surprising that, to: thev
disgracé of sciénce, there aré péoplé, apparently acquaintéd with
- political economy, who stubbornly talk of the value of serfdom

for agriculfuré" 3).
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This was statéd ; propos of tﬁe arguménts and figurés ﬁut
forward in Téngoborskii's book and réproducéd in detail by
Chérnyshevskii. The number in the two categoriés of peasants
(sérfs and free péasants) given by Téngoborékii wéré;(A)

(a) No. of serf péasants Gnalé only) 11,683,200

(B) No. of free péasants (male only) 11,687,500

According to this éétimaté, the numbér of the two kinds of
labour was almost équal. Hé (Téngoborskii) wént on to say that
if account wéré takén of thé fact tﬁat on many estatés the

landlords had substituted obrok for Barshcﬁina, it would be

found that two;thirds of thé total numbér of peasants wére frée,
because Téngoborskii had reckoned péasants in obrok as free
péasants. And so, in Tengoborskii's opinion, serfdom could

not have sucﬁ a strong influence on agriculture as was claimed.

Hé goes on to argue thé nécéssity for forced labour in agriculture
in some parts of Russia. He conténds that (a) Russia had
insufficient capifal to introduce rational,agriculturé with hiréd
laBour on all hér arable land; (b) in ﬁany regions the pricé of

tﬁé agricultural ﬁroducts did not producé enougﬁ surplus to cover
tﬁé cost of production; (c) 1in thé provincés whéré theré aré

poor trading institutions, wiﬁh littlé furnovér of monéy, it was
much moré"hélpful\fo fhé péasants to fulfil tﬁéir obligations by
labour than to pay any sort of rent in monéy. He says that in

many régions the poor péasants who were in.égzgg wanted to go back
to barshchina because they found that those who were in barshchina
wéré bétter off. Hé also quoted Baron von Haxthausén on the
necessity of préserving sérfdom in some regions of Russia, including
even Yaroslav, an infertile provincé.(S) Haxthausen says in éfféct
that "if an estate in Yaroslav were offered to any one, on condition

that he should manage and cultivate in the same manner as in Central
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Europé, thén he would réfusé it. Nof only would ﬁé derive no
advantagé and.receivé no income from if, 5u£ he would lose a
considerable sum of moﬁey évery year.

"Thus in these northern districfs, agriculfure cannot be
pursued on large estates as a profitablé spéculation: nor can
it be abandoned, for it is aBsolutély nécéssary.and in an
inland country aloné supplies tﬁe méans of subsisténcé for man
and béast.’

"Under présént circumstancés,I should say that large
pr0priétory farms can only exist in these districts in two ways;
eithein as corvée éstablisﬁménﬁs, where thé landownér has not
himsélf to maintain lybourers, étc.(in other words, to éay none
of the farming expénses) or as ordinary farms with hired workmen
and caﬁtlé, but united with manufacturing industry by means of
which the labour not réquiréd for agriculturé migﬁt be constantly
and profitably employéd.‘

"That there should be a certain aﬁﬁig; of large;agriculfural
éstablisﬁments in these districts I considér absolufély nécéssary.
Without them no progréss in'agriculﬁure(wﬁicﬁ is more needed in
Russia than is.genérally'acknowlédged) can be imagined. But if
the existence of these largé estates is necéssary for the imprové-
mént of‘agriculturé, tﬁé conséquént Wélfaré of the péople, sérfagé
cannot,yéﬁ bé,abolishéd; it may however be régulatéd by land, with
fixéd amouﬁts of labour and limitation of the landowners' powér,
such as the ukase of ZﬂSéptembér contémplatéd."(6)

Téngoborskii asserts that the Russian peasants were not subject
to the kind of arbitrary fixation of obligations that was the
practicé with the French peasants and he mentions the ukase of 1797
of Tsar Paul which placéd an uppér limit on barshchina obligations

of three days per week. Along with this, Tengoborskii maintains
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that time and moral progress transform the nature of the obliga-
tion and that little by little 'natural' ohligation is trans-
formed into an ohligation of.rent. He also emphasises the
regional divergence in the nature of ohligations and in some
cases finds special justification for them. Tengohorskii says,
“Haxthansen'Quite correctly says that the emancipation of the
peasants must’definitely be solved with a view to regional con-
ditions and mnot uni formly throughout the entire empireﬁ(7). In
support of this'Tengoborskii contends' "in those reglons, where
the land is not fertile and is unsnitable for cultivation, where
production does not meet the needs of the tiller, where hehas

to find another occupation as an auxilliary source of subsistence
and for the payment of obllgations,the change—over from barshchlna
to personal rent is as advantageous to the peasant as to the
landlord: but it can be advantageous to both sides only in phces
where it is easy for the.agricultural worker to find an occupation.
For these reasons there are voluntary agreements of this kind in
a large number of plaees where arable land is scarce, where there
is man?power and time to snare, and where well-paid jobs are
easily to be found. On the other hand, in places, where arable
land is abundant, where the soil is fertile, where the harvest
exceeds’the needs of the population, and where at the same time
there is a good market for agricultural produce, it is often
advantageous for the landlord to cultlvate hlS fields on the
bases. of harshchina, In these places barshchina does not affect
the welfare of the agricultural lahourers and when barshchina

is replaced hy 29325, this generally takes place by mutual agree-
ment, to the satisfaction of both landlord and peasant..... It
is extremely difficult to regularise all these circumstances by

laws based on general, predetermined principles." (8).
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Chernyshevskii's rebutall of Téngoborskii's viewg is a
méstérly piécé of ldcid thought and irony. He starﬁs with the
cﬁargé made by Téngoborskii against many économists who think
thatvserfdoﬁ is an inefficient way of tilling the land.
Chérnyshévskii éxprésses surprisé at the word 'many’ énd says that
one might just wélllsay that many aséronomérs tﬁink that thé
éarfh'movés round thé sun; hé says the sﬁatéménf sﬁould bé,

v with the éxception of the author of thé’book 'Etudes....'

and Haxthausen - all the économists".vé(Q)»He then deals with

tﬁe mattér of obrok. Chérnyshévskii conténds that tﬁe amount

of gézggtfhaﬁ a péasant has to pay incréasés with evéry chﬁngé

of thé‘ownér as a géneral rulé; tﬁére aré exééptions of course,
But tﬁese éxcéptions prové the general rulé. He also mainﬁainéd
that the obligations of obrok paymént increased several times if

é péasant,remainéd wiﬁh thé samé landlord for a considerablé

time. Tengoborskii on théooontraryf believed that the peasant
in_éhzgg may Be considered a free labourer and the fixation of
gbzgk is made by a voluntary agréement. Chernyhyshevskii asserts
in fhis connéction that of the two méaﬁ;availablé to thé landlords
for receiving incomés,'it is obrok tﬁat discouragés the péasants
ffom tilling their holding with real zeal. The péasant knew that
if he showed initiative and started to cultivate moré, the obrok
would invari;bly increase in proporfion to the rise in the volume/6f
ﬁisproducﬁion, if not more. (10)

Tﬁere is no doubt that 25525 aSSuméd a parasitic character in
the économy of Russian serfdom. It became more parasitic when iﬁé
EEESE peasanfs had to leavé theirvillagés in pursuiﬁ of some gain-
fui occuﬁation which would enablé-thém to méet their obrok obliga-
tion. In such circumsfances, thé logical basis of the payménts to

.the landlordwas doubtful. Chernyshevskii was aware of it and
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spélled it out in an articlé publishéd in 1859 undér thé titlé,

'"Ustroistvo byta pomeshchich'ikh krest'ian! He examined the

légal basis of sérfdom in fhis.articlé and conténded thaﬁ sérf-
dom consistéd in the appropriafion of powér by tﬁé landlord

to fofcé the peasants to settle on his land to do agricultural
work for his profif.' Only that and nothing élsé was involved

ih serfdom. The jurilical and police authorities enfdréé&; the
obligéﬁibn of the serf to do agriculfural work., "It is éasy

to prove this", he says,"Lét us assume that a tailor or a shoe-
makér, a serf who lives in a towndand pays obrok, returns to the
villagé and says to ﬁhé landlord, 'I¢' do not want to pursué'my
trade and PaY.QEESE" Can the landlord say that such a peasant
will not Bé fulfilling his obligation if he régularly pérforms
barshcﬁina?, Ask tﬁé policé officér or the !justicé of péace of
éhé districé: it would appéar to all that if the péasant is

réady to go over to barshdina he is fulfilling his obligafion
and fhé landlord cannof complain of tﬁe fact that hé (thé peasant)
is onlj a tiller and not a trader. Conséquéntly, if obrok is
récéivéd froﬁ somé other occupation bésidés agriculturé, it is
only an arﬁifrary\substituion for agricultural barshchina which
alone is appértaining to serfdom." (11) Tﬁe Sovieﬁ historian
Yatséviéﬁ présénés an interesting case of a nobleman who put his
péasanfs on bbrok, sént thém to St. Pétérsburg to work and tradé,
and wﬁen iﬁéy had accumulatéd sufficiént money, calléd thém Back,

took away the money and transferred them from obrok to barshchina.

(12) Chérn&shévskii then présénts a case in this article where
landed propérty due to its smallnéss of sizé or the inferﬁility
of its soil, cannot givé sufficiént income to the landlord to

maintain his pérsonal commitménts, or pérhaps doés not feed the

peasants at subsistence level. In this situation legalized
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sérfdom, that is, tﬁé tilling of land By forcéd labour Bréaks

down. He raises the juridical quesfion of wﬁéﬁhér the land-

lords havé any right to démand gézgk_whén fhé péasants léave

théir éstatés. According fo Him, fﬁé law of sérfdom pérmifs

thé landlords to recéivé rént in wﬁaiévér form it may be so

long as thé.péasants are on thévtérrifory of their estates.

If thé landlords . resort to transférring fhé‘péasants to obrok

and sénding thém away to éarn monéy for the landlord, they aré

violating the bounds of serfdom ~ spécified by the law.

Chérnyshévskii asserts empﬁaticaliy that "besides serfdom our

law does not récognise any other basis for rights over persons,' (13)

which impliés evidently that fﬁé right to pérsons is éﬁly valid

so long as fﬁé mastérs and sérfs aré Within a légal rélationsﬁip

witﬁin sérfdom. But sincé that was not the case anywhére, the

landlords resorted to more éxploitation of the péasanfs on obrok

By forcing them to pay monéy rént and éxérﬁing their présuméd

rigﬁt fo pérsons whérévér théy physically éxisted; he concludes

that "in point of fact obrok is almost always in excess of sérfdom;

it is the utilisation of the right to persons under conditions

whicﬁ conﬁradict thé Basic charactér of serfdom" (14)
Chérnyshévskii analyséd the effects of barshchina obligation

to refute Téngoborskii's contention that this obligation was not

disadvantagépus to the peasants. According to Chérnyshévskii,

altﬁougﬁ during the reign of Tsar Paul tﬁe maximum limit was

fixed at 3 days a weék, in most cases the limit was either ignoréd

or appliéd in such a fashion that the peasants ﬁad no time to till

their own holdiﬁgs.;'Hé‘rémarks sarcastically that since

Tengoborskii's énfiré information was based on Haxﬁhausen, hé

could not know how tﬁe préscribéd ﬁhréé—day labour was carriéd

out since Haxthausen does not deal with the matter. Chernyshevskii
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déscribés oné way of circumvénting the limit: ﬁhé péasants
Wéré supposed to work, say, on Monday for tﬁé landlord,
but it so happénded tﬁaf tﬁé weather was Bad on that day, so
the landlord shifted tﬁe work to a latér day when the weatﬁer
was fine. As a résult the péasanfs would losé a day for théir
own cultivation, and if the weather remained unfavourable for
a.féw days in a wéek, thé péasants would not ﬁave évén a singlé
day to work on their ﬁoldings.(lS) Similarly,thé péasants
would be made to till the masters land conﬁinuously during
périods most favourable for cultivation. Only afﬁer finishing
thé landlord's land were the peasants,pérmittéd to work on their
own. In tﬁis way thé péasants would be puf in the poéition of
working most productivély for their mastér and least productivély
for themselves. (16)

4 Moreover this method of utilisation of forced labour involved
the fixation of fiaglo by an évén numbér, i.e 2 or 4 étc. And
if any ﬁouséﬁold had only oné work—hand, then nécéssarily he had
to work twice fhé timé that he would havé Workédvif the allotmént
or work was fixed on a unit composéd of individuals. As a con-
séquenéefhé workhand of such a houséhold could nevér evén stép
into his own allotment éxcépt occasionally in the middle of the
night, if hé wéré,not by then complétély exhaustéd., Also the
law was soméﬁimés floutéd and péasants wéré forced to work moré
fhan ﬁhreé days pér Weék. All fhésé casés undérhinéd thé
crédiBility of Téngoborskii's arguments that Paul's ukase fixing
fhé tﬁrée day limit made serfdom léss burdensomé. a7
Chérnyshévskii characterised TéngoEorskii's éxplanations as
spurious since fhéy‘ failed to take into account the real
sifuation as régards thé usé of forcéd labour by thé landlord.
Apart from the fact that forcéd labour led to moré exploitation

of the peasants, Chernyshevskii also showed the economic
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inéfficiéncy of forcéd labour in thé productivé sphéré during

the period under review. His analysis was succinct, the facts
were conclusivé and ﬁis conclusion was Brilliané. Heré aré

a few éxamples.of the factual évidéncé adducéd By Chérnyshévskii.
Hé cités an éxamplé of an éstaté, wﬁéré tﬁe incomé aftér abolition
went up by tﬁrée times. The findings of a Danish Ministér,
Count.Bérnsdorf, who found that on His own éstate, average
productivity rose By mofé than 3007 whén hiréd labour was sub-
stitutéd for forced labour. s confoundéd thé Danish ;andlords
who oﬁjéctéd to the abolition of serfdom on the grounds of
unﬁrofitability. A statistical survéy, originally conducted by
Zﬁufavskii in tﬁé provincé of Kiev showed tﬁé éxtént éf fhé
wastage of man—-days in unproductiVé laBour sundér sérfdom.
According to this survey, in estates with 250 adult workers the
total numbér of ﬁan—days in barshchina comes to 45,000 a yéar, of
which only 12,000 werévgenérally utilised for cultivation. This

comprised approximately a quartér of the total barshchina days.

Wﬁat about thé rémaining thréé quartérs of thé working days? Most
of them were spént on activitiés which were virfually unproductive.
For éxamplé, 1,900 days wéré spént on thé gardéns of fhé mastéré
who had an army of house-serfs to do the job. Ovér—manning of
thréshiﬁg machines also accounted for 5,800 man-days. This ia
a glaring example of 'disguiséd' unémploymént of serf-labour.
Tﬁis is evidenced by Zhuravskii's estimate that the total number
of man-days that were necéssary for all the work in the province
of Kiev was 17,500,000 and the total number actually used was
no less tﬁan 65,000,000.

Thé concépt of 'disguiséd' unémploymént was not éxplicitly
stated by Chérnysﬁevskii as it was later by the Norwegian économist

Ragner Norkse and the Bolshevik leader PreoBrazhénskii in the



105

twéntiés of this cénfury, buf fﬁéré is not fﬁé sligﬁéést douBf

thaf hé cléarly undérsfood tﬁé working of éﬁis fype of

unémployment in agriculfuré Wiﬁﬁin fﬁe péculiar social frame-

work of serfdom, where the availablé man-days of labour in most

casés far éxcéédéd tﬁe socially uséful laBour réquiréﬁénﬁ.
Chérnyshévskii concludes tﬁa£ this undéruﬁilisation of productivé
powér is a général phénoménon noé péculiar to Kiev aloné.

This conclusion is followed by an analysis of the extent

of diseconomy prévalénﬁ in agriculuré baséd on forcéd labour.
Cﬁérnysﬁevskii assumes that the labour cost at the level of
féchnology prevalent in_agriculturé at that time in Russia com-~
priséd half of the working capifal and in most casés léés than that.
This waS‘quife a réasonablé assumption to make. According to his
calculation, fﬁé total cost of agricultural producﬁion in Kiév

would bé 14,500,006 silvér roublés; adding a net profit of 107,
thevaggrégaté normal priéé of the entire producé of the same

provincé would amouné to 16,060,000 silvér roublés. But

ZﬁuraVskii's findings sﬁow tﬁaé thé fotal incomé in monéy terms

of fhe Kiév province was 7,123,380 silver rouﬁlés, which is even
less than the labour cost alone if propérly computéd.(lB) This
diséconomy wasj,according to Cﬁérnysﬁévskii, dué to thé éxisténcé
of,forcéd'iabour; Thé naturé of thé labour cost in such a productivé
activity has alréady been discusséd in an earlier cﬁaptér* where this
was shown to have heen an important reason for éxploifaﬁion of serf
labour By éﬁé landlords fo augménf tﬁéir incomes, involving diminished'
productivityApér man-day and .leading to a vicious circle of
»diséconomy. (19) Chérnysﬁévskii attributéd thé growing indeBtédnéss
of the landlords to this unprofitable form of producfion rathér than

»._See Chapter one of Part one
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to indulgéncé in luxurious living and conspicﬁous consumpéion which
somé Writérs have assuméd to Bé tﬁé causé. "Tﬁe ruin of fhé
landlords fﬁémsélvés is fﬁ; mosé evidenﬁ conséquénce of forcéd
laBour. Thé account of tﬁé crédit instiﬁutions as fo fﬁé exiénf

of morfgagéd ésfatés and fhé publicaﬁion of fﬁé figurés of salé of
thésé éstatés dué to non—paymént of ﬁhé loan unfortunately show
only too cléarly that this scientific truth is confirmed By the
facts of our lifé. Recéntly a schoiar - he should remain anonymous =
triéd to prové that our éstaﬁés aré noﬁ (as weall know them to_be)
burdened with debts. The answer tg this frivolous joké‘was a
bitter smile on the lips of all readers to a man. A landlord whose
éstaté is not mortgagéd is a rare éxcépfion with us.- ' Correct
information about the amount of the entire indebtedness of our
landlords' éstatés has nof béen colléctéd, but it is cértain tﬁat
with évery year thé burdén of thésé deBts has incréaséd and at the
présént timé Russian éstatés aré tﬁé most Burdéned with loans of
all thé.éstatés of Europe:QZO) Hé then states, ",..one can talk
about éxfravagant lifé, about négléct of one's affairs. But
firstly, all tﬁesé and othér secondary causes aré insufficiént to
account for an accumulation of débts so-/-pfffﬁ?iiﬁ so largé;
secondly, extravagancé and negléct of oné's affairs arisé mainly
from a fuﬁadméntal‘évil to which a limit is now béing imposéd."(Zl)
Chérnyshévskii conténds fhat becausé the landlords had an éasy
means of incomé from sérf labour, fhéy nevér took pains to make
fhéir productivé activitiés economic.

Cﬁérnyshévskii ﬁhén procéeds fo criticisé TéngoEorskii's
statement that "in those regions, where trade and indusfry are
wéak, where there is littlé mdnéy in circulation, it is more
benéficial (udobno) for fﬁé péasants to fulfil. théir obligations

Ey labour rather ﬁﬁan by paying for the rent of theland in money.
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Chérnysﬁevskii contends that even if such a state of affairs is
morepracéicaﬁlé, it is noé désirablé.

", ..If in fact tﬁé filling of some fiélds in Russia were
possiElé only undér fqrcéd lanur, fhén Whaf would follow from
this? It would follow only tﬁaf somé fiélds do not jusﬁify thé
labour néedéd, and the sooner their culfivaﬁion, which is
disadvanéageous to tﬁe staté, is sfoppéd, the better for the sﬁafe."
(22) .Héré_again Chérnyshévskii ;éférs'to the existence of’: )
'disguiséd' unémploymént in fhé économy of serfdom and so he does
not considér any ﬁroductivé aciiviE& worth pQrsuing unless it is
économic. Thé éxisténcé of an abundant supply of fprcéd labour
cannot bé a jusfificafion forindulging in économic acti?itiés
which are harmfgl both to the state and the sociéty. "If, I,
ufilising privilégés granféd to me By the sfaﬁé, decided to grow
forésés in tﬁé Vologoda or Viaﬁka provincés, in Wﬁich, as iﬁ is,
tﬁéré is foo mucﬁ forest, I woﬁid.doubtleéé'SUCcéed in growing_a féw
déssyafins of forésts in my plantation. But it goés without
saying ﬁhat fﬁé salé of this forést would not by an’méans covér my
éxpénsés and my planﬁation would only be viablé if the govérnmént
were to givé a grant évéry yéar to/covér my lossés. What then
follows from such a state of affairs? I sﬁall only contribute to
fhé ruin of fﬁé sta;é supporting my uneconomic production; thé
staté should fhéréforé stop its assistancé....; I sﬁould mysélf
feel Bound to put an énd to my unéconomic production and turn to
some otﬁér occupation thai would be not ruinous but advanﬁagéoﬁs to
the state.” (23)

Tﬁé poinf at issue is whétﬁér it is économically self-
déféating to uphold a systém tﬁat pérpétutatés fﬁé indébtédnéss of
tﬁé landlord. If also shows thé nééd for maintaining a position

of economic equilibrium in production. As is well-known,
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équilibrium in producfion is a function of revenue and cosé and
évén if fhé latééf is indétérminaté,undér forcéd labour any
réasonablé computafion of fﬁé laBour cost will ;évéal thét‘in
mosf'casés it,togétﬁér witﬁ tﬁé cost of raw matérials is noé
safé-guardéd by tﬁé salé of agricultural producés in thé préséncé
of forced labour. 1In thé prévailing circumsfancés,fhéréforé, thé
rural économy of Russia ran consﬁantly undér loss (économically
spéaking)-and Chérnysﬁévskii held that no one with any knowlédgé
of économics could possibly supporf such a staté of affairs.

"An énférprisé", he says, "which does not cover its cost
by the sale of its products when producéd By forced labour is
ruinous to tﬁé staté, and tﬁe soonér if is sfoppéd thé béttér for
the prospérity of the state". (24)

TéngoBorskii’took Yaroslav, one of fﬁe most infértilé régions
in Ruésia,’to prové the jusﬁifiaﬁilify of serf labour and Cﬁérnysﬁévskii
criticisés him for His généralising from an afypical samplé.

Chérnyshévskii introduces a criterion for asséssing whether
forcéd 1aBour was advantagéous in any région in Russia. This
criterion was originally forumulated by a pré-Smithian économist,

T. Tucker and . . an exponent of the labour fheory of value. In

1774 Tuckér,publisﬁéd a Book undér tﬁé titlé, "Four Tracts and Two

Sermons on Political and Commercial Subjécts" in Which he dealt

éxhausfivély with the quéstion of the éfficiéncy of servile labour
in agriculturé. The criterion was based on population dénsity.

If tﬁé bopulation density excééds or is équal to a certain numbér,
then cultivation by free labour is more advantageous; if, on the
”otﬁér hand, it is léss than tﬁat numbér, servile laBour is more
advantagéoust Taking into consideration the whole of Russig,
Chernyshévskii ﬁriés to apply this critérion and ﬁis arguménts are

as follows:
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"Oné of tﬁé circumsfancés on wﬁicﬁ ihé advanfagé or dis-
advantagé to‘thé landlord of ﬁiréd labour as comparéd with forcéd
labour dépénds, is fﬁé populafion dénsiéy. Tﬁé smallér fﬁé
population of tﬁé coﬁnéry tﬁé moré advantagéous is forcéd laBour
ﬁo fhé landlords; tﬁé dénsér fﬁé populafion fhé moré advanfagéous
to them is hired labour. Tucker made a séudy of this and found
ﬁhat wifh sixty six pérsons pér squaré milé, ﬁiréd laﬁour Bécomés
moré advanfagébus fo tﬁé landlord fhan forcéd-laﬁour. This‘
figuré is foo ﬁigﬁ, as wé shall séé Eélow; and évén in a popula-
tipn of léss than sixty six pérsoné‘pér squaré milé hiréd laBour is
more profitablé Eﬁan forcéd laﬁour; tﬁis wé will prové. But let
us try fo apply to Russia fhé figurés wé find in Tuckér. In order
to apply fﬁém in Russia,,wé musﬁ také into account two circumstancés:v
the sizé of fﬁé urban population and fﬁé amount of infertile land.

“In the count?iés, which Tucker had in mind (wésﬁérn EurOpé
and North América), the urban population forms at least onesthird
of the entire population. Iﬁ Russia it forms hardly ten pér cént,
~ including thé capifals,and in tﬁé gréatér parﬁ of the provincés it
is under nine pér cent.

“1In wéstérn Europé and Nortﬁérn América, the amounﬁ of land
unsuifaBlé for crops is limited: five or six pér cent of the entire
aréa of ﬁh; térriﬁory; in Européan Russia infértilé lands occupy
more than onéffhi;d of the entire férrifory. These two factors
must be considéréd, if one is to apply the figurés givén by Tucker
to Russia.

“ Qucker's estimate of) 66 persons per square mile amounts to
1400 per geographical square mile. Out of this (total density),
the urban population in western Europe and North Amerieais not

less than a third, so 966 persons constitute the rural population.

Those provinces in Russia where the size of the rural population

exceeds this figure therefore satisfy the conditions sfipulated
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But land in England was moré.fértilé,than in Russia and Tucker
dévélopéd ﬁis criférion on the Basis of the férfility of England.
Cﬁérnysﬁévskii éhéréforé adjusféd Tuckér's estimates according to the
régional infértility of soil in Russia. According to Cﬁérnyshévskii,
in Voronézﬁ,ATula, Podol,ANizhninovgorod and Tambov, éhé pércéntagé
of infertile land islsmall, that is 3 to 87. This proporfion is ﬁot
wlike fhaé wﬁich Iuckér énvisagéd, But in fﬁé provincés of
Orénﬁurg and Kﬁérson half of thé'land was inférﬁilé; in Ehé provincés
of Ekaférinislav, Sfavropol and Tavficﬁ, the amouné of inférﬁilé
land is largér ﬁﬁan‘fﬁé amouné of férﬁilé land. Ié would‘5é>mis1éad-
ing, according £o,Cﬁérnyshévskii, éo-faké into account the numﬁér
of péoplé filling barren lands, where no increase in pofulafion is
likély Eodoccurwand wﬁéré no workérs can be émployéd.

Cﬁérnysﬁévskii now proposés to deduct 5% of fﬁé Tuckérién
criterion of 966 péfsons in the rural aféa to make an adjuséménf
for.fﬁé numbér éf workiﬁg ﬁands'in inféréilé aréas; (26)

First of ayl, he considérs,éﬁé areas .where the working hands
are mostly-sérf péasants and sfaéés.fﬁaﬁ.théré is positivé
évidéncé thaf ﬁiréd laﬁour is found ﬁo Bé moré advanfagéqus éo
landlords in tﬁésé aréas.

He ﬁﬁén poinﬁs out fﬁaﬁ in almosﬁ évéry area of Russia, the
populaﬁioﬁ dénsityJis above Tuckér's lévél, and so ﬁiréd labour is
more advanﬁagéous than sérvilé labour. "The régions of the Russiai
émpiré", he séafés, "wﬁicﬁ do not have forcéd laﬂour at ﬁﬁé'préséné
time either Bécausévof the higﬁ dénsiﬁy of its rural populaﬁion
which attained such a level that h%réd labour becomes more
advantagéous fo fﬁé landlord ﬁﬁan fﬁé fOrcéd‘laﬁoﬁr or according Eo
other local conditions which hasvléd to such an économic sifuafion,u

embraces almost the entire area of Russia and its population amounts
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to 63,000,000, In all thésé.régions forcéd laBour for fﬁé landlords
is less advantagéous fhan hired labour."(27)

I have quotéd Chérnysﬁévskii éxténsivély in order to show
fhat hé'was an ardénﬁ supportér of fréé laBour and so was a champion
of émancipation of serfs. Bufvﬁé ﬁas nof, as will be seen 1atér'
an advocafé of fﬁé‘création of fréé landléss péasants, a féaturé
péculiar fo England during thé industrial.révolufion wﬁéré ifvwas
assuméd thaﬁ tﬁé éxisféncé of sucﬁ péoplé, Hisforically_spéaking,
was a pré—condition of capifalisf dévélopménf. Chérnysﬁévskii did
not advoeate the 'abstract' freedom of the foiling massés, i.e
a méré légal or formal fréedom. Tﬁat is why all his a;guménts
againsf fprcéd laﬁour wéré noé aiméd at créaﬁing a condition in
Russia.réminiscénﬁ of tﬁé days of the infamous énclosuré movémént
in England. Tﬁis Willbé.évidénﬁ latér when his various rédémption
~ plans will Bé éxaminéd. Hé not only protésféd against ﬁﬁé moréli
injusficé inﬁérént in rural sérvifudé but also cﬁalléngéd it on
économic grounds.

.Référring again to Tuckér's criférion, Cﬁérnyshévskii asks
whétﬁér forcéd labour is indispénsablé évén in régions witﬁ
1éss tﬁan 966.pérsons pér.géograpﬂical squaré milé. if this wéré
tﬁé casé théré would have been partial jusfification, économically
spéaking;.fbr sérﬁilé laBour. But taking ﬁhé régions of thé Unitéd
States of America as évidéncé, Chérnyshévskii tries to prové that
in areas of low population dénsify,fréé labour is efficient. With
the Hélp of tﬁé Américanpopulation figurés of 1850 in the régions
where there was free labour, Chérnysﬁévskii showed that even with
" a populafion dénsiﬁy of less than 66 pérsons pér Englisﬁ squré milé,
fréé laﬁour éxisﬁéd, and fhus was présumably most advantagéous.

He quotes, (a) Vermont, Massachussets, Connecticut and other New
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England sﬁaﬁés wﬁéré fhé population dénsify was 43.07 pér English
squaré mile or 915.géographica1 squaré milé and (B) thé north-
western sﬁafés of Indiamg Illinois, Micﬁigan and othérs where the
population.dénsity was 16.75 pér English squaré milé or 356 pérsons
pér.géograpﬁical squaré milé.(28) Tﬁus fﬁéré was no réason fo
favour forcéd labour anywﬁéré wﬁéré culfivafiég fook placé, sincé
thé population.dénsity évérywhéré in Russia éxcéédéd 16.75 pérsons
pér English squaré milé: évén in tﬁé Yaroslav provincé whicﬁ
providéd the test case for the arguménﬁ the population dénsify was
66 pérsons pér squaré milé. )

In discussing tﬁé advantagés of free labour, Cﬁérnyshévskii
atfaﬁﬁés importancé to fﬁé rolé of fﬁé sfaté, monarcﬁial or
otﬁérwisé, as thé pnmotér of a moré progréssivé form of production.
He quotés Roschér, foundér of fﬁé Historical School of Economics
whom.hé diségrééd witﬁ in many ofﬁér réspécfs, But who sharéd
his view of the Bisﬁorical role of monarchiés in doing away with
slavéry. Roscher dealt with different typés of economic formations
in different hisforical épochs. Here is one of his éxplanations
of the décliﬁéof servile labour in different counfriés.

"Tﬁé progréss of civilisafion incréasés tﬁé Burdén of labour.
As thé démands of luxury grow Eﬁé gulf séparaﬁing thé mastér from
the sérvéﬁts or thé péasants widéns évéryday. As thé industry and
commerce dévélop the mastér finds it moré and more advantagéous
to demand éxcéssivé labour, ... the last bridle that could check
ﬁﬁé grééd, Bécomés wéakér whilé the demoralisation of mastéré and-
the sérvanés grows in proportion to the incréasé in luxuries... that
T is wﬁy among almosf all naﬁions, in the coursé of the dévéiopmént

of civilisation, state power endeavoured to abolish forced labour.
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4Thé autocrétic monarchiés of all nations saw the nécéssity of
aéfing énérgéfically against fhé forced laBour and in favour

of the betterment of the lot of the lover classes. In Italy
Frédérick II émancipatéd all‘tﬁé slavés of the state. In

England Alfréd thé Gréat atfémptéd to libératé tﬁé slavés, thougﬁ
unsuccéssfully. 2Wilhé1m I had moré succéss. Quéén Elizabétﬁ
accomplishéd in England what Frédérick IT did in Iéaly. Even in
Russia, Tsar Ivan III réstoréd fﬁé fréédom to thé péasants which
fhéy lost during the Mongol dominafion; but again fhéy lost this
right in the din period of the beginning of the 17th century when
the importancé of tﬁé nobility in thé staté affairsiingréaséd;

In Bohémia, when tﬁé nobiliﬁy bécamé sfrongér during Vladislavé II
sérfdoﬁ préviously abolished was again.réséoréd. Wﬁén the Danish
aristocracy Bécamé‘strong in fhé govérnménf théy also subjéctéd the
fréé,sétglérs to servile domination." (29)

Roschér tried to link fﬁé;growing influence of the nobility
in state affairs with the restoration of sérfdom. in quoéing him
Chérnyshévskii was implying tﬁa; a dominant génﬁry class and free
labour did noﬁ go toéétﬁér.

But tﬁé main quéstion in Chérnyshévskii's timé was whether the
govérnménf could justifiably intérféré at all in thé innér working
of the ééénomy asQa whole. It was the héy-day of laisseg-faire,
laisséz—passér and that was the only conceivable view of-économics.
The sacrifice of the group interest (évén if the group constituted
the ovérwhélming majority in sociéty) for wealth of 'the nation' was
considered nécéssary,and no one quéstionéd the assumption that the
g économy was a sélf-régulating systém, wondrously adjusting itself to
fﬁé.best pqssiblé stafé. But this is what Chérnysﬁévskii did
quésfion. Hé éndorséd the inférvénﬁion of fhé staté, if undértakén

in the best interest of the society. Often he referred to common
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sense (zdravyi smysl') to justify this. Common sense tells us that

the prosperity of a nation is inséparably linked up with the well-
being of the masses. ChernyshevskiiAwas a normative economist. He
reacted against the indifference of the policy makers towards the
miserable plight of this'majority of the people: the indifferénce, he
said, was due to their resolve to s;crifice concrete reality for an
abstrécﬁion, concrete people fof sbstract nationhood, narod for

. Co . : /cogceptual . . . .
natsia. This being the /£ ' o i L foundation of the dominant school

of economics in Chernyshevskii's time, the question of social evil of
forced labour was ignored. "We will make full concession to the
theory which says that the government must ﬁot interfere in poljtico-
economic relation", Chernyshevskii writes; "let us assume that the
government must never, in whatever fdrm and under whatever circum-
stances, concern itself with matters; which are subject to the
operation of politico~economic principles. We have expressed the

law of the independence of ecénomié labour from administrative
measures with a more unqualified insisfence than even the most ardent
supporters of this system (the system of forced labour). Well,

what follows from this? The government must not undermine the
.indepeﬁdent activity éf politico-economic relations; so what sort

of principles will not be the concern of the government? The answer
is‘politico-économié principles. Now does forced labour belong to
politico-economic ﬁrinciples and are the relations arisihg from it
within the ambit of the laws of political economy?... According

to Storch, "forced labour is not within the scope of political
economy; it is completely alien to the group of conceptions and
relations subject to this science and its laws. All the scholars

pursuing political economy, from Adam Smith to Roscher are in

aéreement with this." (30)
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Chérﬁyshévskii atfacks with irony fﬁé upholdérs of thé idéa
thaf an analysis of forcéd labour doés not concérn fhé sciéncé of
political écoﬁomy. He s%atés, "tﬁus whatever you think about the
,dépéndéncé of polifico—économic principlés and relations on the
govérnmént, or théir indépéndéncé of it, your politico—économic
Eﬁéoriés do nof concérn thémsélvés aﬁ all wifh fhé quéstion of
forced labour." Chérnysﬁévskii 'agkéﬁi if the quésﬁion of forced
labour is not fﬁé concérn of poliﬁical écénomy thénlwhaf sorf of
pﬁénoménon is if? "Forcéd labour is a pﬁénoménon, complétély alién

"a

to Ehé 1aws>of‘political économy", he continues ironically,
Hiséorical phénoménon 6f quité a différén£ ordér. It both arisés

and is uﬁﬁéld in opposifion to all économic principlés; Eﬁis
phénoménon is pufély historical, arising out of relations and events
Bélonging to the ambit of poliéics, military affairs, administraive
powér, buf not in thé leasf to political économy. It (an analysis
of.forcéd labour) plays iﬁe parﬁ of an obstaclé fo dévélqnént<f political
économy." (31) In briéﬁ Chérnysﬁévskii wants to impréss upon his
readers the ridiculousness of fﬁé»attémpf of the fhéoréticians

)

of polifiéal économy to avoid tﬁé analysis of forcéd laﬁour. Forcéd
labour consfiﬁuﬁéd a major sﬁaré in ﬁﬁé working forcé in ﬁﬁé
agricultural sécﬁor of Russia at éﬁat éimé and iﬁ was thé obligation
ofvthé péiiéical économis% to analysé it caréfully.

Now Chernshevskii pufs forward his own idea of the role of
the govérnméné in economic mattérs. He émpﬁatically asserts that
tﬁé govérnmént.undér all circumstancés musﬁ comé forward wﬁéﬁ ﬁﬁé
welfare of iés,péoplé is éndangéréd. In his opinion, the role of
the govérnmén£ is that of tﬁé guardian of thé péoplés' intérésﬁ.

"The government has not only the right, but it has,according to the
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démands of all économisfs, a dirécf duﬁy fo.rémové from fhé
nation allythé oBsfaclés fo éhé working of fﬁé éssénfial parﬁs
of the economic structuré. If in a state there is absence of
saféty on roads, this hinders the dévélopmént of economic 1ife
and so thé/govérnménﬁ not only can but is oBligéd to make the
roads safe. In a similar way, all economists would agréé that
tﬁé govérnmént isrobligéd ﬁo support jusficé With all its powér,
to observe thé.fulfilmént of confracfs, to punish criminals and
so on. Précisély iﬁ the same way it has a duty in réspéct of
free laBourJ'(32)

’  Cﬁe;nyshévskii did not proposé that political economists
should sfudy forcéd laBour as an autonomous subjéc£ but arguéd
ﬁhat if oné considéréd hiréd labour propérly, forcéd labour had
to bé considéréd also.

According to ﬁim, ifvfréé laBour is an élémént of invéstigar
tion in fﬁé‘sciéncé of political économy, iés corollary;forcéd
labour'should also.bé équally fréaﬁéd. As will be évidént latér
this was one of the cﬁaractéristic ways By which Cﬁérnyshévskii
atfackéd fhé arguménfs of his opponénfs, ufilising their own
aséumptions fo refute fhéir réasons for upﬁolding principlés which
Chérnyshévskii considéréd régréssivé. The éxpréssion, 'all
: éconcmisés would_ggrée' was uséd éo préfacé thé viéws of tﬁaf body
of economic opinion which did not involve a belief in the infalli-
bilify or uncﬁangéability of tﬁé doctrine of laisséz-fairé, laissez-
passér. Hé calléd tﬁé Russian répréséntativés of tﬁé English
Classical Scﬁool (Vérnadskii, Bézobrazov and otﬁérs) 'économists

of a backward school' (ekonomisti otstaloi shkoly); by 'all economists'

he meant those who opposed this school.(33) His reference to the
'danger in the road' has been interpreted by K. A. Zhuravlev,a Soviet
commentator on Chernyshevskii, as a cryptic demand for nationalising

the landlords' estates without compensation. The reason for such
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cryptic léngﬁagé is supposéd fo ﬁavé Béén fﬁé vigilanﬁ cénsorship.(34)
While it is true that Chérnyshévskii had to éxpréss his radical

viéws in allégorical and otﬁér indirécf ways, Zhuravigv'ginférpréta-
tion of the 'dangér in the road' is not énfirély credible because

in 1858 Cﬁéfnysﬁévskii'was not yét éﬁinking in terms of émancipation.
In fact he himself formulated a number of rédémption schemes and

hé wantéd'to assémﬁlé éé thé ﬁimé fﬁé wﬁolé Body of prO-Labclitidny
opinion around his journal Sovréméggi&. This accounés for fhé
inclusion of a long éxtérptfrom Kavelin's important 'Zapiski ob

osvobozhdenie krest'ian' in which not only the redémption of land,

but also redemption of persons was recommended.
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CHAPTER TWO CHERNYSHEVSKII AND HIS REDEMPTION SCHEMES

When the abolition of serfdom became the talk of the day
after the publication of the rescript, Chernyshevskii himself
put forward some schémes of redemption. His thinking was
focussed on two matters. Firstly, as has been mentioned above,
he emphasised the economic neceésity of abolition and,vin doing
so, he tried to rally liberal opinion around him; even though he
differed on many fundamental issues with it. This was just a
tactical manouvre to isolate the anti-abolitionists. Secondly,
he took up the question of redemptign payments. It became quite
clear to him that abolition without any burdening of the peasanté
with redemption payments was the only correct sélution,.but
that it was unlikely to occur. Indeed he foresaw that the gentry
would pﬁt forward arbitrary and excessive claims of redemption
to the government, ﬁhich would find it difficult to ignore the gentry's
interests. In order to prove that excessive claims by the gentry
in éase of abolition would be unfounded he presented hi§ own calcula~
tions of norms for redemption and these were published in Sovremennik.
He also wanted‘to SHow that the financial burden on the government
‘would not/‘ne?essari%z.hea#y if abolition were carried through.

In 1858, he published an articlé under the title, "On the .
necessity of Keeping to the Most Moderate Sums (of money) in

determining the amount of redemption payment." (?0 neobkhodimosti -

derzhat'sa vozmozhno umerennykh tsifr pri opredelenii velichiny

vykupa') (1). He examined the inter-play of ecénomic factors that
usually entered into any scheme of determining redemption payment.
First he dealt with the length of the period of redemption payment.
He understood rightly that the official scheme of redemption would

be formulated in such a manner that the peasants would have to pay
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oﬁér a long Dériod of fimé and during this péridd fhév Woﬁld havé
to réméin in a cohdiéion of sémi-sérfdom,évén if fhéy wéré légallv
libéraééd.

"But évéryoné pronosés;" he says, "a sum for rédémption
sucﬁ as cannot be paid By fhé péasanfs af oné iimé: éo that it
is générally accépféd that the rédémpéion must be spréad oﬁér a
numbér of yéars. Thus éﬁé accounf will not bé closéd in oné
instalment andifhé péasanfs will remain debtors for some fimé.“(Z)

Hé assérﬁéd fhat tﬁréé cohdifions Bad to ﬁé takéﬁ into con-
sidérafion wﬁilé éxamining the léﬁéth of the péridd for répaymént
of débfs by tﬁé péasants. Tﬁéy wéré: (a) fﬁé amount of thé
principal, (B) fhé raté of inﬁérésf and (c) tﬁé amouﬂtvof tﬁé
annual payﬁént tﬁaf would répay the principal plus fﬁé inﬁérést
on fhé outsfanding balancé. So, (a) tﬁé moré thé capiﬁal, thé
longér would bé tﬁéitimé to répav undér a condition of fixéd raté
of intérésﬁ and annual payménf: (b) fﬁé highér the rate of intérést,
tﬁé more prolongéd would Bé fhévtimé for total répayménﬁ if fhé
amounf of instalmént and capiﬁal rémain fhé samé: and (c) thé moré
the annual payménf the quickér will be tﬁé fépaymént,‘if the
principal and raté of intéréstare fixéd. (3) As an illustration he
takés 100 rublés as fhé amounf of annual pavmént to répay botﬁ
tﬁé capiﬁal and fﬁé intérést accumulaféd on tﬁé outstanding balancé.
He first considérs the léngth of timénécéssary with varying amounts
of capifal. Cﬁérnyshévskii présénﬁs the following table to démonstraté
his point.(4)
Gapital RuBlés

1000 JS00 2000 2500 3000 3300

Years (¥) 12.06 20.22 30.99 46.88 77.89  155.77

Total Payment 1206 2022 3099 4688 7789 15577
Necessary

(*) nécéssarv for paying off the débt
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According fo tﬁis faﬁlé,(fﬁé calculafions aré corrécf fo fﬁé
.néarésé infégér). 'Iﬁé'différéncé in the amount of payméné
incréasés éxponégéially as fﬁé capi£31 incréasés. As is
: évidénf from fﬁé'aﬁové‘faﬁlé 46.88.yéars aré réquiréd éo pay
off a debt of 2500 rubles at an annual paymenf of 100 rubles
at 3z, whereas the corrésponding figuré for 1000 rubles is
only'12.06.yéars. "Again if the .debt incréasés only By 500
ruﬁlés, fhé.déﬁﬁors ﬁavé fo waié for an addiéional 16.73
yéars (46.88 léss 30.15Ayéars)f ﬁﬁé aBové éaﬁlé also cléarly
démonsérafés fﬁé gréaf incréasé in prémium fhaﬁ the déﬁéors
would have to pay Wifﬁ a moderate incréasé of capifal. ‘Ey
a séraigﬁfforward arifﬁmétical'calculafion it canlbé seen
that an increase of 50% of capiéal,'fﬁaé is from 1000 rubles
éo 1500 ruﬁlés would méan tﬁaé Eﬁé déﬁéors would Bé compélléd
to pay a prémium ofvﬁéarly 17% morévpér unit capifal.' This
prémium goés on incréasing'as the amount of capital incréasés.
In the sécond éxamplé Cﬁérnysﬁévskii considers the role
ofléﬁéirafé of inférésé, 'In this case he éxaminés the effect
of a cﬁangé in the rate 6f inférésf with a consfané'capifal of

|
/

1000 ruﬁlés and a conséanf annual payméné of 50 rublés. (5)

Taﬁlé

Rate of -

& 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.9
Interest

Period of . _ ‘
Payment 41.06 42.69 44.54 46.71 49.24 52.30 56.16 61.24 68.6682.76
(n years)

Total .
Payment 2052 2139 2227 2335 2462 2615 2803 3062 3433 4138
(Rubles)
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As is évidént from thé taﬁlé, an incréasé of tﬁé raté of
inférést of 0.97 incréasés tﬁé périod of paymént'from 41,06
yéars to 82.76 yéars i.é the total paymént is more than
doubléd. So, as soon as éitﬁér the capifal for fhé intérésf
éxcééds a modérafé valué,ﬁﬁé répayménf of tﬁé.débf By tﬁé
péasants will nof only faké a véry long périod but thé wﬁolé
amount will Eécomé Burdénsomé for fﬁém.

In fﬁé'tﬁird éxamplé he assumés an annual‘payméné of 125
ruﬁlés; by kééping fﬁis payménf constant he examines the
nature and périod of paymént under varying-capital and rafés of

interest.

- Period . Paymént.

Capital Rate of  necessary Total Sum of Interest

P Interest for paying to .be paid alone Col.5

off less Col. 1
1000 3 9.29 1151 rub 25 kop 151 rub 25 kop
1200 34 11.90 1487 " 50 " 287 " 50 "
1400 4 18.05 2250 " 62 " 850 " 62 "
- 1600 44 28.95 3618 " 75 " 2018 " 75 "
1800 5 41.64 5205 " 00 " 3405 " o0 "

2000 6 74,18 9272 " 50 " 7272 " 50 " (6)

As 1is évidént/from fhé above taBlé, with a constant incréasé
of 200 ruBlés of capifal and a 47 incréasé of raté of intérést
(éxcépging tﬁé last row), the périod and the amount of paymént
Bécomé éxcéédingly large and the prémium ovér the original capifal
(col. 5) also increase éxponénﬁially. All these éxamplés were
introduced by Cﬁérnyshévskii to émphasizé one basic point,Athat
only a moderate and a bearable debt by the "emancipatéd"
peasants had a méaning. Tt cannot be ascertained from Cﬁérnyshévskii's
writing at this time whether he was a supportér of some kind
of rédémption or whether he was totally against any sort of

.redemption. It is very possible that in criticising so strongly
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rédémption schémés in Whicﬁ moré tﬁan,véry modératé rédémption
" was ﬁo Bé paid, Hé'was obliquely hinting at thé view he latér
éxprésséd opénly ﬁhat no rédempfion paymént at éll should Bé
paid. IE musﬁ bé borne in mind that évén if hé had wanted to
say soméfhing spécific on this issue in thé bést interésts

of ﬁhé péasants, He would not have beén able to do so bécause
of ﬁhé cénsorship. He émphasiséd the reference in the réscript
to tﬁe.Béttérmént of tﬁeir (tﬁé péasants') condition in many
of his arguments in support of his views on émancipation.

When he published excerptsfrom Kavelin's article in Sovremennik

in ordér to advance the cause of émanciﬁation with land grant
he had to face an attack from the cénsorship authority. In
réply fo ﬁhis he maintained that the réscript did not simply
use fﬁé éxpressions 'libération ' or 'émancipation' but

'betterment of their condition’ (uluchshénié ikh Byta) and he

adds, "it follows that tﬁélwill of thé émpéror‘is that thé
émancipation of péasants should bé accomplished in such a way

as définitély to bring about the béttermén& of their (thé péasants)
condition.”" (7)

The implicatioa of Chérnyshévskii's ﬁypothétical redempéibn
schemés as évident in taBlés 1 to 3 is thé£ burdénsomé rédémpfion
was incompatible with the béttérménf of tﬁé.condition of the
péasants. Thé bééférménf of tﬁé condition of the péasants was
thé séaféd ;Bjécﬁivé in the réscripf. He also said that heavy
rédémption payment may be of immediate advantagé to the créditors
in quantitativé financigl,térms, buﬁ in tﬁé long run would cause
tﬁé ruinationiof fhé débtors, that is thé péasants, so that thé
véry economic purposé for wﬁicﬁ aBolition was designéd would bé
defeated. Assuming that the govérnmént could Bé, in the last
résort, at the.récéiving end financially after the peasants had

been émancipaﬁéd, a heavy rédemption payment would kill the
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_ goosé £Ka£ laid the goldén‘égg and fﬁus proyé unéconémic.
" ven ariéﬁmééic sﬁowsr'cﬁérnysﬁévskii,oﬁsérvés;'"éﬁaé'grééd

is noé a£1 all économic; éﬁaﬁ, on the confrary, fﬁé“énﬁly‘

prudéné is as modéraéé as possiﬁlé in ﬁis démands; wé only

ask at iﬁis poiné that the crédiéors sﬁould as far as possiﬁlé
‘ calculafé précisély, wﬁaﬁ fﬁéy will.géé if éﬁéy are modéraéé
- and wha; the conséquéncés will Eé if their démands are
éxcéssivé or immodéraéé." (8)

At fﬁé.ﬁéginning of 1859, Cﬁérnysﬁévskii puﬁlisﬁéd a most

' compréﬁénsivé treatise on'rédémpfion_payménfs in §gz£égé§gggg'

under the tiﬁle; Ustroisfvo‘hyfa pomésﬁcﬁicﬁ'ikﬁ”kresf'ian - 6:

truden 1i vykup zemli? ~This dévélops further the préviously

formulated minimum scheme. In the meantime the Main Committee
wﬁicﬁ was sét up fo.récomménd fo fﬁé émpéror'ways and méans for

the successful abolition of serfdom had almost finished its
déliﬁérafioms and fﬁé'frénd of iés.récomméndaéion was Bécoming
vquiéé éransparéné fo Cﬁérnyshévskii. Iéfis éﬁis éﬁaﬁ'madé him puﬁ
forward his own compréﬁénsivé plan of.réd;mpéion which would be
fruly in the interests of the péaéanfs, rather than of the landlords,
as was the case in official projécés. The purposé of this papér
was fo sﬁow tﬁaé tﬁé landlords aré énéiéléd only fo a véry low
rédémpéion payméné,and in some casés to no paymén£ at all., As ﬁas
Béén éxplainéd abové, Cﬁérnyshévskii was éntirély opposéd fo ﬁhé
idea that fﬁ;,rédémpéion payméné, if spréad ovér longér périod,
would be éasiér for fﬁé péasanés to bear and this he ériéd io prové
By concrééé éxamplés. He also.réaffirms ﬁis éarliér viéw that "the
rédémpéion of land givén over to péasanés who were formérly sérfs,
présénés to many, almost all, a véry.sérious proﬁlém ——-- Some
deceive fﬁémésélvés By masking fﬁé-difficuléiés, By ﬁaving récoursé

to such phrases as 'it will be easy for the peasanfs to pay such-
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and-such an annual instalmént' or in this way the peasants will
quickly be able to répay the loan for their land.' It is
sufficiént to look at the figures produced by these (péoplé who
think rédémption payment can bé métv 'éasily' and '"quickly")ito
see that the matter is neither 'éasy'mpr uick'., It will be
cléar to almosf évéryoné thaf tﬁe péasants would havé to pay
rédémpfion monéy for land in excess of thé_ghzgg which théy ﬂavé
fo pay now and if would take 30, 35, 40 years or even longér,
to répay in full. How can it be 'éasy' or 'quick'? The

' figurés do not corréspond to the accompanying words. '...Many
péoplé wﬁo argué aBout thé péasant quéstion Say opénly tﬁat tﬁé
.rédémpéion of land at fhé présént tiﬁé is difficult, almost
impossiblé and tﬁat if would Bé Béftér to défér tﬁe measuré to
tﬁé fuéuré."(9)’ Ihéré was a view current in économic circlés
at tﬁé fimé that thé staté'financés wéré incapaBlé of providing
the nécéssary funds to compensaté the landlord (in anticipation
of répaymént By the péasants) if the programmé was carried out
in a shorfér périod. Thé financial debaclé of the Criméan war
' and the genéral economic crisis of 1857 wéré staﬁéd to bé‘thé
reason for tﬁis.

In replying to this thinking Chérnyshévskii said, "political
economy opénly affirms that the sum of the capital acquiréd by
oné genération from thé precéding onés is very insignificant in
comparison wifh the aggrégaté of values producéd by the labour of
this generation. For éxamplé, the entire land bélonging td the
French nation with all its buildings and évérything insidé thém,
with all its sﬁips and cargoés, with all its cattlé, all its
monéy and all ofhér wéalth Belonging to that country hardly
comprisés a value of a hundred™illiard francs; and the labour

of the French péoplé producés annually a value of fifteen or more
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milliard franés, that is, in not more than sévén.yéars fhé'rréncﬁ
péoplé.pfoducé an aggrégaﬁé of values équal to the value of the
whole of France from the Englisﬂ chamnel to éﬁé‘PyréneéS;. It
follows éﬁaf if éﬁé Fréncﬁ ﬁad fovrédéém fﬁé wﬁolé of Francé from
soméoné, Eﬁéy could do ié in fﬁé coursé of oné générafion, using a
fiféﬁ-par& of éﬁéir incoméjbr,rédémpéion. And how doés the maﬁéér
stand with us? Is it the wﬁolé'of Russia with all ﬁér wéalfﬁ that
nééds to Bé.rédééméd? No, oﬁly the land. Is it the entire land
of Russia? No,.rédémpfion appliés only félfﬁosé provincés of
Européan Russia in wﬁicﬁ sérfdom ﬁaS'éakén root, tﬁai is, an aréa
nof éxfénding ovér moré éﬁan 60 éﬂﬁusand géograpﬁical squaré milés.
Is the entire land of this area subjécﬁ éo‘rédémpéion? Not at all:
in this area as many free péoplé live as there are serfs. And
(aléhougﬁ we have no correct information about the proporfion of
land théré.ﬁélonging to the séaéé) one can say définifély that a
liftlé,léSS'éﬁan Haif'of Eﬁésé 60 fﬁousand squaré milésvﬁélong to
fﬁé séaéé and a liEﬁLé'moré.ﬁﬁan ﬁalf‘Bélong fo fﬁé sérf-ésfaéés.‘
Shall wé claim fﬁé éntiré land from fﬁésé 30 or 25 éﬁousand squaré
miles? No,'only about a third is in the use of serf péasanés. '
.+.S0, can it be difficult réally for tﬁé’gréaé Russian péOplé to
redeem one-sixth of tﬁé-aréa of Européan Russia?"(10)

In ordér Eo arrivé aé éﬁé‘méan valué of.rédémpéion for fﬁé
wﬁolé okaussia, Cﬁérnysﬁévskii considérs éﬁé daﬁé of two provincés,
namély, Kiév and Smolénsk, wﬁicﬁ wéré af éﬁé fwo éxfrémés of fﬁé
producéiviéy rangé. The obvious procéduré to arrive at the mean
valué would ﬁavé ﬁéén fo compuéé ﬁﬁé avéragé of éﬁé magnifudés of
ﬁwo éxérémé valués. Hé doés nof faké fﬁis logical coursé, Bué
- Basés His ésfimaﬁé on fﬁé daéd concérning the provincé of Kiév,
wﬁicﬁ was oné of éﬁé ricﬁést in Russia. 'Tﬁé purposé of fﬁis

procedure is to show that even accepting the higher values of
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fhé data of Kiév, oné could arrivé at a rédémption schémé
which would not be burdensome for the peasants. He

jusfifiés this method with the following words: ﬁthus, for
éxamplé,‘as the basis for our approximaté conclusions, we will
faké'a figuré présénﬁéd by fﬁé laté Zﬁuravskii for thé provincé
of Kiév, one of tﬁé‘ricﬁesf provincés; and tﬁis time we will
not use the figurés preséntéd By Solov'év for the pfovincé of
Smolénsk at all,,Bécausé it is one of éhé poorést, and a com-
bination of its figuré with that of Kiev would significantly
,réducé the résulﬁ. In strict i;sticé one must say that in our
counfry provihcés similar to those of Smolensk are not lésé
typical fﬁén fhosé of Kiév, aﬁd we would have fﬁé full rigﬁt

to base our results on Mr. Solov'ev's estimate as much as on
the results of the late Zhuravskii. But I répeat, we would
rather err on thé’sidé of fob high a value than risk the
ppssiﬁility of tﬁé opposité." (11)

With this objéct in Viéw, Cﬁérﬁysﬁévskii compuféd the
avéragé income pér soul in Kiev. The nﬁmﬁér of souls in 1834
in Kiév; according to Zﬁuravskii was 504,431 and thé total
incomé was 7,123,380 rubles, so ﬁhé avéragé income was 14 rubles
12 kopéks péf soul, But accofding to élaims of tﬁé landlords on
the Basgs of the.return of the inéomé/ziéir estates income was
only 4,620,557 ruﬁlés, an avéragé of 7 ruﬁlés and 9 kopéks per
soul. Cﬁérnyshévskii does not use this last lower figdré in
his analysis. Hé wanfs to sﬁow fhat évén wifh‘fﬁé gréatér
valuation, ‘only a véry modésf rédémption paymént is justifiéd.
With a note of irony he statés, "We would have been justifiéd 
of course, in not éstimating thé‘incomés of the propértiés
ﬁighér fﬁan fhé éstimaté of tﬁé ownérs.thémsélvés; but we only

want to ask our readers to remember if need be, that whatever the
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résults oBtained by us, thélamount would havéABéén,décréaséd
by moré tﬁan 437 had wé accépféd thé figuré which it pléaséd
fﬁé léndlords fﬁémsélvés to quoté béforé thé péasant quéstion
arose. We will oBsérvé_this prinéiplé to the point of exagééra_
tion.We- willvﬁé concérnéd with fﬁé advanﬁagé of thé landlords
more than tﬁéy are éﬁémsélvés, and instead of their own low
figures,‘wé‘will take a higﬁér figuré compiléd by Zhuravskii
himsélf." (12) From the total gross incomé of 7,123,380 rublés,
Cﬁérnysﬁévskii déductsvthé cost of managémént of estates and the
insurance prémia. The two chargés taken togétﬁer compriséd
Béfwéén 3 fo 40% of the total gross incomé. Chérnyshévskii
déducts only 107, but also deducts thé amount which thé landlords
récéivé as incomé from factoriés and othér productive activitiés
noﬁ connéctéd wifh ﬁhéir estatés. Tﬁis amount was tﬁreé million
ruﬁlés. Tﬁé.remaining incqmé is 3,711,042 ruBlés or 7 rubles

- 36 kopéks pér soul. Then capitalising this amount at 747 (wﬁich
Hé-ﬁhoughtfo Bé a réasonaBlé raté of capitalisation) ﬁé obtains
the figuré of 98 éilvér rublés and 10 kopéks for the avéragé
rédémption price of’fsouls' of malé séx. Now this amount includéd
tﬁévrédémpfion valué of botﬁ land and pérsons and théré was no
fofmula,.ﬁe statéd, by which the relative proportion of these
valués could bé wérked out., Thougﬁ hé admitﬁéd that,according to

tﬁe provisioys laid down By the Impérial réscript, a pérson was not
subjéct io.redémption, he could not ignoré this factor. The
reason was that Chérnyshévskii wanted to show that even providing
for rédémption of pérsons thé rédémption paymént by tﬁépéasantg
could nof bé burdénsomé. In addition, by applying his principlé
of maximum advantagé, he assuméd tﬁat'incomés from and tﬁe valué
of the land in both the QEEQE and the barshchina dominatéd
sectors were fhé samé. "According to our rulé, in thosé cases

where the correct figure is not known and an error is therefore
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unavoidaﬁlé, it is better to err on the sidé of an incréasé‘fﬁan
a décréasé."Wé will ﬁaké’if tﬁaﬁ fﬁé ésﬁafés undér EEEQE mﬁsf
Bé valuéd éxacfly in fﬁé'samé way as fﬁosé undér Barsﬁcﬁina.
Tﬁé.réadér_will.séé that in this way fﬁé.rédémpéion sum cléarly
Bécomés moré fﬁan tﬁé acéual valué;.wé ﬁavé alréady said éﬁaé
éséaéés undér‘gﬁzgg yiéldAléss income in général than those in
Barsﬁcﬁina. ‘But in spiéé of éﬁis,.léf us assume that éﬁéy
yiéld the same income. "Again it is well-known that the pérsonal
obligafions of a péasanf émancipaﬁéd without rédémpfion are a
much gréatér-part,.and ﬁhé land a much.léssér parﬁ of Eﬁé
ovérall valué of tﬁé ésfafés undé} QEEEE’ fﬁan of fhosé undér
Egzgﬁgﬁigg. ‘But we will again stretch a poinf By incréasing
fﬁé sum ofvrédémpéion: 1éf us assume iﬁaﬁ in the QEIQE éséaiés
land has the same value as under barshchina." (13)

Applying this principlé and using the data for 11 Kievian
géggg givén ByﬁZﬁufavskii, andrassuming that the value of‘pérsonal
labour is twice the value of land, Cﬁérnyshévskii arrives at the
following inééréséing figurés:.

Value of landlords' land per unit 621 rubles or 35.5%
Value of the péasanéS'-iamd pér unit ' 379 rubles or 21.5%
Value of forced labour (fwicé the -
i o ) 4 758 rubles or 437
value of the land of peasants)
Tofal 1758 ruﬁlés

As 21.5% is the total value of péasanfs' land and as the
fofal'valué pér soul ﬁas.Béén calculaééd at 98.1 ruﬁlés pér soul,
Eﬁévrédémpfion valué in Egsgﬁgéigg aréas wﬁéré éﬁé valué of fﬁé
pérson is nil,iéﬁﬁnoé éxcééd 21 ruﬁlés. ‘Buﬁ éﬁé arguménﬁ doés
not end here. At this sfagé, Cﬁérnysﬁévskii Brings in an
inférésfing arguméné in support of a 'négaﬁivé' rédémpfion‘valué.
‘According éo somé landlords the incomé from forcéd laﬁour was noé

less than 30 silver rubles pér fiaglo:vhe takes this figure and,
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assuming that lOOlsouls comprised 30 tiaglos, calculates that

the total income accrued from forced labour alone was 900 rubles,
whereas, according to earlier calculations, the total annual
value of the person and the land per soul/7':z;les and 36 kopeks,
that is 736 rubles for 100 souls or 30 tiaglos. In such cases,
therefore, the landlords were due to receive a 'negative'
redemption payment of 1 ruble 64 kopeks per annum or 21 rubles

90 kopeks in a lot when capitalised at 74Z. This meant that not
only would the landlords have to g1ve all lands to the peasants
free but would also have to pay a sum of 21 rubles and 90 kopeks (15)
‘Ifﬂon the other hand, the value is taken at a higher level, that
is, at 36 rubles per tiaglo, and if it is assumed that 100 souls
comprise 40 tiaglos, then the total capitalised value of forced
labour at 747 would be 19200 rubles and the redemption value of
the entire estate with 100 souls, would be 9810 rubles (7 rubles
36 kopeks capitalised at 73% as shown before). Thus in the

event of the abolition of serfdom on such estates, not the
peasants but the landlords who would be obliged to pay 9390 rubles
to the peasants and, at the same time give them the land.
Chernyshevskii's argument, though appearing somewhat perverse in
the face of the actual discussion of emancipation, is perfectly
logical and incontrovertible. There is novdoubt that at this
stage he was trying to emphasise that the abolition of serfdom
should be without any sort of redemption payment by the peasants
or, to be precise, the landlords had no right to accept any
payment from the peasants as their price for being freed from

serfdom. The article, 'O neobkhodimosti derzhat'sa vozmozhno

umerennykh tsifr,pri,gpredelenii velichiny vykupa gives no

indication that the landlords had no right to compensation: on

‘the contrary, it suggests, moderate schemes of redemption payment,
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as has been pointed_out earlier. Whether the proposed aﬁount of
payment would have satisfied even the most liberal proponents
of abolition is another question, but & that stage he did not
challenge the landlordé' right to ask for compensation. Yet
hardly a year had passed when the situation was made clearAto
him and he shed any illusion he may have entertained about the
real aims of the landowning gentry and the reformist government.

Chernyshevskii did not,‘of course, stick unrealistically
to his discovery of the validity of negative redemption payment.
He wanted to allow as much flexibility as possible in his analysis.
He displayed all signs of objectivity by concentrating , as he
himself repeatedly pointed out, on sound economic principles.
‘But he sought to dispel the mist of confusion and double-thinking
that was created in the minds of the public by the deliberations
in the different éommittees on abolition and to emphasise the
immensity of the task and the difficulties involved in its
fulfilment. |

Pursuing his calculations, Chernyshevskii contended that one-
Tifth of the total value. of estates per soul was the value of
forced labour. By dedﬁcting one-fifth from 98 rubles 10 kopeks,
the vaiue of land comes to T8 rubles:h8 kopeks, while, according
to the previous table, the proportiqn of peasant allotment was
37.9%. Applying this percentage to the value‘of land, Chernyshevskii
arrives at the average figure of redemption per person in areas
under barshchina of 29 rubiés Th kopeks. After giving allowance for
bastures and meadows, he arrives at the mean value of redempfion in

regions under obrok, which was 68 rubles 67 kopeks. Assuming further

jvthat the ratio: of barshchina to obrok was 2:1, he concluded that
the redemption payment amounts to an average figure of 49 rubles
> kopeks for.all estates in the Kiev province. Now for the

Whole of Russia he employed the weighted average method

1
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in computing the average redemption payment.(16) The procedure
was as folows: after calculating the average redemption figure
for Kiev, ﬁhich was one of the richest provinces, he used
Solov'ev's figures‘for the province of Smolensk, which was one

of the poorest. Combining these two figures and assigning weights
according to thé total serf population in these two provinces,

and assuming that the ratio:' between obrok and barshchina peasants

was 1:19 in Kiev, the mean amount of redemption for the whole of
Russia was found to be 36 rubles and 12 kopeks. Chernyshevskii

used the usual formulae for weighted average.

Wk Yk + Vs ys/wp + wg, where wik 594431 souls,

40 rubles T1 kopeks

yk =
and wg. = 378038 souls,
Ys = 29 rubles 95'kopéks

Next, Chernyshevskii discusses ways of obtaining therecessary
finance for redemption payments. Broadly speaking, he éuggestéd
thrée mutually exclusive plans. In the first of these, which was
the most important from the economic point of view, he suggpsfed
the following proceduré: according to his calculation there was
8 diffgrence df 3 rublés béfween the taxes of serfs and free
beasants, i.e the state peasant had to pay 12 rubles as tax and
the lan@lords'peasants 9 rubles in addition to other obliéations.(l?)
When emancipated the serfs would be expected to pay 12 rubles per
annum as tax and they would be relieved from any obligation
to the landlord. So, this additional amount of 3 rubles
(12 rubles less 9 rubles) paid as tax by the emancipated peasants
would be a source of extra revenueﬁto the state treasury. Hence
if this additional revenue of 3 rubles per soul is paid back
to the landlords by being converted into bonds of different

denominations, the entire amount of redemption would in fact



132

be paid By fhé péasants thémsélvés and fhus the staté would

noé havé to také any addifional Burdén for paying compensa-
tion to the landlords. Chernysﬁévskii sﬁowéd, with the hélp

of figﬁrés, fﬁat thésé bonds would finally maturé after

22 yéars 4 monﬁﬁs, assuming that the landlords would bé allowéd
to withdraw money byvcashing the bonds only thrice a yéar.

He also made a disfinction béfwéén tﬁé différént catégories

of sérfdwnérs ;nd suggésted that tﬁe date of maturity of Bonds
should dépénd on tﬁé économic status of thé landlord, that is,
wﬁefﬁér ﬁé Eelongéd fo fhé poorer or the riéﬁér class of
landlords. Sincé ﬁhé small landlords wéré not well-off and
wéré nof dué éé réceivé a largé paymént of rédemptibn, tﬁésé
bonds sﬁould, in his opinion, have earlier dates of maturity,
say‘witﬁin tﬁé first two or three yéars. Following the same
rulé, ﬁhé ownérs of the middle sizéd éstatés would havé to wait
7 or 8.yéars before these bonds maﬁuré; the rich landlords
would havé to waiﬁ still moré. In tﬁis schémé, with fﬁé
passagé of timé, fﬁé numbér and quantum of unredééméd éstates
would gradually decréasé, until in thé véry last pﬁasé only

a handful of véry large estates will remain unpaid (but retain-
ing ownérship of thé Bonds.) (18)

Aftér présénting tﬁis scﬁémé, Cﬁérnysﬁevskii asks wﬁethér
it would not all of a sudden vest the landlords with hugé
spénding powér, and wﬁéthér this would not lead to an inflationéry
situation affécting the economic stability of the country. The
suggésfion that small landlords should be the first tocash théir
bonds was éupposéd to obviaté such a prospect. To méef tﬁe,
state's déficiéncy of cash résérvés a limited extra issue of
notés would be madé, which would constitute only a véry small

and hardly inflationery percentage, say 57 of the total amount
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of notes in.circulation. %gtfﬁézlandlords,could only'casﬁ three
fimés aAyéar, ﬁﬁéré Would/bé confinﬁous flow of addiéion&l.mbnéy
fﬁrougﬁoué éﬁé yéar. Wﬁén Boqu of médium landlords would comé
to maéurify fhé additional spénding aEilify of the communify inA
éﬁé'sﬁapé of its disposaﬁlé income would be offséé By a corréSponding
increase in Eﬁé'produciivify of land after émancipaéion, and thus
éﬁé’appréﬁéndéd 'inflaéionéry gap' would no longér be real. As
.régards éﬁé big landlords, Cﬁérnysﬁévskii proposéd éﬁaﬁ fﬁéir
dénominaéion of Bonds sﬁouldvﬁé of a véry ﬁigﬁ valué, for éxamplé,
10;000 or 20,000 ruﬁléé, and ;ﬁéyé should be a provision that éﬁéy
. could no£ Bé-casﬁéd in'parfs. fHé knew that fﬁis group of landlords
wéré.générallyrvéry rich and éﬁéy could éasily find other means
fo,géé éﬁé.réquiréd amount of monéy fﬁan By’fﬁé disposal of éhésé
5onds. ‘There was évéry chance that éﬁéy woﬁld kéép them as a
‘fixéd asséf, raﬁﬁér tﬁan convérf Eﬁém inéo liquid asséﬁs. ‘This
arguméné is»quiéé indispuéaﬁlé from éﬁé fﬁéoréfical sfand—poiné. '
Suﬁséquénf fﬁéoriés of govérnmént Budgéﬁing upﬁold Cﬁérnysﬁévskii's
approacﬁ. ‘That an additional flow of monéy at any givén éimé in
fﬁé préséncé of a producﬁivifylag creates an inflaéionéry siﬁﬁafion
is wéll-known, but this is off-set By an increased éémpo of
proddcéion in any spﬁéré, if the institutional séf-up allows it.
In Cﬁé;nysﬁévskii's scﬁémé, there are fixed poinfs in time (viz.
fﬁréé) when an ad&iéional flow of monéy is suggésféd, and éﬁé
. govérnménﬁ;iﬁaving prior informafion; can caréfully avoid the
Widéning of ﬁﬁé inflaéionéry'gap. ‘From this poinf of view #ﬁé
scﬁémé and the économic,réasoning contained in it are pérfécfly
plausiﬁlé, alfﬁough Cﬁérnyshévskii did not contribute significanfly
in fﬁé fﬁéoréﬁical sénsé, aparﬁ from présépfing cléarly a
criticism of the classical éuanfiéy Eﬁéory. In facf, in this
: éssay he producéd Irving Fishér's'afguménf iﬁ the éarly tventieth
Cénﬁﬁry and showéd the invalidify of the latter's posifion in a

ondition of less than full émploymént. Cﬁérnyshévskii anticipated
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the criticisms of adherents of the quanity theory of money and clearly
refuted those in support of his position.
In another article in the same year under the title, 'Materials

for the solution of the peasant question' (Materialy dlia resheniya

krest'ianskogo voprosa) Chernyshevskii follows up his arguments and

schemes for the extent of compensation. It is worthwhile to -
examine these in detail. He first indicatgs the paradox in the

sale price of landlords' estates. It is found, he says, that,

given the income per dessyatina to a landlord of 4O rubles on an
estate comprising 100 souls and 1000 dessyatin, the profit would

not be 40,000 but only 25,000 rubles, or 30,000 rubles at the

most. The main reason for this paradox lies in the fact that a
portion of the land is given out to the peasants and this portion

is not included in the valuation of the estates. Chernyshevskii
Presented this example tovasserﬁ that any redemption scheme

baged on landlords earning capacity according to his size of estate
would be miéleading.' Then Chernyshevskii presents his arguments

in favour of hired labour with the help of hypothetical example

to show that even if the serfs were freed without any compensation
to the‘landlords,'the estates could be run mbre profitably. He assumes
that' landlords had to spend 3 rubles towards working capital for
cultivating their portion of the land, applying forced labour. The
gross income per dess. in such cases is 12 rubles, that is, a

net income of 9 rubles per dessyatina. Whereas, if he employs’
hired labour, he has to spend, say, another 4 rubles in wages, so

" that his cost of production comes to T rubles. But the gross income
Per dessyatina in this case would be 20 rubles.» According to

this calculation the landlord gains 4 rubles per dess. if he

employs hired labour (20 rubles less 12 rubles, less L rubles).

It is worth mentioning that Chernyshevskii did not use any empirical

data to illustrate the point; rather, he chooses some hypothetical
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figurés to demonstrate his consistent assertion that productivify
undér ﬁired labour is gréatér than under forcéd labour. "Thank
héavéns"; Cﬁérnyshévskii oBsérvés, "landlords havé understood
this and, apart‘from a féw péoplé with véry littlé forésigﬁt,
everyoné finds a diréct advantagé in fréeing péasants from pérsonal
bondagé witﬁout any compénsaﬁion. In this case as in all others,
tﬁaé wﬁicﬁ is most profifablé from the economic point of view
coincides with justicéﬁ.(19) This s£atémént évidéntly contains
a note of irény because the landlords never conéidéréd émancipaéion
without compénsaﬁioﬁ for pérsons.

Chérnyshévskii then procéeds to démonstraté the extent of capital
- gain thaé would accrué fo fhé landlord aftér émancipation. Assum-
ing that 220 déssyatins of landlords' land were cultivated at
9 ruBlés per déssyatina, thé gross income ﬁould comé to 1980 rublés,
Which, when capitaliséd at 8Z,givés the sale pricé of the estate
at 20,600 rublés. .With thé émancipation from servilé labour and the
introduction of hired labour, 220 dess. of land yiélds an income
of 2860 rubles which,whén capitaliséd at 8%, gives 35650 ruhﬂés as-
fhé sale pricé of thé,estaté. Thus, inspité of the fact that the
amount of land would’decréasé for thé landlords, dué ﬁo tﬁé
aboliiion of serfdom, the parﬁ rémaining with them (two-tﬁird)
would fetch a much highér pricé than the entire estate under serfdom.
Tﬁis typé of capital gain, tﬁeréforé, would make it unnécessary for
the landloéas, éspécially for those practising barsﬁchiqg, to have
any compénsation. Some économists, Cﬁernysﬁevskii adds, may raise
thé question of how to acquiré the additional working capital of
4 rubles pér dessyaéina to spend on hired labour. But this is,
according to him, the réSponsiBilify of the landlord because if
he sééks additional bénéfit from his éntérprisé, it is up to him
fo find furthér résourcés for his own bénéfit and, ig any casé,
thé amount (that is, 4 rublés’per déss.) was quité insignificant

for a landlord. (20)
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Yét théré was oné moré important quéstion to settlé, namély
the landlord's indebtedness. An opinion was expresséd in the
coursé of the discussion of the émancipation projécfs that a
porfion of this déBt was to Bé compénsatéd for by thé peasants,
wﬁo would bé allotféd land as part of thé emancipation déal.
Chérnyshévskii rgjéctéd this opinion on the following grounds:
"If we examine the utilisation of the loan, obtained By the land-
lords from credit instifutions, wé find that a greatér portion
of it, at léast two-thirds,vwént to meét thé pérsonal éxpénses
of the landlords tﬁémsélves, for whose way of life their income
was insufficiént. A significant part of the rést was fhén
utilised for the buying of new estates or the establishment of
industrial undertakings, thaﬁ is, again for the pérsoﬁﬂ-géﬁéfit
of the landlords. Excluding these two itéms from the sum of débt,
wé find tﬁat-scarcély oné-fiftéénth part, or oné*ﬁwélfthat most,
was appliéd for aid to‘thé péasants. If a precise, mathématical
asséssménﬁ is madé, only that parﬁ of the loan utilised by the
péasanfs should be transferred to fhém."(Zl) After agréeing
provisionally that landlords should be compénsatéd'for oné-twéffﬁ
or oné-fiftéénth parf of their déBt, Cﬁernyshevskii éxpréssés
willingnéss to make a further allowance to them. He agréés with
ofﬁérs fﬂaé, aftér‘abolition, thé landlords would hévé to spénd‘
a considérablé amount to incréasé the working capital for their
own agriculturé, and this will také somé time. During this périod
it would be véry difficult, if not iﬁpossiﬁle, to pay the annual
instalment of their debt to the credit institutions. Such Eéing
the case, he included the amount of paymént of two instalments
in iﬁé total sum of combensationAto bé paid by the péasants.

He arrives at the fdllowing break-down:

Wagés to Bé paid for tilling thé land @ 4 rubles pér ' 880 rubles

dessyatina for 220 dessyatin
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One-fwefth parf of thé loan used for the benefit of

thé péasants, thaﬁlis, 5 rubles pér soul (sincé 500 rubles

the fofal loan was 60 rublés pér soul) for 100

souls
The two instalments of lean aﬁ 3 rubles 30 kopeks

per soul pér yéar; so for 100 souls for 2 years 660 ruBlés
Total , S | 2040 rubles (22)

Thus, ﬁhé nécéssary compénsation.pér soul comes to 20.4 rubles.

Tﬁis when capitaliséd at 8% becomes 294 rubles 80 kopeks. This
shows rougﬁly tﬁé situation in estatés under barshchina. As for
the estates undér.gbzgk, Cﬁernyshévskii challénges the véry
righf of the landlords to receive :22525. As has beén'mentionéd,
in His viéw, thg Basis of sérfdom is forcéd laﬁour and if tﬁe
land of an& éstaté is infértilé or not sufficiéntly productivé in
the ésﬁimattion of the landlords, théy ﬁave no righfvto éxtract
money oBligation from their péasants. Légal séffdom, he says,
réqﬁires tﬁé péasants to rémain within the boundary of\tﬁé éstaté
and to work for‘théir landlords a certain périod of time évéry wéek
and ﬁhé résﬁ for ﬁhéir\own subsisﬁéncé. The law did not recognisé
anything mofé than this. He théréféré condemns, firstly,‘thé
'practicé of tﬁe landlords to récéive monéy payménts wﬁén‘tﬁé peasants

remain wiﬁhin thé boundary of thé estate and secondly, résolutely

!
rejects the still less tolerable condition of those who have to go
elsewhere in search of non-agricultural work in order to pay their

obligations to thé landlords. Hé calls this an.'éxcess of sérfdom'

(Bréyysﬁénié krépostnogo prava) which was quité illégal.(23)

But tﬁe landlords in obrok aréas,.according to Cﬁernyshévskii,
were not only not entitled to compénsation because of its quéstion—
able légal validity and indeed ité immorality; théy wéré not even

- entitled to it on strictly economic grounds. His own scheme for
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fhé fédémption of éstatés under obrok containéd ﬁhé following
argumént: ~In obrok thé entiré land is utiliséd by the péasants
against a définité monéy payménf. Chérnysﬁévskii takes 440
déssyaﬁins (instéad of 220 déssyatins, as in the casé of
barsﬁcﬁina)wﬁich,Awﬁén multiplied By a.néﬁ income of 9 rublés

pér déss., givés 3960 rubles. Sincé the péasants were obligéd

Eo work ﬁalfvof fhéir timé for thé landlords (3 days a wéék
according to fhé law), the value of obrok sfood at 1980 rubles.
Capifalising this at 7}% or 8%, gives néarly 25000 rublés, wﬁich,
according fo Cﬁérnyshévskii, is the légal value of rédémpﬁion.
This valué is idénfical with tﬁat of éstatés undér barsﬁchina.
'But,.hé séafés, it is.wéll—known that instead of 440 déssyatins
of aérablé'land, thé.péasants do not find more than 250 dess. fif
for cultivation on.gézgg éstatés,.ﬁécausé tﬁé,rest is barrén.(24)
Out of fhis 250 déss. tﬁé péasants can till 180 déss., if théy
Work for tﬁréé days a week for théir own subsisténcé, while the
rémaiqdér,_fﬁat is, 70,déss. is,léft for thé landlords. This,
mulfipliéd by the net income of 9 rubles per déss., yiélds an
income of 630 ruBlés\wﬁich, when capitaliséd at 87, givés the
value of rédémpfion at 7875 rublés. At this point he introduces
again his inéérésting idéa_of a négafivévrédémpfion paymént. Tﬁéré
wéré éndiéss éstaﬁéé undér obrok wheré thé valué of producé did
nof covér éhé éxpénsés of production., Say 15 rublés was thé cost
of production pér dess. and 13 rublés thé gross valué'of the
producf; fhén:for 440 déssyatin occupiéd by 100 souls, thé loss
would bé 880 rublés.éﬁd fhé capitaliséd valué of this sum would
bé 11000 ruﬁlés at 87. 1In ofﬁér words, if thé péasants insisﬁr
on going Back fo Barsﬁcﬁina, thé landlords would‘ﬁavé to spénd

2 rubles per déssyatina over and above the value of the produce
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just to fééd thé péasants. Whén, théréforé, tﬁé péasants aré
émancipaﬁéd tﬁéy will bé éntitléd to a paymént of 110 rublés
pér soul. Buﬁ, as béforé, Cﬁérnysﬁévskii doés not insist on
this. Hé concénfratés ratﬁér on tﬁé landlords' déBt to thé

credit institutions and also on the rate of obrok per tiaglo

and, finélly, comés to tﬁé conclusion that a compensation of

89 rubles pér éoul would be quité justifiéd; (25) This amount
can look after the éxpénsés for hired labour that would be
nécéssary after émancipation to till the landlords' land and

can also pay Back thé monéy owéd.ko thé govérnmént crédiﬁ
institutions. But he warns that this money is quité adéquaté'

if it is utiliséd for production purposés. If, on the contrary,
tﬁé landlords spénd this compénsation monéy on unproductivé and
conspicuous consumpﬁion, it would noﬁ ﬁélp them in any way.
According to Cﬁéfnysﬁévskki this amount of rédémption is réasonablé.
"The Russian péoplé", he says, "do not consist of economists, théy
have not read Adam Smith". Tﬁéy know that the landlords must be
compénsaféd and ﬁﬁis compénsaﬁion should sérvé to bridgé the
différéncé in the condifions of the staté and the landlords’
péasanﬁs: 'tﬁéré should be no différéncé between the two after
abolition. (26) "Ihé code of laws", Chérnysﬁévskii oonoluﬁés,
"naﬁionél fééling, poiitical economy lead to thé(idéa)that
rédémpﬁion is ﬁardly advantagéous and even hardly pos;iblé; but
rédémption can Bé obtained in as much as staté finance permits it
and in accordancé with nafional feéling." Q7 The général
impréssion gainéd from Cﬁérnyshévskii's analysis and suggéstions
is fhaﬁ tﬁéy réprésént a challénge to thé schémés formulatéd by
the géniry gubérniia committees and the Editorial commission

engaged in working out the abolition measures. Because of the -
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trénd‘takén By fhosé who Wéré préparing the official émancipation
projécfs, hé became opposéd to thé principlé of rédémpfion pay-
ménts to tﬁé landlords’althougﬁ hé could nof spéll out his viéws
bécausé of tﬁé cénsoréﬁip. This cléarly demonstrates a changé

in his attitude bétweén 1858 and 1859 from one of relative
éntﬁusiasm for the Impérial rescript to one of growing scépticism
about thé wholé éntérprisé.

Chernyshévskii and liberal opinion

As ﬁas Béén méntionéd éarliér, Cﬁérnyshevskii triéd, shortly
affér tﬁé publication'of fhé réséiipt, to assémblé libéral
opinion on the abolition of serfdom as a move against the anti-
abolitionist génfry position. His journal Sovréménnik bééamé
one of fhé principal forums of génuiné émancipation opinion.

In 1858, he puﬂlisﬁéd an éxténsivé éxcérétfrom Kavélin's'Nofés

on the Emancipation of the,Serf—peasantsi (Zapiski ob osbovozhdennii

krepostnykh krest'ian) with some minor modifications. Chernyshevskii

did not_agréé with Kavelin on many points, spécially_whéré they
concérnéd rédémption payménts. But, thougﬁ Sovréménnik was an
organ of radical thinking, Hé chose ﬁo publicizé Kavélin's view on
thé matﬁér. Aparﬁ from rallying all availaﬁlé opinion in favour
of aBolition,fhis sérvéd to weakén the vascillation in govérnménfal
circlés.énd; at ﬁhé samé timé, to contriButé to the polarization
of opinion, .- |

Kavelin's obsérvations in his ZaEiéki on serfdom and émancipa-
tion are sumarised by him as follows: "... it is Hardly poSsiblé,"
he says, "to fipd another state where wéll-béing was at such a
low sfagé of dévélopmént, whéré so little capital was in circulation
and whéré povérty was so uniformly spréad bétwéén all tﬁé classés
of tﬁé naﬁion.“ (28) Tﬁé réason of sucﬁ a situation according to

him, was not inefficient management, or absence of a strong
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judiciary and a corrécﬁ credit systém, or 'déep' ignorancé or
général diséconomy in production. He says, "but néithér of

tﬁésé réasons can pénéﬁraté so'déép in tﬁé national lifé,

néithér of tﬁésé,déféats industrial activitiés of the péoplé

at its véry émbryonic stégé, neither of these kills the moral

and material succéss of Russia as serfdom in which the entire

half of général population is éﬁ%angiéd}'(29)‘ Ravelin found

Ehé root-cause of éll ﬁhé maladies of Russia in sérfdom, or

to be more précisé, in forced and unpaid labour. Théré;may

be plénfy of rigﬁﬁ—fhinking péoplg in Russia, but shé was
inhabited by 25.5 million men- and women who were déﬁrivéd of
‘"évéry stimulus to pursué their tfadés, and the ﬁight.to demand
the compénsafion for their work". Kavélin here égréés with
Cﬁérnysﬁévskii in ascribing fﬁé backwardnéss of Russia to ﬁﬁé
existence of serfdom. When Kavelin épéaks of 22595, ﬁé', like
Cﬁérnysﬁévskii, condémns it as thé primary cause of diséconomy

in thé whole sphéré of agriculfuré. "Obrok by sérfé who live on
passports is a tax on labour, a pérsonal paymént, which'is s0
immodéraéé that it déprivés the serf of all énérgy.of'all willing-
ness to pursué any occupation."(30) As a conséduénéé of this
sysfém,.hé says, "a considerable pércéntagé of the wbrking force
of the entire sétf-populafion of Russia is lost without Béing

of use to thé landlords or to itsélf, and conséquéntly to the
state in général".(Bl) Sérfdom, according to Kavélin, is
associated with a primiiivé economic acbouhtﬁné,With a régimé

of low pricés of crops. "Not haviné any opportunity to calculate
how much he himself spént on thé‘production of crops, the landlord
is not in a position to détérﬂiné the lowest and the minimum pricé
Bélow which if is not possiblé for him to sédl crops wiﬁhouﬁ
sufféring a loss, and so mosﬁ landlords considér only thé markéﬁ

pricé and tﬁéir own consumption}(32) An artificial deflationary
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price thus created, affects everyone‘“who lives in Russia and
lives on the land." (33) Furthermore, the existence of such a
mass of unpaid labour inevitably lowers wages. Thus, not only
the lower classes are the losers but also the government . (34)
This echoes Chernyshevskii's arguments against Tengoborskii,
referred t§ earlier.
Kavelin's verdict is that "... Russia is condemned to petrify,
to exist in the present formy neither savancing forward, nor
having anything that could‘prdmote a change in the situation so
long as serfdom overshadows our basic social and civil life; all
our social maladies are tied with this Gordian knot."(35) In
analysing the 'mﬁin principle' or 'the basis' of the emancipation
- of the landlords' peasants,‘Kaﬁelin proposes the following
measures: (a) serfs should be emancipated completely from their
dependence on the master; (b) it is incumbent upon the government
to emancipate the peasants not only with all the property
belonging to them but also definitely with land and (c) emancipation
mst be carried out by compensating the landlords and not otherwise.(36)
Compensation was necessary because "the emancipation of peasants
" without compensation to the landlords, wquld, firstly, be a dangerous
precedent undermining the social order and the community in its
very foundation; secondly, it would suddenly subject the numerous class
of educated and prosperous consumers to misery in Russia...j; thirdly,
the landlords of the estates, where cultivation of land by hired labour
will cost more than the income it will accrue with th¢ emancipation,
will be deprived of income altogether from these estates." (37)
As a basis of compensation, Kavelin suggested a redemption payment
for both land and person. The validity of a redemption for land

seemed self-evident to almost all sections of the public, but
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the rigﬁf to rédémpfion of persons was not cléarly justifiaBlé

to evéryﬁody. Kavélin criticisés the viéw,againstfhé rédémption
of person By saying tﬁat it is unjgsf' to,déprivé thé landlord

of Hispropérfy, "Bécausé éﬁé sé;fs‘aré as mucﬁ a propérty of
éhé‘landlords as is'fhé land; it is inéquifaﬁlé Bécausé’only

in a féw.dénsélyrpopulatéd énq agricultural gubérniias, has land
much value while serfs have noné_or véry 1itt1é; in all the

other primafily industrial or at least in agriculﬁural provincés
wiﬁﬁ‘a tﬁin popﬁlafion, the landlords do not géﬁ incomé from the
land, but from the sérfs."'(38) In sPité of the fact that Ravelin
condémnéd 25525 hé camé out with a justificaﬁion of compénsation
fo fﬁé récéivérs of_gézgh for tﬁé payérs of EEZEE' If may Bé
remembered fhaf,/tﬁough Chérngéhévskii did not subscribe to this
viéw, in his article 'Is fhé rédémpfion of land difficult' (Trudén

1i vykup zémli?) discusséd the possiBilify of rédémption of

person undér obrok; yet, as has been pointéd out, all his arguménts
are bésically directed to show the unjustifiabilify of redemption
for either person or land. This became quite clear in his 'Materials

for the Solution of the Peasant question' (Materially dlia reshenia

krésf'ianskogo voprosa), publishéd in 1859, which deal pfédominanﬁly

with the compensation of estates undér‘gﬁzgk.

Anoéhér importanf figuré in the 1ibéra1 camp was Boris Cﬁicﬁérin.
His viéws on.émancipation almosf coincidéd with tﬁosé of Kavélin:.
Eoéh.réprésénfea the ﬁypical trénd of liBéral tﬁinking. In an
article publishéd in Atenei in 1858 under the titlé, 'On the Present -

and the Future Position of the Landlords' Peasants' (0O nastoiashchem

i budushchen polozhénii pomeshchich'ikﬁ krést'ian) Chicherin states

that "the purposé Gf the reform is the fullest freedom of the
individual in his économic rélations".(39) Chichérin did not

attach any importance to the legal concept of equality because
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he believed that "équaliﬁy under freedom is nofhing but

mockéry (chiméra)"(40). According to him the aim of tﬁé,reform
should Bé éhé réplacéménf of forcéd labour by hiréd laBour

based on an agréémént /?e;:§¥3;dual pérsons. (41) He
characterised the conséquéncés of serfdom in the following way:
"the higﬁér class guaranﬁééd in its existence By the labour of
tﬁé subjécfs, is. déprivéd of all éncouraging.réasons to pérsonal
éndéavour; in fﬁé lowér classés, on tﬁé otﬁér hand, forcéd

labour and a.déspératé situation kill all énérgy and initativé.*(&Z)
As.régards the quésfion of whether émancipation should be with or
wifﬁouﬁ land, Cﬁicﬁérin asséytéd that.tﬁé péasants must bé
émancipatéd wifﬁ land, in fact with the land which fﬁéy were
tilling for their own use before thévabolition of sérfdom, (43)
bécausé "péasants nust not be Homéless farm labourers But sétfléd
propérﬁy ﬁpldérs".(44) In spite of.such a criticism of sérfdom
and advocacy for emancipafion, Chicherin proposéd rédémpfion of

both land and .person as the basis for abolition of sérfdom.(&S)



Part 3

Chernyshevskii's views on the Commune and

his theory of social development.
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Chapter One Chernyshevskiil and the economic advantages

of the Commune

As capitalism developed in the 19th century in western
Europe, there was a growing concern in Russia about the
impoverishment and pauperisation of workers that went
hand in hand with such a development. All variants of
public opinion were apprehensive of the formation of a
preletériat within Russian society in the event of a
capitalist path of development of her economy. Consequen-
tly the government was not keen 6n freeing the serfs
even if the situationdemanded so lest the free serf popu-
lation were transformed into a city proletariat. The
- radical intelligentsia, on the other hand, fbught for
the emancipation of serfsvandrprojected a non-capitalisfic
path of development. The main source of such a socialist
trend of thought lay in the existence of a village organi-
sation known as the obshchina (commune). The socialist
pattern of corporate ownership of land by the members of
the commune and the nature of its redistribution amongst
them prompted social thinkers to believe that Russia
could avoid fcapi:alism and its associated miseries if
she could build/Zconomy based on an improved form of the
communal organisation. The salient feature of the commune
was that-land at its disposal was owned communally. The
rationale of its‘distribution among its members was des-
cribed by Baron von Haxthausen: "The following information
was given to us concerning the division of land in the
village Communes. The principle is. that the whole of
the land (tillage, meadows, pasture, woods, streams,
etc.,) belongs to the population regarded as a unity, and
every male inhabitant has a right to an equal share.

This share is therefore constantly changing; for the birth
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of every boy creates a new claim, and the share of those
who die revert to the Commune. The woods, pastures,
hunting-grounds, and fisneries remain undivided, and free
to all the inhabitants; but the aerable land and meadows
are divided, according to their value, amongst the males.
This equal division is of course difficult, as the soil
differs in quality, and portions of it may be distant or
inconveniently situatéd. There are however in each com-
mune skilful land—sur#eyors, without any education but
what has been acquired from the traditional habits of the
place, Who execute the work to the satisfaction of all;
the land is first divided, according to its quality, posi-
tion, or general value, into sections, each possessing
on"the whole eqﬁal advantages, the sections are then divided
into as many portions, in long strips, as there are shares
required, and these are taken by lot. This is the usual
pian but each District, and frequently each Commune, has
its local customs and it would be very interesting to
collect these. The allottment takes place in an assembly
of the whole Commune, including the women and children.
A very just spirit prevails, and disputes never occur.
If too small a share is supposed to have fallen to any
one, it is made up to him of the rjegerve. In the Govern-
ment of Yéroslav, for instance, many of the Communes have
Dbeculiar measuring rods, which are almost regarded as
sacred; they correspond with the quality of the soil, the
rod for the best land being the shortest, and that for
the worst the longest; the shares therefore vary in size,
but are equal in value."(1)

In his numerous writings, Herzen also expressed the

belief that the village commune was the key to the trans-



- 148 -
formation of Russian society. He believed that powerful .

elements of socialism were included in the very structure
of the obshthina. "In the form of communal ownership,®
he said, "socialism becomes realistically possible;

under hereditory land ownership it is deprived of its
basis. Perhaps theoretical socialism does not recognise
this because it does not find its worked-out forms in the
exis" ting communes. But in historical experience as well
as in all types of organic life, forms are realised not
according to prescription but according to the necessary
combination of highly complex elements.'"(2) Herzen was
evidently attacking the necessitarian socialist position
of his time. He was also opposed to the contemporary
liberal opinion in Russia which considered the commune

an outdated organisation servihg no longer any useful
purpoée. Herzen believed that although the commune was
an ancient institution it could rescue Ruésia from the
series of misfortunes that western Europe was subjected
to. But he insisted that it was not the fear of im-
poverishment of the masses but the dream of a healthy
society that brompted him to advocate the benefits of
the commune. ' There are different attitudes to the
Russian commune™, he says. "Many valued it especially
for economic reasons and among other things (they) find
that the'e;mmunal organisation will rescue (Russia) from
proletarianisation. I, for my part, find the communal
organisation only a guarantee of an orderly, healthy and
a humane rural administration in Russia. Besides, I love
the commune because I am convinced that communal‘lifé has
saved the Russian peasants from an ultimate and a total

intellectual and moral decline."(3) Elsewhere Herzon stated

that the peasants who were united in a commune were
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immune from the misfortunes that an individual peasant
proprietor was vulnerable to. If there were crop fail-
ures or other misfortunes, it was the landlord who would
lose his estate but the members of the commune would
remain in a healthy bond as before,though temporarily
in a straightened economic circumstance.(4)

Many followed Herzen, Ogarev and Chernyshevskii in
believing that Russia had a unique advantage over other
European nations because the commune was still a living
social organism, whereas elsewhere it had virtually dis-
appeared. Herzen said that the Russian commune survived
inspite of the 'blows of Imperial battering'} Ogarev,
Herzen's friend and collaborator, stated that the future
of Russia depended on the commune. "...Right to land
and its communal ownership§ he wrote, "presupposes communal
reorganisation as a geneological base of the whole struc-
ture of the state which was supposed to develop on this
basis. The communal administration survived in spite of
the pressure of foreign governments and power of the land-
lords... This character of communal administration struck
Haxthausen, then various American travellers, including
the well-known economist Carey, who himself told me this
year after returning from Russia, that in the corporate
principle ‘'of our commune lies the great foundation of
- self-administration.” Thus, immembrial elements of coo-
peration brought in by the Russian peasants through the
Mir are now coming into théir own and meeting the need
of economic transformation in Europe."(5)

Ogarev mentions three principles of this transforma~-
tion and insists that only on the basis of these principles

could Russia progress towards the future. These are:
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(a2) right of everyone to land, (b) communal ownership of
land, and (c) communal administration.(6)

Haxthausen also discovered a unique potential in the
Russian commune, that is, its capacity to hinder a social
process leading to the formation of a proletariat in
Russia. "The facts here described" he says "constitute
the basis of the Russian communal system, one of the most
remarkable and interesting political institutions in exi-
stence, and which poséesses great advantages for the
social condition of the country. The communes present
an organic coherence and compact social strength which
can be found‘nowhere else, and yield the incalculable -
advantage that no proletariat can be formed so long as
they exist with their present constitution. A man may
lose or squander all he possesses, but his children do
not inherit his poverty: they still retain their claim
uﬁon the land, by a right not derived from him, but from
their birth as members of the commune."(7) Elsewhere
Haxthausen states paradoxically that the commune not only
protects Russian society from proletarianisation and
pauperism but also defends her from the assaults of soc-
ialistic and communistic ideas. "Russia has nothing to
fear" he says, echoing or anticipating the Slavophils,
"from the“revolutionary tendencies which threaten the rest
of Europe. Its own internal healthy organisation protects
it against pauperism and the doctrines of communism and
socialism. In the other modern states, pauperism and pro-
letarianisation are the festering sores to which the pre-
sent condition of sociefy has given birth. Can they be
healed? The communistic doctors propose, as a preliminary

step, the destruction of the present organisation, as new
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buildings can best be erected upon a tabula rasa. But
death never produces life. One thing however is certain,
if these people succeed in carrying out their schemes,
the result will not be a political but a social revolu-
tion, a war against all property, and complete anarchy.
Will new states then becconstituted, and upon what basis,
moral or social? Who can raise the veil of the future?
and.what course will Russia then take? A Russian proverb
says, "I sit upon the shore and wait for the wind"(8)
Though Haxthausen considered the Commune a bulwark against
socialism,hé finds funnily enough that through it the
principles of St. Simon were being realised in Russia.
It is worth quoting his observations in length because
Chernyshevskii introduced a léngthy discussion in his
own polemic against Vernadskii of the utility of communal
ownership of land based on this observation by Haxthausen.
| "We see, at present," Haxthausen says, "three dis-
tinct principles prevailing with regard to the possession
of land in Europe. In three countries they are distinctly
marked, and in the others they exist in a modified form.~®
"In England we find this principle: the land must
be divided as little as possible, and only so many hands
devotea to agriculture as are absolutely necessary; for
in this way alone can it be energetically prosecuted and
maintained in a flourishing condition. The whole country
therefore is cultivated by means of large (though‘not over=
grown) farms, which have the advantage of providing work
the whole year for all the hands employed upon the, land and
no labour is lost. Laéting improvements can only be
effected upon 1ar§e farms.

Foy

"The second principle is represented by France.
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The principle is this:- Agriculture is a free-trade em-
ployment, and therefore all the land must be divisible;
every man must be able to acquire it; in other words,
the land must be a commodity, and pass like a coin: from
hand to hand. It is in consequence subdivided into
%@mmwrable; small properties.

"The third principle is represented by Russia. France
has the principle of divisibility of the soil: Russia
goes much further; it divides it constantly. France re-
presents the principle of free competition, and considers
all the land .: a commodity“which every one can acquire
with money: Russia gives the right to every one of her
sons to participate in the usufruct of the land, in per-
fect equality in each Commune. In France the land is
the private property of the individual: in Russia it is
the property of the people, and their microcosm the Com-
mune, the individual having only a right to the usufruct
in'common with all the rest. That: agriculture cannotaitaim
so high a degree under this system as in England, or even
in Germany, must be allowed; but in our opinion it might
attain the degree which it has reached in France, if some
other conditions of social progress were fulfilled, and
certaiﬁ obstacles removed.

"In considering the social condition of Russia, «.-
we cannot fall to be struck with the remarkable points
of comparison which it offers to the dreams of some of
the modern political sects, particularly the St. Simonians-
and the Communists. The social state however which they
imagine to be the highest development of the human race-
can never be established upon the bases of their doctrines,

because these are unchristian, untrue, and atheisticalj;
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it would be to build upon sand, and anarchy would be the
certain consequence of the attempt. But I deny that such
an order of things, apart from the principles upon which
these sectaries would erect it, is in itself unchristian
and unreasonable, and therefore impossible: the present
condition of Russia is a proof, that a political and
social State and a Christian monarchy may coexist with
such institutions,

“The St. Simonians would abolish all private property
in land, and the right of inheriting it, substituting only
a life interest in its placé. In Russia this arrangement
actually exists. Among the people, individuals have
’usually no property in land, not even a certain and
fixéd occupation; they have only a claim to the usu-
fruct; there can therefore be no inheritance. The prin-
ciples however which lie at the base of this social condi-
tion are different from those upon which the St. Simonians
would establish their modern polity; they are completely
national, and adapted to a Christian monarchy.

"According to St. Simon, the land belongs to the
Spirit of Humanity, as the God of the earth. Every man
is a temporary emanation from this Deity; and therefore,
SO loné as he exists as an individual in the world, and
has not yet flowed back into the universal spirit, he
has a right to a certain amount of what the earth pro-
duces. This right however is wholly personal; he cannot
bequeath it to his children, for these, like all past
and future generations, are emanations, and have merely
a personal, not an inherited, claim to a portion of the
earth's produce.

b The Russians, on the other hand, say that the earth
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belongs to the Creator, and has been granted by Him to
Adam and his descendants. Successive generations inherited
possession; and as their numbers increased they occupied
a greater exteﬁt of the earth's surface, which they shared
under the Divine guidance in the world's history. The
country now called Russia fell to the progenitors of the
Russians; and his descendants, remaining united under
the head of their - race, and thus constituting a people,
spread over the territory which has thus by the providence
of God become their property. The disposal of it, as
in a family, belongs to the~father, the head of the race,
the Czar: an individual has a right to share in it only
sé long as he lives in unity with the Czar, and his people.
The éoil is the joint property of the national family,
and the father or Czar has the sole disposal of it, and
distributes it among the families into which the nation
has in the course of time been divided.

A joint occupancy of the whole could only exist while
the people led a nomadic life: when they became settled,
a portion was assigned to each family, which occupied
its share under a separate head. The right of the family
thus arose in a manner quite analogous to that of the
nation: The property is a family property, belonging
equally but undivided to all the members of the fémily,
~-the father having the disposal and distribution of the
produce. If a member insists on a division, he reéeives
his portion, but loses all claim upon the joint possession;
he is paid off and éxéluded, and thenceforth constitutes
a new family. The families thus remained for many gene-
rations under their respective heads, and became family

Communes: hence aose the communal rights" "The Commune



- 155 -

is still considered in law to form a family. If a

stranger comes to reside in a village, he is adopted.

Every member has an equal claim upon the joint and undivided
communal property; the distribution of the produce rests
with the fathers, the 'Whiteheads' or the Starosta (Elder).
A member cannot possess private property in the land,

and therefore cannot bequeath it; but his sons, by vir-

tue of théir birth into the family, have an immediate

right to a share in the joint property and its usufruct.:

"According to St. Simon, the individual, as an emana-
tion from the God of the eafth, has a joint right to the
possessions of the whole earth. With the Russian people,
the individual, as a son of the Czar, as a Russian, and
member of the Commune, has a joint right to Russia which
has been granted by God to the Russian people, and par-
ticularly to the property of the family or Commune to which
he belongs." (9)

Chernyshevskii discussed the commune in its various
aspects in a number of articles published in_§gzégmgnnikz
mainly between 1856 and 1859. Two of his publications -
'Baron von Haxthausen's Studies of the Internal Relations
of National Life and in Particular of the Rural Institu-

tion of Russia' ('Issledovaniya o vnutrennikh otnosheniyakh

narodnoi zhizni i v osobennosti sel'skikh uchrezhdeniyakh

Rossi Barona Avqusta Gakstgausena') and 'On the Landed

Property' (O pozemelnoi sobstvennosti ) - were aimed at

refuting the arguments put forward by Vernadskii, a well-
known economist in Chernyshevskii's time, who called in
question the relevance of the commune for Russian society.
Vernadskii characterised the commune as an old outdated

organisation which had no justification in the middle
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of the 19th century. He expressed his view in an article

in the journal 'Economic Indicator' (Ekonomicheskii

ukazatel'). There ensued a long series of arguments and

counter~arguments on the pages of Sovremennik and Ekono-

’

micheskii ukazatel. Vernadskii's economic ideas were

derived from western sources and he beiieved that private
property in land wasa higher and a more progressive form
of ownership than the communal one: Russia could not be
an exception to this principle. Vernadskii went as far
as to brand supporters of communal land ownership as
'dilletantes in science'.(ib) Chernyshevskii's first
reaction to this attack on communal landownership was

to present a detailed evaluation of Haxthausen's findings

on the commune in the above cited article (Issledovaniva

etc.) and to show that in the conditions prevailing in
Russia, communal landownership, in spite of its archaic
and patriarchal nature, was a living and beneficial force
and that it could be developed further in order to foster
the economic growth of the country. According to Cherny-
shevskii, large scale farming in agriculture needed a
substantial amount of capital and this was not available
in Russia at that time. Moreover the commune and the
communal administration were part and parcel of Russian
rural life and a large section of the rural population
were wedded to this concept of land ownership. If one
accepts, Chernyshevskii said, even for argument's.sake,
that sufficient capital was available to transgsSrm the
Rusgian rural économy into a western system, then doing
this would destroy the organic foundation of rural life
becawsera large number of people had given the allegiance

to the village commune. Consequently, the breakdown of
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the communal structure in the village was not desirable.
Chernyshevskii did not deny that there were elements of
patriarchalism in the communal structure and he also ad-
mitted that rapid economic growth was needed. But while
pursuing the policy of economic growth, was there any
need to destroy the communal basis of land ownership?(11)
He agreed that a patriarchal form of economic organisation
was incompatible with a high degree of civilisation and
that is why the majority of the people of his time sub-
scribed to the view that such organisations should be
done away with in the interest of the national economy.(12)
But he asserted that the paa;icular form of an organisation
and principles on which it/based are two different ideas.
Even if the patriarchal form of communal organisation
was replaced by a modern one, the communal principle of
redistribution of land should be preserved because, pro-
vided serfdom is abolished, this principle was superior
in Russia to that of private ownership of land.(13)
It should be preserved, firstly,because of the painful
experlence of the transformation of the rural economy
into a capitalistic one in western Europe; and secondly
in the structure of communal organisation was to be found
a means of guaranteeing the maximum well-being of the
people by resorting to socialist production, the seeds
of which lay hidden in the commune.(14) 4

In his polemic against Vernadskii on the utility of |
the commune, Chernyshevskil extensively used Haxthausen's
arguments in its favour. It may come as a surprise to
many that Chernyshevskii, an outspoken opponent of the
gentry interest, should support the arguments of Haxthausen,

a Prussian landlord, on a guestion of agricultural economics.
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But his attitude to Haxthausen is ambiguous. "Firstly,
it is necessary to say," Chernyshevskii writes, "that
Haxthausen in his political views is not only not a
republican, gr a liberal or even a simple conservative,
but is a complete reactionery of the kind to be found only
in Germany among the landlordé of some Prussian proVinces...
He regards any German or French who does not recognise
the necessity of monarchical power in either Germany or
France as the enemy of God or of his fatherland. He
not only desires the revivg} of monarchical power in
those cbuntries of western Europe where asstruggle is
going on between autocracy and constitutional structure,
but would also have wished to introduce autocratic monarchy
in north America, which is inferior:to Russia in respect
of political organisationf(iS)

And yet Chernyshevskii uses Haxthausen's view on
the commune in arquing with Vernadskii, because in Cherny-
shevskii's own words, "he (Haxthausen) is a fine agronomist
and knows about the agricultural institution of all the
countries of western Europe thoroughly and particularly
of Germany which he studied extensively from the economic
point of view; he not only knows these institutions well
but argues about them with fairness. He is a highly pra-
‘tical man, especially in those matters where one can en-
tertain independent opinions through close familiarity
with them. He was not activiely involved in politics;
while talking politics, he takes for granted certain trad-
itional concepts peculiar to the class in which he was
brought up and still lives. But as soon as he comes to
agricultural problems, Haxthausen sheds his skin of a

Prussian landlord, and turns into a fairly enlightened,
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experienced and astute landowner. He does not even care
what this or that political party may think of him. He
would confine himself to a consideration of the rural
economic or the general économic consequences of the
communal institution. He disowns institutions favoured
by his own political party, whenever he finds that they
are disadvantageous or unsatisfactory for the national
economy. He openly declares that : 'The economic sphere
must be separate from political prejudice or partiality:
questioné about national well-being are higher than
arguments about political gorml"(16) In spite of such
praise of Haxthausen for his understanding of agricul-
tural question, one cannot fail to see that Haxthausen's
defense of the communal structure in Russia was entirely
servihg the interest of the autocracy. He thought of
the Tsar as the father of the nation and regarded mem-’
bers of the commune as the Tsar's children.(17) He

also failed to mention that the role of the landlords
would become useless if one adheres strictly to the com-
munal principle. So Haxthausen spoke in favour of a
society based on the coexistence of Tsar, the nobility
and the members of the commune - a position which
Chernyéhevskii could not, of course, share. In this
respect Chernyshevskii's attitude was characteristically
unequivocal. To fight against Vernadskii, he used those
arguments of Haxthausen with which he agreed and openly
criticised/wﬁggﬁahe could not accept. For example,
Vernadskii had argued in the above mentioned journal
that communal organisation was a hindrance to the effec-

tiveness of capital investment in increasing the agricul-
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tural production in Russia, because of the small size

and fragmentated néture of communal holdings. If total
agricultural production was the criterion, Vernadskii's
argument-was correct. Chernyshevskii opposed this view
because he believed in the fundamental economic principle
that more total production at the expense of many of the
people is to be rejected in favour of a smaller total
production which is’fairly distributed among all. He
admitted that encldsure of the lahd of the communes and
creation of privaéely owned large scale farms would
increase produétion but this would be at the expense of
the landholders of the commune who would become landless
labours. Then,paradoxically,Chernyshevskii asserted that
an outlay of capital is not economically viable in land

in the absence of communal ownership. He_refers to Hax~-
thausen in this matter saying that, "as a practical man,
Haxthausen correctly observes that if communal ownership
in actuality was a hindrance to the investment of capital
for increasing agricultural production as in western
Europe, then without communal ownership such an investment
of capital is even more impossible in Russia".(18) After
presenting some of Haxthausen's viewson the need for pre-
serving ther.commune és a rural institution in Russia,
Chernyshevskii goes on to point out in clear terms the
defects in Haxthausen's position. The latter expressed
the opinion that communal tillage in all its aspects

was a special feature of a Slavic or Great Russian com-
munity. Chernyshevskii was of the opinion that the village
commune had been a living organisation in all the countries
of western Europe and that the communal spirit had been

a powerful uniting force of the people in these countries.
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But, in the course of time,many of these countries had
gone through a series of economic and social changes.
As a result, the communes disintegrated and gave away to
- new forms of rural economic organidations, devoid of
cohesion. In Russia the village commune survived and
served a very useful purpose. This did not necessarily
mean that Russia remained absolutely free from the economic
upheavals peculiar to western European countries. The
growth of industrialisation and capitalistic modes of
production - the two most vital signs of economic change
in western Europe-had affected Russia. Still, Chernyshevskii
did not see any important symptoms of the cracking up of
communal organisation in Russia. He even contended that
it remained as powerful arid well-knit in the middle of
the 19th as in £he 17th century.(19) Therefore it was
not some sort of esoteric quality of the Slav people but
'an ascertainable practice as well as a necessity of
social survival.

; éhernyshevskii was also critical of Haxthausen's view
that communal 1life in the Russian villages was a trans-
lation of Saint-Simonism into reality. According to
Chernyshevskii, Saint-Simon had a confused understanding
and an”underestimation of the economic implications of
socialiSm;being as he was primarily concerned with social
organization. The commune was socialistic in the economic
 sense and therein resided its importance. (20) Adﬁittedly
economic transformation was not sufficient to effect a
complete change in the patterns of social 1life. According
to Chernyshevskii,socialiangnommmss%ﬁl aspects of life,
starting from one's attitude to one's neighbour to the

people of another country.(21) The main objective for
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which socialism strives is the betterment of the life of
men. By 'betterment of the life of men,' Chernyshevskii
wanted to convey two ideas -~ (a) betterment at a purely
economic level and (b) betterment at a purely moral or
intellectual level. The former, according to Chernyshevskii,
is a prerequisite for the attainment of the latter.
Saint-Simon's -idea of socialism ignored this and turned

into an 'undetermined and exalted' (neopredelennoi i ekzal!

tirovannoi) utopia which endeavoured to recreate the en-~

tire life of men by fitting it into an abstract formula,
softened by éppeals to 'love! which would replace the
existing inimical relationship between man and man (even
between a master and a worker).(22) In Haxthausen's scheme
this 'love' was to operate between the members of the com-
mune and thé "father" of the land, the Tsar. Chernyshevskii
denied that there could be a relationship of love between

th parties whose interests clashed with one another. He
even tried to analyse the word 'love' from a semantic

angle and concluded that this had only an erotic significance.
The confusion in Saint-Simon was worse confounded because

he applied the same word to economic matters and to questions
of mar;iage and free love. All this appeared to Chernyshevskii‘
as highly unscientific. How indeed is one to explain the
economic structure of a society or the cause of its trans-
formation by means of such notions?(23)

The Russian communal organisations then, whose social-
ism was economic in nature had nothing to do with the
translation of Saint-Simonian ideas into reality. 1In
this connection Chernyéhevskii makes a general point about

the priority of economics in all discussions of political
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problems and insists that political economy is the basis
of scientific social thinking.(24) This idea was not known
in the days of Saint-Simon whose system, according to
Chernyshevskii,was outmoded and irrelevant as a social
science and indeed as a philosophy of life.

In the second of his works on the commune referred
to earlier (25) Chernyshevskii continued his polemic

on the superiority of communal ownership of land against

both Vernadskii and his journal 'Ekonomicheskii - ukazatel!'
After the publication of Chernyshevskii's first article

(Issledovaniya etc.) Vernadskii made a comment in his

journal (Ek, uk. no.25) that the village commune issue

was neither a contemporary nor an important one in

Russia. Vernadskii went as far as to say that only dil-
letants in science would be concerned with such issues.(26)
This adverse comment provoked Chernyshevskii to publish

a lengthy reply in the form of a treatise,not only to
challenge Vernadskii's remarks but also to establish the
case for the village commune. Chernyshevskii commented
that it was very surprising that Vernadskii did not find
anything important or contemporary in communal landowner-
ship. Any living force in a country was bound to be:con-
temporaneous and if a large number of people adhere to the
principles of a particular economic organisation, it must
be regarded as important regardless of any prejudice
against it. "You do not consider the question ofAthe
preservation or destruction of communal ownership as either
contemporary or too important®", Chernyshevskii addressed
himself to Vernadskii, "gﬁt millions of people in Russia
use the land according to the right of communal ownership;
if the‘French consider their law of the equal division

among children of their. inheritence to be an important



~ 164 -
historical achievement, then why is the question of the
right of ownership not important? The law of inheritence
allows every Frenchman to be in a position to receive
something sometime, will many of them receive it? But
éach one of the fifteén million Russianswho makes use
of land by this right are interested directly and con-
stantly in the right to communal ownership. Inheritence
is an important fact of national 1life, but it is only a
partial case of the right to property; many things depend
on inheritence, yet not the whole of economic life; but
many things definitely depeﬁd on property. This question
is ot contemporary' - but is not everybody really arguing
about economic transformation, is not everybody preparing
for it, are we not each in our own way preparing for it"?2(27)
Chernyshevskii attached more importance to property than
to inheritence because the right to inherit itself does
not guarantee the right to acquire property.

The next point of controversy between Chernyshevskii
and Vernadskii turned on the definition of the proletariat
and on whether the members of the commune could be called
a proletariat. Chernyshevskii, in his article 'Issle-

- dovaniya etc' traced the origin: of the preletariat in
Englaﬁa and France. He stated that in course of the trans-
formation"of ownership of land from the communal to the
private form a great number of people who had no immovable
property were transformed into proletarians. Verhadskii

in His reply stated that in France many proletarians had
immovable property.(28) Chernyshevskil expressed great
surptise at this remark and asserted that as soon as a
group of people were termed proletarians, the question

of them owning immovable property did not arise because
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owning immovable property and being a proletarian were
by definition, exclusive categories.(29) According to
him, a group of men may be very poor, may live in miserable
conditions, may have only sufficient means to subsist,
but in spite of this may own immovable property. But
they can no longer be called proletarians. On the other
hand, a group of people, in:spite of not owning immovable
property, may lead an ordered life by selling their labour
and may be better off than the aforementioned group.
"The French settlers", he :says, "who have five hectares
of land may live very meagrély if their land is bad or if
their families are too large, but nevertheless they are
not proletarians; on the other hand a factory worker in
Paris or Lyons can live in a warmer and more comfortable
room, can eat more tasty food and dress better than these
agriculturists; yet they will be proletarians if they
have neither immovable property nor capital, and if their
fate depends exclusi§ely on wages'"(30) Chernyshevskii's
argument seems unassalilable here. Vernadskii plainly
made the mistake of confusing the notions of the poor
and of the proletariat. Having made his point, Cherny-
shevskii ironically observed that, following Vernadskii's
classification of people, some blind men may be found
who had some vision.(31)

This controversy between Chernyshevskil and Vernadskii
is not important in itself. It indicates why Cherhyshevskii
attached importance to property, especially immovable
property, rather than to inheritence. He was such an out-
Spoken supporter of communal ownership of land (which was
Oone form of property) because he was confident that only

communal ownership could prevent a large section of the
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Russian people from becoming propertyless proletarians.

He did not believe in the process of the alienation of
the producers from the means of production. He was an
opponent of private ownership of land because this had
led to the creation of a large rural proletariat in
England and a substantial fall in the general well-being
of the masses. As will be discussed later, he even pre-
sented a new theory of social change which would avoid
the development of capitalism in Russia (and thus of a
landless proletariat). This theory had as its main
emphasis in the communa; ownérship of land and property
not by inheritence but'by the principle of redistribution
amongst the members of the commune. |

One might wonder, as Vernadskii did, how the members
of a commune differed from proletarians when they had neither
the right to inherit property nor to sell or mortgage it.(32)
Chernyshevskii pointed out that the difference lay in the
manner in which the members of the commune utilised their
land. They remained the owners of land during the whole
of their life time because the commune was concerned with )
advantages of the members only during their life span
although the children of deceased members had an equal
right to become members of the commune.(33) 1In the case
of the proletarians there was no question of such privilege
Oor any possibility of acquiring property. Chernyshevskii
gives the following example to clarify the distinction.
Supposing a joint-stock.g&ﬁgj§ for water transport was
formed with an authorised capital of ten million rubles
and that one of the founders bought shares worth, say,
200,000 rubles and on the strength of this investment was
made directer - of the firm but only on the condition that

as a director he would have no right to sell or mortgage
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his holding in the company. If such a director has no
other means apart froﬁ the money invested in the stock
of the company, Chernyshevskii asks whether he can be
classed as a proletarian?(34) He is correct in pointing
out that owning a property without the right to sell or
mortgage it (as in the case of the above director) is
quite different from not owning a property at all, or for
owning a property for only a short period, that is, dur-
ing one's lifetime. But Chernyshevskii failed to notice
that a director of a company, even if he is not entitled
to sell~or mortgage his hoiaings during his lifetime,
has the right to leave it as a legacy to his‘children,
which right'was absent in the Russian commune. In con-
cluding his polemic with Vernadskii, Chernyshevskii main~-
tained the idea of the ecoﬁomic superiority 6f communal
ownership over private ownership in concrete terms. He
considered two possibilities in this connection: (a)
production on land under private ownership where the owner
received the bulk of the income accrued from this land,
while the others, the farmers and agricultural wage
. earners, receive only a very small portion of this in-
come., (For argument's sake Chernyshevskii assumed that
the laﬁdlord, because of ‘his capacity to invest the nece-
ssary capital, will be able to produce more than in any
other form of ownership); and (b) production under com-
munal ownership where each member will receive an.incomg
more than that which can be.obtained as a wage earner in
a farm owned by a private landlord. Here the assumption
is that the members of the commune because of insufficient
capital will not be in a position to effect’much improvement

in the techniques of production and hence the total production
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will be less than that possible in a farm owned by an
individual. Chernyshevskii explains the th possibilities
thus: "Let us take two holdings of 5000 dessyatin of
land (one square mile). There are 2000 men on each hold-
ing. One holding is givided into thirty farms; with the
improved method of agriculture of the second period (the
period when private property is evidently advantageous)
eaéh dessyatina gives in general an income of 20 rubles.
Of these 5 rubles go as rent to the landlords, 6 rublés
as wage and maintenance of the workers and 9 rubles remain
at the disposal of the farm. In the second holding, on
account of communal ownership,cultivation was less success-
ful, and a dessyatina gives an income of 12 rubles, but
this entire income remains at the disposal of the tillers,
all of whom according to the general communal principle
participate in the use of the land. Let us compare these
two holdings:

Theé general value of production in the first holding =
5000 times 20 = 100,000 rubles. The general value of
production in the second holding = 5000 time 12, =
60,000 rubles."
| "As regards production, that of the holding with the
farms has a much higher value than that of the holding
with the communal usage. But let us turn from the state
of production to the condition of the people who 1ive on
these holdings. Let us consider the situation as it |
affects each family, assuming that each family consists
of five people.

Holding with the Farms:
1 Family (the landlord) receives 5 times 5000 =

25,000 rubles,
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30 families (farmers) receives 9 times 5000 = 45,000 rubles
or each family gets 1500 rubles.
369 Families (Hired agricultural workers) get 6 times 5000 =

30,000 rubles or each family gets 81 rubles 25 kopeks.

The Holding with Communal Ownership:

400 families receive 12 times 5000 = 60,000 rubles or
\ each family receives 150 rubles.

The conclusion is clear. In the second holding the
mass of the population are almost twice as well off as
those in the first, though“the value of produce in the
first is almost twice és much as that of the second.'"(35)

This is Chernyshevskii's calculation iﬁ support of
the superiority of communal over private ownership. The
well-being of the majority is ensured even if the level
of production is not maximum. He restates the argument
in a concluding remark to Vernadskii: "Opponents of com-
munal landownership assert that (under this form of
ownership) a dessyatina of land cannot give as large an
income as under agriculture by farming. ...even if this
unfounded prejudice is valid, for the majority of agri-
Culturists communal ownership is more advantageous, be-
cause”in the case of agriculture under farming the majo-
rity of the agriculturists are turned into hired workers,
and therefore, although with the system of farms the amount
of value produced was greater, the condition of the majo-
rity of the agricultural class is nevertheless better
under communal tillage.”" (36)

In all his economic arguménts, Chernyshevskii adhered
to this principle which he took as a foundation from

which to make his critique of the dominant political economy
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of his time and on which to base his own theory of socialist

production.
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CHAPTER TWO CHERNYSHEVSKII'S DIALECTICAL THEORY OF DEVELOPMENT,
ITS APPLICATION TO THE QUESTION OF COMMUNAL PROPERTY
OWNERSHIP

In 1858 Chernyshevskii published an article in Sovremennik
entitled, "A Critique of the Philosophical Prejudices against

Communal Ownership" ('Kritika filosofskikh predubezhdenii protiv

obshchinnogo vladeniya'). The original purpose of this article

was to restate his case on communal ownership and to refute the
arguments in favour of private property. On this occasion he
produced two of his celebrated arguments in defence of communal
ownership., In the first oflthese, he developed a theory of social
change based upon Hegelian dialectics,but unlike the German
philosopher,/sﬁifted his attention from "the logic of movement of
ideas to that of movement of things" (1). Hs second concern was
whether in processes of social change.. a society had to pass through
all stages to reach the culmination of its development. Cherny-
shevskii came to the conclusion that it is possible for a society to
by-pass an intermediate stage in its development while attaining the
highest degree of development,

According to Chernyshevskii, contradiction and struggle between
content and form are the most powerful causes of development and
change 'in all spheres of nature and society. By 'content' Cherny-
shevskii meant the aggregative effect of the interplayof forces
within a given structure, either in nature or in society or in the
life of an individual. The structure in this case is the 'form',
When a change takes place in the content, it comes into conflict
with the form of the hitherto unchanged content, In Chernyshevskii's

language, the content becomes 'aggravated' because of its change and

thus the form associated with it becomes incapable of holding the same
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content within its limits. Consequently, the latter discards its

old form and accepts a new one. So, development is an endless

process of abandonment of old and birth of new forms., This is
Chernyshevskii's universal law of progress which applies not only

in s&ciety but also in nature, This idea is original in that it
‘points out the inevitability of social change. hThe eternal change

of form, eternal abandonment of forms, born of gertain contents or
aspiration due to an aggravation‘éf that aspiration, highest
development of.the same contént'— who has understood this eternal
general law, Who has learnt it to apply to all types 6f phenomena ~

oh, how calmly he takes chances which trouble others = he does not
complain of ﬁhat which has outlived its time and says, 'let it happen ~
we will win the day in spite ofleverything'." (2)  Development thus
consists of endless 'aggravation' of the content and endless change of
.the form; each phase of the process following the dialectical principle
of 'negation of negation', According to the dialectical principie of
change enunciated by Hegel, the development of every event passes
through three states, of which thé last one resembles the first but is
at a higher 1evei. Chernyshevskii stated this dialectical law in the
following manner: "The end of the development is a return to its
beginning“ (3)s He used the word to mean that the end will resemble
the beginning in form. (4) He explains the character of development
by asserting that when the content of a particular form reaches a stage
of extreme 'aggravation', it discards or is emancipated from the old
and gives birth to a new form. When this process has continued for a
long time the content reaches its fullgst development; it then returns
to the form which existed at the very beginning of the process of

dGVelopment. This is due to the fact that "the surplus of quality
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affects the form in a way opposite to that by which the lesser
degree of the same qﬁality affected it." (5) Chernyshevskii
further adds in this connection that everywhere the most powerful
development of the content leads to the revival of the same form
which had been abandoned when the content was weak and undeveloped.
< . By 'everywhere' Chernyshevskii means nature as well as society,

In allithese somewhat abstract arguments Chernyshevskii
endeavours to explain that development invblvés not simply a
quantitative but a qualitative change. He spoke of distinct social
periods eéch arising as the result of the struggle between content
and form; and each of these périods was characterised By him as
something qualitatively different from the previous phase, He gave
several examples illustrating the dialectical development of history.
His main purpose in presenfing these illuétrations was to refute the
Obinioﬁ prevalent in his time that private ownership of the means of
production Qas fheimost developed form of property relations that had
ever existed and‘that céﬁmunal ownership was a ‘vestige of a bygone era,
Chernyshevskii contended that private ownership had no resemblance
either i# form or in content with first form ofbprOperty relation which
was éommﬁnal; hence private ownership could not be the most developed
fOfm° The Russian commune was not the most developed form of communal
ownership but it was not primitive either, and there were reasons to
believe that the commune could be developed further in response to social
Needs, Sinée, accordihg to Chernyshevskii's theory of dialectical
development of societx,'the end 6f a development is a return to its
beginning' and since the Russian commune resembled the primitive commune
in form, he held that communal ownership of the means of production and

not the private ownership was the most developed form of property relationS.
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Chernyshevskii illqstrates this contention by taking some examples

of social activity., "At théﬁbeginning we find small tribes, where
each governs itself quite independently and is united in a common
bond with other hbmogeneous tribes only in a few cases when these demand
common action: for egaﬁple, in case of war and pther relétions with
fo;eign nations; and also in undertakings which exceed the means of
one tribe; =~ . = for example, gigantic structures such as the

tower of Babylon and the Cyclopean walls, Each member of the tribe

is united with the other ﬁot oﬂly by legal obligation, but by living
personal interests, on accdﬁnt of mutual acquaintance, blood
relationship and the common advantages of neighbouré. Each member
takes a personal and active part in all matters concerning the social
group to which he belongs. In the language of a scholar such a state-
of affairs is called self-rule and federation., Little by little the
small tribes become more and more merged, so that they are finally
absorbed as regards administration into‘large stétes such as France,
Austria, Prussia, etc. The administrative character of societies in
this sfage of development is bureaucracy, a complete contrast to the
primitive tribal way of lifé. Administrative districts afe defined
with less and less relation to the interests of the inhabitants
themselves who lay independent of the central source. Neither in
Prussia nor in Austria has the region corresponding to our uezd any
living coﬁﬁection between its various parts; only by a wider
demarcation of the provinces have living connections between the
component parts . . been maintained. But this is a deviation from
the general rule and at the first opportunity reforms are carried out
such as have already succeeded in dividing France into departments
devoid of organic unity instead of the former provinces., Members of

an administrative district having no living connection either through

»
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theif history or théir material interests are at the same time deprived
of the full power that they had before in the administration of the
region, Everything is managed by a spécial kind of men, called officials
and police, who by their origin and in their personal relationship

have no connection with the people of the region; they are transferred
from one place to another simply in the interest of the central authority;
they act on its orders and are obliged to submit an account of their
activities to.it alone, An inhabitant of the region in relation to its
administration is a purely passive person, materia gubernanda., Is it
hecessary to say fhat society cannot stop at this stage? Switzerland

and the North American States are in administrative structure a complete
Treturn from a bureaucratic order to the primitive conditions before the
rise of big states." (6) Thus Chernyshevskii seeks to show that the
latest stage of any develobment in any sphere of activity corresponds

in form to the primitive stage. Though his characterisation of
administratiﬁn of Switzerland is correct, his assessment of the form of
government in the North American states is not entirely correct. In the
Southern states a large number of the inhabitants were still slaves, unable
to play any role in government.

The development of a judiciary in society is another case in point
cited by Chernyshevskii. According to him, in the primitive stage,
administraélon and execution of justice were carried out by common men;
the responsibility of imparting justice wasshared by all the male members
of a tribe. The communal assembly was the only operative body and each
male member of the tribe had the right to participate in the proceedings
of the communal assembly. In the course of time the judiciary became
Separated froﬁ the common men and the task of making judicial decisions

Was increasingly restricted to people who were specially trained in this

field, But, according to Chernyshevskii, social development did not stop
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at this point; it continued further and eventually the ordinary
members of society who had been deprived of the right to administer
justice were reinstated in their former position by being glveﬁ the -
right to Become members of the jurv in trials. (7) 'This was a
'return' to the pfimitive.form. Chernyehevskii divides the history
of justice into three distinct etages - (a) trial by the vhole
society, (b) trial by the jurists (a special class of people
qualified to do the same) and (c¢) trial by jufy (who are again
ordinary membefs of the societ;’without any special legal training).
(8) This is a typical%eiample‘of Cherhyshevskii's dialectical
methodvapplied to the development of social phenomena. He also
finds dialectical change in the development of a 1anguage. At the
verynfirst stage there were neither grammatical complexities nor
complexities of manner and style. Everyone expressed‘his thought
in a 31mp1e, unambiguous form, ln the course of time complicated
v grammatlcal structures evolved with a multitude of inflections,
conjugations and declensions. Chernyshevskii referred to Sanskrit,
Latin end Gfeek as such complex languages. Butvas society emerged
from the ancient past, the need for more spontanedus communication
earose. Coneequently the content of the living language could no
longe£ express itself in‘complex, archaic forms of communication.
As a result llngulstlc patterns came into belng in accordance with
nev soc1a1 and cultural needs; new languages evolved w1th a minimum
of inflection, intricacy, convention, A process of 31mp11f1cat10n
ensued. The end of the development was a return to the beginhing. €))
It should‘bevborne in mind that Chernyshevskii never suggested
that a 'return' to the original form sighified a return to‘the exact‘

original form, According to the dialectical law of development, the
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last stage would be richer in content but will correspond to the
initial 6r first stage of the development in form only. That is
why, in speaking of simplicity as the sign of a more developed
language, Chernyshevskii does not mean artlessness or naivete but,
rather, elimination of the elaborate, the studied and the unnatural,

Cheryshevskii gave these examplesin order to convince his
opponents of the dialectical nature of historical development. He
then appliéd this principle to show that the communal ownership and
not private ownership was the highest form of property ownership,
According to the dialéctical law of development, then, the most
developed social form would resemble the first stage which was the
primitive commune. The village commune at that time in Russia was a
living force and seemed to fit Chernyshevskii's pattern., He insisted
that he was not championiﬁg a social organisation which had outlived
its existence: he claimed to support the cause of social progress,
since the commune in Russia was a progressi?e rural organisation., He
admitted on numerous occasions that the commune as it existed was not
at its highest stage of development, but insisted that there was
potential for further development so that the commune would fulfil
the task that society expected of it. This point is shown in Cherny-
shevskii's discussion of the theory of socialist production. He contends
that, ‘in Qﬁite of its limitations, the 19th century Russian commune was
a more developed social organisation than private ownership of property
because'the commune alone could guarantee the maximum well-being of
all its members. (10)

Another contribution of Chernyshevskii to the theory of social

evolution was his idea of "decisive moments" (logicheskie momenty)

in any development, whether in history or in nature. According to him,
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any phenomenon passes through certain "logical" or "decisive"
m&ments in the process of development from the initial to the
most mature stage. . In Chernyshevskii's view, some of these
"decisive moments" were intermediate and some were final, (11)
This point is again illustrated with reference to the deveiopment
of linguistic expression, in particular, of writing. In the
history of writing there were logographic and pictographic
representation‘of i&eas in the initial stage,as in the Chinese
and Semitic languages. The next decisive moment was the invention
of phonetic alphabets and these were combined to convey an idea.
The development did not however stop here. The most mature stage
was reached when new simplicity of structure and content came into
its own. (12)

‘With regard to the economic sphere, the decisive moments in
" Cheryshevskii's view were these: (a) primitivé economic organisation
(the beginning of development) based on communal ownership of land.
At this stage the outlay of capital on land was impossible siﬁce
people pursued a largely nomadic life, Those engaged in agriculture
had only one means of production - their own labour. As a result
co-operation became absolutely essential and communal form of
ownership helped to strengthen this co-operation;. (b) the second
stage (intéﬁsification of development): agriculture needed an outlay
of sufficient capital and labour on land., Improvements were effected
on land by capital’ investments and those who did it becaﬁe the owners
of land, Thus‘private property in land became the rule., (c) The third
stage - the rise of speculation, (Chernyshevskii had evidently the
capitalist form of production in mind) due to increasing trading and
industrial activities. Speculation did not remain confined to

industry alone, it also entered into agriculture. Consequently,
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instead of small scale tilling, large scale farms became the order

of the day. (13) "So", Chernyshevskii says, "the private ownership

of land ceasés to be a means to compensate for the outlay of capital
for the improvement of land. At the same time the cultivation of

land begins to demand an amount of capital that far exceeds the means
of the greét majority of the agriculturists; agricultural economy is

on a scale that far exceeds the capacity of individual families and
agricuitural holdings; on account of its size it excludes (under
private ownership) the great majority of agriculturists from any
advantage which ¢ould be derived by the introduction of farming, and
turns this majority into hired workers." (14) 1In the light of this
state of affairs, according to Chernyshevskii, society would no longer
derive ény benefit or a&vantage from the form of private ownership in
land (which was in fact éapitalism in land). The next decisive moment
~would therefore be a communal form of ownership, which according to the
dialecticallpattern of growth would be a return to the form which
existed at the first stage of economic development, "The communal
ownership", éhgrnyshevskii says, "becomes the only means to enable the
great majority dfwagriculturists to have a share in the reward offered
by the land as a result of improvements effected on it by (their)
labour," (15) So, communal ownership in land was not only necessary
for the Qéll—being of the agriculturists but also for the success of
agriculture itself; it appeafed to Chernyshevskii to be the only
reasonable and healthy means to unite the interest of the agriculturists
with the cause of improvement on land. Chernyshevskii emphatically
stated that without this unity, a really successful productive activity

was impossible.
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In spite of the desirability of éommunal ownership, however,
it was not the only form that existed in Russia in Chernyshevskii's
time. In any case, capitalism either in land or in indﬁstry had not
benetrated as deeply in Russia in the middle of the 19th century as
 in other European countfies. According to the dialectical pattern
of development presented by Chernyshevskii, Russia was supposed to
pass through the stage of capitalist development (a "decisive moment")
and only in case of too much 'aggravation' in the 'contént' of this
Stage would a new form arise. Consequently, in spite of the virtues
of communal ownership, Russia was supposed to pass through capitalism
before reaching the phase of comﬁﬁnal ownership. Hence the celebrated
notion of 'by-passing the intefmediate decisive moment' (capitalism).
Chernyshevskii contended that, in spite of the fact that in any process
of development the mature stage is reached after the necessary. "decisive
moment", in certain situatiéns, any of the intermediate moments could
be by-passed to reach the mature stage. For example, ényone Who‘aspired
to be proficient iﬁ a language does not need to go through all the stages
in the development of a language or languages in general.(16) Without
knowing anything of the Chinese or the Semitic languages (which were
important “decisive moments" iﬁ the history of the development of languageé)
One can learn a modern language, though this language may represent a
later stage in the development of writing. In other words, by-passing
the intermediate "decisive moments" is a possibility if not a necessity
in this case. Chernyshevskii also refers to the use of arms in the
training of an army. The soldiérs do not need to know how to use bows
8nd arrows and other primitive weapons to become efficient fighters.
They are straightaway taught to learn the use of modern wespons. What
Was true in the life of individuals (learning a language and the use

Of arms) was also true of a society. (17)
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"Social life", he says, "is the sum of individual lives; and

if in‘an individualzlife the course of events can jump from

the lowest logical moment to the highest, by-passing those in
the middle, then it is quite evident from this that we must
expect to come across the same possibility in social life., This
is simple mathematical deduction, In fact, let the course of
development of an individual life not shortened by favourable
circumstances be expressed by the progression:

1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64,

In this progression let each term express a moment which
was not speeded by favourable circumstances of devélopment. Let
the society consist of A members. Then, evidently, the development
of the society will be expressed by the following.progression:

1A, 24, 4A, 8A, 16A, 324, 64A. ..

But we have seen that the course of an individual life can
skip over from the first stage to the third or the fourth or the
seventh; and let us suppose that with reference to a certain
conception or fact it proceeded by the following rapid path:

1, 4, 64.,.

Then evidently the course of social life with reference to
this event will be:

1A, 4A, 64A..." (18)

To make this rather notional example concrete, Chernyshevskii
described the experience of the New Zealand settlers., He says that
when people migrated to New Zealand, they found themselvés faced with
an uncultivated and almost uninhabited ¢ land. So, they had to
start their lives from the very beginning in the new countfy. While

doing so, they did not go through all the stages of human civilisation
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to reach the present standard of social and economic development,
In féct, they reached the level of development of ény advanced
nation iﬁ the quickestpossible time, This is a clear case of by~
passing the intermediate "decisive moment" in social development. (19)
The purpose of this whole argumentation was to show that it was
not necessary for Russia to go through the painful stage of capitalist
development, Russia could, according fo Chernyshevskii, straightaway
enter into a pbase of Socialistweconomy from the then existing
ecoqomic structure. The seed; of a socialist economy, according to
Chernyshevskii, were latent in the very structure of the commune,
Chernyshevskii;‘of course, was not the first to put forward this idea,
It was the cause of the idealisation of the commune by all Slavophil
and early populist thinkers, But whereas the latter had only a vague
conception of a socialist society, Chernyshévskii was concerned with
practice as well as theory. He tried to show in concrete terms that
the well-being of every individual, and the right to own the products of
one's own iabour, were the two basic principles of a society and that
capitalism was incapable of safeguarding these conditions. The two
principles were the produét of rational analysis of real situations
- and not of preconceived ideas and preferences. (20) Fear of capitalism
endemic among the Russian 19th century intelligentsia, does not in
itself‘éxpiain Chernyshevskii's advqcacy of communal ownership and he
cannot be criticised for.unaﬁareness of the necessary stages in social
transformation., He found in the commune the essential ingredients
for buildihg uﬁ a healthy economy in Russia which would guarantee
maximum ﬁell-being to its people. But there was a corollary reason
for the need to by-pass capitalism in Russia; Chernyshevskii believed
that thevgrowth of capitalism as a way to a socialist society was in

fact redundant in Russia. It could only delay the establishment of a
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socialist economy because it would serve to impoverish, to
'proletarianize' Russian s6ciety. Unlike Marx, he held that
Verelendung (immiseration) frustrates the advent of socialism
in the face of an existing and viable economy.,

Yet Chernyshevskii was not unaware that his theory was
liable to criticism and/ggticipated such criticism, TIf Russia
by-passes capitalism and relies on the commune to build her new
economy, would she not by the same token by-pass the technological
and scientific developments associated with the growth of capitalism?
He admitted that the commune as it existed in Russia in his time was
at a much lower level, economically speaking, than economic
organisation in Western Europe undér capitalism. But so was the
state of economy of the New Zealanders when they migrated to New
Zealand. They raised their economic standard bf utilising their
knowledge of economically advanced countries., Chernyshevskii thinks
optimistically that the situation would be the same in Russia,
because there is a definite process of development of backward
countries which he generalises as follows: (21) (a) when a certain
society or nation reaches a high stage of development, another society
or nation will take a comparatively short period to reach this stage,
(England Fook 1500 years to reach that stage of civilisation which
existed in the 19th century,whereas New Zealanders clearly took a much
shorter period). (b) This quickening process takes place because of
contact between the advanced and the backward countries., The contact
also helps the backward country to develop certain economic forces
which otherwise would have taken a long time to come into play if they

could come into play at all. (c) Because of the rapidity of the process

of development in backward countries, some of the stages of the
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development are by-passed making those moments only potential
but not actual. (The New Zealanders will know only from books
that protectionism as a system existed in a particular economic
period.)
These generalisations are not implausible. The process of
economic development in backward countries all over the world in
the 19th and 20th centuries followed largely the pattern predicted
by Chernyshevskii. The experience of the contemporary developing
countries also corresponds to this pattern, Chernyshevskii's views
therefore, represent a valuable contribution to economic thinking,
Chernyshevskii summarised his theory of development as follows:
"(a) In form the highest stage of development corresponds to its
beginning. (b) Under the influence of an advanced stage in development,
which stage has been attained by advanced countries, this can be
developed very quickly by other societies, the level can be raised
direct from the lowest to the highest stage by-passing the

intermediate logical moment." (22)



PART FOUR

Chernyshevskii and the Political Economy of his time

and his Theory of Socialist Production
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CHAPTER ONE CHERNYSHEVSKII'S ATTITUDE TO 'LAISSEZ-FAIRE' PRINCIPLE

In formulating his economic viéws, Chérnyshévskii always made”
a disfincfion between 'the wealth of a nation' and 'national well-
. . ) , o identical =
being', He did not consider these two ideas fut_ ":. as did the
classical économists. Political economy of the 18th and the first
six décédés of the 19th céntury in westérn Europé was mainly con-
Cérqéd with an énquiry into the causes of fhé wealth of nations.
Thé claséical économists bélievéd that the invisiblé forcés of an
économy ﬁéré‘always sélf-adjusting, and that this automatic
adjustmént broughf about maximuﬁ‘prospérity in a nation. This was
the prémisé on which all théofiés of political économy of that
time were formulaﬁéd. The prodgctivity of a nation was taken to
be the main criterion of national prospérity by political
: économisés from Adam Smith and David Ricardo down to Jéan Baptisfé
Say. 1In such a schémé, what was the fate of the ordinary individual?
Most of the individuals comprising sociéty at that time were
struggling units of sociéfy, économically speaking. That incréaséd
productivity in a nation leads to an increased welfare of the
individugls who are units of that nation is the common Béliéf. But
the political économy of this time looked upon the individual as an
aBstract idéa; the imp;ovémént of the condition of the individual
was thoﬁghﬁlto bé guarantéed by an improvémént of tﬁé Wholé sociéty,
Wﬁich was the nation. It was a concépt of the well—béing of the
abstract individual, not the real individual. In fact, the 18th
and the 19th céntury Brougﬁﬁincréasing paupérisation and impovérish-
mént of the masses in England and Francé, and simulfanéously
incréasing producﬁivity and wealth ofvthésé nations as a whole. This

paradox was not evident to anyoné who had unshakable faith in the

ideas of 'automatic adjustment', which had productivity and not
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distriﬁuﬁion of wéaléh as its focal poinﬁ. The principlé
of'laisséz-fairé' was tﬁé main,réason for ignoring tﬁé pligﬁt

of éhé real ordinary in&ividual in the capitalist économiés of
England and oéhér counﬁriés of wésférn Eﬁropé. Confemporanéous
ﬁiﬁﬁ éhé risé éfvdocfrinés justifying thé 'laissez-faire' principlé,
éhéré arosé otﬁér ideas whicﬁ éndéavouréd fo déal witﬁ tﬁé réal
individual and refused to treat the individual simply as an
aBsiracé énfity. The economic formulations of Saint Simon and
Fouriér, in séité of tﬁeir téchnical inadéquaciés and utopianism,
ﬁad oné sfréngtﬁ; fhéy pué tﬁé ordinary man in tﬁé foréfront

and madé his.wéll-béing fﬁé first considération in all économic
argumenfs. .If fﬁéy wérélutopiané in fﬁéir suggéstions for

realising their objectives, the theorists of laissez-faire

principlé wéré likéwisé ufopians in assuming tﬁaf the wéalfﬁ of

a nation impliéd the Wéll—Béing of the ordinary members of that
‘nation. Thé économist whé béliéﬁéd that thé équal distriBution of
Wéaléﬁywas the kéy to bringing about the maximum wéll-béing of

all members of sociéty reacted against this Zéitgéist. Russian
pOpulisté wéré parﬁ of this réacfion.

The firsf éconémic formulation of populism was made by
Chérnysﬁévskii in his writings on ﬁolitical economy. As the basis
of tﬁis formulafion hé considéréd sociéty as an additivé wﬁolé,
tﬁaf.is, a sum of individuals ratﬁer tﬁan a qualiﬁative wholé.(l)
Héncé, acc;;ding to him, thé wéll-Béing of tﬁé sooietyis dépéndént
on fhé wéll-béing of its individual mémbérs and not vicé-vérsa.

He always distinguished between natsia and Egggé,wéalth and well-
béing. (2) He attached gréat émphasis to the équal distribution
of wealéh whicﬁ,hé considéréd'would finally 1éad to in&ividual
Wéll-béing. He was not so much concerned with mere producﬁion of

wealth, In one of his works he stated that even if under certain
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conditions the income of a farm is increased but is unfavourably
distributed among the peasanfs, it is to be abandoned in favour
‘of a smailér income of the farm which is more favourably
distribuﬁéd. (3) In the first casé hé‘assuméd privaté ownérship
of land, and in the sécond - a communal ownérship. In one of
His Wéli-known articlés (4), hé désignaﬁés tﬁé économists who
ignoré tﬁé causé of thé 'réal individual' "économisfs of a

backward school" (ekonomisty otstaloi shkoly), and asserts that

fhéir formulation was disadvantagéous to the real individual.

Thé maiﬁ réason for naming tﬁé sécond génération of classical
économists as 'backward' lay inAtheir insisténcé on préscribing
fﬁé samé médiciné for all déséasés, as théir prédécéssors did

at an éarliér époch. This sécond génération, which includéd

J. B, Say, Basfiaf and others according‘to Chérnyshévskii, did not
faké info accounf thaf timé had changéd and a.néw médiciné was
néédéd to curé économic déséasés. This attitudé, according to
him, waslliké fﬁé aﬁtitudé of médical.mén wﬁo réliéd on fhé

principle of 'purgare et clystirizare' alone from generation to

fo,:générafion in ﬁréaéing patiénts. ; The backward economists
Wéré Bliﬁkéréd;Aiﬁéy uséd only tﬁosé concépts Wﬁich had comé
down from thé pﬁyious genérafion such as Adam Smith, David Ricardo,
and otﬁers. One of the most imporﬁant prémisés of the first
genéragion of fﬁé classical school of économics was to tréat man
as an abstract énfity and not to consider the 'real' man and his
Wéll-ﬁéing. Say and others adﬁéring to these prémises were blind
to the cﬂanging attitude towards man in their time.

How did it come about that the interest of the real man

ignored? By the very prémisé of the principle of laissez-faire,

laissez-passer which was enunciated by Chernyshevskii as follows:
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"Economic activity of individual personé must be guaranteed complete
freedom. Society has no right to impose aﬁy réstriction on them. The
state has no right to éursue any of thosé activities which can be
performed by the power of individual‘pefsons. Thé state exists only
for guaranteeing security of indifidual pérsons and for removing
restrictions which prevent‘the fulles£ dévélopment of iﬁdividual
activities. In othef words, the concérn of the staté lies only in
that which caﬁnot be attained by acfivities of individual persons;
unconditional freedom of activity Qf'individual perséns is the
supreme principle of society and thé sté%é should act only to safe-
guard‘this sﬁpreme principle. In other words, as far as activitiés
of the state are concerned the ideal is that théy should be reduced
to nil, and the closer‘this can be approached, the better for

society."(6) This is in brief the principle of laissez-faire

laissez-passer, thé principlé of automatic adjustment.

The advocated freedom of economic activity and non-interference
of the’State in such activities, then; caused the oppression of the
common man in this.scheme of things. Such economic activity
includes not only(the enterpreneurial activities of the capitalist
but also the struggle of the workers, both rural and urban, to
survive. Owing to the state's non-interference in economic activity
the weak, depri&ed of any help, become wéaker and the strong
become stroﬁger because of unrestricted freedom enjoyed by them.
Thus, according to Chernyshevskii, fhe masses, enjoy only the
freedom of deprivation. "How much misery the feople' of fhe
world would avoid",‘he states, "if they understood that there is
no freedom where the wesk remain unaided."(T7) Elsévhere, he states

that as an implication of the principle of laissez-faire the

Worker had the right to look for work but not the right to

Obtain it.(8) This inevitably led to an unhealthy competition
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bétwéén workérs for work. Somé succéédéd, othérsdid not. Thosé
who Wéré not forﬁunaﬁé énough to succéed had to rémain in miséry
bécausé the fhéory implied that their miséry would lead to the
maximum prospérity of the nation, wﬁile thé govérnmént‘could not
as a maftér of principlé, intervéné.

Chérnyshévskii endeavours to trace the origin of the laissez-
jgizé principle and examines whether the way it was intérprétéd
by latér économists and impléméntéd by the govérnments of his
time was in accordancé with the original spirit of the principlé.
He maintained thaf Gournét's purposé in proclaiming the principlé

of laissez-faire;was to counteract the body of doctrines advocated

By Quesnay, witﬁ his threé-class schémé and advocacy of strict
tariff, prohibition and .restraint. Since this physiocratic
principlé héld sway for somé timé, thé rising bourgéoisé in

Francé found its growth checkéd. Not only did thé opéning up of
foréign markéts bécomé difficult, but also the expansion of prod-
ucﬁion in théir own countries was hindéréd. England and Holland
had alréady passéd this 'barbaric' stage (Chernyshévskii's térm)
and the Bourgeois was éngaged in expanding factory production.

The réstréint on such production still prévailing in France due

to thé dominancé of Quesnay's idéas was thought to bé a hindrancé
to the growtﬁ.of individualism, and so thé célébrated principle
was formulated. It was an attémpt to rationalizé the émancipation
of the individualwfrom all sorts of restrictions. (10) But what
was the result? The suppréssion of the individual again.
Chérnyshévskii illustrates this point by quoting Turgot, the
Physiocrat who déveiopéd Gournet's basic idea: "A simplé worker
who does not have anything apart from his hands and his trade géts
s°meth1ng only after he succeeds in se111ng his labour to another.

He sells it e1ther more dearly or more cheaply: but his price,
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high or low' ', does not depend on him alone. It arises from the
conditions under which he is hired. The empldyer pays him as
cheaply as possible for his work:;; since he has the choice of
a large number of workers, he prefers the one who works more
cheaply. So the workers are forced to lower their price in rivalry
with one another. In all spheres of work it must and does
happen that the wage of the workers is lémitéd>to the figure
necessary to provide him with subsistence." (11) And elsevhere
Turgot held the opinion that the workers wére free in name but
slaves in reality. (12)

In his article,‘Economic Activity and Legislation’ ('Ekonomicheskaya

deiatel' nost'i zakonodatel'stvo') (1859) Chernyshevskii attacked the

principle of laissez-faire from a different angle. He tried to show
that its basic tenet is self-contradictory. He takes up the first
requirement of the principle, namely, "the economic activity of
individual persons must be guaranteed complete freedom.”(*) He
presents a hypothetical. case to shéw the contradiction in the premise.
Let us assume he says, that somebody wants to open a shop to sell
crockery. He is free to do so. At the same time, somebody with
enough money haé’the right to buy all the crockery produced in the
same area and even has the right to make a forward purchase of all
the forthcoming production, so that the pefson who wants to open

a shop will not be able to get any_sfock. Both these persons have
freedom to do business in the same field but the létter's freedon
encroaches on the freedom of the former.(13) Chernyshevskii also
says that the principle that "society has no right to impdse any
restraint on the economic activities of individual persons'(*¥)

cannot be maintained without qualification. In many cases the

(*) See page 189

(¥%) See page 189
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ownérship of cértain properties by.cérfain pérsons bécoméé
restraint on the freedom of activity of ofhér.persons as is
illustrated in the above éxamplé. The burden of Chérnysﬁévskii's
;
arguménf is.réally tﬁat tﬁé fréédom of tﬁe mass of people is
impossible when privaﬁé propérty remains the dominant economic
insﬁiiufion. The capifalist idéa of society turns out fo be an
aBsfraction, altﬁougﬁ capitalisfs claim to bé éminéntly pracfical
men in pursuit of éminéntly pracﬁical aims. Théy spéak of the
inﬁérésts of tﬂé individuals, while ignoring individuals. A
realistic tﬁéory, in Chérnyshévskii's Viéw, has the oﬁligation
to find means to . remove any réstraint on the fréédom of éconcmic
activities by ordinary individuals. (14)

If, according to the followéfs of the laissez-faire principle,

the ideal is for the state to abstain from any activity, why

he asks, doés thé sfaté éxist at all? According to'fhé 'principlé'
the sfaéé exists only for guaranfééing the sécurity of individual
pérsons and avérting restraint which would prévént the full
devélopménf of individuallactivitiés. If fhis is fhé casé, the’étate's
aim of éécuring tﬁé inviolability of thé individual and'thé aim,
sfaféd éarliér on, of réducing itsélf to notﬁing contradict éach
otﬁer. If thé sfafé intérvénés to guarantéé thé full fréédom of
activity of individuals in/?éal sénse,wﬁich it should do, tﬁén

the philosophy of non-intervention looses all its point. "We
alréady know," Chérnyshévskii says, "that the state exists only
for éﬁarantééing sécurity. This basic principle of the théory'

is dévélopéd and éxplainéd By cértain paraphrasés with thé samé
idea in view. The first paragrapﬁ runs as follows: ‘in other
words,thé concern of the state lies only with that which is not
achieved or cannot be achieved by the activities of individual

persons.' Véry well. According to this rule, the state has the
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obligation to build an army and navy, without which there is
no sécurity; and these cannot be built By individuals. But
what if I ask if it is not the right of évéry member of sociéty
to have the opporfunity to live By honest labour, (this is also
nécéssary for sécurity in sociéty because he who cannot live
by honest labour, of necéssity takes up bad ways)? This can
be attained only 5j§thé will of sociéty (thé law) and ﬁhrougﬁ
social activities: not through the activities of individaal
pérsons." (15)

So, according to Cﬁernysﬁévskii, the state can guarantée'
.sécurify ﬁo individuals only when thé péoplé are guarantééd
an ﬁonésé méans of 1ivé1iﬁood and if sucﬁ a condition is aBsén£
in a sociéfy, fﬁé state has the oBligaﬁion to intervene.
Cﬁérnyshévékii givés several allégoriés to illustraté ﬁis point
tﬁaf tﬁé staté musf intervene to secure tﬁé wéll—Béing of tﬁé
péoplé." ".. in the présénf staté of navigation asfronomy is
néééssary. ..;To'maké a catalogué of stars takés many yéars.
How will thé compilér of stars livé until ﬁis work is finishéd?
After the work is finished perhaps fifty copies of it will be sold:
thus its publication méans a largé déficit, and not a profit. A
catalogué/of sﬁars'is useful. But individual pérsons taken
séparatély do not guarantéé propér remuneration for it. Let us
faké anothér éxamplé. Lét us supboéé tﬁat a small boy or a man
ﬁho sufférsffrom a méntal illﬁéss inhérits a ﬁousé;,lét us
suppoéé fhat this unfortunate péréon has no near relatives or if
he has fhéy are unréliable. It is clear tha the house should
bé puf‘undér ﬁrustéés. Is if cléar? Wé warn you that tﬁé con-
clusions drawn from tﬁis are quité important. Not oné of thé
économisﬁs, backward as tﬁéy are has yét considered réfuting the
nécéssity of trustéésﬁip under similar circumstances. So the matter

can Bé considéréd'séﬁtléd." (16)
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Cﬁérnyshévskii tries to defend the above statements (wﬁosé
manner is rather typical of ﬁis sfylé of argumént) that it may
be nécéssary for thé state to inﬁérvéné in the économic_life
of a country. It is admittéd tﬁat the staté must act to protéct
the lives of individuals within it against external and intérnal
aggréssion, it is unréasonablé for iﬁ not fo intérvéné to prevént
‘ économic oppréssion of somé péoplé by oéhér péoplé. Thé sécond
‘géneraéion of classical économists were blind to this necéssity.
It was Cﬁérnyshévskii's.réal merit to have stated this as parﬁ
of rélévanf economic thinking. Plekhanov branded him a utopian.
But anyoné 7§;gmip”qg arguménfsvagainst the principlé of

laissez-faire cannot but praise him for his realism.

Ivanov-Razumnik observed that if the social conditions of a
country was sucﬁ that the 'nafional véalth? and "national wéll-ﬁéing"
clashéd, thén Chérnyshévskii would havé unhésitafingly optéd for
national Wéll-Béing. (17) "We are always réady to remain on the
side of that parfy", Chérnyshévskii said, "whicﬁ succééds in
proving that its solution of the problém corrésponds to national

wéll-béing."(lé) Whilé éxplaining tﬁé formation of capital in

his article on the -Reproduction of National Capital ('Umnozhenie

narodnogo kapitala') Chérnyshevskii stated that it (capital)

is fﬁe émﬁdd)méntcof national wéll—Béing. In othér words, an
increase of capital in a country should imply an increase of
national wéll—Béing, if tﬁé word 'capital' is takén in its correct
meaning. He adds that Ey capifal one sﬁould not méan monéy in
circulation, factories, machinés, goods étc., Buf products of
labour which serve as means of new production.(19) This definition

of capital anticipates the idea put forward later by Bohm Bawerk.
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Chérnyshévskii is noﬁ opposéd éifhér to capital or to gréafér
producéion of wéalth, providéd ﬁhéy do not go against the
intérésﬁ of national wéll-Béing, In his fourth comméntary on
Mill, he shows that an increase in national wealth may lead to

a decrease of the welfare of the péoplé. In order to;prové this
he présénﬁs a ﬁypotﬁetical caséi "Let us assumé",Aﬁé says,
"that in a certain ancient Greek sociéty, there were 1000 adult
workérs in a population of 4000; tﬁat 200 adult workérs.wént.to
Pérsia in thé.sérvicé of a,cértain Artakherﬁkthat 50 of thém
wéré killed in war and diéd of other causes in a foreign land,
and tﬁat 150 camé back and eacﬁ of thém brough:with him'a pood
of gold; while in tﬁis sociéty 25 chetverts of corn producéd by
tﬁé workérs cosf in all oné-ténth part of a pood of gold. Thus
évéryoné who came back returned as rich as an agriculturiét

of our country who has thousand déssyatins of the best land. Let
us then éxaminé the state of production of this sociéty before
fﬁé départuré of fhé advénturérs for war, ﬁﬁén_during théir
abséncé and fin§11y wﬁén théy camé back.

"Béforé tﬁé‘dépaturé of tﬁé advénturérs tﬁéré wéré 1000 adult
workérs maintaining"4000.pérsons. Lét us assume that éach of thém
producé 25 chéfvérts of grain; in this casé évéry inhabitant
got 6.25 chétvérts; if for a comfortablé life 6 chétvérts.per capita
was nécéssary, then fhis sociéty had somé'surplus: “not largeit is
trué, Bﬁ£ noticéablé.

"But tﬁén 200 adventurers wént to Pérsia. There rémainéd 800
workers ouﬁ of a population of 3800. Evéry worker is forcéd to
maintain not 4 as béforé, But 4.75 (pérsons), that is,éworkérs do
nof maintain 16 mén as Beforé, but 19 in all. Producing at tﬁé
rafé of 25 chétvérts pér workér, society has only 5.25 chétvérts

per capita, and hence suffers from a rather acute shortage."
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™fow the adventurers come back. Tﬁéy are rich péoplé and

théy do nof wanﬁ to do unpléasant-hard jobs. 'Bécausé of tﬁéir
wealth it is not fifting for them not only to till the land,
but also fo cléan tﬁéir rooms thémsélvés and wash tﬁéir clofhés;
évéryoné of tﬁém nééds a man—sérvanf. Théy'do not grudgé monéy
and évéryoné is réady to aBandonvagriculturé in ordér to Eé a
sérvant fo oné of tﬁém. With thé appéarancé of 150 mastérs
tﬁéré wéré 150 man—sérvants and for agriculﬁure théré rémainéd
only 650 men: _théy'havé’to maintain 3950 men (3800 of the -
prévious population and 150 adventurérs wﬁo havé comé back);
so évéryoné is forcéd to maintain 6.05 pérsons per héad, thaf is,
for each member society has only 4.13 chetverts of grain, The
nééd Bécamé incomparably gréaﬁér fﬁan béforé. To have only
4 cﬁéﬁvéffs ﬁér capita instéad of 6.méans éithér tﬁat évéryonéggoes
without food once in three days or one out of three men dies of
sﬁarvation. It would have been better if the 200 advénturérs had
périshéd inéﬁé war; thén 200 men would have périshéd, now 1300
aré going to périsﬁ.’

| "This conglusion can be appliéd to all circumstancés, when
a nafion acquirés a cértain amount of wéaltﬁ at the éxpensé of
other nations: wéaitﬁ acquiréd by her at the pricé of loss to
othérs, becomes tﬁe sourcé of ruin for Bérsélf. Evéry économist
sa&s that such was the influénce of the gréat mass of wealth which
came to Philip II and his successors in Spain from America.'"(20)

By Ehis out-of-the way but quité illuminating illustration,’

Chérnysﬁévskii demonstrates his pérsistént idea that a sociéty or
a nation can bécomé ricﬁér, whilé at the same time ifs péoplé
bécomé poorer, which viggiwas also put forward By Marx and Engéls
but Chérnyshévskii précédéd thém, althougﬁ, somewhat ironically,

the éarly'SIavdphils suggestéd a similar distinction, with
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charactéristic mystic connotation, Which disabléd them from
cqnsidéring its réal social and économic significance. (21)
Ivanov-Razumnik held that Chéryshévskii's reaction to
and criticism of classical économisfs of thé sécond génération

andofthe. laissez-faire principle in particular, marked his

éssén&ially "humanistic" approach, that natsia and narod were

. . - .. . *
not economic concepts. (22) Chernyshevskii may have been or
was a humaﬁist: ~all social thinkers sympathising with the
pligﬁt of the masses could be called that. But the interest
lies in'Cﬁérnyshévskii's fusion of economic realism and humanism.
He was conqérnéd with thé:réalitiés of the conditions of the
péoplé ratﬁér iﬁan witﬁ tﬁé déductivé propositions pértaining
fo tﬁé aBsEractions of méfaphysics or, for tﬁaﬁ mattér, of
classical éconbmy. The fusion of realism and humanism was most
appropriaéé in économic analysis during Chérnyshévskii's time.

But it was similarly appropriate in political analysis. Side by

sidé with the principle of laisséz-fairé, the whole idea of'formal'
democracy wifh its advocacy of.légal fréédom was at staké. Wﬁén
mén working for sixtéén hours a day could not éarn a méagré
subsiéténcé, tﬁé concépt of démocracy appearéd nothing léss than
hypocricy. In the ‘face of such conditions the improvémént in the
standard of living had absolute priorityvovér consideration of
polifical démocracy. Humanism déépén@au Chérnyshévskii's undér—
standing of man's economic situation and this undérstanding of the
économic situation and a concern for it made his humanism socially
féiévﬁﬁ&z

It Has béen poinféd ouﬁ,By Ivanov-Razumnik for insﬁancé, fﬁat
Chérnyshévskii's'économic arguménts imply a notion of society
as an additive wholé, soméfhing which does not differ qualifaﬁivély
from a méré aggrégaté of individualsutﬁat constituté it.(23) In

other words,Chernyshevskii was said to have presented an atomistic
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view of sociéfy. This is not corréct. Or rathér, he t?éatéd
sociéty in this way only in certain contexts.. 'Sociéfy' for
him was an amBiguous concépt. Hé considéréd sociéﬁy as an
aggrégaté of individuals whén spéaking of 'nmational prospérity'
and 'wéll—béing' because to him 'national prospérity' had no
méaning unléss all thé individuals comprising thé sociéty
prospéréd. There are many ofhér instances in his writings when
he considered sociéty as a qualitativé whole because the context

demanded so. In his discussion on capital, (Kapital i trud) he -

catégorically statéd that utilisation towards thé wéll—Béing of the
péoplé,dépéndéd on the existing institutional sét-up, i.e some-
thing that is not reducible to a collection of isolated pérsons.
Indééd hé béliévéd that to effécﬁAréal cﬁangé one must altér thé
institutional‘éét-up of a country or the éntiré social structuré
rather than relations between individuals. (24) While formulating
his théory of the working class he méntionéd thé need or a changé
of the whole sociéty,(ZS), alﬁhough fo_say this needed indirect

statement, circumlocution in view of the watchful censorship.
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Chapter Two Chernyshevskii and The Scope and Nature of

Political Economy

A substantial part of Chernyshevskii's critique of the
different branches of political economy of his time was con-

tained in his commentary on J.S. Mill's Principles of Poli-

tical Economy. The commentary was published in two sections

under the titles Osnovaniya politicheskoi ekonomii and

Ocherki iz politicheskoi ekonomii (po Milliu). In the first

of these Chernyshevskii undertook the task of translating
/J.S. Mill's famous text with copious explanatory notes and
criticisms for the Russian reader. These critical notes
contain many original ideas and a careful analysis of the
notes is helpful in ascertaining Chernyshevskii's position
vis-a-vis the political economy of his time.

Before he attempted to define what Political Economy
was, Chernyshevskii concerned himself at some length with
the duality in the methodological approach of the Smithian
School. In Adam Smith's scheme of political economy,
'wealth' was the most important factor. It's maximisation
was the cause of the prosperity of a nation. Historically,
this was an improvement over the Mercantilist notion of
maximisation of 'riches'. While making thisr comment,
Chernyshevskii agreed completely with Mill's criticism of
Mercantilism and his (Mill's) contention that an absurd
politico-economic principle was dominant for a long time.

In Chernyshevskii's opinion, there was an ambiguity
in the meaning of 'wealth' as developed by Adam Smith when
he (Smith) anélysed the effect of its increase in a country.
According to Adam Smith, there are two types of wealth:

a) relative wealth, that is, wealth of X, an individual,
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in relation to that of Y when~X and Y are two individuals
in a community.
b) an absolute wealth or a wealth of a nation which is
not affected by ény interpersonal transfer of relative
wealthe J.S. Mill's analysis of these two kinds of wealth
is as follows:

"This classification ieads to an important distinction
in the meaning of the word wealth, as applied to the pos-
sessions of an individual, and to those of a nation, or
vof mankind. In the wealth of mankind, nothing is included
which does not of itself answer some purpose of utility
or pieasure. To an individual anything is wealth, which,
though useless in itself, enables him to claim from others
a part of their stock of things useful or pleasant. Takey
for instance, a mortgage of a thousand pounds’on a landed
estate. This is wealth to the person to whom it brings
in a revenue, and who tould perhaps sell it in the market
for the full amount of the debt. But it is not wealth to
~the country; if the engagement were annulled, the country
would be neiéher poorer nor richer. The moftgagee would
have lost a thousand pounds, and the owner of the land
would have gained it. Speaking nationally, the mortgage
was not jtself wealth, but merely gave A a claim to a por-
tion of the wealth of B. It was the wealth of A, and
wealth which he could transfer to a third person; but
what he so transferred was in fact a joint ownership, to
the extent of a thousand pqunds,'in the land of which B
was nominally the sole proprietor. The position of fund-
holders, or owners of the public debt of a country, is
similar.” They are mortgagees on the general wealth of

the country. The cancelling of the debt would be no de-
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struction of wealth, but a transfer of it: a wrongful ab-
straction of wealth from certain members of the community,
for the profit of the government, or of the tax—payers;
Funded property therefore cannot be counted as part of the
national wealth."(1) Chernyshevskii asks which of these
wealths leads to prosperity.(2) In his view the Smithian
School was not clear and specific on this point. Adam
Smith's analysis wavered between one meaning of wealth and
the other.(3) His followers, including J.S. Mill, could
not avoid this ambiguity in their analysis. "According to
the theory presented by Mill, the conception of 'bogatstvo'
(wealth) dominates everything. This word was first used
by Adam Smith, the founder 6f the theory. When you go
through the treatise of Smith, the first and the basic book
of the school, you will come across the title, 'Essay on the
Wealth of Nations'. The word 'wealth' has the same shade
of meaning as we have in the word 'bogatstvo'; it is not
prosperity, but wealth. Let us look more closely at its
meaning. Wealth is a purely relative concept; there is no
independent scale of measurement for it, but only a con- |
clusion about s&periority over other comparable objects.
A man's satisfaction of his needs is sufficient or insufficient
not in comparison with others but according to him alone. The
scale here is determined by the nature of man himself, as it
is in the case of health, truth, intellect and other positive
qualities and propositions."(4) In other words, wealth as
understood by Chernyshevskii, is wealth which is properly dis-
tributed and is not a measure of one's superiority over others.
"The owners of a few thousand dessyatins of good land," Cherny-
shevskii sayé, "is a very rich man in comparison with an agri-

culturist who tills his land, but he is definitely a poor man com-
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pared with Rothschild. .The concept of wealth is something
accidential and external. ...But it seems to us that the |
science (of political economy) offers, by its definition,'.
an interpretation neither comparable nor relative but
direct and positive."(5)

Chernyshevskii challenges Mill's contention that
"Everyone has a notion, sufficiently correct for common
purposes, of what is meant by wealth." In Chernyshevskii's
view this is not correct. Wealth, according to him, has
one meaning in political economy and another in everyday
language. - In the former wealth means the sum of useful
and pleasant things which have exchange values. Conse-
quently wealth refers to/é%ility of things (ie.: which
can be exchanged or distributed) and not to their quantity.
When such things are numerous, wealth can be assumed to
be sizeable; when they are not many, wealth is not great.
In everyday language, on the other hand, wealth does not
refer to quality at all. I¥ refers exclusively to/ﬁﬁZntity
of things, that is, in everyday language, by wealth only
the relative aspect of it is understood. According to
Chernyshevskii wealth measured in terms of quantity alone
does not guarantee welfare and this was his concern when
he started the discussion with the point that 'hogatstvo!

" is not welfare but wealth. If wealth is measured in
quantitati;e terms alone,or in other words, if it is re-
lative wealth only, on Mill's‘own showing, possession of
hﬁman beings as slaves (or serfs) makes one relatively
rich. "Another example of a possession which is wealth
to the person holding it, but not wealth to the nation,
or to mahkind,is slaves. It is by a strange confusion

of ideas that slave property (as it is termed) is counted,
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at so much per head, in an estim;te of the wealth, or of

the capital,'of the country which tolerates the existence

of such property. If a human being, considered as an ob-
ject possessing productive powers, is part of the national
wealth when his powers are owned by another man, he cannot
be less a part of it when they are owned by himself. What-
ever he is worth to his master is so much property abstracted
from himself, and its abstraction cannot augment the pos-
session of the two together, or of the country to which

they both belong. In propriety of classification, however,
the people of a country are not to be counted in its wealth.
They are that for the sake of which wealth exists. The

term wealth is wanted to denote the desirable objects which
they possess, not inclusive of, but in contradistinction

to, their own persons. They are not wealth to themselves,
though they are means of acquiring it."(6) This is Mill's
criticism of the practice in some societies of regarding
human beings as property. The logical outcome of this
practice is enrichment of a handfui of individuals by
'possessing' other individuals and the deprivation of the
freedom and economic security of the latter. In the words
of Chernyshevskii, absolute wealth (which is true wealth
according to him) will be sacrificed 92 the altar of rela-
tive wealth in this situation. A perusal of Chernyshevskii's
discussioA of 'absolute wealth'-leads one to think that its -
increase implied increase of the production of useful and
pleasant things in a country for the purpose of an equitable
distribution to the individuals. Unfortunately, he was not
specific in his analysis of this issue. But his arguments
identifying wealth and welfare in his . pgrmulations’ 5 on the

other hand, is free from any contradiction. The implication
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of his position is that desirable distribution of wealth
will maximise the absolute wealth of a nation and this in
turn also implies that a deviation from this distribution
will entail unhappiness to individuals.

But many economists in Chernyshevskii's time and
later held the view that ., cardinal measurement of levels
of satisfaction (to arrive at different scales of social
prosperity) is impossible. The feeling of contentment is
subjective and unquantifiable. A scheme of aggregation
of 'absolute wealth' (maximisation involves aggregation)
is unscientific, and is not a feasible scheme for solving
social problems. According to these critiques, the know-
lledge of every individual (so far as the consciousness of
his own welfare‘is concerned) is naturally and necessarily
restricted to his own éxﬁerience; so to arrive at a social
index of this personal experience is unrealisable. This
position is apparently sound in logic. But it challenges
our capacity to acquire an objective knowledge of others'
sufferings with a view to change it.(7) Welfare and misery,
it is true, cannot be mathematically quantified, but their
existence can always be objectively determined. Such ob-
jective evaluation has always been the basis of politico-
economic judgement. We are always in a position to ascer-
tain the depth of human misery in a certain politico-
economic eﬁvironment. We can also calculate mathematically
the inequality in the distribution of wealth. So, welfare
of the people as the main criterion of judging whether a
nation is wealthy as suggested by Chernyshevskii is not
so unreal.

Chernyshevskii says: "The Smithian school is not aware
of this duality; thus through the school's whole theory

there runs a dichotomy of concepts and the constant con-.
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fusion of one, purely scientific way of seeing things,
which goes to the roots, with another outlook appertaining
to the language of conversation and the superficial way
6f thinking of people not accustomed to abstract thought".(8)
In exposing the duality between wealth and prosperity
Chernyshevskii introduces the welfare concept of wealth.
His definition of political economy is: "Political Economy
is a science about the material well-being of man in as
far as it depends on things and situations produced by
lébour".(9)‘ From this definition it follows that the most
important object of study of political economy is the
'material well-being of man'. The laitter-_.day utilitarian
definition of economics as a science which studies the
causes of the material welfare of man is almost an echo of
Chernyshevskii's definition of political economy. According
to Chernyshevskii,trerfore, wealth and material well-being
of man were complimentary to each other. Elsewhere Cherny-
shevskii attempts to present the characteristics of political
economy. "Ihe object of political econoﬁy", he says
"according to the general decision of all economists, con-
sists in the study of the conditions of production and
distribution of value or objects of consumption or objects
necessary for the well-being of man".(10) This is an
' extension.of his original definition (see above) and here
again he emﬁhasised the well-being of man as the main object
of the study of political economy. On more than one oc- |
césion Chernyshevskii used the expression, "according to
the general decision of all economists" before stating his
own particular view. There are two reasons for his using
this expression: the first - = is that he considered the

classical economists of his time backward and so they could
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be counted as economists at all. Those who were opposed
to the views of these classical economists were the real
economists “°f whom Chernyshevskii considered himself a
representative and theoretician. The second reason was
that “Chernyshevskii wanted the censorship authorities of
his time to think that any radical element in his writings
was not his alone but shared by e}l economistse.

Since the material well-being of man ought to be the
goal of all economic activities, it follows that the pro-
duction of material goods is necessary. "The concern of
political economy is that branch of labour which aims at
the satisfaction of the material needs of human beings!(11)
Chernyshevskii emphasised that the material objects that
guaranteed humen welfare were the outcome of labour. He
in fact presented a labour theory of value. He held the
view that labour was the source of all wealth. This view
isvﬁot a departure from the ctassical political economy of
his time. Many of the celebrities of this school from
Adam Smith's time to his were exponents of the labour
theory of value. "The product arises out of a combination
of three basic elements", Chernyshevskii says "of which
one is contributed by the human element and the other two
by external naturej;...When the external objects and the.
forces of external objects which have a part in the pro-
duction of geods are not created by labour but only by
the whimsical activities of hature, they do not enter into
eeonomic calculations."(12) This is a reiteration of the
position of classical economicse.

Chernyshevskii held the view that the three branches
of political economy, viz. production, consumption and

distribution weére closely connected and analyses of these
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three branches shouid not be carried out with the assump-
tion that they Qere mutually exclusive. He explains the
interconnection of these three branches of political
economy in the following manner: "...the distribution of
existing values is represented as‘a condition of produc-
tion. Besides this,value is/in itself a much more wider
concept than that of production which is only one of the
moments through which value passes; all types of produc-
tion are directed to the creation of value, but value is
not an object of production alone; it serves also as the
object of preservation, exchange and consumption. Let
us add that production is not an end in itself but is
directed to consumption, andyconsumption is based on the
distribution of value; thus the basic object of a study
of political economy is the theory of distribution; produ-
ction concerns it only as the preparation of materials
for distribution."(13)

Thus Chernyshevskii not only shows an intimate connec-
tion between’the three branches of political economy through
exchange but attaches the most important role to distri-
bution/because %he materdial well-being of the masses is
not dependent on the level of production alone but also
on the nature of its distribution. In other words, he
did not accept the position of the 'most feasible distri-
bution' of classical economists; rather he advocated the
most desirable distribution. The utility of such a dis-
tribution cannot be challenged either from Chernyshevskii's
standpoint or even from the standpoint of Gossen, a mar-
ginalist and a contemporary of Chernyshevskii. "The

measure of the physical welfare of a nation", Gossen said
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"is the degree of the enjoyment of life which every indi-
vidual belonging to the nation can procure himself!(14)

In Chernyshevskii's view a scheme of distribution of values
which maxi@ises the absolute wealth of the individuals com-
prising a society is the most desirable. The fask of poli-
tical economy, Chernyshevskii insists, is not only to observe
and generalise economic phenomena.but also to prescribe
both curativeAand prophylactic medicines for economic
diseases. "Economic science”, he says "is a medicine for
economic conditions. But apart from writing preScriptions,
medicine has another, much more important duty: to explain
to man the conditions which he should observe in order not
to need a prescription. The‘dominant theory is confined

to pathology; the more important part of the science which
concerns hygiene has been neglected".(1%)

The contention of the classical econbmists that the
spirit of competition was the key-note to all progress and
that any economic activity which did not take place through
competition was alien to the science of political economy
was challenged by Chernyshevskii. In his view such an idea
of the scope of ﬁolitical economy was partial and incomplete.(16)
Here is how he views the situation. "It is said that those
economic transactions, which are still;.undeterminedby com-
petition.are not fully developed and are unsatisfactory,

But we have seen that the most important half of economic
transactions can in fact never be subordinated to the prin-
ciple of competition to such an extent as to contribute

to a theory based exclusively on it."(17) Chernyshevskii
asks the questioé: if a part of the economic life of any
country does ﬁot attain such a degree of development to be

included in economic theory,does it mean that this undeve-~
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loped economic activity is not economic activity at all?
This meansr'Chernyshevskii contends, "that it (undeveloped
economic activity)will never fit the present day dominant
theory; it means that this theory, however satisfactory

it may seeﬁ to itself, must recognize unequivocally that

it is not a theory of economic life, but only of some par-
ticular forms of this life; that it is not a science, but
only part of a sciencej; it is related to a complé%e .economic
theory in the same way as the anatomy of the hand is related
to the whole science known as Anatomy or as a monograph

on England is related to Geography'"(18) Chernysﬁévskii

evidently referred to obschchina and artel' and similar

organisations which played an important role in the economic
life of his country and which were not accepted as suit-

able for inclusion into the classical economic theory.

- Even forced labour, which was such an important factor

in the economiclives of many nations at different histo-
rical periods and of Russia at that particular time, was
not conside;gd in the political economy of Chernyshevskii's
time. Chernyshevskii wanted to formulate a more general
political economy which would include such features.

Method of Study of Political Economy

According to Chernyshevskii, the method of analysis
of Political ?conomy is to single out important variables
from a conglomeration of economic factors and then to
determine the nature of intefaction of these variables.
This is, in fact, the basic method of analysis in all
sciences. "This method of analysis (in political economy)
implies that when we need to determine the nature of a
given factor we must temporarily concentrate on one

aspect of a complicated problem} and we must look for
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problems of the simplest structure in which the factor which
interests us is most clearly displayed. Then, having dis-
covered the nature of the said factor, we can discover the
role it plays in the whole complex of problems which we are
considering.;(19) -

This is self-evident. 1In all the sciences we have to
ascertain the contributions of all the variables towards a
certain phenomenon. But it is very difficult if not impos-
sible to understand the role of each variable when many fac-
tors are acting simultaneously. So, it is the usual practice
of scientists to isolate some important variables and then
to examine only_their influence on the phenomenon, making a
'ceteris paribus' assumption. This is the idea of abstraction.
A description of‘the politico-economic events of history is
not political economy, but some degree of abstraction is essen-
tial to theory building in political economy. "So, from the
sphere of historical events", Chernyshevskii says "we must
move to the sphere of abstract thinking, which instead of
statistical data presented by history works with abstract
figures, the significance of which is conditional, and which
are determined only for the sake of convenience."(20) This is
the usual methodological approach in all abstractions both in
the sphere of natural and social sciences. Elsewhere hé says:
"These conclus%ons remain indisputable, are entirely mathema-
tically reliable, though the figures taken by us were 'assumed!'
and simply accompanied the words, 'let us assume!. In this
senée; politico-economic questions are solved by means of the
hypothetical method with mathematical reliability, if only
they are presented correctly, if only they are turned into an
equation in the correct way. (21) " |

What sort of hypothetical method did Cherny-
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shevskii have in mind? Was it purely a method of a pri-
or]generalisation of the interactions of politico-economic
variables; did such generalisations involve only logical
consistency and mathematical nicetyd(22) From Chernyshe-
vskiirs ownvexplanation of this method it does not follow:
that he wanted to build abstract models of politico-
economic phenomena without any reference to reality.

Any abstraction needs some hypothetical base as in

present day economics we have the ceteris paribus assump-

tion. Moreover all abstractions are some deviation from
reality because abstraction gives a model picture of the
behaviour of variables without concerning itself with
factual details’of any particular situation. chamﬁse;

as Wiener and Rosenbleuth have said, 'the best model of

a cat would be a cat and preferably the same cat.' On

the other hand if .aRY_ one wants only to emphasise the
reality he will have to be satisfied with merely a des-
cription of events in detall as those historians who ..}
eschew explanation. do, and the objective of building a
theory will not be achieved. 1In constructing politico-
econonmic theoriés, deductions are indispensable and so

there is need for the hypothetical method. A theory while
taking foundation from reality offers as conclusion a
theoretical reality which may or may not correspond to
actual reality under certain circumstances. But this
theoretical reality may be instrumental in showing the

path and process of a change towards better in politico-
economic matters. Without this aspect of a theory no
science can develop or progress. That is why Chernyshevskii
insisted on/?giiability of such theories. By reliability

he did not mean an extensive empirical verifiability, but
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of reducing the theory to an end in itself but to the
extent of making it a guide to socio~-economic charnge.

As an illustration of his hypdthetical method,
Chernyshevskii presented the following case. "Let us
assume, " he says, "that a society has a population of
5000 men, which includes 1000 adult males. The entire
society is maintained by their labour. Let us assume
that 200 of them went to war. It can be asked - what is
the economic connection of this war with the society?

Did it increase or decrease the well~being of the society?

" We have only to present such a very simple statement
of the problem for the solution to become simple and in-
disputable, so that it can be understood easily by every-
body and cannot be refuted by anyone or by anything.
| uAnyone who is conversant with the operations of
multiplicationzand division can say without thinking :
before the war every worker had to support five persons,
and during the war when 200 workers were taken away from
work there remained only 800 workers: they must maintain
themselves, and 400 of the remaining population, and be-
sides that another 200 former workers who have gone to
the war - in all 5000 persons: so every (worker) has
to maintain 6.25 persons (in other words, formerly 100
workers maintained 500 men, now they maintain 625 men).
It is clear that the condition of the workers/ggzome more
burdensome, and that the remaining members of society
cannot be maintained in abundance as before. It is clear
that war is harmful for the welfare of society.

“The reader can see that no importance is attached

here to the absolute magnitude of figures: the importance

-
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lies only in whether a certain proportion has increased

or decreased on account of a change in the figure of the
element, the nature of which we want to ascertain. Whether
it will be more or less that is all we need to know and

we will attach importance to it (alone). If it turns

out to be greater, it remains greater whatever figure we
may take; and if it turns out to be smaller, then it will
remain smaller whatever figure we take.

“For example, let us assume that there are 6,00,000
and not 5000 men in the society; let us assume that there
are 150,000 and not 1000 workers: let us (further)
assume that 50,000, not 200 men went to war; the conclusion
will be the same. | |

"Before the war a worker maintained 4 men: during the
war, out of 150,000 workers there remained oniy 1,00,000
WOrkers; so every one is forced to maintain 6 men. It
is the same as before: (the condition) of the workers
has become more burdensome and the condition of the entire
population has become worse.

“We also see that the proportion by which it has
worsened dependéd on the magnitude of the figures taken
by us: they were approximate, so we did not attach impor-
tance to the precise proportions. But we can also see
that the greater the proportion of men sent to war, the
greater the harm brought by war to the society, and so
we séy: the unprofitableness of war to society is directly
proportional to the number of men who go to war.'"(23)

G.V. Plekhanov criticised Chernyshevskii's hypothe-
tical thinking as pure abstraction without any basis in
realitf.(245 Antonov's view on Chernyshevskiit's hypothe-

tical method is as follows: "Though...social events arg
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extremely complex and entangled, their methods of study
are the same; only here it is more difficult to isolate
the influence of separate factors. But evidently social
life represents the sum of the living events of individual
lives; for this reason we can directly arrive at the laws
of human nature (determined by physiology and psychology)
andvfrom a synthesis of‘them one can obtain the socio-
logical causal connections for example, the connection
between activities undertaken for different degreees of
satisfaction according to the intensity of demand; or
i:the connection between the demand for goods and their
prices. Here, in fact the concern 1s not to establish

a causal connection, but oniy to determine the aggregate
activity of eleméntary laws. As the quantity of active
forces (demand, desire and so on) are not determined, the
.eonclisions. obtained by such a deductive method cannot

be correct. The essential method for establishing the
causal connections of social evénts consists in mass
observation"of them, as carried out by statistics. It
can determine, for example, the influence of the harvest
or in general dfdeconomic prosperity on the number of
marriages and dedths; the connection between the-nature

of a profession and the average expectation of life, etc.;
these inductive inferences are real and are fairly correct
sociological laws.

Chernyshevskii's hypothetical method consists basi-
cally of deductive inferences from definite social situ-
ations, but the special feature of this method was the
numerical illustrations of these conclusions which,
according to Chernyshevskii, give them more reliability."(25) -

If Chernyshevskii's hypothetical method consists of
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deductive inferences from definite social situations,
as Antonov has pointed out, he cannot be accused of
ignoring the social reality and his insistence on this
method in political economy is not at odds with modern
practice. Generalisation and inductive inferencé from
a detailed statistical investigation of the workings of
economic variables is only one part of economics.
Antonov's contention that the only reliable method of
economic reasoning is inductive, is incorrect. Equally
important are deductive inferences from simple models
of the situation. An example from present day economics
will suffice to show that the same hypothetical method
as Chernyshevskii used is ektensively applied.*

Thére is of course a difference between the ex-
pression of Chernyshevskii's argument and the expression
bf the argument in the illustration given below.

Whereas the former relied exclusively on numerical,

the latter used algebraic statements.

*See Appendix to this Chapter.
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Appendix to Chapter 2.

"To generalise the problem of demand, we suppose that # consumers'
g;odsgxl, X2, Xs, ces X, are sold at uniform prices pl, pz, p3, oo Dy,
on a competitive market consisting of a fixed number of consumers with
given tastes and incomes. Then the amount z, of any one good X? demanded
by the market is uniquely dependent on the prices of all the goods on the
market. We can thus write

€, = @P(pl, Dys Pgs ooe p,)

as the demand function for the good Xf, a function which, for conveniénce,
can be assumed continuous in all the variables.

"The number of the variables overcrowds our picture of market demand.
It is possible, however, to select a few of the prices according to the
particular aspect of the problem considered and to assume that all the
other prices are fixed. In particular, we can study the inter-relations of
the demands for two goods X1 and X2 by assuming that the prices of all other
goods are fixed. Then

@ = ¢1(p1,p2) and x, = @2(p1,p2)

are the demand functions, each dependent on the two variable prices. Each
function can be shown as a demand surface with heights above the horizontal
plane Oplp2 representing the varying demand for the good. The vertical
sections of such a surface are particulafly interesting. The section of #he
surface x; = Ql(pl,pz) by any plane perpendicular to (Op, (on which p, has a
fixed value) is an ordinary demand curve showing the variation of &, as p,
varies. There is one such demand curve for each fixed price p, of the other
good and the whole system of demand curves shows the way in which demand
shifts as the price 12 is changed. All these demand curves are downward
sloping in the normal case. The section of the surface by a plane perpendicular

to Cpl is a curve showing the variation of x_  as P, varies for a given value

1

of p,. At any point where this section is upward sloping; a rise in the price

of X, results in a rise in the demand for X; and the goods can be called
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"competitive", at least in a rough sence. If the section is downward sloping,
the converse h¢lds and the goods can be called "complementary" at the prices

concerned."

"Mathematical Analysis for Economists" - R. G. D. Allen.
pages 281 - 282, *
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Chapter Three Productivity and Unproductivity of Labour

Chernyshevskii presented a new approach to the question
of productive and unproductive labour. Considerable con-
fusion was evident in the discussion of this distinction
by classical economists from Adam Smith to J.S. Mill. 1In
‘spite of the fact that the controversy concerning the
classification of labour as either productive or unproduc-
tive was mainly a matter of definitions, it occupied an
important place in the political economy during this time.
The distinction between productive and unproductive labour,
which can be traced to the physiocrats, became an important™
issue with Adam Smith. He presented three definitions of
productive and unproductive'labour. "There is one sort
of labour which édds to the value of the subject upon which
it is bestowed: there is another which has no such effect".
This first definition by Smith is simple enough: any labour
which creates valuewas productive (1). The second reads:
"eee the labour of a manufacturer adds generally to the
value of the materials which he works upon, that of his own
maintenance, and of his master's profit"(2). In the third
definition Smith treats all labour spent on producing
services as unproductive. Thus any labour spent by indi-
viduals for improving the moral, intellectual or spiritual
condition of a nationwa® not productive. According to John
Stuart Mill’all labour which is employed in creating per-
manent utilities, whether embodied in human beings or in
any other animate or inanimate objects is productive.(3)
Mill departs from Smith in treating as productive the
potential of human beings such as skills as wealth. In
Mill's“scheme the labour of an instructor teaching skills

to his students is productive, whereas Adam Smith considered
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all services unproductive.

Mill stated that there are three kinds of utility
which are produced by labourg"first, utilities fixed and
embodied in outward objectsvlby labour employed in in-
vesting external material things with properties which
render them serviceable to hﬁman beings. ..." '"Secondly,
utilities fixed and embodied in human beings; the labour
being in this case employed in conferring on human beings
qualities which render them serviceable to themselves and
others. To this class belongs the labour of all concerned
in education; not only schoolmaster, tutors and professors,
but govemmments, so far as they aim successfully at the
improvement of the people; moralists, and clergyman, as
far as productivé of benefit; the labour of physicians,
as far as instrumental in preserving life and physical or
mental efficiency; of the teachers of bodily exercises,
and of the various trades, sciences and arts, together
with the labour of the learners in acquiring them; ..."
"Thirdly, and lastly, utilities not fixed or embodied in
any object, but consisting of a mere service rendered; a
pleasure given; an inconvenience or a pain averted, during
a longer or a shorter time, but without];aviné a permanent
acquision in the improved qualities of any person or
thing; the labour being employed in producing an utility
directly, not (as in the former cases) in fitting some
other things to afford as utility. Such, for example, is
the labour of the musical performer, the actor, the public
declaimer or reciter or the showman...:

"We have now to consider which of these three classes

of labour should be accounted productive of wealth, since that
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is what the term productive, when used by itself, must
be understood to import. Utilities of the third class,
consisting in pleasures which only exist while being en-
joyed, and services which only exist while being per-
formed, cannot be spoken of as wealth, except by an
acknowledged metaphor."(4)

Chernyshevskii criticised the above classification
of labour by Mill. He asked how the labour of a sculptor
“or an artist could be considered productive when that of
a musician was considered unproductive; both endeavour
to produce the same - to offer pleasure, the difference
between them being in form only.(5) Chefnyshevskii adds
that by designating the labdur of a sculptor or artist
as productive, Mill puts him in the same category as plough-
men, which is a mistake.(6) If one examines Chernyshevskii's
own system of the classification of labour the relevance
of this criticism will becomé épparent.

Although the controversy concerning productive and
unproductive labour was one of the most important issues
inAclassical economic thought, in retrospect this con-
troversy éppear; to be not more than an exercise in
scholasticism. Adam Smith's main criterion was the pro-
duction of material objects. Mill's criterion was labour
that left a surplus 6f production over consumption. J.B.
Say, on the other hand, considered any labour which produced
a benefit or pleasure worth the cost as productive. He
saw both labour used to produce material objects and that
usea to give services as equally productive. Say regarded
as productive all activities which create utilities, as

evidenced by their ability to command a price in the market.(7)
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In Chernyshevskii's view, there are two kinds of goods
that are produced in any economy: (a) the objects of pri-
mary necessity and (b) objects of secondary necessity,
that is, objects of luxury. He does not make a further
classification of objects of secondary necessity into
material objects and services. Objects of primary nece-
ssity include food, clothing, shelter, etc; in other
words, objects that are essential for men for theéir
survival. Any labour that was spent on producing goods

of primary necessity was productive and labour spent not
on producing goods of primary necessity was unproductive.
Since his main concern was the well-being of man, his
departure from the classifications of the traditional poli-
tical economists is quite consistent. To prove his point,
Chernyshevskii explains how a disequilibrium in the material
well-being of society can occur if there is a shift of
emphasis from objects of primary necessity to objects of
luxury. "Let us assume," he says, '"that a society
cénsists of 4000 men, out of which 1000 are adult males
and the entire society must be maintained by their labour.
Let us supposeuthaﬁ every worker pursuing agriculture half
the year or 150 working days produces 20 chetvert (of
crops)per annum. In this case, to produce 8000 chetvert
6f crops, 400 men:are needed, who will be engaged in pro-
duction half the year, which is the same as the number of
days that 200 workers will remain engaged if they work
every day in the year. Let us suppose that for the pro-
duction of other types of food (meat, milk, vegetables)
necessary for nutrition, the same amount of time, that

is, the annual labour of 200 workers, are needed. Let

us suppose that the same amount of labour (of 200 workers)
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is necessary to maintain and repair houses and to keep them
warf; the same amount of labour for producing necessary
clothing and small essential agricultﬁral instruments.
All this labour is directly employed on objects of neces-
sity. Apart from this, a certain amount of productive labour
of an indirect nature is necessary to support this direct
labour. Let us suppose that for protection, 50 labourers
are necessary and the same numbe;~are required for other
types of indirect work (maintenance of instruments etc.).
This entire labour is applied to the production of objects
of primary necessity; so, we find that the following number
of annual units of labour are necessary for the society
(or the following number of workers who will work all the
year with 300 wofking days per man) to keep a supply of
objects of primary necessity in the necessary quantity to
satisfy the needs of the entire society.

| "So there remains 100 units of labour or 100 adult
males on all other occupations apart from those engaged in
the production of objects of primary needs."(8) In the
above schemé the entire labour force of the community,
“apart from the-residual 100, are employed in productive
labour, since that is necessary to secure the people a mini-
mum standard of well-being. Consequently, according to
Chernyshevskii, this is the optimum allocation 6f labour
into production of the two types of objects. In his
hypothetical example, these additional 100 units of labour
were the maximum amount that society could afford to spend
on producing goods of secondary necessity. Chernyshevskii
asserted. that the society of his day was blind to the
needs for such a rational allocation of the two types of
labour, and consequently there was a growing imbalance

between the two sectors (productive and unproductive),



- 223 ~

resulting in greater and greater shortages of goods of
primary necessity, which in turn caused greater ineffic-
iemcy in theuse of labour. Here is how Chernyshevskii pre-
sents the picture: '"We need (1) a theatre - this requires
20 men. We need (2) an orchéstra-this requires another
20 men, We need (3) bronze decoration - this requires
yet another 20 men. We need (4)“ornaments of gold (5)
silk curtains and wall papers (and) (6) various other
sorts of articles of different types; at 20 workers for
every object altogether 120 workers (are necessary).
All these are for seeing and hearing, but why are we
not thinking of the stomach? We need food for dinner.
Let us suppose that at least 40 workers are necessary for
this. It is quite a modest est&mate; fine wine is nece-
ssary - so another 40 men (are required); therefore, the
total (number of men required) for gastronomic pleasure
is 80 and for other objects of luxury, 120 men - in all
200 workers.

"It 1s clear that there remain only 800 workers for
objects of primary necessity instead of 900, who are nece-
ssary in order to produce such objects in sufficient
quantities. It is clear that to many members of a society,
these objecté will be insufficient and there will be mﬁch
more scope for the increase of theft and other forms of
loss. To protect society from this, more labour is nece-
ssary; instead of 50 workers (as estimated before) 100
are neceésary. What will become of the direct, production
of objects of primary necessity ? From the gross total,
by deducting 200 workers for objects of luxury, 100 for
protection and 50 for indirect production of other types,

there remains 650 men for the direct production of objects
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of primary necessity instead of the 800 required"(9)

The consequence of such an allocation of labour will de-
prive society of the ability to providé for the mimimum
needs of its members; while at the same time some of its
members will have the privilege of consuming expensive
objects of luxury, including works:rof art. Hence Cherny-
shevskii's conclusion; "...political economy says that

if in any society unproductive I;bour isvapplied to
production of objects of luxury where there is a short-
age of goods of primary necessity, this society suffers
from a wasteful economy‘incompatible with its demands and
its means of the distribution of labour between different
types of occupation.'"(10) Anything short of the optimum
allocation of prdductive labour in society is harmful
because the material well-being of the people is not then
secured.

Chernyshevskii does not want to argue that there is
no need for producing objects of art and other goods of
luxury. Rather, he emphasises the need to change the
economic st;ucture in such a way as to enable the citi-
zens of a country to appreciate the objects of secondary
necessity for what they are. If someone was able to in-
dulge in luxﬁries, while others remained in misery, such
indulgence was socially and economically destructive.
When misery had been eradicated he would enjoy luxury
all the more fully and creatively. Compa:ing the imbalance
between production of primafy and secondary necessities
in the existing society with his own rational scheme,
Chernyshevskii writes: "In the present still unsatisfac-
tory state of many spheres of moral science, it is possible

to say that it is better to admire a painting by Raphael

L}
than to have wholesome food. It is necessary to say
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however, and it will be generally accepted’that poverty
hinders the development of man's dignified life, that

the higher pleasures become accessible to him only after
the satisfaction of lower necessities. For ekample,
philosophers and astronomers can engage in their pursuits
with success and satisfaction only when tﬁey are to some
extent free from material deprivation. From this it would
follow that even he to whom the interest of art, abstracf
science, painting or sculpture, philology or archaelogy,
theatre or poetry appear more attractive than the material
well-being of society - even he would be bound to find

a distribution of occupation better if it provides the mater-
ial needs of the society - because in a condition of
material well-being:science and art will develop more
fully than in the absence of it."(11)

Evidently Chernyshevskii does not accept the classi-
fication made by both Adam Smith and J.S. Mill., He does
ﬂot follow the distinction of material objects and ser-
vices. In'ghernyshevskii's scheme material objects and
services can be productive or otherwise depending on
whether they piay or do not play a .role in satisfying
the primary needs of the people. Even the services pro-
tecting the objects of primary necessity from damage |
are seen as productive labour,

In Chernyshevskii's time it was commonplace to util-
ize the labour of many for the profit of a few.(12) That
being the case, the few individuals had enough surplus
spending power, after meeting their primary needs, to
spend generously on goods of luxury and thus to encourage
producfion‘of luxury goods. This created a steady demand

for and supply of goods of secondary necessity, even while
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goods of primary necessity were insufficient for the
people at large. The solution to the problem of optimum
allocation of the two kinds of labour,‘according to
Cheranhevskii, lay in doing away with a system of pro-
duction which fostered this state of affairs.. Only a
system of production where every individual gets a fair
share of the total production in a country can guarantee
a proper allocation of productive and unproductive labour.
Such a system of production, Chernyshevskii contends, is
only possible under socialism where the fruits of man's
labourare enjoyed by the producer himself and where

there is no national wastage of efforts through misdirec-

tion of labour.(13)
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CHAPTER FOQUR CHERNYSHEVSKII AND MALTLUS

One of Chernyshevskii's important contributions to .economic
thought was his criticism of the Malthusian theory of population.

In 1797, Malfhus publishéd An Essay on the Principle of PoPulaﬁion

as It Affects the Future Improvement of Society. Since the day

of its publicafion, économic and social fhinkers have beén divided
intq two groups: Qné supporting the contents of fhé'Essay'and
lookiné aﬁ Ehé future of mankind.péssimisfically, and/;éé other
cﬁampioning fhé growtﬁ and progréss of civilisaéion which.aré
capaﬁlé, according to,tﬁém,of comBaﬁing population growﬁh.
Cﬁérnysﬁévskii's contribution lies not simply in his crificism
of the arguménfs of the Essay, but in his championing of the view
ﬁﬁaﬁtmn was capablé of solving ﬁis probléms witﬁ thé résourcés
andréﬁé know—ﬁow at ﬁis disposal. As will bécomé évidént in ﬁﬁé
couréé of fﬁis discussion, the pﬁilosopﬁical opﬁimism of
Cﬁérny#ﬁévékii undérlay His criticism of the 'Essay’'. Cﬁérnysﬁévskii's
éptimiséic’tﬁéory of population as a criticism of Malthus was the
first of iés kind in thé Hisﬁory of Russian economic tﬁougﬁt.
Sﬁrangély'éﬁéﬁgh, tﬁis conﬁribution of Chérnysﬁévskii has'nof
wntil now been récogniséd by Western economists. In his criticism
of‘tﬁé 'Essay' he also pointéd oué ité class conﬁént. ’Subséquénfly,
Marx, of coursé, dealt with this aspéct of the 'Essay', but |
Chérnysﬁévskii's conféntion‘thaf the populaéion théory of Malthus
by impliéafion supporféd the suprémacy of the landowning class
was fhé’pioneér atfémpt to intérprét ﬁhé class-contént of tﬁé
Maltﬁusian fhéory. |

Immédiatély prior to the publication of Malfﬁué' 'Essay’,
: fﬁe idéas_of fréédom éxpoundéd in ﬁﬁé Fréncﬁ,révolufion caugﬁf
fﬁé imaginafion of progréssivély mindéd Englisﬁmén. ﬂopes rosé
higﬁ of ending,tﬁé social and economic stagnation of England.

Optimisfic thinkers abounded, and not all of them avoided naivéty.
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A singularly striking éxamplé of such an optimisfic tﬁinkér

of fhié period was William Godwin, a ministér.and pamplétéer

wﬁo was dismayéd by fﬁé cruél and vulgar world around Bim.

But hé did not lose faitﬁ in tﬁé fuﬁure. In ﬁis Political
Justice (1793) he énvisagéd a distant future where "there

would no longér bé a handful of ricﬁ and a multitudé of poor..
Tﬁeré will Bé no war, no crimé, no-adminisﬁration of jusﬁicé,

as it iS'calléd, and no govérnménf. Bésidés this there will

be no déséasé, anguish, mélancﬁoly, or réséntménﬁ."(l) These
lines are of course the épitomé of utopianism., Chérnyshévskii,
in spifé of Godwin's utopianism,accéptéd him as a champion of
progréss. Chérnyshevskii time and again singléd out individuals
or groups of tﬁinkérs and usédvsomé of théir arguménts to

justify his own scheme even if he did not agréé fully with their
views. Espécially whén he needed support for his criticism of
ﬁhé old social ordér against its déféndérs, hé.résortéd to this
méthod of sélécting opinions to his.own advantagé. So, hé found
in Godwin an importanﬁ thinker to opposé Malthus. Here is how
Chernyshévskii characterises fhé "moderate liberalism" of Malthus®
"Thé old institutions névér had a lack of déféndérs. But tﬁé
political ﬁéndé;ciés of that part of Englisﬁ sociéﬁy whose
publicist was Maltﬁus, wéré sucﬁ tﬁat all ﬁhé prévious oEjé;fions
against.révdlutionéry ideas seemed to it unsatisfactory; théy
seemed to be unsatisfactory to Malthus himsélf; Hé,Belongéd to
the ﬁarﬁy of moderate libérals,_who discuss véry freély matters
reférring only to second gradé institutions, are véry fond of
pérsonal and réspéctablé progress and bécomé consérvativés only
when the revolutionaries in sociéty become more aggréssivé, not
confining-thémselvés to criticism of unimportant details but
aspiriﬁg to-cﬁangé the véry Basis of the éxisting ordér. Formérly

the only opponents of democratic ideas in England were the
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supporférs of sfagnation, defenders of medieval instiﬁuﬁions;
their ijéctions against ﬁhé démocraﬁs were Baséd on

réactionéry principlés which led towards proclamaﬁion 6£ the
jusficé and uséfulnéss of médiéval insfiﬁutions; thé parfy fo
whicﬁ Malﬁhus.Belongéd was inimical to tﬁosé péculiarities by
which the 13th céntury was distinguishéd from the 18th; ir
consideréd tﬁosé principlés good on which tﬁe social ordér was
Easéd in all Ehé préviéus périods of advanced social dévélopmént.
Tﬁé arguménts of tﬁé réacﬁionériés déféndéd not thé éssénée of
fhésé principlés but fhéir médiéval forms; for thé modératé
libérals there was the need of another théory which would disown
fhé oppréssivé médiéval déﬁails, would show thé nécéssity of only
Basic principlés and would only admit a cértain progress in fﬁéir
dévélopmént. Sucﬁ a ﬁhéory appearéd fo bé tﬁé résult of thé
research of Malthus ) (2)

Chérnyshévskii points out as an éxténsion of this view that
éccording to Malthus thé miseries of the poor did not arise from
ﬁuman instiﬁuﬁions against whicﬁ tﬁé radicals révoltéd. Tﬁé
misériés with all their consequéncés were producéd by a law of
nafuré wﬁosé actions wéré not stréngﬁhénded but,on thé contrary,
eased by the institutions based on privaté propérty. Equality
and socialisation of property would only mean giving gréater
réin to tﬁé nafural law wﬁicﬁ in ifs furn would bring povérty to
the péoplé of all classés of sociéty.

Tﬁé cardinal point of thé above posiﬁion of Malthus, according
to Chérnyshévski%,was the raté of human.réproduction and thé idéa
of 'douﬁling'; (3) 1In Malthus' own words, "if any pérson will
také thé troublé of making thé calculations, he will séé that if
tﬁe nécéssariés of lifé could 5é obtainéd without limit, and thé
numBér of péop;ékcould Bé doubléd evéry fwénty five yéars; thé

population which might have been produced from a single pair since
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ﬁhé Cﬁristian éra, would havé béén sufficient, not only fo

fill fhé éarth quité full of péoplé so tﬁaf four sﬁould sfand

in évéry squaré yard, but to £ill all the planets of our solar
systém in the same way, and not only them but all the planéts
.révolving around the stars which are visible to the nakéde?é,
supposing éach of tﬁém... .osto havé as many planéts Bélonging
to it as our sun has.'"(4) Attémpts to eradicate human miseries
would only_aggrévaté tﬁé proBléms by offéring moré comforﬁ ﬁo thé
péoplé and fﬁus hélping tﬁém to réproducé at a gréatér raée.

By implicafion, deaths by sfarvation, épidémics and natural
calamitiés wéré far moré,welcomé to Malthus than social progréss
aimed a£ prévénting tﬁesé fhings.

Cﬁernysﬁévskii first examined the basic prémisé of Malthus
éﬁat éhé population of any country doubled itself in 25 yéars.
Cﬁérnysﬁévskii considered the data on populaﬁion growfﬁ in France
during fﬁé 50 yéars from 1790, 1In tﬁat yéar thé population
of France was 25 million and in 1840 the samé population stood
at 35 million, no£ iOO million as it ought to Havé been according
to the pféd{cfion of Malthus. But Cﬁérnysﬁévskii had omitted to
consider one vifal point. He did not show thaﬁ the deviation
of thé populaﬁion figurés of Francé from the Malthusian ésﬁimaté
was not due to 'posiﬁive' checks (ﬁo use Malthusian términology).
Pérhaps a significanf proportion of gﬁé population périsﬁéd Béforé
fhéir time due to faminé, déséasé, péstiléncé and war. In fact
Chérnyshévskii' did noé account for such a low raté of nett growtﬁ
of tﬁé populafion of Francé during théé!fifty yéars. Subséquénﬁ
analysis of Frencﬁ population growth,howévér, has provéd that
Chérnyshévskii was correct in taking up thé population growth of
France as a basic criéicism of Malthus. The causes of this

stagnation of population growth in France have not been attributed
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By economists to any of the elements. which,according to the
Maltﬁusian scﬁémé,couid maké thé populaﬁion growfh of a
counﬁry sfagnaté. A récénf survéy of Frénch population from
1801 shows that it was 28.2 million in 1801 and 40.6 million
in 1901, but only 39.2 millioﬁ in 1921 and again 40.5 in |
1946. (5) |

A singlé éxamplé does not invalidate a général théorylbut,
Chérnyshévskii’was also ablé to raisé strong doubts whéther
tﬁé Malthusian théory is born out in the U.S. This is particularly
importanﬁ because the population data for that country was the
basis of M:ifﬁus' théory. Goiﬁg~tﬁrough fhé daté of population
grow#h of/Unfﬁéd States, Maltﬁus camé to thé conclusion tﬁat thé
population of a counﬁry doublés évéry 25 yéars.(6)

Chérnyshévskii raigses two imporﬁant quéstions on tﬂis position
of Malfhus, vié. (a) was the 'doubling' of the U.S. population due
ﬁo neft reproduction raté aloné, and (B) assuming;thé Malthusian
hypothésis of the 'douBling' of population within a certain period
was ;rué, did it follow from this that his prognosis of the future
of mankind was corréct?

~In answér to’thé first quéstion Chérnyshévskii tries to
séparaté out thé components of population growth. Thé first,
according to ﬁim/was the rate of réproduction and the conséquénﬁ
nett addition to population, that is, tﬁe nett growth of the |
original»inhabitanﬁs of ﬁﬁé Unifed Sﬁafés. Thé sécond component
which was also important in the United Statés was immigration
from othér countriés of fhé world., According fo Chérnysﬁévskii,
it has been observed time and again in history that new colonies
show a’trémendous raté of growtﬁ of population due to thé influx
of qéw séﬁtlérs from far and near. So hé raises ;n important
quéstion, ﬁhaf is, which of thésé componénﬁs contriBufed mosf

towards doubling of the population of thé Unitéd Statés in 25
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years? According fo Chernyshevskii, and rightly so, Malthus in his
study failed to distinguish between the two forces that were acting
simultaneously towards the increase of population of the United States.
The foliowers of Malthus were conscious of this weékness in the
Malthus' theory. They tried to show'that>the.influence of immigration
on the growth of population in the United>Stétes was s8light. William
Godwin, on the other hand, believed.thét immigration was the major
factor in the U.S; population groﬁfh. wChefnyshevskii assesses the
various érguments as follows:
"Malthus took the 25 year period for the doubling of the population
from the population census of the United Sfafes.. Similar census
. in the new coionies show a doubling 6f the population in much
shorter periods. But in new colonies the size-of the population‘
incréases much more from the flow of the settlers than froﬁ natural
reproduction and, in the United States, resettlment coﬁstaﬁtly
played a significant part in the increase of the popﬁlation. When
formﬁlating his theory Malthus completely forgot this circumstance
and attributed the whole increase in-pdpulatidn of the United
States.to nafural repfoduéfidn aldne.” Such an extreme view
provokéd another extreme view. Subjeéting the North-Amefican
population data to a very detailed analysis; dodwin caﬁé to the
conelusion that the entire increase iﬁ pbpﬁlation in the United
States undoubtedly arose frbm the‘addition of new people frbm
other countries; and if one weré to draw any coﬁciusion about
the capacity of people to reproduce’on the basié of»Noftﬁ-American
census, then one would have fo cohclude that this capacity was
extremely poor, in fact écarcely visible.‘ But fhe followers Bf
Malthus tried to show that if Malthus made a mistake, having com-
pletely forgétten about the influence of resettlment, this

influence was not great in comparison with the influence of natural



- 233 =~

léproduction; and'excluding all additional inhabitanﬁs dué
to réséttléménﬁ, théré:rémains such an incréasé tﬁrougﬁ
naﬁural reproduction in thé Uniiéd Sfaﬁés as to doublé fﬁé
populafion in 29 years." (7)

In fhésé lines we have a cléar view of thé two éxtrémés
méntioned by Cﬁérnyshevskii. Neithér Godwinmor the followérs
of Malthus could show by evidence that their positions were
justifiéd. Cﬁérnyshévskii's critical stréngtﬁ lies in the
fact fhat though hé.welcoméd Godwin's optimism as opposéd_to
the péssimisfic prédictions of Maltﬁus, he did not uncritically
accept fhé former's position on the cause of the incréase of
populafion in fhé Uniféd Sﬁates.

Chérnyshévskii tﬁén fakés'up tﬁé.second quésﬁion, thaﬁ is,
whétﬁér tﬁé Malthusian prognosis was corréctly déducéd,assuming
ﬁis prémisé was true. Thé idea that the growfh of food producﬁion
would lag far béhind the growth of populafion in fhé futuré,
créating a calamiﬁous sifuation for mankind,had dealﬁ a staggér—
ing blow to the ﬁopes of an agé "oriéntéd ﬁowards sélf-
satisfaction and a comfortable vista of progréss". People had
bégun to accépt thé Malthusian tﬁeory as if it wéré béyond disputé.
Between the extremes of utopianism and Malthusian pessimism the
goldén pafh could,in Chérnysﬁevskii's fime, six décadés after
the publica;ion of the famous 'Essay; be hardly discernible. In
this situation Chérnysﬁévskii's scatﬁing criticism of the
Malthusian assumption that food production could not be incréased
sufficiéntly to match thé increase in population was very fimély.

. As the first Wéapon for his criticism. Cﬁernysﬁévskii used
tﬁé results of contemporary réséarcﬁ in agronomy. He tried to
sﬁqw thaf'thé wholé idéa of slow growtﬁ of food production was
a mytﬁ. He advancéd fhé viéws of Gosparén, a leading agronomisf

of his time, who stated that if a new type of crop-rotation
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system could.Be introducéd, tﬁé total aréa of araBlé land
in Great Brifain and Ireland could fééd a population of 230
million . In 1860 when Cﬁérnysﬁevskii wrote his criéiqué
of Malﬁhus, tﬁé populaﬁion of Gréat Britain and Ireland was
only 29 million. Soiif thé résults of thé résearch of Gosparén
wﬁsappliéd in Great Britain, food production could Béiﬁcreaﬁed
by aBout éighé timés. This claim was evidéntly a formidaBlé
éttack on tﬁé Malthusian assumpﬁion of a sfatic productivity
of agriculture. Tﬁis claim was also one of thé foundations
of thé aftack on Maléhus By thé lattér day-optimum population

_ } v . @amomg . .
theorists, notable /f them being Edwin Cannan. Chernyshevskii
used the same arguments as théy did some decades later. "Still
more inférésting", he states "is his Gnalthus') conception of
a subjéct &hich is closér to him - the Englisﬁ agriculfuré. Hé
had an éxaggerated idea that agricultural production in Englaﬁd
cannoﬁ Be doubléd in 25 yéars. This is naivé, and péoplé who
réad presént day books on agronomy would smile at tﬁis. In
Great Briﬁain and Iréland, fhéré are 614 million acrés of land
suitable for agriculturé." (8) Then he quotés the views of
Gosparén and argués thaﬁ givén sufficient timé, say, 25 yéars,
thé’food produééion could be increased by 9 times. "Thus the
inhabitants of thé British Islés, could increasé their préséntv
agricﬁlﬁural production ninefold if théy introduced better méthods
of cultivation. Is 25 yéars énough for the introduction of a
roﬁary systém of agriculturé on land thaﬁ alréady had an
agricdltural system much better than the simple 3—fiéhisyiém?
We leave évéryoné to judgé this for himself. It is clear from
modérn’books on agronomy that if England wantéd and néédéd to
increase her agricultural product in 25 years not 2-fold but 5
or é?én 9—fold, it would not bé at all difficult in tﬁe présént

state of agriéultural knowledge. Have we not the right to say



- 235 -

that the ideas by which Malthus was influsncéd, imagining that
he was making a gréat concéssion in suggssfing the possiBility
of doubling England's agricultural production in 25.ysars,
were too naivs."?(9)

The Law of the Incrsass of Agriculfural Products

In these lines an attémpt will be made to presént Chsrnyshsvskii's
analysical criticism of tne Maltnusian assumption of the rats of
_ growtn of agriculﬁural producfion. It will be evident tnat hé
undsrmined tne snsirs foundafion nf Maltnusian prédiction: In
facﬁ fne pressntsd an original tnsorsm on tﬁe trénd of tﬁé growﬁh
of agricultural production. To procesd with nis analysis
Cnernysﬁsvskii first assumes tné Malthusian assumption that a
p0pu1a£ion of a counfry douBlss itself in 25 years. He also ﬁakss
it for granféd that the supply of food cannot be increased in the
sams proporﬁion. Conséquéntly,fnsrs will bs a food-supply lag.
As is Wé11~known Malthus predictsd fhat this gap will become
‘incrsasingly larger in course of tims bscauss of his hypotﬁésis
fnat,whils the raté of growth of population follows a gsomefric
progréssion,tnat of food production follows an aritnnsnfic progrsssion.
The cause of tnis gap is’according to Maltﬁus/fﬁé constancy of
supply of land., Any attsmpt to increasé tné'food supply based on
tﬁis constant factor invariaﬁly lsads fo a diminishing producfivify
of'laBour. Tﬁé assumption of Maltnus, thsréfors,can Bé prsssntéd
as follows: fOther things (lével of tschnology and supply of
land).rémaining constanf the productiviﬁy of labour would diminish

, : .
Chernyshevskii

in pr0porfion to the incréass in population.
poinﬁsd out fhat sincé thé fertility of land variés widsly from
rsgion to région, £hé rats at which the productivity of added
labour falls must vary according to the fértility of the soil
on whicn the added labour works. "What is the sxtsnt‘of this

dscrsase in productivity of agricultural labour with the gradual

cultivation of new inferior land, or with an increase of labour



- 236 -
on former lands? Cléarly.évéryﬁﬁimg.ﬁérévdépénds.on circumsfancés
which différ from.région to.région. On oné soil the douBling
of labour can givé almost a douﬁling of producf; on'anofﬁérvsoil
a much»smallér increase. In oné.région the second 200.déssya£in
producé,only.3 cﬁéfvérts pérA&éssyafina, when the first 200
' déssyaﬁin producé 5 chetverts pér.déssyaéina, wﬁilé.in.anoéﬁér
.région ﬁﬁé‘sécond 200.déssya£in aré.almosﬁ as good as Ehé' firsf
and producé only sligﬁﬁly,léSS’;han‘S cﬁéfvérﬁs pér,déssyaéina".(lojﬁ
After ménfioning this disparify in the producéivify of_agricﬁléuré,
Cﬁérnysﬁévskii cﬁalléngés the émpirical validify of tﬁé’noﬁion'
of a‘décréasing raﬁé of producéiviéy of laBour in fﬁé‘facé of an
addition to labour force. He criticises fﬁéfécbnomisés for their
failuré to pfoducB sufficiénﬁ évidéncé fo supporé fﬁéir picﬁﬁré
of the situation. "Up to the présénf:'ﬁé says,“fﬁis has not been
doné. 'Ié is sfrangé Buf érué fﬁaﬁ for véry many décadés éﬁé
économisés have been répéaéing Maléﬁus,‘spéaking of Eﬁé'progréssivé
decrease in producfiviéy of_agriculéﬁral laﬁoﬁr; and yéé nbf one
" of them has .been concerned to collect any séaéisfical'daéé.rélaéing
to this decrease. No oné has even realised that it was nécéssary,
that until it was done one could only argué at random (naoﬁﬁmu)
- as Maléﬁus arguéd and as péoplé'argﬁé up fo the présénf aﬁbué fﬁé
décréasé'in producfivity of agricﬁléural'laﬁour." (11)

In spifé of this absence of émpirical evidence for the
Malthusian ﬁypofﬁésis_on the producéiviéy of labour in agriculéuré,"
Cﬁérnysﬁévskii assumes it to be true. He fﬁén,dérivés algéBraically
Maliﬁus' conclusion thaé as populafion grows.géoméﬁically;,prod-
ucéion of food incréasés only'arifﬁméfically. 'Mafhémaéically,
the assumpﬁion iss
Producfivify of-laBour addéd in a givén périod' = Original‘populafion

~ Original productivity population at beginning
of growth period
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The arithmetic can be presented in tabular form:

(25 yéar) period 1 2 3 4 5
Popylatlon at.begln—r A 2A 4A SA 16A (Populatlo? increases
ning of period geometrically)
Popul?tlon added in A 2A 4A  8A
period
Producﬁivify of added 1 (Original productivity
~ population Q iQ (ﬁQ iQ is Q)

Hence the total production in the various periods is:

Périod " Production
1 AQ = AQ
2 AQ + AQ = 2AQ
3 AQ + AQ + (2A) (1Q) = 3AQ
4 AQ + AQ + (28)(1Q) + (4A)(1/4Q) = 4AQ
5 AQ + AQ'+ (28)(1Q) + (48)(/4Q) + (88)(3Q) = 5AQ
. etce.

i.e -agricultural producfion increases only arithiééically. (12)
If fﬁesé équafions aré corrécf tﬁén, tﬁé proBlém of offseﬁf-
ing the effect of increased population by an increase of food
production sééms formidablé. As haévbéén poinﬁéd out éarlier,
fhé abové.rélations point out the fact that the gap béfwéén the
increase in ﬁhé'production of food and fﬁé risé in the population
will»assumé a.féarful proporﬁion in tﬁé coursé of timé. To
counﬁér—acf tﬁis Cﬁérnyshevskii suggésts a novél rémédy. In
order to sﬁow wﬁaﬁ thé.remédy is, he introducés an éxample of
compound inférésf. If soméone Eorrows 100 rublés at 57 compound
inéérést and léaves the interést unpaid, he will havé to pay
238 rublés and 64 kopeks aftér 25 yéars though thé principal is
only 100 rublés. This means that a rate of 9.55% simﬁlé interest
is payablé for fﬁé éntiré sum. But what ﬁappéns if tﬁe Borrowér
pays ﬁack 5 rublés evéry yéar as inférest? Tﬁén there is no
.nééd Eo diffégénéiaté bétweén fhé simplé and thé compound intérésfs.
The Borrowér is burdened only with 5 rubles pér annum and nofﬁing

moré and nothing Iéss. (13)
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Similarly if the gap between the increase of population
and the increase in thé productivify of agricultural labour
is allowed to widén sufficiéntly, tﬁé prognosis of Malfhus
may comé frué. Buﬁ What would happén if thé annual or
périodical gap (if any) is bridgé&? In thé theorem of
Malthus, Ehé constancy of supply of land ﬁas béen corréctly
assuméd. But what aBout the lévgl of técﬁnology? It neéd
not remain constant and Cﬁérnyshévsk{i has this notion in
mind when he procéédéd with his analysis with tﬁé help of
Hypothétical numérical éxamples. Heré is how he présénﬁs.ﬁis
arguménfs: :"Léf us supposé a total population of 1000. Lét
us say fhat 4 cﬁéﬁvérts of wﬁéat pér pérson aré nécéssary for
subsistence: thén in all 4000 chetverts are needed. Let us
suvposé fhat adult malé agriculfural workérs form oné-éénth
of tﬁégpopulafion, that is, there aré 100 Workérs on thé land.
Lét us supposé tﬁaﬁ éacﬁ of tﬁem producés 40 cﬁetvért of wﬁéat,
in all 4000 cﬁéfvért of wheat will be producéd. The population
ﬁill have sufficient food.

“ After fwénfy five yéars the population and the number of
workers ﬁavé doubléd. Thé productivé force of fﬁe néw workérs
has décréaséd in the same proportion as the number of workers
ﬁas incréaséd, fﬁat is, two-fold. Thus if the first 100
Workérs producé 40 chetvérts éacﬁ, in all about 4000 chétvérts,'
tﬁén éﬁé 100 n;W workérs producé only 20 chétvérts éach, in all
2000 chétvérfs. Tﬁe total quantity of corn for 2000 mean will
be 6000 chétvérts; that is, for each inhaBitant there will be’
only 3 chétvérts instead of thé former 4 chéﬁvérts. Tﬁé
quantity of food will bé.insufficiént. Because of this shortagé’
vice and crimé will arise. To avert this déficiency with its
disasfrous conséquéncés it would be nécéssary to introducé

‘agricultural improvements during these 25 years. What is the
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extent of improVeménts necessary?
| It is clear tﬁat‘agriculturé must imprové sufficiently to
incréasé thé broduction froﬁ 6000 cﬁetvérts to 8000 chétverts.
Agricultural productivity must increase by 4/3. (14)

Procééding with this raté of growth Chernyshevskii calculates

tﬁé incréasé in productivity that will be necéssary during a
périod of 100 yéars to offset the gap bétwéen the increase of
population and thé incréasé in food production.

Priod or . : ‘ : .
the years . 1860 1885 1910 1935 1960 etc.

1evé1 of , 4 4 _
agriculture 100 (4/3) 1.33 (%/3) 1.77 (4/3) 2.37 (4/3) 3.16 etc. (15)

From the above figurés it can be seen that Chérnysﬁévskii pré-
supposés a 3.16 times growth of food production in thé_néxt
hundred yéars aftér 1860. Chérnyshévskii considéréd that if the
rate of téchnoligbal progress in the prévious céntury (1760-1860)
was a fair ptecédent, thén it was not at all unreasonable to

oo €rowth S
presuppose a 3167%/in agricultural productivity in the next 100
yéaré,.wﬁich is only 3.167 pér annum,

He goééilon to argue that even a much sligﬁtéf increase in
tﬁé‘général lévél of,tétﬁnology will sufficé to prevént the
Malthuéién'gap évéry occuring.

"Let us assume that the population on January lst of the
first year was 1000, and tﬁat tﬁe agricultural workérs of tﬁis
population producéd a certain amount of corn, sufficient to
feed all the 1000 béople réasonably well: that is, 1000 annual
portions whicﬁ wé cail cart-loads. Thus according to us,

a réasonaﬁlé annual provigion for éacﬁ man is a cart-load of
corn, Lét us assumé that theré Weré 100 agricultural workérs
among this population. It is evident that for the population

to bé wéll providéd for, agricultural labour néeds to produce
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10 cart—loads of corn pér workér.

Léf us assumé that with such an abundancé of food, thé
population grows annually by 37 (this proportion is rather
higﬁér tﬁan tﬁat wﬁich doublés tﬁe population in 25 yéarsl
Thus By January 1lst of the sécond yéar, the population will be
1030, and if thé proportion of agricultural workérs rémains
thé sémé, tﬁéré will Bé 10300f tﬁém." If for 1000 mén 1000
cart-loads of corn wére neédéd, for 1030 mén, 1030 cart-loads
are needed. But according to Malthus' théory, the productivity
of labour of additional workers will be less than that of the
original workers. Malthus assqmés that the reduction in
productivity of tﬁe new 1abour‘is équal to the percentagé of
tﬁe growtﬁ_of its quantity: or, if the proportion betwéén the
number of agricultural workers and that of the population is
consfant, to tﬁe pércénﬁagé of thé growth of thé population.
Thus tﬁé producfivity of the new labour is rélatéd to that of
fﬁe old as 100:103. According to tﬁis, wﬁat quantity of corn
»doés fﬁé addifional worker produces, if fhé original oné producéd
10 cart-loads?'

X:10 = 100:103; this.gives us X = 9.7087.
Thus 3 additional workers will produce only 3 times 9.7087 =
29.1261 cart-loads instead of the 30 cart-loads which would
ﬁavé Bééntﬁcéssary according to thé prévious measurémént and
in the sécond yéar for 1030 mén, instead of 1030 cart-loads
of corn ﬁﬁeré will only Be 1029.1261.

“In order tﬁaﬁ insféad of 1029.1261 cart-loads, thé sécond
yéér's harvest should givé 1030 cart-loads, the productivity
of the original workers must be raised above its prévious
quanéiiy of 10 By as much as the réquiréd harvést, 1030 is

, gréatér than that of 1029.1261 which is obtained without improvéments.“
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In other words, X#10 = 1030 : 1029.1261

From this we get X = 10.008L49....."(16)

This means that the required level of improvément is 0.000849 or 1/11th
part of 1 per cent which would not only be.easy to attain but could be
surpassed to a very great extent with the improvement in the level of
technology.

bThe mathematically minded reader will perhaps see that tere is an
error in these arguments. Chernyshevskii rightly admitted that‘his
mathematics was weak.

Because of mathematical error, Chernyshevskii could nof prove his
point beyond any reasonable doubt and to an impartial reader it appears
that these arguments assume what Chernyshevskii wants to prove.

In the last two arguments, Chernyshevskii is assuming that the

productivity of added labour diminishes in the following manner:

productivity of lsbour added in a given period _ population before addition
average productivity of labour at the beginning population after addition

of that period

This formula should be contrasted with the formula given above which
leads to Malthus' conclusion that‘production increases arithmetically.
The new formula ieads in fact to a geometrical increase in production,
albeit at a siéwer rate than the population increase. The shorter the
period over which the formula is applied the more néarly the rate of
increase of production reaches that of population.

If the formula is abplied oﬁ'a 25 year basis, the production growth
of the first 4 or 5 periods is not very different from that given by the
0ld formula. It would however greatly out-strip the former in later .
periods, since the increase is geometric, increasing by a factor of 3/2

in each period.(1T7)
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25 year period 1 - 2 3 s
Population at beginning "

of period A 2A LA 8A 16A
Addition to population

in period A 2A ha 8a
Productivity of added : '

population la  3/8q 93  2T/128q
Mean productivity in

period 3Q . 9/16q 2T/6uq 81/256Q
Production ‘ 3/2aq 2/unq 2T/8aq 81/16AQ
Production (decimals) AQ 1.5AQ ‘2.25AQ 3.375AQ 5.0625AQ

If the formula is applied on an annual basis, it amounts to an annual
increase of production only 1/11% less than that of the population as
Chernyshevskii points out. |

But this does not 'refute Maithus’. It simply shows that an
apparently slight change in the mathématical formula for the way
productivity diminished as population changes iS'in.fact (because
of the nature of compound interest) a major change. Thé only valid
conclusion to Be drawﬁ from all the arithmetical calculations given
by Chernyshevskii is that the rate at which production increases
depends critically on the exact way in which the productivity of the
added population falls. Since, as Chernyshevskii has pointed out,
there was little e;idence as to what this relation was, Malthus'
argument has no sound empirical basis.

Events later in history have proved that rate of growth of food
production'exceeded, sometimes manifold, the rate of growth of

.
population. Chernyshevskii, therefore, in spite of some logical con-
fusion in his calculations was sable to raise many doubts about the
validity of Malthus' arguments. The pessimism contained in the analysis
of Malthus was so all pervading in his time that peoéle started to
believe that they had nothing to live for. This ﬁessimism was the main
target of”Cherﬁyshevskii's criticism. His arguments were not only

an attack on Malthus but also on the.socisl
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Darwinism which succeeded the Malthusian theory. Latter.day

économic fﬁéoriés of populaéion, éﬁougﬁ moré logically présénfédl
contained many of fﬁé‘arguménts first puf forward 5y Cﬁérnysﬁévskii
in his criéiqué of Maléﬁus."ﬁy this éxérémély‘énlighféning
analysis, poinféd out aﬁové, Cﬁérnysﬁévskii wanted to show that
éﬁé'énéiré fﬁéofy of Malfﬁus was in supporf of a sociéfy which
was sfagnané and Whicﬁ would.rémain so. 1If e sociééy sﬁowéd
signs of progréss by any méans,'ﬁﬁén éﬁé péoPIé would sﬁow a
.ééndéncy of muléiplying.ﬁéyoﬁdfall proporéions. That would make
fﬁé'éaréﬁ ioo small'éo.accommodaéé sﬁcﬁ a-vasf populafion in the
fuﬁuré. On éﬁé ofﬁér-hand,if ;;j sociéfy.rémains séaéic and the
popﬁlaﬁion increased it woﬁld be immédiafély‘offséf By.déafﬁs
due to povérfy,Adéséasé etc. The improvéméné of sociééy or a
vfﬁorougﬁ changé of it was ou&éidé the scheme of'Malfﬁus. e
Sociééy at the time of Malthus was prédominanflytféﬁdal. The
indusérial‘révoluéion'waé, of coﬁrsé, making a considéraﬁlé
ﬁéadway and éﬁégagé-old.féudal sérucgﬁré‘was sﬁo&ing signs of
cracking. ‘Malthus' 'Essay' appéaréd in éﬁis‘périod of iransi7

- - - SRR . - - of being

tion. Chernyshevskii therefore accused Malthus ;/ a reactionery,
since the latter was afraid of a social gﬁangé. (18) So,
‘according to CﬁérnysﬁéVskii, iﬁé fﬁncfion of fﬁé'Maltﬁusian
éhéOry was to ;rovidé a néW‘raéionalé to supporf the intérésfs
of éﬁé'landéd génfry. '

Cﬁérnyshévskii also took pains to show that the growfh of
population that Malthus i:e??Yisagﬁﬁi ¢ in the rural areas to
exhaust the producfiviﬁy of land, in fact cﬁangéd its centre
of gravify from the rural to urban aréas.""In.réaliEy, the
" course of events was always of an opposié character. The
urban population always incréaséd moré.quickly'in dévélbping
" countries than the total p0pu1a£ion and at éﬁé‘samé time the

number of people pursuing non-agricultural occupations or not
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pursuing any occupation at all grows moré rapidly than thé
ﬁotal numBér of agriculfural population, The proportion of
agriculturisés in tﬁé composition of ﬁﬁé population every-
wﬁéré décréasés witﬁ.tﬁé increasé of population and growth

of civilisation. Lét us look at ourselves. In the villagés
the proportion of péoplé living By fradé and not by tilling
fhé land -are incréasing all the Eimé;' In small towns gréatér
and gréatér proporéions of inhabitants who were éxclusivély
océupiéd with cultivation before are going over to other
occupaéions. 'In.genéral the cify population is growing more
rapidly than the total number of inhabitants of the émpiré.
In all fhé counfriés wﬁicﬁ éntéréd on thé path of economic
.progréss, fhé things went constanﬁly in this way." (19)

After making this séaéémént, Chernysﬁévskii showed by another
séé of numerical calculations how the deficit in the food
‘producéion could be off-set in ﬁhé face of incréasé in the
number of urban popuiafion. For Brévity's saké/and because
of the fact that Chérnyshévskii arrived at the same type of
genéralisaﬁion as in the éarliér analysis, the calculations

have been.left out X

(*) See Page 245.
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(%) Chérnyshévskii himsélf admittéd ﬁis lack of compéténcé in

mathematics when he was in exile in Siberia. (Chernyshevskii v

Sibiri. St.PeEersBurg 1913, page 140-141) There was a con-
frovérsy Béfwéén Plekhanov and Antonov on the mathématical
mistakes contained in Chernyshévskii's analysis of Malthus’

,arguméné. In his book N. G. Cﬁérnyshevskii publishéd in

1909, Plekhanov quoted Chernyshevskii's own admission of his
error in the numcerical calculations in the above analysis. (In

one of his treatises on Economics, 'Ocherki iz politicheskoi

ekonomii - po Milliu', Chernyshevskii admits that even a student

of a Higher class of a school would know better mathémétics

fﬁan ﬁé,did. (N. G. Cﬁérnyshévskii - Pol. soB. soch. Vol 9,

' pagé 743). 'Buf Plékﬁanov did not go into details concérning the
mafhématical soundess of Cﬁérnysﬁévskii's conclusions. One is
inclinéd to fhink that Plekhanov avoidéd Lhis issue, as the
cﬁapﬁér in which fhé above quoté was givén dealt mainly witﬁ
Cﬁérnyshévskii's lifé in Sibéria. (G. V. Plékﬁanov - IzBrannzé

. filosophskié proizvédénya, Vol. 4 - Moscow -~ 1948, pagé 408),

Anﬁonov'on tﬁé otﬁér handlaccéptéd all ﬁhé matﬁémaﬁical formula-
tions of Chérnysﬁévskii as absolutély correct: any criticism

of them was unthinkable. Whether this was due to his anti-
Marxisi,position or to his completé faith in Chérnysﬁévskii cannot
.bé inférréd. Hé.reférréd to Plékhanov as a man Who showéd a

"shameful ignorance of arithmetic" (postydnogo neznania arifmetiki)

M. Antonov - N. G. Cﬁérnysﬁévskii - Sotsial’ anfilosofskie'

- etiudy, Moscow 1910 - Page 252). According to another Soviet
commentator the mistakes in the calculations were first pointed
out to Chernyshevskii by none other than Dobroliubov, his friend

and coilaﬁoraﬁor.,(Chérnyshevskii ~ Pol. sob. soch. Moscow 1950,

Vol. 9 pagé 919)
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Chapter Five Chernyshevskii on Different Social

Formations with particular reference

to Capitalism

This chapter will be concerned with Chernyshevskiits
critical rémarks on slavery, feudalism and capitalism with
special emphasis on his discussiqn of capitalism. An ana-
lysis of his arguments shows that his critiéue was intended
to be a mere ihtroduction to his own politico-economic
theory of 'the toiling masses'.(1)

Slavery, according to him, was the most disadvantageous
economic system in the whole history of human society. He
identified any form of forced labour with slavery. "Anyone",
he said "who has some familiarity with political economy
knows this very well and so there is no need for us to dwell
on this matter"(2). His reason for identifying these con-
cepts was that in any social formation where there was forced
labour (he had of course Russian serfdom in mind) the en-
tire product belongs to the master. The master is in con~
trol of all three factors of production: land,.capital and
the person who toils to make production possible. The slave
does not recei;e any share of the produce and stand; in the
same relation to the master as his cattle.(3) According to
Chernyshevskii the same is true of serfs under feudalism,
The position of the share croppers is quite different.

This class is free and has definite rights to a portion of
its produce.

In many of hisvarguments in political economy,
Chernyshevékii emphasised the right of the producer to the
fruits of his labour. He condemned slavery because this
right Qas absent. In one of his well-known works on poli-

tical economy he expressed the view that slavery cannot be
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beneficial to society.(4) Goflov, an economist and a con-
temporary of Chernyshevskii, had once expressed the view
that slavery was beneficial for prodﬁction under certain
circumstances and, to prove his point, Gorlov had pointed-
out that after the abolition of slavery in the West Indies,
the planters suffered heavy losses due to the diminished
productivity of the emancipated workers. In reply to this
argument, Chernyshevskii emphatically asserted that it was
not the abolition of slavery but the lack of ratipnal eco-
nomic calculation which was the cause of this economic
decline., "The poverty, of which the French planters com-
plaiﬁ was produced not by the emancipation of the negroes,
but by the unreasonable conduct of the planters themselves
in opposing emancipation and thus irritating the negroes"(5)
Consequently, Chernyshevskii says, the planters had no right
to complain about the lazyness of the negroes. By their
opposition to emancipation the planters placed themselves
in a position in which they could not expect the slaves to
work harder. Where the masters had not shown any inimical
attitude td@ards emancipation, as in western Europe, there
‘had not been under-utilisation of labour to any great
extent.(6) According to Chernyshevskii, the downfall of
slavery became imminent as soon as the masters realised that
owning the three main factors of production was disadvan-
tageous to them. Due to a gradual change in the productive
processes, slavery became irrelevant. While describing
feudalism, Chernyshevskii followed the physiocrats in de~
signating the class of landlords . as the highest in society.
But the similarity ends here.

According to Chernyshevskii, in feudalism it became

accepted that ‘the landlords amassed wealth by force. The
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theoreticians of the time idealised the application of
such force. In Chernyshevskii's opinion, this caused
external relations always to be relations of conflict dur-
ing feudalism. At home the landlords enjoyed their rights
to property by exercising their right to person: this was
the essence of serfdom. "The nature of this condition
(feudalism)", Chernyshevskii says "did not allow of high
economic development and the science of economics was little
developed ; but nevertheless, this period had its own econo-
mic theory. It (the theory) was'expressed in thé (assertion)
that free men (the feudal landlords were the only ones who
were free in the present understanding of the expression
'free men') should not pursue agriculture. They should only
remain as consumers."(7) So, according to Chernyshevskii,
every period (to be precise every social formétion) has its
own theory which, in the case of feudalism, justified the
parasitic existence of the landlords. Accordingly, from
the very légic of feudalism, all other people apart from
the masters were destined to produce goods primaril§ for
the consum§£ion of the’ masters. The institufion of feuda-
lism was based - on the principle of "take everything but do
not give anything in return', which was mercantilism on the
vindividual plane. Ultimately, the very foundation of feuda-
lism started to disintegrate due to the increasing influence
of the capitalists ('the middle class' in Chernyshevskii's
terminology) in matters of state. In the meantime a re-
volutionary change in the productive processes was taking

place and fhe '‘middle class' was taking leadership in this

transition to a better form of economic organisation in

many countries of western Europe.

.
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Chernyshevskii on Capitalism

Capitalism, according to Chernyshevskii, became domi-
nant by the middle’ . and became very strong by the end’of
the 17th century. "From the end of the 17th century", he
says, "the tempo of progress became quicker, because civi-
iization, which already had become more solid and success-
ful than before/started to fight.against conditions which
were preventing its development".(8) According to him,
feudal dominance, while declining politically in England,
remained a powerful force in Frahce, though both these
countries had embarked on the capitalist mode of production
at the same time. Speaking of the implication of the growth
of capitalism in any country,Chernyshevskii observes that
with the advent and growth of capitalism, a new theory in
political economy was developed; at the same time the old
theory which at one time was thought to be the only theory
Icon;eivabie was abandoned. The new economic order . was
characterised by large scale production, trade and commerce
on a massive scale, the establishment of large factories
and other business establishments, and an extended role
for banking ané credit. Production under capitalism,
according to Chernyshevskiil, was distinguished from pro-
duction under feudalism by the dominance of the market by
a few large firms. These large céncerns were capable of
producing goods cheaper than the small scale ones because
of the fullest division of labour, better machines and im-
broved techniques of production,(9)'p -~ o
This a9 Obviously a better situation than that prevalent
in the days'of feudalism; but Chernyshevskii adds that
the main business of the rew "' order was to increase the

size of industrial establishments and to develop exchange.
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In Chernyshevskii's opinion this is a concern of the people
who dominate « others in civilised countries, and, thefe-
fore, the theory upholding such a state of affairs was
serving the cause of the inequitable accumulation of wealth
in the hands of the few.(10) He adds further that the
theoreticians of political economy of his time attached an
exaggerated importance to exchange and distribution, like
the mercantilists of the preceding era.(11)

But Chernyshevskii was quite emphatic about the pro-
gressive role of capitalism. In the feudal economy the
landlords' whims were the deciding factor in the planning
of production but in capitalism the advantage to the owner
was’the principal.consideration. This was a more rational
system. Capitalism also paved the way for large scale
manufacture, thanks to the widening of markets and the rise
ofkfinancial institutions like banks to help the expansion
‘of production. Such development was unthinkable in the
feudal era.(12) Chernyshevskii openly criticised those
opponents of capitalism who advocated the merits of the
ancient patfiarchal regime and condemned competition and
miserable conditions of the workers in capitalism. He .
asserted that the ancient order had its merits, no doubt,
but that one has the duty to ask whether the system thaf is
being condemned is inferior to that which is being eulogised. (13)
Thére is no doubt in anyone's mind, he adds, that hired

labour, which is the only form of labour under capitalism,

is definitely an improvement over slavery. So, whenever

one dreams of a utopia based on the revival of the
ancient regime (14), one is actually thinking of a social
order based on slavery. He also considered that competition

was a definite: improvement over production for consumption
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by the masters where no attempt was made to pursue pro-
ductive activities rationally. If it is the concept of
competition itself that is causing misery, as he arques,

it will not do any good to attempt to remove the miseries
without altering the form of the economy. One will have %o
remove compe:tition itself. According to Chernyshevskii,
capitalism reached its zenith of development towards the
end of the 17th century. Feudalism had reached the same
stage of development in the 11th century. From the 13th
century feudalism started to show signs of stagnation and
in Chernyshevskii's view the same was true of capitalism

in his time.(15) By comparing the development of feudalism
with the development of capitalism, Chernyshevskii endeavours
to refute the current opinion that capitalism was there to
stay. .

Chernyshevskii explained the relationship in capitalism
between the landlords (the highest class), the capitalists,
(the middle class) and the workers. The landlords were in
possession of land, in his opinion, the most important fac-
tor of production. The capitalists, on the other hand,
owned,fhe working or circulating capital and dominated the
sphere of industrial production. But the most important
part in production was carried out by the workers (the
'simple people'.{to use Chernyshevskii's expression) who,
in his opinion, bore the brunt of the struggle between the
landlords and the capitalits.(16) The cause of this struggle
can be traced, according to Chernyshevskii, to the different
attitude of these two classes towards the two important
factors of production, land and capital. Whereas the
highe;t class considered land the all-important. factor,

the capitalists did not attach importance to land and
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considered capital the principél agent of production. This
struggle was resolved historically in favour of the capi-
talistse "ees pirstly, " Chernyshevskii‘says, "if the middle
ciass has not yet completely destroyed the independence of
the highest class and has not completely absorbed it, if
they have to carry on the struggle against then, they at
least feel that they have the decisive superiority over
them; every year in every countfy the middle class has been
winning economic victories and has often brought defeat to
its opponents.'(17) |

But the capitalists, according to Chernyshevskii, did
not want to destroy the class of the landlords because they
shared common interest. He clearly asserts the view held
by many social and economic historians that in the first
stage of the rise of the bourgegoisie as a class, the interest
of this class and that of the landlords coincided in many
ways. For example, some of the landlords became capitalists
because of the new opportunities available to invest their
adcumulated wealth in the industries. Also many capitalists
-showed genﬂine interest in agricultural production.
Chernyshevskii' also pointed to family links and personal
relations as a reason for the fusion of interest between
these two classes.(18)

But Chernyshevskii states that despite this unity of
interests there was also antagonism as to which class would
dominate society. There was,however, no hostility in the
sphere of distribution: on the contrary there was a marked
alliance. .The feudal landlords received rent without offer-
ing anything in exchange; the merchants, traders and factory
owners acquired wealth through the market. The latter class

transformed raw materials into finished products by the
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application of labour and sold the goods on the market,
The only function performed by the ;apitalists in this
process is the investment of money.(19)

There is an apparent difference, in Chernyshevskii's
opinion, between a capitalist and a landlord in the fact that
the former compensates labour by money payment whereas the
latter utilises forced labour. _;Bﬁﬁ in both cases the fruits
of other's labourare appropriafed unjustly. The owners of
the factors of production, land and capital, enjoy an income
far exceeding the value of their contribution to the process
of production,(20) which value is in fact vested in the
activity of the worker-producer. 1In the absence of any
restriction, the capitalists and the landlords béth attempt
to acquire as large a share as possible of the value.pro-
duced in a country at the expense of a natural distribution
of income. In this respect, there was not the slightest
clash of interest between the upper and the middle class;
their interests coincided to form a bulwark against the
workers. (21)

From the above observation, one can see that Cherny-
shevskii explicitly states the inevitable conflict of inter~
est between the master and the worker in the capitalist
form of production. He asserts that in a capitalist society
there are two classes of people; the first grabs as much
as it can of the fruits of the labour of the second and the
second has no choice but to surrender a substantial portion
of the value produced by his own labour. Chernyshevskii
elucidates this as follows: "A factory owner in England,.
who, for example, earns an income of a thousand pounds a
year, belongs to the class of smaller factory owners; but

the labour of ten or twenty workers is needed to earn a pro-

fit of a thousand pounds. So, in respect of distribution
of value, the society is divided into two groups, the economic



- 254 -
position of one of them is baéed on the fact that each mem-
ber of this group acquires values produced by the labour of
many persons of the second category; the economic position
of persons of the second category is such that part of the
value produced by the labour of each of its members falls
into the hands of persons of the first category".(22)
Having pointed out the reason of a clash of interest be-
tween the master and the worker Chernyshevskii concludes
that the outcome can only be a continuous struggle between
the two classes. "it is evident," Chernyshevskii says'"what
the relation of the interests of these two groups should
be; one will want the increase and the other the decrease
to zero of that part of the value which passes from persons
of the second category to those of the first category".(23)
He adds that this struggle of the workers to get their due
share is a cause of the closer identification of interests
between the capitalists and the landlords.
| In clear and precise terms Chernyshevskii has put for-
ward the reasons for class conflict in a capitalist society.
He has alsé explained the economic basis of exploitation
of the workers in such a society; it is, he asserts, in
the interest of the owners of the means of production under

capitalism to deprive the workers of their legltimate share

of the fruits of their labour. The capitalist is in a

perpetual state of war with his workers to increase his

gain. The workers have no alternative but to fight cease-

lessly to reduce capitalists' gain.

Chernyshevskii's criticism of the classical political
economy of his time is a logical extension of his view of
the class-natqre of the society. The..dominant economic

theory, according tovhim, concerned itself.with capital

and wealth, and not with how these are acquired in a par-
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ticular form of production. That is why, according to
Chernyshevskii, this theory overlooked the conflict between
the classes, and remained silent about the plight of the
workers in capitalism, knowing full. well that workers
alone produce vélue.(24) "We have seen", Chernyshevskii
says, "that in political life up to the present the common
people have served simply as the. instrument of the upper
and the middle classes and have not had solid independent
significance; in the same way the dominant economic theory
regards the labour of simple people only as an instrument
for the utilization by the master for the increase of his
property and circulation of capital. We have seen that

the upper and the middle ciasses have a direct interest

in. reducing the share of labour in the distribution of
values, because their own share consists of a sum of pro-
ducts less the sum given away to the labour; hence the
theory (€hernyshevskii refers to the political economy of
his time) also says that products must belong to the owners
of property and circulating capital and the workers should
be given for spbsistence only that part of the value pro-
duced by them which will be found possible, bearing in mind
the interests of property and circulating capital under

the influence of competition",(25)
This argument in support of the theory that the workers

are engaged in a perpetual struggle with the capitaliéts,
because they are deprived of the legitimate share of the
value they produce, and his critique of the political
economy of'his time, have a close resemblance to the ana-
lysis of Marx, especlally with respect to his theory of
surplus value. Like Marx, Chernyshevskii points out that

a worker's wage does not amount to the full value of the
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produce of his labour. Whereas Marx examined the process of
creation of surplus value by partitioning the labour time
of an individual worker into time for earning his wage and
time for creating surplus value for the capitalist, Cherny-~
shevskii took tﬁe total value produced in a country at a
given period as the starting point of his discussion. So
Chernyshevskii's theory of exploitation is macroeconomic
whereas that of Marx is microeconomic. .Both were adherents
of the labour theory of value and both stated implicitly
or‘explicitly that this theory could be derived from the
teachings of Adam Smith and Ricardo (with necessary modi-
fications and corrections). Thekdifference between the
formulations of Marx and Chernyshevskii is in the emphasis.
Whereas Marx had made a detailed analysis of the process
in the formation of surplus value in production, Cherny-
shevskii's treatment of the subject is brief but illuminating.
Antonov, while supporting Chernyshevskii's theory of
exploitation, has put forward a rather unusuallcriticism of
Marx's theory of surplus value. After explaining Marx's
theory of how surplus value is created; Antonov says. "In
these argumenté Marx supposes that a worker employs his
labour for his wage only part of the working day and the
rematning part for the capitalist creating a surplus value.
So, Marx starts from the fact of exploitation of workers.
Of course, this exploitation present in unearned income or
surplus value is an undisputed fact, but it does not de-
pend on the labour theory of value; on the contrary, the
labour theory of value is based on the fact of surplus
value, For this reason, the theory of socialism should
and muét.stért not from the labour theory of value but from
the indisputable fact of exploitation of workers by the

Owners of the means of production".(26) According to
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Antonov, Chernyshevskii's theory of'socialism evolved directly
from the concept of eﬁpioitation and not the other way
round.(27) But this is incorrect, for Chernyshevskii on
more than one occasion insisted that his theory of socialism
(the theory of 'toilers') was a logical extension of the
labour theory of value originally formulated by Adam Smith
and developed further by David Ricardo. Moreover the idea
of exploitation arose because of the conviction of some
social thinkers that the transformation of raw materials
into finished goods is possible only by the application of
labour and hence labour is the creator of value. Therefore
the profit of any concern is properly speaking due to the
workers. The exploitation of the workers is a consequence
of the creation of value by labour in particular socio-
economic formations. Therefore, a theory of exploitation
should be developed from the labour theory of value as

Marx and Chernyshévskii have done and not the other way
round. Perhaps Antonov, in his overzealousness to place
Chernyéhevskii on a higher plane than Marx as the more
acceptable theoretician of economic exploitation, confused
the logical ideés of cause and effect which were doubtless,
quite clear to both Marx and Chernyshevskii.

Capitalism and Competition

Chernyshevskil examined in detail the effects of com-
petitioh in the capitalistic economy. According to him,
capitalism and competition were inseparable. The theory of
capitalism put greatAemphasis on competition as the moving
force of all economic activities. This position, according
to Chernyshevskii, is erroneous. "Competition gives us
the result, bgtlnot the method by which the result is

arrived at".(28) The true function of an economic theory,
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according to him, is to be interested not only in the re-
sult but also :im.. the process behind such results,
Elsewhere he admitted that competition was a much better
medium of economic activity than the patriarchal form of
the past. At the same time he said that in spite of this
advantage, competition does not satisfy the conditions of
an acceptable theory.(29) One of the main defects of com-
petition is the absence of any information to the public
about the productive process of the manufacturer, which

is a closely guarded secret to every producer. Whatever
information is available to the outsiders about any product
is quite inadequate. "Umder. competition", Chernyshevskii
says, '"practice as well as'theory are guarded secrets!(30)
The result is that one producer takes a long time to find
out the improved technique which another producer has dis-
covered. In the market the goods of all producers arrive
without any information to the buyers as to the improved
or better techniques that in a given case may have gone
into the production of the goods. In addition, cliques
and intrigues among producers are very common because of

economic advanéage gained by keeping knowledge of certain

productive processes secret. "So", Chernyshevskii contends,
"under competition art is bound to be practised by unskilled

men (and) knowledge (theory) is bound to be spread by

ignorant people!(31) 1In these observations Chernyshevskii

seeks to emphasize that the spread of knowledge will bene-"
fit society, whereas mystification will not. He expressed
the opinion that a theory which justifies competition is
only concerned with the exterior and not with the object

itself; In other words, the theory of competition is not
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so much concerned with determining a connection between the
market price and the cost of an object (in the sbcial sense)
but just with the market price. "...But for the success of
production it is necessary that the calculation bears on
the cost of the object".(32) This is what Chernyshevskii
considers to be the theoretical limitation of a theory
based on competition. It should be borne in mind that
'cost of an object' Chernyshevskii always understood to
mean a socially desirable cost and not the cost calculated
according to the advantage of the producer.

Chernyshevskii then sets out to show the defects of
competition in the practical sphere. The cdnsequence of
the application of the principle of competition, according
to him, is economic and commercial crisis. Chernyshevskii
ocutlines the reasons for such crises as follows: "Industrial
hostilities between different countries, between different
provinces of the séme country, between different producers
of the same province, between classes; tbo risky trade
ventures which lead to industrial crises. «eosAll these
harmful manifestgtions in practical life are based on the
principle itself, on the very logic of competition".(33)
In these lines Chernyshevskii tries to indicate the reasons
for recurrence of economic crises under capitalism. Com-
petition, according to him, though'fegarded by the theoreti-
cians of capitalism as a means of healthy productive growth,
is the cause of much harm to society. That is why Cherny-
shevskii criticises the optimism of the'upholders of the
Principle of competition in the following way: "the dominant
€conomic theory proclaims the supremacy of competition,

that is, the concern of every producer is to undermine other
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producers; but at the same time it shows that the welfare
of every nation is increased by the welfare of other
nations, because the richer the latter become the more
goods they will buy from them. Similarly it shows that
the more succeséful an industry is in a nation in general,
the more advantageous will it be for every individual,
the wider will be the internal market for its products
and the greater the well-being of the society. But,
preaching such solicitude for foreigners and people
from outside as consumers, the dominant politicé~economic
theory does not see the possibility of averting ruinous
internecine wars among the producers whese business is
the same. Competition, as the instrument of this inter-
necine war takes, among other things, the form of specu-
lation, which constantly leads to unreasonable risks and
commercial fraud; this attitude towards industrial and
trading activities periodically produces économic crises
in which a considerable part of the value produced perishe s
and during which the wage-earners undergo terrible
sufferings". (34)

The workiﬂg masses, that is to say, were bound to
suffer in capitalism because competition was its under-
lying feature. The consequences of its development were -
ruinous for any country, especilally for his own country.

Chernyshevskii concludes that in taking price rather
than cost as the norm of calculation the theory of com-
petition substitutes fiction for the real thing or as
he says, "accidental consequences'" replace:. . - real value
in terms of human productive activity.(35) By "accidental
conseqﬁenceé" Chernyshevskii means situations in which

compeitition really works in ensuring the employment to
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the masses and well-being of the nation. Since economic
cris@s are the rule in capitalism, suchJ/é???étig;saccidental
occurances only. In order to introduce a more rational
form of calculation in economic activities, a greater
participation of the people was necessary. In the condi-
tions prevailing in Chernyshevskii's time a handful of men
only had the privilege of plénning and executing the pro-
grammes of production and the great majority of the people
were destined to part with their labour for the benefits

of the few.(36) The great majbrity was indifferent to any
sort of calculations for they themselves entered into them
only as manipulated objects‘ Chernyshevskii asserted that
a man could consider his work important only when he was
able to calculate its value in respect of his own self.
This statemént implies that a worker is inspired to work
only when he is the master of his own labour and, according
to Chernyshevskii, a theory based on this principle has |
infinite possibilities for progress.

Chernyshevskii's other conclusion in respect of capi-
talism is that its advantages concern a social group (the
capitalists) who, owing to its privileged position in
society, enjoys the benefits of other people's skill, while
lacking any of its owne. According to Chernyshevskii, in
capitalism the masters not onlyvgrab the labour of the
workers but also their skill. In other words, the workers
not only surrender their physical labour but also their
intelligence n&,theit employers and still do not receive
any advantage from this sacrifice.

Chernyshevskii's critique of capitalism acquired a

Special signifitance in mid-19th century Russia when the
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need to free the serfs became urgent, but when it was also
clear to many that the abolition of serfdom would lead to
a capitalistic development of the Russian economy. For
Chernyshevskil such a prospect spelt the substitution of
one type of misery f°Fr another. He sought to overcome
feudalism and yet avoid capitalism. He wanted it both
wéys, and in persuing them proposed an alternative form
of social relations based on the ownership of the products
of labour by the workers themselves. In this kind of
society alone, according to him,could rational economic
calculation be the guide to all productive activities.

The next chapter will be devoted to an elucidation of

the alternative form of social relations proposed by

Chernyshevskii.
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Chapter Six Political Economy of the Working Class and

Socialist Production

After condemning the oppression and exploitation of
the poor masses by the society of his time, Chernyshevskii
always endeavoured to present a picture of an alternative
society based not on exploitation but on cooperation which
would necessitate a change in the social structure and
usher in a new era based on justice.(1) "If the character
of processes of pfoduction changes, " Chernyshevskii says,
"the character of labour will certalnly change too and
consequently one should not be apprehensive about the
fate of labour in the future. 1Its improvement is inevitable,
as has been shown by the vefy development of the processes
of production”.(2) But how long a time would pass before
this new society, free from exploitation/wasﬂ created?
Chernyshevskii only claims to discern the direction of a
historical trend but resists predicting - future historical
events. In his opinion, there are so many factors of a
complex nature involved in the genesis of any single
historical event that the time of a future event cannot
be determined with scientific precision. "In questions
of the future," he states, "only the aim to which things
are moving as they develop can be clearly seen, but it is
impossible to guess with mathematical precision how much
time is needed to attain this objective. Historical move-
ment is accomplished under the influence of so many hetero-
geneous trends that it is possible only to see in which
direction it is going, but its speed is subject to constant
variation."(3) The social sciences could not give an answer
to the question of when the existing structure will be

replaced by a different one. Political economy could only
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point out the eventual inevitébility of such a change.

The theory that would be associated with and would
serve the new era was termed by Chernyshevskii as the
theory of the working class. The main emphasis of this
theory would be on the distribution of value.(4) This
particular aspect of political economy was his focal
concern, because/as has been pointed out, he believed
that only a proper distribution 6f income could maximise
the well-being of man, and it was this that was his main
aim. | |

While expounding the theory of the working class,
Chernyshevskii asserted that this theory could be traced
back to the writings of Adam Smith. "The principle,"
Chernyshevskii says, "of the most advantageous distribution,
according to Adam Smith, is that all values are produced
exclusively by labour and by the rule of rational thought,
what is produced must belong to him who produced it."(5)
In order to achieve this objective, the problem was to
discover the means by which an economic structure could
be establiéﬁed which would follow this rational pattern.

The theory of the working class, according to
Chernyshevskii, is the antithesis of the theory of the
capitalists because he regarded the latter theory as

outmoded as well as unfair. The classical economists of

Chernyshevskii's time did not see the need for a new
theory. They were serving the cause of the past and

were blind to the fact that thelr theories had no relevance
to the conditions which were prevalent in their time.(6)

A new theory, according to Chernyshevskii, arises from

the elements of the past. The rationale of the new theory

is as follows: "As in the history of society each later
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phase is a development‘of the esséntials of the previous
phase and only discards facts which prevented a fuller
manifestation of the basic aspirations of the nature of
man; so in the development of theory, the later school
usually accepts the essential conclusions which the former
school arrived at: it develops the theory further, dis-
carding conceptions contradictory to it, the incompati-
bility of which‘was not taken into account by the previous
theory."(7) Proceeding from this premise, Chernyshevskii
contends that classical economic theory reached a point
from where it could be inferred that the most advantageous
system of production is where the products of labour belong
to the workers and the most advantageous distribution of
value was that wﬁere value was distributed more or less
equally among all members of society. Chernyshevskii's
'theory of the working class' takes productive labour as
the main ageﬁt of fulfilment of these aims. He designated
that labour as unproductive which did not produce goods to
saﬁisfy the primary needs of the human organism. The
only way to maximise productive labour and minimise unpro-
ductive labour was to distribute value equally amongst the
members of the society.(8) This marked a decidedly new
approach. In fact, none of the theoreticians of political
economy of his time or before who championed the capitalist
mode of production presented a scheme of the most advanta-
geous distribution of value similar to that given by
Chernyshevskii. He thought however that his theory of the
working class was the logical extension of classical economy.
One might think it a sign of weakness tn his position not
to have presented his theory of the working class as a new
departure from the dominant theory of his time. But, here

too, censorship consideration might have inhibited Chernyshevskii.
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The basic differences between a worker in a working
class society an& a capitalist would be that the worker
will apply all his energy and strength for production
whereas a man owning capital has to rely on the labour of
others and hence does not get maximum efficiency from them;
the aim of production in a working class society would be
for each to consume as much as he produces, whereas the
aim of the capitalist is to(sell the products to make a
profit. Necessity would be the measuring rod of production
in the working class,society, whereas the size of the market
is the only criterion of production for the capitalist.(9)
Chernyshevskii's presentation of the essential features
of socialist production does not contain any trace of
utopianism. Production according to need is the instituted
principle of production and planning in the socialist
countries of the present day world. It is no fault of the
economic theory of socialism that in the socialist countries
this principle has not always been upheld. This deficiency
actually points . ' . t54he - heed for further
improvementé in the system of production in these countries.

Chernyshevskii asserted that the socialist economy
envisaged by him would be superior to capitalism in that
there would be no harmful competition amongst individuals
who were engaged in production in different capacities,
such as (a) between the capitalist and the worker - the
former endeavouring to maximise his profit at the expense
of the latter, and the latter trying to resist this attempt
and (b) between two workers for obtaining work, where the
advantage of one is the ruin of the other. (10)

In the socialist economy proposed by Chernyshevskii,

the methods of production would be improved by the joint
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efforfs of all the workers. Just as the capitalists are
able to discover the means to maximise their profits, the
workers will also be in a position to achieve maximum pro-
ductivity through experience and initiative. This could be
done by improving the quality of the instruments of produ-
ction and raising the level of technology.(11) According

to Chernyshevskii the workers will be inspired to effect
improvements in the techniques of production. This inspira-
tion is absent among the workers in capitalism. "Let us yn-
‘agine a society," Chernyshevskii muses, "where 2000 dresses
are necessary to satisfy its demands, which are produced by
the labour of 6000 man-days; supposing that there are 300
man-days a year, we find that 20 men should be employed

to make dresses. Let us imagine that not one of these
twenty men finds advantage or opportunity to increase his

. production at the expense of others. In these circumstances
should he desire an improvement in the production of dressesgziz)
Chernyshevskii emphasises the point that if one of the
workers in a capitalistic system shows initiative in im-
proving his own production the effect on another will be
harmful because ﬁe will become unemployed if demand is
constant,

In an economy of the working class the situation would
be different. In the same field of production (dress making)
every worker will be allotted the task of finishing, say/

50 pairs of dresses and according to the previous calculation
6 man-days of labour is necessary for each pair of dress.
Since the improvement in the technique of production would

not involve ruin to the others, the workers will be interested
in curtailing total working time through the improvement of

techniques. The result would be that instead of, say, 6 man-
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days for making a pair of dresses, only 4 would be required
and the remaining period could be spent on. some other new
field of work.(13) This, in Chernyshevskii's view, is
possible only because cooperation is in the interest of

the workers themselves.

Chernyshevskil on Tovarishchestvo‘

Cooperation will be the foundation on which the
future society will rest and production will occur in the
framework of comradeship and association. Chernyshevskii
predicted this as well as aspired towards it. Will this
form of production be more successful than the capitalistic
one? To this Chernyshevskii replies that he is not worried
whether there will be more or less production under such
a system.(14) His concern is to remove the inimical re-
lationship between man and man and thus guarantee the well-
being of the individual rather than merely to increase the
production of wealth. Nonetheless, production wés, accord-
ing to- Che;nyshevskii, bound to be more successful in
these circumstances because free people always produced
more than slaves.(15) The relationship between capitalists
and workers was always a relationship between masters and
slaves., Freedom was an incentive to work harder, but in
capitalism the workers were deprived of this incentive.
"The success of production", Chernyshevskii says, "is

proportional to the energy of labour, and the energy of

*Tovarishchestvo - Comraddship: or friendship; Chernyshevskii

refers to an economy founded on association and cooperation.
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labour is proportional to the degreee of participation
of the workers in the products; so the condition most
advantageous for production is when the entire product

of labour belongs to the worker. The form of tovarish-

chestvo of the workers alone gives this 9Rporiumity 4o, them

and thus it must be recognised as the most successful
form of production."(16)

The rationale of production under tovarishchestvo,

would be proper planning of the utilisation of labour.

If in a particular period there is a shortage of primary
goods, then re-allocation of men and materials would be
effected so that the disequiiibrium in the supply of pri-
mary goods would be removed. As has been pointed out,
Chernyshevskii believed that only when the demand for basic
necessities has been met, should the society endeavour to
produce goods for comfort or fOF luxury. Such would be the

guiding principle in the production by tovarishchestvo.

He explains this principle in the following way: "Let pro-
duction per man-day be of value worth one ruble; Let the
primary neeas of the worker and his family be valued at
200 rubles per year. Let the society consist of 100 workers.
Let 40 workers be engaged in the production of object of
luxury. Then there remain 60 workers for the production of
objects of primary necessity. They would produce value
worth 1 ruble per day for 300 days - in all 15000rubles
woth of production of primary necessities, that is, for
consumption every worker produces value worth 150 rubles,
but the value worth 200 rubles is necessary for their
well-being. It is clear that the workers will be in want.
“The independence of the workers means that they work

for their own consumption. Consequently, so long as there
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is not a sufficient amount of products of primary necessity
available for their consumption, they will not carry out
produttion of other goods. Let us suppose that in the

system of tovarishchestvo the quality of labour deteriorates

so that value worth 70 rubles only is produced in a man-day.
On the other hand all the 100 workers labour in producing
objects of primary necessity, the total production is worth
21000 rubles in 300 days, as every wdrker'produces value
worth 70 rubles a day. It is clear that every worker will
have 210 rubles worth of goods of primary necessity when
goods worth 200 rubles only are necessary for their well-
being. It is clear that the society of the working class
would have a surplus even under conditions of the supposedly
deteriorated quality of labour; whereas before they had
to suffer from want even under a supposedly better quality
of labour."(17) Starting from a level of higher but un-
planned production in capitalism, Chernyshevskil shows that
even if there is less productivity in the future'society,
there will still be a surplus after meeting the basic needs
of each man. Soclety, according to him, does not become
poorer if there are fewer luxuries but become$so only when
there are not enough primary goods. Chernyshevskii con-
tends that there will ultimately be an increased tempo of
production in the whole society and that production will
eventually exceed the level under capitalism. This im=-
provement in the level of production will take place be~-
cause the workers will be increasingly aware of the poten-
tial for producing more and will have the inspiration to
do it.

Chernyshevskil asserted further that workers had ex-

clusive rights to the products of their labour and that
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this view was the logical outcome of Adam Smith's teachinge.
In Chernyshevskii's opinion, Adam Smith only succeeded in
laying the foundation of this principle and the duty of
developihg it to its logical conclusion fell on the shoul-
ders of his follpwers. But they did not perceive the im-
plication of Adam Smith's formulation. Chernyshevskii con-
tends that according to Adam Smith, walue is created by labour
and.capital itself is the produ¢£ of labour. So, "if all
values and all types of capital are produced by labour, it
is evident that labour is the only source of all types of
production and every phrase about the participation of
movable or immovable capital in production is just an in-
direct way of assigning this important role 4o labour. In
this case labour should be the sole owner of the valueé
produced."(18) Once again Chernyshevskii tries to convince
his readers that the right of the workers to own the means
of production can be found in the classical teachings of
Adam Smith.

Chernyshevskii believed in a distinct advantage of

socialist pfoduction (or production under tovarishchestvo)

over capitalist production because the former precluded
trade crises. The criterion of socialist producfion was

not a market for its products but the needs of the community,
which are very constant. "You can correctly calculatef
‘Chernyshevskii says, "how much corn is needed for a cer-
tain family per week, per month, or per year; there must

be dinner to-day and tomorrow. But it 1s not thé same with
the market: to-day there is a demand for hundreds and
thousands of chetverts of corn or bales of cotton; a week
later perhaps not a single chetvert of corn nor a single

bale of cotton will be needed. The market does not move



- 272 -

with even steps like consumption; it is always in a state
of feverish paroxysm and extreme energy alternates with
complete lethargy. Finally, it is impossible to foresee
well in advance the time or the length of these changes or
the intensity of each of them. For this reason the produ-
ction of capitalists is subject to continuous stagnation,
and the entire economic order based not on consumption
but on the market is subject to inevitable industrial and
trading crises. As a result millionsand tens of millions
of working déys are lostr(19)

Having shown the inevitahility of an economic crisis
under capitalism, Chernyshevskii insisted that in an

economy based on tovarishchestvo this does not happen be-

cause this economy does not depend 6n the staklity of the
market. It is superior not only in securing the material
well-being of man but also in respect of the efficiency of
production. The ideologists of capitalism may not believe
that a radical improvement in the economic and social order
is possible. Such disbeliefs were not new, Chernyshevskii
says. (20) ﬁuring feudalism, many people, mainly its up-
holders, maintained that no better social order was pos-
sible, But history belied this.(21)

Thus, in the historical perspective capitallsm was
seen by Chernyshevskii as superior to feudalisnm, and soci-
alism was in turn superior to its predecessor - capitalism.
Similarly fuedalism was an advance on slavery.(22) This
periodisation of the economic history of society is of
course, analoguous to that of Marx and Engels, although he
arrived at it quite independently of them. Chernyshevskii
did not however put the same emphasis on the 'class-struggle!

as the motive force of historical change. Also he was not
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of historical development, i.e.‘slavery, feudalism and capi-
talism. Whereas Marx and his followers contended that
when a particular social order disintegrated, the new
structure that evolved from the old was always more pro-
gressive than the preceding one, Chernyshevskii tended to
discard a linear view of history.and in some instances
even saw later historical €Pochs- 35 a step backward in
relation to the earlier ones. 1In his article 'On the Causes

of the Fall of Rome' (O prichinakh padeniya Rima') he

maintained explicitly that feudalism was not an improvement

on Roman society, that, indeed, Roman civilisation even

in its worst days was better than feudalism in its best

days. Feudalism by its nature spelt 'robbery' and inter-

necine wars. It was responsible for the decline of civilisation(23)
A great importance was attached by Chernyshevskii to ideas ;
in human progress. "Progress is based on intellectual |
development," he says, "its essential feature consists of

the success in the growth of knowledge...The development

of mathematics precedes the development of applied mechan-

ics; and from applied mechanics evolve all manufacture and
trade,and so on... Historical knowledgé grows and with this
growth false conceptions that prevent people from organising
their social 1lives decrease and life imaggves... All types

of intellectual labour are developed by/power of the human
intellect. As people become more educated they acquire |

the habit and the eagerness to read and hence a greater

number amongst them learn to organize their lives in an
intelligent and orderly fashion, which lads to an all-round

improvement of the country's life. «..The basic force of

progress is sc¢ience} the success of progress is proportional
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to the degree of improvement in and the spread of knowledge."(24)
This may sound credulous, but, as Plekhanov rightly

pointed out, Chernyshevskii was far from consistent in re-

ducing social progress to the spread of reading matter.

Indeed Chernyshevskii approvingly quoted Pliny's famous

dictum 'latifundia perdidere Italium'(25). The article

'O prichinakh padeniya Rima' does give the impression that

for Chernyshevskil human opinion governs the fate of the
world. But Plekhanov underestimated another aspect of
Chernyshevskii's position, namely his view that unless
the well-being of all men in society is ensured, which was

possible only under conditions of tovarishchestvo, any in-

crease in the objects of art and culture would be self-
defeating. In the last resort, no development of any
aspect of human life, including intellectual culture, was
conceivable for Chernyshevskii in the absence of man's
material well-being. As for Chernyshevskii's somewhat
derogatory assessment of feudalism, this could be seen

as a reflection of the fact that Russian feudalism re-
presented thé most regressive force in contemporary Russia.

The New Theory and the 0ld Theory

While Chernyshevskii attacked the classical political
economy of his time‘'he also formulated his own theory of
the working masses. He branded the contemporary classical
politico-economic conceptions as obscurantist, because he
believed them to have little if any bearing on reallty;
and its proponents refused to admit this. But he did not
of course attribute obscurantism to Adam Smith and David
Ricardo. He tried to build further on the foundation laid
by these economists. "The previous theory proclaimed"”,

Chernyshevskii ‘says, "friendship between nations, because
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the welfare of one nation was necessary for the well-being
of another. The new theory applies the same principle of
'*friendship' for every group of workers. The previous
theory states: everything is produced by labour: the new
theory adds: therefore everything must belong to labour;
the previous theory said: that occupation is unproductive
which does not increase the aggregate of values in society
by its products; the new theory adds: no labour is produc-
tive apart from that which produces goods necessary for
satisfying the needs of the society in conformity with a
rational economy. The previous theory speaks of the free-
dom of labobur, the new theory adds to this the independence
of the workers."(26)

Well-being of the individual, production of goods to
sustain it and freedom are the three constituent elements
of Chernyshevskii's new theory of the workers. The trans-
formation from capitalism to the new order depends, accord-
ing to Chernyshevskii, on the 'morals of people' and other
conditions which vary from place to place. 'Morals' denote
the level of the people's consciousness of the need to
change existiné society. Chernyshevskii denied that
socialism endangers the freedom of the individual.(27)
Chernyshevskii believed that the dominant contemporary
school of political economy failed to define precisely
what is meant by freedom of the individual.(28)

In his view, real freedom of action will come only

in a society based on tovarishohestvo since in such a

society alone the freedom of one group will not be a re-

striction on that of another.(29)
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A society based on tovarishchestvo, Chernyshevskii

held, could be brought about with the help of the
government. (30) But he did not make it clear whether he
thought that the Tsarist government could carry out the
task. He held no brief for Tsarism, as is well~known he
exposed in whatever 'Aesopian' manner, the oppressive
policy of the Russian government, especially in regard to
the agrarian question. Tsarism was bankrupt, morally and
politically (although he could not say this in so many
words). Indeed, it can be inferred from Chernyshevskii's
writings that he did not conceive of a society based on
tovarishchestvo, except in terms of a new kind of state,

, the
i.e. in terms of overthrowing/Tsarist order. But at the

same time Chernyshevskii did not ignore the fact that what-
ever economic development Russia had attained by the middle
of the 19th century, it was to a significant extent due

to government initiative. tg: England and France, the
Industrial Revolution,and/economic expansion that followed
from it’were largely the outcome of individual initiative.
The government remained a relative spectator of the eco-
nomic processeé that were giving shape to industrial
saciety. The state's role in the industrialization of
these countries was negligible. In Russia, the situation
was different. From the days of Peter the Great government
took the initiative in manyspheres of economic development.
Even the measures of an economically conservative Kankrin
during Nicholas I's reign‘were inspired and carried out

by the government. Being aware of these circumstances,
Chernyshevskii hoped, even if he did not expect, that the
government might see the light and appreciate the merits

of a society based on tovarishchestvo, because if for no
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other reason, this kind of sdﬁiety was an:improvement on
capitalism and he knew that all the recent Tsarist govern-
ments dreaded the prospect of the development of capitalism
in Russia and the creation of an urban proletariat which

it entailed.

Nature of Tovarishchestvo

Chernyshevskii gives a picture of the ideal cooperative

society or tovarishchestvo which he envisaged. A tovari-

shchestvo would comprise between!1500 and 2000 persons.
The "director's consent would be necessary before one
applied for membership. Family men would be given pre-
ference over single persons.(31) WwWith 400 to 500 families
thefe would be 500 or more working hands in each association.
Membership would be on a voluntary basis. Chernyshevskii
considered this to be very important.(32) He also designed
a number of curious provisions such as the government put-
ting at the free disposal of the associations old buildings
and assuming responsibility for their improvement. If not
suitable for the association, new buildings could be built
“without much difficulty:' Apartments for the workers would
be arranged according to their own wishes and théir own
notions of comfort.

Production would be carried out through planning on
the basis of the needs of the association. Independence
of the workers from the yoke of the capitalist method of
production would make production more efficient, labour
would be saved and there would be more for the loftier
activities of life.(33) Chernyshevskii dwelt at some
length on the character of labour in socialist production.
"esoLabour', he says, "is an activity of the brain and

muscle as comprising the natural, inner needs of these
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organs(!) which find pleasure in it and its outward result

is the application of strength...to the production of objects
«esewWhich satisfy the needs of the human organism.'"(34)
According to Chernyshevskii work does not become onerous
because it expends energy but because of "accidental, ex-
ternal circumstances'", by which he meant the organiSation

of labour in his time. Workers would enjoy working hard

in conditions of a more equitable organisation of labour,

ie., in production under tovarishchestvo.

As regards non-economic activity, Chernyshevskii re-
commended a wide range of facilities, such as churches,
schools, theatres, concert halls and libraries which would
enable members of an association to engage in cultural per-
suits. There would also be an extended health service.

Chernyshevskii visualised two sectors of production,
industrial and agricutural, according to conditions of
particular regions. Machines and instruments would be
bought from the funds of the association. A special feature
of work in an association would be that each member will
work in a « ! '3 field of his or her own interest as opposed
to being compelled to work in a certain field in the capi-
talist mode of production.(35) Each worker would be under
the guidance of the administrative soviet of his own region
and the soviet's consent would be necessary in all important
matters. Chernyshevskii bel¥eved that after a year's work
each association would gather sufficient experience to
administer its own units without interference of managers
(*directors'). The role of managers would be decreased
and an association would gain in autonomy in proportion
to the increase in efficiency.(36) To the expected warning

that autonomy would encourage lazyness and lack of initiative
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among the members of an association, Chernyshevskii replies
that an organtzation aimed at the association's well-being
and the well-being of its members will inspire to work
harder, although "some lazyness" i® inevitable in any
society, but, he assures us, it is bound to be minimal

in a tovarishchestvo.(37)

Profit from any surplus produced, Chernyshevskii muses,
would go partly towards the maintenance of churches, schools,
hospitals and other social institutions and partly towards
repayment of capital with interest. What remains would be
kept as a reserve to meet any contingency that may arise.(38)
The main profit would be distributed as dividends among the
members of each association. After all, in the capitalist
form of production, the capitaiist earns a huge net profit
for himself even after taking account of interest on Capi-
tal, salaries and depreciation of assets and’in some cases,
even after expenditure on schools, hospitals, and social
institutions prior to ascertaining the net profit. There
is no reason, according to Chernyshevskii, why there should
not be a sufficient surplus in the more equitable and more
efficient running of the association. (39)

Chernyshevskiit's bright vistas in no way prevented him
from closely analysing.the special characteristics of the

economic structure of tovarishchestvo and the principles

underlying economic life under socialism. This principle

is defined in terms of the equal distribution of the value
between the members of the society, a planned distribution
of the materials of production and a spontaneous application
of labour to production. These measures, according to
Chernyshevskii, could guarantee a balance between demand

and supply.(40) Many of these ideas, it is true, appear

utopian; yet no social plan for the future is possible
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without a utopean element, as one authgr states: '"no move-
ment that sets out to change the world can do without its
Utopia".(41) Chernyshevskii's scheme marks an important
step forward towards such change.

éhernyshevskii's theory of the working class and theories

of other European Utopian socialists

One of the most interesting points made by Chernyshevskii
was the rejection of the idea of any sort of hired labour

in socialism. In tovarishchestvo members are precluded from

selling the labour 30 others. This condition is absent

in the thinking of éaint-simon, Fourier or Owen. Cherny-
shevskii and Saint -Simon both approached the economic system
from the point of view of the producer and both regarded
production not as an end in ikself but as a means to guar-
antee social well-being. Both conceived a planned economy.
The 'industrial system' of Saint-Simon has certain resem-

blances with Chernyshevskii's association of workers. 1In

the 'organisateur!' Saint-Simon had outlined an industrial

parliament consisting of three chambers: chambers of in-
vention, examination and execution. The first was composed
of scientists,‘having only the responsibility of planning
the annual programme of public works; the second was to

be composed also of scientists but with respons?bility

of supervising the above projects and supervising education;
the third was to consist of leaders of industry who would
implement the projects and control the finance. Cherny-
shevskii's scheme is $impler and, in a way more realistic.
He puts maximum emphasis on the consent of the members of
the association in framing any policy. Saint-Simon and
Chernyghevskii alike. rejected the basic assumption of

classical political economy that the interest of the indi-
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viduals'automatically coincided with the national interest.

But Saint-Simon's 'Nouveau Christianisme' was intended to

be a new religion; histofically speaking this marked a
step backward. Chernyshevskiit's formula for a new socialist
order was prompted by the inadequacies of the capitalist
order in ensuriﬁg social well-being and was a radical
corrective to this order.(42) Whereas Saint-Simon wanted
to avert a conflict between the capitalist and the worker
by creating a new 'organic state' based on property, Cherny-
shevskii always condemned the propertied class and asserted
on numerous occasions that the interests of the propertied
people and the workers were opposed to each other.(43)
According to one author, "pe (Saint-Simon) was a socialist
only if socialism means the conscious direction and planning
of the economic system from the centre.'(44) Chernyshevskii's
brand of socialism, on the contrary, was based on the prin-
ciple of ownership of the means of production by the workers.

Robert Owen's practical experiment in New Lanark un-
doubtedly inspired Chernyshevskii in formulating his ‘'new
theory'. éﬁt whereas Robert Owen's endeavour was a micro-
experimént, Cheérnyshevskii's theory involved the whole
society. He wanted to establish a 'New Lanark' on a nat-
ional scale. The success of Robert Owen's scheme at a
national level was to depend on a change of heart of the
whole capitalistic class. The success of Chernyshevskii's
scheme did not depend on the goodwill of the capitalists;
he openly advocated the need of changing the social order,
by force if necessary.

The success of Fourier's phalanxes was also made de-
pPendent by him on capitalists' generosity or change of

the capitalist heart. Chernyshevskii, whatever the limita-
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tions in his schemes could not be said to have entertained
that kind of utopian dream. Saint-Simon, Fourier, Robert
Owen all diagnosed the main social disease of their time
correctly but their prescription for its remedy were un-
convincing. Chernyshevskii was much less utopian, more
realistic than his forerunners. This is born out by the
fact that he spent the last 26 years of his life in prison
and exile at the hands of those for whom his ideas -Were

- realistic enough to regard them as a real threat to the

existing order.
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Conclusion

In the body of the thesis, an attempt has been made
to present Chernyshevskii's economic views on (a) the
agrarian situation in his time and the abolition of
serfdom; (b) social and economic development generally;
(c) different social formations, particularly capitalism
and (d) socialist production. An account of the contem-—
porary economic, political and sécial conditions provides
the context, the relevance of which becomes particularly
apparant because Chernyshevskii was not a professional
eéonomist but essentially a polemical commentator on
the economic trends and situations of his time.

I have endeavoured to present Chernyshevskiit's eco-
nomic formulations as faithfully as possible even where
they contain technical flaws and misunderstandings. He
raised many important problems and in some cases offered
solutions, .~ - . which, however unacceptable they
may have proved to his contemporarles, must be regarded
as a significant contribution to Russian economic theory
and practicé. But while little known outside Russia,
the importance -of this contribution goes beyond the
Russian scene and occupies an impressive place in the
development of economic doctrines generally. This is
well 1llustrated by Chernyshevskii's polemic against
Tengoborskiil on the superiority of hired labour over
forced labour. Similarly, although there was nothing new
in Chernyshevskii's discussion of the diseconomy in the
agricultural sector due to serfdom, he was the first to
raise the problems of the exlstence of disguised unem-
ployment in the rural sector. To prove his point he used

data collected by government officials. This shows the



- 284 -

extent of professionalism in Chernyshevskii's approach

to economic matters. He argued that the massive indebted-
ness of the landlords in Russia was caused not by their
over-indulgence in luxury but by the inadequacies of an
economy based on forced labour. This argument is more
revealing than those put forward by later economic histo-
rians (for example Blum) who insisted that the land-

lords extravagance was the principal causé of their
indebtedness.

Chernyshevskii's anéleis of the legal basis of
serfdom and discussion of the landlord's practice of
flouting the law are illuminating not only for the new
facts presented but also in the economic aréument he uses
viz. the important argument that if the peasants in

barshchina are forced to perform their three days labour

for the landlord on the days most suitable for agricul-
ture, then the national production suffers and for this
the landlords and not the peasants are to be blamed.
Similarly, his argument that excessive obrok destroys

the initiative of the peasants and affects national
economy is also absolutely correct. The same criticisms
were made by liberals like Kavelin and Chicherin, but

they then went on advocating the abolition of serfdom with
redemption payments for both land and person, thus reveal-
ing a fundamental inconsistency in their thinking. On

the other hand, Chernyshevskii's various redemption
schemes are consistent with his analysis of the conditions
of the peasantry. If one goes through his redemption
schemes, it seems that Chernyshevskii darted from one

position to another. In one instance he argues in favour
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of a moderate scheme, in another he challenged the very
basis of redemption by suggesting negative redemption
payments; he characterises obrok as an excess of serf-
dom, but presents a scheme of redemption payment of per-
sons to landlords. There is no doubt that there was a
change in his attitude towards reform between 1858 and
1859, from being a supporter of compensation to the land-
lords (perhaps for the sake of é%pediency) to one where
he questioned théir right to any compensation. But even

in articles published in 1859 (for example his 'Ustroistvo

byta pomeshchich'ikh krest'ian - truden 1li vykup zemli?)

he envisaged moderate redemption payments and suggested
schemes for such payments. One must conclude that these
conflicting utterances were a camouflage to hoodwink the
censorship. Anyone who has some familiarity with Cherny-
shevskii's radical views and knows about his life and
activities in the days preceding his collaboration with

and eventual editorship of Sovremennik will understand

"such tactics on his part. Only the naive will think

that he alé§ thought of the well-being of the landlords
when formulating his schemes of redemption payments. The
central theme in all his writings condemning serfdom is
that the entire gentry as a class 1s superfluous in
soclety.

The quality of his discussion of how to avoid an in-
'flationery situation in the economy due to the increase
in the stock of money needed to supplement government
finance to pay compensation to the landlords (chapter 2,
part 2) places him on a par with professional policy
economists.

Throughout his economic writings he used only one

criterion for the acceptability of any economic theory
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or economic policy -~ the good of the maximum number of
individuals in a society. He followed this criterion
in all his articles on the agrarian situation or the reform
when he spoke of the betterment of the conditions of the
peasants who éonstituted the overwhelming majority in
the society. One author has remarked: "He consistently
favoured the many over the few, gnd he refused to allow
general consideration of economic growth to overshadow
a humanifarian concern for the material condition of the
common people"(1), In his discussion on the superiority
of communal ownership over private ownership (Chapter 1,
part 3) his refutation of the arguments of his opponents

(Vernadskii and the contributors in 'Ekonomicheskii

ukazatel') was based mainly on this criterion. He did
not deny that private form of ownership had contributed
towards the greater technological progress im the west,
but that alone was not sufficient to undermine his faith
in the necessity of guaranteeing the welfare to the in-
dividual rather than raising the standard of the country's
scientific énd technological progress. There is no

doubt that in presenting his views, some of the illustra-
tions that he used were too simple and naive. In fact,
if he had not used some of these illustrations, his
arguments would have appealed more to sophisticated read-

ers. But his journal Sovremennik catered for the layman

and these illustrations helped the readers to understand
his arguments. The substance of what he said is however
exceedingly important, and any weakness in his presentation
should be treated of secondary importance only, and in

this way alone can full justice be done to Chernyshevskii.
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In the period in which Chernyshevskii was brought up
the miserable-lot of the comm®®. man was overlooked. He
understood one basic quality of any economic theory, -
i.e. that the theory is for men, not men for the theory.
He successfully followed this principle while arguing
against the upholders of private property. Inhis defense
of the commune and/ggmmunal propgrty, 4themain argument
was that the economists of his time ('backward economists'
to use his expression) were blind to the potential of
the commune for guaranteeing the welfare of the people.
Time and again he criticised J.B. Say as a prominent mem-
ber of this 'backward' school. The main reason was that
Say did not believe that it was any part of the economist's
tagk to suggest remedies for economic maladies. "The role
of an economist, like that of the savant, is not to give
advice, but simply to observe, to analyse, to describe.
He must be content to remain an impartial spectator."(2)
Say wrote to Malthus in 1820: "what we owe to the public
is to tell them how and why such and such a fact is the
consequencewof anothere. Whether the conclusion be wel-
'comed or rejected, it is enough that the economist should
have demonstrated its cause; but he must give no advice."(3)
The conflict between Chernyshevskii and classical econo-
mists of his time centred around the right of an economist
to pass a value judgement. While discussing the benefits
of the commune, Chernyshevskii, on a number of occasions’
came to this issue and branded his opponents as people
with preconceived ideas abstracted from reality and with
Ssuperstitions.(4) The burden of his criticism was in-
directly recognised in the economic policies of welfare

States in western Europe, Chernyshevskii therefore deserves
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a mention for his insistence on an active role of an
economisf in social change, in guaranteeing the well-
being of the people of a country.

While criticising the classical economists of his
time- | however, Chernyshevskii was oﬁtspoken in his pyaise
for the classical economists Smith, Ricardo and even
Malthus (though he rejected the Malthusian theory of.
population). The ideas of these economists opened up
new paths of economic reasoning corresponding to the
reality of their time, and he regarded them as piemeers.:
in the field of political economy.- But he would not
contend himself with the view that generation after
generation the same analysis was sufficient. He envisaged
a different economic theery for changed historical cir-
cumstances.

His theory of social development in which he detec-
ted 'decisive moments' and 'intermediate moments' is
extremely valuable. He was one of the few to put forward
a theory of economic change which eschewed ready-made
formulae and took account of the necessity and different
needs of different situations. vSome of his evidence re-
ferring especially to patterns of economic and social
changes, are pertinent and interesting, although his
illustrations from individual livee tend to be~cumbersome
and at times off the point.

Chernyshevskii suggested that a society can reach
a phase of socialised production straightaway from a
stage dependent mainly on agricultural production within
a feudal framework. His argument was that contact be-
tween developed and undeveloped countries helps the latter
to by-pass 'intermediate moments' of technological progress

and reach a mature stage of development. He cites the
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development of New Zealand as an instance of this. History
has shown that the theory of social development in which
contact between advanced and underdeveloped countries plays
a crucial role is valid. After the second world war when
many nations became free from colonial domination, and

the question of economic development of these countries
came into the forefront, the idea that there could be a
non-capitalist path of development became a matter of a
controversy in some of these countries. The main point
that was ralsed was whether these countries were in a
position to bring about a full-fledged capitalist develop-
ment. .If so, would capitalism be able to effect the re=-
organisation and improvement‘of these economies on a

scéle sufficient to secure the welfare of the people,
considering that at the end of the period of colonial
domination of these nations the people were living in a
miserable condition?! India is a case in point. After
independence, the ruling Indian National Congress was'
split into two, one argued in favour of a non-cap;talist
path of development (Nehru gave passive support to this
group) and the other believed in a free-enterprise capi-
talist economy (supported by Patel). The arguments that
were put forward by both groups are significant. The
proponents of a free-enterprise capitalist economy held
that India was primarily an agricultural country and any
plan of economic development must be a capitalistic one.
The supporters of the first opinion held that, leaving
aside the question of whether capitalistic development
was desirable or not, this idea could not be entertained
because of the time required to bring about economic

development under capitalism in a poor and undeveloped
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country, where the rate of investment of capital would

be very low and where ohe of the ingredients of such
development, that is, a foreign market, would not exist
because of competition with advancedvcapitalist countries.
They advocated an alternate plan for economic development
which was a 'socialist pattern' of growth, envisaging in
effect/ézxed economy with more emphasis on the nationa-
lised than on the private sector. The argument of the
majority group (the supporters of a 'socialist pattern

of society') was that India, or for that matter any other
underdeveloped country, was no 1longer isolated from the
rest of the world. In spite of the fact that the crea-
‘tion of a sizeable nationalised sector was beyond the
means of the government, other countries would come for-
ward to help them with financial aid and technical know-
how.

Consequently, a technological base would be esta-
blished iﬁ a short time as a result of the contact between
India and economically advanced countries. This is a
validation of Chernyshevskii's position formulated a cen-
tury in advance.

As has been mentioned, Chernyshevskii assumes that
in political economy priority belongs to concrete men
and their well-being. He protested against poverty and
misery; agalinst luxury in the midst of plenty. He ad-.
vocated the equal distribution of what wealth there was.
While doing so he came up against great names in political
economy, but this did not deter him from presenting his
idea of what he considered true national prosperity.

'It“has taken nearly two hundred years (if we take

1760 as the year marking the beginning of the industrial
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revolution'and capitalist development)bfor political eco-
nomists to discard fully the idea of non-intervention and
to come to the idea of the welfare state implementea in
some European countries. The main reason behind such a
change of attitude towards the welfare of the citizens

of a country was the experience of economic crisis in
which the ordinary people were placed in a pitiable posi-
tion. The extensive social .. . security system in many
European countries, introduced after the .second jorld
War, is a recognition of the fact that the well-being of
ordinary men is not safe-guarded in unrestricted capita-
lism. Chernyshevskii raised this question of the need
to guarantee minimum well-being of the individuals in a
society long ago and that is why he presented his theory
of socialist production as a replacement of the theory
of capitalism.

His definition of political economy emphasised the
need to produce material objects which should be equitably
distributed. He agreed with Mill in condemming the idea
accepted in some societies that possession of human be-
ings as slaves or serfs should count as wealth. The
accepted theories in Chernyshevskii's time regarded
serfs as wealth to the landlords, and consequently the
owners of this wealth had the 'wealth' at their mercy.
His criticism of the accepted theory that forced labour
was not a form of labour to be studied in political
economy, is also interesking. If production means pro-
duction for sale then since forced labour contributed
to a great extent to the production of goods for the

market and the landlords earned a considerable amount
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of profit from it, forced labour must be considered in
political economy. Also the 'ancestral!'! and 'possessio-
nal' factoriés earned profit with the help ef forced
labour. If this is the situation why, Chernyshevskii
asked, should forced labar not come under factors of
'production in politico-economic discussion? He also
pointed to the existence of a large area of production
for sélf-consumption in backward countriés and contended
that this production should also come within the ambit
of politico-economic consideration.

Much has been said about Chernyshevskii's *hypothe-
tical method'. Scholars, both Soviet and western)have
raised doubts about its validity. There is ﬁo doubt that
this method has need of improvement. His examples are in
some cases used to justify a pre-conceived notion. And
the numerical evidence which he adduces is not always
conclusive. But it must be noted that the 'hypothetical
method! in the main was aimed at showing the impli ations
and trends of interaction of certain economic variables
in certain gituations and Chernyshevskii has succeeded
in doing so up to a point. As has been mentioned, ironi-
cally Plekhanov has criticised him for indulging in too
much abstraction with little relevance to reality. But
the 'hypothetical' illustrations Chernyshevskii used to
show that more national wealth may lead to less well-being
of the people or production on a farm will guarantee less
advantage to its peasants than production under communal
ownership,were by no means as.irrelevant as it appeared
to Plekhanov or might appear to us,for it reflected to
some extent at least real situations in the Russian

agrarian practise. It 1is true however that, as he himself
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readily admitted, he was not well—equipped with mathema-
tical knowledge to provide his theory with sufficient
technical support.

Chernyshevskii's classification of productive and
unproductive labour emphasises the well-being of the
ordinary man. He did not make a distinction between goods
and services. Any material object or service satisfying
his criterion waé treated as the outcome of productive
labour. Chernyshevskii's choice of the criterion of pro-
ductive lébour arose from the needs of his time. Today,
many underdeveloped countries could well pay attention
to Chernyshevskii's emphasis on the benefit of utilising
more productive lébour, when these countrmies. think of
plans of economic grOWth; and his criterion of determining
the quality of labour is .equally valid. Too much emphasis
is now being put on the idea of 'self-sufficiency' in
the aggregative sense in these countries, which means
sufficient production to meet the demand for all kinds
of goods including those of luxury. But not enough atten-
tion is paid to determining whether there are sufficient
goods to meet the primary need of the ordinary people.
Moreover,if a nation is economically self-sufficient it
does not follow that all the individuals in a country
will be able to satisfy their needs, because purchasing
power may be inequitably distributed. Chernyshevskii not
only insisted that goods of primary necessity should be
produced in sufficient quantity but insisted that all
individuals must be in a position to be able to consume

them; hence the necessity of an equitable distribution

of income.
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Chernyshevskii always criticised those who advocated
the existing regime. His rejeétion of Hegel's political
philosophy and admiration of Feuerbach's is a case in
point. On the same basis he criticised Malthus' theory

of population which ledlin his_view, to stagnation rather tham

the
t0o change. His treatment oﬁ/Malthusian theory of popula-
tion has its merits and defects. He was one of the first
to challenge the validity of Malthus's prediction. He
could not subscribe to the pessimistic view of the future
contemplated by Malthus. He had always been a supporter
and theoretical advocate of radical change. If the exist-
ing conditions seemed dismal, he thought it to be his

duty to point to the future rather than come to terms

with the present. But he discovered the ingredients of
change for the better eveﬁ in the desperate situation of
the present. This was one of the main points of his

attack against Malthus, and it occupies a considerable

space in his Osnavaniya politcheskoi ekonomii. Another

reason for his criticism of Malthus was that in his time
'social Darwinism' was creating many preconceptions des-
igned to bolster up the existing order. Malthusian theory
contributed greatly to the rise of 'social Darwinism’'.
Chernyshevskii regarded this as an ominous development
endangering the 'real man' in the name of a spurious
scientific theory. It may be noted however that he was
an admirer of Malthus as an economist and believed that
Malthus carried on the great tradition of Adam Smith.
However, there are defects in his criticism of Malthus'
theory of population. Chernyshevskii's lack of mathema-
tical ability led to errors and confusions in his mathe-

matical arguments.
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In his discussion of different social formations
Chernyshevskii did not adhere strictly to the views that
each social formation is more preogressive than the pre-
ceding one., He did not condemn all the features of capi-
talism and recognised its positive contribution to the
productive potential in his time. He did not of course
believe that capitalism was a perennial or ineluctable
phenomenon, and he was confident that it would be replaced
by a society based on socialist principles. 1In fact,
it was the one change that was inevitable in his view.

He was not very specific in his economic writings whether
deliberate action by the oppressed masses was necessary
for the overthrow of capitaiism, but,in view of the cen-
sorship, this is hardly surprising. But it was clear

to him that a conflict between cépitalists and workers
for the major share of the value of produce in the coun-
try was a fact which could not be explained away, and

he gave a striking analysis of this conflict. Hé also
pointed out the effect of economic collusion between the
rising bourgeoisie and the landlords and how this affected
the interests of the workers. More often than not he
used the expression 'common people' to denote the ex-
Ploited class; he included not only the workers but also
the peasants and other groups of people in this term and
whenever he referred to the well-being of the individual,
he was thinking of the individuals belonging to this
group as comprising those who were engaged in productive
work,

Chernyshevskii dealt at length with effects of com-
petition in capitalism. He analysed the ill-effects of

Competition between employers and between workers and

asserted that as a result of competition small firms
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would go out of existence, and the people associated with
them would be reduced to hired workers. Similarly, com-
petifion forces workers to sell their labour at a price
much below the desired level and does not even then guar-
antee them employment. He quoted Turgot to second his con-
clusion that the miserable condition of the ordinary wage-
earners should be sought in the competition among workers
for work. The surprising part of Chernyshevskii's concept
of capitalism is that he adhered to Quesnay's three class
classification (although he attacked Quesnay for his support
of the gentry's interest) and followed him in designating

the landlords as the highest class (vychshee soslovie)

but attaching the dominant role to the middle class.
In his theory of socialist production, Chernyshevskii
tried to show the benefits of production based on workers'

association (tovarishchestvo,) while implying the necessity

for economic planning in a country with limited resources.
He emphasised the need to give the workers the incentive
to produce more and believed that in an 'association'
there will be more incentive to work for the betterment
of the wofkers themselves and of their fellow-workers.

He also developed a new theory of the 'toiling masses'

as the framework for guiding the econonmic activities in

a society based on association. As can be seen in one

of Chernyshevskii's major works, Kapital i trud, the idea

of workers' association was not conceived in terms of
disparate units or of model cooperative but as a

framework in which production is effected in the country

as a whole. It is true, in his What is to be Done?
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he depicted the virtues of a model coopérative,(S) re-
sembling Robert Owen's utopian 'socialist' model.  This,
after all, was a novel in which practical elaboration
gave way to imaginative design.

Looking at the plight of the majority of people in
many undsﬁgeveloped countriés where ambitious plans for
growth/formulated on the basis of western economic ideas,
one cannot fail to notice the vast inequality in the
standard of living between the privileged minority and
the underprivileged majority of the people. The econo-
‘mlsts talk of increasing national income, maintaining
a steady rate of growth and so forth, but the plight of
concrete suffering men remains unalleviated. The only
way this problem can be solved is to rely on Chernyshev-
skii's criterion for national prosperity, that is, the
well-being of the ordinary human beings. This should be
the first priority in any programme of economic develop-
ment in the poor countrikes. This is the main lesson that

one can learn, if one chooses to learn, from a study of

Chernyshevskii's principal economic writings.
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