WORKERS OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!

LENIN

COLLECTED WORKS

4

|
T






THE RUSSIAN EDITION WAS PRINTED
IN ACCORDANCE WITH A DECISION
OF THE NINTH CONGRESS OF THE R.C.P.(B.)
AND THE SECOND CONGRESS OF SOVIETS
OF THE U.S.S.R.

Printed in cooperation with Progress
Publishers. www.progresspublishers.org



HHCTUTYT MAPKCU3MA —-JIEHUHU3MA npu IIK KHCC

BWNJEHWH

COYMHEHUNUA

Hszdarnue wemeepmoe

T'OCYODAPCTBEHHOE M3JATEJIBCTBO
HOJINTUYECKON JINTEPATYPHI

MOCEKBA



V.LLENIN

COLLECTED WORKS

VOLUME

4

1898 — April 1901

NOVUM BOOKS



TRANSLATED BY JOE FINEBERG AND GEORGE HANNA
EDITED BY VICTOR JEROME

First printing 1960
Second printing 1964
Third printing 1972
Fourth printing 1977

This paperback edition
First published by
Novumbooks 2026

Printed in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

; 10102-982
014(01)—77 24777



CONTENTS
Preface . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

1898

ON THE QUESTION OF OUR FACTORY STATISTICS (Professor
Karyshev’s New Statistical Exploits). . . . . . . . . . . ..

REVIEW. A. Bogdanov. A Short Course of Economic Science.
Moscow. 1897. Publ. A. Murinova’s Bookshop. 290 pp. Price
2 rubles . . . L L L o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

A NOTE ON THE QUESTION OF THE MARKET THEORY (Apropos
of the Polemic of Messrs. Tugan-Baranovsky and Bulgakov) . .

1899

REVIEW. Parvus. The World Market and the Agricultural Crisis.
Economic Essays. Translated from the German by L. Y., St. Pe-
tersburg, 1898. Publ. O. N. Popova (Educational Library, Se-
ries 2, No. 2). 142 pp. Price 40 kopeks . . . . . . . . . . ..

REVIEW. R. Guvozdev. Kulak Usury, Its Social and Economic
Significance. St. Petersburg, 1899. Publ. N. Garin . . . . . . .

REVIEW. Commercial and Industrial Russia. Handbook for
Merchants and Factory Owners. Compiled under the Editorship of
A. A. Blau, Head of the Statistical Division of the Department
of Commerce and Manufactures. St. Petersburg, 1899. Price
10 rubles. . . . . . L L L e e e e e e e e e e e e

ONCE MORE ON THE THEORY OF REALISATION . . . . . . . ..

REVIEW. Karl Kautsky. Die Agrarfrage. Eine Uebersicht iiber
die Tendenzen der modernen Landwirtschaft und die Agrarpoli-
tik u.s.w. Stuttgart, Dietz, 1899 . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ..

67

70
74



8 CONTENTS

REVIEW. J. A. Hobson. The Evolution of Modern Capitalism.
Translated from the English. St. Petersburg, 1898. Publ. O. N. Po-
pova. Price 1 rb. 50kop . . . . . . . . . . . ..o

CAPITALISM IN AGRICULTURE (Kautsky’s Book and Mr. Bulga-
kov’s Article). . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

First Article . . . .« « v i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

A PROTEST BY RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS . . . . . . . . . ..

REVIEW. 8. N. Prokopovich. The Working-Class Movement in
the West . .« v v v v i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

REVIEW. Karl Kautsky. Bernstein und das sozialdemokratische
Programm. Eine Antikritik . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...
ARTICLES FOR “RABOCHAYA GAZETA” . . . . . . . « « « « ..
LETTER TO THE EDITORIAL GROUP. . . . . . . . . . . . ..
OUR PROGRAMME . . . . . . . . . v v v v v v e e v e e e e
OUR IMMEDIATE TASK . . . . . ¢ v ¢ v v v v v v v v e e v s
AN URGENT QUESTION . . . . . . . o v v v v v v v v v o v

A DRAFT PROGRAMME OF OUR PARTY . . . . . . . . . . . ...
A RETROGRADE TREND IN RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY

APROPOS OF THE PROFESSION DE FOI. . . . . . . . . . . . ..

FACTORY COURTS . . . . . . v v v v v v v i v i e e e e e e e e

ON STRIKES . . . . . o v v v v v vt vt v e e e e e e e e e
1900

DRAFT OF A DECLARATION OF THE EDITORIAL BOARD OF
ISKRA AND ZARYA . . . . .« v v v v v v v v v v e e e

HOW THE “SPARK” WAS NEARLY EXTINGUISHED . . . . . ..

100

105
109

110
113
119
131
137

146

146
157

160
167

183

193

205
207
210
215
221

2217
255
286
297
310



CONTENTS 9

DRAFT AGREEMENT . . . . . .« o v v v v v v v v e e e e e w 350

DECLARATION OF THE EDITORIAL BOARD OF ISKRA . . . . . . . 351

PREFACE TO THE PAMPHLET, MAY DAYS IN KHARKOV . . . . . . 357

THE URGENT TASKS OF OUR MOVEMENT . . . . . . . . . . . .. 366

THE WAR IN CHINA . . . . . . . v v v v v v v e v e e e e e 372
THE SPLIT IN THE UNION OF RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS

ABROAD . . . . v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 378

NOTE OF DECEMBER 29,1900 . . . . . . « « v v v v v v v v o o & 380

1901

CASUAL NOTES . . . v v v v vt v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 383

I. Beat —but Not to Death! . . . . . . . . . .. ... 387

II. Why Accelerate the Vicissitude of the Times? . . . 403

III. Objective Statistics . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 408

THE DRAFTING OF 183 STUDENTS INTO THE ARMY. . . . . . . . . 414

THE WORKERS’ PARTY AND THE PEASANTRY . . . . . . . . . .. 420

Notes . .« v v v v i i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 429

The Life and Work of V. I. Lenin. Outstanding Dates . . . . . . . 457

ILLUSTRATIONS

V. I. Lenin, 1897 . . . . . . .« v v i i e e e e e e e e e 12-13
Cover of the magazine Zhizn in which Lenin’s “Capitalism in

Agriculture” was published in 1900. . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. 107

Facsimile of the first page of the reprint of “A Protest by Rus-
sian Social-Democrats” from No. 4-5 of Rabocheye Dyelo. 1899 169

Page 6 of the manuscript of Lenin’s “Review of S. N. Prokopo-
vich’s Book.” End of 1899 . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... .. 185

First page of the manuscript of Lenin’s “Draft Programme of
Our Party.” 1899 . . . . . . . . . . . oo oo 240-41

First page of the manuscript of Lenin’s “How the ‘Spark’ Was
Nearly Extinguished.” 1900 . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . ... 331



10 CONTENTS

First page of the separate leaflet “Declaration of the Editorial
Board of Iskra.” 1900 . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... 352-53

Facsimile of the cover of the pamphlet, May Days in Kharkov. 1901 359
Facsimile of page 1 of the first issue of the newspaper Iskra. 1900 366-67

Facsimile of the cover of the first issue of the magazine Zarya.
April 1901 . . . . . . Lo e e e e e e e e e e e 385



1

PREFACE

Volume Four of the Collected Works contains Lenin’s
writings for the period February 1898-February 1901.
These writings are devoted to the struggle for the victory of
revolutiollary Marxism in the working-class movement and
to the exposure of the anti-revolutionary views of the Na-
rodniks, “legal Marxists,” and “economists.”

“A Note on the Question of the Market Theory (Apropos
of the Polemic of Messrs. Tugan-Baranovsky and Bulgakov),”
“Once More on the Theory of Realisation,” and “Capitalism
in Agriculture (Kautsky’s Book and Mr. Bulgakov’s Arti-
cle)” were directed against the “legal Marxists,” who sought to
subordinate and adapt the working-class movement to the
interests of the bourgeoisie.

This volume contains Lenin’s first writings against “econ-
omism”: “A Protest by Russian Social-Democrats,” articles
for the third issue of Rabochaya Gazeta, “A Retrograde Trend
in Russian Social-Democracy,” and “Apropos of the Pro-
fession de foi,” in which he laid bare the opportunism of the
“economists” and showed “economism” to be a variety of
international opportunism (“Bernsteinism on Russian soil”).
Against the anti-Marxist positions adopted by the “econo-
mists,” Lenin contraposed the plan of the unity of social-
ism with the working-class movement.

Several of the articles in this volume are models of the
journalism of social and political exposure to which Lenin
attached great significance in the struggle against the law-
lessness of the tsarist officials, the struggle to awaken the
consciousness of the broad masses of the people. These
articles are: “Beat—but Not to Death!”, “Why Accelerate
the Vicissitude of the Times?” and “Objective Statistics,” pub-
lished under the general heading of “Casual Notes”: “The
Drafting of 183 Studeuts into the Army,” the preface to
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the pamphlet on the famous Kharkov May Day celebration,
1900, May Days in Kharkov, and the article, “Factory Courts,”
written in connection with the granting of police functions
to the Factory Inspectorate.

The volume also contains writings relating to the organi-
sation of the all-Russian illegal Marxist newspaper Iskra:
“Draft of a Declaration of the Editorial Board of Iskra and
Zarya,” “How the ‘Spark’ Was Nearly Extinguished,” and
“Declaration of the Editorial Board of Iskra.”

These documents, as well as the articles, “Our Programme,”
“A Draft Programme of Our Party,” “The Urgent Tasks of
Our Movement,” and “The Workers’ Party and the Peasant-
ry,” define the tasks confronting the Marxist organisations
and the working-class movement of Russia at the moment
when Lenin set about the actual formation of a party to
fight under the unitary banner of revolutionary Marxism
against opportunism, amateurishness in work, ideological
disunity, and vacillation.

The present volume also contains the “Draft Agreement”
with the Plekhanovist Emancipation of Labour group on
the publication of the newspaper Iskra and the magazine
Zarya, which appears for the first time in a collected edi-
tion of Lenin’s writings. Iskra was launched on the basis of
the “Draft Agreement.”



V. I. LENIN
1897
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ON THE QUESTION OF OUR FACTORY STATISTICS
(PROFESSOR KARYSHEV'S NEW STATISTICAL EXPLOITS)

The Russian reading public displays a lively interest
in the question of our factory statistics and in the chief
conclusions to be drawn from them. This interest is quite
understandable, for the question is connected with the more
extensive one of the “destiny of capitalism in Russia.”
Unfortunately, however, the state of our factory statistics
does not correspond to the general interest in their data.
This branch of economic statistics in Russia is in a truly
sad state, and still sadder, perhaps, is the fact that the
people who write about statistics often display an astound-
ing lack of understanding of the nature of the figures they
are analysing, their authenticity and their suitability for
drawing certain conclusions. Such precisely is the estimate
that must be made of Mr. Karyshev’s latest work, first pub-
lished in Izvestia Moskovskovo Selskokhozyaistvennovo Insti-
tuta (4th year, Book 1) and then as a separate booklet with
the high-sounding title Material on the Russian National
Economy. I. Our Factory Industry in the Middle Nineties
(Moscow, 1898). Mr. Karyshev tries, in this essay, to draw
conclusions from the latest publication of the Department
of Commerce and Manufactures on our factory industry.*
We shall make a detailed analysis of Mr. Karyshev’s con-
clusions and, especially, of his methods. We think that an
analysis of this sort will have significance, not only in deter-
mining the way in which the material is treated by Pro-

* Ministry of Finance. Department of Commerce and Manufac-
tures. The Factory Industry of Russia. List of Factories and Works,
St. Petersburg, 1897, pp. 63 4 vi+1047.
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fessor So-and-So (for this a review of a few lines would suf-
fice), but also in determining the degree of reliability of our
factory statistics, for which deductions they are suitable
and for which they are unsuitable, what the most important
requirements of our factory statistics are and the tasks of
those who study them.

As its name implies, the source used by Mr. Karyshev
contains a list of factories in the Empire for the year 1894-95.
The publication of a full list of all factories (i.e., of rela-
tively large industrial establishments, with varying concep-
tions of what is to be considered large) is not new to our liter-
ature. Since 1881 Messrs. Orlov and Budagov have compiled
a Directory of Factories and Works the last (third) edition of
which was issued in 1894. Much earlier, in 1869, a list of
factories was printed in the notes accompanying the statis-
tical tables on industry in the first issue of the Ministry of
Finance Yearbook. The reports which factory owners are by
law obliged to submit annually to the Ministry provided the
material for all these publications. The new publication of
the Department of Commerce and Manufactures differs
from former publications of this type in its somewhat more
extensive information, but at the same time it has tremendous
shortcomings from which the earlier ones did not suffer
and which greatly complicate its utilisation as material on
factory statistics. In the introduction to the List there is a
reference to the unsatisfactory condition of these statistics
in the past which thereby defines the purpose of the publica-
tion to serve precisely as material for statistics and not
merely as a reference book. But the List, as a statistical pub-
lication, amazes one by the complete absence of any sort of
summarised totals. It is to be hoped that a publication of
this sort, the first of its kind, will also be the last statistical
publication without summaries. The huge mass of raw mate-
rial in the form of piles of figures is useless ballast in a refer-
ence book. The introduction to the List sharply criticises
the reports previously submitted to the Ministry by factory
owners on the grounds that they “consisted of confusing in-
formation, always one and the same, which was repeated
from year to year and did not allow even the quantity of
goods produced to be accurately determined, whereas produc-
tion figures as complete and reliable as possible are an urgent
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necessity” (p. 1). We shall certainly not say a word in defence
of the absolutely outmoded system of our former factory
statistics that were purely pre-Reform,* both as to organisa-
tion and as to quality. But, unfortunately, there is scarcely
any noticeable improvement in their present condition.
The gigantic List just published still does not give us the
right to speak of any serious changes in the old system admit-
ted by all to be useless. The reports “did not allow even the
quantity of goods produced to be accurately determined.”...
Indeed, in the latest List there is no information whatsoever
on the quantity of goods, although Mr. Orlov’s Directory,
for example, gave this information for a very large number
of factories, and in some branches of industry for almost all
factories, so that in the summarised table there is informa-
tion on the quantity of the product (for the leather, distill-
ing, brick, cereals, flour milling, wax, lard, flax-scutching,
and brewery industries). And it was from the old reports
that the Directory material was compiled. The List does not
give any information on machinery employed, although the
Directory gave this information for some branches of indus-
try. The introduction describes the changes that have oc-
curred in our factory statistics in this way: formerly, factory
owners supplied information through the police according
to “a brief and insufficiently clear programme” and no one
checked the information. “Material was obtained from which
no more or less precise conclusions could be drawn” (p. 1).
Now a new and much more detailed programme has been
compiled and the gathering and checking of factory statis-
tical information have been entrusted to the factory inspec-
tors. At first glance one might think that we now have the
right to expect really acceptable data, since a correct pro-
gramme and provision for checking the data are two very im-
portant conditions for successful statistics. In actual fact, how-
ever, these two features are still in their former primitively
chaotic state. The detailed programme with an explanation
is not published in the introduction to the List although
statistical methodology requires the publication of the pro-
gramme according to which the data were gathered. We

*The Reform of 1861 which abolished serfdom in Russia.—Ed.
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shall see from the following analysis of the List material
that the basic questions of programme for factory statistics
still remain entirely unclarified. With regard to checking
the data, here is a statement by a person engaged in the prac-
tical side of this process—Mr. Mikulin, Senior Factory Inspec-
tor of Kherson Gubernia,* who has published a book contain-
ing an analysis of statistical data gathered according to the
new system in Kherson Gubernia.

“It proved impossible to make a factual check of all the
figures in the reports submitted by owners of industrial estab-
lishments and they were, therefore, returned for correction
only in those cases when comparison with the data of similar
establishments or with information obtained during an
inspection of the establishments showed obvious incon-
sistencies in the answers. In any case, responsibility for
the correctness of the figures for each establishment contained
in the lists rests with those who submitted them” (Factory
and Artisan Industry in Kherson Gubernia, Odessa, 1897,
preface. Our italics). And so, responsibility for the accuracy
of the figures, as before, still rests with the factory owners.
Representatives of the Factory Inspectorate were not only
unable to check all the figures, but, as we shall see below,
were even unable to ensure that they were uniform and could
be compared.

Later, we shall give full details of the shortcomings
of the List and the material it uses. Its chief shortcoming,
as we have noted, is the complete absence of summaries
(private persons who compiled the Directory drew up summa-
ries and expanded them with each edition). Mr. Karyshev,
availing himself of the collaboration of two other people,
conceived the happy idea of filling this gap, at least in
part, and of compiling summaries on our factory industry
according to the List. This was a very useful undertaking,
and every one would have been grateful for its achievement,
if ... if Mr. Karyshev, firstly, had published even a few of

* Gubernia, uyezd, volost—Russian administrative-territorial units.
The largest of these was the gubernia, which had its subdivisions in
uyezds, which in turn were subdivided into volosts. This system of
districting continued under the Soviet power until the introduction
of the new system of administrative-territorial division of the country
1929-30.—Ed.
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the obtained results in their entirety and if, secondly, he had
not displayed, in his treatment of the material, a lack of
criticism bordering on high-handedness. Mr. Karyshev was
in a hurry to draw conclusions before he had studied the ma-
terial attentively and before his statistical processing
was anything like “thorough,”™ so that naturally he made
a whole series of the most curious errors.

Let us begin with the first, basic question in industrial
statistics: what establishments should come under the
heading of “factories”? Mr. Karyshev does not even pose
this question; he seems to assume that a “factory” is some-
thing quite definite. As far as the List is concerned, he as-
serts, with a boldness worthy of better employment, that
in contrast to former publications this one registers not only
large establishments but all factories. This assertion, which
the author repeats twice (pp. 23 and 34), is altogether un-
true. Actually the reverse is the case; the List merely regis-
ters larger establishments as compared with former publica-
tions on factory statistics. We shall now explain how it is
that Mr. Karyshev could “fail to notice” such a “trifle”; but
first let us resort to historical reference. Prior to the middle
eighties our factory statistics did not include any definitions
or rules that limited the concept of factory to the larger
industrial establishments. Every type of industrial (and
artisan) establishment found its way into “factory” statis-
tics; this, it goes without saying, led to terrific chaos in
the data, since the full registration of all such establishments,
by the employment of existing forces and means (i.e., with-
out a correct industrial census), is absolutely out of the ques-
tion. In some gubernias or in some branches of industry hun-
dreds and thousands of the tiniest establishments were includ-
ed, while in others only the larger “factories” were listed.
It was, therefore, natural that the people who first tried to
make a scientific analysis of the data contained in our factory
statistics (in the sixties) turned all their attention to this
question and directed all their efforts to separating the

* Contrary to the opinion of the reviewer in Russkiye Vedomosti?
(1898, No. 144), who, apparently, was as little capable of a critical
attitude to Mr. Karyshev’s conclusions as was Mr. Karyshev of a
critical attitude to the List’s figures.
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branches for which there were more or less reliable data from
those for which the data were absolutely unreliable, to separat-
ing establishments large enough to enable the obtainment
of satisfactory data from those too small to yield satisfactory
data. Bushen,* Bok,** and Timiryazev*** provided such
valuable criteria on all these questions that, had they been
carefully observed and developed by the compilers of our
factory statistics, we should now have, in all probability,
some very acceptable data. But in actual fact all these criter-
ia remained, as usual, a voice crying in the wilderness, and
our factory statistics have remained in their former chaotic
state. From 1889 the Department of Commerce and Manufac-
tures began its publication of the Collection of Data on Fac-
tory Industry in Russia (for 1885 and the following years).
A slight step forward was made in this publication: the small
establishments, i.e., those with an output valued at less
than 1,000 rubles, were excluded. It goes without saying
that this standard was too low and too indefinite; it is ridic-
ulous even to think of the full registration of all industrial
establishments with an output valued at more than that
amount as long as the information is collected by the police.
As before, some gubernias and some branches of industry
included a mass of small establishments with outputs ranging
in value from 2,000 to 5,000 rubles, while other gubernias and
other branches of industry omitted them. We shall see in-
stances of this further on. Finally, our latest factory statis-
tical system has introduced a completely different formula
for defining the concept “factory.” It has been recognised
that “all industrial establishments™ (of those “wunder the
jurisdiction” of the Factory Inspectorate) are subject to regis-
tration “if they employ no fewer than 15 workers, as are also
those employing fewer than 15 workers, if they have a steam-
boiler, a steam-engine, or other mechanical motive power and

* Ministry of Finance Yearbook. First issue. St. Petersburg, 1869.
** Statistical Chronicle of the Russian Empire. Series II, Issue 6,
St. Petersburg, 1872. Material for the factory statistics of European
Russia, elaborated under the editorship of I. Bok.
**%* Statistical Atlas of Main Branches of Factory Industry of
European Russia, with List of Factories and Works. Three issues St.
Petersburg, 1869, 1870, and 1873.
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machines or factory installations.”™ We must examine this
definition in detail (the points we have stressed are particu-
larly unclear), but let us first say that this concept of “facto-
ry” is something quite new in our factory statistics; until
now no attempt has been made to limit the concept “factory”
to establishments with a definite number of workers, with
a steam-engine, etc. In general, the strict limitation of the
concept “factory” is undoubtedly necessary, but the definition
we have cited suffers, unfortunately, from its extreme lack
of precision, from its unclarity and diffusion. It provides the
following definitions of establishments subject to registra-
tion as “factories™ in the statistics: 1) The establishment must
come within the jurisdiction of the Factory Inspectorate.
This, apparently, excludes establishments belonging to the
state, etc., metallurgical plants and others. In the List,
however, there are many state and government factories
(see Alphabetical List, pp. 1-2), and we do not know whether
they were registered in all gubernias or whether the data per-
taining to them were subject to checking by the Factory
Inspectorate, etc. It must be said, in general, that as long
as our factory statistics are not freed from the web of various
“departments” to which the different industrial establishments
belong, they cannot be satisfactory; the areas of departmental
jurisdiction frequently overlap and are subject to changes;
even the implementation of similar programmes by different
departments will never be identical. The rational organisa-
tion of statistics demands that complete information
on all industrial establishments be concentrated in one
purely statistical institution to ensure careful observation
of identical methods of gathering and analysing data. So
long as this is not done, the greatest caution must he exer-
cised in dealing with factory statistics that now include and
now exclude (at different times and in different gubernias)
establishments belonging to “another department.” Metal-
lurgical plants, for instance, have long been excluded from
our factory statistics; but Orlov, nevertheless, included in

* Circular of June 7, 1895, in Kobelyatsky (Handbook for Members
of the Factory Inspectorate, etc., 4th edition. St. Petersburg, 1897,
p. 35. Our italics). This circular is not reprinted in the introduction
to the List, and Mr. Karyshev, in analysing the List material, did not
go to the trouble of discovering what the List meant by “factories™!!
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the last edition of his Directory quite a number of metallurgi-
cal plants (almost all rail production, the Izhevsk and Vot-
kinsk factories in Vyatka Gubernia, and others) that are not
included in the List, although the latter records metallurgi-
cal plants in other gubernias that were previously not includ-
ed in “factory” statistics (e.g., the Siemens copper-smelting
plant in Elisavetpol Gubernia, p. 330). In Section VIII of the
introduction to the List¢, iron-working, iron-smelting, iron
and copper-founding and other establishments are mentioned
(p. iii), but no indication at all is given of the way in which
metallurgical plants are separated from those “subordinated”
to the Department of Commerce and Manufactures. 2) Only
industrial establishments are subject to registration. This
definition is not as clear as it seems to be at first glance;
the separation of artisan and agricultural establishments
requires detailed and clearly defined rules applicable to each
branch of industry. Below we shall see confusion in abundance
arising out of the absence of these rules. 3) The number of
workers in an establishment must be no less than 15. It is not
clear whether only workers actually employed in the estab-
lishment are counted or whether those working outside are
included; it has not been explained how the former are to be
distinguished from the latter (this is also a difficult ques-
tion), whether auxiliary workers should be counted, etc. In
the above-mentioned book Mr. Mikulin quotes instances of the
confusion arising out of this unclarity. The List enumerates
many establishments that employ only outside workers. It
stands to reason that an attempt to list all establishments
of this type (i.e., all shops giving out work, all people in the
so-called handicraft industries who give out work, etc.)
can only raise a smile under the present system, of gather—
ing information, while fragmentary data for some gubernias
and some branches of industry are of no significance and
merely add to the confusion. 4) All establishments possessing
a steam-boiler or a steam-engine are called “factories.”
This definition is the most accurate and most happily cho-
sen, because the employment of steam is really typical for
the development of large-scale machine industry. 5) Estab-
lishments possessing “other” (non-steam) “mechanical motive
power” are regarded as factories. This definition is very inac-
curate and exceedingly broad; by this definition, estab-
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lishments employing water, horse, and wind power, even
treadmills, may be called factories. Since the registration
of all such establishments is not even feasible, there must be
confusion, examples of which we shall soon see. 6) Under the
heading “factories” are included establishments having “fac-
tory installations.” This most indefinite and hazy definition
negates the significance of all definitions given previously and
makes the data chaotic and impossible to compare. This
definition will inevitably be understood differently in differ-
ent gubernias, and what sort of definition is it in reality?
A factory is an establishment having factory installations....
Such is the last word of our newest system of factory statis-
tics. No wonder these statistics are so unsatisfactory. We
shall give examples from all sections of the List in order to
show that in some gubernias and in some branches of indus-
try the tiniest establishments are registered, which introduces
confusion into factory statistics, since there can be no ques-
tion of recording all such establishments. Let us take Section
I: “cotton processing.” On pp. 10-11 we come across five
“factories” in the villages of Vladimir Gubernia which, for
payment, dye yarn and linen belonging to others (sic!).
In place of the value of the output the sum paid for dyeing is
given as from 10 rubles (?) to 600 rubles, with the number of
workers from zero (whether this means that there is no infor-
mation on the number of workers or that there are no hired
workers, is not known) to three. There is no mechanical mo-
tive power. These are peasant dye-houses, i.e., the most prim-
itive artisan establishments that have been registered by
chance in one gubernia and, it goes without saying, omitted
in others. In Section II (wool processing), in the same Vladi-
mir Gubernia, we find hand “factories” that card wool belong-
ing to others for the payment of 12-48 rubles a year and em-
ploy 0 or 1 worker. There is a hand silk factory (Section III,
No. 2517) in a village; it employs three workers and has an out-
put valued at 660 rubles. Then more village dye-houses in
the same Vladimir Gubernia, employing 0-3 workers for
hand work and receiving 150-550 rubles for the treatment
of linen (Section IV, treatment of flax, p. 141). There is a
bast-mat “factory” in Perm Gubernia, on a hand-work level,
employing six workers (Section V), with an output valued
at 921 rubles (No. 3936). It goes without saying that there
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are more than a few such establishments in other gubernias
(Kostroma, for instance), but they were not counted as fac-
tories. There is a printing-works (Section VI) with one work-
er and an output value of 300 rubles (No. 4167): in other
gubernias only the big printing-works were included, and in
still others, none at all. There is a “sawmill” with three work-
ers sawing barrel staves for the payment of 100 rubles (Sec-
tion VII, No. 6274), and a metal-working hand establish-
ment employing three workers with an output valued at 575
rubles (No. 8962). In Section IX (processing of mineral prod-
ucts) there are very many of the tiniest establishments,
brickworks especially, with, for example, only one worker
and an output valued at 48-50 rubles, and so on. In Section X
(processing of livestock products) there are petty candle, sheep-
skin processing, leather and other establishments employing
hand labour, 0-1-2 workers, with an output valued at a few
hundred rubles (pp. 489, 507, et al.). More than anywhere else
there are numerous establishments of a purely artisan type in
Section XI (processing of foodstuffs), in the oil-pressing and,
especially, the flour-milling branches. In the latter industry
the strict division of “factories” from petty establishments
1s most essential; but so far this has not been done and utter
chaos reigns in all our factory statistical publications. An
attempt to introduce order into the statistics on the factory-
type flour-milling establishments was made by the first
congress of gubernia statistical committee secretaries (in
May 1870).* but it was in vain, and up to the present day
the compilers of our factory statistics do not seem to be con-
cerned about the utter uselessness of the figures they print.
The List, for example, included among the factories windmills
employing one worker and realising from 0 to 52 rubles, etc.
(pp 587, 589, et passim); water-mills with one wheel, employ-
ing one worker and earning 34-80 rubles, etc. (p. 589 et
passim); and so on. It goes without saying that such “statis-
tics” are simply ridiculous, because another and even several
other volumes could be filled with such mills without giving

* According to the draft rules drawn up by the congress on the
gathering of industrial data, all mills equipped with less than 10
pairs of millstones, but not roller mills, were excluded from the list
of factories. Statistical Chronicle, Series II, Issue 6, Introduction, p.
x1iii.
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a complete list. Even in the section dealing with the chemi-
cal industry (XII) there are tiny establishments such as vil-
lage pitch works employing from one to three workers, with an
output valued at 15-300 rubles (p. 995, et al.). Such methods
can go so far as to produce “statistics” similar to those pub-
lished in the sixties in the well-known Military Statistical
Abstract that for European Russia listed 3,086 pitch and tar
“factories,” of which 1,450 were in Archangel Gubernia (em-
ploying 4,202 workers, with a total output valued at 156,274
rubles, i.e., an average of fewer than three workers and a
little more than 100 rubles per “factory”). Archangel Gubernia
seems to have been deliberately left out of this section of the
List altogether, as though the peasants there do not distil
pitch and make tar! We must point out that all the instances
cited concern registered establishments that do not come
under the definitions given in the circular of June 7, 1895.
Their registration, therefore, is purely fortuitous; they were
included in some gubernias (perhaps, even, in some uyezds®),
but in the majority they were omitted. Such establishments
were omitted in former statistics (from 1885 onwards) as
having an output valued at less than 1,000 rubles.

Mr. Karyshev did not properly understand this basic prob-
lem of factory statistics; yet he did not hesitate to make “de-
ductions” from the figures he obtained by his calculations.
The first of these deductions is that the number of factories
in Russia is decreasing (p. 4, et al.). Mr. Karyshev arrived at
this conclusion in a very simple way: he took the number of
factories for 1885 from the data of the Department of Com-
merce and Manufactures (17,014) and deducted from it the
number of factories in European Russia given in the List
(14,578). This gives a reduction of 14.3%—the professor even
calculates the percentage and is not bothered by the fact that
the 1885 data did not include the excise-paying factories; he
confines himself to the remark that the addition of excise-
paying establishments would give a greater “reduction” in
the number of factories. And the author undertakes to discov-
er in which part of Russia this “process of diminution in the
number of establishments™ (p. 5) is evolving “most rapidly.”
In actual fact there is no process of diminution, the number of

* See footnote on p. 15.—Ed.
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factories in Russia is increasing and not decreasing, and the
figment of Mr. Karyshev’s imagination came from the
learned professor’s having compared data that are not at all
comparable.® The incomparability is by no means due to the
absence of data on excise-paying factories for 1885. Mr.
Karyshev could have taken figures that included such facto-
ries (from Orlov’s cited Directory that was compiled from
the same Department of Commerce and Manufactures lists),
and in this way could have fixed the number of “factories”
in European Russia at 27,986 for 1879, 27,235 for 1884,
21,124 for 1890, and the “reduction” by 1894-95 (14,578)
would have been incomparably greater. The only trouble
is that all these figures are quite unsuitable for comparison,
because, frst, there is no uniform conception of “factory”
in old and present-day factory statistical publications, and,
secondly, very small establishments are included in the num-
ber of “factories” fortuitously and indiscriminately (for cer-
tain gubernias, for certain years), and, with the means at the
disposal of our statistics, it would be ridiculous even to
assume that they could be registered in full. Had
Mr. Karyshev taken the trouble to study the definition of
“factory” in the List, he would have seen that in order to com-
pare the number of factories in that publication with the
number of factories in others it would be necessary to take only
establishments employing 15 or more workers, because it is
only this type of establishment that the List registered in
toto and without any limitations for all gubernias and all
branches of industry. Since such establishments are among
the relatively large ones, their registration in previous publi-
cations was also more satisfactory. Having thus assured the
uniformity of data to be compared, let us compute the num-
ber of factories in European Russia employing sixteen™* or

*In 1889 Mr. Karyshev took data for 1885 (Yuridichesky Vestnik,?
No. 9) drawn from the most loyal reports of the governors, data that
included the very smallest flour-mills, oil-presses, brickyards, potteries,
leather, sheepskin, and other handicraft establishments, and fixed
the number of “factories” in European Russia at 62,801! We are amazed
that he did not calculate the percentage of “reduction” in the number
of factories today in relation to this figure.

** We are taking 16 and not 15 workers, partly because the com-
putation of factories with 16 and more workers has already been made
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more workers, taking them from the Directory for 1879 and

from the List for 1894-95. We get the following instructive
figures:

Number of Factories in European Russia

Employing Employing

Source Year Total 16 or more fewer than
workers 16 workers
Directory, 1st edition 1879 27,986* 4,551 23,435
Directory, 3rd edition 1890 21,124 6,013 15,111
List 1894-95 14,578 6,659 7,919
(without
print-
shops
6,372)

Therefore, the comparison of those figures which alone can
be considered relatively uniform, comparable, and complete
shows that the number of factorles in Russia is increasing, and
at a fairly rapid rate: in fifteen or sixteen years (from 1879 to
1894-95) it has increased from 4,500 to 6,400, i.e., by 40 per
cent (in 1879 and 1890 print-shops were not included in the
number of factories). As far as the number of establishments
employing fewer than 16 workers is concerned, it would be
absurd to compare them for these years, since different def-
initions of “factory” and different methods of excluding
small establishments were employed in all these publica-
tions. In 1879 no small establishments were excluded; on
account of this, the very smallest establishments in branches
closely connected with agriculture and peasant industries
(flour milling, oil pressing, brickmaking, leather, potteries,
and others) were included, but they were omitted in later
publications. By 1890 some small establishments (those with
an output valued at less than 1,000 rubles) were omitted;
this left fewer small “factories.” And lastly, in 1894-95, the
mass of establishments employing fewer than 15 workers was
omitted, which resulted in the immediate reduction in the
number of small “factories” to about a half of the 1890 figure.
The number of factories for 1879 and 1890 can be made
comparable in another way—Dby selecting the establishments

in the Directory for 1890 (3rd edition, p. x), and partly because the
explanations of the Ministry of Finance sometimes adopt this standard
(see Kobelyatsky, loc. cit., p. 14).

* Some gaps in the information have been filled in approximately:
see Directory, p. 695.
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with an output valued at no less than 2,000 rubles. This is
possible because the totals from the Directory, as quoted
above, refer to all registered establishments, whereas the Di-
rectory entered in its name index of factories only those with
an output valued at no less than 2,000 rubles. The number
of establishments of this type may be considered approxi-
mately comparable (although there can never be a complete
list of these establishments as long as our statistics are in their
present state), with the exception, however, of the flour-
milling industry. Registration in this branch is of a complete-
ly fortuitous character in different gubernias and for differ-
ent years both in the Directory and in the Collection of the
Department of Commerce and Manufactures. In some guber-
nias only steam-mills are counted as “factories,” in others
big water-mills are added, in the third case hundreds of wind-
mills, and in the fourth even horse-mills and treadmills are
included, etc. Limitation on the basis of the value of output
does not clear up the chaos in statistics on factory-type mills,
because, instead of that value the quantity of flour milled
is taken, and this, even in very small mills, frequently
amounts to more than 2,000 poods a year. The number of mills
included in factory statistics, therefore, makes unbelievable
leaps from year to year on account of the lack of uniformity
in registration methods. The Collection, for example, listed
5,073, 5,605 and 5,201 mills in European Russia for the
years 1889, 1890, and 1891 respectively. In Voronezh Guber-
nia the number of mills, 87 in 1889, suddenly increased to
285 in 1890 and 483 in 1892 as a result of the accidental in-
clusion of windmills. In the Don region the number of mills
increased from 59 in 1887 to 545 in 1888 and 976 in 1890,
then dropping to 685 in 1892 (at times windmills were includ-
ed, while at others they were not), etc., etc. The employ-
ment of such data is clearly impermissible. We, therefore,
take only steam-mills and add to them establishments in
other branches of industry with an output value of no less
than 2,000 rubles, and the number of factories we get for
European Russia in 1879 is about 11,500 and in 1890 about
15,500.* From this, again, it follows that there is an increase

*It is impossible to obtain the required figure from the data in
the List, first, because it omits a mass of establishments with an output
valued at 2,000 rubles and more owing to their employing fewer than
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in the number of factories and not the decrease invented by
Mr. Karyshev. Mr. Karyshev’s theory of the “process of dim-
inution in the number of establishments” in the factory
industry of Russia is a pure fable, based on a worse than in-
sufficient acquaintance with the material he undertook to
analyse. Mr. Karyshev, as long ago as 1889 (Yuridiehesky
Vestnik, No. 9), spoke of the number of factories in Russia,
comparing absolutely unsuitable figures taken from the loyal
reports of the governors and published in the Returns for
Russia for 1884-85 (St. Petersburg, 1887, Table XXXIX)
with the strange figures of the Military Statistical Abstract
(Issue IV. St. Petersburg, 1871), which included among the
“factories” thousands of tiny artisan and handicraft establish-
ments, thousands of tobacco plantations (sic! see pp. 345
and 414 of the Military Statistical Abstract on tobacco “fac-
tories” in Bessarabia Gubernia), thousands of rural flour-
mills and oil-presses, etc., etc. Small wonder that in this way
the Military Statistical Abstract recorded over 70,000 “facto-
ries” in European Russia in 1866. The wonder is that a man was
found who was so inattentive and uncritical with regard to ev-
ery printed figure as to take it as a basis for his calculations.*

Here a slight diversion is necessary. From his theory of the
diminution of the number of factories Mr. Karyshev deduces
the existence of a process of the concentration of industry.
It goes without saying that, in rejecting his theory, we do not
by any means reject the conclusion, since it is only Mr.
Karyshev’s way of arriving at it that is wrong. To demon-
strate this process, we must isolate the biggest establishments.
Let us take, for example, establishments employing 100 or
more workers. Comparing the number of such establishments,
the number of workers they employ, and the total value of
their output with data on all establishments, we get this table:

15 workers. Secondly, because the List counted the total value of the
output without excise (in which it differed from former statistics).
Thirdly, because the List, in some cases, registered, not the total value
of the output, but payment for the processing of raw material.

* Dealing with the question of the number of factory workers, Mr.
Tugan-Baranovsky has shown the utter uselessness of the Military
Statistical Abstract data (see his book, The Factory, etc., St. Petersburg,
1898, p. 336, et seq., and Mir Bozhy,* 1898, No. 4), and Messrs.
N. —on and Karyshev have responded with silence to his direct chall-
enge. They really cannot do anything else but remain silent.
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It can be seen from this table that the number of very
large establishments is increasing, as well as the number of
workers employed and the value of the output, which consti-
tute an ever greater proportion of the total number of work-
ers and the total value of the output of officially registered
“factories.” The objection may be raised that if a concentra-
tion of industry is taking place, it means that big establish-
ments are squeezing out the smaller, whose number and, con-
sequently, the total number of establishments, is decreasing.
But, firstly, this last deduction is not made in respect of “fac-
tories” but refers to all industrial establishments, and of these
we have no right to speak because we have no statis-
tics on industrial establishments that are in the least
reliable and complete. Secondly, and from a purely theoret-
ical standpoint, it cannot be said a priori that the number of
industrial establishments in a developing capitalist society
must inevitably and always diminish, since, simultaneous
with the process of the concentration of industry, there is the
process of the population’s withdrawal from farming, the
process of growth in the number of small industrial establish-
ments in the backward parts of the country as a result of the
break-up of the semi-natural peasant economy, etc.*

Let us return to Mr. Karyshev. He pays almost the greatest
attention of all to those data that are the least reliable (i.e.,
the data on the number of “factories”). He divides up the
gubernias into groups according to the number of “factories,”
he designs a cartogram on which these groups are plotted,
he compiles a special table of gubernias having the greatest
number of “factories” in each branch of industry (pp. 16-
17); he presents a mass of calculations in which the number
of factories in each gubernia is shown as a percentage of the
total (pp. 12-15). In doing this Mr. Karyshev overlooked a
mere bagatelle: he forgot to ask himself whether the numbers
of factories in different gubernias are comparable. This is a
question that must be answered in the negative and, conse-
quently, the greater part of Mr. Karyshev’s calculations,

*The handicraft census for 1894-95 in Perm Gubernia showed,
for example, that with every decade of the post-Reform period more
and more small industrial establishments are being opened in the
villages. See Survey of Perm Territory. A Sketch of the State of Handi-
craft Industry in Perm Gubernia. Perm, 1896.
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comparisons, and arguments must he relegated to the sphere
of innocent statistical exercises. If the professor had acquaint-
ed himself with the definition of “factory” given in the cir-
cular of June 7, 1895, he would easily have concluded that
such a vague definition cannot be applied uniformly in
different gubernias, and a more attentive study of the List
itself could have led him to the same conclusion. Let us cite
some examples. Mr. Karyshev selects Voronezh, Vyatka, and
Vladimir gubernias (p. 12) for the number of establishments
in Section XI (processing of food products; this group
contains the greatest number of factories). But the abundance
of “factories” in these gubernias is to be explained primarily
by the purely fortuitous registration, specifically in these
gubernias, of small establishments such as were not included
in other gubernias. In Voronezh Gubernia, for instance, there
are many “factories” simply because small flour-mills were
included (of 124 mills only 27 are steam-mills; many of them
are water-mills with 1-2-3 wheels; such mills were not included
in other gubernias, and, indeed, they could not be listed in
full), as well as small oil-presses (mostly horse-driven), which
were not included in other gubernias. In Vyatka Gubernia only
3 out of 116 mills are steam-driven, in Vladimir Gubernia a
dozen windmills and 168 oil-presses were included, of which
the majority were wind- or horse-driven or were worked by
hand. The fact that there were fewer establishments in oth-
er gubernias, does not, of course, mean that these gubernias
were devoid of windmills, small water-mills, etc. They were
simply not included. In a large number of gubernias steam-
mills were included almost exclusively (Bessarabia, Eka-
terinoslav, Taurida, Kherson, et al.), and the flour-milling
industry accounted for 2,308 “factories” out of 1,233 in
European Russia, according to Section XI. It was absurd
to speak of the distribution of factories by gubernias without
investigating the dissimilarity of the data. Let us take Section
IX, the processing of minerals. In Vladimir Gubernia, for
example, there are 96 brickworks and in the Don region, 31,
i.e., less than a third of the number. The Directory (for
1890) showed the opposite: 16 in Vladimir and 61 in the Don
region. It now turns out that, according to the List¢, out of
the 96 brickworks in Vladimir Gubernia only 5 employ 16 or
more workers, while the analogous figures for the Don region
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are 26 out of 31. The obvious explanation of this is that in
the Don region small brickworks were not so generously
classified as “factories” as in Vladimir Gubernia, and that is
all (the small brickworks in Vladimir Gubernia are all run on
hand labour). Mr. Karyshev does not see any of this (p. 14).
In respect of Section X (processing of livestock products)
Mr. Karyshev says that the number of establishments is
small in almost all gubernias but that “an outstanding excep-
tion is Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia with its 252 factories™
(p. 14). This is primarily due to the fact that very many
small hand establishments (sometimes horse- or wind-driven)
were included in this gubernia and not in the others.
Thus, for Mogilev Gubernia the List includes only two facto-
ries in this section; each of them employs more than 15 work-
ers. Dozens of small factories processing livestock products
could have been listed in Mogilev Gubernia, in the same way
as they were included in the Directory for 1890, which showed
99 factories processing livestock products. The question then
arises: What sense is there in Mr. Karyshev’s calculations
of the distribution by percentages of “factories” so differently
understood?

In order to show more clearly the different conceptions
of the term “factory” in different gubernias, we shall take
two neighbouring gubernias: Vladimir and Kostroma. Accord-
ing to the List, there are 993 “factories” in the former and
165 in the latter. In all branches of industry (sections) in the
former there are tiny establishments that swamp the large
ones by their great number (only 324 establishments employ
16 or more workers). In the latter there are very few small
establishments (112 factories out of 165 employ 16 or more
workers), although everybody realises that more than a few
windmills, oil-presses, small starch, brick, and pitch works,
etc., etc., could be counted in this gubernia.*

*We have here another instance of the arbitrary determination
of the number of “factories” in our “newest” system of factory statis-
tics. The List for 1894-95 records 471 factories for Kherson Gubernia
(Mr. Karyshev, op. cit., p. 5), but for 1896 Mr. Mikulin suddenly lists
as many as 1,249 “factory establishments” (op. cit., p. xiii), among them
773 with mechanical motive power and 109 without, employing more
than 15 workers. With this unclarity in the definition of “factory” such
leaps are inevitable.
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Mr. Karyshev’s light-minded attitude towards the au-
thenticity of the figures he uses reaches its peak when he com-
pares the number of “factories” per gubernia for 1894-95
(according to the List) with that for 1885 (according to the
Collection). There is a serious dissertation on the increased
number of factories in Vyatka Gubernia, on the “considera-
bly decreased” number in Perm Gubernia, and on the substan-
tially increased number in Vladimir Gubernia, and so on (pp.
6-7). “In this we may see,” concludes our author profoundly,
“that the above-mentioned process of diminution in the num-
ber of factories affects places with a more developed and older
industry less than those where industry is younger” (p. 7).
Such a deduction sounds very “scientific”; the greater the
pity that it is merely nonsensical. The figures used by
Mr. Karyshev are quite fortuitous. For example, according to
the Collection, for 1885-90 the number of “factories” in Perm
Gubernia was 1,001, 895, 951, 846, 917, and 1,002 respective-
ly, following which, in 1891, the figure suddenly dropped to
585. One of the reasons for these leaps was the inclusion of
469 mills as “factories” in 1890 and 229 in 1891. If the List
gives only 362 factories for that gubernia, it must be borne in
mind that it now includes only 66 mills as “factories.” If
the number of “factories” has increased in Vladimir Guber-
nia, the List’s registration of small establishments in that
gubernia must be remembered. In Vyatka Gubernia, the Col-
lection recorded 1-2-2-30-28-25 mills from 1887 to 1892 and
the List, 116. In short, the comparison undertaken by
Mr. Karyshev demonstrates over and over again that he is
quite incapable of analysing figures from different sources.

In giving the numbers of factories in different sections
(groups of industrial branches) and in computing their ratio
to the total number, Mr. Karyshev once again fails to notice
that there is no uniformity in the number of small establish-
ments included in the various sections (there are, for exam-
ple, fewer in the textile and metallurgical industries than
elsewhere, about one-third of the total number for European
Russia, whereas in the industries processing livestock and
food products they constitute about two-thirds of the total
number). It stands to reason that in this way he is comparing
non-comparable magnitudes, with the result that his percent-
ages (p. 8) are devoid of all meaning. In short, on the entire
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question of the number of “factories” and their distribution
Mr. Karyshev has displayed a complete lack of understanding
of the nature of the data he has employed and their degree
of reliability.

As we go over from the number of factories to the number
of workers, we must say, in the first place, that the figures
for the total number of workers recorded in our factory sta-
tistics are much more reliable than those given for the facto-
ries. Of course, there is no little confusion here, too, and no
lack of omissions and reductions of the actual number. But
in this respect we do not find such great divergence in the
type of data used, and the excessive variations in the number
of small establishments, which are at times included in the
number of factories and at others not, have very little effect
on the total number of workers, for the simple reason that
even a very large percentage of the smallest establishments
gives a very small percentage of the total number of workers.
We have seen above that for the year 1894-95, 74 per cent
of the workers were concentrated in 1,468 factories (10 per
cent of the total number). The number of small factories
(employing fewer than 16 workers) was 7,919 out of 14,578,
i.e., more than a half, and the number of workers in them
was (even allowing an average of 8 workers per establish-
ment) something like 7 per cent of the total. This gives rise
to the following phenomenon: while there is a tremendous
difference in the number of factories in 1890 (in the Directory)
and in 1894-95, the difference in the number of workers is
insignificant: in 1890 the figure was 875,764 workers for
fifty gubernias of European Russia, and in 1894-95 it was
885,555 (counting only workers employed inside the estab-
lishments). If we deduct from the first figure the number of
workers employed in the rail manufacturing (24,445) and
salt-refining (3,704) industries, not included in the List,
and from the second figure the number of workers in print-
shops (16,521), not included in the Directory, we get 847,615
workers for 1890 and 869,034 workers for 1894-95, 1i.e.,
2.5 per cent more. It goes without saying that this percentage
cannot express the actual increase, since many small estab-
lishments were not included in 1894-95, but, in general,
the closeness of these figures shows the relative suitability
of the over-all data on the total number of workers and their
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relative reliability. Mr. Karyshev, from whom we have tak-
en the total number of workers, does not make an accurate
analysis of precisely which branches of industry were
included in 1894-95 as compared with former publications,
nor does he point out that the List omits many establishments
that were formerly included in the number of factories. For
his comparison with former statistics he takes the same
absurd data of the Military Statistical Abstract and repeats
the same nonsense about the alleged reduction in the number
of workers relative to the population which has already been
refuted by Mr. Tugan-Baranovsky (see above). Since the data
on the number of workers are more authentic, they are deserv-
ing of a more thorough analysis than the data on the number
of factories, but Mr. Karyshev has done just the opposite.
He does not even group factories together according to the
number of workers employed, which is what he should have
done in the first place, in view of the fact that the List regards
the number of workers as an important distinguishing fea-
ture of the factory. It can be seen from the data cited above
that the concentration of workers is very great.

Instead of grouping factories according to the number
of workers employed in them, Mr. Karyshev undertook a
much simpler calculation, aimed at determining the average
number of workers per factory. Since the data on the number
of factories are, as we have seen, particularly unreliable,
fortuitous, and dissimilar, the calculations are full of errors.
Mr. Karyshev compares the average number of workers per
factory in 1886 with the figure for 1894-95 and from this de-
duces that “the average type of factory is growing larger”
(pp. 23 and 32-33), not realising that in 1894-95 only the
larger establishments were listed, so that the comparison is
incorrect. There is a very strange comparison of the number
of workers per factory in the different gubernias (p. 26);
Mr. Karyshev obtains the result, for instance, that “Kostroma
Gubernia turns out to have a bigger average type of industry
than all other gubernias”—242 workers per factory as com-
pared with, for example, 125 in Vladimir Gubernia. It does
not enter the learned professor’s head that this is due merely
to different methods of registration, as we have explained
above. Having allowed the difference between the number of
large and small establishments in different gubernias to pass
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unnoticed, Mr. Karyshev invented a very simple way of
evading the difficulties encountered in this question. Precisely
put, he multiplied the average number of workers per factory
for the whole of European Russia (and then for Poland and the
Caucasus) by the number of factories in each gubernia and
indicated the groups he thus obtained on a special cartogram
(No. 3). This, indeed, is really so simple! Why group factories
according to the number of workers they employ, why exam-
ine the relative number of large and small establishments in
different gubernias, when we can so easily artificially level
out the “average” size of the factories in various gubernias
according to one standard? Why try to find out whether there
are many or few small and petty establishments included in
the number of factories in Vladimir or Kostroma Gubernia,
when we can “simply” take the average number of workers
per factory throughout European Russia and multiply it by
the number of factories in each gubernia? What matters it if
such a method equates hundreds of fortuitously registered
windmills and oil-presses with big factories? The reader,
of course, will not notice it, and who knows—he may even
believe the “statistics” invented by Professor Karyshev!

In addition to workers employed in the establishment, the
List has a special category of workers “outside the establish-
ment.” This includes not only those working at home to the
orders of the factory (Karyshev, p. 20), but also auxiliary
workers, and so on. The number of these workers given in
the List (66,460 in the Empire) must not be regarded as “an
indication of how far advanced in Russia is the development
of the so-called outside department of the factory” (Karyshev,
p. 20), since there can be no question of anything like a com-
plete registration of such workers under the present system
of factory statistics. Mr. Karyshev says very thoughtlessly:
“66,500 for the whole of Russia with her millions of handi-
craftsmen and artisans is but a few” (ibid.). Before writing
this he had to forget that, if not the greater part, at least a
very large part of these “millions of handicraftsmen,” as is
confirmed by all sources, work for jobbers, i.e., are the
selfsame “outside workers.” One has only to glance at
those pages of the List devoted to districts known for their
handicraft industries to be convinced of the thoroughly
fortuitous and fragmentary nature of the registration of
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“outside workers.” Section II (wool processing) of the List,
for example, for Nizhni-Novgorod Gubernia counts only 28
outside workers in the town of Arzamas and in the suburban
Viyezdnaya Sloboda (p. 89), whereas we know from the
Transactions of the Commission of Inquiry into Handicraft
Industry in Russia (Issues V and VI) that many hundreds
(up to a thousand) “handicraftsmen” work there for masters.
The List does not record any outside workers at all in Semyo-
nov Uyezd, whereas we know from the Zemstvo® statistics
that over 3,000 “handicraftsmen” work there for masters in
the felt boot and insole branches. The List records only one
“factory” employing 17 outside workers in the accordion indus-
try of Tula Gubernia (p. 395), whereas the cited Transac-
tions of the Commission, etc., as early as 1882, listed between
2,000 and 3,000 handicraftsmen working for accordion factory
owners (Issue IX). It is, therefore, obvious that to regard the
figure of 66,500 outside workers as being in any way authen-
tic and to discuss their distribution by gubernias and branches
of industry, as Mr. Karyshev does, and even to compile a
cartogram, is simply ridiculous. The real significance of
these figures lies not at all in the determination of the extent
to which capitalist work is done in the home (which is deter-
minable only from a complete industrial census that includes
all shops and other establishments, as well as individuals
giving out work to be done at home), but in the separation of
the workers in the establishments, i.e., factory workers in the
strict sense from outside workers. Hitherto these two types of
workers have often been confounded; frequent instances of
such confusion are to be found even in the Directory for 1890.
The List is now making the first attempt to put an end to
this state of affairs.

The List’s figures relating to the annual output of the
factories have been analysed by Mr. Karyshev most satisfac-
torily of all, mainly because that author at last introduced
the grouping of factories by the magnitude of their output
and not by the usual “averages.” It is true that the author
still cannot rid himself of these “averages” (the magnitude
of output per factory) and even compares the averages for
1894-95 with those for 1885, a method that, as we have repeat-
edly said, is absolutely incorrect. We would note that the
total figures for the annual output of factories are much more
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authentic than the total figures for the number of factories,
for the reason, already mentioned, of the minor role of the
small establishments. According to the Lis¢, there are, for
example, only 245 factories in European Russia with an out-
put valued at more than one million rubles, i.e., only 1.9 per
cent, but they account for 45.6 per cent of the total annual
output of all factories in European Russia (Karyshev, p. 38),
while factories with an output valued at less than 5,000 rubles
constitute 30.8 per cent of the total number, but account for
only 0.6 per cent of the total output, i.e., a most insignificant
fraction. We must here note that in these calculations Mr.
Karyshev ignores the difference between the value of the
total output (=value of the product) and payment for the pro-
cessing of raw material. This very important distinction is
made for the first time in our factory statistics by the List.*
It goes without saying that these two magnitudes are abso-
lutely incomparable with each other and that they should have
been separated. Mr. Karyshev does not do this, and it is to be
supposed that the low percentage of annual output of the
small establishments is partly due to the inclusion of estab-
lishments that showed only the cost of processing the product
and not its value. Below we shall give an example of the error
into which Mr. Karyshev falls through ignoring this circum-
stance. The fact that the List differentiates between payment
for processing and the value of the product and that it does
not include the sum of the excise in the price of production
makes it impossible to compare these figures with those of
previous publications. According to the List, the output of
all the factories of European Russia amounts to 1,345 million
rubles, while according to the Directory for 1890 it amounted
to 1,501 million. But if we subtract the sum of the excise from
the second figure (250 million rubles in the distilling industry
alone), then the first figure will be considerably greater.

* The only thing is that, unfortunately, we have no guarantee that
the List made this distinction strictly and consistently, i.e., that the
value of the product is shown only for those factories that actually
sell their product, and payment for processing raw material only for
those that process material belonging to others. It is possible, for
example, that in the flour-milling industry (where the above-mentioned
distinction is most frequently met with) the mill owners should have
shown either of the figures indiscriminately. This is a problem that
requires special analysis.



38 V. I. LENIN

In the Directory (2nd and 3rd editions) factories were dis-
tributed in groups according to the amount of annual output (with-
out any indication of the share of each group in
the total output), but this distribution cannot he compared
with the data in the List because of the differences in registra-
tion methods mentioned above and in the determining of
the magnitude of annual output.

We have yet another fallacious argument of Mr. Karyshev
to examine. Here, too, in quoting data on the total annual
output of factories in each gubernia, he could not refrain
from making comparisons with the data for the years 1885
to 1891, i.e., with the data of the Collection. Those data con-
tain no information on productions subject to excise, and for
that reason Mr. Karyshev looks only for gubernias in which
the total output for 1894-95 is less than in previous years.
Such gubernias are to be found to the number of eight (pp.
39-40), and apropos of this Mr. Karyshev argues about “the
retrograde movement in industry” in the “less industrial”
gubernias and says that this “may serve as an indication of
the difficult position of the small establishments in their
competition with big establishments,” and so on. All these
arguments would probably be very profound if—if they
were not all completely fallacious. And here, too, Mr. Kary-
shev did not notice that he was comparing absolutely non-
comparable and dissimilar data. Let us demonstrate this
incomparability by data on each of the gubernias indicated
by Mr. Karyshev.* In Perm Gubernia the total output in 1890
was 20.3 million rubles (Directory), while in 1894-95 it was
13.1 million rubles; this includes the flour-milling industry,
12.7 million (at 469 mills!) in 1890, and 4.9 million (at 66
mills) in 1894-95. The seeming “reduction,” therefore, is sim-
ply a matter of the fortuitous registration of different numbers
of mills. The number of steam-mills, for example, increased
from 4 in 1890 and 1891 to 6 in 1894-95. The “reduction” of

*In this case we do not take the data of the Collection but those of
the Directory for 1890, deducting industries subject to excise. With
the exception of these industries, the Directory data do not differ
from those of the Collection, since they are based on the same reports
of the Department of Commerce and Manufactures. In order to expose
Mr. Karyshev’s error we need detailed data for individual factories
and not only for individual industries.
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output in Simbirsk Gubernia is to be explained in the same
way (1890: 230 mills with an output of 4.8 million rubles;
1894-95: 27 mills with an output of 1.7 million rubles. Steam-
mills, 10 and 13 respectively). In Vyatka Gubernia the total
output was 8.4 million rubles in 1890 and 6.7 million in 1894-
95, a reduction of 1.7 million rubles. Here, in 1890, two met-
allurgical works, the Votkinsk and the Izhevsk, were includ-
ed, with a combined output valued at precisely 1.7 million
rubles; in 1894-95 they were not included because they were
“subordinated” to the Department of Mines and Metallurgy.
Astrakhan Gubernia: 2.5 million rubles in 1890 and 2.1 mil-
lion in 1894-95. But in 1890 the salt-refining industry
(346,000 rubles) was included, while in 1894-95 it was not,
because it belongs to the “mining” industries. Pskov Guber-
nia: 2.7 million rubles in 1890 and 2.3 million in 1894-95;
but 45 flax-scutching establishments with a total output of
1.2 million rubles were counted in 1890, and in 1894-95 only
four flax-spinning establishments with an output valued at
248,000 rubles. It stands to reason that the flax-scutching
establishments in Pskov Gubernia have not disappeared but
were simply not included in the list (perhaps because the ma-
jority of them are hand-worked and employ less than 15 work-
ers). In Bessarabia Gubernia the output of the flour-mills
was registered in different ways, although a similar number
of mills was recorded both in 1890 and in 1894-95 (97 in each
case); in 1890 the quantity of flour milled was computed—4.3
million poods valued at 4.3 million rubles, while in 1894-95
the majority of the mills recorded only payment for milling,
so that their total output (1.8 million rubles) cannot be com-
pared with the figure for 1890. The following instances will
illustrate the difference. Levenson’s two mills recorded an
output of 335,000 rubles in 1890 (Directory, p. 424), and in
1894-95 recorded only 69,000 rubles payment for milling
(List, No. 14231-2). Schwartzberg’s mill, on the contrary,
showed the value of the product in 1890 as 125,000 rubles
(Directory, p. 425), and in 1894-95 as 175,000 rubles (List,
No. 14214); out of the total sum for the flour-milling industry
in 1894-95, 1,400,000 rubles are accounted for by the value of
the product and 0.4 million rubles as payment for milling. The
same is true of Vitebsk Gubernia: in 1890—241 mills with
a total output figure of 3.6 million rubles, and in 1894-95—82
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mills with a total output figure of 120,000 rubles, the majori-
ty of the mills showing only payment for milling (the number
of steam-mills in 1890 was 37, in 1891, 51, and in 1894-95,
64), so that more than a half of this sum of 120,000 rubles
does not represent the value of the product but payment for
milling. And, finally, in the last gubernia, Archangel, the
“retrograde movement in industry” discovered by Mr. Kary-
shev is explained simply by a strange error in his calculations:
in actual fact the total value of the output of the Archangel
factories, according to the List, is not the 1.3 million rubles
twice quoted by Mr. Karyshev (pp. 40 and 39, as compared
with 3.2 million rubles in 1885-91), but 6.9 million rubles,
of which 6.5 million rubles was accounted for by 18 sawmills
(List, p. 247).

Summarising what has been said above, we come to the
conclusion that Mr. Karyshev’s approach to the material he
was analysing was astonishingly inattentive and devoid of
criticism, so that he committed a whole series of the crud-
est errors. With regard to the calculations based on the
List figures that he made together with his colleagues, it
must be said that they lose much in statistical value from
the fact that Mr. Karyshev did not publish full totals, i.e.,
total numbers of factories, workers, value of output for all
gubernias and all branches of industry (although he apparent-
ly made these calculations, which, had he published them in
full, would, on the one hand, have made verification possible
and, on the other, have proved of great benefit to those who
use the List). The purely statistical analysis of the materi-
al, therefore, proved extremely fragmentary, incomplete, and
unsystematic, and Mr. Karyshev’s deductions, made in too
great a hurry, serve, for the most part, as an example of how
not to work with figures.

Returning to the question raised above on the present
state of our factory statistics, we must say, first of all, that if
“complete and reliable production figures” are an “urgent
necessity” (as the introduction to the List says, with which
one cannot but agree), then, to obtain them, a correctly
organised industrial census is essential, one that will regis-
ter each and every industrial establishment, enterprise,
and kind of work, and that will be taken regularly at definite
intervals of time. If the data on occupations in the first
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census’ of the population, taken on January 28, 1897,
prove satisfactory and if they are analysed in detail, they
will greatly facilitate the taking of an industrial census. As
long as there are no such censuses it can only be a question of
registering some of the big industrial establishments. It must
be conceded that the present system of collecting and process-
ing statistical information on such big establishments
(“factories and workers™ in the prevailing terminology) is un-
satisfactory in the highest degree. Its first shortcoming is
the division of factory statistics among various “departments”
and the absence of a special, purely statistical institution
that centralises the collecting, checking, and classifying of all
information on all types of factories. When you analyse the
data of our present-day factory statistics you find yourself
on territory that is intersected in all directions by the bound-
aries of various “departments” (which employ special ways
and means of registration, and so on). It sometimes happens
that these boundaries pass through a certain factory, so that
one section of a factory (the iron foundry, for example) comes
under the Department of Mines and Metallurgy, while another
section (the manufacture of ironware, for example) comes un-
der the Department of Commerce and Manufactures. It can be
understood how this makes the use of the data difficult and
into what errors those investigators risk falling (and fall)
who do not pay sufficient attention to this complicated ques-
tion. With regard to the checking of the information, it must
be said in particular that the Factory Inspectorate will, nat-
urally, never be in a position to check the extent to which all
information supplied by all factory owners corresponds to
reality. Under a system of the present-day type (i.e., under
which the information is not gathered by means of a census
conducted by a special staff of agents but by means of ques-
tionnaires circulated among factory owners), the chief
attention should be paid to ensuring that the central
statistical institution have direct contact with all factory
owners, systematically control the uniformity of the returns,
and see to their completeness and to the dispatch of question-
naires to all industrial centres of any importance—that it
thus prevent the fortuitous inclusion of dissimilar data, or
different applications and interpretations of the programme.
The second basic shortcoming of present-day statistics
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lies in the fact that the programme for the gathering of in-
formation has not been elaborated. If this programme is
prepared in offices and is not submitted to the criticism of
specialists and (what is particularly important) to an all-
round discussion in the press, the information never can be
in any way complete and uniform. We have seen, for example,
how unsatisfactorily even the basic programmatic question—
what is a “factory”?—is being solved. Since there is no in-
dustrial census, and the system employed is that of gathering
information from the industrialists themselves (through the
police, the Factory Inspectorate, etc.), the concept “factory”
should most certainly be defined with complete accuracy and
limited to big establishments of such size as to warrant our
expectation that they will be registered everywhere and in
their entirety without omissions. It appears that the fundamen-
tal elements of the definition of a “factory establishment”
as at present accepted have been quite well chosen: 1) the
number of workers employed in the establishment to be no
fewer than 15 (the question of separating auxiliary workers
from factory workers in the true sense of the word, of de-
termining the average number of workers for the year,
etc., to be elaborated); and 2) the presence of a steam-engine
(even when the number of workers is smaller). Although
extreme caution should be exercised in extending this def-
inition, it is an unfortunate fact that to these distinguishing
characteristics have been added other, quite indeterminate
ones. If, for instance, the bigger establishments employing
water power must not be omitted, it should be shown with
absolute accuracy what establishments of this type are subject
to registration (using motive power of not less than so many
units, or employing not less than a certain number of workers
and so on). If it is considered essential to include smaller
establishments in some branches, these branches must be
listed very precisely and other definite features of the con-
cept “factory establishments” must be given. Those
branches in which “factory” establishments merge with
“handicraft” or “agricultural” establishments (felt, brick,
leather, flour milling, oil pressing, and many others) should
be given special attention. We believe that the two
characteristics we have given of the concept “factory” should
in no case be extended, because even such relatively big
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establishments can scarcely be registered without omissions
under the existing system of gathering information. A
reform of the system may be expressed either in partial and
insignificant changes or in the introduction of full industri-
al censuses. As far as the extent of the information is con-
cerned, i.e., the number of questions asked the industrialists,
here, too, a radical distinction has to be made between an
industrial census and statistics of the present-day type.
It is only possible and necessary to strive for complete infor-
mation in the first case (questions on the history of the estab-
lishment, its relations to neighbouring establishments and
the neighbourhood population, the commercial side of af-
fairs, raw and auxiliary materials, quantity and type of the
product, wages, the length of the working day, shifts, night-
work and overtime, and so on and so forth). In the second
case great caution must be exercised: it is better to obtain
relatively little reliable, complete, and uniform information
than a lot of fragmentary, doubtful information that cannot
be used for comparisons. The only addition undoubtedly
necessary is that of questions on machinery in use and on
the amount of output.

In saying that our factory statistics are unsatisfactory in
the highest degree, we do not by any means wish to imply
that their data are not deserving of attention and analysis.
Quite the contrary. We have examined in detail the short-
comings of the existing system in order to stress the necessity
for a particularly thorough analysis of the data. The chief
and basic purpose of this analysis should be the separation
of the wheat from the chaff, the separation of the relatively
useful material from the useless. As we have seen, the chief
mistake made by Mr. Karyshev (and many others) consists
precisely in the failure to make such a separation. The figures
on “factories” are the least reliable, and under no circum-
stances can they be used without a thorough preliminary anal-
ysis (the separate listing of the bigger establishments, etc.).
The number of workers and the output values are much more
reliable in the grand totals (it is, however, still necessary to
make a strict analysis of which productions were included and
in which way, how the output value was computed, etc.).
If the more detailed totals are taken, it is possible that the
data will prove unsuited for comparison and their use condu-
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cive to error. The fables of the reduction of the number of
factories in Russia and of the number of factory workers (rel-
ative to the population)—fables that have been so zealously
disseminated by the Narodniks®—can only be explained
as due to the ignoring of all these circumstances.

As far as the analysis of the material itself is concerned, it
must undoubtedly be based on information on each separate
factory, i.e., card-index information. The cards must, first
and foremost, be grouped by territorial units. The gubernia
is too big a unit. The question of the distribution of industry
is so important that the classification must be for individual
cities, suburbs, villages, and groups of villages that form in-
dustrial centres or districts. Further, grouping by branches of
industry is essential. In this respect our latest factory statis-
tical system has, in our opinion, introduced an undesirable
change, causing a radical rupture with the old subdivision
into branches of industry that has predominated right from
the sixties (and earlier). The List made a new grouping of
industries in twelve sections: if the data are taken by sec-
tions only, we get an excessively broad framework embracing
branches of production of the most diverse character and
throwing them together (felt cloth and rough felt, saw-
mills and furniture manufacture, notepaper and printing,
iron-founding and jewellery, bricks and porcelain, leather
and wax, oil-pressing and sugar-refining, beer-brewing and
tobacco, etc.). If these sections are subdivided in detail into
separate branches we get groups that are far too detailed
(see Mikulin, op. cit.), over three hundred of them! The old
system that had ten sections and about a hundred branches
of production (91 in the Directory for 1890) seems to us to
have been much happier. Furthermore, it is essential to group
the factories according to the number of workers, the type
of motive power, as well as according to the amount of output.
Such a grouping is particularly necessary from the purely
theoretical standpoint for the study of the condition and de-
velopment of industry and for the separation of relatively
useful from useless data in the material at hand The absence
of such a grouping (necessary within the territorial groups
and the groups of branches of production) is the most signif-
icant shortcoming of our present publications on factory
statistics, which allow only “average figures” to be determined,
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quite often absolutely false and loading to serious errors.
Lastly, grouping under all these headings should not be lim-
ited to a determination of the number of establishments in
each group (or sub-group) but must be accompanied by a cal-
culation of the number of workers and aggregate output in
each group, in establishments employing both machine and
hand labour, etc. In other words, combined tables are necessa-
ry as well as group tables.

It would be a mistake to think that such an analysis in-
volves an inordinate amount of labour. The Zemstvo statistical
bureaus with their modest budgets and small staffs carry out
much more complicated work for each uyezd; they analyse
20,000, 30,000 and 40,000 separate cards (and the number
of relatively big, “factory” establishments throughout the
whole of Russia would probably not be more than 15,000-
16,000); moreover, the volume of information on each card
is incomparably greater: there are several hundred columns
in the Zemstvo statistical abstracts, whereas in the List there
are less than twenty. Notwithstanding this, the best Zemstvo
statistical abstracts not only provide group tables under var-
ious headings, but also combined tables, i.e., those showing
a combination of various features.

Such an analysis of the data would, firstly, provide the
requisite material for economic science. Secondly, it would
fully decide the question of separating relatively useful from
useless data. Such an analysis would immediately disclose
the fortuitous character of data on some branches of industry,
some gubernias, some points of the programme, etc. An op-
portunity would be provided to extract relatively full, reli-
able, and uniform material. Valuable indications would be
obtained of the way in which these qualities can be assured
in the future.

Written in August 1898

Published in 1898 in the collection, Published according to
Economic Studies and Essays, the text in the collection
by Vladimir Ilyin



