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Prologue 

There is much in Russia to puzzle the Anglo-Saxon mind. Ever since 

the English 'discovered7 Muscovy in the sixteenth century, they 

have been expressing astonishment at things Russian. It is not only 

Russian tastes - be it for female obesity and interminable church 

services in the early modern period, for mushroom-picking and 

chess today, or for untold quantities of vodka throughout the ages - 

which have seemed bizarre. So too has the basic social, political and 

ideological make-up of Muscovy, the Russian Empire, and, in turn, 

the Soviet Union. The purpose of this book is to provide an 

introduction to contemporary Russia by examining her past. So 

rapid has the pace of change been, so far removed is the Russia of 

the 1980s from that of the Tsar, the revolution, or even Stalin that a 

historical approach might seem superfluous. Yet it is as true of 

Soviet society as of any other that an assessment of the present 

which is not rooted in a knowledge of the past is liable to be shallow 

and distorted. 

The value of a historical approach will be readily apparent 

where developments since the revolutionary upheaval of 1917 are 

concerned. The political structure of today, the role of the 

Communist Party, the state bureaucracy and the Soviets, can only 

be understood when traced back to the explosion of that year. The 

complex blend of social tension and consensus characteristic of 

Soviet society in the 1980s can only be appreciated in the light of the 

social transformation through which the last two generations have 

passed. Both the current strengths and weaknesses of the Soviet 

economy can only be understood against the background of the 

industrialization drive undertaken by the post-revolutionary 

regime. Similarly, the international posture of the contemporary 

Soviet Union makes little sense without reference to the 

international isolation which followed the revolution; to the trauma 
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of Hitler's invasion; and to the paradoxical combination of economic 

desolation and massively increased military-diplomatic weight 

bequeathed by the Red Army's victory in 1945. Soviet ideology, 

values, and perceptions, Soviet art and literature have been 

moulded and remoulded by the tumultuous history through which 

the country has passed since 1917. 

But if 1917 is rightly seen to mark a caesura in the country's 

development, it is equally true that neither the Bolshevik Revolution 

nor the direction taken by the post-revolutionary Bolshevik regime 

can be understood without reference to what went before. The 

victory of the far Left in 1917 was no fluke. It was not the handiwork 

of a few rogue intellectuals but the product of acute social 

polarization. Nor, once in power, did the Bolsheviks act on a tabula 
rasa; Russia provided no passive, insulated social laboratory within 

which the dreams of Europe's socialist tradition could be put to 

scientific test; to this day every aspect of Soviet 'socialism' reflects 

the legacy of Imperial Russia. To appreciate that legacy it is essential 

to grasp the nature of the socio-economic changes, generated both 

by international and domestic pressures, which began to destabilize 

the Empire from the mid nineteenth century. This, in turn, requires 

an understanding of the traditional society upon which these 

changes impinged, the political, social, economic, and cultural 

composition of Imperial Russia in its prime. The point of departure 

must be an examination of the manner in which the Empire took 

shape. 

To attempt in one volume an interpretative history of Russia 

designed to illuminate the present is an exhilarating but perilous 

enterprise. It involves the danger of presenting a bogus 'whig' view 

of the past in which the 'losers' are ignored, the countless crossroads 

where various options have been open are disregarded, and all 

roads lead inexorably in one direction. It involves weighing and 

passing summary judgement upon a great mass of painstaking 

research by scholars drawn from different nationalities and 

conflicting ideological persuasions. And it involves a process of 

ruthless selection. 

Specialists in every field may well take offence at the balance I 

have struck between different periods and different topics: just two 

chapters covering the entire millennium before Peter the Great, no 

more than scattered references to the smaller ethnic minorities, a 

few lines on Pushkin. I have adhered to a chronological framework, 

but rather than spreading coverage evenly across the centuries I 

have deliberately dwelt upon those developments which cast most 
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light on the present. In particular, I have concentrated upon five 

themes which seem of central importance to an understanding of 

late-twentieth-century Soviet society: how Moscow came to rule 

over so vast a territory, now covering one-sixth of the earth's 

surface; the complex way in which the country's international 

setting has interacted with her socio-political development; why it 

was here, in the most backward of Europe's Great Powers, that so 

radical a revolution took place; the profound impact which this 

backwardness has had upon political, economic, social and cultural 

developments since the revolution; and, finally, the process by 

which the State has come to mediate such a broad range of human 

activity. It is the relationship between State and society, between the 

power - coercive, administrative, legal, cultural, and economic - at 

the disposal of Tsar or Politburo and the social body at large, which 

provides the guiding thread of my analysis. 



To my parents 



The origins of the Russian Empire 

The pleasing simplicity with which it is possible to summarize 

Russian history has led historians of various persuasions to seek one 

key factor to explain all. Among the most plausible of these is the 

physical setting of the East European Plain in which Russian society 

evolved. Three points merit particular attention: the low yield of the 

land, the absence of natural barriers, and the network of major 

rivers. 

Even today only just over one-tenth of Soviet territory is actively 

cultivated, while two-thirds are unfit for farming of any kind, and 

over half is virtually uninhabitable. Moreover, until the seventeenth 

century, the best ('black-earth') regions were dominated by 

livestock-rearing nomadic tribes. The low yield of the land available 

to the Russians made it difficult for their settled agricultural 

communities to generate the necessary resources to resist nomadic 

raids. What further delayed settled development was the lack of 

natural protection against such raids. Only the Urals interrupt the 

East European Plain, and this low range of scattered hills is little 

more than a notional boundary between Europe and Asia, 

presenting no substantial obstacle to migration and military 

advance. Once a settled community able to defend itself was 

established, on the other hand, little stood in the way of a rapid 

extension of its power over more primitive peoples. The unification 

of a vast region was further facilitated by the waterways which all 

but link the Baltic, White, Black, and Caspian Seas. It was the rivers 

which to a large extent dictated the lines of settlement, the main 

trade routes, and the location of power centres. And it was precisely 

in the central region of European Russia, from where the great rivers 

radiate outwards, that the State of Muscovy arose in the fifteenth 

century. 
The huge country which these natural conditions fostered, 
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Map 1 Kiev and Muscovy: rivers, seas and mountains 
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however, was at a relative disadvantage when compared to the 
West. The harshness of the Russian climate, from the ice of the 
winter freeze to the slush of the spring thaw, severely hampered 
transport between her far-flung regions, and until the eighteenth 
century she had no secure access to western seas. Russia's 
neighbours, on the other hand, not only enjoyed a generally higher 
grain-yield but also benefited from the rapid expansion of 
European, and especially overseas, commerce from the fifteenth 
century onwards. Economic advantage tended to place these states 
at a military advantage as well. That Russia should become involved 
in sustained conflict with them over land and resources was by no 
means geographically determined. But once she did so, the 
demands made upon her backward economy were necessarily 
heavy and the social repercussions profound. Unchanging physical 
conditions cannot, on their own, explain the development of social 
life, but Russia's history can only be understood in the context of her 
geopolitical environment. 

It was in the ninth century that an independent Russian state 
emerged. The tribes who came to be known as Russians were East 
Slavs, one of the three branches of the Slavic-speaking peoples. 
They had been settled on the great steppe to the north of the Black 
Sea for centuries, probably since before the birth of Christ. But until 
now they had been dominated by a succession of tribes from east 
and north - Cimmerians, Scythians, Sarmatians, Goths, Huns, 
Avars, and Khazars. The relatively stable conditions established by 
the last of these peoples in the eighth century fostered the 
development of viable urban trading centres dominated by a native 
aristocracy on which a state could be built. Meanwhile, resistance to 
foreign overlordship was stiffened by merchant mercenaries from 
Scandinavia. Wave upon wave of Viking expeditions made their 
way down the waterways, attracted by the lucrative trade with 
Constantinople in the south, and willing to serve native chieftains. 
The precise relationship between these 'Varangians', as the Russian 
chronicles call them, and the Slav tribes is unclear. Russian national 
pride has taken offence at the notion that the first Russian State, 
centred on the city of Kiev, and the very name 'Rus' should have 
been of Scandinavian origin. Soviet historians, moreover, have been 
at pains to demonstrate the organic evolution of East Slav society 
towards statehood. The chronicles, however, on which historians 
depend for much of their knowledge of the period, speak of the 
warring Slavs inviting the Varangians 'to come and rule over us'. 
This has given rise to the view that the State of Kiev was the creation 
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1.1 The twelfth-century Cathedral of St Dmitrii in Vladimir, a major centre 
of early Orthodox church-building. The massive scale and elaborate design 
reflect the wealth and influence of the Church. 
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of the adventurers from the north. The Varangians appear, in fact, 
to have acted as a catalyst, accelerating commercial and political 
development. They provided Kiev with the ruling house of Rurik, 
but his descendants and their retinue were rapidly assimilated by 
the native Slavs and made little cultural impact. 

At its prime in the eleventh century the Grand Principality of 
Kiev asserted at least nominal control over a vast area extending 
from the Vistula in the west to the Don in the east, and from the city 
of Kiev itself in the south all the way to the Baltic. The great bulk of 
the population was engaged in agriculture, but the early princes 
derived their wealth from booty, tribute, and commerce. Basing 
themselves upon existing towns, they encouraged and participated 
in both local and international trade, exporting furs, honey, wax, 
and slaves. The city of Kiev and the great northern centre of 
Novgorod rivalled the leading cities of Europe in size, wealth, and 
architectural splendour. The Rurik dynasty intermarried with 
royalty from as far away as England and with families as august as 
that of the Byzantine Emperor. The Slav State became a considerable 
force in eastern Europe. 

It was during the Kiev era that Russia was converted to 
Christianity. By the late tenth century her most important 
neighbours had each adopted one of the great monotheistic 
religions, and contacts with their adherents were growing. The 
inferiority of Kiev's paganism, in terms of spiritual vitality and 
sophistication, was becoming apparent. For the Prince, provided he 
could carry his retinue with him, the option of conversion provided 
a major diplomatic asset. Kiev's vital commercial ties with 
Constantinople encouraged and were powerfully reinforced by the 
choice of Byzantine Orthodoxy rather than Catholicism, Islam, or 
indeed Judaism, to which the Khazars had been converted. In 988 
Vladimir I was baptized, married the Byzantine Emperor's sister, 
and proceeded to convert his people. The fact that there already 
existed written translations of the Scriptures and liturgy in Church 
Slavonic - intelligible to East and South Slavs alike - greatly assisted 
the process. The new religion spread out from the cities to the 
countryside; pagan resistance lingered for centuries, especially in 
the north, but evangelization was on the whole remarkably peaceful 
and swift. 

For Russian culture, the conversion was decisive. All levels of 
society, from prince to slave, gradually learned to articulate their 
values and aspirations through the medium of Byzantine 
Christianity. Byzantium provided the model for art, architecture. 
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and literature. Neither the Renaissance nor the Reformation 
penetrated Russia, and it was not until the seventeenth century that 
Western influence made any significant impression on the 
Orthodox mould. 

The ethos of the Orthodox faith strikes the non-Orthodox as 
markedly conservative and passive. Where Western theology was 
stimulated by classical philosophy and remained open to 
development, Russia inherited a body of doctrine settled for all time 
by the great Ecumenical Councils. Where the Latin Church sought 
to bolster faith with reason, to explain and rationalize dogma, the 
East was content with mystery. It was not by reason, sermons, or 
even direct reference to the Bible that Orthodoxy was sustained and 
expressed, but rather by the celebration of the liturgy. The emphasis 
on communal worship was reflected in the extravagant architecture 
of churches and cathedrals, and their lavish interior decoration, 
lined with mosaics, frescos, and icons and lit by candles burning in 
elaborate candelabra. The 'Kievan Primary Chronicle7 has left an 
immortal account of the impression such a setting made upon 
Vladimir's envoys to Constantinople: 'They led us to the edifice 
where they worship their God, and we knew not whether we were 
in heaven or on earth. For on earth there is no such splendour or 
such beauty, and we are at a loss how to describe it.'1 The drama of 
the service itself, led by ornately robed clergy and accompanied by 
the rich fragrance of incense, the chiming of church bells, and the 
moving sacred chant, was central to the faith. Here God was 
present. The aesthetic rather than intellectual tenor of Orthodoxy 
provided little encouragement to innovation and individualism. 
Despite an impressive tradition of saintly hermits and mystics, 
the hierarchy tended to emphasize ritualistic conformism. 
'Man's own opinion,' said Joseph of Volokolamsk, an immensely 
influential abbot of the late fifteenth-early sixteenth century, 
'is the mother of all passions. Man's own opinion is the second 
fall.'2 

The socio-political impact of this ethos, however, should not be 
exaggerated. The philosophy inherited from Constantinople was 
sufficiently flexible and complex to permit different social groups in 
Russia to emphasize different facets, to imbibe and accentuate the 
ideas which spoke to their own predicament. As elsewhere, the 
secular power took full advantage of the respect for authority which 
the Church preached. But, equally, decade after decade, century 
after century, outbursts of peasant protest were justified with direct 
reference to Orthodox doctrine. For all its cultural importance, the 
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Byzantine heritage is among the least plausible 'keys' with which to 
explain the distinctive features of Russian history. 

It was as an institution that the Church did play a very 
substantial role in shaping the Russian State. A network of 
monasteries, bishoprics and parishes spread rapidly across Kievan 
Rus and the Church became a major landowner. With the clergy 
having a near monopoly upon literacy until the seventeenth 
century, the Church was able to develop an unrivalled 
administrative structure. It penetrated the countryside in a way that 
the rudimentary power of the princes could not hope to do. 
Moreover, this formidable institution was under the unified 
jurisdiction of the Metropolitan of Kiev 'and all Rus', established 
soon after Vladimir's conversion. As such it constituted a 
formidable political force which the Metropolitan, supported and 
appointed (until the fall of Constantinople in 1453) by the Greek 
Patriarch, used to good effect. When Kiev broke up and the 
Russians came under the sway of stronger powers to east and west, 
the Church worked vigorously to maintain its own unity. In the 
process it nourished the ethnic consciousness of the East Slavs and 
greatly assisted their eventual political reunification. 

Kiev's prime was short-lived. The commercial wealth of the 
south was undermined from the latter half of the eleventh century 
as constant incursions by the nomads of the south-east impeded 
trade with Constantinople. During the twelfth century the Crusades 
hastened a permanent shift in the trading pattern of the region, the 
overland route between East and West being supplanted by the 
Mediterranean route. Political decisions accelerated Kiev's decline. 
In 1054 the most impressive of Kiev's rulers, Yaroslav the Wise, 
divided his patrimony among his five sons. His heirs did not 
practise primogeniture so that by 1100 there were a dozen 
principalities and the number grew during the next century. Despite 
the enormous prestige enjoyed by Grand Prince Vladimir 
Monomakh early in the twelfth century, and the enduring sense of 
Russian unity bequeathed by Kiev, the old capital's effective 
authority evaporated. In the north-west, where commerce 
continued to flourish, the leading cities were able to impose tight 
restrictions on the power of their local princes. In Novgorod the 
princely office became effectively elective and sovereignty came to 
reside in the vigorous veche, or city council, dominated by leading 
landowners and merchants. Elsewhere the growing number of 
princes and their retinue (boyars) turned to land-ownership and 
direct exploitation of the peasantry to supplement their dwindling 
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profits from trade. Under these conditions the country became 
subject to constant civil war between rival princes, and increasingly 
vulnerable to incursions from Swedes and Germans to the north, 
Lithuanians, Poles, and Hungarians to the west, and above 
all Turkic tribes to the south. A major movement of population 
from the unstable south to the more secure centre and north-east 
further weakened the old capital, and by the second half of the 
twelfth century the new Grand Principality of Vladimir-Suz'dal 
had clearly surpassed Kiev. Incipient tendencies towards unifi¬ 
cation around this new power centre, however, were cut short by 
the invasion of the Mongols in the late 1230s. Politically divided 
and economically too backward to sustain an adequate 
army, the Russian principalities were helpless in the face of 
the terrifying mounted warriors launched upon Russia by the 
Mongol Empire. In 1240 Kiev was razed to the ground, the 
principalities overrun, and the Russians subjected to the yoke of the 
Great Khan. 

The invasion of the Mongols (or Tatars as the Russians called 
them) was horrendous. To subjugate the Slavs they swept through 
the region, butchering tens of thousands of victims, laying waste 
villages, towns, and cities, and carting away skilled craftsmen and 
artisans. Where the land was most fertile, in the south-east, they 
colonized it, thereby greatly accelerating the mass migration of 
Russians north-eastwards. From the rest of the country they exacted 
a heavy annual tribute which the shattered society could ill afford to 
pay. 

The so-called 'Eurasian' school of historians, influential in the 
West since the 1920s, has depicted the Mongol invasion as the 
decisive event in Russian history. According to this view, the blow 
to the economy was matched by the Mongols' formative influence 
on the cultural and political life of the country. Russia was now cut 
off even from Byzantium and left to stagnate in an isolated 
backwater. Above all, she derived from the despotism of the Khan 
an arbitrary absolutism, extreme centralization, and disregard for 
individual property and liberty which marked her off from the rest 
of Europe. This interpretation, however, has been subjected to 
effective criticism. The Mongol Empire and the smaller khanates 
which succeeded it were neither culturally dynamic nor politically 
stable. They had little in the way of models and ideas to offer the 
heirs of Kiev. They did not destroy the property rights of the boyars, 
and they positively fostered the wealth and influence of the Church, 
making no attempt to interfere with the faith of their Christian 



1.2 The Mongols sack Kiev, December 1240 (from a nineteenth-century 
painting). The old capital never recovered from the carnage and destruction 
of the assault. 

subjects. It was not until a century after the Mongol yoke had been 
broken that the Russian government began to acquire the kind of 
powers that were to distinguish it from Western states. The 
distinctive features of Muscovite and Imperial Russia can be 
explained with minimal reference to the primitive institutions of the 
semi-nomadic and heathen Horde. 

What limited the impact of the Mongols on Russia's social and 
political development was the form that their rule took. In the 
north-west the great principality of Novgorod escaped invasion 
when she accepted the advice of Prince Alexander Nevsky and 
consented to pay tribute. Cultural and commercial exchanges with 
the Baltic states were thereby preserved. In the south-west Mongol 
rule was curtailed in the fourteenth century when the territory 
passed to the more tender mercies of Lithuania, then reaching the 
zenith of her power. The Russians incorporated into Lithuania, 
which was itself united with Poland under a single king in 1386, 
came under very different influences, developing the distinct 
Belorussian (White Russian) and Ukrainian (Little Russian) linguistic 
and ethnic types. It was the central and north-eastern principalities 
of the Great Russians which suffered most from the Mongols, only 
finally overthrowing them in 1480. But the Mongols' overriding 
concern was to collect tribute, and on occasion military recruits. 
After a brief period in which they imposed their own tribute 
collectors, they were content to leave even that to the Russian 



10 Russia 

princes. Their rule was indirect and their interference in native 

custom and traditions relatively superficial. 

Certain specific repercussions of Mongol rule do deserve emph¬ 

asis. To apportion tribute, the Mongols carried out a crude census of 

the population, and in delegating responsibility for collection to the 

Grand Prince of Vladimir, they provided him with a powerful in¬ 

strument to assert his authority. The lesser princes were to hand 

over their contributions to the Grand Prince, and he alone was to 

conduct relations with the Khan. Moreover, the urge to overthrow 

the yoke served to strengthen the desire for unity among the 

princes, even at the expense of acknowledging the suzerainty of the 

Grand Prince. But the basis for consolidation around the new focus 

of wealth and population in the north-east had been laid before the 

Mongols arrived, and the blow they dealt the economy outweighed 

any positive influence their intervention had on Russian political 

development. 

During the first century of Mongol vassalage, with agriculture 

disrupted and urban life shattered, even the most powerful princes 

had difficulty in holding let alone expanding their principalities. By 

the first decades of the fourteenth century, however, the process of 

political fragmentation began gradually to be reversed. Various 

factors favoured the creation of a unified state. Boyars and lesser 

landowners stood to gain from the greater stability and more effec¬ 

tive control over the peasantry which unification would bring. The 

Church's centripetal influence increased along with the rapid 

growth in its wealth, which was facilitated by the immunity from 

tribute granted it by the Mongols. Novgorod provided a major 

source of economic power for any prince who could gain control of 

it. Moreover, the Mongol Empire split up into separate khanates, 

and the Golden Horde of Sarai, which oversaw Russia, itself under¬ 

went internal upheaval. As a result the Mongols began to look more 

favourably on a native Russian ability to repel the growing threat 

from Lithuania in the west. True, the Golden Horde remained 

anxious to prevent any one prince becoming a real menace to its 

power, but as its military advantage declined the foremost Russian 

princes found more and more room for manoeuvre. 

That it should have been the Principality of Moscow which 

provided the focal point for these centripetal forces was far from 

inevitable. The city itself, which is first mentioned in the chronicles 

in 1147 and became the centre of a separate principality in 1301, was 

well fortified and benefited from the buffer principalities of Tver and 

Ryazan to the west and south. It was, moreover, located near the 
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centre of the north-eastern land- and water-routes and thus 

attracted merchants who in turn enriched the prince. However, 

when the Prince of Moscow first laid claim to the title of Grand 

Prince of Vladimir in the early fourteenth century, it was neighbour¬ 

ing Tver, with many similar advantages, which seemed a more 

likely focus for political unification. A bitter struggle between the 

two was settled in Moscow's favour in part because she seemed 

more pliable to the Mongols and less menacing to Novgorod. Tver 

also fatally alienated the Metropolitan, not least by her sinister 

contacts with the heretical West, and was further handicapped by 

the fertility of her princes whose sons each claimed a share of the 

principality. Once Moscow began to gain the upper hand, success 

bred success. Boyars, merchants, and peasants were drawn to the 

relative peace and prosperity she offered. By the 1370s the princes of 

Moscow claimed succession to the throne of Vladimir as part of their 

patrimony. In 1380 Moscow's ascendancy was demonstrated to all 

when Dmitrii led a Russian army drawn from several principalities 

against the Mongols, achieving the famous victory of Kulikovo. 

The success was short-lived and the Mongols exacted harsh 

revenge, but the spell of their invincibility was broken. In the first 

quarter of the fifteenth century the process of reunification around 
Moscow gathered pace. Dmitrii's successors expanded the princi¬ 

pality and undermined the political independence of the other 

princes. Novgorod found Muscovite merchants trespassing on her 

far-flung provinces and diverting her lucrative fur trade to Moscow. 

Between 1425 and 1450 Moscow's advance was checked as the 

energies of Basil II (1425-62) were focused upon winning the first 

major civil war fought over the succession to the principality. It was 

his successor, Ivan III - the Great (1462-1505) - who earned the 

sobriquet of 'gatherer of the Russian lands'. He used Moscow's 

superior economic and military resources to absorb the weaker 

principalities, persuading their princes to accept his authority or 

bequeath their possessions to him. He succeeded in incorporating 

the appanages left to his own brothers with a minimum of blood¬ 

shed. His most significant step was the abolition of Novgorod's 

independence. Despite her enormous wealth, the 'crowned repub¬ 

lic' of the north had long been in a precarious position. Worsening 

conflict between the boyar-merchant oligarchy and the lower clas¬ 

ses undermined the city from within and vitiated her efforts to 

mount an effective military deterrent to Ivan. Control of Novgorod's 

vital grain supplies gave Moscow powerful leverage, and during the 

1470s Ivan took advantage of her 'treasonable' and unsuccessful 
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attempts to gain help from the West, invaded the principality, 
destroyed her defences, and carted away the great symbol of her 
independence, the veche bell. 

The growing resources at his disposal enabled Ivan to make 
parallel advances in Moscow's international position. The military 
balance swung decisively against the Mongols, and when in 1480 
Ivan renounced their authority, they were unable to strike back. The 
smaller khanates into which the Golden Horde had by now frag¬ 
mented - those of Kazan in the east, Astrakhan in the south-east, 
and the Crimea in the south - would never again be able to destroy 
Moscow's independence. At the same time, the ground was pre¬ 
pared for the gradual assertion of Muscovy's claims over the 
Ukraine, the western lands which had come under Lithuanian rule. 
Enticing the Crimean Tatars into alliance with him, Ivan prepared 
the way first for border raids and then for open warfare with 
Lithuania. A significant number of princes and boyars - attracted by 
Moscow's evident military advantage, and repelled by the Catholic 
pressure of her Polish-Lithuanian regime - switched their alle¬ 
giance to Ivan and he made considerable inroads into the Ukraine. 
When peace with Lithuania was signed in 1503 there seemed a real 
prospect that in time Moscow would make good her claims to all the 
lands that had once belonged to Kiev. 

Ivan's successor Basil III (1505-33) consolidated his achieve¬ 
ment, absorbing the remaining independent principalities. To pre¬ 
vent renewed fragmentation he forbade his own brothers to marry 
until he himself had an heir - an end he achieved after insisting, like 
his contemporary Henry VIII, on a controversial divorce. Ivan IV - 
the Terrible (1533-84) - opened the way to eastern expansion by 
destroying the khanates of Kazan (1552) and Astrakhan (1556). The 
pacification and colonization of the vast territories now under Mos¬ 
cow's nominal control took decades, but east of the Urals local tribes 
could offer no effective resistance. During the course of the seven¬ 
teenth century settlers established small towns across the thinly 
populated expanses of Siberia, reaching the Pacific in mid century. 
Events elsewhere, however, fully exposed the limits of Muscovy's 
strength. In the 1550s Ivan the Terrible made a fateful decision to try 
to gain access to the Baltic by attacking Livonia. In doing so he not 
only stimulated a Polish-Lithuanian-Scandinavian alliance for 
which Muscovy was no match, but also left his southern border 
unprotected. In 1571 the Crimean Tatars invaded, burned down the 
capital, slaughtered and carried into slavery hundreds of thousands 
of Muscovites and threatened to undo the work of Ivan the Great. 
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Map 3 The expansion of Muscovy, 1533-1598 

Relief came from Austria's defeat of the Crimea's Turkish patron the 
following year. But the Livonian adventure was an unmitigated 
disaster. The war dragged on for a quarter of a century and drast- 



The origins of the Russian Empire 15 

Table 1.1 The emergence of Muscovy 

880 
988 
1054 
1237-40 
1380 
1480 
1547 
1552, 1556 
1598-1613 
1648 
1667 

Rurik dynasty establishes capital at Kiev 

Baptism of Vladimir I 

Death of Yaroslav. Fragmentation of Kievan Russia begins 
Mongol invasion 

Dmitrii of Moscow defeats Mongols at Battle of Kulikovo 

Ivan III - the Great - renounces Mongol yoke 

Ivan IV - the Terrible- crowned Tsar of All the Russias 

Conquest of Kazan and Astrakhan 

Time of Troubles 

Siberian settlers reach the Pacific 

Treaty of Andrusovo 

ically disrupted the economy of the western and central regions. 
Not only did it signal the end of Russian expansion north and south 
until the reign of Peter the Great (1682-1725), but it also marked a 
critical turning-point in Muscovy's domestic development. 

The economic havoc wreaked by Ivan the Terrible's reckless 
foreign and domestic policies issued in the tumultuous Time of 
Troubles (1598-1613). In a fit of rage Ivan had killed his eldest son 
with his own hands, and since his remaining son, Fyodor (1584-98) 
had no surviving children, the Rurik dynasty died out. Fyodor's 
brother-in-law, Boris Godunov (1598-1605), was crowned Tsar but 
his efforts to stabilize the country were undermined by appalling 
famines between 1601 and 1603. After his death in 1605 acute social 
tension found expression in a prolonged struggle over the throne 
and opened the way for sustained efforts by Poland and Sweden to 
take advantage of Muscovy's weakness. The confusion and strife of 
the period enabled a succession of dubious figures to claim the 
throne. The most absurd case was that of the Second False Dmitrii. 
The true Dmitrii, Ivan's grandson, had been found dead in mys¬ 
terious circumstances as long ago as 1588. A Polish-sponsored pre¬ 
tender claiming to be Dmitrii fought his way to the throne in 1605 
and was duly acknowledged by the true Dmitrii's mother as her 
long-lost son. In a matter of months he was assassinated, only to 
be followed by the Second False Dmitrii. Again the broad-minded 
mother acknowledged her boy, and her testimony was this time 
backed by the First False Dmitrii's wife who went to the lengths of 
bearing the second pretender a son. By 1610, however, the urge to 
restore order and drive out the Poles was sufficiently strong among 
all sections of the population for a triumphant Russian army to be 
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raised. In 1613 the boyar Michael Romanov was elected Tsar by the 
Zemsky sobor (Assembly of the Land), a semi-representative body 
which acquired real political significance during the Time of 
Troubles. Michael ruled until 1645. The centripetal forces in 
Muscovy had held her together through what had appeared a ter¬ 
minal illness. 

During the seventeenth century the tide gradually turned 
against both Poland-Lithuania in the west and the Crimean Tatars 
in the south. Despite her own handicaps, Muscovy proved better 
equipped than oligarchic Poland or the semi-nomadic Tatars to 
make use of innovations in military technique and technology. In 
the Ukraine, she found an unruly but invaluable ally in the Cos¬ 
sacks, free warriors whose independent communities had emerged 
during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries as discontented ele¬ 
ments fled to the south and south-east. Cossack loyalty to Ortho¬ 
doxy intensified their violent resistance to Polish rule. In 1654 Tsar 
Alexis (1645-76) acceded to Cossack requests that he incorporate the 
Ukraine into the Muscovite State, and by the Treaty of Andrusovo in 
1667, after a prolonged struggle, Poland finally admitted defeat over 
the issue and ceded the eastern Ukraine. In the same period an 
effective line of fortifications was built to protect the southern fron¬ 
tier. The Regent Sophia, who governed from 1682 to 1689 on behalf 
of her sickly brother Ivan V (co-Tsar 1682-96) and their under-age 
half-brother Peter, failed in her efforts to crush the Tatars. But the 
balance now favoured the Russians. Although by the time Peter 
came of age the coveted access to the Baltic and the Black Seas was 
still lacking, the area under Moscow's rule was approaching that of 
the modern Soviet Union. A vast empire was taking shape. 
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The genesis of Russian 
'absolutism' 

Numerous labels have been attached to the political system which 

Ivan the Great bequeathed to Muscovy at the beginning of the 

sixteenth century - oriental despotism (Plekhanov, Szamuely), 

patrimonial monarchy (Pipes), estate-representative monarchy 

(Cherepnin). In part this variety reflects the poorly defined 

vocabulary available to historians seeking to distinguish various 

traditional authoritarian regimes. But it also derives from sharply 

differing interpretations of the nature of the Muscovite system. The 

central issue at stake is simple and crucial to an understanding of 

Russian history. How far was the State - the power concentrated in 

the hands of the Grand Prince - representative of and responsive to 

privileged groups or interests within society? Was the ruler's 

freedom of action significantly limited by independent institutions 

and social pressure or was he in a position to subject every social 

stratum to his own will? 

In a famous description of Basil III, the Imperial Ambassador 

Sigismund von Herberstein described him as the most despotic 

sovereign on earth. 'He has power over both secular and clerical 

individuals and freely, according to his will, disposes of the life and 

property of all. Among the counsellors whom he has, none enjoys 

such importance that he would dare to contradict him in anything or 

be of another opinion.'1 Unification under Moscow had been 

accompanied by the creation of a powerful centralized monarchy. 

All appointments to military and administrative posts were in the 

gift of the Grand Prince. It was in his name that taxes were collected, 

the law enforced, war waged and treaties signed. His realm was 

bound together by an increasingly standardized legal code, 

gradually extended over newly incorporated areas, a rudimentary 
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2.1 The small state seal of Ivan IV (1569). The twin-headed eagle, inherited 
from Byzantium, was to remain the royal emblem until the fall of the 
monarchy. 

postal system, and uniform coinage, weights, and measures. 

Executive, legislative, and judicial authority flowed from him and 

there were no legal limitations to his power. Muscovite ceremony 

and rhetoric - the messianic claim, after the fall of Constantinople 

(1453), that it was Moscow's destiny to be the Third Rome', and the 

adoption of the twin-headed eagle, the Imperial emblem inherited 

from Byzantium - surrounded the person of the Grand Prince with 

an ever more glorious halo, emphasizing the slavish subjection of all 

to his semi-divine authority. 

Yet the Grand Prince's position was in fact more complex than 

Herberstein's influential picture suggests. Ivan III and Basil III were 

not despots on the Asiatic model. The Grand Prince lacked a 

sizeable military apparatus directly responsive to his will. With the 

money economy spreading extremely slowly, he could only 

centralize very limited financial resources. The central bureaucracy 

was embryonic and his provincial officials were spread wafer-thin 

and proved very difficult to supervise. In these conditions he was in 

no position to ride rough-shod over the interests of either the 

Church or the nobility, and in the mid sixteenth century there were 

momentary signs that the wealthier commoners were gaining a 

modicum of political leverage. On the other hand, Muscovy's social 

elites did suffer from weaknesses which made them much less 

independent and their property much less secure than elsewhere in 

Europe. With the eclipse of the Greek Patriarch, there was no rival 
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foreign ecclesiastical authority comparable to that exercised by 

Rome in Catholic Europe; the Grand Prince faced neither parlements, 
nor Magna Charta; and individual landowners who fell foul of the 
monarch enjoyed no legal protection. Equally important, the 

peasantry at the bottom of the social pyramid were acutely 

vulnerable to royal power. The great mass of them, those living on 

the lands unoccupied by nobility or church (the so-called 'black' 

lands - as distinct from the 'black-earth' regions), owed allegiance 

only to the Grand Prince. And during the sixteenth century the 

Crown exploited this massive reservoir of land and labour to effect a 

major increase in state power. 

The most significant institution outside the State itself was the 

Church. The favour shown it by the Mongols had enabled it to 

consolidate its position across Russia long before the Muscovite 

State managed to do so. Culturally dominant and playing a 

pervasive role in the everyday life of elite and masses alike, it 

wielded enormous influence. Enjoying immunities from various 

forms of taxation and from administrative interference by the State, 

the monasteries were at a distinct advantage in accumulating land 

and retaining scarce peasant labour, and they benefited from a flow 

of bequests by repentant sons of the Church. The non-celibate 

parish clergy were little better off than their peasant flock, but in the 

early sixteenth century over 25 per cent of all cultivated land was in 

clerical hands. 

The combination of spiritual, cultural, and economic influence 

at its disposal made the Russian Church in some ways better placed 

than its Western counterparts to resist the ambitions of the newly 

centralized State. When Ivan III manoeuvred to undermine the 

security of monastic property - before most of his Western peers 

embarked on the same road - he found himself unable to do so. His 

method was to patronize the so-called 'Nonpossessor' reformist 

current within the Church, which urged the clergy to shed material 

wealth and pursue their spiritual mission unencumbered. The 

hierarchy, however, mounted stiff resistance and publicly 

denounced any attack on ecclesiastical privileges and property. This 

conservative response, led by the fiery Abbot Joseph of 

Volokolamsk, carried the day, and Ivan's successors were unable 

even to halt effectively the further growth of ecclesiastical 

landholding. 

Yet the Josephite victory presaged no broader attempt to cir¬ 

cumscribe royal power. The challenge from the Nonpossessors, 

viewed sympathetically as it was by the land-hungry Grand Prince 
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and aristocracy alike, had frightened the Josephites too much for 

that. They feared that to alienate the Grand Prince, who had a wide 

measure of control over appointments to the hierarchy, would leave 

them vulnerable to the intellectual vigour of the 'heresy'. To crush 

their rivals, therefore, they sought not to limit the power of the 

Grand Prince but to gain influence over him by identifying them¬ 

selves with the elevation of his personal authority. It was the 

Josephite hierarchy which orchestrated the remarkable develop¬ 

ment of monarchic ideology which so impressed Herberstein. It was 

the Metropolitan Makarii who nurtured Ivan the Terrible's hugely 

inflated notion of his office, and who prepared the dramatic cere¬ 

mony which saw him crowned in 1547 not as mere Grand Prince but 

as unfettered 'Tsar' (derived from 'Caesar'). Rather than checking 

the power of the State, the Church thus augmented it, ensuring only 

that the Tsar would launch no wholesale attack on monastic prop¬ 

erty. The Church drew ever closer to the State but became a 

distinctly junior partner. 

At the top of the social pyramid was the aristocracy, large 

landowners whose families had long served Moscow (the boyars) 

and ex-appanage princes who had gradually been drawn to the 

metropolis. They provided the high command in wartime, bringing 

their own retinue to serve in the royal army, and the senior person¬ 

nel for enforcing order in the countryside. It was they who sur¬ 

rounded the monarch and provided most of his advisers. The 

Boyars' Duma (Council) might lack closely defined rights, but by 

custom the Tsar legislated and acted in consultation with it. Even if 

individually neither their lives nor their property were secure, col¬ 

lectively they constituted an interest group with whom the Grand 

Prince was intimately bound up. 

What limited their political weight, however, was the fragile 

nature of their landed wealth. In contrast to much of Western 

Europe, primogeniture was not practised in Russia: a father's prop¬ 

erty was divided among his heirs. Very quickly the greatest fortune 

tended to be dissipated among innumerable descendants. This pro¬ 

cess prevented even the most distinguished families from estab¬ 

lishing the kind of firm territorial base which underpinned the 

political influence of Western aristocracies. Instead of seeking to 

contain royal power they were preoccupied with gaining the favour 

of the Grand Prince, or control of the government when the 

monarch was personally weak or a minor. For apart from the unique 

case of the Stroganov family, who built an immense entrepreneurial 

empire, the only way to replenish the family fortunes lay in service 



2.2 Ivan the Terrible, by Vasnetsov. The artist's impression of Ivan's 
majestic features and lavish robes captures the awe inspired by the first 
Grand Prince to be crowned 'Tsar'. 
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to the State. The Grand Prince could confer lucrative posts in the 

army and provincial government as well as new grants of land 

confiscated, unoccupied, or held by mere peasants. The competi¬ 

tion for senior posts in the royal service became formalized in the 

so-called mestnichestvo system, whereby precedence was based on 

the rank achieved by a boyar's most eminent forebears. The system 

posed some obstacles to the monarch's freedom of appointment, 

but it reflected above all the nobles' concern to benefit from rather 

than to limit the power of the State. 

Groups further down the social scale were in a much weaker 

position than the boyars or the Church to press their interests upon 

the Grand Prince. The Prince looked upon the towns as part of his 

patrimony and those townsmen not on monastic or boyar land as his 

tenants. With a few exceptions, sixteenth-century towns were in 

any case little more than glorified military and administrative head¬ 

quarters, supplied by a small population of artisans and petty trad¬ 

ers. The townsmen developed no organizational bases comparable 

to those of Western cities, no craft guilds or town councils. Ancient 

institutions representing the urban population had withered under 

the Mongol yoke. Where the veche had survived, in Novgorod and 

Pskov, the centralizing activity of Ivan III and Basil III had been 

deliberately designed to destroy it. 

The political weakness of the commoners corresponded to their 

economic weakness. One of the features which most sharply dis¬ 

tinguished Muscovy from western and much of central Europe was 

the relative backwardness of her commercial, manufacturing, and 

urban development. Kiev's flourishing trade had been undermined 

by inter-princely warfare, nomadic incursions, and the virtual 

severance of her commerce with Byzantium. The Mongol invasion 

had hit the urban centres particularly hard, and the tribute paid to 

the Golden Horde for over two centuries had made recovery diffi¬ 

cult. It is arguable that Russia suffered more than her fair share of 

famine and plague, and her wooden cities were again and again 

ravaged by fire. Certainly the climate impeded the development of 

internal communications, thereby retarding the division of labour 

and the break-up of self-sufficient estates, villages, and indeed 

households. The critical handicap under which she laboured, 

however, appears to have been the low yield of the land. In the 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the yield ratio of her major 

crops was less than half that of western Europe and well below 

much of central Europe. With incomes pegged little above subsist¬ 

ence level, the domestic market remained very small, and what 
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inter-regional trade did develop was generally in the hands of the 

boyars, the monasteries, and the Grand Prince. Since the over¬ 

whelming majority of the population were necessarily involved in 

tilling the soil, the supply of labour for handicraft and manufacture 

was restricted. Moreover, the struggle for control of what little 

surplus was produced gave rise to various forms of bonded labour 

which created further barriers to economic development. 

Muscovy's commoners, of course, were not an undifferentiated 

mass. Despite its primitive agricultural methods, the peasantry was 

far from monolithic: above the significant numbers of outright 

slaves, beggars, and migrant workers, were the peasants on private 

and church lands suffering various degrees of bondage, military 

colonists on the frontiers, and peasants on the 'black' lands whose 

only obligations were to the State. Moreover, the early sixteenth 

century saw tentative signs of further differentiation. The reunifica¬ 

tion of Russia coincided with and helped to sustain a century of 

relative prosperity which lasted into the 1560s. In the richer agri¬ 

cultural regions the dues owed to the Grand Prince, or to lay and 

ecclesiastical landowners, gradually began to be converted from 

payment in kind to money rents. More successful peasants began to 

elevate themselves above their fellows, to accumulate land and 

employ their own labourers. Local trade grew perceptibly and a thin 

stratum of relatively well-off artisans and merchants began to 

emerge. 

It was partly in recognition of these tender sprouts of leadership 

among Russia's 'third estate' that during the 1550s Ivan the Terrible 

drew up a new legal code and made a number of important adminis¬ 

trative reforms. He offered the leading commoners in most towns 

and regions the option of taking over their own administration and 

taxation. Under the existing system, royal governors entrusted with 

judicial and tax-collecting powers 'fed' upon the local population, 

using their very brief tenure of office to line their own pockets. For 

the State the system was unsatisfactory because so little revenue 

found its way to Moscow, yet fixed salaries were beyond the govern¬ 

ment's means. The major advantage of the new proposal, from 

Ivan's point of view, was the additional revenue it would bring to 

the central treasury, for his offer was conditional on a steep rise in 

the rate of taxation. But he was also responding to a mounting 

chorus of complaint about the system of 'feeding', which was dis¬ 

astrous for the local population. Tax burdens were arbitrary and 

unpredictable and the judicial verdicts of royal governors were 

blatantly dependent upon bribery. 'Fear not the law,' ran a popular 
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proverb, 'fear the judge/ The relatively well off, the 'best people' of 

the provinces, therefore, welcomed Ivan's proposal and it appears 

to have been widely implemented. To prepare his reforms, Ivan 

summoned the first Zemsky sobor (1549), the consultative body des¬ 

tined to play an important if erratic role in the next century of Musco¬ 

vite history. It established no right to be consulted, was dominated 

by the nobility and clergy, and such leading merchants as were 

included were appointed rather than elected. It was primarily a 

means for the Tsar to sound out the men in his service. Yet it also 

represented at least a first step towards an institutional framework 

for dialogue between State and commoners. The dialogue, how¬ 

ever, was not destined to prosper. The 1560s marked the beginning of 

a period of economic dislocation and social upheaval which stunted 

the development of Muscovy's fragile 'proto-bourgeoisie'. 

This period of upheaval was to have an epoch-making impact upon 

the whole structure of Muscovite society. It saw two crucial and in¬ 

timately connected social changes gather irresistible momentum: the 

creation of a new stratum of service landholders - the pomeshchiki - and 

the subsequent enserfment not only of those peasants already suf¬ 

fering de facto bondage, but of the entire Russian peasantry. 

This dual process had begun in the late fifteenth century. Ivan 

III had established several thousand new landowners on the estates 

confiscated from the victims of his conquest of Novgorod in the 

1470s. Small farms were assigned to sons of noblemen and promis¬ 

ing warriors, on condition they reported annually for military ser¬ 

vice. This conditional landholding - the pomestie - created the nuc¬ 

leus of a new service stratum dependent on the Prince in a way the 

boyars had never been. Under Ivan the Terrible the pomestie system 

was expanded in the most dramatic fashion possible. The rising 

prestige of Ivan's royal office went to the head of that gifted but 

vicious and unbalanced character. Encouraged by the Josephite 

hierarchy, who rightly suspected Nonpossessor sympathies among 

his closest advisers, the Tsar became increasingly impervious to 

advice. His conquest and annexation of the khanates of Kazan and 

Astrakhan further inflated his self-confidence. And in the midst of 

his fateful Livonian War (1558-83), he launched a bitter attack upon 

the treachery and corruption he claimed to detect among the boyars 

and clergy. In 1564 he abruptly withdrew from Moscow and 

threatened to abdicate. When begged to return, he relented only on 

condition he could carry out a remarkable experiment: the so-called 

oprichnina. Ivan designated something like one-third of the country, 

carved out of scattered towns and provinces, as his personal do- 
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main, and set up a new administration to subject it to his personal 

will. To sweep graft and treason from the land, he created a 6,000- 

strong arm of oprichniks, a terrifying death squad, dressed in black, 

the regalia of each warrior including the skull of a dog and a symbo¬ 

lic broom. Whole families of suspect boyars were butchered and 

their lands confiscated. The terror became increasingly arbitrary, 

hitting out at lesser nobles, merchants and peasants. The Metropoli¬ 

tan was deposed and strangled, individual monasteries ransacked, 

and Novgorod, still the greatest city outside Moscow, was despoiled 

in a manner which made Ivan Ill's treatment of it a century earlier 

appear positively statesmanlike. Not until the shock of the Crimean 

invasion did Ivan abolish the oprichnina, and intermittent terror 

continued for the rest of his reign, swallowing up not a few of the 

oprichniks themselves. 

Ivan's aims have left historians in a quandary. It is extremely 

difficult to discover any coherent pattern to the oprichnina and, 

although it is true his victims included many boyars. Western schol¬ 

ars have had great fun exploding the carefully constructed 'class' 

explanations advanced by Soviet historians. Whatever his motives, 

his experiment was made possible by the power he had to distribute 

land to the motley collection of individuals who would join him. In 

exercising this option he rapidly increased the number of pomesh- 

chiks. By the end of the sixteenth century, in the central provinces 

little was left of the 'black' lands owned nominally by the State and 

inhabited by peasants owing dues only to the Crown. The pomesh- 

chiks had become a substantial body and provided the military 

backbone of the State. 

The rise of this new landholding stratum had a drastic impact 

upon the Russian peasantry. The pomeshchiks derived their liveli¬ 

hood in part from an irregular salary paid while on active service, 

but primarily from the income they could extract from the peasants 

settled on their farms. On average they had only five or six peasant 

households at their disposal, and since they lacked the capital, the 

expertise, and the time to raise peasant productivity, the exactions 

they made were onerous. Life on their farms was distinctly less 

attractive to the peasantry than conditions on monastic and boyar 

estates, let alone in the new territory opened up by the conquest of 

Kazan and Astrakhan. Yet growing numbers of boyar and state 

peasants found themselves subjected to the harsh rule of small 

landowners. 

To make matters worse, during the 1560s, 1570s, and 1580s the 

country suffered economic and demographic losses of catastrophic 
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proportions. The combined impact of the Livonian War, the oprich¬ 
nina, and the Crimean invasion of 1571, together with a steeply 

rising tax burden and severe famine ravaged the central and western 

regions of Muscovy. Foreign visitors were appalled by the evidence 

of massive depopulation, by the sight of whole villages abandoned. 

Feeble recovery in the 1590s was cut short by the famines of 1601-03 

and the prolonged disruption of the Time of Troubles. Those 

peasants who had not disappeared became ever more anxious to 

migrate while the pomeshchiks became ever more anxious to tie 

them to the land. The classic conditions for enserfment were 

created: an abundance of land and a dearth of labourers. Unable to 

offer economic inducements, the pomeshchiks relied increasingly 

2.3 The heavily-clad cavalry of sixteenth-century Muscovy. Although the 
pomeshchiks proved difficult to train and discipline, they played a vital 
military role until the introduction of firearms and new-formation regiments 
in the seventeenth century. (Woodcut from Herberstein's Gratiae 
Posteritati, 1560.) 
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upon sheer force to keep their peasants, exploit their labour, drive 

them deeper and deeper into debt, and reduce them to servile 

status. And the government began to respond to their request that 

the repressive power of the State be mobilized in their support. The 

process of legal enserfment began. Ivan III had recognized the 

peasant's right to leave his lord, provided he settled his debts and 

paid a fee, laying down only that such movement should take place 

at the end of the harvest, during the fortnight surrounding St 

George's Day (an autumn as well as spring feast in the Orthodox 

calendar). This remained the law until the 1580s. Ivan IV then began 

the practice of temporarily halting any movement at all during a 

number of 'forbidden years'. In the 1590s landlords were permitted 

to recover fugitive peasants for up to five years after their flight. 

Under mounting pressure from the pomeshchiks, this period was 

gradually extended until, in 1649, the peasants were permanently 

bound to the land and forbidden to move. 

Table 2.1 The Muscovite succession 

1462-1505 Ivan III - the Great 

1505-1533 Basil III 

1533-1584 Ivan IV - the Terrible 

1584-1598 Fyodor I 

1598-1613 Time of Troubles 

1613-1645 Michael 

1645-1676 Alexis 

1676-1682 Fyodor III 

1682-1689 Regent Sophia 

The process which led to the entrenchment of serfdom in Russia 

- just when it was being undermined in the West - has been the 

subject of prolonged historiographical debate. Whereas in much of 

eastern Europe, which was moving in the same direction, enserf¬ 

ment seems to have been the response of a very powerful nobility to 

a labour shortage (made more acute in areas responding to the 

growing Western market for grain), in Russia the State clearly play¬ 

ed a greater role. But was the State's action dictated by its own 

interests or those of the nobility? The Russian nobility were much 

less formidable than their counterparts elsewhere, they had not yet 

begun to export grain, and for the great landowners serfdom was 

not an unmitigated blessing: as long as there was still peasant 

mobility they were in a position to attract labour away from the 
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estates of their weaker rivals. From the point of view of the State, 

too, there were drawbacks: although fettered peasants were easier 

to tax, their complete immobilization would impede the coloniza¬ 

tion of newly acquired lands in the south and east. What settled 

the issue was the rise of the pomeshchiks. As the State's military 

requirements increased and the number of pomeshchiks to be sus¬ 

tained multiplied, the demands made on the peasantry inten¬ 

sified. With the yield from the land at best stagnant and the 

available work-force actually contracting, only naked force could 

extract the required surplus from the peasantry. The needs of 

Muscovy's new military backbone could not be ignored. An 

alliance between the new landowners and the State enforced full- 

scale enserfment. 

The consequences were profound, both for countless genera¬ 

tions of abased families and for the socio-political setting in which 

the Russian Empire took shape. On private land, the State made the 

pomeshchik responsible for the collection of taxes from his serfs and 

then left him to his own devices. The lord's power over his serfs 

became absolute. He was free to lay down what proportion of their 

produce was to be made over to him, and how many days in the 

week they were to work the fields he set aside for his own use. He 

was their final court of appeal and punished them as he saw fit. 

Gradually he established the right to separate them from the land, to 

buy and sell serfs like cattle. Males and females alike were subject to 

his whim. The relationship struck at the very roots of their human 

dignity. 

Serfdom stifled both collective and individual initiative among 

the peasantry. Unlike outright slaves, they maintained themselves 

by cultivating the land conditionally allotted to them by their mas¬ 

ter. But there was little incentive to raise productivity when any 

increased surplus would simply be creamed off by State or landlord. 

In any case, the land and time left at their disposal was steadily 

reduced from the seventeenth century as pomeshchiks and monas¬ 

teries expanded their demesne and exacted dues in labour (barshchi- 
na) rather than quit-rent (obrok). Nor was there much room for 

individual initiative. Under pressure from both the State and the 

poorer peasants, the burden of taxation was imposed equally 

among the households of the village. To ensure that each household 

was in a position to meet its obligations, the practice spread where¬ 

by the land was periodically redistributed among the villagers. Each 

household was given a number of strips scattered between the 

desirable and less desirable fields. Under these conditions, indi- 
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2.4 Muscovite peasants. The axe became symbolic both of peasant labour 
and peasant revolt. (Seventeenth-century illustration from the Voyages of 
Olearius.) 

vidual consolidation, experimentation, and accumulation became 

extremely difficult. In many parts of the country, it was left to the 

peasants to apportion both land and the payments due to the land¬ 

lord and the State. The primitive democratic organization which 

took on these duties, the village commune, may have afforded some 

consolation to the peasantry, and undoubtedly fostered something 

of a collectivist mentality. But the commune also served a major 

coercive function since the majority in each village stood to lose 

should an individual either fail to meet his share of the payments 

due or take to flight. 

The predicament of peasants on state lands which had not been 

handed over to private landowners was marginally easier, but did 

not differ fundamentally from that of the private serfs. The judicial 

and administrative functions left to the commune were somewhat 

broader, and in place of the pomeshchik stood a lowly government 

official. But here too the peasant was tied to the land, taxed ever 

more heavily, and confronted by the same obstacles to economic 

self-improvement. 

The establishment of serfdom conditioned the way in which the 

relationship between State and society developed from the seven¬ 

teenth century onwards. Where the serfs were concerned, of 
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course, there could be no question of the legal expression of their 

interests. The only way the peasantry could exert political pressure 

was by flight or revolt. Peasant violence was generally localized and 

poorly organized, but there were serious risings in almost every 

decade of the seventeenth century. A major dimension of the Time 

of Troubles was the outbreak of peasant resistance in every region of 

the country, and the revolt of 1606-07 led by an ex-slave named Ivan 

Bolotnikov attracted widespread peasant support. In 1670-71 the 

government briefly lost control of a vast area from the Don to the 

Volga as peasants rallied under the leadership of a Don Cossack 

named Stenka Razin. The government responded to such pressure 

not with concessions or negotiations but with outright repression. 

The uprisings in the early part of the century may have served 

temporarily to postpone formal enserfment, but they were power¬ 

less to prevent it. 

Urban economic and political development suffered severely 

from the social and demographic upheaval set in train during Ivan 

IV's reign. The number of tax-paying urban households fell by no 

less than 45 per cent between the mid sixteenth century and the 

1620s, and recovery was protracted and uneven. The binding of the 

peasantry to the land severely restricted urban migration. With 

peasant income actually in decline during the seventeenth century, 

the domestic market grew painfully slowly. To make matters worse, 

even in their depleted condition the cities remained a vital source of 

income to the government. The Romanovs reimposed military gov¬ 

ernors and the townsmen were in no position to challenge the 

demands made upon them. The fact that the government had to rely 

on the townsmen themselves to apportion and gather the levies was 

therefore an additional burden rather than a basis for establishing 

municipal independence. Too weak to bargain over the State's im¬ 

positions, the townsmen could do no more than try to spread the 

burden as thinly as possible. To this end they repeatedly urged 

the government to return fugitives to their cities, and to abolish the 

immunities enjoyed by church and noble land in and around the 

cities. Artisans and traders living on this privileged land escaped 

the tax and other service duties of townsmen. Although the State 

shared the townsmen's interest in broadening the urban tax base, 

the political influence of the Church and landowners delayed any 

decisive legislation. Major urban riots in 1648, however, concen¬ 

trated the government's mind. Urban land enjoying immunities 

was confiscated and artisans and traders living there were included 

in the towns' tax-paying rolls. At the same time, all townsmen were 
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forbidden to leave their home cities, and in future only townsmen 

were entitled to practise urban trades and crafts. Lacking economic 

dynamism and political weight, the townsmen aspired no higher 

than to become a closed caste heavily burdened by duties to the 

State. 

In this hostile environment, there were few opportunities for 

townsmen to accumulate capital. During the seventeenth century, it 

is true, there were growth points in the economy. The State actively 

fostered foreign trade, notably with English and Dutch merchants in 

the west and Persia in the south, and fitfully encouraged the estab¬ 

lishment of a number of large-scale manufacturing enterprises. Yet 

international trade and the major enterprises were generally in the 

hands either of the Tsar or of foreigners, and the privileges granted 

Western entrepreneurs were not withdrawn until late in the cen¬ 

tury. As a result only a thin stratum of wealthy native merchants 

developed. Their prosperity was directly dependent upon political 

favour: the government itself constituted the most valuable market, 

established monopolies in the most lucrative goods, disposed of 

much of the available credit, and had the legal power to advance or 

halt new ventures. Moreover, as with the rank-and-file townsmen, 

the State's bureaucratic weakness led it to impose crippling burdens 

on the leading merchants. The most eminent among them, headed 

by the so-called gosti, were saddled with the dubious honour of 

running the Tsar's own commercial interests, or collecting customs 

and excise dues. The system distracted them from their own 

businesses and led many of the richest families to ruin, punished for 

failure to fulfil the Tsar's expectations. Moreover, by turning the 

most prosperous commoners into semi-bureaucrats exempt from 

taxation, it alienated potential urban leaders from the mass of 

townsmen. Although prominent merchants were summoned to the 

meetings of the Zemsky sobor in the seventeenth century, their de¬ 

pendence on the Tsar left them little leverage. Thus, although the 

cities were fiscally too valuable for the government deliberately to 

stunt their economic and institutional development, its own needs 

led it to do just that. The 'service city' which evolved was firmly 

subordinated to the interests of the State. 

What did constrain the seventeenth-century monarchy was the 

growing class of landowners. The privileges of th( boyam, it is true, 

were steadily undermined. During moments of icute royal weak¬ 

ness they tried to re-establish their influence, buL rs a political force 

they were clearly in decline. Ivan the Terrible had not only deci¬ 

mated their ranks during the oprichnina but had eroded the distinc- 
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tion between their hereditary property (votchina) and the conditional 

terms of the pomestie by establishing a norm of military service to be 

borne by all estates. The Time of Troubles had further weakened 

their position, and as the Duma swelled in size from about 30 in the 

1620s to almost 180 in the 1680s, the old families found themselves 

dissolving among the parvenus. The abolition of mestnichestvo in 

1682 symbolized the decline of boyar pretensions and their fusion 

with the pomeshchiks. 

But the relationship of the landowning class as a whole to the 

crown was by no means one of abject subordination. For its part, the 

royal government was fully conscious of its dependence upon 

the pomeshchiks. There could be no thought of undermining the 

class which served as the first line of resistance to smouldering 

peasant insubordination. The new Romanov dynasty, elected to the 

throne in 1613, took care to cultivate their support. Between 1613 

and 1622 the Zemsky sobor, in which the pomeshchiks predomin¬ 

ated, was generally summoned at least once a year and it continued 

to play an important consultative role until 1653. The landowners 

were able to express their views on problems of internal security, 

foreign affairs, and taxation increases. Through the forum of the 

2.5 A meeting of the Zemsky sobor, as imagined by a nineteenth-century 
artist. The Tsar presides over an assembly made up predominantly of 
landowners, seen here standing at a respectful distance, and leading 
members of the Church's hierarchy, seated at the front. 
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Zemsky sobor and through joint petitions they were able to exert 

considerable pressure upon state policy. 

The position of the pomeshchiks certainly had its own weaknes¬ 

ses. They had no corporate institutions at the provincial level; they 

were divided by wide variations in wealth, education, and regional 

interest; their consciousness of sharing common interests was 

vague and little developed. Those best placed to influence govern¬ 

ment policy were also most dependent on state patronage to further 

their military and civil careers, while the police and tax functions 

delegated to serf-owners made the whole class in one sense a part of 

the machinery of government. But the fact that they did not impose 

formal constraints upon royal power reflected above all their over¬ 

riding interest in the maintenance of a strong central state capable of 

holding the peasants in check. This was why, having secured the 

legal codification of serfdom in 1649, they showed little anxiety to 

consolidate an institutional mouthpiece at the centre and the Zemsky 
sobor faded away. The harmony that reigned between the partners 

was less than complete. From the mid seventeenth century the 

proportion of the government's revenue coming from direct taxa¬ 

tion of the peasantry began to rise steeply. Since the pomeshchiks 

depended on the same source - peasant produce - for their income, 

there was always a conflict of interest over the portion to be paid to 

the State. But the alliance between State and serf-owners was too 

close to generate formal dialogue let alone confrontation between 

them. 

During the course of the century the limitations to government 

authority over the pomeshchiks were fully exposed. The pomesh¬ 

chiks became more and more absorbed in their farms, and as these 

grew in size, military service for a minimal salary became less and 

less attractive. The government faced mounting problems in enforc¬ 

ing the service obligations which were supposed to accompany 

landownership. It found itself unable to prevent the pomeshchiks 

from buying and selling their estates and rapidly establishing de facto 
hereditary rights of ownership. The instrument of royal power 

which the pomestie system had been designed to create became 

increasingly unsatisfactory. 

It was the military deficiencies of the pomeshchiks which gave 

the government the greatest grounds for concern. Even if they had 

been eager to serve, these landowners could be no more than 

part-time soldiers. Between campaigns they had of necessity to 

return to supervise their estates. In this they suffered from the same 

defects as the streltsy, the small force of regular infantry originally 
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set up during Ivan the Terrible's reign. Unable to pay the rank and 
file an adequate salary, the government had been compelled to 
allow these semi-professional soldiers to engage in petty trade and 
handicraft and to farm a small plot of land. In the case of both 
pomeshchiks and streltsy, their need to support themselves during 
much of the year placed enormous obstacles in the way of training 
and disciplining them, or introducing them to new methods of 
warfare. By the seventeenth century the ill-organized cavalry of the 
pomeshchiks, still generally armed with bows and arrows rather 
than firearms, was becoming less and less effective. Even as a match 
for the Tatar warriors of the Crimea, who were similarly equipped, 
their value declined when in the 1630s and 1640s a strong line of 
fortifications was built in the south. Against Western armies they 
were becoming distinctly anachronistic. Muscovy's major European 
rivals were investing in full-time professional infantry and mod¬ 
ernized cavalry using firearms. By the time of the Smolensk War 
against Poland of 1632-34 the government had recognized the need 
for reform. Between 1630 and 1680, therefore, growing efforts were 
made to organize the Muscovite Army on a new basis. Foreign 
mercenaries were hired to officer new-formation regiments into 
which an increasing number of peasant recruits were drafted. The 
infantry replaced the cavalry as the army's mainstay, and the emph¬ 
asis was placed on European-style firearms and artillery. By the 
1680s the old-fashioned cavalry of the pomeshchiks had dis¬ 
appeared as an independent force, the streltsy were restricted to 
internal policing duties, and Muscovy had gone a long way towards 
establishing a professional army. 

The heavy cost of military modernization generated major fiscal 
and administrative innovations. To increase direct tax revenue, 
liability was shifted from a land base (which had discouraged 
peasants from expanding the area they sowed) to a flat rate per 
peasant household. Various new indirect taxes were introduced, 
and in the late 1650s and early 1660s the coinage was debased. 
Popular resistance to these measures gave the government pause, 
but efforts to increase revenue continued. In administering the 
expanding army and the various forms of taxation, the central 
offices of the bureaucracy multiplied. By the 1680s there were over 
fifty chancelleries (prikazi) set up to deal with new tasks and newly 
incorporated areas. In retrospect their structure seems irrational 
with no clear divison between territorial and functional responsibili¬ 
ties. But the major chancelleries, concerned with finance, the army, 
and foreign affairs, do not appear to have operated inefficiently, and 
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their officials became steadily more specialized. Although revenue 
tripled in real terms during the seventeenth century the budget was 
not brought into balance. The Treasury was still unable to pay and 
supply the army adequately - despite the fact that over half the 
budget was devoted to military expenditure even in peacetime. 
All too often the soldiers had to be allowed to supplement their in¬ 
come in a manner reminiscent of the streltsy. Nevertheless, the 
State's room for manoeuvre was increasing. The civil and military 
instruments which would provide Peter the Great with the lever¬ 
age for a more forthright assertion of state interests were taking 
shape. 

If the changes set in train in Ivan the Terrible's reign recast 
secular society, the impact upon the Church was no less momen¬ 
tous. On the face of it, the debilitated condition in which Ivan left the 
Crown, compounded as it was by the extinction of the Rurik line on 
the death of his son Fyodor in 1598, much enhanced the political 
stature of the Church. During the Time of Troubles the Patriarchate 
(established in 1589) became a vital focus of authority. The Church 
took the lead in rallying the forces which drove out the Poles and 
established the Romanovs on the throne. It was as Patriarch that 
Michael Romanov's father, Filaret, dominated the government be¬ 
tween 1618 and 1633. In the 1650s Patriarch Nikon claimed for the 
Church an autonomy which exasperated Alexis I, the most pious 
and gentle of tsars. As late as the succession crisis of 1682 Patriarch 
Joachim played a critical role and even briefly acted as Regent. Yet in 
fact the Church's power was being eroded throughout the seven¬ 
teenth century. Filaret owed his eminence less to his holy office than 
to his son's willingness to treat him as a co-ruler. The fact that Nikon 
overreached himself was clearly exposed when Tsar Alexis forced 
him to withdraw from public affairs and subsequently had him 
deposed and replaced by a more pliant successor. And Joachim was 
swiftly ousted when Sophia established her regency. Forceful indi¬ 
viduals might use the prestige of the Patriarchate to wield political 
influence, but this only disguised the decline in the political weight 
of the Church. 

In temporal terms, the Church suffered from the growing in¬ 
terest shown in ecclesiastical wealth by both pomeshchiks and the 
government. Pomeshchiks on small and medium-sized estates re¬ 
sented the privileges enjoyed by monasteries and looked hungrily at 
their lands, while the swelling needs of the Treasury drew the Tsar's 
attention to the resources of the Church. Repeated steps were taken 
to raise the Church's contribution to the state budget, to remove tax 
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immunity from church land, and to prevent more land coming 

under clerical control. Though church property remained intact, it 

became progressively less secure. 

More ominous still were the*first serious cracks in the Church's 

spiritual hegemony. The absorption of a substantial Muslim popula¬ 

tion as Muscovy pushed east and south presented a relatively minor 

problem - although it underlined the Church's reliance on state 

support and fiscal sanctions to convert the heathens. Of much 

greater significance were contacts with Western Christianity which 

increased markedly from the mid sixteenth century along with 

closer military, diplomatic and commercial exchanges between 

Muscovy and central and western Europe. The Polish intervention 

during the Time of Troubles briefly raised the spectre of a Catholic 

Tsar in Moscow. The ensuing struggle to detach the Ukraine from 

Poland and bring it under Russian rule did nothing to weaken 

Western influence. Indeed the gradual incorporation of the eastern 

Ukraine into Muscovy between the 1640s and the 1670s actually 

aggravated the problem. 

Once incorporated into Muscovy, the Ukraine radiated deeply 

unsettling currents of thought. While under Polish rule, the Ortho¬ 

dox hierarchy in the Ukraine had been able to resist the spread of 

Catholic influence only by adopting many of the methods and some 

of the ideas characteristic of the Counter-Reformation. There had 

been a determined attempt to root out abuses among the clergy and 

to raise their intellectual calibre. And now, even if the Muscovite 

hierarchy felt Ukrainian methods to be tinged with Latin heresy, 

they could no longer ignore the issues raised. Moreover, pressure 

for reform had already arisen within the Russian Church. This had 

found partial expression as early as 1589 when the government had 

persuaded Constantinople to raise the Metropolitan of Moscow to 

patriarchal status in order to strengthen Orthodoxy's defences. 

During the 1620s Patriarch Filaret had sanctioned cautious liturgical 

reform precisely to forestall foreign infection. In the reign of Alexis I 

the Ukrainian stimulus took full effect, and the Tsar himself eagerly 

supported a flurry of reforms aimed at intellectual and moral re¬ 

novation. Accumulated errors were to be erased from the holy 

books, services were to be conducted in a more intelligible manner, 

sermons were to be encouraged, and scholarship was to be actively 

fostered in a number of monasteries; at the same time, new saints 

were canonized, clergy and laiety alike urged to observe the pre¬ 

scribed fasts, and for a brief time the government even went to the 

lengths of closing the taverns. The result of these efforts to stiffen 
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2.6 Contemporary painting (c. 1660) of Patriarch Nikon at the height of his 
power and influence. 

Orthodoxy's moral fibre, however, was to spark off a disastrous 

schism within the Church. 

Much of the blame for the schism is generally attributed to 

Nikon, the overbearing prelate elevated to the Patriarchate in 1652. 

He pushed ahead with further reforms, insisting that Russian prac¬ 

tice be brought into line with that of the Greek Mother Church. 

Relying upon authority rather than cultivating widespread support, 

he soon came up against resistance from those who detected a 

tampering with the basic fabric of Orthodoxy. The issues on which 

the schism turned have often seemed to Western scholars so insigni- 
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ficant as to be almost laughable. How could grown men and women 

risk excommunication, persecution, and even burn themselves to 

death rather than see the altar procession move from left to right, the 

number of alleluias cut from three to two, and the number of fingers 

used in making the sign of the cross raised from two to three? To 

Nikon's opponents, however, the changes not only smacked of 

foreign heresy but seemed to threaten the whole meaning of the 

liturgy, to break the link between the service and the faith. Although 

the reforms had the support of the Tsar and in 1667-68 a church 

council anathematized those who refused to conform, the attempt 

to impose the new liturgy by force proved unsuccessful. Resistance, 

concentrated among the peasantry but common among the urban 

population including the streltsy, was widespread and the Church 

found itself confronted with mass disobedience. The 'Old Believ¬ 

ers', as the schismatics became known, lacked intellectual vigour, 

but their protest gave expression to more general social discontent 

and they contributed to popular revolts from that of Stenka Razin 

(1670-71) onwards. The Established Church was never able to 

stamp them out. The challenge to its authority increased its reliance 

upon the secular power, upon fines, torture, and execution. By the 

late seventeenth century, with its economic base vulnerable and its 

spiritual authority flouted, the Church was ill equipped to stand up 

to an increasingly dynamic State. 

The general decline in the Church's influence was reflected in a 

degree of secularization in Russian culture. A narrow elite among 

the wealthier landowners and bureaucrats was developing tastes 

and interests which broke the Orthodox mould. Alexis I himself 

took several initiatives, setting up a court theatre and appointing 

tutors not only for his sons but for his daughter Sophia as well. 

Literacy among the children of noblemen was increasing and secu¬ 

lar literature based on the spoken language of Muscovy began to 

rival the traditional fare of saints' lives written in Church Slavonic. 

Art and architecture reflected a new refinement, a new concern for 

luxury and symmetry, and even iconography placed more emphasis 

upon natural, realistic representation. 

Traditionalist resistance, of course, remained strong. Change 

was popularly associated with the impious ways of foreign heretics. 

In 1652 Alexis was persuaded to establish a new 'foreign suburb' in 

Moscow to replace the one destroyed during the Time of Troubles. 

The growing numbers of immigrant soldiers, merchants, architects, 

craftsmen, shipwrights, and doctors were to live apart from Ortho¬ 

dox Muscovites. Yet these efforts to preserve tradition by isolating 
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society from Western influence were doomed to failure. On the one 

hand, growing diplomatic, military and commercial exchanges with 

the West inevitably involved increased intellectual contact. Equally 

important was the fact that various ideas and fashions developed in 

the West answered a native need for new forms of expression. Like 

much of the rest of the Continent, Muscovy was gradually drawing 

on the example of dynamic elements in the countries of the Atlantic 

seaboard. The speed of change should not be exaggerated. By the 

standards of the West's most sophisticated citizens, the life-style, 

the table manners, the long robes and flowing beards of Moscow's 

elite still seemed antiquated. The cosmopolitan ways of Prince Golit¬ 

syn, the Regent Sophia's favourite, stood out even at court. But the 

more closely historians examine the seventeenth century, the more 

precedents they find for the innovations associated with the name of 

Peter the Great. 
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The prime of the Empire 

It was in the eighteenth century that Russia became a major 

European power. The most spectacular rise in her international 

status occurred in the reign of Peter the Great (1682-1725). His Great 

Northern War against Sweden, concluded by the Treaty of Nystadt 

in 1721, secured for Russia her 'window on the West'. Peter founded 

the new capital of St Petersburg on the Gulf of Finland to 

demonstrate Russia's permanent footing on the Baltic. Embassies 

were rapidly established in the capitals of Europe and the Imperial 

title he accepted from the newly created Senate was gradually 

recognized by his fellow monarchs. 

During the mid eighteenth century, without making major 

territorial gains, Russia significantly increased her influence both 

in the Baltic and in central Europe. This was reflected in her growing 

ascendancy over Poland, and in the newfound respect with which 

the major continental powers treated her. The cornerstone of over a 

century of Russian diplomacy was laid with the signing of a formal 

alliance with Austria in 1726. Under Anne (1730-40) the two eastern 

monarchies defeated French sponsorship of a candidate for the 

Polish throne. Russian support for Austria in the Seven Years War 

(1756-63) brought Prussia to the brink of ruin: Frederick the Great 

was saved only by the death of Elizabeth (1741-61). In the south, 

although French support for Turkey postponed any decisive 

reckoning, the military balance was clearly moving in Russia's 

favour. 

The reign of Catherine the Great (1762-96) saw the largest 

territorial acquisitions since the sixteenth century. The Empire 

expanded across a broad band of territory running from the Baltic to 

the Black Sea, and down to the Caucasus. Most satisfactory for 

Russia were the gains made at the expense of Turkey. Until now 

Turkish protection of the Crimean Tatars had enabled them to 
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launch repeated slave raids on Russian territory, prevented settled 

cultivation of wide areas of the Ukraine, and blocked Russian access 

to the Black Sea. The defeat of Turkey in the War of 1768-74, 

therefore, marked a major step in consolidating Russia's southern 

flank. By the Treaty of Kuchuk Kainardzhi Russia acquired a Black 

Sea coastline. In 1783 she proceeded to annex the nominally 

independent Crimea and to construct a large Black Sea fleet. 

Turkish efforts to reverse the verdict between 1787 and 1791 were 

unavailing and by the Treaty of Jassy she was compelled to 

acknowledge Russian rule across the northern coast of the Black 
Sea. 

The Empire's expansion in central Europe was a much more 

qualified blessing. Recurrent Polish resistance to Russian 

domination encouraged Catherine to destroy the buffer state 

altogether. Russia's prolonged struggle with Turkey gave Prussia 

and Austria the leverage to ensure that they should benefit from the 

dismantling of Polish independence. By the partitions of 1772,1793, 

and 1795, therefore, Poland was carved up between the three 

powers and erased from the map. Russia acquired 6 million new 

subjects who would prove impossible to assimilate and constitute 

the Empire's most dangerous national minority. 

During the brief reign of Paul I (1796-1801) Russia agreed to 

extend protection to the Caucasian kingdom of Georgia against the 

encroachment of Persia. When protection turned to annexation 

Russia faced Georgian resistance and became involved in a long if 

relatively untaxing war with Persia (1804-13). By Paul I's time, 

however, Russia's primary concern was with the destabilizing 

energy radiating from revolutionary France. Dissension among 

France's enemies broke up the Second Coalition, though not before 

Russia's most revered commander, Suvorov, had temporarily 

driven the French from northern Italy and conducted a legendary 

retreat through the Swiss Alps. Paul then allied briefly with 

Napoleon before he was assassinated in favour of his son, 

Alexander I (1801-25). 

It fell to Alexander to bear the full brunt of Napoleon's ambition. 

Russian participation in the Third Coalition ended in disaster at 

Austerlitz (1805), but Alexander used the breathing-space afforded 

by the Treaty of Tilsit (1807) to good effect. He drastically lowered 

the price demanded from Turkey for an end to the War of 1806-12, 

and having deprived Sweden of Finland he hastily concluded a 

treaty with her in 1812. That summer Napoleon assembled the 

Grande Armee and in June invaded Russia through Poland. The 
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Map 4 The western expansion of Russia under Peter I and Catherine II, 

1689-1796 

Russians denied him the decisive pitched battle on which he had 

counted. The Armee's massive size proved a positive handicap to 

Napoleon as its supply problems became horrendous. By the time 

the French approached Moscow, General Kutuzov was ready to 
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stand his ground. On 7 September* on the field of Borodino the 
Russians inflicted the worst savaging any army of Napoleon's had 
ever suffered, before withdrawing in good order. Moscow was 
abandoned, but Napoleon could make little use of its capture - 
especially since nine-tenths of the old capital was burned to the 
ground. As winter approached, Napoleon was unable to advance 
further, nor could he persuade the Tsar to negotiate. On 19 October 
the French Emperor turned for home. The retreating army was 
ravaged by hunger, cold, disease, and ever more audacious and 
vicious assaults by peasant partisans. Alexander insisted upon 
chasing the French all the way back to Paris. A relieved Russian 
establishment conferred upon him the title of 'the Blessed'. He had 
done what all Europe had failed to do: he had stopped Bonaparte. 

Alexander extended Russia's borders further west than ever 
and they remained essentially unchanged until the First World War. 
Despite Allied opposition he reconstituted the expanded Polish 
territory under his control as an independent kingdom linked to 
Russia through the person of the monarch. He created the Holy 
Alliance of Christian monarchs dedicated to peace and upholding 
the existing order, and in subsequent years urged Great Power 
intervention against national revolutions in Spain, Piedmont, 
Naples and, with less conviction. Orthodox Greece. 

His brother Nicholas (1825-55) adopted an even more rigidly 
conservative approach towards the West. A fierce revolt in Poland 
in 1831 was crushed and the separate kingdom abolished. During 
the revolutions of 1848 he used his seemingly impregnable position 
to repress rebellion in Romania, to restore Habsburg control in 
Hungary, and to prevent constitutional change in Germany. 
Alexander the Blessed had been succeeded by 'the Gendarme of 
Europe'. 

In fact, however, the empire had passed its prime by Nicholas's 
time. Russia's armies were adequate to increase her influence in 
central Asia and to inflict further defeats on both Turkey and Persia, 
thereby extending Russian rule in the Caucasus. They could deal 
with the ill-organized forces of eastern Europe's revolutionary 
outbursts. But their limitations were fully exposed in the course of 
the Crimean War (1853-56). Nicholas's government underrated the 
concern felt by Britain, France, and her traditional ally Austria over 
Russia's growing influence in the Balkans, and above all over the 

* Between Peter I's calendar reform in 1699 and that of the Bolsheviks in 1918, 
Russia used the Julian calendar which was twelve days behind the West in the 
nineteenth century and thirteen in the twentieth. 
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Table 3.1 The Imperial succession 

1682-1725 Peter I - the Great 

1725-1727 Catherine I 

1727-1730 Peter II 

1730-1740 Anne 

1740-1761 Elizabeth 

1761-1762 Peter III 

1762-1796 Catherine II - the Great 

1796-1801 Paul 

1801-1825 Alexander I 

1825-1855 Nicholas I 

possibility that Constantinople might fall under her sway. Nicholas 

refused to back down from asserting his right to protect the Sultan's 

Orthodox subjects, Turkey declared war, and Britain and France 

came to her aid. In the ensuing conflict Russia was defeated at 

sea and humiliated on her own doorstep by the fall of her Crimean 

naval base at Sevastopol. She was compelled to sue for peace and 

under the terms of the Treaty of Paris was disarmed on the Black 

Sea. 

How are Russia's massive expansion and the remorseless rise in 

her international prestige in the century and a half before the 

Crimean War to be explained? A significant part of the answer lies in 

the social, economic, and political problems of her neighbours, and 

the pattern of their diplomatic manoeuvres. The remarkable ascent 

of Swedish power from a tiny base was doomed to retraction in the 

eighteenth century, and Russia was the natural beneficiary. 

Poland's collapse owed as much to the failure of her serf-owning 

nobility to cooperate behind a powerful central government and 

army as to the exertions of her neighbours. Social and economic 

stagnation ensured Turkey's decline (and to an even greater extent 

Persia's) compared to Europe's major powers. The rivalry between 

Austria and Prussia, and their involvement in the wars of the West, 

increased Russia's weight in central and eastern Europe. 

Yet this provides only a part of the explanation. In order to 

benefit from favourable international developments, indeed in 

order to avoid falling victim herself to the volatile diplomacy of the 

period, Russia had to mobilize her resources far more effectively 

than she had under Peter's predecessors. It was his success in 



msm 

3.1 Peter the Great. This equestrian portrait (by Franz Casanova) conveys 
Peter's commitment both to Russian military might and also to the costume 
and manners of the west. 
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mobilizing men, arms, ships, and provisions which was most 
characteristic of Peter's reign. He abolished the streltsy and the old 
service cavalry altogether and, building on Muscovy's new- 
formation regiments, he completed the construction of a regular 
standing army. It became possible to instil the drill, discipline, and 
skills required to make the army an effective fighting force. It 
became possible to standardize the materiel and develop strategy in a 
way that had been beyond Muscovy's capabilities. 

The Petrine military system remained unchanged in essentials 
until after the Crimean War. The rank and file were drawn from 
forced levies laid upon the tax-paying population. Service was for 
life: this was reduced to twenty-five years at the end of the 
eighteenth century, but all too often the difference was purely 
nominal. The officers were drawn from the nobility. Peter made 
service in the army or the civil administration compulsory and 
lifelong for all noblemen. The term of service was reduced by his 
successors and in 1762 it was made voluntary, but the great bulk of 
the officer corps continued to be staffed by hereditary noblemen. 
During the eighteenth century the irregular Cossack hosts were 
gradually brought under control and absorbed into the regular 
army. Although the government was cautious about enrolling men 
from newly incorporated minorities, the size of the army rose in line 
with the population - which increased from some 15 million under 
Peter to double that figure under Catherine II and reached about 67 
million by the 1850s. 

At the same time as Russia became a leading military power she 
began to develop a considerable naval capacity as well. Peter found¬ 
ed the navy out of virtually nothing, recruiting officers and sailors in 
the same way as for the army, and used it to good effect against the 
Swedes. Renewed progress was made, after a prolonged period of 
decline, when Catherine II's acquisition of the northern coast of the 
Black Sea initiated a major shipbuilding programme. 

The shift from short-term mercenary troops, from unreliable 
feudal levies, and part-time forces expected to earn their own living 
was undertaken by most of the powers of early modern Europe. 
Success depended upon discovering ways to supply the standing 
army. In Russia, rank-and-file wages were kept very low, and 
throughout the period Russian regiments supplied many of their 
own needs, a high proportion of 'soldiers' serving as tailors, carpen¬ 
ters, cobblers, and so forth. In peacetime, regiments were billeted 
upon towns and villages. Nevertheless, it was necessary to raise and 
administer far more revenue than Muscovy had ever handled. At 
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the centre Peter created a governing Senate to oversee all adminis¬ 
tration. He replaced the overlapping chancelleries with colleges in 
which efficiency was to be ensured by the mutual responsibility of 
thirteen top officials in each, and which at least in theory had more 
clearly defined duties. Under Alexander I they were in turn replaced 
by distinctly more effective ministries. At the local level Peter left tax 
collection to the army, dealing through intermediaries chosen by the 
peasantry and townsmen themselves. From Catherine IPs reign the 
local administration began to expand, and although the number of 
officials remained miniscule the system sufficed to meet the needs of 
the army. 

Peter's reign saw the most dramatic leap in the revenue raised 
by the State. It is estimated that he trebled it in real terms - and this 
at a time when the population was stagnant. His most important 
innovation was the poll-tax in place of the household tax, which the 
peasantry had been able partially to evade by merging households. 
The poll-tax, a fixed annual levy placed on all tax-paying males 
regardless of age, together with the rent imposed on state peasants, 
formed the basis of state revenue for over a century. In addition 
Peter imposed an astonishing range of indirect taxes, on everything 
from beards to blue eyes, the most important being those on alcohol 
and salt. In the nineteenth century, as the pace of domestic and 
foreign commerce quickened, indirect taxes gradually yielded more 
than the poll-tax. Peter also greatly increased the subventions paid 
out of church revenue towards the needs of the State, a process 
which culminated in the secularization of church property in the 
1760s. Peter himself achieved a balanced budget, but his successors 
found it necessary to supplement their income by resorting to ever 
larger foreign loans. 

With the help of the army, then, Peter and his successors were 
able to squeeze more revenue from the population. But the State's 
increased income also reflected significant economic development 
from Peter's reign onwards. Forced labour was used to found metal¬ 
lurgical and textile industries, making Russia self-sufficient in arms 
and uniforms. The major step in agriculture was the opening-up of 
the rich lands of the Ukraine as Russian rule was consolidated 
against Turks, Crimean Tatars, and Cossacks, while the establish¬ 
ment of outlets to the Baltic and then to the Black Sea greatly 
expanded foreign trade. 

Once the industrial and social changes which were transform¬ 
ing the West during the later eighteenth and early nineteenth cen¬ 
turies began to find military expression, of course, the limits of 
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Russia's resources would be fully exposed. Handicapped by serf¬ 
dom, primitive agricultural methods, and the far-flung, inconve¬ 
nient location of her natural resources, it was impossible for her to 
keep pace. The most graphic illustration of her rapid relative indust¬ 
rial and technological decline is provided by figures for production 
of pig-iron. Whereas in the 1780s she produced twice as much as her 
closest competitor. Great Britain, by the end of the Crimean War she 
had been overtaken by Belgium, France was exceeding her output 
threefold, and Britain no less than fourteenfold. The army itself 
constituted a major drain on the economy. It numbered well over a 
million men by Nicholas's day. Annual recruitment had to be even 
heavier than this total suggests, since well into the nineteenth 
century a high percentage of recruits died before even reaching their 
regiments and disease took a heavy toll among established troops. 
Yet the government found it impossible to reduce the size of the 
army. The extended frontiers, the recurrent danger of resistance 
from national minorities, and the permanent threat of peasant dis¬ 
turbances necessitated a huge military presence. Nor could the 
standing army be cut by building up a reserve since trained men, 
automatically liberated when drafted, could hardly be returned to 
enserfed villages. Russia's defeat in the Crimean War certainly 
owed something to poor leadership and complacency at the top. But 
in an age of railways and steam-power it became increasingly diffi¬ 
cult for her to compete. Her army and navy were becoming anti¬ 
quated. 

The State which organized the Empire's military effort is de¬ 
scribed in both Soviet and Western historiography as an 'absolute 
monarchy'. The label draws attention to three important develop¬ 
ments which distinguish it from the early Romanov State. In the first 
place, the creation of a regular standing army marked a qualitative 
change in the authority of the monarchy. Whereas Muscovy's Strelt¬ 

sy and pomeshchiks had proved thoroughly unreliable and resistant 
to central organization and discipline, Peter bequeathed a military 
machine responsive to hierarchical control. The last traces of inde¬ 
pendence within the military establishment were removed and the 
State's powers of coercion greatly enhanced. 

The second major departure was the coup de grace administered 
to the Church, the one institution outside the State with which 
Muscovite monarchs had been compelled to reckon. Peter firmly 
subjugated the Church to the State. The Patriarchate was abolished 
and ecclesiastical administration taken over by the Holy Synod 
(1721), a department of state headed by a layman. After the secular- 
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ization of church lands, initiated during the brief reign of Peter III 
(1761-62) but completed by Catherine II, the clergy became salaried 
employees of the State. The political independence of the hierarchy 
was broken. 

Finally, from the time of Peter the Great decision-making power 
was concentrated in undiluted form in the hands of the monarch. 
Peter ceased appointing his most trusted aides to the Boyars' Duma, 
the Duma's residual right to be consulted went by default, and the 
institution withered away. The Zemsky sobor, whose role in decision¬ 
making had never approached the status of a right, disappeared 
altogether. The nearest thing to a Zemsky sobor summoned by Peter's 
successors was Catherine II's Legislative Commission (1766-68). It 
helped make the government conscious of some of the preoccupa¬ 
tions of nobility and townsmen, but when its proceedings were 
interrupted by the Turkish War, Catherine allowed the experiment 
to lapse. Nor did any of the projects for constitutional constraints 
upon the Tsar's discretion bear fruit. The only major attempt to 
impose terms on the Crown was made in 1730, when Peter's daugh¬ 
ter Anne was offered the throne. The Supreme Privy Council, estab¬ 
lished during the reign of Peter's widow Catherine I (1725-27), 
sought to establish the right to participation in, and an effective veto 
over, all major policy decisions. Although the Empress submitted 
momentarily, divisions within the nobility enabled her to tear up the 
councillors' terms. Both Catherine II and Alexander I were urged 
early in their reigns to make significant if less dramatic institutional 
reforms, but in neither case could the reformers mobilize strong 
pressure upon the monarchs to consent. The more sophisticated 
projects drawn up by Speransky in 1809 and Novosiltsev in 1819 
were made at Alexander's instigation and fell to the ground the 
moment he lost enthusiasm. Thus no institutional check upon the 
Tsar was established. Even when the incumbent on the throne 
showed little inclination for active policy-making, those who acted 
for the Tsar owed their power solely to proximity to the throne. 

These developments concentrated enormous power in the 
hands of the individual on the throne. His personality and judge¬ 
ment were of most significance in the fields of foreign and military 
affairs. There were of course major guidelines within which even 
the most idiosyncratic monarch would operate: security in the west, 
a steady probing towards outlets in the Baltic and the Black Sea, 
incremental expansion and pacification in the south-east. Yet major 
strategic decisions could depend very much upon the will of the 
monarch. The grim determination with which Peter the Great re- 
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stored the army after the disaster at Narva (1700), and risked all in 
the decisive battle against the Swedes at Poltava (1709), reflected in 
large measure his own indomitable, exuberant, ruthless personal¬ 
ity. Peter III was personally responsible for the abrupt cessation of 
hostilities against a prostrate Prussia in the midst of the Seven Years 
War. Alexander I rebuffed repeated advice that he come to terms 
with Napoleon during the French invasion. The Crimean War was 
as much the product of Nicholas's own judgement - or misjudge¬ 
ment - as of any irresistible pressure upon him. There was plenty of 
room for sheer caprice: Paul I's order for an overland march across 
unmapped territory to wrest India from the British was only the 
most bizarre instance. Military organization, too, owed much to the 
whim of the Tsar. Virtually all the Romanovs from Peter's time took 
limitless pleasure in the glitter and order of parade-ground drill, 
thereby seriously diminishing the emphasis on combat training. 
Equally striking was Alexander I's experiment with 'military col¬ 
onies', which was very much his own pet scheme. He envisaged 
combining farming and family life with military service in idyllic 
rural settlements. But the colonies were run on a shoe-string and 
generated explosive tensions; both officers and men loathed the 
system, and the attempt to make it pay by imposing the most 
detailed and humiliating regulations sparked off repeated risings. 
With over a third of the standing army enrolled in the colonies, the 
situation became dangerous and Nicholas phased them out. 

For all the Tsar's power over the army, where domestic affairs 
are concerned the phrase 'absolute monarchy' may obscure as much 
as it reveals. It conjures up the picture of an omnipotent and inde¬ 
pendent sovereign - the image actively cultivated by the ideology of 
Tsarism. It was this image of the disinterested and all-powerful Tsar 
which so endeared the 'little father' to generations of Russian serfs. 
And the myth was sincerely believed by many of the monarchs 
themselves. Their personal responsibility for decision-making 
seemed to elevate them above the social struggle, to make them 
neutral arbiters between the competing interests of nobles, towns¬ 
men, and peasants. Paul I was the last Tsar who actually enjoyed his 
office. His successors were weighed down by the sense of duty. 
Nicholas wore himself out seeking to keep control over every con¬ 
ceivable decision in his own hands, so convinced was he that the 
sovereign alone could perceive the common good. This supposition 
informs much Imperial legislation and permeates many liberal treat¬ 
ments of the nature of state power. Yet the reality was different. 
Although the post-Petrine State was much more formidable than 
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that of Muscovy, there remained very real constraints upon the 
options open to the Tsar. These were of two kinds: those deriving 
from the social structure on which the monarchy rested, and those 
implicit in the rudimentary nature of the administrative instruments 
at the Tsar's disposal. 

In a society based on serfdom, order depended upon upholding 
the authority of the serf-owners. To subvert them would be to incite 
peasant revolts even more threatening than those which punctu¬ 
ated the eighteenth century. It was simply inconceivable for the 
monarchy to contemplate sweeping away the nobility. This is not to 
deny that the monarchs themselves became increasingly conscious 
of the social tension, economic stagnation, and moral evil implicit in 
serfdom. Tsar after tsar floated notions of at least ameliorating the 
virtual slavery of the peasantry: Nicholas set up no less than nine 
secret committees to consider the issue. Yet each tsar was advised 
against drastic action and each duly backed away. To tamper with 
serfdom was certain to arouse wild expectations among the peasan¬ 
try and would require the most rigorous control. Should the nobility 
refuse to cooperate, the monarchy would be left high and dry and 
the monarch himself would be unlikely to survive. Nothing could be 
done without noble acquiescence. 

The effective veto that the nobility exercised over this most 
central issue of social life was guaranteed by the whole structure of 
the State. The army, the Tsar's ultimate weapon, was commanded 
by noblemen. The influence this gave to the nobility was most 
clearly demonstrated in the role played by the elite Guards regi¬ 
ments in settling the succession struggles in the period between the 
reigns of Peter I and Catherine II. Should a wayward tsar stray too 
far from the path approved by the nobility, he could be replaced. 
Nor was noble influence brought to bear only in moments of crisis. 
In the eighteenth century the civil administration was overwhel¬ 
mingly staffed by men of noble origin. Thereafter the proportion of 
commoners began to rise, but the upper reaches remained wholly 
dominated by the nobility: at Nicholas's death 70 per cent of the 
highestanking bureaucrats were landowners, often possessing vast 
estates. Despite the arrival of occasional parvenus such as 
Speransky in the early decades of the nineteenth century, the Tsar 
was surrounded by military and civil advisers who were bound by 
the strongest bonds to the serf-owning nobility. And the royal 
family itself, despite intermarriage with foreign royalty and its 
unique treatment in law, lived and moved within the milieu of 
Russia's aristocracy. 
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It is in this context that the absence of any corporate forum 

through which the nobility could participate in decision-making 

should be understood. Various secondary explanations for the Rus¬ 

sian nobility's failure to mount a fronde against the Crown can be 

adduced. Court politics were pursued within a context of competi¬ 

tion between rival patronage groups. Senior officials inevitably 

tended to view any proposals for constitutional reform or institu¬ 

tional innovation according to the impact that would be made upon 

their own position and that of their clientele. This made it impossi¬ 

ble for those who did advance reform proposals, such as Panin 

under Catherine II and Pahlen under Alexander I, to organize un¬ 

ited pressure upon the Tsar to compromise his authority. Moreover, 

outside Moscow and St Petersburg political consciousness among 

landowners remained weak. Not until Catherine II deliberately 

established permanent provincial assemblies of the nobility (1785) 

were there any estate institutions in which pressure upon the cen¬ 

tral government might gather momentum - and even then the 

assemblies remained passive and ill-attended. As in the seven¬ 

teenth century, the development of political consciousness was 

inhibited by the low cultural level of provincial noblemen, and by 

the differences in outlook between noblemen of different regions 

and different degrees of wealth. In any case, the career patterns of 

service to the State and the rapid fragmentation of noble estates, 

divided among several heirs, continued to deprive them of strong 

local ties comparable with those of British and French noblemen. 

But the fundamental explanation for the absence of political con¬ 

frontation between Crown and nobility remained the community of 

interest between them. The need both for foreign and domestic 

security was evident to all. It was royal troops who drove out Poles, 

Swedes, Turks, and Frenchmen; it was government forces which 

kept the serf in his place. The fate of Poland demonstrated the price 

to be paid for oligarchic fracturing of state power; the Pugachev 

rebellion (see below, pp. 61-2) (1773-74) demonstrated all too 

brutally the need to buttress the Tsar's authority. Only when the 

Crown showed itself unable or unwilling to uphold their serf¬ 

owning authority would the nobility be motivated to question the 

Tsar's 'absolute' power. 
Individually, the Russian nobleman continued into the eight¬ 

eenth century to enjoy much less security under the law than his 

Western counterpart. The ruthless punishment meted out to senior 

officials who fell from favour reflected the general lack of legal 

safeguards for life and property. Yet, while bureaucratic power over 



54 Russia 

3.2 Catherine the Great. Allegorical portrait by Levitsky of the empress as 
Lawgiver in the temple of Justice. Though Catherine assiduously cultivated 
an image of absolute authority, she was well aware of the limitations on her 
own power. 
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commoners remained capricious right into the nineteenth century, 

steady progress was made in entrenching the individual rights of 

noblemen. From the mid eighteenth century, in theory at least, they 

could not lose rank, estate, honour, or life without trial by their 

peers, and they became immune to corporal punishment. Cather¬ 

ine's Charter to the Nobility of 1785, which formally confirmed these 

rights, also recognized their absolute property rights and exemption 

from personal taxation and billeting obligations. Not the least of the 

offences which led to Paul's assassination in 1801 was his contemp¬ 

tuous treatment of courtiers. Noble sense of personal dignity had 

passed the point where such treatment was tolerable. 

The constraints imposed upon the State by the interests of the 

nobility are sometimes overlooked because of its apparent collective 

vulnerability to state interference. Yet such interference was possi¬ 

ble for only one ruler of Imperial Russia: Peter the Great. The 

creation of a regular army and somewhat more effective administra¬ 

tive apparatus enabled him briefly to force the pace of change in the 

face of widespread noble hostility. The astonishing range of innova¬ 

tions made by this tireless giant of a man gave contemporary noble¬ 

men - never mind humbler folk - the sense of being in the hands of 

some alien, elemental force. His most striking imposition on the 

nobility was the introduction of compulsory, lifelong service to the 

State. All noblemen over the age of 15 were to register for service 

and proceed through the fourteen grades of a carefully constructed 

Table of Ranks (1722) drawn up for military, civil, and court service. 

He succeeded in forcing several thousand nobles into service by 

threatening them with loss of status and land. No other eighteenth- 

century European elite was so ruthlessly dragooned. 

Yet even Peter's ascendancy over the nobility must not be ex¬ 

aggerated. The most prominent families had no objection to service 

- it had long offered them the surest route to power, wealth, and 

prestige. Those who did object found various means of evasion, and 

in any case, within a very brief period, the initially reluctant provin¬ 

cial nobility became acclimatized. During the succession crisis of 

1730 complaints against compulsory service were barely audible 

even among the lesser nobility. In 1736 the period of service was cut 

to twenty-five years, and in 1762 Peter III abolished compulsory 

service altogether. By the time of Catherine's Legislative Commis¬ 

sion (1766-68), the predominant concern among the nobility was to 

exclude commoners from the Table of Ranks. Even the middle¬ 

ranking provincial posts continued to attract humbler noblemen 

who often took them up after retiring from the army. Having ac- 
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quired the taste, a service career became increasingly attractive to 

them. It offered wider horizons, higher status, an opportunity to 

wield power, and, above all, a valuable source of income. Through 

the fruits of office a significant proportion of the payments imposed 

on the taxable population flowed to the nobility. They made Peter's 

creation their own. 

The symbiotic relationship between State and nobility limited 

the scope of state power and conditioned government policy. The 

most fundamental limitation concerned jurisdiction over private 

serfs. Provided the landlord ensured that his serfs' poll-tax did not 

fall too far into arrears, he was left to his own devices. During the 

eighteenth century the State acknowledged his right to punish to 

the point of death a serf who displeased him, to enrol him in the 

army, to exile him to Siberia, to trade and dispose of his human 

property as he pleased. Catherine explicitly denied the serf's right to 

appeal to the State against his master's treatment. Private serfs, 

some 46 per cent of the total peasant population at Nicholas's death 

and concentrated in the most fertile areas of the Empire, were 

beyond the reach of the State. 

A large portion of the State's scarce resources was absorbed 

in upholding the serf-owners' authority and subsidizing their 

income. Throughout the eighteenth century peasant flight, 

resistance, murder, and revolt were endemic, and the incidence of 

peasant disturbance began to rise again soon after the Napoleonic 

Wars. Government forces had constantly to be at hand. Nor was 

government aid to the landlord restricted to armed assistance. 

Despite the opportunities opened out from the late eighteenth 

century by an expanding grain trade, a marked increase in the land 

available, and a steady rise in labour and money dues extracted from 

the peasantry, the nobility found it difficult to make ends meet. 

Through the agency of the Nobles' Bank established in 1754, and 

later the State Loan Bank, the State issued massive loans to sustain 

them. In 1762 commoners were forbidden to purchase serfs, thereby 

giving noble industrialists a temporary advantage since hired labour 

was still scarce. By steadily eroding the townsmen's monopoly over 

urban trade and craft, the State assisted not only serf entrepreneurs 

but also their noble masters who claimed much of their profit in the 

form of quit-rent. Since noble interests were not always uniform, 

deference to their wishes did not dictate all the Tsar's major 

decisions, but it did inform every sphere, including the fiscal, 

commercial, and, very often, the tariff policy of the State. 

Dependence on the nobility was not the only constraint upon 
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the 'absolute monarchy'. Even where noble interests constituted no 

barrier, the government's effective power was severely limited by 

the rudimentary nature of the bureaucratic apparatus available to it. 

The Tsarist Civil Service was small, inefficient, ill-trained, and cor¬ 

rupt. Peter almost doubled Muscovy's few thousand administrat¬ 

ive posts, but his successors cut the number so that in the mid 

eighteenth century the total was still little over 10,000. Catherine II 

sharply increased the number, which reached about 38,000 by the 

end of the century, and in the nineteenth century steady expansion 

set in bringing the total to some 114,000 by Nicholas I's death. Yet, 

although the number of officials for every 2,000 head of population 

rose from one in the 1750s to about four in the 1850s, the proportion 

was still incomparably lower than that prevailing in the West. Even 

in the towns, where officials were concentrated, the government 

had to rely right into the nineteenth century on reluctant elected 

townsmen to carry out a host of fiscal, economic, and general 

administrative functions. Although the government found the 'ser¬ 

vice city' far from satisfactory, it was not until Catherine II's reign 

that centrally appointed officials began to take over many of these 

functions. Some strata of the urban population were still apportion¬ 

ing and collecting their own tax dues in Nicholas I's reign. As for 

rural Russia, it remained palpably undergoverned. 

Officials underwent no formal education in the eighteenth cen¬ 

tury, and in the early nineteenth the level of education in the 

provincial offices remained very low. Efforts by Alexander I's re¬ 

forming minister, Speransky, to make promotion dependent upon 

examinations were frustrated by opposition from officials. Not until 

the end of the Napoleonic Wars did increased specialization effect a 

sharp drop in the number of transfers from military to civil service. 

The preference given to hereditary nobles, and the free exercise of 

patronage, retarded the establishment of administrative ability as 

the major criterion for promotion. 

What aggravated the problem of developing a genuine 

bureaucracy was the paltry level of salaries. Catherine laid it down 

that every post should be paid, but the limited funds set aside by the 

government were rapidly eroded by inflation. The result was a level 

of corruption which became proverbial. Officials from the highest to 

the lowest subsidized themselves by creaming off state revenue and 

taking bribes - a modern version of Muscovy's 'feeding' system. In 

the absence of any clear division between administrative and judi¬ 

cial functions, even the humblest official enjoyed arbitrary power. 

The haphazard state of the law left bribery the only effective method 
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by which individual commoners could cushion the action and de¬ 

mands of officials. 
The result was a morass of confusion. It was impossible for the 

government to derive any clear picture of its own administrative 

apparatus, let alone of the distribution of resources in the Empire. 

When under Nicholas the governor of each province was instructed 

to draw up an annual report, the information supplied was 

hopelessly vague and did nothing to identify the major weaknesses 

and problems of the administration. Nicholas frankly admitted that 

for the most part the reports were a pack of lies. As late as the 1850s 

local offices kept no regular accounts. Even where it was possible to 

draw up useful statistics, local officials were reluctant to forward 

information which might increase the demands made upon them by 

their superiors in St Petersburg. 

Repeated attempts were made to rationalize the system. Build¬ 

ing on Peter's efforts, Catherine II restructured local government 

(1775) by dividing the Empire into fifty tidy provinces, subdivided 

into districts, each with its own administrative centre. Admirable as 

such schemes seemed from St Petersburg, they looked very differ¬ 

ent on the ground: it was reported from one 'city' designated an 

administrative hub that no one had entered or left it for three 

months. At the centre some progress was made. Alexander's minis¬ 

tries, each with a clearly defined function and headed by a single 

official, represented a distinct improvement on the old colleges. 

Perhaps the most important achievement of Nicholas's reign was 

the codification of the laws: the publication of an authoritative digest 

in 1835 made it possible at least to begin to impose standard pro¬ 

cedures on the bureaucracy. The institutes of higher education and 

jurisprudence established in the early nineteenth century began to 

train a small number of highly competent officials who consciously 

broke with the haphazard approach of the past. 

Yet to the end of the period the central government expressed 

intense frustration at its inability to carry out its policies. Tsar after 

tsar resorted to officials outside the regular hierarchy or appointed 

'watchdogs' - fiscals, procurators, inspectors, Nicholas's notorious 

police of the Third Section - to supervise and expose maladministra¬ 

tion. One motive behind the efforts of both Peter and Catherine to 

enhance the role of elective institutions among nobility and towns¬ 

men was to discipline appointed officials. But the impossibility of 

relying upon orderly execution generated a mass of unproductive 

paper-work. Much of the bureaucracy's time was absorbed in check¬ 

ing and double-checking its own work. 
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Backed by the army, the administration was generally able to 
keep a semblance of order, to crush peasant insubordination, and to 
gather at least a proportion of the taxes decreed. But it could not 
begin to realize the grandiose schemes dreamed up in St Petersburg 
to establish schools, orphanages, hospitals, clinics, veterinary ser¬ 
vices, insurance funds, grain stores, and so forth. Viewed from the 
Winter Palace the much-vaunted power of the monarchy seemed 
distinctly overrated. 

For Russia's commoners, of course, the frustration experienced 
by the central government did nothing to make the burdens im¬ 
posed by the State any less onerous. In many ways the capricious 
and unconstructive nature of the administration made its demands 
weigh even more heavily. For the government gave so little in 
return: the roads remained abysmal, the judicial system tortuously 
slow and arbitrary, the educational and health facilities minimal. 
And the constant drain from the cities, in cash and service, retarded 
capital accumulation, technical advance, the development of inde¬ 
pendent urban culture, institutions, and political assertiveness. 

It is true that despite her natural handicaps and the overriding 
barrier to mobility and enterprise represented by serfdom, Russia's 
non-agricultural economy did expand substantially in the period. 
The military-oriented industries founded by Peter on forced labour 
gradually gave way to more diversified manufacture based on hired 
labour (generally serfs still sending payments back to their villages). 
The domestic market grew as the demands by government and 
nobility for cash forced increasing numbers of peasants into hand¬ 
icraft production and petty commerce. The abolition of internal 
customs tolls in 1775 provided a major stimulus. Regional specia¬ 
lization developed, the major division of labour being between the 
grain-surplus areas of the south and the grain-deficit areas of the 
north and centre. Foreign trade responded to the opportunities 
opened up by the outlets to the Baltic and later the Black Sea, grain 
becoming the major export. The quickening pace of commerce 
increased the urban population: a mere 3 per cent of the population 
in 1700, it rose to about 8 per cent in 1800 and reached around 11 per 
cent by the 1850s. 

But this urban growth was not matched by commensurate de¬ 
velopment of a bourgeoisie comparable to that of many parts of the 
West. Leadership might have been expected from the more substan¬ 
tial merchants, members of the elite merchant guilds established by 
Peter and reformed by Catherine. Instead their political energy was 
absorbed in enhancing the privileges of guild membership, seeking 
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exemption from as many of the burdens of the 'service city' as 
possible, and distancing themselves from petty traders. In any case, 
during the eighteenth century the basic manufacturing sectors were 
dominated by noblemen, socially far removed from the merchants. 
The ravages of the Napoleonic Wars hit the merchant guilds par¬ 
ticularly hard. And when their membership began to recover 
and expand, and the noble grip on industry to slip, the influx 
came largely from successful peasant entrepreneurs. Culturally 
deprived and still closely tied to the village, the latter did nothing 
to raise the level of sophistication or political consciousness of the 
proto-bourgeoisie. 

The most dynamic economic growth took place on the 
periphery of the Empire - in Poland and the south - and here ethnic 
divisions and sheer distance from the political centre acted as fur¬ 
ther constraints. A high proportion of merchants in the textile- 
dominated Moscow region belonged to the inward-looking Old 
Believer tradition. Many of the most wealthy merchants and indus¬ 
trialists were to be found in St Petersburg, where Peter had done his 
best to concentrate commercial activity. It was here that in 1846 a 
revised version of Catherine's largely unsuccessful Charter to the 
Towns (1785) created the first urban institutions capable of signifi¬ 
cantly improving local amenities. Yet the capital's merchants were 
made particularly conscious of their dependence upon government 
favour and contracts, and this inhibited any coherent assertion of 
non-noble interests. The one issue upon which the merchants felt 
most sure of their ground in petitioning the government concerned 
the stranglehold on foreign trade by foreign companies. Yet as late 
as the 1840s foreign entrepreneurs controlled 90 per cent of Russia's 
imports and 97 per cent of her exports, besides making considerable 
inroads into domestic commerce. Even here Russia's middle class 
could not mount a significant campaign. Their political weight re¬ 
mained minimal. 

If the townsmen found difficulty in making their voice heard, 
unyielding resistance to pressure from the rural masses was the 
primary domestic function of the State. Worst off were the private 
serfs, whose numbers grew with the extension of serfdom to the 
Ukraine and the newly settled lands of the south. Since the State 
virtually abdicated all responsibility for their welfare, they were at 
the mercy of their masters. There was a remorseless rise in the 
demands made upon them, especially from the late eighteenth 
century. State peasants, who as a percentage of the rural population 
grew to about 54 per cent by the time of the Crimean War, fared little 
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better. They continued to enjoy rather more autonomy in running 
their own affairs, but the state officials who dealt with them were 
scarcely less rapacious than landlords. Theoretically the govern¬ 
ment had greater leeway to introduce reforms to improve their 
conditions and increase their productivity. But the efforts in this 
direction of Nicholas's Minister for State Domains, Kiselev, found¬ 
ered on the chronic inability of the central government to discipline 
its local officials. 

Both government and landlords continued to uphold the village 
commune as a convenient instrument for apportioning tax, labour 
dues, and, in many areas, allotments of land. The commune pro¬ 
vided some marginal bargaining power for the peasantry since 
concerted resistance could not be lightly dismissed. Neither land¬ 
lord nor state official relished resorting to calling in the military 
whose help would not be given gratis. But the commune continued 
to act as a major obstacle to the emergence of any substantial stratum 
of better-off peasants. In the less fertile north and central regions, 
where peasant trade and crafts developed most rapidly, a measure 
of differentiation did develop as successful petty peasant entre¬ 
preneurs hired their fellows. In the black-earth regions, however, 
the great majority remained close to the breadline. In the absence of 
any significant improvement in agricultural techniques the 
peasantry were acutely vulnerable to harvest failure, and living 
standards in many areas actually declined in the period. 

The only method by which the peasantry could bring serious 
pressure to bear upon their masters was through flight or outright 
resistance. In the 1720s a government survey counted almost a 
quarter of a million fugitives, and the opening out of new lands to 
the south and east continued to attract desperate peasants through¬ 
out the eighteenth century. In Moscow province alone, between 
1764 and 1769 some thirty noblemen were murdered by their serfs. 
Generally the government was able to contain such local outbreaks. 
But when endemic peasant resentment fused with numerous cross¬ 
currents of resistance, the situation could easily get out of hand. The 
most important rebellion was that of 1773-74, named after its Cos¬ 
sack leader Emilyan Pugachev. Beginning as a Cossack revolt 
against government encroachment on their traditional liberties, the 
uprising rapidly attracted support from Old Believers, minority 
nationalities trying to shake off Russian colonization (most notably 
the Bashkirs), serfs assigned to work in the mines and factories of 
the Urals, and tens of thousands of peasants. The rebellion spread 
across a vast stretch of eastern European Russia and severely shook 
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3.3 Pugachev holds court. Some of Pugachev's followers identified him as 
the true Tsar, Peter III, returned to life, and he was venerated accordingly. 

the government and nobility alike. It was successfully repressed, 
and integration of the Cossacks into the regular army deprived 
subsequent risings of similar leadership. But soon after the 
Napoleonic Wars the incidence of peasant disturbances began to 
rise again: there was a serious outbreak in the Urals in 1835 and 
widespread violence in 1847. 

The peasantry never became resigned to their condition. 
Government actions were repeatedly misinterpreted as portents of 
imminent relief. The abolition of compulsory service for the nobility 
(1762) appears to have been widely read as an indication that 
freedom for serfs would follow shortly. Countless rumours of noble 
treachery against the generous wishes of the Tsar, and an 
astonishing number of 'false tsars' believed to be coming to their aid, 
kept peasant hopes alive. Their trust in the Tsar himself remained 
unshaken: but it never entailed acceptance of their subordination to 
officialdom, the army, or the nobility. If anything the gulf separating 
them from an outside world which uprooted families and whole 
villages for labour on distant farms, or worse still in factories 
and mines, which extracted taxes, recruits and grain, which sub¬ 
jected them to constant brutality and humiliation grew steadily 
wider. 

The most striking new manifestation of the gulf between the 
villages and the outside world was cultural. While the peasantry 
remained loyal to traditional customs, dress, idiom, and primitive 
Orthodoxy, the nobility and officials underwent a cultural trans¬ 
formation. Peter the Great gave dramatic impetus to the westerniza¬ 
tion which had begun to affect Muscovy. He himself made an 
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extended visit to the West at the outset of his reign and on his return 
he created consternation - and a legend - by his impatience to 
change the face of Russia. With his own hands he cut off the beards 
of leading courtiers and ordered all noblemen to abandon this 
ancient symbol of Orthodox manhood. Russia was to stop number¬ 
ing the years on the calendar from the creation of the world, the elite 
were to adopt Western dress, to refine their manners, to refrain from 
belching, spitting, and picking their noses in public, and the tra¬ 
ditional seclusion of noble women was to be abruptly terminated. 
Peter's efforts were epitomized by the new European-style capital of 
St Petersburg. He increased significantly the number of Russians 
travelling to the West and the number of skilled foreigners settling 
in Russia. Despite very limited success in establishing schools, he 
did his best to compel young noblemen to gain a basic education by 
making it a condition of securing a marriage certificate. He simpli¬ 
fied the alphabet and gradually, as the everyday speech of the elite 
was given new literary form. Church Slavonic was displaced. The 
basis was laid for the flowering of secular literature in the late 
eighteenth and early nineteenth century. Under Elizabeth and 
Catherine the sumptuous, French-speaking court was the inspira¬ 
tion for westernization in architecture, furniture, art, music, danc¬ 
ing, theatre, and cuisine. By degrees the new mores spread from St 
Petersburg and Moscow to the provincial cities and in time affected 
the humblest noble homes. 

A mere fraction of the population shared in the cultural revolu¬ 
tion. In 1801 students enrolled in schools of all kinds numbered no 
more than one in a thousand, and by Nicholas's death this figure 
had only risen to six. The government deliberately concentrated its 
efforts on higher education: by the 1850s there were six universities 
with a total of some 3,500 students. For the autocracy the aim was 
not to spread general enlightenment but to improve the quality of 
the civil and military leadership, to train men capable of developing 
administrative, military, and technological skills. Both Peter and 
Catherine II were also consciously seeking to raise Russia's interna¬ 
tional prestige by bringing her court, her diplomatic corps, the 
cultural life of her elite abreast of more refined rivals. In many ways 
the results were gratifying. The style of the elite was westernized, 
secularized, 'civilized' in an astonishingly brief period. A country 
that could boast the encyclopaedic knowledge of Lomonosov (1711— 
65), the elegance of Karamzin's (1766-1826) History of the Russian 
State, and above all the poetic genius of Pushkin (1799-1837) found 
its sense of cultural inferiority fading. But the autocracy paid a heavy 
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price. For the sophistication which benefited the State also made 
possible the articulation of ever more intransigent criticism of the 
whole structure of Russian society. 

The government did its best to stifle such criticism. Catherine 
reacted furiously to the first major attack on serfdom and autocracy. 
Journey from Petersburg to Moscow (1790) by A. D. Radishchev (1749- 
1802). Exiling the author to Siberia, she pronounced such sedition 
'worse than Pugachev'. The upheaval of the French Revolution 
made her increasingly hostile to the ideas of the Enlightenment 
which earlier she had actively promoted in Russia. After the first 
decade of Alexander I's reign censorship became progressively 
more heavy-handed, and under Nicholas I travel to the West was 
curtailed and efforts made to prevent the import of seditious books. 
Nicholas's government mounted a counter-offensive, using press 
and pulpit to reinforce loyalty to Orthodoxy and autocracy. Yet 
these measures enjoyed no more than limited success. Effective 
censorship and monitoring of Western contacts was beyond the 
capability of the administration. And whatever attractions Church 
and throne may have had for the peasantry, their hold on educated 
society was being slowly eroded. The political subservience and 
intellectual torpor of the Church's hierarchy prevented Orthodoxy 
from rebuffing new currents of scepticism and secularization. Auto¬ 
cracy appeared the very linchpin of everything that offended a small 
but intellectually dynamic intelligentsia which was breaking away 
from the traditional values of the nobility. 

To conservative opinion the emergence of a critical intelligentsia 
from within the womb of privileged society was puzzling. It was 
simply incomprehensible that some of these writers, teachers, stu¬ 
dents, and independently minded landowners should go beyond 
reformism to full-blown visions of social transformation. Yet the 
formation of the intelligentsia, that most elusive of Russian social 
phenomena, is explicable without attributing any peculiar, inborn 
extremism or heroism to Russia's educated youth. In a society 
rigidified by autocracy and serfdom, the educated could easily find 
their ambitions thwarted, their sensibilities offended. The caprice 
and incompetence of the bureaucracy, the arbitrary administration 
of justice, the seemingly ubiquitous police could not fail to affront at 
least some among an elite increasingly conscious of their own digni¬ 
ty. Life as an officer in the army was barbaric, life as an official was 
corrupt, humiliating, and, in the words of the radical young Dos¬ 
toevsky, 'as boring as potatoes'. The culturally conservative world 
of commerce and industry was hardly more attractive, and relatively 
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3.4 'Gambling for souls.' Gustave Dore's mid-nineteenth-century 
caricature depicts Russian landowners gambling not for money but for 
bundles of serfs. For the intelligentsia, the humiliating treatment of serfs 
symbolized the moral iniquity of the entire system. 

few noblemen combined the capital, the ability, and the inclination 
to find satisfaction in serf-based farming. 

It was upon serfdom that the critics of Tsarism rapidly came to 
focus their attention. Serfdom seemed to lie at the root of many of 
their own frustrations, to preclude progress, be it economic, social, 
or political. Even the most loyal officials found it increasingly diffi¬ 
cult to defend serfdom on moral grounds. To the emergent intel¬ 
ligentsia the moral iniquity of 'baptized property' was intolerable. 
Acquaintance with social progress in the West highlighted what 
V. G. Belinsky (1811-48), the foremost literary critic of the 1840s, 
called 'cursed Russian reality', and added a sense of national 
humiliation to their indignation. 

Yet this discontent was denied political or institutional express¬ 
ion. Aspirations which in many Western countries attached them¬ 
selves to autonomous organizations, pressure groups, and even 
political parties found no outlet in Tsarist Russia. In the absence of a 
vigorous middle class the intelligentsia lacked any effective levers 
through which to bring about change. Deprived of other outlets 
they brought all their compressed energy to bear on the world of 
literature and ideas. Hungrily devouring the latest fruits of Western 
thought - Romanticism, German philosophical idealism, French 
socialism - they adapted this intellectual harvest to express and 
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grapple with their own problems. In doing so they invested Russian 
literature with a moral passion and intensity which remains breath¬ 
taking. 

The most creative artists were by no means always preoccupied 
by social criticism. Much of Pushkin's poetry exuded an almost 
Renaissance delight in the richness and beauty of life. N. V. Gogol 
(1809-52), whose novel Dead Souls (1842) painted a devastating and 
influential picture of provincial life in Russia, discovered on reflec¬ 
tion that his political views were distinctly reactionary. A favourite 
theme of early nineteenth-century literature was the personal ordeal 
of the 'superfluous man', the quest of the young, educated Russian 
for a meaningful role in life. Yet in Russia's polarized society neut¬ 
rality was impossible. Even when no political or social statement 
was intended, the most abstruse philosophical inquiry, the most 
obscure historical research, the narrowest psychological study took 
on political meaning. And where a subversive message was in¬ 
tended, it was easily woven into any subject-matter. No amount of 
censorship could hold back the rise of a new social consciousness 
bursting to find expression. 

Before Nicholas's death few of Russia's disaffected minority 
went beyond a loosely conceived commitment to liberty and justice 
and fewer still took their protest to the point of action. The major 
exceptions were the Decembrists. The march to Paris at the end of 
the Napoleonic Wars had stimulated the imagination of a significant 
number of Tsarist officers. Taking pride in the military feats which 
raised Russia's prestige, they aspired to erase the features which 
most disfigured their homeland: autocracy and serfdom. Six hun¬ 
dred men, some from the most distinguished aristocratic families, 
went on trial for the quixotic rising of December 1825. The affair was 
venerated by later revolutionaries as the opening round in their 
battle against the autocracy. More indicative of future trends than 
this rising from within the officer corps were the activities of the 
Petrashevtsy in the 1840s. Several overlapping circles of young offi¬ 
cials and students in St Petersburg began to take up French socialist 
ideas, particularly those of Charles Fourier. Before being struck by a 
wave of arrests in 1848, the most audacious among them - including 
the flamboyant M. V. Petrashevsky himself - were on the brink of 
establishing a radical organization. 

For the most part, though, the energy of the first generation of 
intelligentsia was absorbed in the ideological quest which blos¬ 
somed in the 1840s. The major division among the exceptionally 
gifted intellectuals of Russia's 'marvellous decade' (1838-48) was 
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between the so-called Slavophiles and the Westerners. Their de¬ 
bates encompassed the whole range of problems which would 
preoccupy successive generations of the intelligentsia. The Sla¬ 
vophiles were critical of serfdom and political oppression but they 
sought a way forward which would draw on what they perceived as 
Russia's peculiar strength: the social solidarity expressed in both the 
Orthodox faith and the traditional peasant commune. The Wester¬ 
ners, on the other hand, envisaged progress towards civil liberty 
and economic justice along Western lines. The most radical Wester¬ 
ners, following a path very close to that of the Petrashevtsy, aspired 
to something more than liberalism and embraced socialism. It was 
Alexander Herzen (1812-70) who, having emigrated to the West in 
1847, began to give currency to what was to be the dominant theme 
of the revolutionary wing of the intelligentsia for the next four 
decades. He fused the dreams of Western socialists with the egalita¬ 
rian and democratic potential he saw in the peasant commune to 
create a unique brand of Russian socialism. The revolution, when it 
came, must be a peasant revolution, transforming autocratic, serf- 
ridden Russia into a land of autonomous and free village com¬ 
munes. 

The immediate impact of the founding fathers of what came 
to be called revolutionary 'populism' was minimal. Lacking any 
organization and completely out of touch with the peasant masses 
in whose interests they sought to speak, they were easily dealt with. 
Yet the peasantry represented, at least potentially, a lever of social 
change which the more moderate intelligentsia lacked. The danger 
of a conjuncture between the heirs of Pugachev and those of 
Radishchev haunted the government and fired the desperate efforts 
of Nicholas's last years to silence all criticism. 
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The Great Reforms and the 
development of the revolutionary 
intelligentsia (1855-1881) 

From the mid nineteenth century the pace of change in Russia 
rapidly accelerated. The decade following the Crimean War saw the 
most dramatic social and institutional upheaval that the Empire had 
ever undergone. Central to the so-called 'Great Reforms' of the 
period was the abolition of serfdom. By the Statute of 1861 the 22 
million serfs owned by private landlords were set free from personal 
bondage. The fundamental relationship upon which the economic, 
social, and political structure of the Empire had been based was to be 
dismantled. 

So profound were the changes implicit in the statute that 
historians of all schools of thought have recognized its 
promulgation as an epoch-making event. In the Soviet view it marks 
off an entire millennium of 'feudalism' from the capitalist phase 
which it inaugurated. The long-term repercussions fully justify the 
significance attached to Emancipation. For the serfs themselves, it 
brought to a close the degradation of chattel status and opened the 
way to the rehabilitation of their human dignity. As Emancipation 
took effect it would loosen many of the constrictions which 
handicapped the economy, accelerating the replacement of forced 
labour by wage labour and the spread of market relations. 
Conditions would become more conducive to entrepreneurial 
initiative, capital accumulation, the division of labour, technological 
innovation, and industrialization. In time the development of the 
market would speed up the rate of urbanization and reshape the 
social structure, thereby undermining the traditional dominance of 
the Tsar and landowning nobility. 
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Yet the immediate impact of the statute was much less dramatic 
than this longer-term picture might suggest. The terms on which the 
peasantry were set free perpetuated in new forms many of the 
obstacles to economic growth and social change characteristic of 
serfdom. The principle of the statute was that the serfs should be 
emancipated with their household plots and an allotment of land, 
but that they should pay for this land. The amount of land made 
available for them to purchase should be approximately equivalent 
to the allotments they had tilled for their own subsistence under 
serfdom. The government would compensate the nobility 
immediately and the peasantry would repay the government with 
annual redemption dues spread over a period of forty-nine years. In 
practice the peasantry emerged even worse off than these 
guidelines implied. The peasants' allotments were significantly 
smaller than those they had used before Emancipation; the 'cut-offs' 
withheld by landlords were particularly large in the fertile black- 
earth regions and were a source of intense and lasting bitterness. The 
price the peasants paid was artificially inflated to compensate the 
nobility for the dues in labour and cash which they were losing. 
However unattractive the peasants found the terms of redemption, 
they were compelled to transfer from the initial status of 'tempor¬ 
arily obligated' tenants to outright purchasers if their landlords 
insisted. On the other hand, where it suited the nobility to retain 
ownership they could, until 1881, refuse to embark upon 
redemption at all. Where redemption did go into effect 
immediately, the peasantry soon found their allotments 
inadequate, and their land hunger was exacerbated by a massive 
population increase which averaged about 1.5 per cent per year in 
the second half of the nineteenth century. 

The administrative arrangements adopted by the government 
to ensure discipline and orderly payment of taxes and redemption 
dues made the situation worse still. Except in the most westerly 
provinces, the land was redeemed not by individual peasants but by 
the village commune. The survival of the communal bond severely 
dampened the stimulating impact that Emancipation might have 
had upon peasant enterprise. Saddled with responsibility for all 
peasant obligations, the commune remained very reluctant to give 
permission to individual members to seek even temporary 
employment elsewhere so that the number of peasants siphoned off 
the land into the cities was restricted. Moreover, joint responsibility 
inhibited innovations in agricultural methods. There was no 
prospect that the tradition-bound villagers would pool their meagre 
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resources to experiment in collective farming. Equally, the 

extension of the traditional practice of periodic redistribution of the 

land between households continued to militate against individual 

initiative. Separate households might briefly establish a privileged 

position within the commune and rent land from the nobility on 

their own behalf, but it remained extremely difficult for them to 

consolidate their scattered strips of land or to introduce new 

methods and seeds. There was a somewhat greater measure of 

differentiation between rich and poor peasants than in the past, but 

the combination of collective responsibility, mounting population 

pressure on the land, and a growing fiscal burden had a constant 

levelling effect. Clearly the phasing out of the serfowners' authority 

and of traditional dues did provide an immediate improvement in 

peasant conditions, and the opportunity to buy land increased 

peasant security. Peasants on crown lands and state peasants, 

liberated by the Statutes of 1863 and 1866 on broadly similar terms to 

those of private serfs, were able to buy rather more land on better 

terms. But the peasantry as a whole remained in a condition of 

extreme economic weakness. 

This weakness was reflected in their continuing social and 

political subordination. Despite increasing integration into the 

market, the village remained in large measure set apart from the 

world outside, regulating its own affairs through customary law 

under the tutelage of the police. The other Great Reforms of the 

1860s, affecting the judicial system, the press, and the universities, 

made little impact on the peasantry, and although they gained a 

minority voice on the new local government bodies (the zemstvo) set 

up in 1864, they viewed them as an additional burden rather than as 

a vehicle for their own interests. For the most part their political 

impact was still restricted to illegal resistance. During the Crimean 

War and in the years immediately before Emancipation, peasant 

disturbances reached a level which has led Soviet historians to 

identify the period as Russia's first 'revolutionary situation'. Acute 

peasant disappointment at being made to pay for land they 

considered their own led to widespread and in places violent protest 

between March and May 1861. But the government had taken 

elaborate precautions to crush any resistance. Although below the 

surface tension remained high in the countryside, and there were 

repeated rumours of an imminent 'real' Emancipation, the number 

of disturbances tailed off. 

Disappointing as the terms were from the peasant point of view, 

for the Imperial government to grasp the nettle of Emancipation at 
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all was a remarkable departure. The step which for decades 
successive tsars had contemplated but abandoned in the face of 
noble opposition was taken at last. 

That a measure apparently so contrary to noble interests was 
carried through has encouraged the view that, in the hands of a 
determined tsar, the Russian State was able to ride roughshod over 
every class. From the moment Alexander II (1855-81) took power, 
an image was built of the Tsar Liberator' as a resolute and liberally 
minded champion of progress who imposed his autocratic will over 
the objections of subservient nobles and bureaucrats. Yet as 
historians have examined the memoirs of those who knew 
Alexander, as they have combed through his letters, his marginal 
comments on state documents, and his private papers, what they 
have found has been uniformly disappointing. All witnesses 
concurred in one thing: Alexander was singularly irresolute. From 
boyhood he had been easily discouraged by obstacles in his path. As 
Tsar he was inclined to agree with the last person he had spoken to 
and to authorize wholly incompatible initiatives by different 
ministers. His impressive whiskers concealed a decidedly weak 
chin. Moreover, his values differed little from those of his 
unlamented father: he was committed to upholding autocracy, the 
nobility, and Russia's military might. He was by no means an 
inhumane individual; he was a loving father, he was faithful to his 
wife for many years and to his mistress until death. Like his father 
he recognized the evil in human bondage. But he left no 
unequivocal evidence of why he personally felt Emancipation 
necessary. His view of the world was thoroughly conservative. 
While the statute was being prepared he noticed the word 'progress' 
in an offical document: 'What is progress?' he scribbled across it. 'I 
ask you not to use this word in official correspondence.' A 
stubbornly reactionary tsar might conceivably have delayed the 
measure, but the key to the decision to emancipate lies considerably 
deeper than the mind of Alexander. 

The Tsar's support for emancipation must be understood within 
the broader context of the State's role in a serf-based society. That 
role involved two primary and overriding responsibilities: to 
guarantee domestic and foreign security. The head of the Third 
Section had explicitly warned Nicholas that friction between serf 
and master constituted a time-bomb which threatened the whole 
Empire. Peasant disturbances grew ominously in number and 
intensity as each decade passed, and outbreaks were 
overwhelmingly concentrated on private estates. Confronted by 
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noble resistance and alarmed by foreign upheaval, Nicholas had 

shelved the issue and committed himself to upholding the status 

quo at home and abroad. It was the catastrophe of the Crimean War 

which rendered this commitment untenable. Humiliated on her 

own doorstep, Russia's ability to influence Western affairs was 

sharply curtailed. The whole framework within which Nicholas had 

viewed the options before him broke down. Moreover, the war 

rudely brought home the military cost of social and economic 

backwardness. The Treasury had run up a huge deficit. Russian 

forces had been incomparably less well armed than those of Britain 

and France. Supply problems during the war made it seem madness 

to postpone further the steps necessary to improve communications 

and construct strategic railways. The correlation between serfdom 

and economic backwardness was now conventional wisdom, vague 

though the economic analysis on which it was based might be. The 

case for following the Western example of reducing the costly 

standing army by building a reserve of trained men became 

incontrovertible. Yet as long as serfdom remained, so did the 

objection that it was not safe to return hundreds of thousands of 

trained men to the countryside. Serfdom was becoming a dire threat 

to both domestic and foreign security. 

It is this conjuncture which explains why a state rooted in the 

social and economic dominance of the serf-owning nobility should 

have undertaken Emancipation. It also explains why the Tsar was 

able to secure the acquiescence of the nobility. The sense of urgency 

over the issue took time to spread. It was not at first shared by most 

serf-owners in the provinces, or indeed by most of the great 

landowners among senior officials. Individual noblemen had of 

course learned to their cost of both peasant fury and Russia's 

military decline. A minority, responding to a combination of moral 

conviction, economic incentive, and fear, might favour some form 

of Emancipation. But the vast majority preferred to live with the 

moral problem and forgo the reputed advantages of freely hired 

labour rather than contemplate the abolition of their traditional 

rights over their peasants. Yet should their own government, run by 

fellow noblemen and dedicated to their security, conclude that 

serfdom was too dangerous to perpetuate, they would bow to the 

inevitable. And it was this message which, haltingly, the Tsar and 

4.1 Alexander II, the Tsar Liberator', in his study. Although Alexander's 
public image set him apart from his conservative father, Nicholas I, in fact 
the values of the two Tsars differed little. 
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some of his ministers began to communicate. At a meeting of the 
Moscow nobility on 30 March 1856, while insisting that he had no 
immediate plans for Emancipation, Alexander delivered the famous 
warning: 'You yourselves know that the existing order of ruling over 
living souls cannot remain unchanged. It is better to abolish serfdom 
from above than to await the day when it will begin to abolish itself 
from below. I ask you, gentlemen, to consider how this is to be 
accomplished.'1 

Understandably, the nobility dragged their feet. The Secret 
Committee which Alexander set up to consider the matter also 
played for time. The Tsar showed signs of lapsing into inertia. But 
the sense of urgency was becoming more and more widespread, 
enveloping the key Ministry involved, that of the Interior. The 
Minister, S. S. Lanskoy, elicited a half-hearted proposal from the 
nobility of the Lithuanian provinces in the west that their peasants 
be emancipated without land. This was used as the basis for 
invitations, issued at the end of 1857, to the nobility of every 
province to form committees which would draw up projects for the 

4.2 The terms of Emancipation are proclaimed on an estate in Moscow 
province in 1861. The authorities took care that the change in the status of 
the peasantry should upset neither their discipline nor their deference. 
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emancipation of their peasants. Once the commitment was public, 

and peasant expectations soared, it rapidly became clear that the 

government could not back-track without risking explosion from 

below. Though he showed no very clear signs that he realized it, the 

Tsar had crossed the Rubicon, carrying the nobility with him. Noble 

energy was directed into the debate over the precise terms, rather 

than the principle, of early Emancipation. 

The government's overriding concern to ensure domestic 

stability ruled out the possibility of landless Emancipation. It was 

axiomatic that peasant agriculture must not be jeopardized, that the 

peasantry must remain closely bound to the land, and that the 

spectre of a restless, landless proletariat must be avoided. The sharp 

rise in peasant disturbances between 1857 and 1859 underlined the 

dangers of an excessively harsh settlement. Nevertheless, while the 

statute was taking shape the nobility were able to reduce the 

quantity and quality of land in peasant hands and to extract limited 

amendments to the legislative proposals. In acquiescing, the 

government was well aware that the final terms would provoke 

peasant hostility, and took suitable precautions. In the capital the 

police told employers to work their men to the point of exhaustion 

the day before the terms were to be made known in order to leave 

them too weary to protest. The statute was promulgated during 

Lent, in the hope that abstention would find the peasants in 

subdued mood. The military were fully alerted and when the village 

priest read out the details the police were in attendance to stifle the 

groans of disbelief with which they were met. Throughout, the Tsar 

had made abundantly clear his wish to damage the position of the 

nobility as little as was compatible with social order - and with the 

parlous condition of the State Treasury. In doing so he avoided 

confrontation: the State continued to be guided by a primary con¬ 

cern for the interests of the landed nobility. 

Nevertheless, the crude and uncomplicated alliance between 

State and nobility which had characterized the heyday of Tsarism 

could never be the same again. Conservative though its aims were, 

in carrying through so fundamental a reform as Emancipation the 

government could not help but loosen the rigid framework of public 

life. The provincial committees of the nobility summoned to discuss 

the peasant question rapidly became involved in a wide-ranging 

dialogue with the government. The prospect of losing the 

traditional source of their wealth and authority induced among 

many noblemen a reappraisal of their role which amounted almost 

to a crisis of identity. The attention of both reactionary and liberally 
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inclined noblemen focused upon the need to establish a new basis 

for local government. In part they were motivated by concern to 

shore up the influence of their class over provincial affairs. But they 

were also seizing the opportunity to express their frustration with 

the caprice, incompetence, and sheer inadequacy of provincial 

administration and judicial procedures. Blemishes which had been 

accepted as part and parcel of a society based upon serfdom now lost 

their justification even in noble eyes. 

At the same time as it stimulated political activity and 

consciousness among the provincial nobility, the process leading to 

Emancipation also speeded the emergence of a more socially diverse 

public opinion. The government found it expedient to slacken the 

grip of censorship in order to encourage loyal expressions of 

support for the Emancipation programme. There was a dramatic 

flowering of public discussion and debate; whereas under Nicholas I 

on average no more than eight new journals were founded 

annually, that number leaped to thirty-three in the early years of 

Alexander ITs reign. The government's discomfiture during the 

Crimean War had aroused great expectations of major change even 

before Alexander became committed to Emancipation. Once that 

commitment became public, the non-government press mounted 

quite unprecedented pressure for reform in a whole range of 

different fields. 

For a time the movement for reform even embraced demands 

for a Constitution. The most outspoken advocates of public 

participation in central government were a minority of activists 

among the provincial nobility. Their campaign reached its height in 

the winter of 1861-62 at a time when the anxieties of both 

reactionary and liberally inclined sections of the nobility were 

intense. The transition to the new order did not seem to be going 

smoothly. It appeared likely that the alarming peasant disturbances 

of the previous spring would be repeated, and there were many 

reports of peasants refusing to fulfil their 'temporary obligations' or 

to agree to the redemption terms envisaged in the Statute of 

Emancipation. Many landowners feared for their immediate 

financial position as well as their ultimate physical security. Some 

blamed the government for ineffective support for their interests 

and conceived of an oligarchic assembly in St Petersburg which 

would reinforce the bonds between Tsar and nobility. Others, led by 

the liberal nobility of Tver province, believed that security lay in a 

more radical break with the past and envisaged a broadly based 

assembly which would help reduce tension in the countryside. The 
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overall tone of noble criticism remained moderate, yet political 

consciousness had taken a momentous leap since Nicholas's 

death. 

Until 1862 the mood within the government was by no means 

unresponsive to pressure for reform. The abolition of the authority 

of serf-owners made inevitable significant administrative and 

judicial changes. Moreover, the process of organizing Emancipation 

had given the initiative within the central bureaucracy to a minority 

of officials who were enthusiastic about a broad programme of 

reform. When establishing the Editing Commissions responsible for 

drawing up the Statute of 1861, the Tsar had recognized the need to 

appoint men who not only could cope with the intricacies of the 

legislation involved but who positively favoured Emancipation, 

who were convinced in their hearts as well as their heads of its 

desirability. This brought together a powerful nucleus of 

'enlightened' bureaucrats and strengthened the position of like- 

minded officials working for reform through various ministries, 

notably that of Justice. They tended to move in the same circles and 

share many of the same values as the liberal nobility and 

progressively minded public opinion articulated by journalists, 

writers, professors, and students. On some issues support for 

reform within officialdom was widespread. Even the least 

'enlightened' senior officials in St Petersburg and governors in 

the provinces shared public frustration at the incompetence of 

the local bureaucracy. The severe straits in which the Treasury 

found itself after the Crimean War made it seem quite im¬ 

practical to seek a solution which involved increasing the duties 

of officialdom. The idea of establishing elective councils 

outside the existing administration with responsibilities for 

some aspects of local government therefore made sense to 

ministers. 
Official sympathy did not extend to pressure for constitutional 

change: 'enlightened' bureaucrats interpreted such pressure as the 

work of reactionary oligarchs, while most conservative officials saw 

behind it the machinations of radical members of the intelligentsia 

challenging the entire social structure. But within and outside the 

government support for legislation which would vastly increase 

civil liberty and the scope for political activity by reforming local 

government, the judicial system, censorship, and the universities 

gathered seemingly irresistible momentum. 

Before these reforms were implemented, however, the prevail¬ 

ing mood of government, nobility, and a large section of the edu- 
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cated public underwent a sea-change. The confidence which 

marked the early years of the reign that major liberal reforms could 

be introduced without endangering the social and political order 

was severely shaken. An omen that more conservative counsels 

might yet prevail was given within weeks of the promulgation of the 

Emancipation Statute when the Tsar dismissed the officials most 

closely identified with reform, headed by Lanskoy and his deputy, 

Nicholas Miliutin. Lanskoy's successor as Minister of the Interior, P. 

A. Valuev, was a prickly character cast in a much more cautious 

mould. For the time being, many ministers continued to favour 

cultivating support among as wide a section of the educated public 

as possible. The government attitude towards protest among uni¬ 

versity students, towards press censorship, and the growing prob¬ 

lem of unrest in Poland vacillated between firm repression and 

conciliation. But in the summer of 1862 anxiety began to get the 

upper hand. 

A rash of illegally printed revolutionary pamphlets was fol¬ 

lowed in May 1862 by the outbreak of alarming fires in several cities, 

including the capital itself. The coincidence naturally accentuated 

suspicion even among officials more intrepid than Valuev, whose 

own chambers were scorched. Radical journalists headed by N. G. 

Chernyshevsky (1828-89), N. A. Serno-Solovievich (1834-66), and 

D. I. Pisarev (1840-68) were held morally responsible and arrested 

for sedition. The so-called Sunday School movement - a voluntary 

campaign launched in 1859 on a wave of public enthusiasm for 

providing basic literacy and numeracy for workers and their chil¬ 

dren, and staffed by students and minor officials - was condemned 

as a cover for dangerous propaganda and suppressed. Pessimists 

among the Tsar's ministers urged that the reform programme be 

curbed, and some of the more visionary proposals - such as those of 

the Shtakelberg Commission considering legislation to regulate the 

conditions of urban labour - forfeited essential support within the 

government. 

At the same time the pressure for reform from the nobility 

abated sharply. Confirmation that ministers were drawing up plans 

for local government and judicial reform was enough to satisfy 

many. Moreover, the peasantry were proving more acquiescent 

than had been expected, and the government was responding to the 

financial concern of the nobility with a variety of measures including 

plans to establish provincial banks. By the time of the St Petersburg 

fires both provincial nobility and the main stream of public opinion 

in the cities were much more receptive to official appeals for loyal 
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support. What finally transformed the situation was the outbreak of 

violent rebellion in Poland in April 1863. Until then there had been 

widespread sympathy for Polish aspirations for greater autonomy, 

and the government had moved cautiously in that direction. But 

news of the massacre of Russian troops stationed in Warsaw, com¬ 

bined with what seemed in Russia a serious threat of foreign in¬ 

tervention on the rebels' side, altered attitudes dramatically. Press 

and provincial assemblies hastened to proclaim solidarity with the 

Tsar. The initiative moved firmly back into the hands of more 

conservative forces within the government. 

The Polish revolt, coming on top of evidence of underground 

activity by the radical wing of the intelligentsia, cast a suspicious 

light over all pressure for reform. Loyal and moderate as the noble 

constitutionalists seemed, any concessions to them might open the 

way to federalism, separatism and even more dangerous tenden¬ 

cies. Too much momentum had gathered behind several of the 

major reform proposals for them to be abandoned, but the final 

legislation reflected the government's intense concern that the new 

freedom should be carefully circumscribed. 

The local government statute of early 1864 duly established the 

zemstvos, elective bodies at provincial and district level empowered 

to improve a range of local facilities from transport, credit, and 

insurance to health and education. But care was taken that the 

wealthier members of the nobility should dominate the minority of 

peasant and urban representatives, the zemstvo budget and powers 

of taxation were strictly limited, and through the provincial gov¬ 

ernor and local police the government retained close supervisory 

powers. At the end of 1864 the legal system was reformed and the 

judiciary separated from the administrative bureaucracy, as refor¬ 

mers had long urged. Judges were to be irremovable, trials were to 

be held in public, juries were to adjudicate serious criminal cases, 

and elected justices of the peace were to hear minor criminal and 

civil cases. This was the most thoroughgoing and remarkable of all 

the reforms which followed Emancipation, promising a giant stride 

towards security under the law. Yet here too the government was 

careful to reserve the right to deal with cases it considered politically 

dangerous through administrative action outside the control of the 

courts. Regulations laid down in 1865 made life significantly easier 

for the bulk of the press, reducing pre-publication censorship and 

committing the authorities to refer most alleged offences to the 

courts. But again the government retained extensive administrative 

powers to give it a free hand in dealing with radical writers and 
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journalists. The same qualifications characterized the University 

Statute of 1863 which, while granting the universities greater auton¬ 

omy, made clear that it was to be exercised within narrow guide¬ 

lines. 
As the new legislation came into force the government's con¬ 

cern to limit the scope for independent initiative was further intensi¬ 

fied. In April 1866 an emotionally unstable radical student named D. 

V. Karakozov made an attempt on the Tsar's life. The incident 

played into the hands of advocates of harsher measures of control. 

The grimmer tone of government was set by the new head of the 

Third Section, P. A. Shuvalov: typical of the ministerial changes 

which took place was the replacement of A. V. Golovnin, the liber¬ 

ally minded Minister of Education, by the notoriously reactionary 

Dmitrii Tolstoy. The leading radical journals were closed and Tol¬ 

stoy instituted much closer supervision of university curricula and 

student activities. The rights of the zemstvos were curtailed and 

they were forbidden to communicate with each other even on the 

most mundane matters of common concern. Mounting pressure 

was brought upon judges to interpret the law as it suited the govern¬ 

ment, and when the courts refused to be cowed, the police resorted 

freely to administrative action. Every aspect of government policy 

was affected by the new mood. The efforts of the Minister of War, D. 

A. Miliutin, to take advantage of Emancipation and introduce uni¬ 

versal conscription and a reserve army on the Western model were 

frustrated by conservative opposition. Only after Prussia's startling 

display of military efficiency against Austria (1866) and France 

(1870-71) would he be able to overcome this opposition. Earlier 

attempts to defuse the Polish problem, including a more generous 

form of Emancipation designed to detach the peasantry from the 

nationalist nobility, gave way to reliance on force majeure and an 

aggressive policy of Russification. Alarmed by the sense of losing 

control over the sprawling Empire, the government moved further 

and further away from the spirit of the 'enlightened' bureaucrats. 

Not until gripped by a severe crisis of confidence at the end of the 

1870s would the authorities be driven again to blend repression with 

conciliation. 

On the face of it, the regime's growing concern for security was 

paradoxical, since the number of peasant disturbances fell away 

sharply after 1863. Police reports suggested that the countryside 

was more quiescent than it had been for generations. Beneath the 

surface, however, conditions remained tense and the calm was 

broken by occasional serious outbreaks of disorder, most notably in 
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Kiev province between 1875 and 1878. The backdrop of rural discon¬ 

tent kept at a minimum the government's tolerance level for criti¬ 

cism and signs of independent organization in the cities. Yet not 

only was the urban population rapidly increasing, it was becoming 

ever more complex and articulate. 

As we have seen, the stimulus given to the economy by Eman¬ 

cipation was at first limited. Agriculture was briefly disrupted and a 

manufacturing recession, exacerbated by a drop in military orders 

after the Crimean War, a severe financial crisis in 1858, and a fall in 

cotton imports during the American Civil War, was only overcome 

in the mid 1860s. Thereafter, however, the economy expanded 

considerably. A minority of landlords commanded sufficient capital 

to adapt successfully to farming based on hired labour and greater 

mechanization, thus contributing to a very sharp rise in Russia's 

grain exports. Indirectly, this helped to stimulate industrial de¬ 

velopment. Moreover, for all its reluctance to see the emergence of a 

proletariat detached from the land, the government became more 

and more firmly convinced of the need to encourage manufacture. 

The lesson of the Crimean disaster, underlined by Prussia's 

triumphs, impelled officials in the Ministry of War to urge that 

Russia develop strategic railways and reduce her dependence on 

imported arms. The Ministry of Finance, headed from 1862 to 1878 

by the liberal economist M. K. Reutern, became equally convinced 

that only by significant industrial expansion could the regime's 

chronic budgetary problems be solved. Reutern rationalized the 

administration of the Treasury, improved banking and credit facili¬ 

ties, and, breaking dramatically with the intensely cautious financial 

policy of Nicholas I's reign, made large loans available, particularly 

to industrialists willing to undertake railway construction. Russian 

industrialists were still largely dependent on foreign raw materials 

and machinery, but from the late 1860s they did enjoy a steep rise in 

orders. The metal and machine industries benefited most directly, 

while the stimulus spread to the textile and other light industries. 

The quickening pace of commercial life during the reign was re¬ 

flected in a fivefold increase in joint-stock companies and a twenty¬ 

fold expansion of the railway network. This striking rate of growth 

should not obscure the fact that the absolute level of industrial 

activity was still extremely low. Russia's economy remained over¬ 

whelmingly agrarian, the peasantry were in no position to provide a 

strong market for industry, and not until the following reign would 

the State itself embark upon large-scale industrial investment. 

Nevertheless, the economic development achieved was sufficient to 
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generate a degree of social change that alarmed the government. 

Of immediate concern was the increase in the ranks of the urban 

poor. Despite the measures taken to bind the peasantry to the land, 

rural conditions drove a small percentage to the cities in search of 

work. Unskilled and impoverished, they found limited employ¬ 

ment opportunities, were ill-paid and insecure, and urban health 

and housing conditions deteriorated sharply enough to arouse un¬ 

ease among the police. Moreover, reluctant though most educated 

Russians were to admit it, there were clear signs that the urban 

migrants' village ties provided no guarantee against the emergence 

of that Western curse, a restive urban working class. In May 1870 St 

Petersburg cotton spinners staged what was widely seen as Russia's 

first fully fledged strike: within days a report was on the desk of the 

Tsar himself. The newly established courts treated the offenders too 

lightly for the liking of the authorities, and the press gave the case 

unwelcome publicity. The government reacted by issuing instruc¬ 

tions that future strikes should be dealt with outside the courts, and 

that press comment should be curtailed. But the number of strikes 

and disturbances grew during the 1870s, peaking at the end of the 

decade. Equally ominous was the illegal foundation in St Petersburg 

of the short-lived Northern Union of Russian Workers to improve 

the conditions of labour. As yet working-class protest was on too 

small a scale and too sporadic to pose a major challenge, but it 

contributed to official anxiety. 

Direct pressure on the government from the business commun¬ 

ity remained distinctly limited. A minority of the more sophisticated 

industrialists, technical experts, academics, and publicists enthu¬ 

siastic about Russia's industrialization did begin, with official sup¬ 

port, to form organizations through which to voice the needs of 

industry. In 1870 they helped organize the first All-Russian Indust¬ 

rial Exhibition and the first All-Russian Congress of Manufacturers 

and People Interested in Native Industry. But this small avant-garde 

was by no means typical of the business community. On such 

matters as labour legislation, it tended to be very much more 'pro¬ 

gressive' than most manufacturers, arguing the need to cultivate a 

self-respecting, educated, skilled, and sober working class. More¬ 

over, even this articulate minority urged its views upon the govern¬ 

ment in extremely respectful tones, while the great majority of 

Russian industrialists and merchants remained politically obse¬ 

quious, inhibited by cultural backwardness, ethnic divisions, and 

their sense of dependence upon the State. 

The respect the government accorded them was correspond- 
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4.3 The cultural conservatism of Russia's merchants, many of whom were 
Old Believers, is captured in this late nineteenth-century photograph of 
merchants of Nizhni-Novgorod drinking tea. 

ingly limited: it was significant that among the great civil reforms of 

the reign that of urban government should have been left until last, 

and that when enacted it should have concentrated power in the 

hands of a very narrow elite. Moreover, when in 1870 urban admi¬ 

nistrative councils (dumy) analogous to the rural zemstvos were 

established, even the most prominent commoners tended to defer 

to the minority of nobles represented on the councils. Far from 

taking municipal institutions as a platform for broader political 

participation, they dragged their feet even about using these bodies 

to improve urban facilities. Towards the end of the 1870s they did 

gradually become more outspoken in pressing the case for tariff pro¬ 

tection and against any legislation which would interfere with their 

rights as employers. But the business community remained muted 

and far removed from the assertive bourgeoisie of Western Europe. 

Nevertheless, the expansion of the urban economy - and of the 

education system - rapidly broadened the ranks of educated public 

opinion outside officialdom. Alongside the lawyers, doctors, and 

teachers appointed in the wake of the Great Reforms were now 

being added technological experts, economic statisticians, mana¬ 

gers, engineers, and educated entrepreneurs. Together with the 
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more refined landowners, they provided steadily widening scope 

for cultural, philanthropic, and professional organization and activ¬ 

ity beyond the immediate control of the government. The expansion 

of the reading public called into being a commercially viable and 

increasingly sophisticated press, and provided the context for the 

masterpieces of Russia's golden age of literature. The political atti¬ 

tudes articulated by journalists and writers were by no means either 

homogeneous or uniformly hostile to the government. The political 

allegiance owed by the three greatest novelists of the period, for 

example, could hardly have had less in common: I. S. Turgenev 

(1818-83) was a moderate liberal, F. M. Dostoevsky (1821-81) 

preached his own brand of Orthodox conservatism, and L. N. 

Tolstoy (1828-1910) was to become a great prophet of non-violent 

protest against modern civilization. Their artistic genius - the ex¬ 

quisite delicacy of Turgenev, the psychological penetration of Dos¬ 

toevsky, the panoramic vision of Tolstoy - illuminated the whole 

range of Russian intellectual, cultural, and social life and appealed 

to all shades of public opinion. There were times when large sec¬ 

tions of the educated public rallied to the government. During the 

Polish revolt of 1863, M. N. Katkov (1818-87) established himself as 

the leading spokesman of an upsurge in nationalist fervour. In the 

late 1870s the government was almost embarrassed by the enthu¬ 

siasm for a crusade against Turkey expressed by Panslavist publi¬ 

cists. Yet the predominant attitude of the educated public towards 

the regime was critical, and security-minded officials were made 

uneasy by 'society's' growing self-confidence. Moreover, as Alexan¬ 

der's reign proceeded the government was given cause for alarm by 

the most radical section of the educated public: the revolutionary 

wing of the intelligentsia. 

The revolutionary intelligentsia were to assume an importance 

out of all proportion to their meagre numbers. They helped to bring 

about a severe crisis of authority at the end of Alexander's reign, 

they laid the foundations for the major radical parties of the twen¬ 

tieth century, including the Bolshevik Party, and they provided the 

country's leadership in the early Soviet period. Accordingly, they 

have been the subject of intensive research and fierce controversy. 

What motivated them, whom did they represent, were they altruis¬ 

tic democrats or ambitious elitists? For Soviet historians the revolu¬ 

tionaries of Alexander's reign were the authentic, if Utopian, 

spokesmen of the peasantry, and their Bolshevik heirs became 

effectively fused with the proletariat. Western historians tend to see 

them as alienated intellectuals motivated not by the interests of any 
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major section of society but by a host of heterogeneous ideas, 

romantic and modernizing, dictatorial and democratic. A third view 

treats them as the forerunners of a managerial class destined to 

impose its own oppressive rule upon peasants and workers. 

Until the period of Emancipation, only a few isolated indi¬ 

viduals had carried the dissent of the 'marvellous decade7 to the 

point of revolutionary commitment. Herzen, the most gifted man of 

the 1840s, had in 1853 founded a Free Russian Press in London, 

smuggling his publications into Russia in the hope of stimulating 

pressure for the transformation of the Empire. From the late 1850s, 

however, a vigorous subculture, generating a series of revolution¬ 

ary organizations, took root within Russia's privileged elite. 

The major sources of recruitment to this subculture were the 

institutions of higher education. During the first decade of Alexan¬ 

der's reign university enrolments rose appreciably, while profes¬ 

sional and technical colleges were expanded in line with the Great 

Reforms. It is true that even by the mid 1870s the total student body 

was little over 10,000 in a population of 75 million. And for those 

willing to serve the State there was no question of a graduate 

unemployment problem before the 1880s. Yet far from ensuring 

loyalty to the status quo, their elevated position made students 

receptive to radical ideas. Deliberately nurtured as an elite destined 

to man the upper reaches of the State, they developed a sense of 

their own importance and dignity which gave them the confidence 

to question the conventions of Tsarist society. Young, ebullient, and 

articulate, the student world was uniquely conducive to the free 

flow of new ideas and encouraged a disregard for differences in 

social origin, an egalitarian sense of solidarity quite unlike the strati¬ 

fied society outside. Students of noble origin predominated, but 

there was a marked increase in the number of sons of lower officials, 

urban commoners, and, especially during the 1870s, the clergy. 

Although these assorted commoners, or raznochintsy, remained a 

minority both within the student body and within its radical wing, 

they represented an important leaven whose underprivileged back¬ 

ground and frequently severe poverty increased social awareness 

among their fellow students. In these conditions controversy over 

student fees or over interference by the authorities - be it with the 

freedom of speech of progressive professors, the content of the 

curriculum, or the right of students to form their own organizations 

- sparked lively protest. In the period of Emancipation, in the late 

1860s, and again at the end of the reign the government faced major 

student disturbances. Moreover, disciplinary measures proved 
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counter-productive. Individuals who were expelled for political 

activity or failure to meet the fees - or simply for poor examination 

results - were given additional grounds for grievance, while the 

punishment of an entire college tended to strengthen student esprit 
de corps. 

In a highly charged political atmosphere it was a short step from 

dispute with the authorities over student issues to broader criticism 

of the socio-political structure. Student assemblies, cafeterias, and 

libraries provided a semi-institutional network within which radical 

ideas and literature could circulate. Though the great majority of 

students never became deeply involved in radical activity, those 

who did, together with pupils lower down the education ladder, 

made up over half the 7,000-8,000 political offenders of the 1860s 

and 1870s. Moreover, by providing a sustained source of recruits 

they brought into being the radical subculture which revolved 

around discussion circles, experimental communes, and avant- 

garde journals. 

During the 1860s the energy of the radicals was absorbed for the 

most part in rebellion against the values and conventions of the 

educated world from which they sprang. 'What can be smashed, 

must be smashed,' wrote Pisarev, the most brilliant spokesman of 

the men of the 1860s. 'What withstands the blow is good; what 

smashes to smithereens is rubbish.'2 Identifying with the 'nihilists' 

of Turgenev's Fathers and Sons (1862), and inspired by the heroic 

portrayal of the 'new people' in Cherny she vsky's immensely in¬ 

fluential What is to be Done? (1863), they heaped scorn upon their 

elders. The moral niceties, the aesthetic sensibilities, the philosophi¬ 

cal abstractions of even the most progressive wing of con¬ 

ventional public opinion were luxuries Russia could not afford. 

Progress depended upon an ascetic, unflinching commitment to 

'realism'. Only that which was immediately useful had value. The 

most respected fields of study in the radical milieu were the natural 

and physical sciences. They scorned the authority of tradition, reli¬ 

gion and the family. Several of the leading radical publicists of the 

1870s made their name as champions of female emancipation from 

the domination of fathers and husbands. The life-style, the com¬ 

munes, the language, the dress, the hair-styles and blue-tinted glas¬ 

ses of the men (and women) of the 1860s were designed to distance 

them from what they saw as the hypocrisy of conventional society. 

By the end of the decade, however, cultural revolt was being 

overlaid by concern for broader social problems. This was reflected 

in the literary diet on which the radical subculture fed. In addition to 
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a steady flow of Western social, political, economic, and scientific 

works, contact was being made with Western radical organizations, 

including the First International, and an expanding body of Russian 

social criticism was becoming available. A number of short-lived 

clandestine presses were set up within Russia, and at the same time 

radical publicists took full advantage of periods of lighter cen¬ 

sorship. Between 1857 and his arrest in 1862 Cherny she vsky, in 

collaboration with N. A. Dobroliubov (1836-61), made of Sovreme- 
nnik (The Contemporary) the most outstanding legal vehicle for sub¬ 

versive propaganda. In the second half of the reign the most impor¬ 

tant radical thinkers included P. L. Lavrov (1823-1900), P. N. 

Tkachev (1844-86), and the rather more moderate N. K. Mikhailov¬ 

sky (1842-1904). At the same time the enormous success enjoyed 

by Herzen's London-based Kolokol (The Bell) between 1857 and 

1863 launched a tradition of emigre journals whose number multi¬ 

plied rapidly during the 1870s. 

The dominant theme of this literature was concern for the well¬ 

being of the peasantry. The radical intelligentsia identified their 

own revolt against the status quo with the plight of the peasantry. 

This process of identification was crucial to the entire revolutionary 

ethos. It is explicable, at one level, by their profound sense of guilt 

over their own privileges, cultural and material, for which the 

masses, as Lavrov wrote, had paid 'billions of lives, oceans of blood, 

incalculable suffering and the endless toil of generations'.3 At the 

same time they saw a causal link between the predicament of the 

peasants and their own frustrations; the political, social, and cultu¬ 

ral constrictions which impinged directly upon them seemed to be 

the product of a society based upon oppression of the masses. 

Moreover, peasant resistance appeared to be the only social force 

that could conceivably transform Russia. During the 1870s their 

sense of being at once indebted to and dependent on the masses 

generated a highly romanticized image of the simple virtue and 

integrity of peasant life. 

In seeking a path forward for peasant Russia, therefore, they 

spurned the prescriptions of laissez-faire liberalism. Informed by 

Western socialism, they saw in capitalism a brutal form of exploita¬ 

tion. The Russian peasantry must not be condemned to the ordeal of 

the proletariat of Manchester or Birmingham. Nor did they see any 

future in piecemeal political reform of the autocracy. The parliamen¬ 

tary facade of Bismarck's Prussia, the French democracy which had 

crushed the Revolution of 1848 and did the same to the Paris Com¬ 

mune in 1871, and even Britain's constitutional monarchy seemed 
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merely to disguise flagrant injustice. By broadening the bases of 

support for the regime among the relatively privileged classes, 

constitutional reform might in fact make radical change harder to 

achieve. The revolutionaries' lack of interest in a programme of 

political reform and gradual extension of the rule of law did not 

imply indifference to individual liberty. Indeed their protest against 

restrictions on the individual was almost anarchist in tone. But even 

if the revolutionaries had been willing to settle for gradual extension 

of liberty the middle classes appeared powerless to extract major 

concessions from the Tsarist regime. And in fact, the isolation and 

weakness of the radical milieu put a premium upon commitment to 

an unqualified Utopia. Compromise seemed to imply concern for 

their own privileges and betrayal of the masses. 

The 'populist' ideology they developed, therefore, was social¬ 

ist. Reacting both against existing conditions in Russia and against 

the prospect of capitalist development they built upon the specifi¬ 

cally Russian socialism adumbrated by the Petrashevtsy and spelled 

out by Herzen. At its centre stood the peasant commune, 

they believed, had preserved the peasantry from the corruption 

of private property. With its egalitarian traditions of periodic re¬ 

distribution of the land it provided a basis on which Russia could 

bypass capitalism and make a direct transition from semi-feudalism 

to socialism. They rejected the liberal view that the commune was a 

barrier to economic progress. Relieved of the burdens imposed 

upon it by state and nobility the commune could flourish - espec¬ 

ially once, as most of them envisaged, individual use of the land 

had given way to collective farming. Moreover, few believed that in 

avoiding capitalism Russia must forgo modern machinery and tech¬ 

nology. An anti-industrial current was evident within populism, 

voiced most explicitly by Mikhailovsky who deplored the dehuma¬ 

nizing effect of the ever more specialized and narrow division of 

labour that industrialization involved. But, in so far as the subject 

was addressed, the dominant view was that by integrating modern 

industry into the communal structure Russia could enjoy its benefits 

without enduring proletarianization. The overriding concern of the 

populists, however, was to free the peasantry from poverty and to 

do so before Russia had irrevocably embarked upon capitalist de¬ 

velopment in agriculture and industry. They engaged in a passion¬ 

ate search for a 'science of society' which would demonstrate that 

Russia need not follow the Western path. The anxiety that she was 

on the point of doing so created a mounting sense of urgency during 

the 1870s. 
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It was these conditions that gave rise to the revolutionary move¬ 

ment of Alexander's reign. Euphoria over the government's com¬ 

mitment to Emancipation had created a short-lived hope that the 

Tsar might carry through a major redistribution of wealth 'from 

above'. But even before the Statute of 1861 was promulgated, rad¬ 

icals were abandoning these hopes and those who counselled 

patience came under fire. With the publication of the terms of 

Emancipation inflammatory pamphlets began to call for a mass 

uprising. In 1861 'Land and Liberty', the first underground organ¬ 

ization since the days of the Decembrists, was formed. It had no 

more than a skeletal structure and embraced liberals as well as 

socialists. The failure of the Warsaw uprising, where it had several 

adherents among the Russian officers of the garrison, dealt the 

organization a severe blow. It was liquidated in 1864 when it had 

become evident that the peasantry would not mount an immediate 

challenge to the Emancipation terms. 

To would-be revolutionaries it was becoming abundantly clear 

that their central problem was lack of contact with the masses. 

During the 1860s a few isolated attempts to form close-knit organiza¬ 

tions overlapped with more widespread efforts to develop educa¬ 

tional circles for workers and to take up posts as village teachers or 

medical assistants in order to establish links with the peasants. 

Police surveillance made communication between different groups 

difficult, while separate circles and indeed individuals were acutely 

suspicious of submitting themselves to any centralized under¬ 

ground authority even in the interests of 'the cause'. Their sus¬ 

picions were heightened by the case of S. G. Nechaev (1847-82), an 

amoral firebrand who tried to build a rigidly disciplined organiza¬ 

tion by brazen deception, and to assert his own authority by involv¬ 

ing his fellow conspirators in the murder of one of their number. The 

trials of 1872 and 1873 which followed his exposure and the arrest of 

several dozen radicals whom he had deliberately implicated gave 

the case wide publicity, as did Dostoevsky's classic The Devils (1872), 

based upon it. Nechaev's dictatorial style highlighted an issue that 

had already begun to exercise the populists. A centralized revolu¬ 

tionary organization, created and directed by the intelligentsia, 

might 'run ahead' of the peasantry, or even develop ambitions 

contrary to those of the masses and subject them to a new form of 

oppression. A minority viewed such anxieties as veiled excuses for 

inaction, but the majority would endorse the warning Herzen had 

delivered in 1862 that the revolutionaries must not 'take the people 

for clay and ourselves for sculptors'.4 The result was that when 
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4.4 Arrest of a revolutionary student. Although the inadequacy of the 
security police became increasingly apparent to the government during the 
1870s, to radical students they seemed ubiquitous and frighteningly well- 
informed. 

impatience to reach out to the peasantry boiled over into a signifi¬ 

cant movement in the early 1870s there was minimal planning and 

organization. 

The 'mad summer' of 1874 saw some 2,000-3,000 young radicals 

leave the cities and 'go to the people'. Adopting peasant dress and a 

peasant craft they sought to spread political consciousness with the 

help of revolutionary literature couched in peasant idiom. The 

euphoria of that summer gripped radicals of various persuasions: 

some sought merely to serve the peasantry, with no clear political 

goal; some hoped to lay the foundations for a conscious peasant 

socialist movement; others shared the hope of the veteran anarchist, 

M. A. Bakunin (1814-76), that it would be possible to ignite immedi¬ 

ate peasant rebellion. The experience was disillusioning. Not only 

did their numbers seem insignificant in the vast Russian country¬ 

side, not only were they rapidly overtaken by police arrests, but 

they found great difficulty in putting their ideas across to the 

peasantry. Peasants might share their longing to see the abolition of 

taxes and noble landownership, but they could make little of the 

more visionary socialist elements of the young radicals' propa¬ 

ganda, or indeed of their attacks on the revered Tsar. Moreover, in 
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the absence of any evidence of impending upheaval, individual 

peasants were wary of risking involvement in seditious talk. 

Although there was another substantial missionary exodus in 1875 

and some radicals settled semi-permanently in the villages, the 

euphoria evaporated. 

The failure of 1874 helped to overcome radical reluctance to 

form centralized organizations. It also forcibly raised the question of 

the need for political change before substantial propaganda could be 

spread among the peasantry - a question shelved since the early 

1860s amid general hostility to constitutional compromise. In 1876 

the second 'Land and Liberty' was formed. While attention re¬ 

mained focused upon the peasantry, renewed emphasis was given 

to contact with urban workers. It was from 'Land and Liberty' that 

the populists' most effective organization evolved. In the south of 

Russia radicals had begun to combine ideological propaganda with 

'propaganda by deed': terrorist attacks on officials. In 1878 a young 

revolutionary named Vera Zasulich (1851-1919) shot and wounded 

the Military Governor of St Petersburg, General Trepov. Her aim 

was to avenge the brutal treatment of comrades in police custody. 

But the impact of her deed both upon public opinion and upon the 

government directed revolutionary attention towards this form of 

political action. The turn to terror coincided with the renewed wil¬ 

lingness on the part of some radicals to consider seeking constitu¬ 

tional concessions as a preliminary step to social change. Physical 

attacks on leading government figures might at least disorganize the 

regime enough to force it to accede to the appeals for political reform 

which were once again coming from more moderate sections of 

public opinion. In 1879 'Land and Liberty' split into two parties, the 

'Black Repartition', which remained faithful to a programme of 

propaganda, and the 'People's Will', which concentrated its efforts 

on 'disorganization'. The 'Black Repartition' was stillborn but the 

'People's Will' became the most highly centralized and coherent 

underground organization Russia had ever seen. It enrolled less 

than 50 members but it attracted active support from up to 2,000 

sympathizers. The Executive Committee pronounced a sentence of 

death on the Tsar himself and, after repeated attempts, succeeded 

in assassinating Alexander on a St Petersburg street on 1 March 

1881. 
The terror campaign induced in the government something 

approaching panic. This was partly because it proved so difficult to 

crush or even to assess the strength of the 'People's Will'. But it was 

also because the overt challenge to the authority of the State high- 



4.5 The assassination of Alexander II, 1 March 1881. The 'People's Will' 
achieved their aim after at least six unsuccessful attempts. A first bomb 
failed to destroy the imperial carriage, and the Tsar dismounted to 
investigate (above), when a second bomb exploded at his feet (opposite). 

lighted the potential for much more widespread unrest. Peasant 

disturbances might be running at a low level, but evidence was 

mounting of severe discontent in the overpopulated black-earth 

regions. Labour protest in the cities might pose no immediate secur¬ 

ity risk but it had gathered pace ominously throughout the 1870s. 

Student demonstrations increased sharply at the end of the decade 

and although the educated public in general dissociated themselves 

from the violent means and socialist ends of the revolutionaries, a 

large section of the press showed scant sympathy for the govern¬ 

ment. The major trials which followed the movement 'to the people' 

were used with great skill by the accused and their defence lawyers 

to expose the incompetence and brutality of the police, to draw 

attention to the plight of the peasantry, and to win sympathy for the 

wretched poverty of many students. A significant minority of the 

zemstvos joined in liberal demands that the government return to 

the spirit of the Great Reforms, respect the independence of the 

courts and the freedom under the law of the press, and provide 

some means for public participation in framing legislation. 

The government's growing sense of isolation was heightened 

by the damaging outcome of the Turkish War of 1877-78. During 

most of Alexander's reign, the regime had carefully avoided all but 

minor military entanglements. The Caucasus had been steadily 

pacified and nominal Russian authority made effective. In central 

Asia local commanders had taken the initiative in extending the 

Empire over vast areas defended only by relatively weak local tribes. 

In the Far East substantial territory had been more or less peacefully 

wrested from the embattled Chinese Empire. This semi-colonial 

expansion took place without great enthusiasm in St Petersburg. 

The government was determined to avoid confrontation with any 
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velopment was out of the question. St Petersburg's major diplo¬ 

matic goal had been to nullify the clauses of the Treaty of Paris which 

had disarmed Russia on the Black Sea. This was achieved when 

Russia was rewarded for the benevolent neutrality she had main¬ 

tained while Prussia redrew the map of central Europe: in 1870 she 

was able to renounce the clauses without risking diplomatic isola¬ 

tion. But in 1876 the protracted decline of Turkey's power in Europe 

provoked a crisis in the Balkans. When the Slav nations of the 

Ottoman Empire tried without success to overthrow Turkish auth¬ 

ority, Russia gradually moved from diplomatic pressure in their 

favour to a declaration of war in April 1877. The war was hailed in 

Russia as a crusade for the liberty of fellow Slavs and aroused 

nationalist fervour expressed most stridently by a group of Panslav- 

ist publicists. After initial disappointments the Russian Army suc¬ 

ceeded in forcing the Treaty of San Stefano upon Turkey in 1878. 

Austria-Hungary, Britain, and France, however, viewed with alarm 

the dramatic increase in Russian influence in the Balkans which the 

treaty implied. At the Congress of Berlin Russia was compelled to 

accept revised peace terms. This was felt at home to be a major 

humiliation, and the government found itself under fire from the 

whole spectrum of public opinion. 

The diplomatic debacle strengthened the hands of ministers 

who urged that the fierce police measures taken against sedition 

during 1879 should be combined with efforts to conciliate less in¬ 

transigent critics. In January 1880 General M. T. Loris-Melikov, a 

hero of the Turkish War, took charge of the government, first as 

head of an emergency Special Administrative Commission and, 

from August, as Minister of Internal Affairs. He tried to broaden the 

base of support for the government, relying as far as possible on 

legal processes in restraining the press and arresting suspects, sack- 
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ing the hated Minister of Education, Tolstoy, and planning steps to 

alleviate the burden of redemption payments on the hardest- 

pressed peasants. In January 1881 he went so far as to recommend 

the involvement of zemstvo and municipal duma representatives in 

commissions appointed to consider reform of peasant affairs and 

local government. He even suggested that a few such representa¬ 

tives from outside the government might be co-opted on to the State 

Council, the supreme bureaucratic body beneath the Tsar. It was 

entirely characteristic of Alexander that he marked Loris-Melikov's 

draft of the latter proposal with a question-mark. But the Tsar 

accepted the proposal for commissions on the very day he fell victim 

to the 'People's Will'. 

The assassination momentarily stunned the government, and 

the new Tsar, Alexander III (1881-94), fled to his country palace. 

'When you are retiring. Your Majesty,' he was urged by K. P. 

Pobedonostsev, who had been his boyhood tutor and from 1880 to 

1905 was Procurator of the Holy Synod, 'do shut the doors behind 

you not only in the bedroom but in all adjoining rooms, the hall 

included . . . check every evening underneath the furniture.'5 

Although throughout the crisis Alexander III had expressed his 

contempt for any concessions to appease the government's critics, 

for some two months after coming to the throne he hesitated to 

reverse official policy. Loris-Melikov continued to press significant 

innovations to strengthen public support for the government. Pobe¬ 

donostsev, on the other hand, together with a minority of reaction¬ 

ary ministers, strongly urged the dismissal of Loris-Melikov and 

bold reaffirmation of the autocratic principle. At the end of April, 

having assessed the strength of the opposition, Alexander took 

Pobedonostsev's advice, issued an uncompromising manifesto and 

precipitated the resignation of Loris-Melikov and several other 

relatively liberal ministers. The reforms already set in train were 

either dropped immediately or gradually diluted, and from 1883 a 

period of intense reaction set in. 

Alexander Ill's approach reflected his own predilections, but it 

was also based on a sound sense of the options open to him. Even if 

he had been so inclined it would have been extremely difficult to 

pursue reforms which posed a significant threat to the interests of 

the landed nobility. By rejecting reform, on the other hand, he won 

the enthusiastic support of the great majority of the nobility. Their 

social and economic pre-eminence was just beginning to seem more 

precarious and they wholeheartedly welcomed vigorous confirma¬ 

tion of the regime's commitment to the status quo. Moreover, the 
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opposition seemed to wilt. The police rapidly destroyed the rem¬ 

nants of the 'People's Will' and successfully contained underground 

activity during the rest of the 1880s. Temporary' regulations of 

August 1881 - ultimately extended until the fall of the Empire - 

empowered the government to declare virtual martial law wherever 

and whenever it chose to do so. In the absence of a direct threat to 

order the public opinion which had caused Loris-Melikov such 

anxiety appeared powerless. During the 1880s there was no effec¬ 

tive protest against increasing infringements of the independence of 

the courts, the press, the universities, and the zemstvos. Reaction 

seemed triumphant. 

Yet in the longer term a regime resting upon the narrowing 

social base of the landowning nobility was doomed. The discontent 

generated by the government's pursuit of a reactionary Utopia in 

defiance of rapidly accelerating social change was to explode in the 

revolutionary upheaval of 1905. 
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Industrialization and Revolution 
(1881-1905) 

While Alexander III and his son Nicholas II (1894-1917) remained 

resolutely committed to unvarnished autocracy, Russia's 

traditional social structure passed through a process of profound 

transformation. Underlying much of this change was the rapid 

industrial development of the period. In large measure this was the 

result of the steady spread of market relations. The peasantry were 

being drawn into the money economy, thereby raising consumer 

demand. Both handicraft production - the great bulk of which was 

done by village peasants rather than urban artisans - and the major 

light industries, headed by textiles and sugar, expanded fast. Even 

more striking was the upsurge in heavy industry, and for this the 

State itself was primarily responsible. The focal point of the policy 

developed by the government was the construction of a railway 

network. A major stimulus in the industrialization of most 

European countries, railways held out particular promise to an 

economy uniquely handicapped by vast distances and poor 

communications. They would link the Empire's far-flung mineral 

resources with each other and with the centres of population; they 

would enormously increase the volume of both domestic and 

foreign trade; and their construction would create a massive new 

demand for coal, iron, steel, and manufactures. 

It was in the 1880s that the Ministry of Finance began to 

coordinate its tariff, fiscal, and investment policies to extend the 

railway lines already laid. The major problem was the shortage of 

domestic capital. The aim, therefore, was to attract substantial 

foreign investment. This could only be achieved if foreigners could 

rely upon the stability of the rouble, which made it essential to 

maintain a favourable balance of payments and avoid a budget 
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deficit. From 1881 the trade balance was kept positive with the help 

of high protective tariffs, culminating in a prohibitive tariff in 1891, 

and positive steps to increase exports, especially of grain. The 

government's budget was strengthened by increased customs 

revenue and more particularly by a spectacular rise in indirect 

taxation. The results were gratifying. The rouble became 

progressively stronger and in 1897 foreign confidence was ensured 

Archangel 

St Petersburg 

Moscow 

Minsk 

Saratov Warsaw 

<W>>/Tasritsyn 

Astrakhan 

Sevastopol 

Black Sea 

A. 

Aral 
Sea 

300 
-The Russian frontier 1914 

-t-H Railways by 1900 
miles 

Map 6 Railways in European Russia by 1900 



98 Russia 

by placing it on the gold standard. The conclusion of an alliance with 

France in 1894 had already contributed to the favourable publicity 

which Russian securities received in the West. With world interest 

rates low, investment in Russian state securities and direct 

investment in Russian industry became highly attractive. The 

government poured money into the railway programme while 

subsidies and guarantees encouraged private capital to develop the 

supplying industries. 

The full force of the policy was felt during the 1890s under the 

dynamic organization of Count Witte, Minister of Finance from 1892 

to 1903. Annual railway construction more than trebled between the 

end of the 1880s and the boom years of the late 1890s. The 

production of leading minerals required by the railway programme 

- iron, coal, and oil - rose almost as fast between 1885 and 1900, and 

virtually every sector of industry benefited from the stimulus. 

Although light industry continued to exceed heavy industry in 

terms of value of output, the balance between the two shifted 

significantly. Russia, it is true, still lagged behind her major 

industrial competitors. She was highly vulnerable to sharp 

downturns in the economy and from 1900 to 1903 suffered 

particularly severely from an international depression. Her new 

heavy industries were concentrated in narrowly restricted areas. 

She remained an overwhelmingly agrarian country. Nevertheless, 

the economic development achieved by the turn of the century was 

sufficient to have a profound impact upon the social and political life 

of the Empire. 

It was in a sense paradoxical that a regime for which the social 

repercussions accompanying industrial development in the West 

were anathema should have become actively committed to 

industrialization. Yet its motives are not difficult to see. In large 

measure it was responding to the rapid industrialization of Russia's 

Great Power rivals. Unless she could dispose of the same modern 

means of transport and production, the same machinery and 

armaments, Russia could not hope to uphold her political 

independence. The strategic necessity of railways, in particular, was 

becoming ever more pressing. Likewise, even conservative 

ministers felt the force of the argument, ably expounded by Witte, 

that the regime's domestic stability depended upon its financial 

strength - and this required sustained economic growth. In any case 

few statesmen grasped that there was a profound contradiction 

between the economic and the social policies being pursued by the 

government. This was in part because there was still no unified 
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policy-making body, no cabinet. The government could pull in two 

opposite directions without fully realizing that it was doing so. 

While the Ministry of Finance energetically fostered industrializ¬ 

ation, the other ministries still pursued conservative social policies 

which ignored or even impeded economic change. This led to 

intense interdepartmental rivalry and antagonism, most clearly 

visible in repeated clashes between the Ministry of Finance and the 

Ministry of the Interior. They adopted widely divergent approaches 

to almost every issue - from tariffs and taxation to the affairs of the 

nobility, the peasantry, and the working class. But the illusion was 

preserved, among conservative ministers as well as by Alexander III 

and Nicholas II themselves, that in Russia industrialization need not 

upset the traditional social structure, let alone undermine the 

authority of the throne. 

In some respects, of course, greater economic and commercial 

activity did strengthen the regime. The resources at its disposal 

expanded. During the 1880s the poll-tax was abolished and indirect 

taxes - especially the liquor monopoly - became the major source of 

government revenue. They proved much easier to collect than direct 

taxes and made it possible for government revenue to keep pace 

with the swift rise in production. Although a proportion of this was 

absorbed in investment and servicing the growing national debt, the 

bulk financed a great expansion of the apparatus of the State. The 

bureaucracy developed fast - not only in terms of the proportion of 

officials to subjects, but also in terms of education, efficiency, and 

levels of pay. The police force swelled, the political police (Okhrana) 

developing relatively sophisticated techniques of social control. 

At the same time both the army and the navy became better 

equipped. This, together with closer economic ties with the West, 

added to the Empire's leverage in international affairs. The 

assumption underlying Bismarck's diplomacy in the 1880s, that 

given her conflict with Austria-Hungary over the Balkans Russia 

would have to accept German terms to avoid diplomatic isolation, 

proved unfounded. When Germany raised high trade barriers 

against Russian grain and closed Russia's access to the German 

money market in the late 1880s, France was happy to come to 

Russia's aid. Paris became Russia's major source of foreign capital, 

while diplomatic and military negotiations culminated in the 

alliance of 1894. Successive finance ministers were adamant that 

Russia was in no position to risk war, and her Western policy was 

necessarily cautious. Nevertheless the steep decline which her 

diplomatic status had suffered since the Crimean War was arrested. 
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In one respect, too, the development of large-scale private 

enterprise increased the support within society on which the regime 

could count. For while the economic power of leading industrialists 

and businessmen grew enormously, they tended to remain as 

politically subservient as the traditional merchant community. They 

cooperated extremely closely with the Tsarist government. Three 

factors stand out in explaining this harmonious relationship. 

In the first place, there was the range of benefits at the 

government's disposal - subsidies, credit, large contracts, tariff 

protection. Witte was particularly lavish with financial aid in times 

of crisis, and assisted in the formation of producer associations, 

thereby fostering the concentration of ownership in the hands of 

large banks and corporations. Major financiers and industrialists, 

notably those in St Petersburg, were made acutely conscious of their 

dependence on ministerial goodwill and it became increasingly 

common for senior officials to take up directorships on the boards of 

leading companies. 

Equally important in retarding the political independence of the 

business community were the continuing divisions and 

antagonisms within it. The development of heavy industry 

intensified regional specialization, typified by the massive iron- and 

coal-mining enterprises of the Donets basin in the Ukraine, the oil 

industry in the Caucasus, and the textile-oriented Moscow region. 

This created significant differences of approach to a variety of policy 

issues from tariffs to labour problems. Moreover, a marked tension 

developed between the predominantly Great Russian businessmen 

of the centre and the variety of mutually divided ethnic minorities 

operating on the periphery - including Poles, Jews, Armenians, 

Greeks, and Tatars. Taken together with the very large percentage 

of investment in heavy industry held by foreign interests, this 

presented a formidable obstacle to the emergence of a politically 

powerful business lobby. Representative organizations were 

formed, but they remained under firm government tutelage and 

studiously avoided issues beyond a narrow range of business 

problems. 

Perhaps the most fundamental factor drawing government and 

businessmen together was the common ground they shared in 

relation to labour. Large-scale employers could not fail to appreciate 

their dependence upon the regime for a cheap and docile work¬ 

force. In the interests of security the government refused to 

countenance labour organizations and strikes were a criminal 

offence. In a situation of massive rural underemployment and 
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considerable urban unemployment, this ensured that labour's 

bargaining power was minimal and that Russian wages were 

extremely low. It also meant that the police were immediately 

involved when serious disputes arose between labour and 

employers. Although government officials were often highly critical 

of the appalling working conditions for which employers were 

responsible, their overriding concern was to demonstrate to 

workers that organized protest could not pay. A rudimentary 

factory inspectorate was set up in 1882, but government 

intervention in labour relations was overwhelmingly favourable to 

employers. It was not surprising that leading industrialists and 

financiers found no more than minor fault with the Tsarist regime. 

Only in the upheaval of 1905, with labour protest running out of 

control, would they be moved to criticism. 

Yet the very factors which inhibited the politicization of Russia's 

business classes also limited the political value of their support. Far 

from commanding respect they were the object of widespread 

disdain and, although a few magnates became major patrons of the 

arts, they were in general almost wholly lacking in cultural influence 

over the wider educated public. 

The economically less powerful sections of the middle classes 

were growing fast both in numbers and in political consciousness. 

Their ranks were swelled not only by the general growth of the 

economy and steady expansion of secondary and higher education 

but also by the rapid development of services run under the aegis of 

the zemstvos and staffed by the so-called 'third element' - teachers, 

doctors, statisticians, veterinary surgeons, and agricultural experts 

of various kinds. Their political affiliation was by no means uniform. 

Russian intellectual and cultural life was becoming increasingly 

diverse. The turn of the century saw the birth of the so-called 'silver 

age' with its explicit rejection of art as a vehicle for social and political 

criticism. The flowering of Russian opera and ballet pointed in the 

same direction. It was symbolic that a group of prominent and 

progressively minded intellectuals tried, in 1902-03, to open a 

dialogue with the hierarchy of the Orthodox Church. They failed, 

but not since the Slavophiles of the 1840s would any self-respecting 

member of the intelligentsia have dreamed of such an enterprise. 

Such socio-political criticism as there was in the music of P. I. 

Tchaikovsky (1840-93), the paintings of I. Repin (1844-1930), and 

the drama of A. P. Chekhov (1860-1904) was expressed with great 

subtlety. Yet the prevailing mood of public opinion remained 

distinctly hostile to the regime. Opposition sentiment was 
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galvanized by a catastrophic famine and cholera epidemic in 1891- 

92. The government was blamed and its tariff and trade policies 

came under fierce attack. It became ever more difficult to prevent 

public discussion of political issues. As in the reign of Alexander II, 

repressive measures against rebellious students and outspoken 

journals tended to exacerbate rather than quell criticism. The 

demand for guaranteed civil liberties and public participation in 

state decision-making gathered pace. An important landmark was 

the foundation in 1902 of the emigre journal Osvobozhdenie 
(Liberation), edited by Peter Struve (1870-1944), a gifted political 

economist. The journal showed up the regime in the most clumsy, 

incompetent, and oppressive light. In 1904 a loosely structured 

organization, the Union of Liberation, was formed to unite all 

sections of the opposition. With growing assurance it mounted 

pressure for constitutional democracy based upon universal, equal, 

secret, and direct franchise. 

On its own, enlightened public opinion had little more chance 

of shaking the regime than in the reign of Alexander II. But under 

Nicholas II, active discontent became increasingly evident among 

wide sections of society, both privileged and non-privileged. Most 

perplexing, from the point of view of Tsar and government, was the 

growing resentment expressed by the landowning nobility. 

Even by Romanov standards, the last two tsars were not gifted 

statesmen. Their recorded remarks and their private diaries reveal a 

breathtaking insensitivity to the strains within the society over 

which they ruled. Yet neither was completely lacking in political 

sense. Although they faithfully echoed the time-honoured myth 

that the Tsarist government stood above social divisions and cared 

for the interests of all classes, they firmly grasped that the mainstay 

of the autocracy was in fact the landed nobility. Accordingly, they 

did all they could to protect the nobility's privileged position. In 

taking steps to tighten control over the peasantry and the zemstvos, 

the government saw itself consolidating the alliance between State 

and nobility. Wherever possible local landowners were chosen to fill 

the powerful post of land captain, established in 1889 to discipline 

the peasantry. The zemstvo reform of 1890 increased noble domina¬ 

tion of the local assemblies. Both Alexander and Nicholas were also 

extremely concerned to perpetuate noble preponderance among 

senior civil and military officials. Sustained efforts made to limit 

educational opportunities for commoners were inspired in part by 

the hope that this would ensure that noblemen would provide the 

increasingly specialized and trained personnel required. Through- 
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out the period the government made crystal clear its anxiety to shore 

up noble landownership. The Noble Land Bank established in 1885 

became the source of low-interest loans to rescue insolvent estates 

and encourage landlords to secure their future by investing in and 

improving their land. The problem of conserving the noble land 

fund was the central preoccupation of a high-powered ministerial 

conference which Nicholas set up in 1897 to consider what further 

aid could be given to the nobility. 

Yet, for all the goodwill of the government, the position of the 

nobility was gradually being eroded. The pressures which led many 

noblemen to sell their land were largely beyond the control of the 

State. Grain prices during the 1880s and 1890s, in Russia as else¬ 

where, were severely depressed, making it even more difficult for 

landowners accustomed to rely on serf labour to adapt to commer¬ 

cial farming. At the same time land prices soared in response to 

peasant land hunger, and the option of selling became increasingly 

attractive. Between Emancipation and 1905 the amount of land in 

noble hands fell by over a third. 

The sympathy of the Tsar was of only marginally more help 

where state service, the other major bastion of noble power, was 

concerned. All the efforts of the Ministry of Education could not 

produce a sufficient flow of educated recruits from the landed 

nobility. Although social origins remained a crucial determinant of 

promotions, increasing professionalism within both army and 

bureaucracy tended to make ability ever more significant. By the 

end of the century the link between state service and landed wealth 

had become markedly weaker: even among the highest ranks of the 

Civil Service, over 70 per cent of the personnel were landless, and 

the proportion was greater still in the officer corps. 

The nobility's landholdings remained formidable, and the 

dominant ethos among both officers and senior officials was 

still overwhelmingly sympathetic to noble privilege. Yet the symp¬ 

toms of decline were tangible and created a growing sense 

of embattlement among middle-ranking landowners. Their re¬ 

sentment focused on the way industry seemed to be benefiting at 

their expense. Although reactionary journalists found difficulty in 

framing a coherent economic policy - and their spokesmen within 

the government were pulverized by Witte's expertise - they became 

increasingly critical. They attacked specific measures such as tariffs 

which forced up the price of agricultural machinery. And they 

blamed the Finance Ministry's favouritism towards industry for the 

plight - and the restiveness - of the peasantry. Although the Tsar 
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heartily endorsed their values and aspirations, by the late 1890s they 

were becoming deeply embittered by what they took to be the 

government's inadequate concern for their well-being. Their anger 

began to take political form. This was visible not only in fierce 

complaint from reactionary newspapers but also, paradoxically 

enough, in the growth of the liberal zemstvo movement. The 

number of committed liberals among the middle-ranking 

landowners who dominated the zemstvos was not large. But they 

commanded a stronger sense of political direction and greater 

willingness to take an active part in the zemstvos than the more 

conservative majority. Moreover, their criticism of the arbitrary 

nature of the bureaucracy and autocracy seemed to correspond to 

the widespread dissatisfaction among the provincial nobility. This 

enabled them to seize the initiative at the turn of the century and ally 

the zemstvos ever more closely with the broader liberal and 

constitutional movement. 

The decline in noble landownership was not accompanied by 

any improvement in the conditions of the peasantry. Repeated 

commissions and zemstvo investigations drew a grim picture of 

peasant destitution and growing frustration. In fact, recent research 

suggests that average grain consumption per head in the village did 

not fall during the period: a vast amount of unused land was 

brought into cultivation and yields slowly rose. Peasants were also 

able to cushion the impact of indirect taxes by falling back on barter 

and home products when necessary. Generalizations about the 

trend in peasant living standards, however, are not easy to make. 

This is not because of any dramatic differentiation between rich and 

poor within a given village: the great majority remained 'middle' 

peasants directly dependent on their own labour for their liveli¬ 

hood. But there were significant variations from year to year and 

between different regions. The grain-short areas of the north and 

east benefited from the low price of grain. Moreover, it was here that 

peasant incomes were most often supplemented by handicraft pro¬ 

duction making them less directly dependent upon the vagaries of 

the harvest. Paradoxically, it was the grain-surplus areas which 

were most at risk of severe deprivation and periodic famine. It was 

in these areas that the depressed level of grain prices caused most 

hardship. Compelled to raise cash for payment of rent, redemption 

dues, taxes, and essential purchases, they were driven to sell as 

5.1 Famine. During the famine of 1891-92, the peasants were forced to 
strip the thatch from their barns and houses to feed their starving livestock. 
(Contemporary engraving from the Illustrated London News.) 



106 Russia 

much grain as possible, retaining minimal reserves for subsistence 

and planting. This left them highly vulnerable to harvest failures 

such as those of 1891 and 1901. The evidence of acute poverty was 

widespread. Arrears on direct taxes, and especially redemption 

dues, constantly rose despite the harshest punitive measures, in¬ 

cluding flogging and property confiscation. Such critical features of 

the peasant economy as horse-ownership showed a disastrous drop 

during the late nineteenth century. Worst of all was the high inci¬ 

dence of epidemics, chronic sickness, and malnutrition. 

The policies of the Ministry of Finance were widely blamed both 

for peasant misery and for the threat to social stability which it 

entailed. Reactionary, liberal and latter-day populist opinion alike 

tended to view the peasantry as the victim of the heavy indus¬ 

trialization programme. The rapid increase in indirect taxes, it was 

maintained, wiped out any relief to the peasantry from the abolition 

of the poll-tax and periodic cancellation of unpaid redemption dues. 

High protective tariffs penalized the peasant consumer. And at a 

time of frequent harvest failures and recurrent food shortage, ex¬ 

ports of grain were being ruthlessly forced upwards. The peasantry, 

it seemed, were being squeezed in order to earn foreign exchange 

and uphold the value of the rouble. I. A. Vyshnegradsky, Witte's 

predecessor at the Ministry of Finance from 1887 to 1892, was 

credited with the heartless motto: 'We will go hungry, but we will 

export.' 

The early stages of industrialization certainly brought precious 

little relief to the peasantry, and grain exports were undoubtedly 

vital to the 'Witte system'. Yet the government's conversion to a 

policy of favouring industrialization did no more than exacerbate 

the peasant predicament. The proportion of government revenue 

directed into industry was a mere fraction of that devoted to the 

upkeep of the armed forces and administration. The main burden 

borne by the peasantry remained that of the State and the landed 

nobility. Government policy towards the village changed remark¬ 

ably little during the period. The commitment to the commune, as 

the best means of taxing and policing the peasantry, was repeatedly 

reaffirmed. A proposed programme of resettlement from the most 

overpopulated areas was shelved for fear of raising peasant expecta¬ 

tions and unleashing dangerous mass migration. The resources 

made available to the peasantry to purchase land through the 

Peasant Bank (1883) were niggardly compared to those available to 

the nobility, and accounted for a small proportion of the land the 

peasants managed to acquire. Minimal effort was made to assist 
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peasants in improving their farming methods: the attempts in this 

direction of a few dynamic zemstvos only highlighted how little was 

being done in the Empire as a whole. 

The State, in short, pursued a policy of neglect towards peasant 

agriculture. When asked in 1890 if a country like Russia should not 

have an independent Ministry of Agriculture, Vyshnegradsky was 

responsible for another bon mot: 'But the Minister of Agriculture will 

not have anything to do/1 The effect was to leave the peasant in a 

vicious circle of poverty. Pressure on the land mounted as the rural 

population swelled by some 25 per cent between 1877 and 1905. 

Although urban migration accelerated, it acted as a very inadequate 

safety valve: between 1880 and 1913 the proportion of the labour 

force working in agriculture only dropped from 74 to 72 per cent. 

Moreover, the population tended to rise fastest where the shortage 

of land was already acute, notably in the black-earth provinces in 

which the peasantry had acquired least land at Emancipation. A 

hard-pressed villager could hope that numerous sons would in¬ 

crease the household's income, especially since the allocation of 

land in most communes was related to the size of the household. 

Overpopulation strengthened the attachment of most peasants to 

the relative security of the commune: even without government 

backing the commune would in all probability have remained preva¬ 

lent in the most densely populated areas. Yet if anything the com¬ 

mune's effect on productivity became even more deleterious: the 

greater the land-shortage, the greater the temptation to overwork 

strips of land held on brief tenure. 

Accordingly, peasant aspirations remained firmly fixed on the 

one panacea of which they could conceive: the land of the nobility. 

The very intensity of their land-hunger, however, forced up the cost 

of both renting and buying land to levels which were quite unrelated 

to the land's yield. At the same time overpopulation kept agricul¬ 

tural wages at pitiful rates. The result was intense resentment 

against noble exploitation. The whole peasant outlook precluded 

them from meekly submitting to the dictates of the market. Deeply 

rooted in peasant culture was the belief that the land should belong 

to whoever worked it with his own hands. Such inroads as modern 

culture made into the village tended to fortify this conviction. The 

slow but steady spread of literacy, the increasing contact with urban 

life, the ideas propagated by young radicals and democratically 

minded members of the 'third element' - all tended to strengthen 

peasant intransigence. At the same time the conservative and 

pacifying influence of the Orthodox Church began to weaken 



5.2 'Corner' lodgers in a workers' flat in St Petersburg in the 1890s. 
Overcrowded conditions meant that families could rent no more than a 
'corner' of shared accommodation. Such conditions fuelled discontent and 
facilitated the spread of radical ideas. 

markedly. There is little evidence that peasant faith declined, but 

the authority of village priests was progressively undermined: in 

terms of culture and way of life they differed too little from the 

ordinary villagers to inspire much respect, and the miserly 

provision made them by the State resulted in constant friction over 

money matters between priest and parishioner. The last decades of 

the century saw the flowering of numerous bizarre but intensely 

committed religious sects which often reflected disenchantment 

with both Church and State. Even the hallowed belief in the 

benevolence of the Tsar began to wane. The incidence of rent and 

labour strikes and land seizures from private landowners rose 

sharply during the 1890s. Serious crop failure in 1901 was followed 

by major peasant uprisings during 1902 in the Ukraine, the Volga 

area, and Georgia. Any significant weakening in the authority or 

military resources of the government would have been liable to 

unleash rural disturbances on an even greater scale. 

If the government's support for the landowning nobility per¬ 

petuated its age-old conflict with the peasantry, the direct corollary 

of its close alliance with industrial employers was confrontation 

with labour. Numerically, the industrial labour force remained re- 
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latively small. At the turn of the century, out of a total active 

population of some 45 million, less than a quarter were non- 

agricultural employees and only some 2 million were employed in 

factories and mines. But working-class discontent was fierce and the 

ability of the industrial proletariat to paralyse large plants and even 

whole areas by strike action gave them an immediate power of 

disruption which the peasantry lacked. 

The grounds for working-class discontent struck even the least 

sympathetic observer. As in the West, the early stages of indus¬ 

trialization were accompanied by atrocious conditions. Labour's 

weak bargaining position, combined with the speed with which 

new industrial centres such as the Donets basin of the Ukraine were 

developed and older cities such as St Petersburg expanded, ensured 

that little attention was given to the needs of the work-force. Wages 

were seldom sufficient to support a family. Workers lived in insanit¬ 

ary and overcrowded rented rooms and cellars where family life was 

impossible, or in the most spartan and soulless dormitory blocks 

thrown up by employers. Discipline at work was harsh: use of the 

birch only faded out in the 1890s, there was no job security, and 

management imposed fines for the slightest transgression. From the 

employers' point of view this harsh regime was made necessary by 

the nature of the work-force. Throughout the period a high percen¬ 

tage of workers, especially in the newly developed areas and the 

many enterprises set up in rural areas, were born into peasant 

families. Even those whose fathers spent some years in industry 

tended to be brought up in the village. Not only did they lack skills 

but they did not adapt readily from the rhythm of agricultural life 

with its long periods of inactivity and frequent holidays, to the 

demands of modern industry. No matter how deep their urban 

roots, workers found difficulty in coming to terms with the 

long hours, unhealthy environment, and frequent accidents at 

work. 

Yet deprivation alone does not explain the militancy and re¬ 

latively strong political consciousness of the factory proletariat. The 

specific structure of Russian industry played an important part. The 

major industrial developments were heavily concentrated in a few 

key areas of the Empire. By the turn of the century, the central 

industrial area around Moscow, the north-western area around St 

Petersburg, the major cities of Poland, and the Ukraine employed 

over 60 per cent of all workers. Moreover, within these areas work¬ 

ers were concentrated in large enterprises to a far greater extent than 

in the West. In both metallurgical and textile industries almost half 
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the factory workers were employed in plants of over 1,000 workers. 

This reflected the rapid introduction of the most modern machinery 

modelled on the West; the need for enterprises in new areas to be 

self-sufficient in a variety of secondary products; and the repeated if 

brief depressions which hit Russian industry, eliminating competi¬ 

tors and encouraging mergers. This combination of giant enter¬ 

prises and regional concentration fostered working-class militancy. 

Sheer size made relations between employers and workers imper¬ 

sonal, facilitated the circulation of radical ideas, and generated a 

sense of solidarity among workers. It made it easier for workers to 

appreciate the potential power of strike action: statistics confirm that 

the larger the plant the greater was the propensity to strike. More¬ 

over, where labour disputes in small enterprises might cause little 

stir, stoppages in major plants proved highly contagious. By the 

same token, protest in these larger enterprises brought im¬ 

mediate intervention by police or even troops: the workers 

could not fail to associate the political authorities with the hated 

employer. 

From the mid 1880s there was a marked increase in the inci¬ 

dence of strikes. In 1896 and again in 1897 almost the entire textile 

industry of St Petersburg was briefly paralysed. The depression 

which spread from 1899 only temporarily weakened the strike 

movement and aggravated unemployment and urban discontent. 

Towards the end of 1902 and during 1903 several important cities in 

the south, including Rostov-on-Don, Baku, and Odessa were hit by 

mass strikes. Government reaction only exacerbated the problem. 

Such legislation as was passed - on female and child labour, on the 

length of the working day, and on labour contracts - was feebly 

enforced. The Ministry of Finance was sympathetic to employers' 

insistence that their authority should not be undermined. The 

Ministry of the Interior, too anxious about the security implications 

of labour unrest to leave matters alone, experimented from 1901-03 

with police-run labour organizations which it was hoped would 

divert working-class energy from political towards economic and 

cultural aims. These so-called 'Zubatov unions' proved abortive and 

indeed contributed to the explosion of protest which was to shake 

the regime during 1905. 

Mounting social tension was accompanied by the swift develop¬ 

ment of national consciousness among the Empire's ethnic mino¬ 

rities. According to the census of 1897, only 43 per cent of the 

population were Great Russians, and the regime's overt identifica¬ 

tion with them and with the Orthodox Church alienated the minor- 
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ity nationalities. A heavy-handed policy of Russification tended to 
push even relatively mild cultural movements, such as that in the 
Ukraine, in the direction of political protest. The dynamics of the 
process varied widely. In some cases the government's attempts to 
tighten its control and impose administrative and cultural uniformi¬ 
ty created nationalist opposition where virtually none had existed: 
this was most evident in the Baltic provinces dominated by a Germa¬ 
nic aristocracy and in the semi-autonomous Duchy of Finland. Parti¬ 
cularly harsh was the treatment of the Jews. By the turn of the 
century the Empire contained about 5.5 million Jews - almost half 
the Jewish population of the world. They were restricted to Poland 
and the Tale of Settlement' to the east of Poland. Not only were they 
excluded from most professions, but efforts were made to prevent 
them acquiring land and to restrict their access to secondary and 
higher education. Moreover, at moments of crisis - notably in 1881, 
1903, and October 1905 - the authorities connived at vicious 
pogroms against them. The result was evident not only in a growing 
emigration movement but also in the disproportionately high 
number of Jews in the most radical political parties. National parties 
of various complexions were set up to represent many of the 
minorities - from Letts in the north to Armenians and Georgians in 
the south, and above all the Poles. The long history of Polish 
resistance played an important part in heightening the regime's 
suspicions of signs of cultural autonomy anywhere in the Empire, 
and in fuelling the aggressive nationalist tone adopted by both 
Alexander III and Nicholas II. The last two tsars intensified the 
Russification programme in operation in Poland since the 1860s, but 
hostility to Russia showed no signs of abating and a large garrison 
had to be stationed there. Nationalist unrest among the minorities in 
general, and the Poles in particular, constituted an important 
ingredient in the upheaval of 1905. 

The transformation overtaking Russia's social structure pro¬ 
duced major changes in the radical subculture of the revolutionary 
intelligentsia. They reacted, in particular, to the upsurge in proleta¬ 
rian and, from the turn of the century, peasant unrest. Although as 
yet their role was peripheral, from the point of view of Russia's 
subsequent history the new ideology and forms of organization 
which they adopted in this period merit close attention. 

The reaction which followed the assassination of Alexander II 
had crushed the 'People's Will'. Student unrest persisted, and 
numerous small revolutionary circles formed and dissolved, but the 
1880s were a period of relative gloom and inactivity. The peasantry 
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remained distressingly unresponsive to agitation and the rapid de¬ 
velopment of industry seemed to be strengthening the regime and 
foreclosing the option of direct transition to peasant socialism. It 
was in these conditions that Marxist ideas began to gain currency. 
Marx's works had already begun to penetrate Russia earlier, but 
until now they had been used to buttress populist attacks on capital¬ 
ism, rather than to develop a Marxist approach to revolution in 
Russia. During the early 1880s, however, five emigre revolution¬ 
aries, three of whom had belonged to the stillborn populist 
organization 'Black Repartition', founded the 'Emancipation of 
Labour' group, dedicated to spreading Marxism in Russia. Their 
leader, George Plekhanov (1856-1918), wrote the founding texts of 
Russian Marxism, spelling out with crystal clarity the implications 
for Russia's future that could be drawn from Marx's socio-economic 
analysis. 

The heart of Plekhanov's message was that Russia was bound to 
undergo capitalism. The commune was doomed by the spread of 
market relations: the peasantry would be divided between capital¬ 
ists and propertyless labourers. Moreover, the development of capi¬ 
talism, both industrial and agricultural, and the polarization of 
social classes, was heartily to be welcomed. Only by massive de¬ 
velopment of her technology and human skill, her 'productive 
forces', could the economic base of socialism in Russia be laid; only 
by the formation of an organized proletariat could socialist revolu¬ 
tion be carried out. The notion of bypassing capitalism, of direct 
transition from feudalism to socialism, was idle Utopianism. The 
remnants of feudalism, the Tsar, and the old landowning nobility, 
must first be swept away in a bourgeois revolution which would 
inaugurate the full flowering of capitalism. Only then would follow 
the final reckoning between capital and labour, the abolition of 
private property, and the construction of socialism. Russia's revolu¬ 
tionaries must shed their populist illusions, realize that Marx's 
analysis was fully applicable to Russia, and take their place along¬ 
side the proletariat. 

From the early 1890s Marxism caught on among young radicals 
with remarkable speed. For decades the revolutionaries had re¬ 
jected outright capitalism, the bourgeoisie, and the Western path in 
general; they had seen the creation of a propertyless proletariat as a 
disaster to be avoided at almost any cost and had sought to move 
directly to socialism based on the commune. Now, suddenly, those 
who clung to these notions were thrown on to the defensive and 
soon outnumbered. Marxism was all the rage. Several factors contri- 
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buted to the appeal of the new ideology. It provided answers to 
every conceivable question with an assurance and a seemingly 
impregnable logic which the romantics of the 1840s, the nihilists of 
the 1860s, and the populists of the 1870s had sought but never 
found. It guaranteed the ultimate victory of the revolution. After 
decades of failure and the deep self-doubt of the 1880s, its offer of 
scientific proof that socialism was inevitable exercised a powerful 
attraction. Whereas the populists had been haunted by the race 
against time, against the break-up of the commune and the growth 
of the bourgeoisie, history was on the side of the proletariat. And 
the vision held out was of a Russia transformed from grinding 
poverty, ignorance, and rural backwardness into a society that 
would not only be just and free but modern, dynamic, industrial. 
Above all, Marx's analysis seemed to be borne out by reality, by 
developments both in the West, with the rapid rise of the German 
Social Democratic Party (SPD), and in Russia itself. However in¬ 
adequate his predictions proved in the twentieth century, Marx's 
appeal remains incomprehensible unless it is recognized that he did 
have an unsurpassed grasp of nineteenth-century capitalism. His 
analysis made sense of the social changes overcoming the Empire. A 
factory proletariat was being formed and, as populist agitators had 
already discovered, the proletariat bore all the characteristics Marx 
had depicted - it was brutally exploited, profoundly alienated, and 
capable of striking heavy blows against employers and government 
alike. 

The Marxist groups of the early 1890s devoted themselves to 
self-education, fierce polemics against the populists, and propagan¬ 
da among circles of selected workers. During the mid 1890s, how¬ 
ever, they began to turn to mass agitation at factory level and found 
the workers highly responsive. In 1895 the 'League of Struggle for 
the Emancipation of the Working Class' was set up in St Petersburg 
and its members made an important contribution to the major 
strikes of 1896 and 1897. As local groups multiplied, pressure grew 
for the formation of a united party. In 1898 the Russian Social- 
Democratic Labour Party was founded, only to be shattered by 
police arrests. But the effort was renewed and in 1900 Plekhanov's 
group, augmented by younger recruits, set up Iskra (The Spark), an 
emigre journal designed as a rallying-point for like-minded Social 
Democrats. In 1903 a second congress, held in Brussels and London, 
and dominated by delegates loyal to Iskra, re-established the party. 

This second founding congress, however, was marred by an 
immediate schism. The split reflected a portentous difference of 
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5.3 Members of the St Petersburg League of Struggle for the 
Emancipation of the Working Class, 1897. Lenin is seated in the centre; on 
his left is I. Martov, Lenin's closest ally until the bitter controversies which 
split the Marxists in 1903. 

approach within the Party. The initial bone of contention was the 

question of the terms on which sympathizers should be admitted to 

the Party. One faction (the Bolsheviks - 'partisans of the majority') 

favoured a narrow definition which would admit only dedicated 

and disciplined activists, while another (the Mensheviks - 'parti¬ 

sans of the minority') envisaged a much broader party enveloping 

wide sections of the proletariat. What on the surface appeared a 

relatively minor issue in fact went to the heart of a fundamental 

question facing the Social Democrats: that of the relationship be¬ 

tween the Party and the rank and file of the proletariat, the class for 

whom it was designed. 

The hard-line approach was articulated by V. I. Lenin (1870- 

1924). Lenin was the son of an education official in Simbirsk pro¬ 

vince and trained to be a lawyer. His older brother was a populist 

executed in 1887 for plotting to assassinate the Tsar, and as a teen¬ 

ager Lenin was drawn into the revolutionary movement. He was a 

short, energetic man, modest in his tastes and happily married, 

though childless. He combined outstanding intellectual ability with 



Industrialization and Revolution (1881-1905) 115 

a vigorous, highly disciplined, and formidable personality. The 

remarkable role he played in Russia's development can only be 

understood in terms of his total immersion - intellectual, emotional, 

moral - in Marxism. Three fundamental points must be made about 

his ideological make-up. In the first place, he believed that Marx had 

bequeathed a method of analysing the social process which was 

scientific, which went to the very roots of reality. Secondly, he 

believed an essential condition of the triumph of the proletariat was 

that it be guided by Marxism. Finally, he was convinced, he knew 

with every fibre of his being, that he himself had mastered this 

science of society. It was this absolute conviction which turned a 

gifted politician into one of history's most significant leaders. 

For Lenin, the role of the Party was precisely to provide the 

guidance, the 'revolutionary theory' which Marxist analysis 

yielded. The Party must be the institutional embodiment of Marx¬ 

ism. The overriding priority, therefore, was to ensure that the struc¬ 

ture of the Party should guarantee its ideological purity. That purity 

was all too easily sullied. The class enemy, the bourgeoisie and its 

allies, wielded a vast array of ideological weapons designed to 

mislead the proletariat. In England they had managed to restrict the 

horizons of the working class to piecemeal economic goals, to mere 

trade unionism. He saw similar 'economist' tendencies among Rus¬ 

sian activists who considered themselves revolutionaries but in fact 

were prime carriers of bourgeois distortions. Petty-bourgeois and 

peasant elements were constantly being drawn into the proletariat, 

bringing with them innumerable illusions. It was in the very nature 

of the constantly growing working class that full socialist conscious¬ 

ness, full understanding of the revolutionary destiny of the prolet¬ 

ariat, could not be achieved simultaneously by all sections. Initially, 

in fact, only genuinely revolutionary members of the intelligentsia 

and the most advanced cadres of the proletariat would be abreast of 

revolutionary theory. The purpose of the Party was to knit together 

this vanguard, to build a structure so homogeneous, so ideologically 

uniform that it would be impervious to infiltration by bourgeois 

revisionists - or police agents. 

Accordingly, Lenin insisted upon an exclusive definition of 

Party membership, speaking in his major tract on Party structure - 

What Is To Be Done? (1902) - of a party of 'professional revolution¬ 

aries'. Likewise, it was his image of a party united by a scientifically 

based theory which enabled him to insist upon a steeply hierarchical 

structure. The 'correct' line on any issue was established not by a 

survey of opinion within the Party but by rigorous scientific analy- 
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sis. Once this had yielded a conclusion, there was no room for 

further debate. To permit dissent within the Party would be to 

reopen the door to bourgeois deviations. Lenin's approach made 

the relationship between the Party and the rank and file of the prolet¬ 

ariat seem simple. The Party was by definition the vanguard of the 

proletariat. The social origin of its members, the initial preponder¬ 

ance of intelligentsia over workers, was utterly irrelevant. Contact 

with less advanced elements might well fluctuate, subject as it was 

to constant police intervention. But an ideologically sound party 

had little to fear from this: it could never come adrift from the true 

interests of the class. And as soon as conditions permitted, the class 

would come to realize it. 

The vigour with which Lenin pressed his own view of the Party 

played a major role in crystallizing the latent divisions among the 

Social Democrats. It was in large measure in reaction to Lenin's 

position that the Mensheviks clarified their ideas. There were 

serious differences within their ranks, a fact which provided a 

serious handicap in subsequent years, but they all found Lenin's 

concept of the Party unacceptable. Not that they were unmindful of 

the dangers of a diluted and 'revised' version of Marxism which so 

preoccupied Lenin. They too had supported Iskra and the creation of 

a united party, and had condemned 'economisin' within Russia and 

'revisionism' in the German SPD. Little objection had been raised to 

the forthright tone of What Is To Be Done? when it first appeared. But 

once the Party had been firmly re-established, their primary atten¬ 

tion switched to the disconcerting evidence of a gulf separating Party 

activists and rank-and-file workers. The problem was real enough. 

Even at the height of the strike movement of the 1890s there had 

been a certain amount of friction between workers and intelligent¬ 

sia. Following the economic downturn of 1899 there had been a brief 

decline in strike action and contact had become more difficult to 

sustain. And by the time the workers' movement revived in 1902, 

the energy of activists was caught up both in Party organization and 

in the challenge posed by the burgeoning liberal and neo-populist 

movements. For the Mensheviks it was crucial that the Party should 

not risk isolation from the class it sought to represent. 

This was why they adamantly opposed Lenin's vision of the 

Party. Instead of rapidly expanding the ranks of the Party, it 

threatened, in their view, to reduce them; instead of bridging the 

gap between a party dominated by members of the intelligentsia 

and the working masses, it threatened to institutionalize that gap. 

To the Mensheviks Lenin's vision smacked of elitism. It was Leon 
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Trotsky (1879-1940), a brilliant young recruit to the party, who 

expressed most succinctly the interwoven ideological and personal 

antagonism which Lenin provoked. The effect of Lenin's strategy, 

he warned, would be that the party substitutes itself for the class, 

'the party organization substitutes itself for the party, the Central 

Committee substitutes itself for the organization and, finally, a 

"dictator" substitutes himself for the Central Committee'.2 

Lenin's heavy emphasis on discipline and centralized control 

within the Party was particularly unattractive to activists drawn 

from the minority nationalities. Whereas among the Bolsheviks in 

this early period about 80 per cent were Great Russians, the propor¬ 

tion among the Mensheviks was only a third. In both factions Jews 

were prominent, but only the Mensheviks attracted a significant 

proportion of minority nationals, especially Georgians and Ukrai¬ 

nians. When most of the leading Social Democrats, including 

I. Martov (1873-1923) and, following the congress, Plekhanov 

threw their weight against Lenin, the Bolshevik faction failed to 

gain control of the Party's leading organs. 

Some of the implications of the schism became apparent during 

the upheaval of 1905. The Mensheviks threw themselves into the 

working-class trade unions and other organizations which sprang 

up, seeking the fusion of the Party and the rank-and-file proletariat. 

The Bolsheviks, on the other hand, reacted with much more caution 

to these institutions and tended to emphasize the need to establish 

Party control over them. A related difference concerned the revolu¬ 

tionary timetable. Both factions of the Party interpreted the upheav¬ 

al as a 'bourgeois democratic' revolution. For the Mensheviks this 

implied that state power must pass to bourgeois parties, and 

although the proletariat must play a major, even leading role in 

overturning autocracy, it would be madness for the Social Demo¬ 

crats to take part in government. Socialism could not yet be built and 

they would inevitably disappoint proletarian expectations. Lenin, 

on the other hand, could see a role for the Party in government. He 

had much less faith in the revolutionary determination of Russia's 

bourgeoisie than the Mensheviks, and he emphasized the revolu¬ 

tionary potential of the peasantry. This opened up the prospect of 

democracy being installed not by a bourgeois government but by 'a 

revolutionary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and 

peasantry'.3 Such a government, he conceded, was unlikely to 

survive long. Once noble land had been appropriated, the wealthier 

peasants would move over to the side of the bourgeoisie, and 

bourgeois rule would follow. But meanwhile democracy would 
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have been taken much further than the Mensheviks envisaged - and 

there was even the possibility that, if revolution broke out in the 

West, the 'dictatorship7 might be sustained by aid from socialist 

regimes abroad. In the event, the outcome of 1905 disappointed 

both factions. But difficult as the schism was for many workers and 

indeed activists to understand or justify, its far-reaching ramifica¬ 

tions had already begun to emerge. 

By no means all the revolutionaries were converted to social 

democracy. For a significant minority, Marxism remained a callous 

and abstract scheme. Were they to applaud the ruin of hard¬ 

working peasants, the indescribable misery of proletarianization, 

the fat profits of ruthless capitalists in agriculture and industry? 

During the 1880s and 1890s populist economists insisted that Rus¬ 

sian capitalism was an artificial product of state policy, and that it 

was doomed by the weakness of the domestic market and its inabil¬ 

ity to compete abroad. By the late 1890s this argument had become 

much harder to sustain. Leading neo-populist theorists, of whom 

Viktor Chernov (1876-1952) was the most influential, emphasized 

instead the distinction between development in industry and in 

agriculture. Industrial capitalism was indeed expanding productive 

power and creating a sharp division between employers and em¬ 

ployees. But agricultural capitalism was wholly unprogressive, 

merely exploiting the poor without advancing production in any 

way. Moreover, the vast majority of the peasantry were already 

semi-socialist: they were not yet persuaded of the need for collective 

farming, but they did reject private landownership and depended 

upon the labour of their own hands. Events in the cities would 

unfold much as Marx had envisaged, with a phase of bourgeois rule 

culminating in proletarian revolution, but there was no need for the 

peasantry to pass through capitalism. Peasant revolution could 

achieve the immediate 'socialization7 of the land and abolition of 

private ownership in preparation for the ultimate transition to 

socialist production. Chernov placed less emphasis on the peculiar 

virtues of the peasant commune than had his populist predecessors, 

and sought to integrate the development of urban capitalism and 

Marx's insights into his neo-populist programme. 

In 1901, encouraged by the resurgence of peasant unrest, sever¬ 

al local groups combined to form the Socialist Revolutionary (SR) 

Party, and were joined the following year by the emigre Agrarian 

Socialist League. Although in theory a homogeneous body directed 

by a unified Central Committee, in fact the new Party proved de¬ 

cidedly more amorphous than its Social Democratic rival. Party 
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policy and the implications of party membership were less than 

clear. It was not until the very end of 1905 that the first Party 

Congress was summoned and an official programme adopted, and 

the immediate sequel was the defection of splinter groups to left and 

right. There were important divisions over tactics - the older guard 

tended to disapprove of the wave of terrorist attacks mounted by 

younger members between 1901 and 1907. Moreover, although the 

Party probably enrolled rather more members among workers, in¬ 

telligentsia, and artisans than either the Mensheviks or the Bolshe¬ 

viks in this period, the prime constituency towards which it turned - 

the peasantry - remained very difficult to organize. The number of 

peasant members was derisory. Nevertheless, some contact was 

made with the village, primarily through teachers and medical 

assistants, and the SRs were able to exert their influence over the 

All-Russian Peasants Union, the most important peasant body to 

emerge during 1905. Despite its organizational drawbacks, and a 

very sharp decline after 1907, the Party had gained substantial urban 

support and seen its faith in mass peasant rebellion vindicated. 

The catalyst which in 1905 transformed this complex pattern of 

social and political agitation into a direct assault upon the autocracy 

was a disastrous war with Japan. Although Russia's eastern expan¬ 

sion was much less extensive than in earlier periods, she increased 

her influence over northern Persia and joined in the international 

scramble for influence in China. But in the Japanese Empire she at 

last came up against an eastern power developing at a rate compara¬ 

ble to her own, and one capable of offering effective resistance. The 

conflict arose over rival ambitions in Manchuria and Korea. The 

Russian approach to negotiations was complacent in the extreme. 

The issue was of far greater importance to Japan than to Russia, yet 

the Tsar and most of his ministers expected the Japanese to be easily 

intimidated. They were not. Emboldened by an alliance with Britain 

made in 1902, Japan attacked Russian forces in January 1904 and 

proceeded to inflict a series of devastating defeats upon her by land 

and sea. In Russia the war aroused no more than a brief flicker of 

patriotic enthusiasm: years of nationalist propaganda under the last 

two tsars failed to bear fruit. The war was widely regarded, not 

without justice, as the product of intrigue at court and among 

a handful of entrepreneurs. Mobilization was unpopular: there 

was serious disaffection within the armed forces, dramatically high¬ 

lighted by the mutiny on the battleship Potemkin in June 1905. 

Repeated doses of bad news from the front generated mounting 

criticism of government incompetence; ministerial confidence was 
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visibly shaken; and discontent which had been smouldering for 

years burst into flame. 
Government handling of the crisis was anything but skilful. 

Alternating attempts at forthright assertion of authority and tenta¬ 

tive gestures of conciliation exacerbated the situation. The use of 

force against workers, peasants, political activists, and minority 

nationalists simply intensified the incipient revolution and pushed 

all groups further to the left. By the summer of 1905 the government 

looked so vulnerable that even irreproachable traditionalists such as 

the Marshals of the Nobility concluded that political reform was 

inescapable. 

Following the assassination in July 1904 of V. K. Plehve, the 

notoriously unpopular Minister of the Interior, his successor, D. I. 

Sviatopolk-Mirsky, tried to soften the government's image. Cen¬ 

sorship and control of public associations was slackened. The result 

was a tremendous upsurge of liberal and revolutionary propagan¬ 

da, a campaign of banquets and public meetings to demand reform, 

a zemstvo congress to draw up specific proposals for change, and 

the formation of a series of politically oriented unions. A final experi¬ 

ment by the police at labour organization backfired disastrously. The 

St Petersburg Assembly of Factory Workers, set up with official 

approval in February 1904, broke loose from its sponsors and under 

the leadership of Father Gapon, a maverick but inspired orator, 

helped foster a virtual general strike in the capital. On 9 January 1905 

the Assembly organized a monster demonstration to present to the 

Winter Palace a petition which was at once humble and radical. In 

launching troops against the unarmed, hymn-singing crowds of 

men and women, the Romanov regime committed one of its greatest 

political blunders. The effect of 'Bloody Sunday' on political con¬ 

sciousness among workers and peasants alike was by all accounts 

traumatic. In February an attempt was made to placate working- 

class anger. The Shidlovsky Commission summoned representa¬ 

tives to be elected by the major factories of the capital. The Commis¬ 

sion was never able even to begin its discussions, so radical were the 

workers' demands, but the elections generated great excitement 

among the proletariat and provided valuable political experience. In 

May the efforts of V. N. Kokovtsov, the Minister of Finance, to 

persuade representatives of the industrialists to agree to improve 

the conditions of labour collapsed ignominiously. The employers, 

with new-found spirit, informed the Minister that labour unrest was 

the result of political rather than economic conditions, and with¬ 

drew from the discussions. In the summer attempts to extract ex- 
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5.4 Bloody Sunday, January 1905. Troops confront the peaceful 
demonstration, led by Father Gapon, in which traditional deference was 
combined with demands for far-reaching social and political reform. The 
official estimate of the number who died in the violence that followed was 
130; unofficial estimates varied from over 200 to more than 1,000. 
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pressions of loyalty from the peasantry went awry. Instead the 

All-Russian Peasants Union was formed, and at its first congress in 

July proceeded to demand the abolition of private property in land 

and the convening of a Constituent Assembly. In August the con¬ 

cession of autonomy to the universities simply turned them into 

centres for the most frenzied political activity and public debate. 

The clearest index of the pressure upon the government was 

given by the constitutional concessions which the Tsar, despite his 

profound religious attachment to autocracy, was gradually forced to 

make. In the autumn of 1904 he was still rejecting the mild sugges¬ 

tion from Sviatopolk-Mirsky, very much along the lines of Loris- 

Melikov's proposals of 1881, that representatives of public institu¬ 

tions should be co-opted on to the State Council. By February he felt 

compelled to commit himself to summoning a Consultative Assem¬ 

bly. In August the new Minister of the Interior, A. G. Bulygin, 

published details of the (restricted) suffrage for the Assembly. The 

same month the storm of strikes at last abated, peace was made with 

Japan, and it seemed possible that the government would recover its 

balance. But the worst was still to come. 

A further outbreak of strikes at the end of September, initiated 

by printers in Moscow, spread like wildfire, paralysing not only 

Moscow and St Petersburg but many provincial cities as well. The 

demands of the workers were more than ever focused upon political 

change. The Union of Rail way men brought the railways to a halt, 

the liberal Union of Unions and leading liberal figures proclaimed 

full support for the strikes, and many employers showed sympathy 

by lenient treatment of striking workers. The disparate movements 

of protest were for a moment united in massive resistance. The 

regime shuddered. In desperation the Tsar appointed Witte to 

handle the crisis, committed himself to creating a unified cabinet 

under Witte's premiership, and on 17 October issued a historic 

Manifesto. The autocracy undertook to guarantee full civil liberty, to 

give major legislative powers to the promised Assembly (the State 

Duma), and to broaden greatly the franchise on which it was to be 
based. 

The Tsar's 400-word Manifesto immediately divided the forces 

arrayed against him. The propertied classes rallied to the govern¬ 

ment and called for a halt to all disturbances. The Union of October 

(Octobrists), a loose political alliance led by landed nobility and a 

few prominent industrialists, was formed to work with the Tsar on 

the basis of the Manifesto. Employers brought maximum pressure 

to bear on workers in order to restore order: recalcitrant strikers 
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faced lockouts. The liberal centre considered the Manifesto less than 

satisfactory but sufficient grounds for a return to normality. They 

formed the Constitutional Democratic (Kadet) Party, dedicated to 

using the concessions of 17 October as a stepping-stone towards full 

parliamentary democracy. Moderate unions, including the Union of 

Rail way men, called for an immediate return to work. 

But widespread resistance and protest demonstrations con¬ 

tinued. Although a number of concessions helped pacify minority 

nationalists, the most militant remained unreconciled. Substantial 

military force had to be used in the Baltic and in Poland where 

martial law was instituted. The period from October to December 

saw a rash of localized mutinies among soldiers and sailors from the 

naval base of Kronstadt near St Petersburg to the Far Eastern Army. 

They were firmly crushed by loyal units, but the implications of 

unrest within this ultimate bastion of the regime severely frightened 

the authorities. Most alarming was the failure of the Manifesto to 

appease peasants and workers. Peasant disturbances - labour and 

rent strikes, land seizures, and direct assaults on noble manors - 

peaked precisely during the weeks which followed the Tsar's con¬ 

cessions. The second congress of the All-Russian Peasants Union, 

meeting in November, dismissed the Manifesto out of hand, and the 

announcement that redemption dues were to be phased out 

altogether made little impact. Troops had to be used on a wide scale 

in the countryside and peasant disturbances continued through 

1906 and into 1907. The proletariat was hardly more impressed by 

the Manifesto. With moderate unions leading a return to work, 

there was a brief respite in the strike movement, but in the weeks 

that followed the government faced an unprecedented challenge to 

its authority, centred on St Petersburg and Moscow. 

On the very day of the Manifesto a central strike committee in 

the capital proclaimed itself the St Petersburg Soviet (Council) of 

Workers' Deputies. With remarkable speed this novel organization 

gained the confidence of the capital's work-force. Its formation may 

have owed something to the traditional structure of the peasant 

commune; its unity and authority were enhanced by the absence of 

firmly entrenched separate trade unions; and its electoral procedure 

was drawn directly from the experience of the Shidlovsky Commis¬ 

sion. An Executive Committee was formed and individual members 

of the socialist parties - especially the Mensheviks - played promin¬ 

ent roles: Trotsky briefly held the post of chairman. But the deputies 

— whose number reached 562 — were elected directly at factory level 

and were subject to immediate recall. The system of direct democ- 
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racy made the Soviet immediately responsive to the mood of rank- 

and-file workers. 
Similar soviets had emerged in other cities earlier in the year, 

but that of St Petersburg took on unique importance. It helped to 

inspire the creation of soviets elsewhere - among peasants and 

soldiers as well as workers - and it attempted to liaise between 

them. Moreover, the functions it took on within the capital - includ¬ 

ing the setting up of an armed militia, the publication of an uncen¬ 

sored newspaper, the imposition via the printers' union of its own 

form of censorship, and above all the coordination of strike action - 

gave it the appearance of rivalling the authority of the government 

itself. At the end of October, egged on by rank-and-file demands for 

an eight-hour day, the Soviet endorsed renewed strike action. Early 

in November it called a second general strike to protest against the 

repressive measures being taken at the naval base of Kronstadt, in 

Poland, and elsewhere. This time the employers' resistance was 

rigid and the workers' ability to go without pay was soon exhausted. 

On 3 December, when the Soviet had survived fifty days, the gov¬ 

ernment felt strong enough to arrest the Executive Committee and 

over 200 deputies and to destroy the organization. 

The immediate sequel was an armed uprising in several cities, 

headed by Moscow. The Bolsheviks played a leading role both in the 

Moscow Soviet and in the December rising. For over a week govern¬ 

ment forces were unable to crush guerrilla-style resistance, but the 

army remained loyal and by the second half of December the work¬ 

ers' movement was clearly on the retreat. During the first weeks of 

the new year ruthless reprisals helped restore order to urban Russia. 

The drama of 1905 left a profound imprint upon Russian public 

life. Both leaders and rank and file at all levels of society - nobility, 

middle class, workers, and even some peasants - had taken part in 

open political struggle. They had established new institutions, new 

parties, soviets, and unions. Radicals and conservatives alike had 

become politically mobilized. The process had been crowned by the 

Tsar's undertaking to set up a State Duma, a permanent forum for 

public participation in the affairs of government. Yet the moment 

this promise was made, the polarized structure of society was fully 

exposed. Bitter social divisions, briefly overshadowed by the chorus 

of demands for constitutional reform, came to the fore. The immedi¬ 

ate effect was to swing conservative support behind Nicholas's 

regime. The more militant and threatening the pressure from below, 

the more vigorously the propertied classes supported repressive 

measures. Even the Kadets, though deeply committed to major 
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social reform and full constitutional democracy, were fiercely critical 

of continued revolutionary activity. The Octobrists, while regretting 

official infringement of recently guaranteed civil liberties, heartily 

endorsed vigorous measures to restore the authority of the govern¬ 

ment. On the extreme Right, the threat to order and property 

found expression in the formation of the Union of the Russian 

People. It was composed of disparate reactionary groups, violently 

nationalist and anti-Semitic in outlook, whose only regret was that 

the Tsar had issued any manifesto at all. Before 1905 was out the 

spectre of social upheaval thus enabled the Tsar's government to 

regain the initiative. 
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6 
The end of the Russian Empire 
(1906-1916) 

During the months which followed the Moscow uprising strength 

was gradually restored to the Tsarist regime. The Far Eastern Army 

was brought home and a massive French loan floated by Witte 

helped cover the huge costs of the war and the drop in tax receipts 

during 1905. Yet disturbances continued. There were frequent 

strikes and student demonstrations during 1906 and the number of 

terrorist attacks on government officials rose. Serious peasant 

disorders were reported throughout the year, and there were 

further isolated mutinies within the armed forces. These conditions 

ruled out an abrupt disavowal of the October Manifesto. With 

stability fragile, even reactionary ministers were acutely anxious not 

to risk a repetition of the regime's extreme isolation of 1905. Thus 

initially the government moved with caution. 

An uneasy balance between reform and reaction was reflected 

in the Duma Statute and the Fundamental Laws issued in February 

and April 1906. As promised, a Legislative Assembly, the State 

Duma, was to be established, elected on the broad franchise 

conceded during December. The Duma's consent was required 

before any change could be made to the Fundamental Laws; it was 

to control a portion of the budget; and its members were given 

immunity against prosecution. On the other hand, the State Council 

was to be preserved, and was to form an upper chamber designed to 

counterbalance any radical tendencies in the Duma. Half the 

councillors were to be appointed by the Tsar, and the other half were 

to be elected from such reliable institutions as the Holy Synod, the 

provincial assemblies of the nobility, the zemstvos, and the city 

dumas, as well as the academic and business communities. This 

guaranteed an overwhelmingly conservative body: even among 
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elected members, three-quarters were certain to be noblemen. 

Moreover, even when both houses approved a piece of legislation, 

the Tsar retained an absolute right of veto. And should an 

emergency arise while the Duma was not in session. Article 87 

enabled him to legislate by decree. His control over foreign and 

military affairs was unqualified. Above all, the government was 

responsible to him alone: no amount of criticism from the Duma 

could dislodge his chosen ministers. These arrangements reflected 

anxiety to conciliate public opinion without losing control of the 

executive. The same anxiety led to several unsuccessful attempts by 

the Tsar's ministers to persuade prominent Kadets and Octobrists to 

join the Cabinet. On the one hand, the government genuinely 

wanted to broaden its support, but on the other, the Kadet leader 

P. N. Miliukov and the other public figures approached gained the 

clear impression that they would be mere hostages in an 

administration run in the old spirit. 

The First Duma met in April amidst widespread expectations - 

discounted only by the Social Democrats and SRs who boycotted the 

elections - of radical change. It was dominated by Kadets and 

peasant deputies loosely bound together in the Trudovik (Labour) 

Group. They joined forces in demanding a series of profound 

reforms, including the appointment of a government responsible to 

the Duma and the redistribution of private land. The Prime 

Minister, I. L. Goremykin, who had replaced Witte just before the 

assembly convened, was an old-fashioned bureaucrat and treated 

the Duma with disdain, dismissing these radical proposals out of 

hand. The government suggested instead that the nation's 

representatives discuss proposals for a new laundry and 

greenhouse at Dorpat University. After two months the Duma was 

dissolved. The Kadets led other radical deputies across the border to 

Vyborg in Finland where they issued a manifesto calling for protest 

in the form of passive resistance. The response among peasants and 

workers was minimal, and the sharp shift to the right among the 

propertied classes was reflected in a complete lack of support from 

the zemstvos, where Kadet sympathizers were rapidly displaced by 

more conservative noble representatives. Nevertheless, the Duma's 

dismissal did not signal a return to the pre-October system. 

Goremykin was replaced by a vigorous new Prime Minister, Peter 

Stolypin, who was convinced of the need to combine firm assertion 

of government authority with measures to assuage popular 

discontent. 
A Second Duma was not to be summoned until February 1907, 



128 Russia 



The end of the Russian Empire (1906-1916) 129 

and in the interval Stolypin used Article 87 to implement a series of 

reforms addressing the problem he saw as fundamental, that of the 

peasantry. His short-term measures included an increase in 

resources for the Peasant Bank to facilitate peasant land purchase, 
and the encouragement of resettlement on vacant land in Siberia. 

But even before 1905, while Governor of the western province of 

Grodno, he had become convinced that the only long-term solution 

was to replace communal with private landownership. This he 

hoped would foster individual initiative, open the way to improved 

agricultural methods, and above all create a class of satisfied peasant 

farmers with a solid interest in the status quo. Russia would develop 

her own version of the conservative peasantry which formed the 

backbone of the French Third Republic. His conclusion that the 

commune had ceased to be a guarantee of order and become a 

dangerous barrier to economic improvement and social change was 

now widely shared by the landowning nobility. To dismantle the 

commune seemed an adequate, and much more attractive, way of 

assuaging peasant land-hunger than the concession of noble land, 

which had been gloomily contemplated during the worst moments 

of 1905. The groundwork for Stolypin's attempt to dismantle the 

commune had already been laid during investigations of peasant 

conditions prompted by the risings of 1902. He now legislated to 

encourage individual peasants to register their communal holdings 

as private property with a view to exchanging their scattered strips 

for consolidated farms. 

The success enjoyed by Stolypin's 'wager on the strong' has 

been the subject of controversy ever since. By 1916 a quarter of 

communal households had registered their land in individual 

ownership, and up to half of these had received consolidated 

holdings. Another 2 million in non-repartitional communes were 

declared private owners, so that together with the areas where the 

commune did not exist at all, about half the peasant households 

in the Empire had private ownership. The fairly flexible 

implementation of the legislation enabled many villages to 

undertake partial consolidation and reorganization of landholding. 

The general decline in rural disturbances after 1907 suggested to 

some observers that Stolypin had successfully diverted the 

peasantry from their quest for noble land. Yet the view that the 

reform was jeopardized only by the outbreak of war in 1914 no 

longer seems tenable. Applications to leave the commune declined 

long before the war began. Few peasants had the means to set up 

viable independent farms, and many of those who did contract out 
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6.2 A meeting of a pre-revolutionary village commune. Although there are 
several women present (perhaps drawn more by the camera than the 
proceedings), the session is dominated by the male heads of the village 
households. 

of the commune did so only to sell their land. Wealthier households 

often stood to lose by disrupting existing relationships within the 

commune. Above all, it was only in the more commercially 

developed areas, where the commune was already under strong 

pressure, that the rate of consolidation was high. In the more 

overpopulated areas, where land-hunger and peasant unrest were 

most acute, the response was minimal. Among the peasants of 

Great Russia very few indeed went so far as to move their 

households out of the village, and there was a steady counterflow 

back towards communal tenure. 

As a result, neither the social nor the political consequences 

which Stolypin - in common with both liberal and Marxist 

economists - had expected were forthcoming. The substantial class 

of independent rural capitalists employing the labour of their 

landless neighbours failed to emerge. Even among those who left 

the commune, the tradition of partitioning richer households 

between the family's sons when they married, and merging 

unviable households, tended to continue. Together with the 

vulnerability of even the most flourishing peasant households to the 
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pressure of the State and vagaries of the weather, this greatly 

reduced the market's tendency to widen the gap between rich and 

poor. Clearer still was the political failure of the reform. Peasants 

who did establish independent farms certainly attracted the 

hostility of those remaining within the commune. But this intra¬ 

peasant division was completely overshadowed by their almost 

universal belief that the solution to their problems lay in the transfer 

of noble land into their hands. The relative tranquillity of the 

countryside in the period before 1914 owed little to social change or 

technical improvement in the village. It is to be explained more in 

terms of a rapid increase in the amount of land sown, the recovery of 

grain prices, and a series of excellent harvests. 

Stolypin's land reforms did not impress the Second Duma when 

it met in February 1907. Government attempts to influence the 

elections had failed to secure a cooperative assembly. The number of 

right-wing deputies rose slightly, but more striking was the ground 

lost by the Kadets to the extreme Left. The Kadets were affected by 

police measures against them, including the debarring of those who 

had taken part in the Vyborg protest, and by the decision of the 

Social Democrats and some SRs to contest the elections. The govern¬ 

ment therefore met bitter criticism, particularly for its emergency 

measures against revolutionary and terrorist activity, which in¬ 

cluded the establishment of courts martial to despatch suspects with 

minimal formality. Unable to establish any common ground be¬ 

tween his proposals and the radical demands of the Left, Stolypin 

dissolved the Duma on 3 June and in violation of the Fundamental 

Laws drastically altered the franchise on which its successor was to 

be elected. The representation of the urban population (especially 

the working class), the peasantry, and the national minorities was 

cut to a fraction. The Third Duma (1908-12), in which the Octobrists 

formed the largest group, represented above all the landowning 

nobility of Great Russia. More than half the deputies were them¬ 

selves landed noblemen, most of the clerical deputies were clearly 

identified with them, and they exercised a major influence over the 

selection of the peasants returned. 

The stage seemed set for harmonious cooperation between the 

two houses of the legislature, the Cabinet, and the Tsar. The com¬ 

mon ground they shared was extensive. The inviolability of private 

property was to be staunchly upheld. Peasant land-hunger was to 

be met by dismantling the commune. Vigorous measures were to be 

taken to uproot revolutionary and terrorist organizations. Cautious 

moves might be made to improve working-class conditions, but the 
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promised freedom to form trade unions was to be narrowly res¬ 

tricted. The indivisibility of the Empire was to be put beyond 

question and further steps taken to Russify Poland, curtail the 

autonomy of Finland, and bring the other restive national minorities 

into line. Finally, the executive was to remain directly answerable to 

the Tsar alone. In the event, however, this apparent recipe for 

unified and effective government proved a disastrous failure. 

Stolypin's approach was to present the Third Duma with a long 

programme of mild reforms. He believed that his agrarian measures 

must be supplemented by a series of legal and administrative 

changes designed to reduce social tension and consolidate the 

government's refound authority. The measures he proposed in¬ 

cluded greater religious toleration, more lenient treatment of the 

Jews, reforms of the zemstvos and local government to reduce the 

division between peasants and the rest of society, extension of 

primary education, and a genuine effort to discipline local officials 

and strengthen respect for the law among rulers as well as ruled. 

Moreover, he believed that the authority of the government would 

be enhanced by successful cooperation with the Duma in passing 

the appropriate legislation. 

In the eyes of many provincial noblemen and senior bureau¬ 

crats, as well as the Orthodox hierarchy, on the other hand, the 

decline of the revolutionary movement pointed in a different direc¬ 

tion. Further reforms of the kind the Premier was proposing seemed 

to them both unnecessary and dangerous: unnecessary since the 

masses were now relatively quiescent, dangerous because 1905 had 

demonstrated that the regime could not afford in any way to weaken 

its powers of coercion. Stolypin's programme would undermine 

the prestige of the Orthodox Church, encourage the inherently 

unpatriotic and seditious Jews, and tie the hands of provincial 

governors and police officials with legal red tape. To reduce the 

power of the land captain and to give peasants a greater say in their 

own administration was to invite trouble. And at a time when the 

government was beginning to pour very substantial sums of money 

into the zemstvos, provincial noblemen were particularly anxious to 

maintain ascendancy there in order to channel a decent share of 

the funds towards their own needs. Finally, this body of opinion, 

unlike Stolypin, feared that the Duma, far from being a desirable 

new support for the regime, was a potential bridgehead which 

liberals and radicals might yet use to capture the all-important 

executive. 

The period of the Third Duma therefore saw Stolypin wage a 
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sustained and increasingly bitter struggle with the forces of the 

extreme Right. At the outset conservative opposition to the Premier 

within the Duma was limited to a minority of somewhat maverick 

deputies, whereas Stolypin had the support of the large Octobrist 

fraction and, on occasion, the Kadets. But outside the Duma he 

encountered much more formidable opposition. He was exasper¬ 

ated to find that the State Council rejected most of the reforms 

passed in the lower house. A leading part in this was taken by Witte 

and two other retired ministers, P. N. Durnovo and V. F. Trepov, 

who were motivated in part by personal jealousy of Stolypin. A 

major role was also played by the wealthy landowners who in 1906 

had set up an elite pressure group, the United Nobility, to coordin¬ 

ate the defence of their interests. Skilfully exploiting their ready 

access to senior bureaucrats, the State Council, and the Tsar himself 

they successfully stymied all reforms of which they disapproved. 

The struggle between Stolypin and the far Right was highlight¬ 

ed by two major clashes. During 1908 the colourful Octobrist leader, 

A. I. Guchkov, raised the hackles of those who abhorred the Duma's 

pretensions by mounting a scathing attack upon the inefficient 

administration of the armed forces, symbolized by the high offices 

of manifestly incompetent grand dukes. Leading conservatives 

urged the Tsar to beware of any encroachment upon his absolute 

authority over military affairs, and severely criticized a Duma bill, 

approved by Stolypin, for implying the Duma's right to make re¬ 

commendations on naval administration. The bill scraped through 

the State Council, but in the spring of 1909 the Tsar vetoed it and 

Stolypin was brought to the point of resignation. He stayed on only 

at Nicholas's express command and on condition that in future he 

should be consulted on appointments to the State Council. But he 

was compelled to admonish the Duma's presumption, his alliance 

with the Octobrists was severely damaged, and he had to look 

towards the Nationalists, sitting to the right of the Octobrists, for 

future support in the Duma. 
It was over the central objective of the Nationalist Party (formed 

in 1909) that the second major clash occurred. This was a bill to 

establish zemstvos in the western provinces where none had been 

set up in the 1860s for fear they would be dominated by disloyal 

Polish magnates. Since then the number of Russian landlords in the 

area had risen substantially and it was they who now demanded the 

creation of zemstvos to consolidate their influence over the pro¬ 

vinces. The bill was framed to ensure that they rather than the Poles 

controlled the zemstvos by creating national curiae and cautiously 
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lowering the property qualifications. Stolypin's enemies in the State 
Council raised the objection to the first provision that it would incite 
national conflict, and to the second that it would provide a danger¬ 
ous precedent and encourage pressure for the democratization of 
other zemstvos. They secured the Tsar's permission to vote 'accord¬ 
ing to conscience' and in March 1911 proceeded to defeat the bill. 
Stolypin was enraged. He consented to continue in office only on 
condition the Tsar suspended both houses, disciplined Trepov and 
Durnovo by temporary banishment from the capital, and prom¬ 
ulgated the western zemstvo bill under Article 87. 

The sequel was, to Stolypin, bitterly ironic. The anger of the 
Tsar at his own humiliation, and the bitterness of the majority of the 
State Council was to be expected, but the Premier's erstwhile allies 
in the Duma, too, reacted furiously against his high-handed use of 
Article 87. Instead of hailing the defeat he had dealt the upper 
house, that graveyard of Duma reforms, the Octobrists savaged the 
Premier, Guchkov resigned the presidency of the Duma, and the 
party was even represented in a deputation which went to see 
Durnovo off at the railway station. Stolypin's position was be¬ 
coming untenable, and his fall was widely predicted before he 
was assassinated, with apparent police complicity, in September 
1911. 

The same forces which frustrated Stolypin also destroyed the 
Octobrist Party. The Party's leadership had broadly shared Stoly- 
pin's hope that cooperation between Duma and government would 
strengthen the State's authority while reducing social tension. They 
had been restrained in their criticism of government infringements 
of the civil liberties promised in the October Manifesto, and had 
steered a middle path between right-wing insistence that Russia 
was still an autocracy and the Kadet view that she now had a 
constitutional monarchy. Yet the premise on which the Party had 
been formed proved false. The forces of the Right would not permit 
the mild reform which it favoured. The Octobrists' landowning 
constituents were rapidly moving to the right of them, while the 
Party's support for Stolypin found little favour from an increasingly 
critical urban public opinion. Such limited local organization as the 
Party had established wasted away. The Duma fraction fell apart. 
The leadership under Guchkov had always been more committed to 
the path of constitutional evolution than the rank and file, many of 
whom had only migrated to the Octobrist flag once they reached the 
Duma. As Stolypin's star waned, they too tended to drift to the 
right. The constitutionalist core of the Party, reduced to a mere 
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rump, moved closer to the attitude of moderate opposition adopted 
by the Kadets and their allies. In the Fourth Duma (1912-17) Guch¬ 
kov, who lost his own seat, urged the Party to be much more 
forthright in its attacks upon the high-handed and seemingly aim¬ 
less administration of Stolypin's successors. 

Thus the constitutional development which the October Mani¬ 
festo had appeared to promise was not forthcoming. The landed 
nobility recognized the abyss that would open up beneath them 
should the State become more responsive to urban, or worse still 
peasant, interests. They therefore frustrated Stolypin and the 
Octobrists and moved to consolidate their grip on the machinery of 
state. But in doing so they severely damaged that machinery. There 
were no more than about 20,000 noble landowners fully enfran¬ 
chised to vote in the landowners' curiae of the Third Duma and the 
zemstvos, as well as in the provincial assemblies of the nobility. The 
peasant disorders of 1905-07 had led to panic land sales which only 
gradually slackened as the nobility regained confidence and suc¬ 
cessfully diverted considerable resources from the State to their own 
support. As a result they had severe difficulty in providing candi¬ 
dates for the array of posts - as land captains, marshals of the 
nobility, and zemstvo deputies - which they had studiously re¬ 
served for themselves. With some refusing office, and the most 
ambitious migrating to lucrative posts in the capital, the result was 
multiple office-holding by candidates of doubtful ability. The pro¬ 
vincial command structure of the Tsarist State was becoming peri¬ 
lously brittle. 

More immediately apparent was the impact of their victory 
upon the coherence of central government. In the first place, rela¬ 
tions between government and Duma deteriorated further after 
Stolypin's death. Although the shift to the right of the bulk of 
Octobrists provided the government with a potentially well- 
disposed majority in the Fourth Duma, ministers took no pains to 
win support and became increasingly intolerant of the slightest 
criticism. They treated the Duma with contempt and presented it 
with no substantial legislation. Urged on by N. A. Maklakov, Minis¬ 
ter of the Interior from 1912 to 1915, and other reactionaries within 
and outside the Cabinet, the Tsar went so far as to consider stripping 
the Duma of its legislative functions. Moreover, even within the 
executive, power was dangerously dispersed. Nicholas had taken to 
heart the warnings of Stolypin's enemies that a unified Cabinet 
under a powerful premier threatened the independent authority of 
the Crown. He encouraged the breakdown of collective Cabinet 



6.3 The finery of an aristocratic luncheon party on the terrace of a pre¬ 
revolutionary country estate. 

responsibility, undermined the authority of Kokovtsov, Stolypin's 
successor as Prime Minister, and in January 1914 replaced him 
altogether with the aged Goremykin. The Prime Minister became a 
mere figurehead in charge of no major department, and individual 
ministers reverted to reporting independently and in haphazard 
manner to the Tsar. 

Nor did the myth of an all-seeing autocrat who would himself 
provide the necessary coordination of an increasingly complex 
administrative structure bear any relation to reality. Not only did 
Nicholas lack the vigour and breadth of outlook to play such a role, 
but after 1905 the Imperial couple became increasingly cut off from 
the world around them. Less than charismatic at the best of times, 
they had never been popular at court. Moreover, their anxiety to 
protect and shield their haemophiliac son led them to withdraw into 
a very narrow family circle, incurring the displeasure of even the 
most conservative members of high society. The most arresting 
symptom of their isolation was their reckless devotion to Rasputin. 
This bizarre product of the sectarian movement seemed to the royal 
couple - and especially to Alexandra - a gift from above. Not only 
did he appear to have the power to stem the Tsarevich's bleeding 
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attacks, but he was inspired by passionate, if incoherent, religious 
fervour and seemed to provide living proof of peasant devotion to 
the Tsar. Yet even the most loyal ministers, even the foremost grand 
dukes and prelates, regarded him as a charlatan whose doctrine of 
'redemption through sin' was but a thin veil for crude depravity. His 
political influence, before the war at least, was wildly exaggerated, 
but the sinister light he cast over the royal household severely 

6.4 The Imperial couple during the tercentenary celebrations for the 
Romanov dynasty in March 1913. The haemophiliac Tsarevich, aged 8, has 
to be carried by a Cossack. The royal tour was not a success: crowds were 
thin and unenthusiastic, and by this time the Tsar and Tsarina had 
withdrawn into their immediate family circle, isolated from the court as well 
as the masses. 
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damaged the image of the Tsar. No amount of censorship could 

quell public curiosity and disapproval, especially when leading 

Duma representatives, such as Guchkov, used parliamentary im¬ 

munity to draw attention to his presence at court. The Tsar's rejec¬ 

tion of requests from all sides to investigate the charges levelled 

against Rasputin and to banish him symbolized and deepened the 

isolation of the royal couple. 

Yet even the most inspiring, politically sensitive, and astute of 

tsars would have been hard pressed to consolidate the post-Stolypin 

regime, based as it was on the premise that there should be no 

unified Cabinet, no cooperation with a Duma of any description, 

and unqualified support for the landed nobility. For on these pre¬ 

mises no government could learn the lessons of 1905. And the 

underlying social pressure which had given rise to that eruption 

showed no signs of abating. 

The disruption of war and revolution had brought on a reces¬ 

sion, most pronounced in heavy industry, which lasted into 1908. 

But thereafter recovery began: between 1909 and 1913 industrial 

growth averaged 8 per cent per annum and the rate was accelerat¬ 

ing. The structure of this new phase of industrialization, and its 

social repercussions, followed broadly the same pattern as before 

1905. Improved harvests and higher grain prices created a stronger 

consumer market and both rural handicraft and factory production 

in light industry benefited accordingly. At the same time, the gov¬ 

ernment continued to provide the major impetus to heavy industry. 

The very high level of the national debt ensured that Kokovtsov was 

a considerably more cautious finance minister than Witte had been, 

but there was a sharp rise in defence expenditure which went far 

towards taking over the dynamic role played earlier by railway 

construction. The banking structure became more sophisticated, 

and directed increasing sums of domestic capital into industry, 

while foreign capital continued to flow into Russia. Heavy industry 

remained restricted to a few areas of the Empire, was further con¬ 

centrated in large enterprises, and continued to be dominated by a 

small number of companies organized in a growing network of 

trusts, cartels, and syndicates. 

Although this economic development increased the economic 

power of the commercial and industrial classes, they made very 

slow headway in overcoming the political inhibitions which had 

affected them before 1905. The major banks and enterprises of the 

capital were in large measure foreign-owned, while their continuing 

dependence on state contracts and subsidies kept them very close to 
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officialdom. The relationship was lubricated by the free flow of 

bribes and directorships to senior civil and military officials. The 

Association of Industry and Trade, set up in St Petersburg in 1906, 

was a more forthright mouthpiece of business interests than its 

predecessors, but criticism of government interference was blended 

with pressure for the State to expand its role in developing the 

infrastructure of the economy. Moreover, the Association failed 

dismally in its aspiration to speak for businessmen outside the 

capital. St Petersburg industrialists remained separated by regional 

and ethnic differences from the more dynamic entrepreneurs of the 

south, while their dependence on bureaucratic support and foreign 

capital was regarded with disdain by the Moscow business com¬ 

munity. The narrowly restricted franchise of the urban dumas mili¬ 

tated against the development of vigorous municipal politics, and 

the bulk of small-scale merchants remained culturally inward¬ 

looking and politically passive. 

Nevertheless, frustration with the political status quo was 

growing among the business community. The mass of anachronistic 

Tsarist legislation governing business practice, the tangle of red tape 

inhibiting the formation of new companies, the haughty attitude of 

officials, the impossibility of relying upon the law, the domination 

of the zemstvos by landowners, and the siphoning of urban taxes to 

rural needs - all became ever more irksome as business opportuni¬ 

ties expanded and businessmen gained in self-confidence. This 

frustration led a group of Moscow industrialists, among whom A. I. 

Konovalov and the Ryabushinsky brothers were prominent, to 

work for the creation of a party in the Duma which would add the 

weight of the business community to pressure for reform. Building 

upon the small groups which sat between the Octobrists and the 

Kadets, they formed the Progressive Party in 1912. Their aim was 

not to compete with other moderate opposition parties but to bridge 

the entrenched cultural division between the professional and the 

business classes. 

The whole range of Progressive Party policies, including fran¬ 

chise reform and the appointment of a government responsible to 

the Duma, brought the new Party close to the major liberal Party, 

the Kadets. Throughout the Third Duma the Kadets, under 

Miliukov's leadership, had attempted to combine unflinching com¬ 

mitment to British-style constitutional democracy with responsible, 

constructive opposition to the Tsarist government. It had proved a 

difficult course. The authorities refused even to recognize the legal 

existence of the Party, viewing it as virtually revolutionary, while 
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the Right and most Octobrists saw the Kadets as irresponsible 
idealists. To the Left, on the other hand, their opposition appeared 
spineless. Moderate socialists such as the leader of the Trudovik 
Group, A. F. Kerensky, were able to strike a much more convincing 
note of outright condemnation of the government, while the Bolshe¬ 
viks dismissed the Kadets as apologists for the regime. The urge to 
appease critics of both the Right and the Left produced serious 
dissension within the Kadet Party. While one wing saw no future 
without a rapprochement with moderate Octobrists, others insisted 
that the Party must concentrate on its appeal to radical opinion. 
Nevertheless, the Kadets retained the general support of the profes¬ 
sional middle classes, and in the Fourth Duma, despite the misgiv¬ 
ings of some, became more outspoken in attacking the govern¬ 
ment's failure to honour the October Manifesto. 

The problem that confronted Russia's liberal parties - and liber¬ 
ally minded sections of the middle classes generally - was that in the 
absence of massive pressure from the peasantry and the proletariat 
the government showed no signs whatsoever of giving ground. Yet 
neither Progressives nor Kadets could welcome a revolutionary 
upheaval over which they would have no control. Indeed, a major 
factor fuelling their anxiety for reform was the resurgence of the 
working-class movement after 1911. The government's intransi¬ 
gence seemed a positive incitement to proletarian militancy. The 
mild labour legislation passed in 1912 to create sickness benefit 
funds and accident insurance for workers appeared wholly in¬ 
adequate, and the government continued to place endless obstacles 
in the way of substantial trade-union organization. There were of 
course employers - notably in the capital - who opposed even the 
limited concessions that were made. But the Progressives as well as 
the Kadets believed that without swift action to improve labour 
conditions and to channel industrial disputes into orderly trade 
unions operating within a coherent legal framework, it would be 
impossible to prevent recurrent threats to the entire social and 
economic fabric. By 1914, as the strike movement reached alarming 
proportions, elements in both parties urged the need for liberals to 
seize the leadership of an incipient revolutionary challenge to the 
regime. The leading Progressive, Konovalov, opened negotiations 
with the socialist parties in the hope of creating a united bloc on the 
left, and went as far as to offer a subvention to the Bolsheviks. Yet 
only a small minority of liberals shared the view that working-class 
radicalism might be so easily brought under control. For most, the 
rigidity of the regime and the extremism of the working class created 
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a sense of helplessness which threatened to fragment both liberal 
parties on the eve of the war. 

In retrospect, liberal pessimism seems thoroughly justified. 
Russia's proletariat was becoming more rather than less radical. 
After 1906 labour protest had been temporarily dampened by the 
government's energetic measures to root out activists and to halt the 
brief flowering of trade-union organization, and by the effects of the 
economic recession. But this quiescence proved short-lived. As 
industrialization gathered pace the number of workers in mining 
and large-scale industry rose swiftly, reaching over 3 million by 1914, 
and so too did the level of strike action. Moreover, in the last two 
years before the war there was a dramatic and ominous increase in 
the proportion of strikes which were regarded by the factory in¬ 
spectorate as political rather than economic in origin. This trend was 
sharply accentuated in the spring of 1912 by the furious reaction to 
news that government troops had opened fire upon a large crowd of 
striking workers in the Lena goldfields in eastern Siberia, killing 
some 270. Over half a million workers across the Empire went on 
strike in protest. Thereafter the movement gathered momentum, 
culminating in a massive strike in the summer of 1914. 

Working-class conditions improved little if at all in the period. 
Although average wages gradually recovered from the sharp drop 
they had suffered during the war and upheaval of 1905, by 1914 they 
were in real terms still below the pitiful levels of 1903. There were 
isolated instances of better housing and less oppressive manage¬ 
ment, but the sheer speed of industrial growth ruled out whatever 
slim chance there was that oligarchic municipal governments or the 
employers themselves would adequately cater for the work-force. 
With strikes banned and trade unions shackled by a host of regula¬ 
tions, there was minimal incentive for Russian workers to accept a 
gradual, reformist approach towards improving their conditions. 
Moreover, the composition of the work-force did nothing to reduce 
its militancy. In 1914, two-thirds of industrial workers still had 
significant ties to the village and these semi-proletarians proved no 
more amenable to the urban environment than their predecessors. 
Their deeply rooted grievances as peasants increased their propen¬ 
sity to rebel against treatment which seemed to them unjust. At the 
same time the number of workers who had cut their ties with the 
countryside, whose future depended entirely upon the city, was 
rising steadily. Whether they were older workers with a decade or 
more of experience in mine or factory, or younger men born and 
brought up in the city, they tended to be more literate, more skilled. 
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6.5 In 1912 workers in the Lena goldfields in Eastern Siberia took strike 
action against intolerable conditions. Government troops opened fire on 
mass demonstrations, killing some 270 workers and sparking protest strikes 
across the Empire. 
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and more politically conscious than new recruits to the city. It was 
through them that a working-class tradition, nourished by the hope 
and bitterness of 1905, was transmitted. Hostile though the environ¬ 
ment was to the creation of any kind of proletarian culture or 
organization, a small number of them gradually acquired organiza¬ 
tional experience through the trade unions, ad hoc strike commit¬ 
tees, sickness benefit funds, cooperatives, and underground social¬ 
ist parties. The combination of a growing tradition of urban protest 
and class consciousness with a rapid influx of embittered peasants 
proved highly combustible. 

The degree of militancy varied significantly between different 
plants and cities. Factories which managed to employ a large contin¬ 
gent of women (whose labour cost little more than half that of men) 
proved relatively untroubled, whereas young male workers, unin¬ 
hibited by family responsibility, proved particularly restive. Large 
plants with a more highly skilled work-force, notably metal¬ 
working factories, remained the most strike prone. In Moscow, 
where there was a significant proportion of urban artisans and a 
diversified industrial structure, polarization between employers 
and workers was less extreme, and the level of strikes lower than in 
St Petersburg. Conditions in and around the capital conspired to 
make it the centre of protest, accounting for almost half the number 
of strikers recorded for the country as a whole in 1914. Here there 
was a concentration of massive metal-working plants, an unusually 
high proportion of urbanized, educated, male workers, particularly 
rigid management, and the greatest number of socialist activists. It 
was here that the movement reached a crescendo with a general 
strike in the summer of 1914, finally broken only days before war 
was declared. 

The repression which followed 1905 hit the revolutionary par¬ 
ties of the Left hard, sweeping many activists into prison or exile. 
Moreover, not only did defeat discourage potential new recruits 
from the factories, but the climate was distinctly less favourable to 
recruitment from the intelligentsia. The number of students in high¬ 
er education rose steeply, reaching 117,000 in 1913, and student 
protest resumed as early as 1908 with particularly large-scale de¬ 
monstrations marking the occasion of Tolstoy's death in 1910. But 
the proportion who now became seriously involved in underground 
politics fell away. Career opportunities in the liberal professions 
were expanding fast, absorbing most of the radically inclined stu¬ 
dents. Moreover, despite continued censorship and restrictions on 
civil liberty, the outlets for social and cultural activity increased very 
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rapidly. Russia's educated youth enjoyed unprecedented freedom 
of expression, reflected in the high point of the 'silver age' with the 
flowering of avant-garde experiment in art, music, theatre, and 
literature, epitomized by the symbolists, whose most famous pro¬ 
duct was Alexander Blok (1880-1921). The theme of social criticism 
remained prominent in much of this cultural profusion, and a few 
major literary figures, notably Maxim Gorky (1868-1936), identified 
their work with the cause of revolution. But more striking was the 
new, apolitical emphasis on aesthetics, the greater concern for indi¬ 
vidual ethics and indeed religion. The trend was symbolized by the 
appearance in 1909 of Landmarks, a collection of essays by prominent 
intellectuals including several contrite Marxists. They repudiated 
what they regarded as the sterile tradition of the radical intel¬ 
ligentsia, its utilitarian view of art and its naive faith in positivism, 
science, materialism, and revolution. 

The SRs and Social Democrats alike, therefore, passed through 
a period of demoralization. Financial contributions from wealthy 
sympathizers dried up, and the Okhrana devised ever more soph¬ 
isticated means of planting spies in the revolutionary milieu. The 
SRs, who until 1908 had devoted much of their energy to terrorist 
activity, were particularly severely affected when the leader of their 
'fighting organization', E. F. Azef, was exposed as a double agent. 
In the absence of large-scale rural disturbances it was difficult to 
cultivate contact with sympathizers among the peasantry. The 
Stolypin land-reform seemed at the time a dire threat to the egalita¬ 
rian peasant ethos upon which the SRs counted, although they did 
take some comfort from the growing cooperative movement in the 
countryside. The franchise reform of 1907 virtually ruled out the 
possibility of exploiting Duma elections for propaganda purposes 
among the peasantry: having taken part in the Second Duma the 
Party boycotted the Third and Fourth. No congress was held be¬ 
tween 1907 and 1917, and contact between the Central Committee 
and scattered local committees was tenuous. Nevertheless, the Par¬ 
ty's name continued to be identified, both among the peasantry and 
among workers whose links with the countryside remained close, 
with the most direct and radical protest against the status quo. 

Among the Social Democrats, the number of local committees 
fell precipitately, and membership, estimated at 150,000 in 1907 
had, according to Trotsky, dropped to 10,000 by 1910. The divisions 
within the Party, briefly overshadowed by the euphoria of 1905-6, 
were reopened and deepened by the lessons of defeat and by 
the new if limited opportunities for legal activity among workers. 
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Opinion ranged from a small group who favoured virtually winding 
up the underground organization and concentrating upon legal 
work, through a variety of Menshevik factions, to the most intransi¬ 
gent Bolsheviks, led by the philosopher A. A. Bogdanov (1873- 
1928), who favoured exclusive concentration on preparation for a 
new armed uprising. Lenin combined tactical flexibility with consis¬ 
tent commitment to the idea of a centralized and homogeneous 
revolutionary party, and to his belief that the peasantry, not the 
bourgeoisie, would be the workers' ally in the forthcoming revolu¬ 
tion. It was a combination which led him to the nadir of his career. 
During most of 1908 and 1909 because of his willingness to use legal 
outlets, in the Duma as well as in trade unions and education clubs, 
he was in danger of being outflanked to the left by Bogdanov. In 
1910 he was compelled by Bolshevik activists to accept a form of 
reconciliation with the amorphous Menshevik 'opportunists' he 
despised. He was fiercely criticized, not least by leaders of the 
Second International, for sanctioning so-called 'expropriations' - 
robberies of public banks and state institutions carried out by party 
activists. Yet his self-confidence remained unshaken, and his poli¬ 
tical skill and energy undiminished. In 1909 he successfully en¬ 
gineered the expulsion of Bogdanov from the Bolshevik faction, 
simultaneously launching an attack on what he regarded as the 
suspect efforts of Bogdanov, A. V. Lunacharsky (1875-1933), and 
other Bolshevik intellectuals to refine Marxist philosophy. In Janu¬ 
ary 1912 he organized a small conference of like-minded social 
democrats in Prague: a new Central Committee was elected and the 
Bolshevik faction became a fully-fledged independent party. 
Although Trotsky managed to convene a rival meeting in Vienna 
seven months later, it proved impossible to forge unity among the 
non-Bolshevik social democrats, a majority of whose delegations 
represented non-Russian social democratic organizations within the 
Empire. 

Lenin's 'Party of a new kind' remained a distant approximation 
of the streamlined, disciplined, centralized body he had in mind: his 
own authority was far from unquestioned, communication between 
the leadership in exile and local activists was haphazard, and police 
arrests repeatedly disrupted the organization. Nevertheless, the 
combination of a relatively clear Party line and a markedly more 
radical stance than that of their rivals stood the Bolsheviks in good 
stead. Where Lenin saw peasant upheaval against private landown¬ 
ers as the source of support for proletarian revolt in the cities, the 
Mensheviks were inhibited by their concern for a tactical alliance 
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with the Kadets. Bolshevik slogans - an eight-hour day, a democra¬ 
tic republic, confiscation of all noble land - had much more appeal 
than the wordy, convoluted Menshevik formulae. As working-class 
protest resumed from 1912, Bolshevik publications achieved much 
wider circulation than their rivals. It was the Bolsheviks who suc¬ 
ceeded both in attracting mass support and in enrolling young 
activists, increasingly recruited from workers rather than from the 
intelligentsia. In the Duma elections of 1912 the Bolsheviks won six 
of the nine labour curiae, and by 1914 they dominated the trade 
unions and sickness benefit funds in the Moscow and St Petersburg 
regions. 

Downhearted Mensheviks suggested that this success reflected 
the influx into the ranks of the working class of raw youth and, more 
particularly, undisciplined, primitive peasants. Given time, they 
would recognize the greater realism of Menshevik moderation: the 
need to build a sophisticated mass movement along the lines of the 
German SPD and to harmonize proletarian protest with that of the 
middle classes in the forthcoming bourgeois revolution. To the 
Bolsheviks, on the other hand, their success reflected the increasing 
maturity of the Russian proletariat. In their view, what was excep¬ 
tional about Russia's Social Democratic movement, what set it apart 
from that of the German SPD, was not lack of sophistication but the 
genuinely revolutionary leadership provided by the Bolshevik 
Party. Both Mensheviks and Bolsheviks would consider their own 
interpretation confirmed by developments within the working class 
during the maelstrom of the First World War. 

The background to Russia's involvement in the war lay in the 
Balkans. As the Ottoman Empire in Europe disintegrated, leaving a 
number of small successor states, tension mounted between Russia 
and Austria-Hungary over their rival claims to influence in the area. 
Russia's anxiety was that no hostile Great Power should gain control 
of the Straits, which were of enormous strategic and commercial 
importance to her. The danger that the Central Powers would do so 
was increased by Germany's vigorous efforts to establish her influ¬ 
ence over Constantinople. Austro-Hungarian anxiety, on the other 
hand, focused upon the threat to her integrity which the new Balkan 
states posed. In particular the assertive and ambitious kingdom of 
Serbia exercised a powerful attraction to discontented Serbs and 
other South Slavs within the Habsburg Empire. In 1908 Austria- 
Hungary formally annexed the provinces of Bosnia and Hercego¬ 
vina, which she had occupied since 1878, thereby pre-empting Ser¬ 
bia's hopes of acquiring them. In 1913 Vienna deprived the Serbs of 
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some of the fruits of their successive victories over Turkey and 
Bulgaria. On each occasion, Serbia turned to Russia for aid, and on 
each occasion, after advertising her sympathy, Russia backed down 
and Serbia had to accept a fait accompli. The diplomatic atmosphere 
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was further soured by the increasingly aggressive support which 
Germany lent her Austrian ally. Yet these diplomatic successes did 
little to calm the nerves of Vienna, already stretched to the point of 
snapping by nationalist friction among the Habsburgs' Magyar, 
German, and Czech subjects. When the Austrian heir apparent was 
assassinated by Serbian nationalists in Sarajevo in June 1914, the 
Habsburg government resolved to crush the Serbian menace once 
and for all. Without reference to Russia, Vienna issued Serbia an 
ultimatum which she could not fulfil, and declared war. 

Whether Russia could have avoided a confrontation over the 
Balkans remains debatable. Certainly the Tsarist regime appeared to 
have good reason to do so. Both Stolypin and his enemies on the far 
Right had repeatedly warned of the disastrous consequences that 
could be expected from involvement in a major conflict. The 
Japanese War had shown clearly enough, as Durnovo carefully 
explained to the Tsar, that whether victorious or not the regime 
would be subjected to an intolerable strain which would issue in 
social revolution. Moreover, in military and diplomatic terms, time 
appeared to be on the side of Russia. Germany's threatening post¬ 
ure had consolidated the French alliance and encouraged Britain to 
reach agreement with Russia over their respective spheres of influ¬ 
ence in Asia. Italy's own ambitions in the Balkans were drawing her 
away from the Central Powers, and the Habsburg Empire was in 
steep and visible decline. At the same time Russia's rapid indus¬ 
trialization was financing a major defence programme. The rebuild¬ 
ing of the navy was under way, the army was being rapidly ex¬ 
panded, and in 1913-14 plans were drawn up for a large-scale 
development of the railway network in the west of the Empire. By 
1917, German strategists feared, their so-called Schlieffen plan, 
which envisaged delivering a knock-out blow to France before Rus¬ 
sia could mobilize, would no longer be viable: Russia would be able 
to mobilize as fast as the other powers and for Germany a two-front 
war would become suicidal. 

Yet the conduct of Russian foreign policy suffered from the 
structural defects of the regime which Stolypin had tried to rectify. 
Despite his wholly inadequate grasp of what was a complex diplo¬ 
matic and military web, Nicholas jealously guarded his personal 
prerogative in foreign affairs. This ruled out the possibility of well- 
informed policy formation, let alone the kind of sophisticated 
weighing of domestic considerations against foreign goals implied 
by Durnovo's warning. The Cabinet was discouraged from even 
discussing foreign affairs, and was quite unable to control the 
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Foreign Minister, while the Foreign Minister's control of his own 
ambassadors was extremely tenuous. Uncoordinated initiatives 
were taken at different levels of the diplomatic hierarchy and contra¬ 
dictory signals went out to foreign powers. 

The effect was to guarantee that at no stage did Russia gain the 
initiative. She was forced to respond to decisions made in Vienna, 
Belgrade, Berlin, and Paris. And the series of diplomatic reversals 
inflicted upon her from 1908 onwards built up a headstream of 
frustration which by 1914 proved all but irresistible. The moderate 
opposition parties seized upon the government's humiliation in the 
Balkans as a powerful weapon with which to berate it. Nationalist 
indignation in the Duma was intense and the liberal press - with the 
notable exception of Miliukov's Rech - furiously attacked the gov¬ 
ernment's failure to stand up to the Central Powers. Guchkov struck 
a responsive chord well beyond the ranks of the Octobrists when he 
denounced the incompetent, anachronistic manner in which the 
Empire's vital interests were handled. In the eyes of even the most 
loyal Duma deputies, foreign policy seemed to be in the hands of 
'irresponsible' forces, maverick right-wing newspaper editors, and 
unseen, sinister figures at court. Whether because of his own code 
of honour, or because he was more sensitive to pressure from below 
than he cared to admit, Nicholas felt by the time of the July crisis that 
his options had virtually disappeared: to bow to Austro-German 
pressure was impossible. Yet even his decision on how exactly to 
react to the Austrian ultimatum was marked by confusion. Both the 
Tsar and his Foreign Minister, S. D. Sazonov, were under the 
impression that it would be possible to mobilize the army against 
Austria alone in the hope of keeping Germany out of the conflict. It 
was only after he had ordered this partial mobilization that the Tsar 
discovered from the High Command that it was not feasible: Russia 
must mobilize against both Austria and Germany or not at all. 
Unable to see any way out, Nicholas gave the order, German im¬ 
mediately followed suit, and war ensued. 

In Russia as elsewhere it was assumed that the war would last 
no more than a few weeks, and that victory would depend upon the 
arms and men available for immediate battle. Instead it developed 
into a seemingly interminable war of attrition. The swift knock-out 
blow which Prussia had used to such good effect in the 1860s proved 
impossible to deliver. Modern technology and communications en¬ 
abled the Great Powers to mobilize and supply millions of men for 
years on end. Railways enabled the defending power to rush rein¬ 
forcements forward, while against modern artillery, machine-guns. 
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and rifles horses were too vulnerable, and motorized vehicles too 
slow and scarce to follow through a breach in the enemy lines. The 
Russian front was much less static than the western front, since the 
lines were more thinly stretched and the railway system less de¬ 
veloped. But here too the staggering cost in men and munitions of 
mass attack made for prolonged periods of trench warfare and 
virtual stalemate. Victory therefore depended upon the sustained 
mobilization of men and resources. The war put to the test not only 
the effectiveness of the military machine, but the economic 
strength, the administrative efficiency, and ultimately the social 
cohesion and political stability of the combatant powers. It was a test 
which Tsarism failed to survive. 

In direct military engagements the Russian Army was by no 
means humiliated. Turkey, cajoled into joining the Central Powers, 
was contained with little difficulty, although it proved impossible to 
break her blockade of the Straits. Against the ill-equipped Habsburg 
forces, Russia scored major victories in 1914, and although she was 
forced into mass retreat in 1915, the brilliant tactics of General 
Brusilov helped her reassert superiority in the summer of 1916. But 
against Germany it was a different story. The initial invasion of East 
Prussia, while relieving German pressure on the French, led to 
disastrous defeats at Tannenberg and the Masurian Lakes, and 
during 1915 the Russians were forced to evacuate a vast stretch of 
territory reaching beyond Poland into the western provinces. In 
1916 a renewed offensive which followed Brusilov's success failed to 
save Russia's newly acquired ally, Romania, and brought further 
heavy defeats. By 1917, although Germany's attention turned to the 
west, the breakdown of the old social order in Russia ruled out 
further effective military action. 

This failure reflected more than defeat at the hands of an in¬ 
herently stronger enemy. Indeed, the Entente powers as a whole 
commanded greater resources than Germany and her allies, and on 
the face of it Russia's manpower reserves, industrial capacity, and 
agricultural output gave her every chance of holding her own on the 
eastern front. It is true that she suffered severely from the blockade 
of her major trade routes via the Baltic and Straits, but the explana¬ 
tion for her failure lies deeper: it lies in the very nature of her social 
and political structure. The post-Stolypin regime was too narrowly 
based and too incompetent to harness the Empire's resources effec¬ 
tively, and the attempt to do so brought social tension to breaking- 
point. 

This dual political and social weakness was clearly visible within 
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the military establishment itself. Nicholas's natural preference for 
well-born generals on whose loyalty he could rely filled the High 
Command with aged, reactionary, and unimaginative men. It was 
typical that before the war the old guard had insisted upon the 
absolute priority of the antiquated fortress system - thereby con¬ 
demning a vast quantity of military hardware to redundancy and 
easy capture once hostilities began. During the first year of the war 
the Supreme Command proved quite unable to coordinate the north¬ 
ern and southern armies or to provide rational adjudication of their 
bitter competition for men and supplies. Equally serious was the 
chasm separating the peasant rank and file from the officers of the 
Imperial Army, a chasm deepened by the particularly humiliating 
treatment meted out to the men. The social polarization of rural 
Russia was imported wholesale into the army. There was no equiva¬ 
lent of the lower-middle-class NCO who did so much in the armies 
of the West to bridge the gap between upper-class officers and 
lower-class soldiers. The proportion of middle-ranking officers 
drawn from educated but non-noble backgrounds had increased 
significantly since the turn of the century, reaching a majority by 
1914, and was to rise steeply during the war - a fact which was to 
play a significant part in conditioning the army's response to the 
Revolution of 1917. But the unyielding social prejudice of most 
senior officers made them very reluctant to promote able men out of 
the ranks, even after the first battles of the war had wiped out the 
bulk of the old officer corps. Moreover, instead of dissolving in the 
face of a common enemy, social antagonism within the army - and 
the navy, where a much higher proportion of working-class recruits 
did nothing to improve matters - became worse as the war progres¬ 
sed. The conscription of reluctant reservists from the older age- 
groups intensified resentment in the ranks. As defeat followed 
defeat, as the number of casualties, deaths, and prisoners taken 
climbed, and as the army was driven into retreat, the soldiers' sense 
of alienation from their officers deepened. Desertion became a 
serious concern, Russian POWs showed distressingly little anxiety 
to escape, and an atmosphere of sullen hostility bordering on insub¬ 
ordination became widespread. By the winter of 1916-17 the High 
Command considered large parts of the front unreliable, while in 
the navy, where frustration was increased by the virtual absence of 
action throughout the war, the tension between officers and men 
was even greater. 

A similar pattern of government incompetence and mounting 
social strain unfolded in the organization of the war economy. Like 
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6.6 The First World War: Russian troops in the trenches on the Dvina 
front. Inadequately fed, poorly led, and demoralized by repeated losses, 
large parts of the army became disaffected. 

its counterparts abroad, the War Ministry had grossly underrated 
the quantity of shells and firearms that would be required, and 
during 1914 and 1915 the army suffered a desperate shortage. Yet 
even after war broke out no Ministry of Supply was set up: the 
government displayed inordinate faith in a continuing flow of milit¬ 
ary imports from Britain, France, and the USA, and refused to 
believe that native industry could produce arms of adequate 
quality at a reasonable price. It was only after pressure from the 
military, the Duma, and industry itself that the government was 
persuaded to place large orders at home. The major companies 
responded quickly and during 1916 shell-shortage ceased to be a 
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serious problem - but by then the army had become severely de¬ 
moralized. 

Moreover, quite apart from the inept and belated manner in 
which the munitions programme was launched, the effect of the war 
effort was to intensify the social instability evident before hostilities 
began. On the one hand, it involved massive deficit spending: 
neither normal revenue, which was actually reduced by a quixotic 
wartime ban on the sale of liquor, nor the floating of public loans 
could begin to finance the government's vastly increased expendi¬ 
ture. The result was ever-accelerating inflation: prices had quadru¬ 
pled by the end of 1916. This was the perfect recipe for soaring 
profits by the large banks and industrial complexes to whom the 
government directed its military orders, and for profiteering in 
scarce commodities on a spectacular scale. At the same time, econo¬ 
mic mobilization involved a hectic expansion of the urban popula¬ 
tion, already swollen by refugees from the western provinces. The 
industrial proletariat rose by a third during the war. What is more, 
growth was concentrated in large factories, particularly the strike- 
prone metal-working plants, and both working and living condi¬ 
tions deteriorated below the miserable pre-war level. Wages in most 
sectors came nowhere near to keeping pace with inflation, queues 
lengthened as shortages grew, and working-class frustration welled 
to the surface. A brief period of industrial peace which had followed 
the defeat of the eve-of-war strike and the initial distraction of war 
was broken in the summer of 1915. During 1916 the incidence of 
strikes rose sharply, especially in the capital (renamed Petrograd in 
tune with patriotic sentiment) where the most frantic wartime in¬ 
dustrial expansion took place. By the winter of 1916-17 urban Russia 
was on the point of explosion. 

What struck most savagely at the soldiers' morale and drove the 
proletariat beyond the point of endurance was the shortage of food. 
A variety of factors contributed to the breakdown of supplies. Dis¬ 
tribution was affected by an ill-coordinated scramble for supplies by 
different army sectors, by wartime strain on storage facilities, and by 
the major reorientation required of the railways, while shortage of 
agricultural machinery, fertilizer, and labour reduced output on 
private land. Yet the harvest on peasant land, from where the vast 
bulk of marketed grain came, was not affected. Since exports virtual¬ 
ly ceased, the Empire should have been able to feed itself adequate¬ 
ly. It failed to do so. The fundamental problem was the withdrawal 
of peasant producers from the grain market. The very success of 
heavy industry had the effect of starving light industry, including 
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peasant cottage industry, of raw materials. The production of manu¬ 
factures for sale to the peasantry plummeted and prices spiralled 
upwards. This deprived the peasantry of any incentive to sell their 
grain - especially when middlemen ensured that the peasant pro¬ 
ducer saw a mere fraction of the retail price which grain could fetch. 
Rather than exchange their grain for depreciating roubles, there¬ 
fore, the peasantry tended to retain their surplus product - they 
stored more, ate more, and expanded their livestock holdings. The 
result was an acute shortage in the army and the cities, as well as in 
traditionally grain-deficit areas of the countryside, and even where 
peasants had enough to eat their living standards fell. The govern¬ 
ment could do nothing. It was in no position to contemplate direct 
requisitioning, and its very commitment to war production pre¬ 
cluded releasing resources again to light industry. Ministers watched 
helplessly as grain reserves dwindled to dangerously low levels. 
The announcement of imminent rationing in the capital on 19 Febru¬ 
ary 1917 triggered panic buying, massive queues - and revolution. 

Political developments during the war directly reflected mount¬ 
ing social tension. The Tsar remained as steadfastly opposed to 
reform as ever. This was not the mere caprice of a stupid man. It 
corresponded closely to the ethos of the High Command, it suited 
the major industrialists perfectly, and it was energetically encour¬ 
aged by the nobility: they urged the Tsar to resist making any 
concessions, be it to the Duma or the democratic Third element' of 
the zemstvos which might allow central or local government to pass 
into hostile hands. Some of Nicholas's most notorious blunders 
were, of course, very much his personal responsibility. In the sum¬ 
mer of 1915, following the disastrous retreat of that year, he decided 
to take personal command at the front. He was motivated by his 
private sense of honour - and by suspicion of the ambitions of his 
uncle the Grand Duke Nicholas, whom he replaced. The effect was 
to identify him personally with subsequent defeats and, more 
seriously, to increase his wife's influence over ministerial appoint¬ 
ments and coordination. Alexandra's anxiety was by now reaching 
the point of hysteria, and her faith in Rasputin's spiritual and 
medical gifts was extended to his political judgement. 'Our friend's' 
support became a crucial, if expensive asset in the bewildering 
'ministerial leapfrog' which overtook all the major ministries. It was 
at the hands of the extreme Right, in the palace of the Tsar's 
nephew. Prince Yusupov, that Rasputin met his end in the grue¬ 
some assassination of December 1916. When at last the combined 
effect of the breakdown of morale in the army and the ominous 
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growth of the strike movement persuaded Tsarism's most loyal 
acolytes that Nicholas must go, his identification with Rasputin 
made the sacrifice easier to contemplate. 

So far as liberal opinion was concerned, government incompe¬ 
tence soon silenced the protestations of loyalty which had greeted 
the outbreak of war. Moreover, the efforts of the professional and 
business classes to organize assistance for the war effort led to 
serious friction between them and officialdom. The zemstvos and 
urban dumas were quick to offer help in such fields as medical care 
for the wounded, but found ministers deeply suspicious of even 
semi-official organizations. Since the conservative leaders of these 
local government bodies tended to muffle the fierce criticisms made 
by the Third element', vociferous demands began to be heard for the 
democratization of the zemstvos and municipalities. Similarly, 
Muscovite and provincial industrialists found the War Industry 
Committees which they set up in 1915 restricted to a very small role 
in organizing arms production. Even when the government did 
begin to place large military orders with native industry, the chief 
beneficiaries were the major companies with good contacts in Pet- 
rograd. 

Yet the obstacles to translating widespread middle-class frustra¬ 
tion into effective political pressure remained formidable. In mid 
August 1915, it is true, a broad spectrum of opinion in the Duma was 
brought together in the Progressive Bloc under Miliukov's lead¬ 
ership. But its demands did not go beyond the call for a 'government 
of confidence' for fear that adherence to the old Kadet principle of a 
Cabinet responsible to the Duma would lead to splits within the 
Bloc. Moreover, once the new armaments programme had consoli¬ 
dated the support of Petrograd industrialists for the regime and 
quieted unease in the High Command, the Progressive Bloc proved 
unable to impose its will on the Tsar. He would go no further than 
the removal of four particularly unpopular ministers and on 3 
September 1915 simply prorogued the Duma. Instead of securing a 
'ministry of confidence' the liberals watched with horror as Raspu¬ 
tin's nominees began to take office in quick succession. For the next 
year the liberals seemed helpless. 

What fatally inhibited liberal opposition was the alarming 
growth of working-class militancy. As before the war, figures like 
Guchkov and Konovalov saw the need to respond to working-class 
frustration before it was too late. They urged that workers be in¬ 
volved in the War Industry Committees, that trade-union legislation 
be liberalized, and that working conditions be improved, while 
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rank-and-file Kadet sympathizers anxiously tried to establish links 
with the working class. But many employers, notably the major 
ones in the capital, were wholly unsympathetic and the rapid rise in 
inflation made significant increases in real wages highly improb¬ 
able. This convinced the liberal leadership that there was no alterna¬ 
tive but to support a government they despised. Miliukov was 
warning as early as 1915 that to risk confrontation would be to invite 
social upheaval. To play with fire'. 

Towards the end of 1916, as the regime's ability to maintain 
order - let alone win the war - became increasingly uncertain, liberal 
attacks on the government regathered momentum. On 1 November 
Miliukov delivered a sensational speech in the Duma punctuating a 
list of the government's shortcomings with the rhetorical question: 
'Is this stupidity or treason?' There was talk of engineering a coup 
and even the grand dukes made sympathetic if non-committal 
noises. Yet until mass strikes, demonstrations, and mutiny forced 
their hands in February 1917, the leaders of Russia's middle classes 
remained paralyzed by fear of explosion from below. 

Throughout the war the government did its best to stamp out 
political expression of working-class unrest. Further restrictions 
were placed on labour organizations, legal socialist publications 
were suppressed, activists were drafted into the army, and the 
Bolshevik deputies in the Duma were arrested. Yet underground 
activity continued, and although membership of the socialist parties 
remained limited there was a steady flow of new recruits. Moreover, 
as the war dragged on, the most militant stand attracted growing 
support. A clear measure of the rising tide of radicalism was the fate 
of the workers' group on the Central War Industries Committee, 
which liberals hoped would provide moderate labour leadership. 
When elections to the group were held in the autumn of 1915, 
Menshevik and right-wing SR delegates, who were willing to 
cooperate won a narrow majority, but the substantial minority of 
Bolsheviks and left SRs boycotted the Committee altogether. 
Moreover, the group's policy of coordinating working-class protest 
with bourgeois opposition to the regime proved unworkable. Un¬ 
able to consolidate its influence by effective defence of working- 
class interests, the group soon found its moderate tone out of tune 
with mounting frustration in the capital. In the winter of 1916-17 
when the group did try to restore its prestige by adopting a more 
radical stance and supporting strikes and demonstrations, it was 
promptly arrested. 

The growing pressure for direct confrontation with the regime 
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was to the benefit of the Bolsheviks. They projected the clearest-cut 
image of revolutionary commitment. Of crucial importance was 
their outright opposition to the war. They were by no means alone 
in denouncing the war. The great majority of socialists saw it as a 
struggle between rival national groups of capitalists from which the 
proletariat and peasantry had nothing to gain, and called for peace 
without annexations or indemnities. Yet the question of how far to 
carry opposition to the war created major divisions among both the 
Mensheviks and the SRs, and even leading 'internationalists' such 
as Martov and Chernov would not take it to the point of welcoming 
Russia's defeat. Rank-and-file Bolsheviks, on the other hand, admit¬ 
ted no qualifications whatsoever to their revolutionary struggle. If 
defeat would hasten revolution, so be it. And their view was shared 
by Lenin. Interpreting the war as the product of desperate competi¬ 
tion for markets, of a growing crisis for capitalism in its 'highest 
stage' - imperialism - he called for the war between nations to be 
turned into a civil war. He vilified the chauvinism which had caused 
the leaders of the Second International to support their own govern¬ 
ments, and argued quite explicitly that Russian revolutionaries 
should welcome Tsarism's defeat. From exile in Switzerland he 
could not impose his views on those leading Bolsheviks who were 
unable to approve outright defeatism. But the correspondence be¬ 
tween his intransigence and that of the rank and file foreshadowed 
the distinctive position the Party would adopt once the Romanov 
regime had at last been overthrown. 
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In February 1917 the pent-up frustration of workers and soldiers in 
Petrograd overflowed and swept away the Tsarist regime. The 
revolution triggered an explosion of political activity across the 
Empire. Representative institutions sprang up in bewildering 
profusion as the masses seized their political manhood. The social 
struggle which ensued paralyzed the army and drastically reduced 
the level of economic activity. For eight months a Provisional 
Government formed by liberal and moderate socialist leaders 
struggled to bridle and direct the energy that had been unleashed. 
They failed. The aspirations of the masses could not be contained 
within the formulae advanced by the Mensheviks and SRs, let alone 
by those of the Kadets. In the countryside the peasantry took 
matters into their own hands. In the army and the cities mass 
radicalism was expressed in an upsurge of support for the 
Bolsheviks. By late October the Provisional Government was 
helpless in the face of a Bolshevik-organized uprising and the new 
institutions which the revolution had thrown up installed a 
Bolshevik government. 

From the turn of the year the shortage of food and raw materials 
in the capital, and the swift rise in prices, had provoked wave upon 
wave of strikes and demonstrations. Lockouts intensified social 
antagonism and news of impending bread rationing created panic 
buying. The long queues in unusually bitter February weather 
generated mounting anger. On Thursday 23 February, International 
Women's Day, female textile workers set rolling the snowball which 
within a week was to overwhelm the government. Their strike 
quickly attracted the support of metal workers concentrated in the 
Vyborg District, Petrograd's most militant district. There was no 
central organization, but numerous socialist cells helped spread the 
protest and by the week-end the capital was in the grip of a general 
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strike. White-collar workers, teachers, and students joined mass 
demonstrations and although Sunday 26 February saw troops open 
fire, the situation rapidly ran out of control. 

The police force of 3,500 was hopelessly inadequate, and from 
the first day the Cossacks proved unwilling to quell the 
disturbances. Mutiny among the 160,000 soldiers garrisoned in the 
capital - predominantly raw recruits determined to avoid the front - 
sealed the fate of the regime. On Monday and Tuesday the 
government's forces disintegrated as soldiers ignored orders and 
streamed from the barracks to fraternize with delighted civilian 
demonstrators. The Tsar's ministers, after making the futile gesture 
of proroguing the Duma on Sunday, lost their nerve the following 
day, resigned, and called upon Nicholas to appoint a military 
dictatorship. The Military Governor, General Khabalov, who had at 
first refused to confess his helplessness to army headquarters 
(Stavka), now sent desperate messages. Reliable troops under 
General Ivanov were despatched towards the capital, but before 
they could reach it they were overtaken by political developments. 

The collapse of the old authorities and the swelling tide of 
insurrection forced the hand of the Progressive Bloc in the Duma. 
Those on the left of the Bloc eagerly urged that the Duma disregard 
the decree of prorogation and place itself at the head of the 
revolution. Moderate liberals, headed by Miliukov, and members to 
their right were intensely reluctant to overstep the bounds of 
legality. But as the danger grew of a bloody confrontation between 
the army and the insurgents - or worse still a collapse of all social 
order - even M. V. Rodzianko, the Octobrist President of the Duma, 
was persuaded that it was imperative to create a 'respectable' focus 
of authority. On Monday a Provisional Committee was formed to 
restore order and set up a new government. 

Rodzianko made desperate attempts to preserve a legal bond 
between the emergent Provisional Government and the monarchy. 
On Sunday he had urged the Tsar to appoint a ministry of 
confidence; by Tuesday he was recommending a ministry 
responsible to the Duma; two days later, on Thursday, he 
recognized that no government identified in any way with Nicholas 
could survive the anti-monarchist fever in the capital. By then the 
High Command headed by General Alekseev, appalled by news of 
the revolution spreading to Kronstadt, the Baltic fleet, and Moscow, 
had arrived at the same conclusion. On Wednesday they ordered 
Ivanov's expedition to halt and placed their hopes in Rodzianko and 
the Duma Committee. The following day, Thursday 2 March, while 
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the Tsar was laboriously making his way back from the front 
towards the capital, the High Command served notice that he must 
go. Nicholas gave way and abdicated on behalf both of himself and 
his son in favour of Grand Duke Michael. Despite every effort at 
persuasion by Miliukov, who now succeeded Rodzianko as the 
central figure of the embryonic Provisional Government, Michael 
judged anti-monarchist feeling in the capital to be running too high 
for him to accept the Crown. The monarchy disappeared. 

What had goaded even the most reluctant Duma rebels into 
action was the news that a Soviet of Workers' Deputies was being 
established in the capital - in the Taurida Palace alongside the Duma 
itself. The initiative for this step was taken by predominantly 
Menshevik members of the socialist intelligentsia. On Monday 27 
February they formed a Provisional Executive Committee and 
summoned each factory and company to elect delegates for a 
plenary session to be held that night. The Executive Committee (EC) 
elected at this session was composed entirely of members of the 
intelligentsia, and was dominated by Menshevik and non-party 
socialists. But overnight the Soviet established itself as a focus for 
the aspirations of the workers and soldiers of the capital. 

The immediate concern of the Soviet leaders was to bring order 
to the insurrection. A Food Supply Commission was set up to collect 
and if necessary confiscate provisions to feed the needy - and above 
all the soldiers. A Military Commission was charged with creating 
military units for use against an expected counter-revolutionary 
attack, and to prevent the soldiers who had taken to the streets from 
spreading chaos. Commissars were appointed to oversee the 
formation of workers' militia which would keep order in their own 
districts. 

With intervention from the front expected at any minute, the EC 
felt that speed was of the essence: and the swiftest way to brace the 
capital and consolidate the revolution was to cooperate with the 
middle classes. The Food Commission found itself drawing upon 
the manpower and expertise of the existing bureaucracy, while the 
Military Commission turned to middle-ranking officers to create the 
nucleus of organized units. In non-working-class areas of the city 
the municipal Duma, meanwhile, was organizing students and 
professional men into their own militia, and the Soviet leadership 
envisaged merging the workers' militia with them. By Tuesday, 
therefore, the EC was already feeling its way towards an 
accommodation with social groups whose allegiance was to the 
liberal deputies of the Duma. 
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To the rank and file, whom the EC aspired to represent, 
however, matters appeared in a very different light. The workers 
saw their militia as the most direct expression of their newfound 
liberty, the surest guarantee against the return of harsh factory 
discipline and the hated Tsarist police. To surrender their arms and 
subordinate themselves to the authority of the city militia would be 
to jeopardize the most tangible gains of the insurrection. The EC 
could persuade them to go no further than a nominal fusion with the 
middle-class units, while in practice they remained fiercely 
independent. 

Even more vigorous was the reaction of the Petrograd soldiers 
to the growing influence of officers in the Military Commission. Like 
the workers, they saw a direct threat to their most cherished gains. 
Not only would the brutal discipline of the old army be restored, but 
they would again be liable to be sent to the front and quite possibly 
punished for their participation in the insurrection. There was an 
explosion of anger. On Wednesday 1 March some of the most 
politically conscious soldiers burst in upon the Soviet and in a 
dramatic session extracted from it the famous Order No. 1. The 
authority of both army officers and the Military Commission was to 
be severely circumscribed. Military units were to elect committees 
which would retain control of weapons and ensure that there was 
no return to the degrading conditions of the past. The election of 
soldiers' representatives to the Soviet was confirmed and in future 
all orders of the Military Commission were to be subject to the 
approval of the Soviet. Even the election of officers, already being 
implemented in some units, was not ruled out. 

The enthusiasm with which workers and soldiers rallied to the 
Soviet suggested to some radical socialists that it was open to the 
Soviet leadership to establish a revolutionary government in de¬ 
fiance of the Duma Committee. Yet the EC refused to countenance 
any such idea. Many historians have interpreted this as an act of 
self-denial. They have pointed to the lack of confidence of the 
second-rank leaders thrust to the fore while the best-known leaders 
were still abroad or in Siberia; to the revolutionary intelligentsia's 
deeply ingrained distaste for state power; to the party divisions 
within the EC. The most popular explanation has been that the 
socialists were blinkered by a doctrinaire belief that, in accordance 
with Marx's theories, the revolution destined to overthrow Tsarism 
would be a bourgeois affair. 

In fact, they did not need to delve into Das Kapital to discover 
that only a revolutionary government which could attract the 
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support of the middle classes had any chance of survival. Not only 
would it make the revolution more readily acceptable to the 
provinces, but it would bring over to the side of the insurgents many 
army officers and bureaucrats, including those in charge of the 
railway and telegraph networks. In the tumultuous February days, 
this seemed essential. The workers and soldiers of the capital, for all 
their enthusiasm, were in no position to organize effective 
resistance to counter-revolutionary action by regular units from the 
front. And the EC's fear of such action was soundly based. Ivanov's 
expedition was halted only because the High Command was 
persuaded that responsible Duma politicians, firmly committed to 
the war effort, were gaining control of the situation. A socialist 
government hostile to military discipline would have been 
wholly unacceptable to the generals. Neither side could be sure, 
of course, how the rank and file at the front would react to a trial 
of strength in the capital. But the proclamation of a Soviet govern¬ 
ment would at the very least have plunged the country into civil 
war. 

The dominant group on the EC, therefore, was anxious to see 
the immediate establishment of a liberal government drawn from 
the Duma. Any delay increased the risk that isolated calls for a 
Soviet-based socialist government would gather momentum, and 
that the High Command would try to crush the insurrection. 
Agreement was hurriedly sought with Miliukov and his colleagues. 
The EC urged the Duma Committee to form a provisional 
government which would rule on the basis of civil liberty and the 
early convening of a democratically elected Constituent Assembly. 
In their anxiety to gain the commitment of the liberals to the 
revolution, the Soviet leaders laid down no conditions concerning 
either industrial law or land reform for their support, and backed 
down on the immediate proclamation of a republic. So far as foreign 
policy was concerned, they merely warned that if the new 
government trumpeted commitment to outright military victory it 
would fan the flames of anti-war feeling. The soldiers of the capital 
did insist that the Provisional Government should be recognized 
only if it confirmed their civil liberties and undertook neither to 
remove their arms nor send them out of the capital. But the new 
Prime Minister, Prince Lvov, and the Kadet-dominated Duma 

7.1 Petrograd, 1917: first session of the Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' 
Deputies in the Taurida Palace. The sea of deputies to the Petrograd Soviet 
contrasts strikingly with the formality which had prevailed at meetings of 
the Imperial Duma in the Palace (see figure 6.1, p. 128). 
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Committee could not fail to be relieved at how cheaply the support 
of the EC had been bought. 

When the EC brought the agreement before the full body of the 
Soviet for approval, however, it was forced to change its tone. To 
parry left-wing criticism, the EC dwelt not on the common ground 
but on the distance between Soviet and Duma, and emphasized 
their resolution that socialist leaders would not enter the 
government. In the excitement of the moment Kerensky managed 
to blur this picture by persuading the Soviet that although he had 
been elected a vice-chairman of the Soviet he should accept a post in 
the new Cabinet. But the dominant mood was distinctly guarded: 
the Soviet would act as a watch-dog over the new liberal 
government, ensuring that it did not deviate from the democratic 
programme laid down. It was this arrangement that came to be 
known as 'dual power'. 

The veto claimed by the Petrograd Soviet was merely one facet 
of the new Provisional Government's unusual status. It inherited a 
state whose coercive powers had been sharply curtailed. As news of 
Petrograd's insurrection spread the provincial police force 
disappeared. In the cities some loyal militia units were formed, but 
they were balanced by a workers' militia that was far more 
responsive to pressure from below than orders from above. 
Meanwhile both at the front and rear unpopular army officers were 
ousted and those who remained found themselves confronted by a 
plethora of soldiers' committees. Helpless to stamp out this 
desecration of military norms Alekseev and the High Command had 
recognized by mid March that the committees provided the best 
chance of maintaining at least some form of order. Yet troops could 
no longer be relied upon to enforce the law in the interior. 
Traditional authority was swiftly undermined. The bureaucracy, 
shorn of provincial governors who were instantly dismissed as 
symbols of the old regime, did continue to function. But the 
jurisdiction both of state institutions and of the zemstvos and city 
dumas - which the liberals hoped to see as the medium for orderly, 
legal change - was challenged from all sides. Workers looked to 
newly formed factory committees, trade unions, and a myriad of 
regional, city, and suburban soviets which resisted the authority of 
the Petrograd Soviet, let alone that of the Provisional Government. 
When news of the insurrection spread to the countryside, peasant 
communal assemblies and committees began to voice their de¬ 
mands, taxes were left unpaid, and by April serious disturbances 
were being reported. Deference gave way to rebellion - whether by 
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parishioners against the clergy or students against their professors. 

Obedience to the law and government depended upon the balance 

of forces in each locality. And that balance was slipping with almost 

unbelievable speed out of the hands of the traditional authorities 

and larger property owners into those of increasingly radical 

workers, peasants, and soldiers. 

For a few weeks the implications of this dispersal of power were 

unclear. The overthrow of the Romanovs was very widely 

welcomed and expressions of enthusiastic support for the new 

government poured into the capital. Moreover, the initial reforms 

announced by the Provisional Government were eminently 

compatible with the surge of political and organizational activity 

from below. All the classical liberal demands were rapidly decreed: a 

political amnesty and full freedom of the press, speech, association, 

and religion; an end to all discrimination based on class, nation, or 

religion; the abolition of the death penalty and the creation of a fully 

independent judiciary. Church and State were to be separated, local 

government democratized, and a Constituent Assembly elected by 

universal, direct, equal, and secret franchise summoned to resolve 

the country's future Constitution. Russia had become, in Lenin's 

words, the freest of the belligerent countries. 

But the 'honeymoon' period of the revolution could not last. 

The government was committed to liberal principles, to the right of 

private ownership in land and industry, to the authority of factory 

management, to the hierarchical organization of the army. It faced a 

mounting challenge to the existing social order from workers, 

soldiers, and the countryside. Lvov and his colleagues hoped to 

avert confrontation by postponing the resolution of all contentious 

issues until the meeting of the Constituent Assembly, and ensuring 

that preparations for the Assembly were none too hasty. It was a 

vain hope. 

The issue which precipitated an open clash was the war. It 

rapidly became clear after February that the manner in which the 

war was pursued would condition the entire development of the 

revolution. Among workers in the capital anti-war sentiment was 

intense during the insurrection. Attitudes at the front were more 

complex, and until the last week of March liberal-inclined officers 

and soldiers' delegates were able to direct fierce criticism at workers 

for their failure to support the war effort. But by the end of the 

month anti-war feeling was crystallizing at the front. Instances of 

fraternization with enemy troops, deliberately encouraged by 

German officers, multiplied. The rank and file increasingly 
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identified calls for greater effort and more rigorous discipline with 

the reimposition of the arbitrary authority of officers - just as 

workers identified it with the authority of factory officials. The 

demand for rapid steps to a just peace gathered momentum, liberals 

were rapidly ousted by socialists on the soldiers' committees, and 

the front demonstratively expressed its greater faith in the Soviet 

than in the Provisional Government. 

Within the government, meanwhile, the interdependence be¬ 

tween the war and the social struggle had been immediately recog¬ 

nized. The Foreign Minister, Miliukov, took a particularly firm line. 

As early as 6 March he was pointing out to his colleagues that 

without the war 'things would fly apart'. Orderly demobilization of 

7 million peasants would be an impossibility in current conditions. 

Hordes of peasants would pour back from the front, swamp the 

cities - already beset by the influx of refugees from the western 

provinces, by food shortage and unemployment - and immeasur¬ 

ably increase the threat to private land. Russia would become un¬ 

governable. As if this were not enough to ensure the government's 

commitment to the war, the Allies hurried to add their own econo¬ 

mic and moral pressure. And in any case the liberal press did its best 

to convince all sides that the February insurrection had been a 

protest not against war but against its incompetent conduct. The 

goals eagerly embraced in 1914, including the annexation of Con¬ 

stantinople, were reasserted. Miliukov lost no time in reassuring the 

Allies that Russia would uphold the treaties signed by the Tsar. 

Miliukov's open adherence to Tsarist goals ran directly counter 

to popular feeling expressed in the Petrograd Soviet. On 14 March 

the Soviet issued a famous appeal to the world to move rapidly to a 

democratic peace based on renunciation by all sides of annexations 

and indemnities. Street demonstrations together with direct repre¬ 

sentations from the EC soon persuaded Miliukov's Cabinet col¬ 

leagues that he would have to change the tone of his diplomacy. But 

he proved difficult to move, and when at last he was prevailed upon 

to send a statement to Allied governments broadly in line with the 

Soviet's appeal, he appended a covering note which went a long 

way to negating the statement. Uproar followed. Demonstrations 

marking International Labour Day (18 April) rapidly became 

directed at Miliukov, while middle-class and war veteran counter¬ 

demonstrations brought the capital to the brink of civil war. Peace 

was restored by a firm appeal from the EC. But the government had 

been shaken to its foundations. The Minister of War, Guchkov, 

resigned in despair, Miliukov withdrew, and the whole Cabinet 



7.2 The Russian army, 1917: a front-line regiment, fully alive to the political 
struggle, demonstrates under republican slogans. 

threatened to follow suit unless the socialist leaders would throw 

the weight of the Soviet's popularity behind it by forming a coalition 

government. 

The reaction of the EC to this appeal was of critical importance to 

the political development of the revolution. During the February 

insurrection the Soviet leaders, convinced internationalists though 

they were, had deliberately skirted the issue of foreign policy in 

their anxiety to see a liberal Provisional Government take office. In 

mid March, they had worded the Soviet appeal for peace to satisfy 

both anti-war feeling and soldiers' demands for effective defence. 

Faced by an aggressive liberal campaign against their peace policy, 

Menshevik and SR supporters had then taken the issue to the rank 

and file at the front, winning overwhelming support for the Soviet 

position by the end of the month. And now, as tension mounted 

over Miliukov's intransigence, the EC teetered on the brink of 

mounting a mass peace campaign. Bolsheviks, left SRs, and non- 

party socialists on the EC urged that the power of the bourgeoisie 

should be broken, the way cleared for a Soviet-based government. 
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and the class struggle carried across the frontier to the other bellige¬ 

rent powers. 
It was at this point that the fragile unity of the EC was decisively 

split. The majority, rallied by I. G. Tsereteli, a leading Menshevik 

just back from exile in Siberia, rejected an unrestrained campaign for 

peace. The Soviet, in their view, was no longer at liberty to ignore 

the needs of defence. Its very success in undermining the authority 

of the liberal Provisional Government and winning the allegiance of 

workers and soldiers had saddled it with immediate responsibility 

for the front. This left it with only two realistic courses of action. The 

first was to sign a separate peace with Germany. This no party was 

willing to contemplate. It would mean surrendering vast tracts of 

Russian soil to the Kaiser, greatly enhancing the prospect of con¬ 

tinental hegemony for the reactionary German regime, and cutting 

the ground from under the feet of the Left in Germany. It also 

seemed a recipe for a civil war in which counter-revolution would be 

able to make full use of patriotic demagogy. The alternative was to 
accept that Russia must be defended while pressure was exerted on 

all the belligerent powers for a general democratic peace. 

Once they had adopted this policy of 'revolutionary defencism', 

the Soviet leaders found it impossible to refuse the Provisional 

Government's request for coalition. To drive the liberals from office 

would be to place in jeopardy the cooperation not only of officers, 

industrialists, and bureaucrats, of zemstvo and municipal duma 

officials, but quite possibly of the Allies as well. The front would 

collapse and a separate peace become unavoidable. On these 

grounds, on 5 May, six socialists led by Tsereteli and Chernov 

entered a coalition Cabinet. 

Tsereteli and his colleagues took the step with the gravest mis¬ 

givings. On the one hand, they would now be identified with the 

performance of a government dominated by liberals. On the other, 

though the decision was endorsed by both the EC and the Soviet 

plenum, they had failed to carry with them a significant minority led 

by Bolsheviks and radical Mensheviks and SRs. This minority was at 

liberty to articulate - and indeed stimujate - impatience for peace 

and social transformation. The influence over mass opinion which 

the moderate socialists had hitherto enjoyed was now at risk. 

The new coalition pursued two lines in its search for peace. 

Working through the Soviet, the Mensheviks and SRs tried to orga¬ 

nize an international socialist conference in Stockholm, designed to 

rally anti-war feeling in all countries. They gained some encourage¬ 

ment from parallel efforts by Dutch and Scandinavian socialists, and 
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socialist leaders in Britain and France expressed broad support. But 

no major Western party was willing to accept that the conference's 

decisions should be binding on all participants; the French were 

adamant that German war guilt be recognized; and the Western 

socialists ruled out participation by the German Majority Socialists. 

Moreover, the French, Italian, and US governments refused pass¬ 

ports to their delegations, and though Soviet efforts continued, by 

June the prospects of success looked bleak. 

Meanwhile, M. I. Tereshchenko, the non-party liberal who had 

succeeded Miliukov as Foreign Minister, proposed to the Allies that 

they revise their war aims to bring them closer to the principles 

enunciated by the Soviet. Although at first the Western govern¬ 

ments were anxious not to provoke Russian resentment, the prop¬ 

osal held little attraction for them. They too were conscious of 

growing war-weariness, but to renounce the glittering prizes of 

victory seemed a poor method of raising morale. Moreover, the 

USA's entry into the war in April increased Western confidence in 

ultimate victory. By early June, therefore, Tereshchenko's efforts 

had been reduced to an informal invitation to an inter-Allied confer¬ 

ence at an indeterminate date with no fixed agenda. It did not help 

that Tereshchenko himself remained obdurately optimistic about 

Russia's military recovery; that his own commitment to a comprom¬ 

ise peace was at best lukewarm; that he never explicitly renounced 

Russia's territorial claims; and that Foreign Ministry officials both at 

home and abroad subtly distanced the Provisional Government 

from the more earnest efforts of the Soviet. But the essence of the 

matter was that Russia's diplomatic leverage was simply inadequate 

for the task. 

As this fact was borne in upon them, the moderate socialist 

leaders found it impossible to resist liberal and conservative calls for 

a new military offensive. They were aware of right-wing hopes that 

the reimposition of officers' authority would transform the political 

balance, and that they themselves would be ever more closely 

identified in the popular mind with the grim implications of a 

renewed war effort. But there seemed no way out. They could not 

afford a breach with their coalition partners over the issue. And they 

were persuaded that only by restoring Russia's military prestige 

could her diplomatic leverage be increased. 

During May and June a propaganda drive was mounted to 

mobilize mass support for an attack on German positions. It was 

spearheaded by the inspiring oratory of Kerensky, now Minister of 

War, and the greatest enthusiasm came from the Right, but the 
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7.3 Kerensky, Minister of War at the time of the June offensive, was 
Prime Minister from July 1917, when this photograph was taken. 

Mensheviks and SRs were fully committed. The peasantry were 

enjoined to await with patience the convening of a Constituent 

Assembly - repeatedly postponed and ultimately convened in Janu¬ 

ary 1918 - which would undertake land-reform. Workers were im¬ 

plored to restrain their wage demands and increase production to 

support the front. And in the army defencists on the soldiers' 

committees did all they could to raise morale, restore discipline, and 
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brace the troops for renewed hostilities. The moderate socialists, in 

short, invested their influence and prestige in the effort to tame 
mass radicalism. 

For many lifelong socialists, of course, it went against the grain 

to condemn peasant land-seizures, reject the wage claims of work¬ 

ers employed in the state sector, and, in July, tolerate the reintro¬ 

duction of the death penalty for military insubordination. The 

Cabinet was repeatedly ruptured by tension between the coalition 

partners - it had to be reconstructed in July, in August, in Septem¬ 

ber, and in October. Following each rupture the moderate socialists 

were subjected to ever greater pressure to repudiate the coalition 

and take power for themselves. Each time they refused. And instead 

of deflecting the masses from their goals, the effect was to alienate 

support from the Mensheviks and SRs and to drive soldiers, work¬ 

ers, and peasants to seek alternative paths to the same goals. 

In the case of the armed forces the very effort to restore disci¬ 

pline and launch the offensive was enough to provoke vigorous 

resistance in the most radical north-western sections of the front - 

and in the Baltic fleet. Elsewhere the ignominious collapse of the 

offensive in the first week of July - itself in large part the consequ¬ 

ence of low morale - led in the same direction. Right across the front 

the influence of moderate socialists went into steep decline. The 

men began to look for representatives more in tune with their own 

hatred for traditional authority and their heartfelt war-weariness. 

During September the army began to disintegrate altogether as 

officers saw the last shreds of their authority disappear. Bolshevik 

agitators found a dramatic upsurge in support for their demand for a 

government which would bring peace. 

Among workers, too, moderate socialists saw their commit¬ 

ment to the coalition rapidly erode their position. For the workers 

the central goal was to raise living standards, guarantee employ¬ 

ment, and improve working conditions - above all by reducing the 

working day to eight hours. The revolution seemed to make all 

things possible. Through factory committees, trade unions, work¬ 

ers' militia and newly legalized strike action direct pressure now 

could be and was brought to bear upon employers. 

Yet the upsurge in working-class activity and aspirations coin¬ 

cided with a catastrophic downward spiral of the economy. The 

incipient trade breakdown which had helped to spark the Petrograd 

insurrection greatly accelerated after February. The railways, 

already severely dislocated by the needs of the army, began to give 

way altogether amidst the disruption of 1917, and the number of 
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Map 8 The Eastern front and minority nationalism 

locomotives in working order dropped precipitately. This exacer¬ 

bated the growing shortage of fuel and raw materials, thereby 

compelling manufacturers to cut output, lay off labour, and even 

shut down altogether. The scarcity and high cost of manufactures 

further reduced the incentive for peasants to market their produce: 

there was too little to buy with the roubles it fetched. Food shortage 
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in the grain-short areas in general and the cities in particular became 

progressively more acute and, with the harvest in 1917 well below 

standard, the situation steadily deteriorated. 

Nor was there much that the government could do to improve 

matters. It lacked the machinery - and for the most part the will - to 

impose controls on the price of manufactures. This in turn vitiated 

repeated efforts to fix the price of grain and eventually drove the 

government to make forlorn attempts at forced requisitioning from 

the countryside. As long as the war continued it was committed to 

channelling resources, not to meet the aspirations of workers but to 

supply the army. Moreover, the administrative disruption of the 

revolution, together with the economic collapse, had drastically 

reduced tax receipts, while attempts to float 'liberty loans' fell flat. 

The only course open was massive deficit spending. Between Febru¬ 

ary and October the money supply doubled, fuelling steep price 

rises. 

In these conditions confrontation between employers and em¬ 

ployees became ever more inflamed. Even with the best will in the 

world, management would have found it impossible to maintain 

the level of production and the size of the work-force, or to carry the 

additional expense of the eight-hour day. All too often, in fact, the 

will was lacking. Many Petrograd employers made particularly 

blatant use of the lockout to bring workers to heel and loudly broad¬ 

cast their resentment against working-class presumption. On the 

workers' side, straightforward economic goals gradually merged 

with more radical challenges to the authority of management. In¬ 

itially strikes were concentrated among the skilled, relatively highly 

paid workers who were best placed to wring concessions from em¬ 

ployers. As shortages and frustration grew, the strike movement 

embraced factories where workers had much less bargaining power. 

When the inflationary spiral made it futile to chase money-wages 

which lost their value as soon as they had been obtained, and factory 

closures swelled the ranks of the unemployed, workers turned to 

more extreme measures. Factory committees claimed the right to vet 

and ultimately even to replace management altogether. The com¬ 

mon ordeal, suffered during months of feverish political agitation 

and organization, greatly intensified class consciousness not only 

among traditionally militant sections of the working class but also 

among the less skilled and uneducated sections. Increasingly they 

directed their demands to the government itself - to halt specula¬ 

tion, arrest profiteers, punish hoarding, control prices, ban lock¬ 

outs, and support factory committees and trade unions against 
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employers' sanctions. Menshevik and SRs - activists and leaders 

alike - found their appeals in the name of the country's economy 

and defence falling on deaf ears. As summer wore on the workers, 

like the soldiers, demanded with growing impatience a government 

responsive to their immediate needs. 

An analogous process was taking place in the countryside. As it 

became clear that the local authorities could no longer rely upon 

troops to intervene, peasants began to satisfy their age-old land- 

hunger. As early as May unrest in areas where there was significant 

private landholding had reached serious proportions. Apart from a 

brief decline during harvest, peasant disturbances became ever 

more widespread and, from September, increasingly violent. Be¬ 

sides seizing land, groups of peasants helped themselves to the 

timber, the livestock, the machinery, and the crops of private 

estates. 

There could be no common language between this sort of radi¬ 

calism and the leisurely approach to the land question adopted by 

the first Provisional Government. Lvov and his colleagues were 

more willing to envisage drastic land-reform than liberals anywhere 

else in Europe, but they were determined that it should be orderly, 

that private landowners should be duly compensated, and that 

action should be delayed until the Constituent Assembly met. A 

hasty solution would further disrupt agriculture at a time of critical 

food shortage. Worse still, it would greatly stimulate political agita¬ 

tion at the front and distract the attention of the peasant army from 

its military task. They would go no further, therefore, than setting 

up a hierarchy of Land Committees to gather information for even¬ 

tual use by the Constituent Assembly and to place the zemstvos on a 

fully democratic basis. Meanwhile, they sanctioned the use of force 

to quell agrarian disturbances. 

On the face of it, the coalition formed in May and embracing the 

SR Party had a much better chance of finding common ground with 

the peasantry. It was with the SRs that politically conscious peasants 

identified, and SR activists had already taken the lead in forming 

peasant Soviets at provincial, district, and sometimes village level. 

Yet a serious breach soon became evident between the priorities of 

peasants and those of the revolutionary institutions claiming to 

represent them. Not least because of peasant illiteracy, Soviets 

above village level tended to be dominated by members of the 

provincial intelligentsia. Even when they were deeply sympathetic 

to the immediate claims of villagers, their attitude was coloured by 

concerns which the peasantry did not share. In early May an All- 
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Russian Congress of Peasant Soviets faithfully endorsed the peasant 

demand for the abolition of private landownership without com¬ 

pensation, but at the same time it insisted that this be brought about 

by legal means and condemned arbitrary seizures. The SRs might 

support a much more radical final solution of the land problem 

than their liberal allies, but they too urged that the problem be 

resolved by the Constituent Assembly. 

The predicament into which this led the Party was epitomized 

by the ordeal of Chernov, their immensely popular leader, who was 

Minister of Agriculture from May to August. The outstanding theor¬ 

ist of 'peasant socialism', he was anxious that his elevation should 

mark a tangible step in that direction. He earnestly wished to 

radicalize government policy. Moreover, he saw a direct connection 

between peasant impatience with the status quo and the failure of 

the government's local food committees to persuade the peasantry 

to yield up their surplus grain. If the government would respond to 

peasant demands, he believed, the peasantry would be more likely 

to cooperate over grain supply. Local land committees, which in 

places were merging with village assemblies and peasant commit¬ 

tees, must be legally empowered to supervise the use of private 

land. Efforts by private landowners to forestall confiscation by sell¬ 

ing or dividing their land must be halted. Yet when he issued 

instructions to this effect he met obstruction from senior officials in 

the Ministry, and the Cabinet refused to back him. 

Chernov's failure owed something to his own indecisiveness 

and lack of aptitude for administrative detail. But having accepted 

the premise of coalition, the need to continue the war and maintain 

the alliance with the liberals, he had little room for manoeuvre. As it 

was, his efforts were denounced as wholly irresponsible by Lvov 

and underlay the decision of his Kadet colleagues to resign from the 

first coalition on 2 July. Yet he had not done nearly enough to keep 

government policy in line with the growing impatience of the vil¬ 

lage. During the late summer the distance between the SR leader¬ 

ship and the rural masses steadily widened. This did not open the 

way to a rapid spread of Bolshevik support among the peasants. 

Unlike soldiers and workers, they were not driven to replace the 

coalition but simply to emasculate its power in rural areas. Their 

aspirations could be served as well by an absence of government as 

by an alternative regime. But local SR activists found that their 

prestige evaporated if they tried to restrain the peasantry. 

Social polarization was accompanied by an upsurge in national¬ 

ist agitation. The collapse of traditional authority together with 
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severe economic disruption and competition for grain inflamed 

relations between Great Russians and the minorities, and between 

one minority group and another. It stimulated demands for varying 

degrees of autonomy all around the periphery, from the Baltic to the 

Caucasus. In both Finland and Poland most parties were quick to 

call for outright independence, and organizations claiming cultural 

and some political autonomy soon sprang up in the Muslim regions 

as well. Most disruptive was the intransigence of the Ukrainian 

Rada, established in March: initially espousing the cultural interests 

of Ukrainians it rapidly aspired to self-government. The proximity 

of the Ukraine to the front, and its immense economic value, made 

the issue particularly sensitive. It was concessions made to the Rada 
that finally triggered the Kadet resignations from the first coalition. 

The interaction of demands for autonomy and independence with 

the Party and social struggles was highly complex. It created the 

strangest political alliances. At different moments Left and Right, 

socialists as well as conservatives and liberals, appealed to minority 

nationalist sentiment. The far Left found in it a powerful weapon 

with which to berate the Provisional Government. Right-wing 

nationalists saw in it a rallying cry with which to check social 

upheaval and distance their national enclave from the revolutionary 

vortex of Petrograd. The nationality problem bemused politicians in 

the capital and defies summary treatment. It is a mistake to argue, as 

has sometimes been done, that the Russian Revolution owed as 

much to national as to class conflict. But its impact was important. It 

accelerated the collapse of Petrograd's authority, it fragmented the 
middle-class constituency of the Kadets, and it provided further 

ammunition for radical criticism of the moderate socialist parties. 

It is in this context of social polarization that the blossoming 

of the Bolshevik Party is to be understood. The Party established 

itself as the major vehicle for opposition against the policies of the 

coalition partners. Its competitors on the far Left were severely 

handicapped: the anarchists lacked even a rudimentary national 

network, and it was with difficulty that radical Mensheviks and 

left SRs distanced themselves from the main body of their respec¬ 

tive parties. The Bolsheviks themselves, despite their independent 

record in the period since 1905, took time to project a distinctive 

image. Until April even the Petersburg Committee and the editors of 

Pravda in the capital adopted a position of conditional support for 

the Provisional Government which differed little from that of the 

other socialist parties; not until June could workers in Moscow 

clearly differentiate between Bolsheviks and Mensheviks; even by 



1917 177 

October they had not done so in the countryside or in many provin¬ 

cial cities. But from the first days of the revolution Bolshevik voices 

had been loudest among those on the extreme Left. The Party's 

committee in the militant Vyborg District had been vociferous in 

calling for a Soviet-based government the moment the Tsar's regime 

collapsed. Bolshevik activists and middle-ranking officials were 

already pushing the Party towards outright opposition before 

Lenin's dramatic return from exile on 3 April. 

Lenin lost no time in confounding Party moderates by denounc¬ 

ing 'revolutionary defencism' as tantamount to support for a 'preda¬ 

tory imperialist war'.1 He called for a revolutionary government 

based on the Soviets and empowered to control the banks, produc¬ 

tion, and distribution. He demanded the confiscation of all private 

estates, the nationalization of the land, and its management by local 

peasant soviets. Opposed by the Central Committee of the Party, he 

appealed over their heads to rank-and-file militants and took by 

storm the Party Conference at the end of April. His 'April Theses' 

became official Party policy, and to underline the total breach with 

the Mensheviks he recommended that the Party cease to be called 

'Social-Democratic' and adopt the title of 'Communist' (as it did after 

October). 

Lenin's programme was attacked by moderate socialists as irres¬ 

ponsible demagogy. In rejecting revolutionary defencism while re¬ 

fusing to admit that the only alternative was a separate peace, he 

was shirking the issue. In pronouncing the bourgeois stage of the 

revolution over, he was recklessly urging the proletariat along a 

path which ignored their limited numbers and the backwardness of 

the economy. He was flouting the fundamental tenets of Marxism - 

as a scandalized Menshevik exclaimed, he was claiming a throne left 

vacant for thirty years: the anarchist throne of Bakunin. His pro¬ 

gramme would guarantee the triumph of counter-revolution. 

Kerensky, on hearing of what he took to be Lenin's ravings, longed 

to explain the situation to this poor exile who had obviously lost 

touch with reality. 

Yet Lenin's self-confidence was boundless. Class analysis, he 

believed, rather than fine phrases and noble intentions, revealed the 

alternatives facing Russia. No matter how sincere Tsereteli, Cher¬ 

nov, and the other socialist coalition ministers might be, they had 

become enmeshed in the ambitions of Russian capitalism. The 

workers of other belligerent countries rightly saw their 'defencism' 

as a mere veil for the imperialist ambitions of their bourgeois 

masters. Western workers would only trust and respond to appeals 
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for peace made by a revolutionary government which was engaged 

in smashing capitalism at home. Moreover, Menshevik fears that a 

proletarian-led government would be swept away failed to take into 

account the role of the peasantry: peasant land-hunger guaranteed 

their revolutionary commitment. And though Lenin admitted that 

the economy was too backward to make the introduction of social¬ 

ism an immediate task, the revolution brewing in Germany and 

France promised massive aid from a socialist Europe. 

Lenin's rationale might be beyond most workers and soldiers 

but his programme was not. It was disseminated in crisp, clear, and 

hard-hitting propaganda. With the help of energetic agitation, high¬ 

ly effective mass oratory, and a burgeoning Party press, Bolshevism 

occupied the ground towards which growing numbers of workers, 

soldiers, and peasants were being drawn by the frustrations - and 

the liberation - of 1917. This, rather than any unique brand of Party 

organization, accounts for its success. Indeed, the Party had never 

conformed less closely to the highly centralized, tightly knit model 

envisaged by Lenin in What Is To Be Done? Communication between 

different areas was haphazard; the very speed with which mem¬ 

bership soared and cells sprang up ruled out close central supervi¬ 

sion; and although a complex hierarchy of committees quickly took 

shape, instructions from above were interpreted very freely by 

lower bodies in the light of local conditions. What gave the Party its 

mass following and developed its strong esprit de corps was not its 

structure but its credibility as the medium for swift and profound 

socio-political transformation. 

The bulk of the Party's new membership was drawn from the 

industrial proletariat. Progress was most dramatic where confronta¬ 

tion with employers was direct. It was symptomatic that Bolsheviks 

dominated factory committees long before they ousted the moder¬ 

ate socialist leadership from the trade unions and that they captured 

local district soviets in the capital long before they gained a majority 

in the Petrograd Soviet itself. Accurate membership figures are 

unavailable, but the Party's secretariat estimated that from some 

23,000 in February the total rose to 200,000 by October. The rate of 

growth was most impressive in the Petrograd area, where the Party 

benefited from the feverish atmosphere in the capital, the concen¬ 

tration of seasoned activists, and the large number of Mensheviks 

converted during the year. The adhesion of Trotsky and the radical 

'inter-district' faction in July was an additional bonus. The less 

polarized social structure of Moscow sustained moderate socialist 

influence rather longer. But by the summer the Bolsheviks were 
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making rapid inroads in major cities and industrial complexes across 

the country. And as Menshevik and SR influence declined in both 

army and navy, Bolshevik cells mushroomed there too and the Party 

developed a whole network of Military Organizations. Much less 

impact was made upon the peasantry, whose goals could be 

achieved by direct action at village level, regardless of the Party 

struggle and the policy of the government. The same was not true 

for workers and soldiers. The ill-defined relations between the vari¬ 

ety of newly created working-class institutions placed a premium on 

the coordinating role of the Party. Above all, the struggle against 

employers and for food and raw materials could only be resolved in 

their favour with the aid of government action, and the State alone 

could end the war. The Bolshevik Party and programme offered a 

solution. 

It was against this background of rapid though uneven radica- 

lization of the masses that the struggle for political power unfolded. 

As early as June Lenin felt sufficiently confident to tell the first 

All-Russian Congress of Soviets that his party was willing to take 

state power alone. Tsereteli and his colleagues, whose control of the 

Petrograd Soviet and the newly expanded Central Executive Com¬ 

mittee of the Congress was in the process of being confirmed, 

scorned the boast. Yet within days their laughter turned to alarm. 

The Bolsheviks summoned a demonstration against the coalition for 

10 June and only backed down at the last minute when the Soviet 

majority imposed a three-day ban on all demonstrations. The efforts 

of the moderate socialists to mount a counter-demonstration a week 

later were disastrous. Instead of protesting their loyalty to the Pro¬ 

visional Government the Petrograd workers and soldiers who chose 

to come out chanted Bolshevik slogans - 'Down with the ten capital¬ 

ist ministers' and 'All power to the Soviets'. The commencement of 

the June offensive raised temperatures further: sailors at Kronstadt 

suspected imminent reimposition of traditional discipline, the Pet¬ 

rograd garrison foresaw their own despatch to the front, and work¬ 

ers struggling for pay rises could see nothing but endless appeals for 

patriotic patience. The Kadets chose 2 July on which to resign from 

the coalition, and the following two days witnessed massive armed 

demonstrations outside the Soviets' Taurida Palace demanding a 

government based solely on the Soviets. 

The July rising was actively encouraged by middle-ranking Bol¬ 

sheviks, especially from the Party's Military Organizations, as well 

as by anarchist agitators. But the Bolshevik Central Committee 

hesitated to commit itself to an outright attempt to overthrow the 
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government. Lenin adopted a 'wait and see' attitude: he neither 

dissociated himself from the demonstrations nor offered a concrete 

plan for the seizure of power. This left the demonstrators leaderless. 

Their intense frustration is captured in a famous scene on the after¬ 

noon of 4 July recorded in the memoirs of Miliukov and those of N. 

N. Sukhanov, a leading non-party radical in the Soviet. The Soviet 

leaders sent Chernov out to calm the hostile crowd surrounding the 

Taurida Palace. But his attempts to explain the attitude of the mod¬ 

erate socialists was met by angry heckling and the furious cry: 'Take 

power, you son-of-a-bitch, it is being handed to you on a plate.' And 

when Trotsky, who had publicly endorsed the demand for Soviet 

power, came to the rescue, he too barely escaped lynching. Yet, 

without a definite strategy, the demonstration began to lose 

momentum. By nightfall the crowd was drifting away. At this point 

the appeals for help from the moderate socialists were at last 

answered. 

In a matter of hours the balance swung against the insurgents. 

Regiments which until then had remained neutral marched to re¬ 

lieve the Taurida Palace. They were swayed by news that the Soviet 

7.4 The July uprising, Petrograd 1917: workers, soldiers and sailors from 
the naval base at Kronstadt stream towards the Taurida Palace during the 
July Days. 
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leadership had summoned loyal troops from the front, and by 

growing evidence that the political struggle was degenerating into 

random street violence. Most serious from the Bolshevik point of 

view was the sudden credence given to the rumour, which had 

begun to circulate long before, that Lenin was in the pay of the 

Germans. The Bolshevik leader, it was pointed out, had travelled 

from Switzerland to Petrograd by leave of the German High Com¬ 

mand; his party had chosen to undermine revolutionary unity at a 

critical moment for the Russian offensive; and now word had it that 

the Ministry of Justice had discovered hard evidence of Lenin's 

treason. The following day loyalist forces were in control of the 

situation and the Bolsheviks hastily called off further demonstra¬ 

tions for the time being. 

At the time the July rising appeared a major disaster for the 

Bolsheviks. They seemed to have overreached themselves. The 

failure of attempted risings in Moscow and elsewhere, and the 

arrival of loyal troops from the front, vindicated Menshevik and SR 

insistence that the mood of Petrograd was out of line with the rest of 

the country. The Soviet newspaper Izvestiia denounced the irres¬ 

ponsible behaviour of the Bolsheviks and the liberal press blazed 

against their deliberate treachery. Pravda was closed, a number of 

arrests made - including that of Trotsky - and Lenin was driven into 

hiding. The Party's influence in the Petrograd garrison plummeted 

and for a time even the most radical sections of the capital's working 

class were seriously demoralized. 

At the other end of the political spectrum, the debacle gave a 

major fillip to liberals and anti-socialists. They took delight in a 

massive funeral procession in honour of the victims of the July Days 

- a procession from which workers were notably absent. Leading 

industrialists in Petrograd and Moscow became markedly more 

strident in their demands for a restoration of labour discipline. The 

Orthodox hierarchy, busily organizing a church council to under¬ 

take reforms and re-establish the Patriarchate, became more out¬ 

spoken in its attacks upon the Left. The High Command insisted on 

measures to restore order in the army, including the reintroduction 

of the death penalty at the front. Even the dormant Provisional 

Committee of the Duma showed renewed signs of life. Miliukov 

foresaw an all-liberal government in the not-too-distant future, 

and groups to his right began to coordinate support for a military 

dictatorship. 

These developments paralyzed the moderate socialists. They 

were convinced that for the government to lurch either left or right 
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would precipitate immediate civil war and the triumph of counter¬ 

revolution. While denouncing the Bolsheviks, therefore, they re¬ 

fused to sanction full-scale repression of the Party. And they re¬ 

affirmed their commitment to the policies of revolutionary defence 

and coalition - policies which were now doomed. By the second 

week in July the objective of revolutionary defence - an early general 

peace - had disappeared beyond the realm of possibility. The offen¬ 

sive had collapsed and the army was in retreat. Russia was deprived 

of all diplomatic leverage, the Allies treated her overtures with open 

contempt, and the Stockholm initiative was hopelessly stalled. At 

the same time the social struggle continued to intensify, rendering 

cooperation at government level less and less meaningful. 

The moderate socialists did succeed in piecing together a new 

coalition Cabinet, headed by Kerensky, though only by tacitly con¬ 

ceding that it would resist further pressure from below. Chernov 

remained at the Ministry of Agriculture, but he was an isolated and 

helpless figure. Left-wing Mensheviks under Martov denounced 

this compromise, while the left SRs drew further and further away 

from the official leadership of their party. By the beginning of 

August both parties were reporting a serious decline in their popu¬ 

larity and renewed Bolshevik advances. Nor did the participation of 

the Kadets in the Cabinet do anything to restrain the pressure for 

drastic action by right-wing elements outside the government. 

On 12 August Kerensky staged a 'State Conference' at the Bol¬ 

shoi Theatre in Moscow to rally support for the government. It was a 

fiasco. The Bolsheviks, despite opposition from moderate socialists 

still in control of the Moscow Soviet, organized a successful protest 

strike, and the Party boycotted the proceedings altogether. It was 

middle-class organizations and parties which dominated the Con¬ 

ference, and their enthusiasm was reserved not for Kerensky's 

hysterical appeals for loyalty but for the new Supreme Commander, 

General Kornilov. Encouraged by business and officer organiza¬ 

tions, Kornilov was by now insisting that the government take firm 

steps to restore discipline in the army, and quell disorder at home. 

Kerensky, despite his distaste for force, felt himself impelled in the 

same direction. On 21 August the port of Riga fell to German troops: 

the net seemed to be closing in on the capital itself. Economic decline 

continued unchecked. The only hope seemed to lie in a government 

which had not only nominal emergency powers but effective means 

of coercion. Since every step designed to create such means - not¬ 

ably the reintroduction of the death penalty in the army - provoked 

furious protest, the Premier and the General edged ever closer 
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towards taking military action to suppress working-class institu¬ 

tions and impose martial law on the capital. 

The upshot was the abortive Kornilov coup at the end of Au¬ 

gust. At the last moment Kerensky tried to dissociate himself from 

the coup, realizing that he would be eminently dispensable once the 

Right was in control. He denounced Kornilov, gained a free hand 

from his ministerial colleagues to reconstruct the Cabinet, and called 

upon the Soviet to help defend the capital against counter¬ 

revolution. The response was immediate. Garrison troops, sailors 

from Kronstadt, and armed workers, organized as much under 

Bolshevik Party auspices as those of the official Soviet leadership, 

moved quickly to head off the force despatched by Kornilov. Rail¬ 

way workers halted the troop trains and when the men discovered 

the purpose for which they were being sent into action they aban¬ 

doned their officers. Kornilov was arrested and the long-awaited 

counter-revolution collapsed in ignominy. 

Kerensky's equivocal role in the prelude to the Kornilov affair 

irreparably damaged his popular image. Workers and soldiers were 

now all but unanimous in calling for 'All power to the Soviets'. Yet 

still the moderate socialists would go no further than rejecting 

cooperation with the Kadets, and Tsereteli considered even that an 

unnecessarily indiscriminate prohibition. Eventually, on 25 

September, when a Democratic Conference summoned to resolve 

the membership of the new government failed to reach agreement, 

Kerensky was allowed to form a Cabinet in which Kadets were 

included. The Menshevik and SR leadership, severely disorientated 

by the precipitate decline in their support, and painfully conscious 

that to turn to the Left now would mean surrendering the initiative 

to the Bolsheviks, could not agree upon any major reappraisal of 

their policies. For their part the Kadets, unable to see any hope of 

containing social upheaval without military victory, refused to come 

to terms with the fact that the army was disintegrating. The govern¬ 

ment drifted to its ruin. 

For the Bolsheviks, on the other hand, the Kornilov putsch had 

provided a major boost. The Party's prestige soared, the disgrace of 

July was forgotten, Trotsky and the other Party members arrested 

after the July Days were released. The Petrograd Soviet immediately 

endorsed the call by their spokesman, L. B. Kamenev, for an exclu¬ 

sively socialist government. By 9 September they were able to carry 

a vote to alter the method by which the Presidium was elected. On 

25 September Trotsky became president and the Bolsheviks were in 

control. They gained a majority in the Moscow Soviet too, and soviet 
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and local elections throughout urban Russia reflected a strong tide 
flowing in their favour. The moderate socialist leaders were driven 
back into their stronghold on the Central Executive Committee 
which had been elected by the Congress of Soviets convened in 
June. To dislodge them the Bolsheviks successfully insisted on the 
summoning of a second congress. There could be no doubt that 
when it met, on 25 October, it would endorse the creation of a purely 
socialist government committed to a radical solution of the problems 
of peace, land, and the urban economy. 

Bolshevik strategy crystallized in the aftermath of the Kornilov 
affair. The call to arms had greatly strengthened the detachments of 
'Red Guards' under the Party's influence, and had restored the 
influence of the Bolshevik Military Organization in the garrison. 
Lenin, watching events unfold from Finland, had decided by mid 
September that the time had come to make a direct armed bid for 
power. The collapse of the army, the surge of peasant violence, and 
the dramatic advance in Bolshevik popularity convinced him that to 
delay was unnecessary, even dangerous. Now the Right was de¬ 
moralized, the government helpless. Should Petrograd fall to the 
Germans or a separate peace be signed, the situation could sudden¬ 
ly alter. From 14 September, therefore, he bombarded the Central 
Committee with demands for an immediate seizure of power, even 
proffering his resignation to force the issue. Two of his leading 
lieutenants, Kamenev and G. E. Zinoviev, vigorously opposed 
Lenin, arguing that a rising would place the Party in a perilously 
exposed and isolated position, and urging that instead recent gains 
should be consolidated in preparation for the forthcoming Consti¬ 
tuent Assembly elections. The Central Committee majority, how¬ 
ever, were gradually won round to Lenin's view, but insisted upon 
two important conditions most clearly articulated by Trotsky. First, 
the rising should be made to appear defensive. Second, it must be 
timed to coincide with the convening of the Soviet Congress. Trot¬ 
sky was more aware than Lenin of the prestige enjoyed by the 
soviets, especially among soldiers and sailors. A premature move 
might enable the Central Executive Committee to summon help 
from the front, and even the Petrograd garrison would be confused 
by a conflict between Soviet and Party. If, on the other hand, action 
coincided with the Congress, opposition could be minimized. 

In the event, the strategies of Lenin and Trotsky dovetailed. 
Efforts by the government to send the most radical units out of 
Petrograd aroused acute suspicion among the garrison troops, as 
did rumours that Kerensky intended to abandon the capital to the 
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Germans. On 9 October, therefore, the Petrograd Soviet voted to set 

up a Military Revolutionary Committee (MRC) to coordinate mea¬ 

sures to prevent a second right-wing putsch. The MRC had a sub¬ 

stantial left SR membership but was dominated by Bolsheviks. The 

Party's Central Committee, situated like the MRC in the Smolny 

Institute, home of the Petrograd Soviet since August, was in direct 

contact with it. Thus the MRC fused Soviet defensive measures with 

Bolshevik preparations for an uprising. The distinction seemed to 

disappear altogether when in the early hours of 24 October the 

government sent military cadets to close Bolshevik newspapers and 

announced legal proceedings against the MRC. That night, re¬ 

sponding to enthusiastic urging from Lenin, who had just arrived 

incognito at Party headquarters, the MRC went on to the offensive. 

The denouement was almost an anticlimax. Key positions in the 

capital were rapidly seized and Kerensky fled to the front in a vain 

search for loyal troops. The Cabinet, huddled together in the Winter 

Palace, could mobilize no substantial force to resist, and even before 

they surrendered Lenin had drafted the announcement for nation¬ 

wide distribution that the Provisional Government had fallen. 

When the Soviet Congress met later that day it was widely 

7.5 The downfall of the Provisional Government, October 1917: the 
deserted Winter Palace after the arrest of the government ministers. 
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assumed, even among the large bloc of Bolshevik delegates, that a 

new government would bring together all the major socialist par¬ 

ties. The moderate socialists, however, finding themselves reduced 

to a small minority in the Congress and enraged by the pre-emptive 

action of the MRC, denounced the Bolsheviks and stormed from the 

hall. After failing to effect a reconciliation, Martov and the left-wing 

Mensheviks followed suit, consigning themselves, in Trotsky's 

ruthless epitaph, to the rubbish-bin of history. The Left SRs, who 

now constituted a separate party and had the second largest bloc of 

delegates, remained behind and would eventually, in mid Novem¬ 

ber, form a short-lived coalition with the Bolsheviks. But the way 

was clear for the Congress to appoint a Bolshevik government, 

headed by Lenin, which took the name of the Council of People's 

Commissars. 

Confirmed by the Congress, the new government quickly 

attracted the support of soviets in most of urban Russia. Moderate 

socialists offered little more than token resistance. Even where they 

were still in the majority they gave way to pressure from the more 

radical workers and soldiers, and withdrew from local soviets. In 

Moscow there was fierce fighting for a week, but the 'committees of 

public safety' set up in Petrograd and many provincial cities to 

oppose the new regime were either unwilling or unable to muster 

armed support and rapidly fell apart. Anti-Bolshevik hopes rested 

upon the forthcoming Constituent Assembly elections, to which 

Lenin was pledged, and confidently expected the early collapse of 

the new government. 

The government's position was indeed precarious. It narrowly 

survived an immediate effort by moderate leaders of the railway and 

postal workers to force the formation of an all-socialist coalition. 

And its coercive power even in the parts of the country where its 

authority had been recognized was extremely limited. Neither local 

organs of the Party nor local revolutionary institutions could be 

relied upon to accept instructions from above. The preponderance 

of Bolsheviks in soviets, factory committees, and trade unions was 

no guarantee that the priorities of the centre would be upheld 

against those of local activists. In the countryside, moreover, the 

Bolshevik presence was derisory. 

The government's first steps, therefore, its Decrees on Peace 

and Land, its declarations on national self-determination, and, later, 

on workers' control of industry, reflected not Bolshevik dogma but 

mass aspirations which by the autumn no power in Russia could 

withstand. There was no option but to end the war, even when it 
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became clear that this involved signing a separate peace which was 

anathema to the Bolshevik leaders. The peasants were authorized to 

parcel out private land as they saw fit, despite Bolshevik preference 

for the nationalization of land and immediate steps towards collec¬ 

tive farming. Even in the factories, where Bolshevik influence was 

most deeply rooted, the widespread assertion of direct control by 

workers went far beyond anything the Party leadership considered 

compatible with economic recovery. And despite Bolshevik convic¬ 

tion that for the minority nations to break away from Russia now 

that she was in truly revolutionary hands would be a backward step, 

the government had to proclaim their right to do so. The People's 

Commissars were in no position to resist or direct the tide that had 

swept away Kerensky. No Russian government had ever been more 

responsive to pressure from below or less able to impose its own will 

upon society. 

But the relationship between state and society was to be swiftly 

transformed. During 1918 the Right, the Mensheviks, the SRs, 

various minority national groups, and foreign powers sought to 

reverse different aspects of the revolution. In the savage Civil War 

which ensued the new government became the rallying point for the 

defence of the revolution. And in coordinating that defence it forged 

a new state possessed of fearsome and highly centralized coercive 

power. 

Reference 

1. V. I. Lenin, Collected Works (London and Moscow 1960-78), 

XXIV, pp. 21-5. 



8 
Civil war and the consolidation of 
Bolshevik power (1918-1928) 

The Bolshevik leaders came to power expecting the October 

Revolution to have an electrifying impact upon the rest of Europe. 

They were convinced by the speed with which the war had 

radicalized the masses in Russia that a comparable process was 

under way in the West. The spectacle of a workers' government 

overthrowing capitalism in Russia would evoke a tremendous 

response. A forthright peace offer from such a government, coupled 

with the publication and repudiation of all Russia's secret treaties, 

would inspire the Western masses to insist upon an immediate end 

to the war. Trotsky, the first People's Commissar for Foreign 

Affairs, remarked with characteristic panache that his function 

would be to 'issue a few revolutionary proclamations to the peoples 

of the world and then shut up shop'.1 Revolution would spread 

across the Continent and all Europe would cooperate in the 

construction of socialism. 

Their confidence proved wildly misplaced. Instead of receiving 

assistance from the West, the Socialist Republic found itself 

confronted by a ring of fiercely hostile neighbours. The first blow 

was the 'delay' in the response of Western workers to the Soviet 

Decree on Peace. Allied governments ignored it with impunity and 

the Germans confidently awaited concrete peace proposals. Lenin 

quickly decided that, however punitive the German terms, the war 

must end. The alternative was certain death for the new Soviet 

government. Idealistic 'Left' Bolsheviks - and the Left SRs - might 

call for a 'revolutionary' war designed to carry the revolution 

westward, but the evidence was overwhelming that the army's will 

to fight had gone beyond recall. After hastily concluding an 

armistice, the Bolsheviks did all they could to spin out detailed 
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peace negotiations in the hope of upheaval in central Europe. In 
February Trotsky momentarily dumbfounded the German 
delegation by announcing that although Russia was withdrawing 
from the war, she would not sign a peace treaty. The German High 
Command, however, soon called his bluff and resumed the military 
advance. The sequel was the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, signed on 3 
March (New Style)*. Russia forfeited a massive swathe of western 
territory, along with much of the former Empire's industrial 
capacity. Most significant was the loss of the Ukraine, whose 
nominal independence under German tutelage she was compelled 
to recognize. 

By this time, moreover, the Allies had established their first 
foothold on Russian soil with the avowed purpose of reopening an 
eastern front against Germany. With consummate diplomatic skill 
Lenin and G. V. Chicherin, Trotsky's more down-to-earth successor 
at the Foreign Affairs Commissariat, manoeuvred between the two 
power blocs. They played upon German recognition that since no 
other Russian government would acquiesce in the Carthaginian 
terms of Brest-Litovsk it was in Germany's interest that the 
Bolshevik regime survive. By offering massive economic 
concessions, they persuaded Germany to restrain her military 
pressure in the west and south, enabling Bolshevik forces to check 
Allied incursions in the north and east. But from June 1918 the 
international struggle became interwoven with and overlaid by civil 
war. The catalyst which sparked off hostilities was a Czechoslovak 
Legion composed of POWs willing to enlist against the Central 
Powers. The Czechs were anxious to reach Vladivostok for 
shipment to the western front, but while strung out along the 
Trans-Siberian railway line they received orders from the Allies, 
endorsed by the Bolshevik government, to reroute for Archangel in 
the north. Suspecting treachery, the Czechs refused to obey and 
clashed with local soviets over control of the railway. Trotsky - now 
Commissar for War - furiously ordered their disarming, and in the 
ensuing confusion anti-Bolshevik forces began to mobilize. 
Scattered risings gave way to the organization of White armies as the 
victims of political and social upheaval attempted to reverse the 
verdict of 1917. 

For two horrendous years Russia was torn by civil war. Coming 
on top of the exertions and destruction of the First World War, it was 

* The Julian Calendar was replaced by the Gregorian or Western Calendar on 31 
January 1918 when the following day was decreed to be not 1 February but 14 
February. 
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Map 9 Bolshevik-held territory during the Civil War 
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a pitiless struggle fought in conditions of economic desolation and 
extreme hardship. The massacre of the Tsar, the Tsarina, and their 
children by the Reds shortly before fleeing Ekaterinburg was the 
most notorious of the many atrocities committed on both sides. The 
Bolsheviks were driven back into the heartland of old Muscovy by 
White armies advancing from the south, north, and east. Despite 
the collapse of Germany and the armistice of November 1918, the 
Allies refused to withdraw. Appalled by the challenge to Western 
capitalism which the Bolsheviks had thrown down, and outraged by 
the new regime's repudiation of all foreign debts, they maintained 
their presence for another year, imposed a blockade, and lent 
considerable financial aid to the anti-Bolshevik forces. But the 
Whites were fatally handicapped by divisions among themselves. 
There was almost no coordination between their separate armies 
scattered around the periphery, and as soon as the military leaders 
asserted control over White-held territory they overruled SR 
attempts to establish moderate socialist regimes. A White victory, it 
became increasingly clear, implied a thoroughgoing counter¬ 
revolution. There was to be no attempt to win positive support from 
the peasantry. Despite their role in resisting the Bolsheviks in the 
early stages of the Civil War, most Right SRs found this 
unacceptable, and the Mensheviks condemned the Whites outright. 

Nevertheless, the Bolsheviks came close to disaster. Deprived 
of the major grain-surplus areas and blockaded from the outside 
world, they suffered from desperate shortages of everything - food, 
footwear, and guns. Hopes of Western revolution continued to run 
high, and in March 1919 Lenin founded the Communist 
International (Comintern) to rally far-Left socialists abroad; but 
bourgeois Europe withstood post-war unrest. The low point was 
reached in October 1919 when both Petrograd and Moscow - where 
Lenin's government had moved immediately after Brest-Litovsk - 
seemed on the brink of falling. Yet they survived. Although Poland, 
Finland, the Baltic states, and Bessarabia were lost, most of the old 
Imperial territory was gradually brought under Soviet control. By 
the summer of 1920 the Reds were in a position to drive an ill-timed 
invasion by newly independent Poland all the way back to the gates 
of Warsaw, before being repelled. Their victory is explicable partly 
in terms of the military advantage afforded by control of the Russian 
heartland. This gave them unbroken and relatively short lines of 
communication, an asset brilliantly exploited by the Red Army 
officers gathered under Trotsky. But more fundamental was the 
fierce loyalty they attracted from many workers, and peasant 
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preference for Reds over Whites. The lower classes fought to uphold 
the post-revolutionary settlement. 

The immediate sequel to the October Revolution had been the 
consummation of the social upheaval of 1917. Russia's social 
structure was transformed. In the countryside the dispossession of 
private landowners by the peasantry was already far advanced by 
October. Now, with government approval, the process was 
completed. The age-old peasant goal was achieved and the nobility 
disappeared from the scene. In the cities and major industrial 
complexes the conflict between workers and employers reached a 
climax. On coming to power Lenin envisaged taking over only the 
major industries and the banks. For the time being the bulk of 
industry would be left in private hands under regulation from above 
by the Supreme Council of National Economy (VSNKh) and from 
below by workers. During the first months after October, however, 
the government was carried forward on a wave of a working-class 
radicalism. This was fuelled not only by euphoria over the 
establishment of a Soviet government, but also by economic 
dislocation on a scale which dwarfed the problems of the Provisional 
Government. The new regime's commitment to end the war led to 
immediate industrial 'demobilization': an industrial economy 
already ravaged by shortages of fuel and raw materials was hit by 
catastrophic contraction of demand for military goods. Faced with 
the threat of redundancy, and convinced of sabotage on the part of 
employers - and on occasion technical and clerical staff as well - 
rank-and-file workers demanded that their enterprises be taken 
over by the new proletarian State. The government's reservations 
were fully overcome by the German warning that they would insist 
on compensation for any German-owned property nationalized 
after 1 July, and on 28 June 1918 all the major branches of industry 
were nationalized. The economic base of the bourgeoisie was 
broken and private enterprise relegated to a peripheral role in the 
industrial economy. 

This massive upheaval in property relations was complemented 
by drastic institutional change. The ephemeral national 
representative bodies established by the Provisional Government 
were swept away. The long-awaited Constituent Assembly, in 
which Right SRs had a majority, met for just one day, on 20 January 
1918, before being forcibly dissolved by the government. At the local 
level the zemstvos, long hated by the peasantry, were abolished by 
decree and the city dumas met the same fate. The organizations - 
and the titles - of nobility and merchants were abolished. The 
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Church was separated from the State, forfeited its property, lost all 
control over education, was subjected to constant harassment, and 
saw some of its most venerated places of worship turned into 
museums of atheism. The old army was disbanded and the 
established legal and judicial system largely replaced by 
revolutionary courts. The whole superstructure of the traditional 
establishment was dismantled. The Tsar's twin-headed eagle, 
merely uncrowned by the Provisional Government, was torn down 
and replaced by the hammer and sickle, the twin symbol of worker 
and peasant power. 

On the face of it, the new state structure, enshrined in the 
Constitution of July 1918, was designed to place power directly in 
the hands of the masses. Force would of course have to be used to 
overcome the resistance of the old ruling classes and their allies. 
Strong measures would be necessary to break the resistance of the 
many bureaucrats and white-collar workers who reacted to the 
Bolshevik seizure of power by staging a strike. The Kadet Party and 
those to the right were promptly suppressed, press censorship 
instituted, and a special security agency, the Cheka, established to 
root out counter-revolutionary activity. But such measures were 
regarded as strictly temporary: the vision of the State with which the 
Bolshevik leadership came to power was little less Utopian than 
their expectations of foreign revolution. It would cease to be 
coercive. The most famous expression of this vision was that of 
Lenin himself. In January 1918 he published State and Revolution, 
written during 1916 and 1917, in which he speculated on the 
structure of a classless society. Once exploitation of man by man had 
ended, the State as a distinctive entity - the coercive machinery of 
army, bureaucracy, and police - would fade away. The role of 
central government would be to provide leadership and 
coordination of the voluntary efforts of a liberated people. It was in 
this spirit that, for example, Lunacharsky, People's Commissar for 
Enlightenment, envisaged his role. He would provide advice and 
guidance for the spread of education, but implementation would be 
left to the spontaneous enthusiasm of local soviets. It was this spirit, 
too, which informed the new Constitution. 

Local affairs were henceforth to be run by town and village 
soviets, directly elected by the working masses. Day-to-day 
administration would be in the hands of an executive committee 
appointed by each soviet and directly responsible to it. Above the 
local level would rise a pyramid of district, county, provincial, and 
regional soviet congresses, each composed of delegates sent by the 
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lower body, capped by the All-Russian Congress of Soviets. This 
Congress would elect a Central Executive Committee, which in turn 
would appoint the Council of People's Commissars, the 
government of the Soviet Republic. The system would combine 
guidance from above with democratic control from below. The State 
would represent nothing more than the administration of the 
people by the people. 

The Soviet framework had taken shape under the shadow of the 
Provisional Government, and it was duly extended wherever 
Bolshevik rule was established. Yet the democratic ideal it 
represented was flagrantly contradicted by the relationship which 
actually developed between State and society, between officialdom 
and ordinary citizen, between the ruling party and rank-and-file 
workers and peasants. The State became progressively more 
coercive and centralized and ever further removed from mass 
control. Authoritarian relationships were re-established over the 
peasantry, in industry, in the new Red Army, and in administration 
of all kinds. Lenin's dream that public officials should be elected and 
paid a normal worker's wage receded to the horizon, the bulk of the 
old bureaucracy was retained and its ranks rapidly swelled. The 
Cheka, directly responsible to the Party leadership, became firmly 
entrenched and escaped democratic control altogether. Popular 
participation in decision-making was reduced to a mere charade as 
the soviets proved quite incapable of asserting themselves over the 
government and its officials. 

For liberal historians, this 'degeneration' was implicit in pre¬ 
revolutionary Bolshevik ideology. The Bolsheviks had never shown 
the slightest interest in such 'bourgeois' constitutional devices as the 
separation of powers, designed to prevent the erosion of democratic 
processes. The very concept of the 'vanguard' Party revealing to the 
less advanced sections of the masses their true interests was 
inherently elitist. Clearly, these preconceptions did play a part in 
shaping the post-revolutionary regime and conditioning the 
leadership's responses to the challenges they faced. But the Party 
had undergone too profound a transformation during 1917 for this 
to be an adequate explanation. What guaranteed that it was the 
authoritarian rather than the democratic currents in the Party which 
prevailed was the impact of economic chaos and civil war upon the 
urban masses, and the series of ad hoc measures which the regime 
took to survive. 

The most unashamed Bolshevik volte-face was in their 
approach to military organization. Throughout 1917 they had 
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pressed for democratization within the army, the election of 
officers, and the abolition of the death penalty. But when faced by 
the armies of capitalist powers and White generals, the new regime 
felt compelled to construct its own Red Army on thoroughly 
traditional lines. Instead of relying on local militia units of armed 
workers and peasants, a centralized, hierarchical, and harsh 
military structure was created. The election of officers was 
discontinued and despite opposition within the Party many of those 
appointed were ex-officers of the Tsar's army. The loyalty of these 
socially and ideologically alien officers was ensured not by control 
from below but by attaching to them political commissars - and in 
some cases by holding their families hostage. The core of the Red 
Army consisted of the most committed workers, while the bulk, 
which reached 5 million at the height of the Civil War, was made up 
of peasant conscripts unwillingly forced to choose between Reds 
and Whites. With the rate of desertion very high, rigid discipline 
seemed essential and the death penalty was freely used. In military 
terms, the results were gratifying. Despite inferior equipment the 
Red Army proved a match for the enemy. Trotsky, who master¬ 
minded its creation, made full use of centralized control to throw 
crack troops - made up of the most committed workers - into the 
breach wherever they were most urgently needed. Bui the coercive 
structure of the Red Army, seemingly demanded by the 

8.1 Trotsky haranguing Red Army soldiers in Moscow during the Civil War. 
Responsibility for the Bolshevik defence brought out both the most dynamic 
and the most ruthless traits in Trotsky's character. 
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requirements of modern warfare, did not prove to be an exceptional 
blemish on the face of a new democratic state. It proved typical of 
the State's relations with both the peasantry and the working class. 

Where relations with the peasantry were concerned, the critical 
issue was grain. The breakdown of the trade nexus between town 
and countryside, already far advanced before October, gathered 
pace in the following months. With the loss of the Ukraine the 
problem of supplying the cities with grain became desperate. The 
rouble was rapidly losing all value as a medium of exchange, and 
manufactured goods were in such short supply that direct bartering 
for grain proved totally inadequate. Force seemed the only answer. 
Ad hoc detachments of workers, soldiers, and officials went into the 
countryside to requisition supplies. But since the Party's active 
support in the villages was minimal, their task was extremely diffi¬ 
cult. In June 1918, therefore, the government decided to strengthen 
its hand by mobilizing the poorer peasants against the richer villa¬ 
gers (pejoratively dubbed 'kulaks' - exploiters) who were assumed 
to be hoarding grain. Committees of Poor Peasants were to be set up 
to requisition grain both for themselves and for the cities. Peasants 
with virtually no property of their own would join hands with the 
urban proletariat in overcoming the selfishness of the kulaks, and 
would be encouraged to take the first steps towards collective farm¬ 
ing. The socialist revolution would be extended to the countryside. 

The experiment was a disaster. The assumption that social dif¬ 
ferentiation in the village had reached the point where it could be 
fanned into open class warfare proved unfounded. Although farm¬ 
ing implements and livestock were still not evenly divided among 
the peasantry, the seizure of private land during the revolution had 
had a levelling effect. Contrary to Bolshevik belief, the number of 
both rich and very poor households had fallen, and the vast majority 
remained 'middle' peasants, relying almost entirely upon working 
their own plots of land. Confronted by the demands of alien towns¬ 
men the village tended to close ranks behind the traditional com¬ 
munal structure. Even in the areas where the poor peasant commit¬ 
tees did show some vitality, their concern was to secure grain for 
themselves, rather than for the requisitioning detachments, and 
they showed minimal interest in collective farming. 

In the winter of 1918-19 the Party began to disband the commit¬ 
tees and by March 1919 Lenin was openly regretting the way in 
which the middle peasants had been attacked and alienated. But 
there was no let-up. With the Civil War raging, and grain required 
for the Red Army as well as the cities, forced requisitioning was 
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intensified and increasingly well organized. To the wealthiest 
peasants in Siberia and to the Cossacks of the North Caucasus even 
the Whites seemed preferable to the depredations of the Reds. In the 
Ukraine, where the Bolsheviks continued to use poor peasant com¬ 
mittees, hatred of both sides in the Civil War generated a remarkable 
independent peasant army. Under the anarchist leader Nestor 
Makhno, it survived until the White collapse left it face to face with 
the Red Army. Elsewhere, although the spectre of a White victory 
was generally enough to keep peasant resistance passive, there was 
bitter hostility to the Reds and their voracious regime. 

In these conditions rural democracy was doomed. The Food 
Commissariat, backed by the Cheka and the Red Army, confronted 
the peasantry head-on. The rural soviets were thinly scattered, 
ill-attended, and firmly subordinated to their urban counterparts. 
Bolshevik Party membership among working peasants remained 
negligible and the Bolsheviks became increasingly suspicious of any 
political expression of peasant discontent. Not only the Right SRs 
but also the Left SRs, the Bolsheviks' early coalition partners, were 
subject to growing constraints. It was in March 1918, in protest 
against the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, that the Left SRs had resigned 
from the government. In July the Party engineered the assassination 
of the German Ambassador in Moscow, hoping to jeopardize the 
peace and force the government into a revolutionary war. At this 
stage Lenin was careful to leave the door open to reconciliation with 
all but the most intransigent Left SR critics of his regime. But rela¬ 
tions between the two parties were permanently soured by the 
policy of forced requisitioning. For the Left SRs this was a criminal 
betrayal of the worker-peasant alliance. Relations were further 
embittered when in late August an SR terrorist shot and wounded 
Lenin. Although it was not until after the Civil War that all rival 
socialist parties were finally suppressed, non-Bolshevik political 
activity in the countryside was tightly circumscribed. Democratic 
consultation with the peasantry was out of the question. 

The deterioration in relations between the new State and the 
working class was a more complex process. Of critical importance 
was the issue of power within individual nationalized factories and 
mines. Nationalization in itself had not resolved the question of the 
proper relationship between management and workers. Should 
management be taken over by the elected representatives of the 
workers within each enterprise? Or should authority be vested in 
the hands of a government appointee? Later generations of social¬ 
ists have seen this issue as the very heart of socialist revolution: 
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relations at the point of production govern the distribution of power 
throughout society. Unless workers are in control here, they will 
not retain control of the State, however magnificent the letter of 
the Constitution or sincere the socialist convictions of the political 

leadership. 
Individual labour leaders said as much at the time, and the 

movement for workers' self-management gathered real momen¬ 
tum, especially in Petrograd. For a few weeks rank-and-file euphor¬ 
ia over the prospect of workers proving themselves capable of 
running industry affected wide sections of the Party. Lenin himself 
redrafted the November Decree on Workers' Control to strengthen 
the role of workers in management. As the economic crisis plumbed 
new depths, however, the preoccupation of government leaders 
swung dramatically to the need to maintain production. By the 
spring of 1918 Lenin was urging the need for strict industrial disci¬ 
pline and wage differentials to ensure the cooperation of bourgeois 
specialists. This could not be achieved, he believed, if management 
reflected the whims of the work-force. Firm one-man management 
was essential. 

The tide quickly began to turn. Workers' attempts to retain 
managerial authority in their own hands were not helped by the 
chronic rivalry between grass-roots factory committees and the 
more hierarchical trade-union organizations. When this struggle 
was resolved in favour of the latter, and factory committees were 
absorbed into the trade-union structure, the ties between labour 
leaders and the rank and file were weakened. More fundamental, 
however, was the impact of economic collapse upon the working 
class. With the wheels of industry grinding to a halt, bread rations 
falling below subsistence level, and money losing all value, workers 
streamed from the cities in search of bread - Petrograd lost 1 million 
inhabitants in the first six months of 1918. Those who remained 
spent much of their time in search of food and became increasingly 
demoralized and unreliable. This led labour leaders themselves to 
accept the need for harsher discipline. And though they might 
continue to regard themselves as workers' representatives, their 
attempts to forbid strikes, and impose discipline by introducing 
work books, bonus incentives, and even piece rates and the threat of 
dismissal widened the gulf separating them from the rank and file. 
Rather than being representatives of the workers, they became 
agents of the State, almost indistinguishable from officials of 
VSNKh and the Commissariat of Labour. Deprived of its leadership 
and increasingly disorientated, the movement for workers' 
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management began to lose ground. From June 1918 a collegial form 

of management, including only one-third elected workers, was laid 

down as the norm for nationalized enterprises. Control began to 

pass out of the hands of the work-force and into those of managers 
appointed by the State. 

This process was greatly accelerated by the Civil War. On the 

one hand, the government, desperate to maintain essential military 

production, became more and more committed to one-man man¬ 

agement. Managerial authority was steadily strengthened, to the 

point where work camps were instituted for recalcitrant workers. 

On the other, urban depopulation reached catastrophic propor¬ 

tions. Supplies from the countryside slowed to a trickle, industrial 

production fell to a mere fraction of the 1917 level, and as malnutri¬ 

tion and disease took hold, the drift to the countryside became an 

exodus. Between the revolution and 1921 Moscow's population fell 

by 44.5 per cent and Petrograd's by 57.5 per cent. The proportionate 

fall among factory workers was much greater. What made matters 

worse was that those who remained at the factory bench tended to 

be least fitted for leadership. This reflected the manpower needs of 

the new regime. It was the politically committed who provided the 

best material for the repeated recruitment drives launched by the 

Red Army. It was the literate who could most readily be drawn into 

the swelling Soviet bureaucracy. Among those left at the factory 

bench, the proportion of women, relatively less assertive and less 

well educated, rose steeply and within each factory the rank and file 

found themselves more and more helpless to retain any managerial 

role. The proletariat of 1917 was transformed out of all recognition. 

By 1920 one-man management was the rule. 

In the eyes of the Bolshevik leaders, this development was in no 

sense a betrayal of socialism. A measure of central control was 

essential if production by different enterprises was to be coordin¬ 

ated. Large-scale modern industry required specialized and forceful 

management. And in any case, since discipline was enforced by the 

appointees of a proletarian government, it constituted a form of 

proletarian 'self-discipline' orchestrated by the vanguard of the 

class. But the effect on working-class democracy was fatal: the 

breach between management and workers at the factory bench was 

mirrored in a growing estrangement between the Party and the 

working class. Discontent over conditions in the factories, miserable 

pay and rations, the relatively privileged treatment of bourgeois 

specialists, managers, and officials alike, as well as mass unemploy¬ 

ment, rubbed off on the Bolsheviks. Their hold on working-class 
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allegiance was seriously eroded. The Bolshevik response was to take 
full advantage of the force at their disposal. The Cheka and the Red 
Army were neither stable nor streamlined instruments of coercion. 
But the Bolsheviks enjoyed a monopoly of organized force of any 
kind in Red-held territory, and in any case for their rivals to take to 
the streets would be tantamount to aiding the counter-revolution. 
Democratic processes in the urban soviets were deliberately under¬ 
mined. On the one hand, as in the countryside, opposition socialist 
parties which began to revive and give expression to workers' dis¬ 
content, were attacked. Menshevik, urban SR, and anarchist activ¬ 
ists were hounded by the Cheka and their press severely circum¬ 
scribed. They were driven from effective representation in the 
soviets, and sporadic attempts to found new parties were swiftly 
crushed. On the other, the soviets were rapidly 'bureaucratized'. 
Elections became less and less frequent and meaningful. Soviet 
executive committees, dominated by Bolsheviks, ceased to be re¬ 
sponsive to pressure from below. The process ran right through the 
Soviet pyramid. At the apex the Supreme Congress and indeed its 
Central Executive Committee lost control over the Council of Peo¬ 
ple's Commissars. Severely weakened by the devastating impact 
of economic dislocation and civil war, rank-and-file workers lost 
control over the Soviet State. 

The corollary of the decline in mass democracy and the estab¬ 
lishment of the Bolsheviks' political monopoly was the transforma¬ 
tion in the nature of the Party. In the first place, from being a mass 
organization of workers, it became a body of officials. Members 
were removed from the factory bench to take leading roles in institu¬ 
tions of all kinds - not only factory committees, trade unions, the 
various organs of the soviets, and the full-time Party apparatus, but 
the Cheka, the Red Army, and the state bureaucracy. By 1922 over 
two-thirds of the party membership were administrators of one kind 
or another. In the second place, it became the source of decision¬ 
making power at every level. The chairman of the local soviet took 
his instructions from the local Party committee. It was the Central 
Committee of the Party, and its inner Cabinet, the Politburo, which 
guided the Council of People's Commissars. And through the de¬ 
velopment of the so-called nomenklatura system, by which Party 
committees drew up a list of sensitive posts and eligible candidates 
under their purview, the Party exercised control over significant 
public appointments of every description at both national and local 
level. 

Equally important was the drastic impact of the Party's new role 
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upon inner-Party democracy. In the early months after October, 
Party organization had been loose and local organs remained as 
responsive to the views of local members as to pressure from above. 
The major issues of the day were openly and vigorously debated, 
the row between Lenin and the 'Left Communists' over the separate 
peace with Germany being the most dramatic instance. But when 
civil war flared up and the regime's survival seemed to hang by a 
thread, the Party underwent a rapid process of centralization. In 
part this was the result of a sustained discipline drive from above. 
Confronted by civil war, Lenin and his colleagues became ever more 
impatient with democratic nicety. The Party must provide the rigor¬ 
ous command structure necessary to mobilize men, material, and 
food from an increasingly impoverished society. But the closing of 
ranks was also encouraged by ordinary members; policy disputes 
were restrained and local cells themselves urged greater control 
from the centre in order to maximize the use of limited personnel 
and resources against the counter-revolution. Moreover, the sheer 
growth in the administrative burdens placed upon Party members 
left less and less time or energy for democratic political consultation. 
The rapid turnover of membership during the Civil War, as new 
recruits replaced fallen 'veterans', further weakened grass-roots 
influence. Party cells met less often and were ever more dominated 
by the local committee. The local committee in turn was increasingly 
bound by instructions from above, and the same process set in all 
the way up the committee ladder. The chain of command through 
which authority was exercised was that of the committee secretary. 
At each level the secretary gained clear ascendancy over his own 
committee. And these key posts were more and more often filled by 
appointment from above rather than election from below. Thus as 
the Party's priorities shifted from political and ideological struggle 
to administrative and military activity it became an increasingly 
pliant instrument at the command of the leadership. 

The destruction of democracy during the Civil War generated 
among the Party leadership an illusion that almost proved fatal. Far 
from recognizing that socially and economically Russia was now 
light years removed from the conditions which Marx had envisaged 
as the point of departure for socialism, they were mesmerized by the 
seemingly limitless scope for state direction. The policies adopted to 
cope with the military emergency, which had become known as 
'War Communism', could be retained to organize civilian recon¬ 
struction. During 1920 Trotsky, the leading 'Left Communist' N. I. 
Bukharin, and for a few months Lenin himself shared the euphoric 
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dream that War Communism provided a blueprint for direct transi¬ 

tion to socialism. With inflation rendering the rouble virtually value¬ 

less, money would permanently disappear and the market mechan¬ 

ism of capitalism would be replaced by planned production and 

distribution. Grain requisitioning was therefore continued and mea¬ 

sures against the ubiquitous black market were intensified. In the 

autumn of 1920, since the peasantry had retaliated by cutting back 

their crops, an attempt was even made to set up 'sowing commit¬ 

tees' to impose production targets upon them. In industry petty 

enterprises employing as few as five workers were nationalized. 

Lenin was particularly enthusiastic about the establishment of a 

commission (GOELRO) to plan the electrification of the whole coun¬ 

try, while Trotsky became the champion of a comprehensive prog¬ 

ramme of industrial reconstruction based upon dictatorial control 

of the economy. The command structure and bureaucracy of the 

Red Army were to provide the basis for the direction of labour 

resources into critical areas - engineering, fuel, and above all 

the desperately run-down railway system. Labour conscription 

was to be made universal and discipline imposed with military 

rigour. 

It rapidly became clear that on this occasion the State had over¬ 

reached itself. With the 1920 harvest falling to some 60 per cent of 

the pre-war level, discontent mounted in both city and countryside. 

Towards the end of 1920 peasant disturbances became widespread, 

there was a major revolt in the province of Tambov, and requisition¬ 

ing had to be suspended in thirteen provinces. During the winter 

industry was hit by repeated strikes. The climax came with a revolt 

by sailors and workers at Kronstadt in March 1921. An anti- 

Bolshevik Provisional Revolutionary Committee demanded politi¬ 

cal freedom for all socialist parties, free elections to the soviets, and 

the replacement of requisitioning by free trade in grain. Though the 

Bolsheviks denounced the revolt as a White-inspired plot, and the 

Red Army stormed across the ice to crush it, the writing was on the 

wall. 

An economic U-turn proposed by Lenin was hastily approved 

by the Tenth Party Congress, meeting at the time of the Kronstadt 

rebellion. The Bolsheviks came to terms with a mixed economy and 

War Communism gave way to the New Economic Policy (NEP). 

Grain requisitioning was replaced by a fixed tax, initially in kind but 

from 1924 in cash. The peasantry were permitted to trade the re¬ 

mainder of their produce and restrictions on private retail trade 

were lifted. In the following months industry, too, was reorientated 
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to market principles. Although the major enterprises remained in 

public ownership, they were instructed to operate upon strictly 

commercial lines, relying upon the market to determine production, 

price, and wage levels. A few were even leased to private entre¬ 

preneurs and smaller enterprises were denationalized. 

The introduction of NEP successfully defused the explosive 

situation of 1921. Drought that summer did result in horrific famine 

the following winter - the epilogue to eight years of man-made 

carnage. But, relieved from requisitioning, the peasantry regained 

the incentive to raise production and from 1922 agriculture began to 

pick up quickly. By 1926 the grain crop had reached pre-war levels, 

there was a sharp increase in non-grain production, and by 1928 

peasant living standards, measured in terms of livestock and food 

consumption, had reached a new high. Industry took longer to 

recover from the nadir of 1920 when production was only one-fifth 

of the pre-war level. Artisan manufacturers soon re-established the 

trade nexus with the peasantry, but larger-scale factory production 

8.2 The Smolensk Street market in Moscow, September 1921, shortly 
after the introduction of NEP. The busy scene reflects the quick 
re-establishment of small-scale trade. 
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remained depressed until 1924. At first peasant demand was so 

weak that industrial prices collapsed. Then in 1923 the nationalized 

industries combined to force prices up and the terms of trade moved 

so heavily against the peasantry that demand fell away. By the end 

of the year, however, industrial prices had fallen back, a new cur¬ 

rency restored peasant confidence, and trade revived. By the end of 

1925 industry was approaching the level of output achieved before 

the war. 

Neither the failure of War Communism in 1920, nor the retreat 

into NEP, however, did anything to restore Soviet democracy. The 

effect of Kronstadt, the naked exposure of the Party's extreme 

unpopularity, was to rule out any political concessions to rival 

parties. While positive support for the Bolsheviks within the 

factories stood at its lowest ebb, and peasant hostility was manifest, 

the regime could not afford to slacken its political grip. Moreover, 

during the 1920s, the very success of NEP made political pluralism 

seem suicidal: it would merely invite counter-revolutionary 

organization, give voice to hostile 'bourgeois' elements, to 

'NEPmen' and kulaks. Drastic measures, therefore, were taken 

against the remnants of the Menshevik and SR parties. The Soviet 

Union became a one-party state. 

The Party's political monopoly seemed indispensable, too, in 

establishing control over areas regained from the Whites, particular¬ 

ly where national separatist feeling was pronounced. One-party 

rule was the fundamental premise underlying the Constitution of 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), ratified in 1924, 

which created a quasi-federal union between the Republics of the 

Ukraine, Belorussia, and Transcaucasia and the giant Russian Re¬ 

public. The Constitution not only recognized separate governments 

for each Union Republic, each with its own flag and symbols of 

sovereignty, but boldly proclaimed their right of secession from the 

Union. Yet this did not reflect the slightest willingness to counte¬ 

nance independent policy formation by the minority republics, still 

less any future break-up of the Union. Nor was the Party leadership 

under any misapprehension about the existence of strong separatist 

currents: national resistance to incorporation in a centralized Soviet 

state had been fierce, particularly in the Ukraine and Georgia. But 

Lenin, unlike his much more abrasive Commissar of Nationalities, 

J. V. Stalin (1879-1953), whom he accused of 'Great-Russian 

chauvinism', was anxious that minority sensibilities should not be 

unnecessarily offended. Provided the Party monopolized political 

life throughout the Union, it was possible to make concessions to 
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the minorities on the constitutional structure and to grant consider¬ 

able autonomy in cultural affairs without serious risk. 

Nor was the end of the Civil War accompanied by any slacken¬ 

ing of internal Party discipline. During 1920, when Lenin and Trots¬ 

ky were committed to intensifying War Communism, a minority of 

Bolsheviks had openly criticized the leadership. To tighten central 

control within the Party and to increase coercion over workers just 

when the White threat was receding, they argued, was unjustifi¬ 

able. A so-called 'Democratic-Centralist' opposition objected to the 

leadership's reliance upon appointment and discipline rather than 

consultation with Party members. 'A fish begins to stink from the 

head,' warned V. N. Maksimovsky, one of their leaders. 'The Party 

at its highest levels is beginning to succumb to the influence of 

bureaucratic centralism.'2 A more widespread 'Workers' Opposi¬ 

tion' demanded that the trade unions should take the central role in 

economic management, rather than being used as mere instruments 

of discipline in the hands of the Party leadership. In part this 

opposition reflected no more than rivalry between the trade-union 

and VSNKh elites and Trotsky's military hierarchy - as well as 

personal hostility to the Commissar of War himself. But it reflected, 

too, genuine misgivings that the regime should rely so exclusively 

upon force in its relations with its supposed social base, the prole¬ 

tariat. The alarming winter of 1920-21, however, culminating in the 

Kronstadt rising, swept the ground from beneath the opposition's 

feet. Even to those who sympathized with their criticisms, dissent 

seemed a luxury the Party could not afford. The same Party Con¬ 

gress which approved NEP also imposed a fateful ban on the orga¬ 

nization of 'factions' within the Party and threatened offenders with 

expulsion. Although nominally temporary, the ban was never 

lifted. The expression of dissent within the Party became ever more 

difficult. 

At different moments during the 1920s all the leading Bolshe¬ 

viks lamented the repercussions of this trend. They criticized the 

widening gulf separating the Party from rank-and-file workers, the 

lack of genuine consultation with the lower echelons over policy, 

and the impact on Party life of appointments from above. Moreover, 

they began to perceive the enormous power which the system of 

appointment was concentrating in the hands of the Central Secretar¬ 

iat. It was the Secretariat which controlled the appointment of 

individual Party members to key posts throughout the country. The 

careers of Party officials were thus becoming increasingly depen¬ 

dent upon their loyalty to the Secretariat. The result was to give to 



206 Russia 

the central administrative organs enormous influence over the 

make-up of Party congresses and thus of elections to the Central 

Committee and the Politburo itself. A process was set in train by 

which power at the centre gradually moved from the Politburo to 

the Secretariat. While Lenin was in command this process remained 

somewhat masked since his authority over his colleagues owed 

nothing to personal control over the Secretariat. But before he be¬ 

came incapacitated in 1923 and died in 1924, Lenin himself express¬ 

ed growing alarm at these developments. The memoranda he dic¬ 

tated from his sick-bed, his so-called 'last testament', specifically 

warned of the dangers of leaving such power in the hands of the 

man whom the Central Committee had elected General Secretary in 

1922: Joseph Stalin. 

Successive Party congresses resolved upon a variety of counter¬ 

measures against the 'bureaucratization' of the Party. A 'Central 

Control Commission' was set up to root out careerist elements. 

There were repeated purges of 'unworthy' members. From 1924 a 

major recruitment drive was launched specifically aimed at raising 

working-class membership. The Central Committee was steadily 

expanded. The Secretariat was instructed to 'recommend' rather 

than appoint candidates for key posts. All to no avail. It is true the 

proportion of members drawn from the working class and still 

engaged in manual labour rose as membership climbed from under 

half a million in 1924 to over a million in 1928. But the vast majority 

of new recruits had no more than primary-level education and 

exercised little influence over senior officials. Moreover, every 

attempted remedy depended for implementation upon the existing 

secretarial hierarchy. Yet it was precisely this hierarchy whose pow¬ 

er was at issue. Far from checking centralization, the effect of each 

palliative was further to increase the power of the Secretariat. 

It was against this background that a dramatic struggle over 

power and policy took place within the Politburo during the mid 

1920s. The central question at issue was the tempo and means of 

industrializing Russia. For the Bolsheviks, the restoration of pre¬ 

war industrial production could be no more than a beginning. Until 

revolution spread to the West, military security and ideological 

independence seemed to require that the Soviet Union build an 

industrial base comparable or superior to that of the other Great 

Powers. In domestic terms, too, large-scale industrialization 

seemed essential. It was through industrialization that a social struc¬ 

ture dominated by petty-bourgeois peasants would give way to one 

founded on a mass working class committed to common ownership. 
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Moreover, from its earliest days Russian Marxists had viewed the 

productive power of modern factory industry as the prerequisite for 

socialism. It alone would provide the economic base for the wealth, 

the leisure, the mass education, and cultural richness which they 

associated with full-blown socialism. Their international predica¬ 

ment, their sense of social isolation, the entire ideological 

framework within which the leadership operated demanded that 

peasant Russia be transformed by large-scale industrialization. 

The aim was clear. The means were not. The basic problem, as 

they saw it, was one of capital. To move beyond the restoration of 

existing machinery required investment. The construction of new 

factories, mines, dams, railways, and roads involved massive ex¬ 

penditure before any return could be expected. Where were the 

funds to come from? Witte, confronted by the same problem in the 

1890s, had relied overwhelmingly upon foreign loans financed by 

'savings' extracted from Russian peasants and workers. At first the 

Bolsheviks too hoped that the West even before succumbing to 

revolution would provide a source of capital. When in 1920 the 

foreign trade blockade was lifted, and the following year a trade 

treaty was negotiated with Britain, they sought direct loans and 

offered concessions to foreign entrepreneurs for the development of 
specified areas of the economy. At first only Germany - herself 

desperately short of capital - proved willing to be drawn into closer 

relations with the Soviet pariah. But Bolshevik hopes remained 

high. The West would surely find it profitable to overcome ideolo¬ 

gical distaste and, in exchange for token compensation for the debts 

repudiated in 1917, would invest in Russia. In 1924 the British 

Labour government led the way in granting dejure recognition to the 

regime and opened trade negotiations involving considerable in¬ 

vestment. Before the draft treaty was ratified, however, the Labour 

government fell and in November the new Conservative adminis¬ 

tration rejected the package. 

For most Bolsheviks, the British decision was crucial since both 

France and the USA were markedly more hostile. With post-war 

Europe regaining stability. Western revolution was becoming an 

increasingly remote prospect. The Soviet Union stood alone. But to 

conclude that the revolution was doomed, that October had been 

based on a gross misjudgement of Western prospects, was unthink¬ 

able. It was a month later, in December 1924, that Stalin first spoke 

of the prospect of building socialism in one country. His claim that 

Lenin himself had believed this possible was dubious, but he was 

articulating the conclusion towards which foreign and domestic 
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isolation was driving the regime. In doing so he took a major step 

towards identifying his own leadership with faith in the future. 

Of itself, the act of faith that Russia could build socialism on her 

own still failed to explain where the funds for investment would 

come from. In the mid 1920s, the official Party line, endorsed by 

Stalin, remained firmly wedded to NEP. Its most enthusiastic 

spokesman was Bukharin. He believed that the market mechanism 

of NEP provided a method of accumulating the capital necessary for 

industrialization. As peasant agriculture developed, their demand 

for industrial goods would expand. Consumer industries would be 

able to make economies of scale and raise efficiency so that industry 

itself would furnish some of the necessary surplus. At the same 

time, a judicious combination of tax and price policies would 'pump 

over' a part of peasant incomes into the industrial sector. Even the 

kulaks, by their efficiency, would unwittingly hasten industrializa¬ 

tion. At the same time, he argued that in social terms NEP repre¬ 

sented a realistic road to socialism. The middle and poor peasants 

would gradually be won round to common ownership and produc¬ 

tion. Starting with trading cooperatives the State would step by step 

lead them to realize the great advantages of merging their peasant 

strips as well. They would move away from their petty-bourgeois 

aspirations and voluntarily set up collective farms. For Bukharin it 

was axiomatic that the State must maintain the alliance, the smychka, 
with the peasants, and avoid any return to the confrontation of 1921. 

By maintaining a balance between agriculture, consumer industry, 

and heavy industry, the regime would gradually guide the Soviet 

Union towards industrial development and 'come riding into social¬ 

ism on a peasant nag'. 

From the start, however, NEP had aroused grave misgivings 

within the Party. As a brief tactical move it might have been un¬ 

avoidable in 1921. But to his critics Bukharin's scenario seemed to 

imply a protracted retreat from the heady promise of October. It 

seemed to pander to the 'capitalist' as against the 'socialist' sector of 

the economy, to give priority to agriculture rather than industry. 

Convinced as the 'Left' oppositionists were that the peasants were 

now at last rapidly dividing between rich and poor, they saw 

Bukharin's strategy as a victory for the kulaks who, they believed, 

controlled the bulk of the grain supply. In their eyes, moreover, he 

appeared to dodge the crucial issue of capital accumulation. E. A. 

Preobrazhensky, their most trenchant economist, argued frankly 

that the major source of capital for industrial development must 

come from the peasantry. To pretend that this could be done in 
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sweet harmony was unrealistic: the kulak and the NEPman must be 
heavily taxed to serve the needs of industry. Passive estimates of 
future trends must be replaced by an active investment programme 
designed to speed up industrialization. 

The potential support for a more 'heroic' approach to the build¬ 
ing of socialism extended far beyond the ranks of a few prominent 
'Left' economists and politicians. NEP frustrated the idealism of 
Party members old and new, especially among the rapidly growing 
Communist Youth Organization (Komsomol) founded in 1918. The 
high rate of urban unemployment, the slow improvement in 
working-class wages and conditions, the widening differentials 
favouring managers and specialists, seemed to fly in the face of the 
Party's raison d'etre. Moreover, the economic volte-face of 1921 was 
complemented by a similar retreat in almost every field - apart from 
that of politics. In the immediate aftermath of October there had 
been a profusion of revolutionary experiments - the new era would 
sweep away bourgeois art, bourgeois norms of education, 
bourgeois attitudes to women, marriage and of course religion and 
introduce 'proletarian' culture and social norms. Economic chaos 
and civil war had ensured that these experiments made extremely 
limited impact upon urban life and none at all upon the peasantry, 
and in fact Lenin had always regarded them with extreme scepti¬ 
cism and insisted that Russia's cultural heritage be preserved. But the 
maximalism of Bogdanov, the champion of proletarian culture, of 
Alexandra Kollontai, the heroine of female emancipation, of V. V. 
Mayakovsky (1893-1930), the poet of a new Utopia, reflected a 
strong millenarian current which remained profoundly dissatisfied 
by the compromises of NEP. The Commissariat of Enlightenment, 
under Lunacharsky, sought a rapprochement with the old cultural 
elites. Despite Party censorship, uncommitted artists and writers 
(the so-called 'fellow-travellers') enjoyed a limited degree of inde¬ 
pendence. In history and the sciences, too, non-Marxist specialists 
were given considerable scope for research and publication. As a 
result, despite the decimation of the pre-war cultural elite - many of 
whom had been among the estimated 2 million Russians who emi¬ 
grated after the revolution - the 1920s were a period of great creativ¬ 
ity and innovation, reflecting the euphoria, the tragedy, the drama 
through which Russia had passed. Several major novelists estab¬ 
lished themselves, including B. Pilnyak (1894-1937), I. E. Babel 
(1894-1941), and M. A. Bulgakov (1891-1940), while Boris Pasternak 
(1890-1960) consolidated the reputation he had made with his col¬ 
lection of poems on 1917, My Sister Life, and O. E. Mandelshtam 



210 Russia 

(1891-1938) wrote his most famous poems. But the relatively pri¬ 

vileged status of these non-workers and non-Communists contra¬ 

dicted the whole ethos of the Party. 

Moreover, during NEP the Party's political monopoly was fully 

exploited to propagate this ethos, to establish the new Bolshevik 

orthodoxy. The revolution had opened a new era in human history. 

It had brought the proletariat to power. In cooperation with the 

peasantry, the workers of the Soviet Union were building the first 

socialist society, an egalitarian society in which the masses would at 

last be free of exploitation. This was the meaning of Bolshevik rule: 

the Party was the vanguard of the proletariat. It had forged the 

mighty alliance of workers and peasants which had overthrown the 

brutal oppression of bourgeoisie and landowners and exposed the 

cynical phrasemongering of the Church. It had routed the savage 

White attempt at counter-revolution. It had repelled the rapacious 

invading armies of the capitalist powers and continued to uphold 

the revolutionary settlement against the vicious hostility of Western 

governments. On Lenin's death, this process of legitimizing the 

Party's rule was increasingly focused upon his image. From 1924 the 

8.3 Lenin lying in his coffin, Gorky 1924. Lenin's body was subsequently 
embalmed and preserved. His mausoleum in Red Square, with its constant 
queue of reverent visitors, became the focal point of a cult that was almost 
religious in tone. 
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cult of the departed prophet was developed by all the Bolshevik 

leaders. Lenin's 'last testament', which had been critical of all his 

major lieutenants, was quietly suppressed as they vied with each 

other to sing his praises - none with more fervour than Stalin. It was 

Lenin who had formed the Bolshevik Party, preserved it against the 

brutal oppression of the Okhrana, led it to glorious victory in Octo¬ 

ber, and laid the foundations of the Soviet Union. The personifica¬ 

tion of Marxist science, he was credited with the mind of a genius. 

On posters, statues, coins, and stamps his far-seeing gaze was 

projected across the country, the old capital was renamed to honour 

him, and his body was preserved in a massive mausoleum on Red 

Square. Identification with him became the touchstone of loyalty to 

the revolution, the Party, the State. And however earnestly Bukhar¬ 

in might insist that Lenin had regarded NEP as more than a stopgap, 

his legacy was of greater inspiration to those impatient for change. 

What is more, despite official commitment to Bukharin's 

gradualism, the economic policy pursued during the mid 1920s was 

laying the groundwork for more active state intervention. From the 

moment NEP was adopted the regime took great care to limit the 

scale of free enterprise. The state monopoly of foreign trade was 

retained, and wholesale trade was dominated by state and coopera¬ 

tive institutions. Moreover, as the economy recovered, state control 

was gradually extended. From as early as 1924 private retail trade 

and small-scale industry, always dependent on the state sector for 

the supply of manufactures and raw materials, were cut back by the 

use of tax and administrative measures. Where labour was con¬ 

cerned, although the trade unions regained some role in wage¬ 

bargaining, they remained firmly in Party hands. In any case, with 

unemployment running at a high level, the scope for independent 

pressure from labour remained limited. State control made least 

headway in agriculture. As late as 1925 concessions were made to 

reduce the restrictions which the Land Decree of October 1917 had 

imposed on peasants leasing land and hiring labour. There was 

minimal progress in forming state and collective farms: in the mid 

1920s they were responsible for little more than 2 per cent of gross 

farm production. Over 90 per cent of peasant households continued 

to farm scattered strips of land regulated only by the traditional 

peasant commune. But there was growing confidence that as the 

State tightened its grip on trade, it could take a more active role in 

regulating the market to ensure a steady flow of grain at acceptable 

prices. 
This extension of control was made possible by the gradual 
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strengthening of the whole machinery of state. The Red Army, 

rapidly run down after 1920, was gradually built up after 1924. The 

secret police, renamed the OGPU and attached to the Commissariat 

of the Interior, established an extensive network to root out at 

source the slightest hint of 'counter-revolution'. The bureaucracy 

expanded significantly, especially in the provinces, and a sustained 

policy of raising the wages of lower-paid officials markedly im¬ 

proved morale. The low educational level of many new officials 

made for duplication and inefficiency, and 'bureaucracy' remained a 

dirty word in the Party, but by the late 1920s the Bolsheviks had a 

more reliable and elaborate administrative apparatus than the Tsar 

had ever commanded. 

Nevertheless, a thoroughgoing reassessment of NEP was firmly 

rejected by the Politburo majority, the Central Committee, and 

successive Party congresses. This was in part because of genuine 

doubt over the viability of any alternative, and fear that a more 

adventurous policy would involve renewed confrontation with the 

peasantry. But it was also because the economic debate became 

intertwined with the power struggle which developed as Lenin 

gradually faded from the scene during 1923. It was Trotsky who was 

most forthright in criticizing current policy. The 'Left' course be¬ 

came inseparably bound up with his name. Trotsky's outstanding 

role in October and the Civil War, his prowess as an orator and 

theorist, the respect which Lenin himself accorded Trotsky sug¬ 

gested that he might inherit Lenin's mantle. To the other leading 

members of the Politburo - Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin - the 

prospect of serving this high-handed, haughty ex-Menshevik was 

intolerable. His championing of the 'Left' course was enough to 

damn it in the eyes of the 'triumvirate'. They denounced his criti¬ 

cisms and successfully destroyed what they perceived as his bid for 

power. With Stalin in control of the Secretariat, and Zinoviev and 

Kamenev heading the Party organization in the two capitals, they 

were well placed to minimize representation of the opposition in the 

upper reaches of the Party. Although Trotsky bitterly attacked the 

use of administrative power to settle a political debate, his dictatorial 

record under War Communism made him an incongruous cham¬ 

pion of Party democracy. In any case, his disdain for the minutiae 

of political manoeuvre, his meek acceptance of the principle 'my 

party right or wrong', and his recurrent bouts of illness, made him 

an unexpectedly feeble opponent. 

With Trotsky's defeat and resignation as Commissar of War in 

January 1925 the triumvirate broke up. Zinoviev and Kamenev 
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became alarmed at Stalin's growing power and his skilful identifica¬ 

tion of himself as Lenin's closest and most loyal disciple. They 

themselves now took up many of the themes of the Left Opposition. 

The excessive concern of Bukharin - and by implication Stalin - for 

the peasantry, they claimed, was permitting the kulaks to hold the 

regime to ransom. The NEP made it impossible to extract the neces¬ 

sary grain surplus for exports and investment and would lead to 

degeneration. Their criticisms gave expression to the genuine frus¬ 

tration within the Party. But they, too, came up against the irresistible 

barrier of the Secretariat's control. At the beginning of 1926 Zinoviev 

was removed from his base in Leningrad and Kamenev lost control 
of the Moscow Party. 

Their effort to recover lost ground by joining forces with Trotsky 

in the so-called 'United Opposition' in 1926 was doomed from the 

start. Its formation coincided with a highly successful year for NEP, 

seemingly justifying the optimism of Bukharin and Stalin. The 

opposition stood condemned for believing that socialism in Russia 

was impossible without revolution abroad. In fact by this time 

Trotsky's concern was to warn against autarky and to stress the role 

in Russia's industrialization that Western trade and investment 

must play even before revolution spread across the Continent. But 

since long before 1917 his name had been identified with the view 

that a lone socialist regime in Russia could not survive. With the 

opposition steadily losing all access to the press, his complaint that it 
was illogical to denounce him both as a 'super-industrializer', urging 

unrealistic targets, and for lack of faith in Russia went unheard. The 

dual charge stuck. 

The denouement followed when in 1927 the international cli¬ 

mate suddenly worsened. In April the leadership was badly shaken 

when the policy of cooperation with the Chinese Nationalists was 

destroyed by Chiang Kai-Shek's massacre of Chinese Communists. 

In May Britain broke off diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union. 

This was followed by a sharp deterioration in relations with France. 

In the atmosphere of xenophobia that developed, the opposition's 

insistence that in one form or another Soviet prospects depended 

upon closer integration with the West became politically suicidal. 

With Bukharin and Stalin more or less disingenuously cultivating a 

war scare, something approaching panic set in. The opposition was 

castigated for pandering to the capitalist enemy, for lacking faith in 

the Soviet Union, for treason. Their desperate attempts to appeal to 

the public outside the Party were promptly crushed by the OGPU. 

The leading figures were drummed out of the Party and banished 
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8.4 Stalin (front right) waves his party card during a vote at the 15th Party 
Congress, December 1927. The Congress confirmed the expulsion from the 
Party of the Trotskyists and Zinovievists'. Also in the picture (front left) is 
the prime minister, A. I. Rykov, himself shortly to be denounced as a leader 
of the so-called 'Right Opposition'. 

from Moscow. Trotsky was exiled to Central Asia and in 1929 expel¬ 

led from the Soviet Union. 

At the very time the Party leadership under Stalin and Bukharin 

were denouncing the 'super-industrialists' and reaffirming NEP, 

they were also adopting ever more ambitious plans for investment 

in heavy industry. Where Stalin is concerned, the paradox reflects in 

part sheer cynicism: from at least as early as 1926 he had, in fact, 

come to share their vision of a dramatic industrial breakthrough. But 

it also reflected a remarkable growth in optimism throughout the 

Party that industrialization could be greatly accelerated without 

jeopardizing NEP. This optimism was first expressed during 1925 by 

economists, many of them non-Party men, working in Gosplan, the 

State Planning Commission set up in 1921. The collection of basic 

economic statistics, and the construction of a coherent model of the 

economy by Gosplan was itself a major source of confidence. They 

began to urge on the leadership a tantalizing vision of the future in 

which massive investment in heavy industry would be combined 

with a rise in the living standards of both workers and the majority 

of peasants. By the spring of 1927 Gosplan had drafted a compre¬ 

hensive Five-Year Plan - the period of five years being chosen to 
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allow for the vagaries of the harvest. Experts and managers within 

VSNKh criticized Gosplan's targets as too conservative and the two 

bodies vied with each other to produce more enticing visions of the 

future. Once Trotsky and the 'super-industrializers' had been de¬ 

feated, the Politburo itself began to press the experts to raise the 

projected targets. In an atmosphere of mounting euphoria the 

optimists of 1927 were left behind and those who expressed doubt 

over the feasibility of the new targets found themselves rapidly 

losing influence. The plan was constantly revised upwards and 

when in March 1929 the Politburo was presented with a final draft 

containing 'basic' and 'optimum' variants they enthusiastically en¬ 

dorsed the latter. 

The targets set for investment, which was to be concentrated in 

heavy industry, far exceeded anything the Left Opposition had 

envisaged. But even more striking was the wildly unrealistic 

assumption that this could be achieved without depressing living 

standards. In industry, labour productivity was to rise by 110 per 

cent, allowing for a dramatic increase both in investment and in 

consumption. In agriculture, not only would private peasant yields 

rise, but some 15 per cent of households would be drawn into 

efficient collective farms as mass-produced tractors and other farm 

machinery became available. Total agricultural output would rise by 

55 per cent. The plan envisaged a simultaneous expansion in the 

volume of grain retained in the village, marketed in the city, and 

exported. 

The true implications of the new tempo of industrial investment 

began to emerge well before the final plan was approved. By the 

winter of 1927-28 it was already imposing a heavy burden on 

worker and peasant alike. Wages began to fall and pressure to 

increase discipline and efforts by workers intensified. Every means 

was used to maximize the elements of genuine enthusiasm among 

workers: honorary titles and privileges were awarded to outstand¬ 

ing workers and massive publicity used to encourage others to 

emulate their achievements. At the same time, managers acquired 

new powers to punish and dismiss disorderly, drunken, and unreli¬ 

able workers and the trade unions placed ever more emphasis on 

raising productivity and ever less on immediate improvements in 

conditions. 
Even more dramatic was the impact upon the peasantry. To 

help finance investment the State cut the price paid for grain. At the 

same time resources were diverted from consumer industries serv¬ 

ing peasant needs, and such goods as were available seldom found 
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their way to the village. The market mechanism of NEP, delicate 

from the start, was seriously disrupted. Throughout the 1920s, with 

the disappearance of private estates and the sharp decline of en¬ 

closed private peasant holdings, a much smaller proportion of agri¬ 

cultural output had been marketed than before the war. Investment 

in improved techniques had been minimal, and few peasants pro¬ 

duced a surplus so great that they could be relied upon to sell it at 

artificially depressed prices. When in the autumn of 1927, therefore, 

the peasants were deprived of incentive to market their grain, the 

state purchasing agencies could not nearly meet their requirements. 

Determined that peasant recalcitrance should not jeopardize indust¬ 

rial growth, Stalin instituted 'extraordinary measures', forcibly re¬ 

quisitioning grain in Siberia and the Urals. Peasant confidence, on 

which NEP rested, was shaken to the core. 

A minority in the Party, the so-called 'Right Opposition' headed 

by Bukharin, A. I. Rykov, Chairman of the Council of People's 

Commissars, and the trade-union leader M. P. Tomsky, now pro¬ 

tested. But it was too late. The bulk of the leadership, headed by 

Stalin, refused to raise the grain price significantly, to slacken the 

pace, or lower the targets. They were prepared to take the gamble 

that the State was now strong enough to overcome all obstacles to an 

industrial breakthrough, including passive resistance by the 

peasantry. The 'extraordinary measures' were extended across Rus¬ 

sia, private outlets for grain rapidly closed down, and rationing 

began to be introduced in the cities. 

The commitment to forced industrialization had gathered irre¬ 

sistible momentum. It had unleashed the pent-up frustration that 

NEP had generated within the Party. It promised a return to the 

heroic tradition of October and the Civil War, to an attack on all the 

bourgeois deformities of NEP in culture, law, and social life. Every 

field was infected by this militant, millenarian atmosphere. In place 

of the 'united front' policy, which had failed so dismally in China 

and elsewhere, Comintern moved abruptly towards a policy of 

extreme polarization, denouncing foreign socialists as the supreme 

evil. The new mood was skilfully encouraged by Stalin. The proleta¬ 

rian offensive, he proclaimed, would provoke intensified resistance 
by hostile elements. In the summer of 1928, amidst massive publi¬ 

city, a group of 'bourgeois' specialists from the Shakhty region of the 

Donbass were publicly tried for foreign-inspired sabotage. Similar¬ 

ly, the grain shortage was blamed on deliberate kulak defiance: to 

oppose rapid industrialization, to criticize forced requisitioning was 

tantamount to supporting the class enemy. To do so at a time of 
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supposed foreign danger was treason. The Right Opposition was 

isolated and denounced, and its leading figures removed from 

office. The Soviet State embarked upon a programme of social 

engineering without precedent in human history. 

Reference 

1. L. Trotsky, My Life (New York 1930), p. 341 



9 
Stalin's revolution from above 
(1928-1941) 

Between 1928 and the German invasion of 1941 the Soviet Union 

underwent a spectacular transformation. The industrialization 

achieved during the period of the First, Second, and (truncated) 

Third Five-Year Plans (1928-32, 1933-37, 1938-41) was truly 

revolutionary in scope. The emphasis throughout was upon heavy 

industry, upon engineering and metallurgical works together with 

the fuel and transport connections on which they depended. In 

established industrial centres such as the Moscow and Leningrad 

regions old factories were modernized and expanded and entirely 

new industries brought into being. In the south and east whole 

industrial complexes, towns, and major cities were thrown up. Most 

striking was the combine centred on Magnitogorsk in the southern 

Urals and Stalinsk in the Kuznets basin. Massive new coal-mines 

and steelworks were opened, quadrupling total output in these key 

sectors during the period. Electricity generation increased ten times 

with the help of a number of gigantic dams, including the huge 

construction on the Dnieper. The existing railway network was 

broadened and extensive new lines laid down, while several vast 

canals, notably that linking the Volga and the White Sea, were 

dug. The infrastructure for the exploitation of Russia's resources 

was expanded out of all recognition. 

The overall rate of industrial growth achieved is the subject of 

fierce controversy since different methods of measurement yield 

sharply divergent results. Expansion was by no means evenly 

spread over the period. The First Five-Year Plan, which was 

proclaimed fulfilled nine months early, saw the largest number of 

construction projects initiated, but many were completed only in 

the mid or late 1930s and it was not until then that they began to 
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contribute to output. Moreover, there were severe setbacks. The 

winter of 1932-33 saw a drop in output and in the rate of 

investment, and from 1937 onwards most production indices 

climbed much more slowly as defence expenditure soared in 

response to the threat from Nazi Germany. Nevertheless, the 

annual average rate of growth during the period is generally 

estimated to have exceeded the remarkable figure of 10 per cent. By 
1941 the Soviet Union had established a mighty industrial base. 

There were three key ingredients in this achievement. The first 

was an extremely high rate of investment. The labour and the 

materials necessary for construction projects which took years to 

give any return had somehow to be paid for. The millions of workers 

digging, carrying, building, and assembling machinery had to be 

fed, housed, and clothed. The burden was increased by the low 

level of both management and labour skills. During the period of the 

First Five-Year Plan labour productivity actually fell and resources 

had to be poured into education and training schemes for workers 

and for hundreds of thousands of technicians, industrial managers, 

and administrators. In addition the machinery being installed in 

factories and mines had to be paid for. During the early years the 

great bulk of it had to be imported from the West. The availability of 

Western technology and a significant number of Western 

technicians was, of course, a precondition for the whole 

industrialization drive. But these imports had to be financed at a 

time when the onset of the Great Depression had reduced to rock- 

bottom world prices for Russia's traditional primary produce 

exports. Total investment during the period approached 25 per cent 

of gross national product (GNP), reaching 30 per cent in 1932. What 

made this historically high level particularly remarkable was that, 

unlike Witte's investment drive, it was achieved with minimal 

foreign credit. Soviet investment could be financed only by 

domestic accumulation, by restraining internal consumption, by 

forced saving. The deprivation, especially during the most difficult 

early years, was horrendous. A society in which most people 

already lived all too close to the breadline experienced a drop in 

living standards without precedent in peacetime. 

The second key ingredient was the massive mobilization of 

under-utilized labour. In little over a decade the urban population 

leaped by 30 million. The industrial labour force rose from one- 

eighth to one-third of the working population. Although the pool of 

urban unemployed bequeathed by NEP, together with wives of 

workers already living in the city, accounted for part of this increase. 



9.1 The Dnieper Dam, nearing completion in 1932. The massive scale of 
the construction and the speed with which it was built made it the pride of 
the First Five-Year Plan. 
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the great bulk was drawn from the peasantry. The countryside, of 

course, was heavily overpopulated and much of the adult peasant 

population was in effect underemployed, but the speed at which the 

shift was achieved was phenomenal. Equally remarkable was the 

fact that the major urban migration took place in 1930 and 1931 when 

working-class living standards were under greatest pressure. 

Millions of peasants were 'attracted' to industrial employment 

despite chaotic overcrowding in the cities, minimal food rations, 

and the complete absence of basic amenities. 

The third ingredient was the vast expansion in the scope of state 

power. Private enterprise, already severely restricted before 1928, 

was virtually eliminated. Independent manufacture and commerce 

was taken into public hands and with the collectivization of 

agriculture almost all the means of production were brought under 

state control. This made it possible to concentrate effort on priority 

areas and for the central planning agencies to direct the different 

sectors of the economy accordingly. Broad goals identified by 

the Party leadership were translated by Gosplan into a detailed 

plan covering all major fields of the economy. The rapidly pro¬ 

liferating and increasingly specialized economic commissariats 

were then given the task of subdividing the production targets 

for their particular sector between regions, cities and individual 

plants. 

The means by which investment and labour were mobilized and 

the entire economy brought under state control involved the use of 

force - force on a scale which beggars the imagination: whole social 

groups were brutally coerced and individual security undermined. 

The apparatus of coercion established during the 1920s was vastly 

expanded. At its centre stood the state security police, the NKVD (as 

the OGPU became in 1934), assisted by a network of ubiquitous 

informers. The NKVD was involved in each facet of the 

industrialization drive - the collectivization of the peasantry, the 

enforcement of labour discipline, the control of industrial 

management, the supervision of education and of the cultural field 

in general. Moreover, in running the concentration camps set up for 

those who resisted or were accused of resisting, the NKVD 

established an economic base of its own. This underpinned its 

freedom not only from public control, but even from supervision by 

the Party. While the Party hierarchy shadowed that of state and 

economy, the NKVD monitored the conduct and loyalty of Party 

members themselves. Only at the highest level were the roles 

reversed: the leadership of the NKVD was appointed by and 
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responsible to the Politburo. But in the course of the 1930s, as 

Stalin's ascendancy over his colleagues grew, he established 

personal control, forcing through the appointment of his protege N. 

I. Yezhov in 1936. The sequel was the 'Great Terror' of 1936-38, 

which of all the stains on Stalin's record has been least satisfactorily 

explained. The proud claimant to Lenin's mantle unleashed the 

NKVD against tens of thousands of leading Party figures - 

intellectuals, industrial managers, the High Command, and 

members of the Politburo itself. 

Until the 1960s the label generally used in the West to describe 

the social order under Stalin was 'totalitarian'. The term highlights 

some of the cardinal features of the 1930s. Not only was personal 

security totally destroyed, but with every citizen an employee of the 

State, the scope of state power did in a sense become total. Virtually 

all social relationships were mediated through the State, and the 

very distinction between the political-legal power of the State, on 

the one hand, and the more or less autonomous economic, social, 

and cultural activity of the citizen, on the other, was effaced. But the 

image the label conjures up of a one-man dictatorship acting 

through streamlined state machinery to remould a passive society at 

will needs substantial qualification. 

As far as the leadership is concerned, the pall of secrecy hanging 

over the decision-making process at the top is so thick that 

historians can still catch no more than the occasional glimpse. By the 

end of the period, certainly, Stalin's personal power had reached 

prodigious proportions. The cult surrounding his personality 

approached deification. On public occasions of all kinds tribute was 

paid to the great 'father', to his all-seeing genius, to this source of 

almost miraculous inspiration. His immediate colleagues stood in 

terror of him. He recklessly imposed his own views even in fields 

where his knowledge was negligible. His personality - a singularly 

repulsive concoction of power-lust, megalomania, cynicism, and 

suspicion, further envenomed by his wife's pathetic suicide in 1932 

- affected the fate of millions. But evidence is mounting that during 

the crucial early stages of the industrialization drive, at least until 

1936, Stalin by no means went unchallenged. Rather than reflecting 

the single will of the General Secretary, the regime's policy was the 

outcome of genuine though unpublicized struggle and debate 

within the upper reaches of the Party. 

The machinery of state, extending from the centre of power to 

far-flung cities and villages, was anything but streamlined. The 

NKVD, the State, and Party bureaucracies alike were in a state of 
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hectic growth and ceaseless flux, marred by gross waste and 

inefficiency, and open at every level to corruption and abuse. Even 

at the base of the industrial pyramid, control from above was far 

from absolute. Not until 1940 did the regime establish close control 

over the movement of workers, and the competition for labour 

between different sectors and enterprises drove money-wages well 

above the limits laid down at the centre. This was just one of many 

areas in which Moscow's plans proved to be out of touch with 

reality. In 1929, to take another example, it had been estimated that 

the industrial labour force would rise by some 50 per cent by 1932. In 

fact, it doubled. Few of the extremely high production targets of 

1929 - which were raised even further during 1929 and 1930 - were 

achieved. Indeed the massive economic development of the period 

bore only the most general relationship to the Five-Year Plans, or 

even to the more detailed One-Year Plans, drawn up in Moscow. 

Neither the statistical information nor the instruments of control 

available to the centre approached the level of sophistication 

suggested by the 'totalitarian' model. The power of the centre was 

enormous, but it was power of the most crude, clumsy, and often 

counter-productive kind. 

The major defect of the totalitarian model, however, lies 

elsewhere. This is in the impression it conveys that Soviet society 

was a cowering mass responding only to orders from above. Such a 

view distorts the dynamics of Soviet industrialization. In fact, in 

addition to coercion it drew not only upon the fierce enthusiasm of a 

highly motivated minority but upon the support of many more who 

were won over by the untold opportunities it opened up for 

individual advancement. Moreover, the backdrop of international 

tension against which it was carried out provided powerful 

justification even in the eyes of those who gained nothing. From the 

war scare of 1927 until the Nazi invasion of 1941 there was almost 

chronic fear of an impending attack upon the Soviet Union. This 

created an atmosphere in which national security seemed to depend 

upon cooperation with Party policy, and anything short of fulsome 

commitment easily came to be seen as treason. The Stalinist 

industrial breakthrough depended for its success upon a blend of 

ruthless coercion and genuine consent. Only by grasping the nature 

of this blend is it possible to understand the most astonishing 

decade in Russian history. 

The supreme victims of coercion were the peasantry. The 

confrontation over the procurement of grain in 1928 became 

progressively more acute. Amidst a furious campaign against kulak 
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hoarding, villages were scoured for 'surplus' grain. The quantities 

collected during the first months of 1929 were disappointingly low: 

in the face of forced requisitioning the peasantry had already 

reduced their sowing. During the summer there was a growing 

eagerness in the Party, articulated at the centre by Stalin, to break 

the back of what was seen as deliberate kulak sabotage of the 

construction of socialism. 

The solution adopted was to collectivize agriculture. This had 

always been the long-term goal of the Bolsheviks. The irrational 

waste of small-scale production would be replaced by the enormous 

productive power of large-scale mechanized farms. The narrow, 

petty-bourgeois horizons of the peasantry would give way to 

socialist consciousness and the division between workers and 

peasant, industry and agriculture gradually erased. Hitherto, 

however, it had always been stressed - by Lenin, by oppositions 

both Left and Right - that the essential preconditions for successful 

collective agriculture were the willing cooperation of the great 

majority of peasants, and the availability of modern agricultural 

machinery. But the decision to collectivize in 1929 was fired by 

immediate anxiety to secure guaranteed supplies of grain for urban 

consumption and export. The objection that there was minimal 

support in the villages, and only a pitiful stock of agricultural 

machinery available, was overridden. Stalin professed to see a 

dramatic upsurge in voluntary collectivization and local enthusiasts 

stressed that vast collective farms would greatly increase output 

even before tractors began to pour off the production line. Regional 

Party organs were urged to accelerate collectivization in selected 

areas, and in the autumn of 1929 the Central Committee decided 

upon a full-scale collectivization drive. 

As in the days of the Poor Peasant Committees, the Party hoped 

to draw positive support from 'poor' peasants, deemed the 

immediate beneficiaries of collectivized agriculture, and to persuade 

the middle peasants by a sustained publicity campaign. Once again 

Bolshevik expectations were disappointed: coming on top of 

increasingly indiscriminate grain requisitioning, the campaign met 

with minimal peasant support. On the contrary, the vast majority of 

peasants were bitterly hostile. There was widespread and in some 

areas violent resistance. 

The advantage, however, lay with the city rather than the 

countryside. In part this was simply because the peasants were 

generally unarmed and lacked any means to coordinate efforts 

made in thousands of isolated villages. The network of rural soviets 
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was dominated by the Party, while the village commune, although it 

had enjoyed unprecedented autonomy under NEP, remained 

narrowly parochial. But the peasantry was also weakened by the 

Party's success in isolating and destroying the villagers most likely 

to provide leadership. The campaign was carried out in terms of a 

decisive class struggle against the richer peasant, the kulak. Stalin 

threw his full weight against any attempt to draw these 'cunning 

enemies' into the collective farms. Those identified as kulaks were to 

forfeit their property and be driven from the village. Nor was brutal 

treatment reserved for the tiny percentage of peasants who could 

seriously be considered 'rural capitalists', exploiting the labour of 

other peasants: to resist collectivization was enough to be 

denounced as a 'kulak hireling' and dealt with accordingly. In a 

whirlwind campaign conducted by Party officials, Komsomol 
members, specially drafted workers, and police and military units, 

the browbeaten and bewildered peasants were driven to enrol. By 

March 1930 over 50 per cent had done so. 

Nevertheless, peasant hostility was enough to check the cam¬ 

paign. Even if active resistance could be crushed, passive protest 

threatened to have disastrous economic consequences. Rather than 

see their livestock taken over by alien institutions, the peasantry 

resorted to slaughter on a wide scale, selling or consuming the meat. 

Moreover, the disruption of the early months of 1930 seemed likely 

to jeopardize the spring sowing. Alarmed, the leadership drew 

back. On 2 March, with characteristic political acumen, Stalin took 

personal credit for calling a halt in a famous Pravda article headed 

'Dizzy with Success'. Blame for excesses was placed on the over¬ 

enthusiasm of local officials, and the peasants were offered the 

option of withdrawing from the collectives. Half those enrolled 

promptly did so. This retreat, however, did not signal a return to 

voluntary collectivization. Encouraged by a very good harvest in 

1930 - a year of exceptionally favourable weather - the Party re¬ 

sumed the forced collectivization drive. The size of each collective 

farm was greatly reduced, generally being based on one or two 

village settlements, thereby making the new structure marginally 

less bewildering for the villagers. And the peasantry did extract one 

permanent concession from the Party: each household was permit¬ 

ted to retain a plot of somewhat less than an acre for its own use, 

together with a small amount of livestock. But there was to be no 

going back on the basic principle: those who resisted collectivization 

were subject to swingeing penalties and the mass exile of kulaks was 

stepped up. By the end of the decade the number of independent 
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peasant farmers had fallen from over 90 per cent in the 1920s to 2.6 

per cent of the rural population. 

Soviet agriculture was collectivized at the cost of untold human 

misery. Living standards in the village fell catastrophically as rural 

handicraft and private trade collapsed and, above all, the peasantry 

lost control over the crop. For some the consequences were fatal. 

Serious harvest failures in 1931 and 1932, brought on by the disloca¬ 

tion of collectivization as well as by severely adverse weather condi¬ 

tions, caused horrendous famine in 1933 when at least 1 million and 

by some estimates as many as 5 million died of disease and starva¬ 

tion. Even for those who survived, the shock of collectivization was 

traumatic. Tens of millions of peasant men, women, and children 

felt the most basic rhythms of their lives brutally broken. Not only 

was the dignity they derived from a sense of independence harshly 

undermined, but the transfer of property was accompanied by an 

assault upon their entire culture. There was a massive campaign 

against religion, most village churches were shut down and the 

great majority of the clergy uprooted. Without destroying peasant 

faith, this deepened their sense of alienation and oppression. For 

the victims of 'dekulakization' the ordeal was even worse. Stalin's 

commitment to destroy the kulaks 'as a class' signalled the 

wholesale deportation of up to 5 million peasants. Exiled to remote 

regions of the east and north, the older men, women, and children 

eked out a meagre existence in forced settlements, while many of 

the able-bodied men were herded into rapidly expanding labour 

camps. 

In economic terms, too, collectivization dealt a staggering blow 

to the countryside. The slaughter of livestock triggered off by the 

initial campaign made an immediate impact upon draught power, 

fertilizer, and animal produce. Moreover, the damage took years to 

repair because of chronic shortage of food and fodder in the village. 

'Dekulakization' removed many of the ablest farmers just when the 

complex shift to collective methods placed a premium upon skill and 

initiative. In any case, minimal effort was made to draw upon 

peasant expertise. The old peasant commune was abolished and 

although in theory each farm was the property of its members, in 

practice management was taken out of peasant hands. The farm's 

'elected' chairman was effectively a Party appointee, and in the early 

years these posts were often taken by the workers sent out to help 

impose collectivization. Moreover, the chairman himself was re¬ 

sponsible to Party bodies outside, and because peasant labour 

proved so apathetic, and results so disappointing, the authorities 



9.2 A grain search during collectivization. Peasants who attempted to 
conceal grain stocks ran the risk of being exposed by such shock brigades 
and of being denounced as kulaks. 

intervened more and more often in the detailed running of the 
farms. This interference not only alienated the peasantry further, 
but was often so arbitrary and based on such flimsy knowledge of 
agriculture in general and local conditions in particular that it ex¬ 
acerbated the disruption. The most serious defect of the system 
was the lack of incentive provided for the peasantry. This ensured 
that their initial hostility became deeply entrenched. Their level of 
pay, in cash and kind, depended upon the surplus left after state 
requirements and running costs had been met. With the State's 
appetite seemingly insatiable, this was a derisory sum. Moreover, 
since a good crop merely led to higher compulsory deliveries to the 
State, collective farm labour seemed sheer drudgery. Far from ex¬ 
panding, agricultural production as a whole dropped steeply during 
the early 1930s, with the grain harvest substantially below pre¬ 
collectivization levels. When slow recovery did set in - after a 
disastrous harvest in 1936 - a disproportionate contribution was 
made by the peasants' cherished household plots. 

So damaging was the impact of collectivization that some his¬ 
torians have even denied that the agricultural sector of the economy 
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made any overall contribution to the industrialization drive. It is 

true, of course, that considerable resources from industry had to be 

devoted to providing tractors simply to restore total draught power 

to the pre-collectivization level. And the peasantry gained some 

compensation for the derisory grain procurement prices by selling 

vegetables, meat, and dairy products from their private plots. But 

the overall effect of collectivization was completely to subordinate 

the peasantry to the city, the needs of agriculture to those of indus¬ 

try. 

The State secured an unshakeable grip upon the grain harvest. 

Instead of having to buy grain at a price acceptable to the peasantry, 

the State collected its requirements at nominal prices, freely default¬ 

ing on promised supplies of industrial goods. When the crop was 

particularly poor, the peasantry naturally tried to withhold the 

'quotas' set, but with management responsible to the Party, it be¬ 

came impossible to conceal stocks. Officials who failed to extract the 

required quantities of grain - whether through compassion or ineffi¬ 

ciency- were ruthlessly dealt with. Where necessary shock brigades 

invaded the farm and stripped stocks bare. Moreover, even tighter 

and more regular control was established by concentrating tractors 

and machinery in separate state-run machine-tractor stations 

(MTS): the grain was collected the moment it had been harvested 

and threshed. In 1930 and 1931 grain exports soared to pay for vital 

capital goods imports, and regardless of peasant needs the swelling 

urban population was fed. With the exception of 1932, the 1930s saw 

state procurements steadily rise - and this at a time when the 

harvest was at best inadequate. The peasantry were the major victim 

of forced saving. 

Besides squeezing grain from the peasantry, collectivization 

also played a vital role in bringing about the massive shift of labour 

which underlay Soviet industrialization. The most notorious aspect 

of this shift was the use made of forced labour. Millions of kulak 

deportees were put to work in the most inhospitable regions of the 

north. It is impossible to be sure how large the camp population 

was, though a figure in excess of 3 million by the mid 1930s seems 

probable. But there can be no doubt that their slave labour in 

construction, mining, and lumbering - in regions so severe that free 

labour would have required exorbitant incentives - made a signifi¬ 

cant contribution to industrialization. In addition to those incarcer¬ 

ated in the growing empire entrusted to the security police, many 

more were used outside the camps in the construction of roads and 

canals and even played a part in building such cities as Magnito- 
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gorsk. The brutal treatment of these prime victims of collectivization 

established a precedent for the exploitation of the political and 

national groups repressed in the later 1930s and 1940s. The early 

Bolshevik notion that sanctions should rehabilitate rather than pun¬ 

ish offenders was abandoned. The arbitrary and violent exercise of 

authority spread throughout the body politic. 

Collectivization also played a wider role in driving millions of 

peasants into industrial labour. By 1930 the pool of urban unem¬ 

ployed had dried up. With urban living standards falling sharply 

and rationing extended to all major goods, migration to the city, 

running at 1 million during the later 1920s, might have been ex¬ 

pected to dwindle away. Instead, for the next three years it soared to 

the staggering figure of 3 million a year. This was the direct result of 

collectivization. So dreadful were conditions in the village - espe¬ 

cially for those who ran the risk of being denounced as 'kulak 

hirelings' - that even the abysmal conditions in the city seemed 

preferable. By 1933 the rural exodus was so great that a system of 

internal passports was introduced to prevent peasants leaving their 

collective farms without police permission. 

Although the workers' experience of the industrial break¬ 

through bore no comparison to the peasant ordeal, it was grim. The 

forcible depression of working-class consumption played a critical 

role in making possible the high rate of investment. Much the worst 

period was from 1929 to 1933. While urban population growth 

exploded, housing space rose by less than half the planned area and 

overcrowding reached sordid and degrading proportions. Family 

life became virtually impossible and individual privacy was out of 

the question. Wherever bottlenecks developed in the economy the 

expansion of light industry was sacrificed to the needs of heavy 

industry. Given the virtual elimination of artisan production - and 

private shops - the result was acute shortage, a vigorous black 

market, and all the frustration and humiliation of endless queues 

and contemptuous service. Rationing of both food and consumer 

goods was extremely tight and average real wages fell precipitately. 

The nadir was reached in 1933. During the Second Five-Year 

Plan period conditions began to improve. Whereas the initial ver¬ 

sion of this plan, drawn up in 1932, had maintained overwhelming 

emphasis upon investment in heavy industry, during the gruelling 

year of 1933 the balance was substantially revised. The final version, 

adopted at the Party Congress of February 1934, increased signifi¬ 

cantly the resources devoted to light industry and consumer goods. 

During the next three years, rationing was gradually phased out, 
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health and social security provision improved steadily, and real 

wages began to recover. Life, nevertheless, remained hard, and 

towards the end of the decade, as the proportion of the budget spent 

on defence soared from 11 per cent in 1935 to over 32 per cent in 

1940, consumption was again cut back. 

Besides suffering wretched conditions, the working class were 

also subjected to rigorous labour discipline. For the central plan¬ 

ners, labour productivity and efficiency represented an absolutely 

critical variable on which much else depended. Yet the bulk of the 

new labour force was entirely lacking in industrial skill and experi¬ 

ence. Moreover, they reacted to harsh and unfamiliar working con¬ 

ditions by constantly changing their jobs, by small-scale, more or 

less deliberate insubordination, and by indulging in drunkenness 

and absenteeism on a scale that bedevilled management. Contrary 

to expectations, productivity during the First Five-Year Plan fell 

drastically. The regime was presented with a formidable challenge: 

the raw recruits had somehow to be welded into a disciplined and 

stable labour force. The piece-rate system of wage payment was 

extended to most industries, and the authority of both management 

and technical and engineering specialists was steadily increased. A 

decree of November 1932 empowered managers to dismiss unsatis¬ 

factory workers, to withdraw their ration cards, to evict them from 

factory housing, and to deprive them of social benefits. Later in the 

decade even more stringent measures were introduced: in addition 

to an internal passport every employee had to carry a labour book 

recording details of his labour performance. The most draconian 

decrees were issued in 1940, on the eve of war. Flolidays were cut 

and the working day extended without additional pay. Absentee¬ 

ism - which was defined to include arriving twenty minutes late for 

work - made a worker liable to criminal law penalties and even 

imprisonment. Above all, special permission was required to 

change from one job to another. 

That workers accepted these conditions, and resistance re¬ 

mained inchoate and inarticulate, was primarily a reflection of the 

tight grip that the Party had established over all public organizations 

and media. With the defeat of the Right Opposition the Party itself 

no longer offered a medium for the expression of criticism. Any 

attempt at organized opposition, whether within or outside the 

Party, faced immediate intervention by the growing NKVD. Strikes 

were out of the question and from 1929 the purged trade unions 

became straightforward adjuncts of management, concentrating 

upon discipline and productivity with minimal concern for welfare 
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and wages. Bitterness, discontent, and friction were widespread. 

But with its better educated and more experienced members being 

rapidly promoted off the factory floor, the Soviet working class was 

in no position to mount organized pressure for change. 

Yet there was more to the workers' acquiescence than sheer 

repression. Even during the harsh early years, they were by no 

means uniformly hostile to the new order. Sparse though the work¬ 

ers' diet might be, factory canteens guaranteed basic rations, and 

their needs were given clear preference over low-grade white-collar 

workers. For those previously unemployed, forced industrialization 

was a decided blessing. For many families the impact of the sharp 

fall in real wages was to some degree cushioned by the rapid in¬ 

crease in the number of women employed. There were also signifi¬ 

cant constraints on the intensification of labour. It was not until the 

end of the period that the Party abandoned its commitment, made in 

1928, to the seven-hour day. Because of the enormous demand for 

labour, workers were often able to move if conditions seemed in¬ 
tolerable: managers anxious to recruit and retain labour therefore 

tended to be lax in enforcing harsh legislation. 

Moreover, in the campaign to raise productivity, incentives as 

well as sanctions were provided. After the first tumultuous years of 

the 'great turn', during which there was a resurgence of radical 

egalitarianism, every effort was made to provide wage incentives for 

skilled workers. As early as 1931, Stalin began to deride 'petty- 

bourgeois egalitarianism': skilled workers should be rewarded by 

suitable differentials. Both large wage increases and honorary 

awards were heaped upon shock brigades and outstanding work¬ 

ers: the most famous symbol of this was Aleksei Stakhanov, a 

coal-miner who produced fourteen times the norm - inspired of 

course by thoughts of Stalin. He received massive publicity and 

'Stakhanovs' appeared in other industries. These 'Heroes of Labour' 

played an important part in raising labour norms in line with impro¬ 

ving machinery and skills, and widening the differentials between 

skilled and less-skilled workers. The less skilled were resentful, but 

the proportion of workers receiving wages significantly above aver¬ 

age was by no means negligible - around 10-15 per cent - and every 

effort was made to encourage workers to acquire new skills through 

a wide range of training schemes. 

In addition to the incentives used to attract positive commit¬ 

ment from at least a skilled minority, there was a powerful and 

sustained propaganda campaign to mobilize the hearts and minds 

of ordinary workers, to exhort them to greater effort, and to identify 
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the industrialization drive specifically with the cause of the prole¬ 

tariat. This campaign was at its most dramatic during the early years 

of the First Five-Year Plan, from 1928 to 1931. Through press, 

posters, and factory meetings the Party sought to explain matters in 

terms of the interests of the working class. The inferior status of 

manual labour in the mixed economy of NEP was denounced in 

favour of an egalitarian society in which the masses, the rank-and- 

file workers, would at last receive their due. The policy of offering 

the status of Party member to workers was vigorously pursued: 

some 2 million were admitted during the First Five-Year Plan, and 

by 1932 workers by current occupation constituted almost 50 per 

cent of total membership. In later years the cult of manual labour 

became more muted, but the vision of 'building socialism' was 

constantly publicized through every possible medium. Bedazzling 

statistics of industrial achievement, improved health services, and 

social security provision were paraded, and to generate working- 

class pride and enthusiasm the press published countless heart¬ 

warming reports of heroic efforts by individual men and women. 

The plan held out the promise of a rapid rise in real wage levels. And 

even if life was hard for their generation, the educational 

opportunities open to their children were expanding very rapidly 

while the proportion joining the Party's youth organizations, the 

Pioneers and Komsomol, rose fast in the period. 

Though workers might experience harassment and high¬ 

handed treatment from the authorities, the press and radio pro¬ 

jected an ideal image of the normal condition of Soviet life. It is in 

this context that repeated calls by the Central Committee for less 

arbitrary rule should be seen. During the mid 1930s there was a 

substantial press campaign encouraging individual workers to criti¬ 

cize officials who exceeded legal bounds. In February 1935 a com¬ 

mission was established to revise the Constitution, and during 1936 

there was wide-scale public consultation about the proposed text. In 

December Stalin proudly introduced 'the only thoroughly democra¬ 

tic Constitution in the world', resplendent with universal, direct, 

secret, and equal suffrage, and the full panoply of guaranteed civil 

liberties. The immediate sequel of the Great Terror made a mockery 

of the Constitution, but the propaganda campaign may well have 

had a significant impact upon the perceptions of rank-and-file work¬ 

ers. 

There undoubtedly was a strain of genuine enthusiasm in the 

effort made by some workers, although they tended to be those who 

were most rapidly promoted off the shop floor. But propaganda of a 



Stalin's revolution from above (1928-1941) 233 

less positive kind struck a highly responsive chord among many 

workers. This was the cynical denunciation of relatively privileged 

'traitors'. The precedent was the Shakhty trial of 1928. The revela¬ 

tion of 'sabotage' and 'wrecking' by bourgeois specialists in touch 

with foreign enemies stirred powerful emotions. For the next three 

years, 'specialist-baiting' was widespread. It was fostered by re¬ 

peated calls by Party and press for vigilance, for the unmasking of 

'Shakhtyites', and by the 'discovery' of a series of diabolical anti- 

Soviet organizations - in 1930 the 'Toiling Peasant Party' and the 

'Industrial Party', in 1931 the Menshevik 'Union Bureau'. Econom- 

9.3 A virulent 1937 caricature of Trotsky. Surrounded by the tools of his 
grisly trade and the symbols of his Nazi allies, the arch-criminal washes his 
hands in the blood of Soviet Russia. 
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ists, agrarian and industrial specialists, former SRs and Mensheviks 
were declared to have an extensive network of spies and wreckers 
permeating the organs of government. They were accused of de¬ 
liberately sabotaging planned production - setting the targets too 
high, or too low, disrupting the supply of everything from coal to 
fish, and plotting the armed overthrow of Soviet power. The Great 
Terror of 1936-38 followed a similar pattern. Major public figures, 
including previous 'opposition' leaders such as Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
and Bukharin, were publicly tried for a variety of heinous crimes 
and plots against the Soviet Union, master-minded from abroad by 
the arch-criminal Trotsky. A vicious combination of physical and 
psychological torture induced many of the accused to confess, and 
they were duly convicted and executed. The charges were false and 
in retrospect seem too absurd to be even plausible. But in the highly 
charged atmosphere of the industrialization drive, with the Party 
controlling all public comment, selective reporting of carefully 
stage-managed trials carried conviction. They played upon genuine 
fears of the traitor within, upon memories of foreign intervention, 
upon deep resentment at the privileges enjoyed by these intelligenty. 
Just as Stalin had predicted, class warfare was intensifying: foreign 
and domestic enemies alike were trying to undermine the mighty 
effort of the Soviet people. The witch-hunt served as a powerful 
conductor of the bitterness and disappointments of the 1930s. 
Here at last was the explanation for the discrepancy between the 
splendid official production figures and the squalor of daily life, 
here at last was an outlet for the frustration built up at work, in 
the apartment shared with half a dozen other families, in the end¬ 
less queues. 

The major beneficiaries of the economic tour de force were the 
white-collar workers. Industrialization everywhere generates a vast 
expansion of non-manual labour. In the Soviet case the centralized 
management of all aspects of the economy involved particularly 
explosive growth of the state bureaucracy, while the burgeoning 
Party and police hierarchies added a further dimension. By the end 
of the 1930s the total number of white-collar workers approached 11 
million, or some 16 per cent of the employed population. Of course 
many of these had menial clerical and auxiliary tasks and were 
markedly less privileged than skilled workers. But hundreds of 
thousands of new industrial managers, technical specialists, and 
senior administrators were appointed. The number of graduate 
engineers alone rose from 47,000 in 1928 to 289,000 in 1941; the total 
number of employed graduates reached 750,000 while the number 
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occupying posts of graduate status but without themselves having 

formal higher education was several times greater. 

The experience of the white-collar elite, who came to be known 

collectively by the old label intelligentsia, was no bed of roses. At the 
outset of the industrialization drive a large proportion of specialists 

in most fields were non-Party men. During the first tumultuous 

phase of the 'great turn' they came under fierce attack. Particularly 

hard hit were specialists working in production and in the state 

bureaucracy. They were the prime victims of the campaign associ¬ 

ated with the Shakhty affair of 1928, deliberately launched by Stalin 

to pulverize latent support for the moderation of the Right Opposi¬ 

tion. The campaign of denunciation, enthusiastically taken up by 

rank-and-file workers and militant members of the Party and Kom¬ 

somol, affected 'bourgeois specialists' in almost every field. A non¬ 

proletarian background was sufficient grounds for suspicion of in¬ 

difference or even hostility to the 'building of socialism'. Significant 

numbers were arrested or at least driven from their posts. 

In the middle of 1931, however, this campaign was abruptly 

halted. The change was signalled by Stalin in a major speech in 

which he suddenly proclaimed that most specialists had seen the 

light and could now be trusted. There were two main reasons for 

this volte-face. In the first place, by 1931 the number of 'red' special¬ 

ists in industry was soaring. The trained personnel bequeathed by 

NEP could not begin to meet the economy's needs, so that the great 

majority of the new elite had to be educated and trained in the 

course of the industrialization drive. In the First Five-Year Plan 

period enrolments in higher education almost trebled, approaching 

half a million, and there was an abrupt shift to technical and 

production-related subjects. Moreover, from the outset Stalin and 

the leadership had stressed the need to train 'our own' specialists. 

Colleges were ordered to take high quotas of working-class stu¬ 

dents. Tens of thousands of selected workers, most of them Party 

members, were provided with crash courses. In 1931, at the height 

of the campaign to promote adult Communists and workers from 

the factory floor, two-thirds of students in higher education were 

aged 23 or over. Many more were promoted without formal quali¬ 

fications. Suspect 'bourgeois' specialists were rapidly being out¬ 

numbered by new specialists drawn from socially and ideologically 

sound proletarian backgrounds. Equally important in triggering the 

change of course was the disruption caused by 'specialist-baiting'. 

Managers began to complain that they could not afford to lose 

experienced personnel. Moreover, specialists were directly in- 
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volved in monitoring labour performance and implementing 

measures designed to raise labour productivity. To subject them to 

harassment ran counter to increasing official emphasis upon the 

need to tighten labour discipline, respect technical expertise, and 

buttress authority within each enterprise. 

From 1931, therefore, the status and privileges of the white- 

collar elites began rapidly to improve. Managers and technical 

specialists alike were positively encouraged to impress workers 

with their superior status, and steps were taken to raise both their 

prestige and their morale. The new trend affected all sections of the 

Soviet intelligentsia. The old Bolshevik principle that Party officials 

should be paid no more than skilled workers was openly aban¬ 

doned. Indeed, the tendency evident under NEP for the higher 

ranks in Party, State, police, army, the cultural field, and the eco¬ 

nomy alike to acquire a wide range of privileges, including special 

access to rare consumer goods and housing, rapidly accelerated. 

This was extended to the field of education where discrimination in 

favour of the children of workers by current occupation was drop¬ 

ped and at the end of the decade school fees were introduced for the 

upper-secondary and tertiary level. In December 1935 the Central 

Committee adopted as Party policy the notion that the ultimate ideal 

was for all Soviet citizens to be raised to the level of the technical 

intelligentsia. The Party's recruitment policy reflected the same 

trend. At the end of 1932 all recruitment was suspended and in the 

next two years a large proportion of the recent worker - and smaller 

peasant - influx was purged. When large-scale recruitment was 

resumed in 1939 discrimination in favour of worker applicants was 

abandoned and the great majority of new members were drawn 

from white-collar occupations. The proportion of Party members 

currently engaged in manual labour fell rapidly. As yet only a fifth of 

those with specialized or higher education (the intelligentsia) were 

Party members, but the correlation between social privilege and 

party membership was becoming ever closer. 

This growing elite was the major source of support for the new 

order. Its members, overwhelmingly drawn from peasant or pro¬ 

letarian backgrounds, had good reason to identify with the Soviet 

system. But they, too, were subject to coercion. Individually, they 

suffered from acute personal insecurity. Once the 'specialist¬ 

baiting' of 1928-31 subsided, pressure was most intense upon those 

responsible for the economy, the officials of the proliferating indust¬ 

rial commissariats and directors of individual enterprises. It was not 

only that they had no security of tenure in their posts, or that they 
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were moved at will from one post to another, from one region to 

another. Their pivotal place in the structure of the 'command eco¬ 

nomy7 made them responsible for the fulfilment of the Party's pro¬ 

duction targets. They were thus ideal scapegoats for economic 

failure. There was also permanent tension between, on the one hand, 

their desire to secure low or at least feasible targets and to exag¬ 

gerate their achievements, and on the other, suspicion at the centre 

that they were underrating capacity when production quotas were 

being set, and overrating production when results were reported. 

They were prime targets for drastic intervention from above. 

The most plausible (though by no means fully satisfying) 

hypotheses that have been advanced to explain the scale of the 

Great Terror of 1936-38, involving the arrest and disappearance of 

tens of thousands of Party members, revolve around this tension. It 

created the conditions for division within the Party. By the mid 

1930s, as the economic hierarchies became ever more closely inter¬ 

twined with that of the Party, middle-ranking officials began to find 

spokesmen in the Politburo. The 'Stalinists' became divided over 

the tempo of industrialization. Stalin, V. M. Molotov (Chairman of 

the Council of People's Commissars until Stalin himself took over on 

the eve of war) and other 'super-industrializers' at the centre 

clashed with more cautious members of the Politburo, such as G, K. 

Ordzhonikidze, the Commissar of Heavy Industry, and possibly S. 

M. Kirov, the popular Leningrad Party Secretary. Taking advantage 

of Kirov's assassination in December 1934 - which may well have 

been Stalin's own work - they sought to smash the incipient threat 

to their ambitious targets for growth. Their instrument was the 

NKVD. Whereas the Party hierarchy, fused as it was with the 

economic officials, had become a less and less effective means of 

central control, the NKVD provided a highly effective alternative. 

The security police remained directly responsive to orders from 

above. With a permanent presence in every arm of the bureaucracy 

and every major enterprise they closely monitored both the econo¬ 

mic performance and the political sympathies of significant officials. 

The precedent for dealing with unsatisfactory officials had been set 

during the most violent years of confrontation with the peasantry. 

Thoroughly loyal rural officials had at times felt compelled to report 

that it was simply impossible for the peasantry in their particular 

area to meet the grain quotas imposed. They had been ruthlessly 

punished. Under instructions from Stalin the NKVD now carried 

through the even more bloody purge of 1936-38. 

The star roles in the great show trials of the period were taken by 
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one-time lieutenants of Lenin whom Stalin had particular reason to 

fear or, more likely, to resent. But even more breathtaking was the 

toll taken on current leaders of the Party, on loyal Stalinists. Some of 

the details were provided by Khrushchev in 1956. Of the 139 full and 

candidate members of the Central Committee elected in 1934, 70 per 

cent were arrested and shot. More than half the delegates to the 

Party Congress of 1934 were arrested. By 1939 only 7 of 136 regional 

secretaries of the Moscow region were still in their posts. The Party 

leadership of every Union Republic was devastated for supposed 

nationalist tendencies, Georgia and the Ukraine being particularly 

hard hit. Foreign Communist Party leaders did not escape, contact 

with foreigners was extremely dangerous for Soviet citizens, and 

from 1934 the punishment for flight abroad was death. Along with 

the top ranks of the Party went thousands of officials associated with 

them in the local Party organizations and the various state agencies, 

commissariats, and branches of the economy which they headed. 

The leadership in every field and every organization - education, 

the trade unions, the judiciary, the Komsomol, the military - was 

decimated. In some cases the victims were associated with key 

figures who had at some moment opposed Stalin. In others, as in the 

almost suicidal devastation of the High Command, it is just conceiv¬ 

able that Stalin believed bogus evidence of treason supplied by Nazi 

Germany. Even members of the NKVD itself fell victim - because 

they lacked the stomach for their task, because they provided such 

perfect scapegoats for excesses, or because they knew too much. 

The Terror extended far beyond the lists of 40,000 victims Stalin 

is reputed to have signed personally. During the period between 

200,000 and 240,000 Party members were expelled and a high pro¬ 

portion of them were either executed or disappeared into the camps. 

In part this was because of the 'family circles', the unofficial net¬ 

works linking officials within and among different hierarchies. In 

seeking to achieve their targets, in seeking to ensure that their 

commissariat, their region, or city or enterprise secured scarce 

labour and raw materials, received tolerable targets, and made 

favourable production reports, officials in Party, state bureaucracy, 

and economy alike were drawn into semi-official and often corrupt 

networks lubricated by patronage and bribery. This created precise¬ 

ly the kind of alliances which led the NKVD from one arrest to 

another. It also laid officials open to charges of embezzlement and 

'wrecking'. What was seen as effective and forceful management at 

one moment could be denounced the next as embezzlement or 

high-handed contravention of 'socialist legality'. 
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A vital ingredient in the assault on the leading cadres of the 

Party was the tacit and sometimes vocal support from below on 

which Stalin's group at the centre could draw. This was in part a 

product of their complete control over the press and media, and was 

in part spontaneous. For those about to step into dead men's shoes, 

there was a positive if unattractive motive for keeping quiet - or 

even initiating denunciation. When the victims were privileged 

Party officials and disciplinarian managers only limited public sym¬ 

pathy could be expected. Moreover, amidst chronically high tension 

over real and imaginary foreign threats spy-fever easily took hold. 

Even those who had nothing to gain and saw through police fabrica¬ 

tion found it safest to identify with the witch-hunt for traitors and 

fascist hirelings. In this atmosphere the Terror gathered a momen¬ 

tum of its own: Stalin and his group had unleashed a monster which 

struck at countless non-Party officials and ordinary workers. 

At the end of 1938 the assault on the Party and the generalized 

Terror abated. The economic disruption it caused was becoming 

manifest and as the international situation darkened, Stalin called a 

halt. Yezhov was dismissed - and subsequently arrested - and 

replaced by L. P. Beria, a dissolute Georgian who was to remain at 

Stalin's side to the end. If the destruction of incipient opposition 

within the Party had been a major object of the Terror, the aim had 

been achieved. Stalin's political domination was beyond question; 

he no longer faced even the limited resistance offered by such 

figures as Ordzhonikidze, who had committed suicide; and it seems 

probable that the ambitious Third Five-Year Plan, formally 

approved in 1939, reflected the victory of the 'super-industrializers'. 

But the Terror had done nothing to reverse the trend for the regime 

to become even more closely associated with the white-collar elite. 

Indeed, in the period between 1939 and the outbreak of war in 1941, 

during which Party membership doubled, recruitment was over¬ 

whelmingly concentrated upon that elite. 

The experience of the cultural intelligentsia during the indus¬ 

trialization drive followed a pattern very similar to that of the intel¬ 

ligentsia as a whole. Between 1928 and 1931 they were caught up in 

the campaign against 'bourgeois' specialists. Indeed, the Shakhty 

trial was the trigger for what contemporaries called a 'cultural re¬ 

volution'. In some fields, such as history and the social sciences, 

much of the initiative came from the Party leadership. Scholarly 

research into developments in the countryside could not be toler¬ 

ated once the attack on the peasantry was under way. The link 

between Lenin and Stalin, between October and the 'second revolu- 
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tion', the revolution 'from above', between Russia's backward 

economic development and the possibility of building socialism 

in one country - these were themes too politically sensitive to 

be left to scholars. But the cultural revolution was not merely a 

matter of manipulation from above. It, too, gathered a momentum 

of its own. 
In field after field radical groups took up the cry for a decisive 

class struggle against 'bourgeois' traitors. The accusation of indiffer¬ 

ence to and alienation from the masses touched an acutely sensitive 

nerve among members of the old intelligentsia, and in any case 

resistance was impossible. Non-Marxists were denounced and 

purged for their class affiliation, and Marxist scholars, teachers, 

lawyers, architects vied with each other to establish the new ortho¬ 

doxy in their own field, to demonstrate their -partiinost, their identi¬ 

fication with and commitment to the Party line. In every academic 

field, from philosophy to the sciences and even mathematics and 

town planning, a new 'front' in the class war was opened and a 

frantic search began for truly 'proletarian' approaches. In many 

fields no clearly defined Party line existed, and in the apocalyptic 

atmosphere of 1929 and 1930 Marxist theorists who had been no 

more than peripheral under NEP came to the fore. Marx's dream 

was coming true, socialism was taking form, the market was giving 

way to planned distribution, the end was in sight for all that was 

bourgeois - from the State to the family. The 'League of the God¬ 

less', founded in 1922, seized the opportunity to launch a full- 

blooded assault upon the Church together with a furious atheist 

propaganda campaign. The legal profession was possessed by vi¬ 

sions of the imminent withering away of law as private property 

disappeared and 'comrades' courts' took over criminal cases. Educa¬ 

tional theory was dominated by those who saw the beginning of a 

new age in the stupendous expansion of the student body, the 

virtual collapse of the universities, the purging of children of 

'bourgeois' parents at all levels, and the mass enrolment of adult 

workers. Schools as separate institutions would merge into the 

wider community as the barriers between intellectual and manual 

labour, between learning and production were broken down. In 

literature, the Association of Proletarian Writers (RAPP) and even 

more radical groups were able at last to launch the attack on 

bourgeois individualism they had been urging on the Party 

throughout the 1920s. Authors were exhorted to address them¬ 

selves to issues of immediate relevance, to join in the construction of 

socialism, to commit themselves to their own 'planned' literary 
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output. There was a full-blown cult of the machine while individual 

heroes - and even individual authorship - were denounced as 

self-indulgent, elitist, bourgeois. 

Initially, this militant upsurge was welcomed by the Party lead¬ 

ership. It served a useful propaganda purpose and silenced moder¬ 

ate voices. Esoteric disputes about literary form or legal theory 

might make little impact on working-class attitudes, but constant 

eulogizing of the proletariat, of the virtues of the heroic worker, 

played some part in deepening the sense that the regime was 'ours'. 

There was popular appeal, too, in the humiliation of the privileged, 

the highly educated, the aloof. Moreover, daily news of the expo¬ 

sure of bourgeois agents in the cultural field added weight to the 

accusations against technical specialists. Equally, the cultural re¬ 

volution helped to pre-empt criticism of official policy. It pulverized 

any conceivable opposition from the intellectual elite, whether with¬ 

in or outside the Party. In this atmosphere there was no chance that 

working-class discontent, let alone the anguish suffered by the 

peasantry, by NEPmen and artisans, and by the 'bourgeois intellec¬ 

tuals' themselves, would be publicly articulated. 

But just as the attack on 'bourgeois' technical specialists had 

triggered the cultural revolution, so the rapprochement with them in 

1931 signalled its end. In some fields the radicals had already 

proved so disruptive and their ideas so impractical that a reaction set 

in without prompting from above. Now the euphoric dreams of 

1929 and 1930 came under fire from the Central Committee itself, as 

the leadership became increasingly concerned to tighten discipline 

and inculcate basic skills. Stalin set the tone. He firmly asserted that 

in the immediate future, with the Soviet Union surrounded by 

hostile capitalist powers, the State, far from disappearing, must 

become more powerful. The 'legal nihilists' were thrown on to the 

defensive and both civil and extremely harsh criminal law codes 

were firmly re-established. In education, too, extravagant visions 

gave way to a much more traditional approach. The emphasis on 

technical education remained pronounced, as did the large dose of 

ideology in the curriculum, but at secondary level the authority of 

teachers and exams alike was re-established, and the universities 

were restored. Earlier attacks on the family gave way to emphasis on 

parental responsibility and authority, and the more extreme anti- 

religious activities of the Komsomol and the 'League of the Godless' 

were toned down. 

This 'Great Retreat' of the early 1930s brought relief to those 

purged and hounded during the cultural revolution, and many 
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non-Marxist scholars and writers were rehabilitated. But the up¬ 

heaval of 1928-31 had brought a fundamental change to the cultural 

world. There was to be no return to the relative freedom of NEP. 

Centralized Party control, to which the militants had enthusiastical¬ 

ly appealed at the height of their influence, was now firmly estab¬ 

lished in every field. It was not merely that Marxism-Leninism was 

to be treated as the guide to all knowledge, but the Party lead¬ 

ership's views were to be taken as the key to that guide. The 

orthodoxy imposed was stifling and often absurd. Specialists took 

their cue from Central Committee statements or the almost casual 

remarks of Stalin himself. Enormous damage was done to research 

in areas as diverse as biology and psychology. 

In some respects the new dispensation was an improvement on 

the cultural revolution. In literature, for example, RAPP was dis¬ 

banded, while Gorky led a call for greater respect for traditional 

literary values. But there was no question of defending art for art's 

sake: the overriding purpose of literature remained its contribution 

to constructing socialism. All authors were gathered into the Union 

of Soviet Writers, directly under Central Committee control, and 

constrained by a new literary orthodoxy: 'Socialist realism'. The 

Union recommended a short list of novels - including And Quiet 
Flows the Don by M. A. Sholokhov (b. 1905) written in the late 1920s - 

whose structure and approach were to be universally adopted. 

Literature was to be didactic, it was at once to describe contempor¬ 

ary life and to hold up an inspiring model for emulation. The 

'positive hero' replaced the machine as the central figure. His strug¬ 

gle to overcome his own inadequacies and reach the level of con¬ 

scious commitment to socialism was to serve as a microcosm of 

humanity's progress from spontaneous struggle to the conscious 

construction of socialism. Above all, whatever the genre or subject- 

matter, writers were to convey the message of optimism, the inevit¬ 

able victory of socialism. Works which failed to conform had no 

chance of being published and many of the most gifted figures of the 

age, including Pasternak and the great lyric poetess Anna Akhma¬ 

tova (1889-1966), chose 'the genre of silence'. 

The impact of the Great Retreat on intellectual life was epito¬ 

mized in the field of history. The leading figure on the historical 

'front', M. N. Pokrovsky, was publicly denounced, and the Party 

leadership took firm control over the direction - and the conclusions 

- of historical research. Textbooks directly reflected the Party's 

political preoccupations and the prejudices of Stalin himself. There 

was much more emphasis on the progressive role of the Tsarist State 
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and of Russian leaders such as Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great, 

and a clearly nationalist celebration of the achievements of Great 

Russia at the expense of the minority nationalities. A new orthodoxy 

- narrow, rigid, and lifeless - was laid down from above. The Short 
Course in the history of the Communist Party, written under Stalin's 

direct supervision, became dogma. For sixteen years, from its pub¬ 

lication in 1938, this crude distortion of the past, vilifying not only all 

the opponents of Bolshevism but also the leading opposition figures 

within the Party, became the basic text from school to professorial 

level. It moulded the view of the past impressed upon generations 

of Soviet students. 

For the cultural intelligentsia, conformity with the wisdom of 

the Central Committee was no guarantee of security. Between 1936 

and 1938 both the radicals of the cultural revolution and their oppo¬ 

nents were subjected to the ravages of the Terror. In every field - in 

pure and applied science, in medicine, in history, and in all the 

creative arts - numerous leading figures were denounced as 

'enemies of the people' and arrested. Vulnerable to a strong anti¬ 

intellectual current in the NKVD, and to cynical denunciation by 

rivals, the cultural intelligentsia worked in an atmosphere of fear 

and suspicion. The rewards for those who survived were consider¬ 

able, but Soviet intellectual life suffered crippling inhibitions against 

independent thought or criticism of the official line even when 

offered in the most constructive spirit. The cultural intelligentsia 

shared to the full both the material privileges and the acute insecur¬ 

ity of the white-collar elite. 

The industrialization drive was carried out in an atmosphere of 

sustained tension over international affairs. Ever since the war scare 

of 1927 Soviet leaders had warned of imminent foreign attack. 

During the early years, there may have been an element of disin¬ 

genuousness in the alarm expressed by the leadership. The spectre 

of foreign aggression and intrigue was of immense propaganda 

value. It provided the pretext for the recurrent witch-hunt against 

the enemy within. The need to 'catch up' with hostile neighbours 

had fuelled the increasingly strident nationalist note in the Party's 

appeal. 'We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced 

countries', warned Stalin in 1931. 'We must make good this distance 

in ten years. Either we do it or we shall go under.'1 But hostile 

Western rhetoric and Soviet diplomatic isolation were real enough. 

The memory of Allied intervention in the Civil War was fresh, and 

belief in the impatience of the capitalist powers to destroy the centre 

of the world revolutionary movement was deeply ingrained. 
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Soviet efforts to meet the perceived threat consisted of two 

virtually contradictory approaches. On one level the Foreign Com¬ 

missariat, where Chicherin was replaced in 1930 by M. M. Litvinov, 

tried to improve relations with all the Western powers. Olive bran¬ 

ches held out by the short-lived British Labour government in 1929, 

by France in 1931, and by Roosevelt's administration in 1933 were 

eagerly seized upon, and the relatively warm relationship estab¬ 

lished in the early 1920s with Germany was maintained. On another 

level, through Comintern, the militant policy adopted in 1928 was 

vigorously pursued. The hostile intentions of bourgeois govern¬ 

ments were to be checked by revolutionary agitation. Scorning 

compromise. Western Communist parties launched their most bit¬ 

ter attacks upon their social democratic rivals. Western socialists 

were denounced as 'social fascists', and accused of betraying the 

proletarian cause by cooperating with bourgeois parties and, in the 

late 1920s, actively fostering a rapprochement between Germany and 

the Western powers which from Moscow looked distinctly sinister. 

The policy chimed in perfectly with Stalin's demarche against 

Bukharin and the Right Opposition, with the apocalyptic atmos¬ 

phere of 1928-31, and with the predilections of militant sections of 

the major foreign Communist parties. But it flew in the face of the 

Foreign Commissar's conciliatory stance. Moreover, it was upheld 

through a period of six years during which the onset of the Great 

Depression drove Japan into alarming expansion in the Far East and 

turned the political and diplomatic scene in Europe upside-down. 

The policy proved most disastrous in Germany, where the virulent¬ 

ly anti-Soviet and anti-Slav Nazi bandwagon was beginning to 

roll. Ideologically predisposed to write off Nazism as a desperate 
capitalist appeal to the petty bourgeoisie of no more than pass¬ 

ing significance, and inclined to welcome Hitler's hostility to the 

other Western powers, the Comintern committed a fateful 

blunder. In January 1933, his way cleared by the bitter divisions 

between German Communists and social democrats. Hitler be¬ 

came Chancellor. 

By 1934, with Germany now recognized as the overriding 

threat, the two lines of foreign policy appeared to converge. The 

Foreign Commissariat stepped up its efforts to align the Soviet 

Union with the Western democracies. In 1934 Russia entered the 

League of Nations. Litvinov's voice was loudest in insisting on the 

virtues of collective security against aggression from revisionist 

powers, and in 1935 a mutual assistance pact was signed with 

France. At the same time Comintern policy was at last reversed. The 
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final reckoning with capitalism slipped to the bottom of the agenda 

as the fight against fascism took precedence. Fraternal parties were 

instructed to close ranks not only with socialists but with liberal 

democrats as well. In France, Spain, and elsewhere Communists 

joined in the formation of anti-fascist popular fronts. 

Yet the underlying tension between the Soviet Union's courting 

of the Western democracies and her identification with Communist 

revolution was not so easily relieved. It led to contortions in Soviet 

foreign policy that became ever more cynical and counter¬ 

productive. Every effort was made to square the circle during the 

Spanish Civil War, which broke out in 1936. With Hitler and Musso¬ 

lini actively supporting Franco and the Right, Moscow decided to 

respond in a limited way to pleas for assistance from the Spanish 

Republic. Shipments of arms - paid for by Spanish gold - were 

channelled to the Republic through the Spanish Communist Party. 

But rather than concentrating their efforts upon rallying popular 

support for the Republic, the Spanish Communists were instructed 

to focus their energies upon enticing Britain and France into the war 

against the Right. The anarchists and other radical Left factions were 

ruthlessly crushed in the hope of making the Republican cause 

respectable in London and Paris. The policy was a complete failure. 

Republican elan was sapped while in Britain and France the estab¬ 

lishment looked askance at the growing influence of the Spanish 

Communists. From the end of 1937 Soviet aid was gradually cur¬ 

tailed and the Republic abandoned to its fate. 

With Hitler becoming ever more overtly aggressive, and Japan 

continuing to probe Soviet defences in the east, serious battles being 

fought in 1938 and 1939, Moscow's anxiety to break out of her 

diplomatic isolation intensified. But the Western governments, 

actively seeking to appease Germany, refused to respond and the 

authoritarian regimes of Poland and Romania remained fiercely 

hostile. To distrust of Bolshevism was added contempt for the Red 

Army. Although Soviet rearmament had begun in earnest in 1937, 

what impressed foreign opinion was the destruction of the High 

Command in the Terror. The Soviet Union was conspicuously ex¬ 

cluded from the international agreement at Munich in September 

1938. Even after Hitler's invasion of Prague in March 1939 had 

exposed the futility of appeasement, Chamberlain and the rudder¬ 

less Third Republic pursued military discussions with Moscow in 

the most desultory fashion. Confronted by the frightful prospect of 

facing alone a German thrust to the east, as well as the possibility of 

renewed attack by Japan, the Soviet Union was driven to desperate 
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9.4 Molotov signs the Nazi-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact on 23 August 
1939. He is watched by Stalin (right centre) and Hitler's foreign secretary, 
Ribbentrop (left centre). 

measures. Responding to feelers put out from Berlin, Stalin per¬ 

formed the most abrupt diplomatic volte-face of the century. In May 

1939 Litvinov was replaced by Molotov, anti-Nazi propaganda was 

sharply toned down, and on 23 August 1939 a Ten-Year Non- 

Aggression Pact was signed with Nazi Germany. Sure of Soviet 

neutrality. Hitler promptly invaded Poland, thereby precipitating 

the declaration of war by Britain and France. 

The pact had much to offer the Soviet Union. In return for a 

wide range of raw materials, Germany supplied her with valuable 

industrial and military imports. The way was also opened for the 

reacquisition of most of the western territory lost at the end of the 

First World War. Eastern Europe was divided into two spheres of 

influence, and while Germany overran northern, central, south¬ 

eastern, and western Europe, the Soviet Union, too, took full advan¬ 

tage of the agreement. Eastern Poland - with a population of some 

13 million, just over half of them Ukrainians and Belorussians - was 

occupied; Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were incorporated into the 

USSR as Union Republics; Finland, after putting up stout resistance, 

was forced to make territorial concessions designed to secure 

Leningrad's defences; and Romania was deprived of Bessarabia. 

With the help of mass arrests and the deportation of elements 



Stalin's revolution from above (1928-1941) 247 

considered potentially hostile, Soviet rule was extended over 20 

million new citizens. 

But the USSR paid a heavy price for the pact. The Soviet image 

as the staunchest foe of fascism, successfully cultivated during the 

1930s, was severely tarnished. Foreign Communist parties were 

placed in the impossible position of justifying Moscow's accord with 

Hitler. Worse still, the pact left the rest of the Continent helpless 

before the Nazi onslaught: Stalin was taken aback at the speed with 

which France collapsed. When Russia's turn came, she would feel 

the full force of the German Army. And that moment was not long 

delayed. As early as December 1940, frustrated in the west by the 

Battle of Britain, Hitler drew up a timetable for 'Operation Barbaros- 

sa'. The Nazi invasion was launched the following summer. The 

political system, the social cohesion, and the industrial might of the 

new Soviet order were subjected to a devastating ordeal. 

Reference 
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World War and Cold War (1941- 
1953) 

The German invasion, launched at dawn on Sunday 22 June 1941, 

caught the Red Army almost fatally unprepared and the Soviet 

Union suffered catastrophic defeats. This disastrous start can be 

traced to Stalin's firm conviction that Hitler would respect the terms 

of the Nazi-Soviet Pact at least until 1942. Far from preparing for 

in-depth defence, Soviet strategy was based upon the rash 

assumption that in the event of war the Red Army would be in a 

position to move rapidly on to the offensive. No preparations were 

made for the evacuation of population or plant from the industrially 

developed western regions. Moreover when the Germans attacked, 

the newly incorporated western territories had still to be fully 

fortified, yet the defences of the 1939 frontier had already been 

weakened. Even in the last weeks and days before the invasion, 

despite repeated warnings, Stalin remained adamant that rumours 

of an impending attack were unfounded: at worst Hitler was 

manoeuvring to strengthen his hand for peaceful bargaining. 

Accurate Soviet intelligence reports were dismissed as unreliable, 

and clear warnings from the US and British governments were 

treated as deliberate ploys to embroil the Soviet Union in war. The 

growing alarm of front-line commanders was met by firm orders to 

avoid reacting to any 'provocation' from the Germans. When at last 

it was borne in upon Moscow that war had begun, the front was in 

utter disarray and the order to go on to full scale offensive merely 

compounded the confusion. The battle-hardened German Army 

smashed through Soviet lines, cut their communications, destroyed 

the bulk of the Soviet Air Force on the ground, and swept into the 

interior. 

Soviet losses during the first months of the war were enormous. 
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By November, the Germans had occupied a broad swathe of the 

most heavily populated and industrially advanced Soviet territory. 

Almost two-thirds of coal and steel production were lost, together 

Map 10 The Great Patriotic War 



Wm 

10.1 House to house fighting in Stalingrad. By the winter of 1942 the 
furious struggle for Stalingrad had reduced the city to rubble. 
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with some 40 per cent of the land under grain crops and the same 
proportion of the railway network, while the population of the 
occupied areas was over 80 million. Casualties already ran into the 
millions and between 2 and 3 million soldiers had been taken 
prisoner. For many the ordeal had only just begun. To the north 
Leningrad was surrounded and a siege of epic proportions began. 
To the south Kiev fell after desperate resistance and heavy losses. 
The major German thrust was at Moscow itself. At the end of 
November, with Soviet production drastically curtailed and the Red 
Army at its lowest ebb, the German Army reached the suburbs of 
the capital. 

Yet Russia survived. The bitter winter stalled the German 
advance, and Japan's decision to strike south rather than join Hitler 
against the Soviet Union freed invaluable troops from the Far East. 
Nevertheless, the premature offensives on which Stalin insisted 
were costly failures and 1942 saw renewed German advances, 
culminating in the monstrous battle for Stalingrad. Of no more than 
limited strategic value, the straggling city on the Volga became the 
supreme test of the two war machines. From August the Germans 
began to launch furious attacks on Soviet positions, advancing 
further and further into the city. Every street, every square, every 
house became part of the battleground; the railway station changed 
hands more than a dozen times; the bloody, pitiless struggle 
epitomized the unique ferocity with which the war on the eastern 
front was fought. Yet the Germans, mounting simultaneous 
offensives in the north and the Caucasus, had overreached 
themselves. By November 1942, with industrial production from the 
east rapidly picking up, the Soviet Army was poised for a 
devastating counter-attack. Soviet losses were enormous, but for 
Hitler the defeat at Stalingrad was a disaster. The knock-out blow 
had failed. Already news was coming in from the north that the 
Leningrad blockade had been breached. The initiative was passing 
to the Russians. 

The following summer saw one last major German offensive at 
Kursk where casualties ran even higher than at Stalingrad. But 
thereafter the battlefront swung inexorably back from east to west. 
Kiev was liberated in November 1943, Sevastopol in May 1944, 
Estonia and Latvia in the autumn. By the end of 1944 all Soviet 
territory had been freed from enemy occupation, German control of 
the air had been broken and the Red Army was bulldozing its way 
through six East European countries. The governments of Romania, 
Bulgaria, and Hungary were overthrown, and under new 
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governments these countries switched sides and declared war on 

Germany. The Germans were driven from Poland in the first weeks 

of 1945. Soviet aid played a subsidiary role in liberating Yugoslavia, 

where a powerful resistance movement flourished under Tito's 

leadership, and in Czechoslovakia Prague was occupied on 9 May. 

By then Berlin itself, 'the lair of the fascist beast', had fallen and the 

Red Army had linked up with Allied forces on the River Elbe. With 

Germany's surrender, the Soviet Union joined the coalition against 

Japan - a move rendered superfluous in military terms by the 

annihilation of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 

In accounting for the Soviet victory, the foolhardiness of Hitler's 

adventure in the east must be recognized. He set out to smash an 

enemy nation whose industrial output was already comparable to 

Germany's own, whose untapped resources were far greater, and 

whose population was twice the size. He relied upon the Blitzkrieg 
despite Russia's legendary capacity to absorb initial defeat and 

retreat into her vast hinterland. And his megalomania, bloated by 

his astonishing diplomatic and military triumphs of 1936-40, led 

him again and again to overrate the efficacy of 'racial superiority' 

and sheer willpower. The invasion force was not equipped for a 

winter campaign, and when the Blitzkrieg failed. Hitler imposed his 

will on his generals in arbitrary and fanatical fashion, forbidding 

vital strategic withdrawals and wantonly dividing German forces 

between conflicting goals. Equally costly was the political price of 

Nazi racist doctrine. The army was ordered to give no quarter to the 

subjugated Slavs: far from playing upon minority nationalist and 

peasant discontent with Soviet rule, the Untermenschen were treated 

with a savage brutality perfectly designed to rally even the most 

disaffected elements behind Stalin. Nor was Germany free to 

concentrate solely upon the Russian foe. The invasion was launched 

before Britain had been dealt with, and Hitler gratuitously joined 

Japan's war against the USA without securing reciprocal support 

from the Japanese against Russia. In a protracted war Russia would 

be assured of military supplies from the USA - and the material 

delivered under Lend-Lease, particularly the trucks and jeeps in 

which she was severely deficient, proved a significant supplement 

to Soviet war production. Although it was not until June 1944 that a 

Second Front was opened in the west, pressure from the Western 

Allies both at sea and on the periphery limited the resources 

available for Germany's major struggle in the east. 

Nevertheless, the Soviet Union was the victim of an assault of 

truly gigantic proportions. She faced the largest and most proficient 
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invasion force the world had ever seen. The German Army swept 

into Russia on the crest of a wave. Initially it enjoyed a distinct 

advantage in the quality of its materiel and of its communications 

system, and it could draw upon the resources of most of Europe. 

The war effort Russia mounted to drive out the Germans was by any 

standard prodigious - all the more so in view of the catastrophic 

scale of her initial losses. 

In the course of the war some 25 million men served in the 

forces, the great bulk of them in the Red Army which gained steadily 

in effectiveness. Stalin as Supreme Commander was a decidedly 

mixed blessing, only learning the value of strategic withdrawals 

after the men on the ground had sustained horrific losses. But 

German officers were shaken by the speed with which the Soviet 

officer corps, headed by Marshal Zhukov, recovered from the 

ravages of the Great Terror. And after the initial disasters, the rank 

and file showed a dogged courage and determination, an ability to 

survive on wretched rations, which went a long way towards 

compensating for the superior education and training of German 

troops. 

To arm and supply this massive force, the whole balance of the 

economy was violently recast. At the peak of the war effort more 

than half the national income was devoted to armaments. During 

the retreat, over 1,500 enterprises, together with several million 

civilians, were evacuated from the war zone to the east and hastily 

converted to war production. New industrial complexes were 

frantically developed and expanded in regions beyond the reach of 

the Germans. Investment, meanwhile, plummeted and civilian 

consumption fell to pitiful levels as strict rationing was introduced 

not only for food but for clothes and basic household goods. To 

sustain industrial and agricultural production while so much of the 

regular work-force was at the front unprecedented demands were 

made upon men and women of all ages. Not only was it illegal to 

change jobs without permission but holidays were cancelled, the 

working week was often seven days, the working day was 

lengthened to eleven hours, and even after hours civilians were 

called upon to contribute in a thousand ways to shoring up the 

home front. 

The Soviet war effort was total in the truest sense. With Russia's 

very survival at risk Stalin and the Party leadership sought support 

from even the most ideologically unsound elements. They played 

down division within the Soviet Union and did all they could to 

identify the spontaneous upsurge in Russian patriotism with the 
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'great banner of Lenin'. They appealed to the tradition of Donskoi, 

Suvorov, and Kutuzov, and even pursued open rapprochement with 

the Church. Pressure upon believers was sharply curtailed, the 

'League of the Godless' disbanded, and permission was given to fill 

the Patriarchate, vacant since 1925. During the period of greatest 

peril the tone of public life underwent a significant change. 

Censorship became much less concerned with the niceties of Party 

doctrine; within the army, officers found their authority enhanced 

at the expense of that of political commissars; Party membership 

was liberally conferred on soldiers of all ranks; peasants and urban 

workers were left unmolested when they took over unused land for 

their own use; Party and police supervision of activities 

unconnected with the war effort became markedly more relaxed. 

There were some instances of disaffection, notably in the newly 

annexed western areas and the Caucasus where the Germans did 

condescend to curry support among local minority nationalities; 

and some 800,000 POWs, demoralized beyond the point of 

endurance, consented to serve alongside the Germans under the 

captured General Vlasov. But the overwhelming majority identified 

whole-heartedly with the struggle against the hated Nazis. Even to 

those who suffered greatest deprivation the demands of the 

authorities made infinitely better sense than had those of the 1930s. 

Behind the German lines, resistance was fierce and the longer the 

war dragged on the greater the damage inflicted upon German 

forces by partisans, especially in the Ukraine and Belorussia. The 

same resolve was shown in cities, towns, and villages across the 

country. The supreme test of civilian morale and resilience was the 

900-day siege of Leningrad. Although engulfed by hunger, cold, 

lice, and death, the city refused to surrender. 

Hitler's invasion, the titanic struggle on Russian soil, and the 

triumphant but protracted drive to Berlin left a trail of incalculable 

human and material destruction. Public catastrophe mingled 

everywhere with private grief. The population was literally 

decimated: out of some 200 million in 1941, no less than 20 million 

people died - a third of them civilians - and many more were 

maimed. The victims of Leningrad alone exceeded the combined 

total of British and American wartime deaths. The economic 

destruction, too, beggars the imagination. Whole cities were 

reduced to rubble. Countless villages were laid waste, machinery 

destroyed, and livestock slaughtered. And on top of German 

destruction was the heartrending self-inflicted damage of the 

Russians' 'scorched earth' retreat: the Dnieper Dam, the pride of the 
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10.2 The dead lie unburied in the streets of besieged Leningrad. During 
the 28 months of its ordeal, the city was devastated by starvation and 
disease. 

First Five-Year Plan, had been deliberately dynamited. Merely to 

make good the material damage would, it is estimated, have taken 

the labour force of 1940 anything from three to seven years. 

The emotional impact of the 'Great Patriotic War' is difficult to 

exaggerate. Its depth and intensity can only dimly be grasped by 

Anglo-Saxons - even by the generation which experienced the war 

in the west. The pitiless struggle, the contemptuous, bestial Nazi 

treatment of Soviet civilians and POWs, the searing racial insult, left 

its mark on every ethnic, every religious, every social group. The 

ordeal generated a sense of solidarity within the Soviet Union that 

was quite new. It forged an immensely powerful emotional bond 

between the Soviet system and the Soviet people. Official 

celebration of the regime's achievement evoked an incomparably 

deeper response than appeals to the fading memory of October. The 

war had placed at the disposal of Stalin and his successors a pool of 

emotional capital on which they have drawn freely ever since. At 

home, bitterness, discontent, and division would resurface soon 

enough. But the effect upon popular attitudes to foreign affairs 

would endure. Hitler's adventure had aroused a sense of moral 

outrage, of national indignation which bears comparison with the 
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impact of the holocaust upon Jewish consciousness. It guaranteed, 

as censorship alone never could, overwhelming and uncritical 

popular support for every demarche of post-war Soviet foreign 

policy. 

Victory brought a dramatic and complex change in the 

international position of the Soviet Union. On the one hand, it 

enhanced her military and diplomatic weight out of all recognition. 

The destruction of the Third Reich, following as it did upon the 

humiliation of both France and Italy, left a power vacuum on the 

Continent. With Britain's imperial commitments placing a definite 

limit upon the role she could play, Russia emerged from the war 

incomparably Europe's greatest power. Yet the manner in which 

she exerted her new-found influence, primarily in eastern Europe 

but later in Asia too, provoked the hostility of a massive Western 

alliance headed by the emergent American superpower. The mutual 

suspicion that developed reached a degree of intensity which was 

aptly christened 'Cold War'. 

Temporarily, of course. Hitler's aggression had driven Russia 

and the Anglo-Saxon powers into each others' arms. Military 

strategy was never closely coordinated, but both sides 

acknowledged the assistance of the other and an element of genuine 

warmth crept into the relationship. While the Red Army fought 

alone on the Continent, the Western view of the Soviet Union and of 

Stalin himself altered significantly. For a time there was a 

widespread belief that Soviet society had undergone a permanent 

change for the better, and both Churchill and Roosevelt felt 

themselves within an ace of establishing a genuine understanding 

with Stalin. For his part Stalin paid tribute to his Western allies, 

welcomed the material assistance received through the Lend-Lease 

arrangement, and was immensely relieved when in June 1944 the 

Second Front was opened in the west. 

As the tide turned against Germany, however, relations 

between the Soviet Union and her Allies deteriorated. When the 

'Big Three' first met, at Teheran in 1943, preoccupation with the 

common enemy ensured relative harmony. By the time of the Yalta 

Conference in February 1945 only a fragile and ambiguous 

agreement could paper over the growing dissension; and the 

atmosphere at Potsdam in August 1945 was frankly acrimonious. 

In part this was the product of ill-feeling over the conduct of the 

war. For Stalin the cardinal test of Allied good faith was the issue of 

the Second Front. From the outset Russia's overriding plea to the 

West was to draw off pressure on the Red Army by opening a new 
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front in Europe. The Allies were full of good intentions: Roosevelt 

rashly promised there would be action in 1942, Soviet hopes were 

raised again in 1943, yet D-Day was ultimately postponed until 1944, 

by which time virtually all Soviet territory had been liberated. There 

was inevitable bitterness that it should have been delayed so long 

while the Red Army bore the main brunt of the Wehrmacht. The 

postponement fuelled Soviet anxiety, evident to the very end of the 

war, that underlying hatred of communism would lead the Allies to 

come to terms with Germany. Intermittent and unofficial feelers put 

out to the West from Berlin were viewed with the utmost gravity. 

When peace came, Moscow took offence at how abruptly Lend- 

Lease was curtailed, while the American display of atomic power in 

Japan two months later did nothing to soothe Soviet sensibilities. 

Lrom the Western viewpoint, Soviet anxiety on each score was 

misplaced and bordered on paranoia. There was never any question 

of a separate peace: if either side was to be suspected of contemplat¬ 

ing such a step, the signatory of the Nazi-Soviet Pact was surely the 

more likely candidate. The Second Lront was postponed for what 

10.3 Stalin and Churchill flank the ailing Roosevelt during the conference 
at Yalta (in the Crimea), February 1945. 
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seemed thoroughly sound military reasons. As for the abrupt cessa¬ 

tion of Lend-Lease, Britain was as much a victim as the Soviet 

Union. And however much some American officials might relish the 

impression Hiroshima would make on Moscow, intimidation of the 

Russians was hardly a major motive for dropping the bomb. 

However, it was not conflict over the conduct of the war which 

lay at the root of post-war hostility. Nor is the very fact that the 

European power vacuum was filled so rapidly by the Russians and 

the Americans sufficient explanation for the Cold War. Diplomatic 

competition of a traditional kind, of course, was bound to place 

a strain upon their relationship, as unprecedented and dazzling 

diplomatic opportunities opened out before both Washington and 

Moscow: while Soviet troops occupied Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, 

Hungary, Czechoslovakia, the eastern zones of Germany and 

Austria, and, for a time, part of Yugoslavia, the USA rapidly gained 

paramount influence in the areas liberated by the Western Allies. 

But both sides saw considerable advantage in maintaining the 

wartime amity even after Hitler's fate was sealed, and both 

seemed willing to accept that an accommodation would have to be 

found. 

Soviet perceptions at the end of the war are, of course, ex¬ 

tremely difficult to reconstruct. It remains a crippling handicap for 

historians of the Cold War - as it was for Western diplomats at the 

time - that so little direct evidence of the process of foreign policy¬ 

making in Moscow is available. But two primary Soviet goals seem 

clear enough. The Great Patriotic War had heightened national 

preoccupation with security to the point of obsession. Even in the 

dark days of 1941, with the Germans at the gates of Moscow, Stalin 

had made it absolutely clear to the British government that the USSR 

would insist upon retaining all the territorial gains of 1939-40 and 

that there could be no question of restoring Polish independence 

under an anti-Soviet government: too often Poland had been the 

corridor for Western aggression. And as the Reich crumbled the 

future of Germany itself became of crucial importance in Soviet 

eyes. Of almost equal concern was compensation for the staggering 

economic damage Russia had suffered. She was determined to 

extract maximum reparations, both in current produce and indust¬ 

rial plant, not only from the fallen Reich but from erstwhile German 

satellites as well. Both goals were served by the care Stalin took, 

once ultimate victory was beyond doubt, to maximize the territory 

that fell to the Red Army rather than to Western forces. And both 

encouraged the Soviet Union to prolong the Red Army's occupation 
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of eastern and central Europe. Soviet security might be permanently 
assured if a line of buffer states running from Poland right down to 
the Balkans could be consolidated. Likewise, even when repara¬ 
tions had been collected and the confiscation of supposedly German 
assets, whether in Berlin, Budapest, or Bucharest, had been com¬ 
pleted, military leverage might be used to dictate advantageous 
trading terms to the liberated countries. 

Yet Stalin's approach to the fluid post-war situation appears to 
have been thoroughly pragmatic. He was not fired by a sense of 
mission, by any ideological commitment to the spread of socialism 
and revolution. Certainly there was a deep reservoir of hostility to 
the capitalist West in Moscow, which some of his lieutenants began 
to draw upon from as early as 1944. Moreover, the trumpeting of the 
Red Army's liberation mission did arouse expectations among 
exiled eastern European Communist leaders in Moscow that they 
would return home to institute swift socio-political transformation. 
But Stalin's outlook by 1945 was light years removed from that of 
Lenin and Trotsky in 1920. Already in 1943 he had abolished the 
Comintern - though without dismantling much of its secretariat - 
apparently in part to blunt any concerted pressure from these affili¬ 
ated parties. His cavalier treatment of vigorous Communist revolts 
in China and Greece clearly showed that his overriding priority 
remained, as in the 1930s, what he perceived as strictly Soviet 
interests. And during 1944 and 1945 he was more than willing to 
deal with non-Communist parties and politicians in eastern Europe. 
His diplomacy was characteristically wily, and he skilfully played 
upon every sign of discord between his wartime allies. But he had 
no master-plan to establish Communist regimes in central and east¬ 
ern Europe, let alone further afield. He was quite willing to think in 
terms of spheres of influence. During Churchill's famous visit to 
Moscow in 1944, Stalin showed himself happy to respect paramount 
British influence in Greece in exchange for Russian domination of 
Romania; he repeatedly compared Soviet interest in Poland to Brit¬ 
ish interest in France; he settled for Finnish neutrality rather than 
risk military confrontation with the West. He was far from con¬ 
vinced by those in Moscow who predicted an imminent 'general 
crisis of world capitalism'. On at least two occasions in 1945 Moscow 
raised the question of an American loan and as late as 1947 Stalin 
appears to have seriously entertained the hope of securing large- 
scale credit from Washington. 

For their part, the Western powers accepted as inevitable a very 
considerable increase in Soviet diplomatic weight once Hitler had 
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been defeated. Distasteful though they found it, they recognized 

the benefits of keeping post-war relations amicable. Reconstruction 

in western Europe would be arduous enough without a renewed 

arms race. Moreover, London and Washington acknowledged the 

legitimacy of Soviet concern both for security and for compensation. 

At Yalta and at Potsdam they accepted her claim to the lion's share of 

reparations. And as early as 1942 the British government had come 

to terms with Soviet paramountcy in much of eastern Europe. 

Although Roosevelt was less willing to accept the notion of a Europe 

divided into 'spheres of influence', he, too, explicitly accepted the 

Soviet need for 'friendly governments' in the countries of eastern 

and central Europe, and dreamed of a post-war world in which the 

Great Powers would cooperate through the nascent United Nations 

Organization. 

These hopes, however, were disappointed. The fundamental 

issue over which the rift developed was the manner in which Mos¬ 

cow secured her influence over her neighbours. The problem was 

that the Soviet Union had so little to offer. Economically, far from 

being in a position to provide commercial or financial aid she was in 

desperate need of reparations. Territorially, the acquisitions she had 

made in 1939-41 had been at the direct expense of some of her 

neighbours, while for all of them the absorption of the Baltic states 

was an ominous precedent. With the crushing of Germany, even the 

diplomatic protection Russia could offer had lost its attraction. In 

most eastern European countries, moreover, there was a deeply 

rooted tradition of hostility to Russian power which the unruly and 

sometimes bestial behaviour of the Red Army did nothing to coun¬ 

terbalance. With few exceptions, therefore, non-Communist parties 

viewed Soviet domination with abhorrence. The only means by 

which Soviet influence could be entrenched was through the 

medium of local Communist parties directly subordinated to Mos¬ 

cow. 

To make matters worse, only in south-east Europe, in Yugosla¬ 

via and Albania, were local Communist parties strong enough to 

come to power by their own efforts. Elsewhere, they had no hope of 

doing so. The traditional Right in eastern Europe, it is true, emerged 

from the war thoroughly demoralized and discredited, having col¬ 

laborated more or less actively with the Nazis, while parties of the 

left and centre had gathered momentum in the underground resist¬ 

ance. With the collapse of fascism and Nazism, the political spec¬ 

trum throughout the Continent shifted to the left. Yet while they 

recovered from the devastation of the purges of the 1930s, Com- 
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munist parties still had distinctly limited popular appeal - not least 

because of their allegiance to the forbidding giant in the east. Soviet 

influence, therefore, implied not only the elevation of local Com¬ 

munist parties, but their elevation through the crude intervention of 

the Red Army and the NKVD. This was a recipe guaranteed to 

poison the wartime alliance. 

Nowhere was the problem more acute than in Poland. Poland 

had the fiercest anti-Russian tradition, a tradition rooted in cen¬ 

turies of conflict and nurtured by the vigorous life of the Catholic 

Church. She had been the chief victim of Russian expansion in 

1939-41. During the war, the London-based government-in-exile - 

which commanded widespread support in the Polish underground 

- steadfastly refused to come to terms with this territorial loss. 

Moreover, wartime developments created an absolutely unbridge¬ 

able division between Moscow and the London Poles. In 1943 the 

Germans announced their discovery of the Katyn massacre, the 

remnants of some 4,000 of 10,000 Polish officers butchered during 

the Soviet occupation of eastern Poland in 1939. The London Poles 

promptly denounced the Russians, who denied their responsibility 

and severed relations. The following summer, when the Red Army 

entered eastern Poland, a Communist-dominated 'National Libera¬ 

tion Committee' was set up in the city of Lublin. The London Poles 

saw this as a prelude to the establishment by Moscow of a puppet 

regime in Warsaw. On 1 August 1944, in an attempt to establish 

beyond question their claim to be 'the rightful masters' in Poland, 

the underground Home Army launched a quixotic rising against the 

Nazis. While the Germans were crushing the rising with untold 

brutality, Stalin displayed icy indifference. In retrospect it seems 

probable that the Red Army was not in fact in a position to reach 

Warsaw in time, but Moscow did the minimum to help and made it 

abundantly clear that the annihilation of the Llome Army was by no 

means unwelcome. Polish bitterness knew no bounds. As Stalin 

himself admitted in a moment of weakness, there was no chance 

whatsoever of a democratically elected Polish government accept¬ 

ing Russian suzerainty. Left to her own devices Poland seemed 

guaranteed to gravitate to an anti-Soviet orbit. When the Nazis were 

driven out the following winter, therefore, the Lublin Committee 

was installed in Warsaw. The Western Allies protested, pressing the 

case for the inclusion of the London Poles in the new government 

and demanding free elections with international observers. The 

Russians, with more or less subtlety and frankness, blocked every 

demand. 
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On its own the Polish problem might not have wrecked the 

wartime alliance. But between 1945 and 1948 the pattern was re¬ 

peated throughout eastern Europe. Reluctant to alienate the West 

more than necessary, Moscow tried at first to achieve the impossi¬ 

ble, retaining democratic forms that would be acceptable to the West 

while upholding Russian influence. Only in Czechoslovakia, where 

the respected non-Communist President Benes had worked 

throughout the war for just such a pro-Moscow democratic coali¬ 

tion, did the tactic work even temporarily. Elsewhere, it failed 

dismally. In Romania, as in Poland, the Party was far too weak to 

make free elections and Russian influence compatible; in Bulgaria 

the relatively vigorous Party itself took the initiative in carrying out a 

vicious purge of the opposition parties. In Hungary the elections of 

1945 inflicted an alarming reversal on the Communists. 

To the West Soviet behaviour was unacceptable. In part it was 

a matter of moral outrage: the increasingly callous Soviet attitude - 

epitomized by the Soviet reaction to the Warsaw rising of August 

1944 - could not fail to arouse fury. But what fuelled and sustained 

Western hostility was the spectre of Moscow's hand stretching out 
much further - right into western Europe. It was in the West that the 

war and a vigorous role in the underground resistance had had the 

most rejuvenating effect on Communist fortunes. In France, Italy, 

Belgium, and Greece they had gained a genuinely mass following, 

far from enough to win a democratic election but sufficient to mount 

formidable challenges and to cause acute concern in London and 

Washington; and they were outspoken in protestations of loyalty to 

Moscow. Moreover, the political stability of Europe's overseas col¬ 

onies, especially in Asia, had been severely shaken. In the USA, by 

the time of Roosevelt's death in April 1945, stiff resistance to the Red 

threat was already becoming a major electoral asset. Under Presi¬ 

dent Truman, American policy in Europe became focused above all 

upon social and political stabilization and the exclusion of Commun¬ 

ists from power. In March 1947 the President committed the USA to 

the policy of containment. American financial and if necessary mili¬ 

tary resources would check Communist influence wherever neces¬ 

sary - starting with Turkey, Greece, and Iran where Soviet pressure 

seemed most intense. 

Overt hostility from the West quickly reawoke the darkest 

suspicions in Moscow. Although the record of Allied intervention in 

the Civil War and hostility during the 1920s and 1930s had been 

played down during the war, it had not been forgotten. Tension 

rapidly mounted. The decisive break came when the US Secretary of 
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State, Marshall, launched the European Recovery Programme. The 
Soviet Union and her satellites were invited to take part despite the 
fact that Congress would be extremely unlikely to ratify aid to the 
'Reds'. In the event it was the Soviet team at the Paris Conference of 
June-July 1947, led by Molotov, who broke off negotiations . Mar¬ 
shall Aid was denounced as an imperialist ploy to subvert Soviet 
independence and those eastern European countries which had 
shown interest in taking part were called to heel. Two months later 
the Communist Information Bureau (Cominform) was formed to 
underline the solidarity of the Soviet Union, her allies, and the 
fraternal parties of France and Italy. 

As trust broke down completely, the Soviet Union became less 
and less concerned with Western sensibilities. In Poland, Romania, 
Bulgaria, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia Stalin imposed with the 
utmost brutality regimes dominated in each case by the national 
Communist Party. And as the international situation became in¬ 
creasingly polarized a series of bilateral political, military, and eco¬ 
nomic treaties bound these countries ever closer to the Soviet 
Union. In 1948 a dramatic breach with Tito's regime in Yugoslavia 
added a further incentive for Moscow to consolidate control over her 
satellites. As the one Communist regime which did not depend 
either for its creation or its survival upon Soviet support, the govern¬ 
ment in Belgrade had from the start shown a marked degree of 
independence. Tito's approach towards the West was much more 
aggressive than was Stalin's. Where Moscow prevaricated, Belgrade 
was outspoken, willingly offering aid to the Communists in the 
Greek Civil War and enthusiastically encouraging Communist re¬ 
volt in Asia. In this, Tito was apparently supported by some of 
Stalin's more militant comrades, notably the faction identified with 
A. A. Zhdanov. Stalin's attitude may have been coloured by sheer 
dislike of Tito's independence as well as suspicion over his close ties 
with Zhdanov and Party leaders in Leningrad. Equally important 
was the Yugoslavs' resentment over the hard bargain driven by the 
Soviets in economic negotiations, and Stalin's hostility to Tito's 
plans for a federation of Communist states in the Balkans. Soviet 
hopes that Stalin's word would be enough to persuade Tito's col¬ 
leagues to overthrow him were disappointed. In June 1948 the 
Yugoslav Party was expelled from Cominform, trade was broken 
off, and the Party was denounced for bourgeois nationalist devia¬ 
tions. Party leaders elsewhere in eastern Europe hastened to protest 
their loyalty and those who had shown any inclination to resist 
Moscow's diktat were purged amidst a spate of show trials. The new 
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'People's Democracies' began to implement social and economic 
programmes closely modelled upon the Soviet prototype. 

It was in this context that the joint occupation of Germany broke 
down. The defeated Reich, and the capital, Berlin, had been divided 
into four zones (Soviet, American, British and French). From the 
start disputes over the process of extracting reparations had fuelled 
mutual suspicion. To the Russians, the West appeared to be placing 
artificial obstacles in the way of the Soviet Union gaining due com¬ 
pensation; for their part the Western powers became increasingly 
irked at the prospect of subsidizing Germany while she was milked 
by the Russians. As events in eastern Europe undermined East- 
West relations, opinion in Washington and London began to move 
in the direction of rehabilitating and integrating the Western 
occupation zones into the 'free world'. As early as 1947 the British 
and American zones were merged, and the French zone joined them 
the following year. In 1948 a new currency was introduced in the 
Western zones and the first steps were taken towards restoring 
German national political institutions. Parallel steps were being 
taken in the Soviet zone, but Moscow had no desire to see the 
greater part of Germany re-emerging as part of an anti-Soviet 
alliance. In an attempt to forestall the permanent absorption of 
western Germany into the capitalist 'bloc', Moscow imposed a 
blockade on West Berlin. Coming as it did shortly after the final 
assertion of Communist power in Prague, this move was viewed in 
the West as a crude attempt to suck the western sectors of the city 
into the Communist 'bloc'. An Anglo-American airlift broke the 
blockade and lingering isolationist sentiment in Washington was 
irrevocably overcome. In April 1949 the North Atlantic Treaty Orga¬ 
nization (NATO) gave formal shape to the Western Alliance. The 
following month saw the foundation of the Federal Republic of West 
Germany under Chancellor Adenauer's fiercely pro-Western lead¬ 
ership. The Soviet zone gained the trappings of statehood at the end 
of the year. 

Europe was divided into two hostile blocs. Peace movements in 
the West found themselves patronized and, in the eyes of many, 
tainted by Moscow. An 'Iron Curtain' was drawn across Europe. 
And as the demarcation line began to set firm. Cold War tension was 
brought to a new pitch by a chain of momentous events in Asia. 

Soviet involvement in Asia took a very different form from that 
in eastern Europe. Here Moscow was a relatively passive beneficiary 
of post-war upheaval. The war had fatally weakened the grip of the 
British, French, and Dutch upon their overseas imperial interests. It 
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had also nurtured increasingly militant independence movements 
from India to Indonesia. Local Communist parties figured promin¬ 
ently in few of these. But in the bipolar context of the Cold War, 
even non-Communist nationalist leaders tended to regard Moscow 
as a natural source of support against the Western powers. 

Soviet reaction was cautious. The discomfiture caused to the 
Western powers was naturally welcome, but Asia figured low in 
Soviet priorities - as the exclusion even of the Chinese Party from 
Cominform suggested. Having secured handsome territorial con¬ 
cessions from defeated Japan, and extracted a satisfactory arrange¬ 
ment to enhance Soviet influence in north-eastern China, Stalin 
tended to react to events in the east rather than to take the initiative. 
He encouraged the Chinese Communists - whom he once scornful¬ 
ly dubbed 'margarine Communists' - to reach an accommodation 
with the Nationalist government, and Soviet advice to other Asian 
Communists on the attitude to be adopted towards 'bourgeois' 
nationalist liberation movements vacillated with little regard for 
local conditions. Moscow committed minimal resources to aid the 
series of extreme left revolts that broke out in Burma, India, Indone¬ 
sia, Malaya, and the Philippines. 

From 1949, however, the Soviet Union was drawn ever more 
closely into Asian affairs. The Chinese Communists' prolonged 
struggle against the Nationalists ended in triumph and in October 
they proclaimed the foundation of the People's Republic of China. 
Exhilarating though the Communist victory was, Soviet enthusiasm 
was less than fulsome. The immediate result, after all, was a series of 
Chinese requests - for economic aid, military guarantees, and ter¬ 
ritorial concessions - which seemed to offer Russia no short-term 
benefit. It was only after six weeks' hard bargaining in Moscow that 
Mao Zedong extracted from Stalin a Treaty of Friendship. 

The following year, the unstable post-war settlement in Korea, 
which bordered upon both Communist giants, exploded into civil 
war. At the end of the Pacific War, the country had been split 
between Soviet occupation forces in the north and those of the USA 
in the south. Both sides had eventually withdrawn, leaving the 
country divided between two well-armed local regimes locked in 
bitter political and ideological rivalry. In June 1950, apparently with 
Stalin's consent rather than on his initiative, the Communist regime 
of North Korea invaded South Korea. Following so hard upon Mao's 
triumph in neighbouring China, the invasion stung the USA into 
action. With the support of the UN - which the Soviet Union 
happened to be boycotting temporarily in protest against Commun- 
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ist China's exclusion from the world organization - American forces 
repelled the invasion and drove into the north. The Chinese, 
alarmed at the proximity of American troops and at the increasingly 
belligerent tone of American anti-Communism, poured 'volunteer' 
forces into the north. The American-led UN forces were checked 
and in June 1951, with the war bogged down near to the pre-war 
frontier, two years of frustrating armistice negotiations began. 

The Soviet Union, though readily selling arms to the Commun¬ 
ist belligerents, had declined to become directly involved. But the 
Korean War had extremely grave implications for her. In the USA 
the northern invasion was interpreted as part of a world-wide 
strategy for the spread of Moscow-dominated Communist influ¬ 
ence. Washington's reaction was to extend her defence umbrella 
right across non-Communist Asia. In Indo-China, where France 
was experiencing growing difficulty in containing the challenge to 
her imperial authority launched in 1946 by the Vietnamese national¬ 
ist movement led by Ho Chi Minh, the USA took on a growing share 
of the military burden. She hastily reached a final peace settlement 
with Japan (1951) and expanded the military bases she had estab¬ 
lished there. In Europe, too, the war served to heighten tension. 
Repeated Soviet efforts to reopen the question of creating a unified, 
neutral Germany were ignored, and Washington began to press for 
the creation of West German forces and their integration into 
NATO. Above all, the US defence budget soared. The Soviet Union 
was locked into an open-ended arms race against an American-led 
alliance commanding vastly superior economic resources. 

The combined effect of the Great Patriotic War and the Cold War 
which followed it was to reinforce many of the harshest economic 
and political features of Soviet life. The wreckage which the Nazis 
left in their wake necessitated a massive programme of reconstruc¬ 
tion. In the countryside whole areas had been left severely short of 
livestock and implements. Most able-bodied male peasants had 
been recruited into the army and many never returned to the land. 
The devastation was compounded when in 1946-47 European Rus¬ 
sia was hit by the worst drought of the century. Urban conditions, 
too, were abysmal. Some 25 million people had been left homeless 
and the basic amenities of many cities had been destroyed. Food and 
manufactures were in desperately short supply. To restore the in¬ 
dustrial base of the western provinces - the flooded mines, the 
bombed factories, the shattered railway network - massive re¬ 
sources were required. Training and education programmes had 
suffered severely during the war; battle casualties among men of 
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prime military age had left a dire shortage of skilled labour; military 
service and evacuation had uprooted millions. Given the scale of the 
economic catastrophe, the reparations and favourable trading 
agreements exacted from the 'People's Democracies' could provide 
no more than limited assistance. Much of the effort of the 1930s 
would have to be undertaken again. 

The Cold War only made matters worse. On the one hand, it 
ensured that, as in the 1930s, the strain of a huge investment 
programme would not be eased by foreign credit. On the other, it 
committed the Soviet Union to massive defence expenditure at a 
time when the civilian economy was in acute need. With national 
income in 1945 standing below that of 1940, the country was com¬ 
peting with the combined might of much of the Western world. To 
counter the American atomic monopoly and consolidate control 
over eastern Europe, the Soviet Army was maintained at a level 
above 4 million men, the modest wartime navy was expanded with 
special emphasis on developing a submarine fleet, and major re¬ 
sources were devoted to building a Soviet atomic bomb (1949) and a 
hydrogen bomb (1953). It is difficult to establish just how large the 
military budget was. Official figures may well underrate it, though 
even they indicate that the percentage of the budget spent on 
defence in the late 1940s dipped only slightly below 20 per cent and 
in 1952 was almost 24 per cent: it absorbed a much higher proportion 
of national income than equivalent expenditure in the West. By the 
late 1940s the first tentative steps were being taken towards placing 
part of the defence burden upon the eastern European satellites, but 
this brought the Soviet Union minimal relief until after Stalin's 
death. 

The momentous international events of the 1940s ensured that 
there would be no departure from the extreme centralization of the 
pre-war period. Indeed, in some respects the war had actually 
increased the centralization of power. At the summit all power had 
been formally vested in a small Council for State Defence whose 
original members were Beria, Molotov, K. E. Voroshilov, G. M. 
Malenkov - and Stalin. At the base, the penalties for indiscipline 
within both the army and the work-force became ever more harsh. 
In both industry and agriculture, increased use was made of extraor¬ 
dinary plenipotentiaries to break bottlenecks and ensure the flow of 
food and arms to the front. Where the war effort was concerned, the 
methods of the 'command economy' reached their peak. 

After 1945, matters became more complicated. The peacetime 
economy, geared to a complex range of objectives rather than the 
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narrow goal of serving the armed forces, proved much more difficult 
for the centre to supervise directly. The expanding and increasingly 
confident bureaucratic and managerial hierarchies tended to gain a 
measure of autonomy. But the instruments of coercion - the secret 
police, the labour camps, the censorship - remained firmly in place. 
The Party's political monopoly and control over the trade unions 
and both urban and rural soviets was still absolute. And within the 
Party, democratic processes remained an empty charade. 

Although the Politburo and the Council of Ministers (as the 
commissars were renamed in 1946), together with the Central Com¬ 
mittee, regained formal supremacy after the war, Stalin retained a 
virtually free hand in decision-making - when he cared to exercise it. 
Between 1944 and 1948 he appears to have been unwell, and made 
extremely few public appearances and statements. But his personal 
domination of the leadership was unchallenged; he could make or 
break his lieutenants; and in the aftermath of the war, the personal¬ 
ity cult reached its most absurd expression. As soon as victory had 
been won, leading military figures, headed by Zhukov, were with¬ 
drawn from the public eye and every laurel heaped upon Stalin 
himself. The victory was his victory and his genius was recognized 
as the guiding light in every sphere of human knowledge and 
activity. Flattery of Stalin was the safest course. On every occasion, 
in every connection his praises were sung. Deification reached the 
point where a committee was established to ensure that he reached 
the age of 100. His writings took clear precedence over the classic 
texts of Marxism-Leninism, and official policy moved further and 
further from the spirit of Marx or indeed Lenin. 

It is neither easy nor edifying to penetrate the mind of the 
'Generalissimo' in his last years. Any description of his character 
reads like an endless catalogue of the most obnoxious vices - insuf¬ 
ferable pride, savage indifference to human suffering, suspicious¬ 
ness bordering on paranoia, monumental hypocrisy. His defective 
personality was not in itself responsible for the generally repressive 
conditions of post-war Russia. But the whole atmosphere was dar¬ 
kened by his style, his sadistic treatment even of venerable hench¬ 
men like Molotov (who saw his own wife arrested), his readiness to 
use murder to remove political obstacles, his utter contempt for 
peasants. Many of the most bizarre, even pathological, aspects of 
official policy bore his stamp. 

When reconstruction got under way, the regime reverted to a 
pattern that in most respects duplicated that of the 1930s. Both the 
Fourth (1946-50) and the Fifth (1951-55) Five-Year Plans did set 
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10.4 The Stalin cult reached bizarre extremes during his last years. This 
photograph shows a slide portrait being projected onto a cloud over Red 
Square during celebrations to mark Stalin's 70th birthday, 21 st December 
1949. 

ambitious goals for increased production of consumer goods, but in 
practice overwhelming priority was given to heavy industry. As 
before the war light industry and agriculture were starved of re¬ 
sources. The State continued to procure grain at abysmally low 
prices, and the remuneration for work on collective farms remained 
derisory. The illegal wartime expansion of private plots was halted 
and reversed. Moreover, firm steps were taken to cut peasant de¬ 
mand for consumer goods. During the war the peasantry had 
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accumulated very considerable savings from sales of the produce 
from their private plots. In 1947 a carefully designed currency re¬ 
form virtually wiped out these savings. Minimal efforts were made 
to improve retail outlets in the countryside, village amenities re¬ 
mained rudimentary, and rural living conditions were barely above 
subsistence. 

Such efforts as were made to raise agricultural productivity 
were quintessentially Stalinist. The 'Stalin Plan to Transform Na¬ 
ture' - including a massive tree-planting programme, the diversion 
of several major rivers, and the construction of five huge hydroelec¬ 
tric power-stations - would counteract both erosion and drought. 
Eventually the power-stations did contribute to the country's elec¬ 
trification, but the grandiose vision of raising vast new stretches of 
forest, and of bringing millions of acres under irrigation came to 
nothing, and the peasants bore the brunt of the whole undertaking. 
Somewhat less far removed from reality, though of very doubtful 
value, were the reforms sponsored by N. S. Khrushchev (1894- 
1971), the ebullient Politburo member who had made his name as 
Secretary of the Ukrainian Party. In the hope of enhancing econo¬ 
mies of scale, specialization, and mechanization, many of the smal¬ 
ler collective farms were merged, the total number falling from 
250,000 to under 100,000 in three years and continuing to decline 
thereafter. At the same time, the standard farm labour squad was 
sharply increased in the belief that smaller groups ('links'), often 
made up of extended peasant families, perpetuated pre¬ 
collectivization attitudes. Khrushchev also entertained visions of 
concentrating peasant households in modern 'agrotowns', thereby 
narrowing the differences between peasants and workers. But in the 
post-war years there was no chance that the necessary investment 
would be forthcoming. 

Although workers received clear priority over peasants, and 
opportunities for acquiring technical skills expanded enormously 
after the war, their conditions too were grim. Rationing was only 
abolished at the end of 1947; shortages of food, clothes, and con¬ 
sumer goods remained acute; and it was not until 1950 that real 
wages recovered to pre-war levels. As in the 1930s, workers' repre¬ 
sentatives were much more concerned with improved discipline 
and efficiency than with the conditions of labour, and the authority 
and status of managers were firmly upheld. Moreover, the harsh 
eve-of-war labour decrees were not revoked, although with millions 
of soldiers being demobilized and evacuees flooding back to the 
western provinces, and with housing conditions atrocious, laws 
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against moving from one job to another proved increasingly difficult 
to enforce. 

The renewed industrialization drive saw further differentiation 
in status and life-style between the upper strata of white-collar 
workers and the mass of workers and peasants. This was broadly 
reflected in the Party's admissions policy. A significant proportion 
of the workers, peasants, and rank-and-file soldiers admitted to the 
Party during the war lost their membership and the predominance 
of white-collar members was firmly re-established. By the end of 
Stalin's rule it is estimated that over 75 per cent of Party members 
occupied white-collar positions. Of course many white-collar posi¬ 
tions conferred neither higher status nor better wages than did 
skilled manual labour. But the relatively privileged way of life of 
officials in the upper echelons of every hierarchy - in the bureaucra¬ 
cies of Party, State and economy, as well as the army and police - 
became increasingly pronounced. Their special access to food, 
goods, and housing was an invaluable privilege in conditions of 
shortage and overcrowding. Generally speaking their security, too, 
began to improve. The incidence of drastic intervention from the 
centre against local managers and state officials declined. Both the 
police and the Party showed signs of becoming less effective means 
through which Moscow could exercise direct control. The upper 
echelons of each hierarchy responsible for one particular area or 
sector of the economy were being drawn together, both by personal 
links and by their common interest in parading the successful 'plan 
fulfilment' of their bailiwick. This led to significant deviations from 
the general plan laid down in Moscow, as the more powerful re¬ 
gions and ministries asserted their own interests. New constraints 
on the power of the centre were beginning to emerge although this 
tendency would become much more pronounced after Stalin's 
death. 

So far as political conformity was concerned, however, there 
was no more room for dissent at the top of the social ladder than at 
the bottom. It was clear to the leadership that amidst the general 
hardship of the post-war years, with every Union Republic, every 
region, every city, every minority nationality, and every social 
group crying out for additional resources, individual grumbling and 
frustration could all too easily find political expression. The danger 
seemed greatest where the war had done most to undermine the 
authority of the Party. 

First, there were the areas originally annexed between 1939 and 
1941 - eastern Poland, the Baltic states, Bessarabia, and northern 
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Bukovina. The relative indifference or even support with which the 
German invasion was met here (especially in Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania) fully exposed just how shallow were the roots put down 
by Soviet power. When these territories were reabsorbed at the end 
of the war, therefore, a series of drastic measures was taken to 
entrench Soviet power and to bring the new citizens into line with 
the rest of the country. Anti-Soviet political organizations were 
destroyed, industry was renationalized, and large estates were dis¬ 
tributed to the peasantry. The year 1948 saw the beginning of forced 
collectivization accompanied by the mass deportation of kulaks to 
labour camps together with brutal police measures in both the 
countryside and the cities strongly reminiscent of the 1930s. 

Second, there were the long-established western areas of the 
Soviet Union which had been cut off from Moscow. In the Ukraine, 
Nazi occupation had stimulated local nationalism, weakened the 
collective farm system, and left a number of scattered partisan 
groups who resisted the reimposition of Moscow's authority. As 
Soviet power was re-established the gravest suspicion fell upon any 
hint of 'bourgeois nationalism' whether among local Party officials 
or intellectuals, and here the turnover among Party secretaries was 
much higher than elsewhere. In some areas entire nationalities were 
convicted of collaboration with the Germans. In 1941 Stalin had 
already ordered the mass deportation of the Volga-Germans on the 
assumption that, left in a vulnerable area, they would throw in their 
lot with Hitler. During the war local Russian Party leaders de¬ 
nounced the Crimean Tatars and several Muslim tribes of the 
Caucasus for conniving with German occupation forces. In fact, 
although the Germans had sought with the help of emigre leaders to 
rouse them against the Soviet Union, few had betrayed their coun¬ 
try and many had served honourably in the Red Army. Yet the 
moment the Germans had been driven out, no less than 1 million 
were uprooted en masse and sent penniless to Central Asia, the 
Urals, and Siberia. Even Party officials belonging to the 'punished 
peoples' were despatched - though they did escape the murderous 
conditions in which the rank and file were forced to travel. The 
authorities may have suspected that their Muslim faith made these 
national groups susceptible to influence from Turkey. But the 
majority of the deportees were women and children and their poli¬ 
tical weight minimal. Within a decade Khrushchev was to admit that 
such brutal and indiscriminate punishment of whole nations defied 
not only the principles of Marxism-Leninism but common sense. 

The same might be said of the treatment meted out to POWs 
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returning from German captivity. They suffered from the author¬ 
ities7 assumption that foreign contact, however involuntary, im¬ 
plied unreliability, guilt, and possibly treason. The secret police 
went through the motions of 'screening' them to identify which of 
them had betrayed the Soviet Union, but in fact the vast majority 
were automatically arrested. The labour camps were not only re¬ 
tained but, despite an appallingly high death-rate among inmates, 
were fully replenished. 

The concern to re-establish Party authority triggered a fierce 
drive to reinforce rigid political discipline throughout the country. 
From as early as 1944 vigorous steps were taken to raise political 
consciousness within the Party and the criterion for membership 
was stiffened. Particular care was taken to pre-empt any political 
aspirations among army leaders and the commissar system was 
refurbished to ensure Party control over the army. During 1945 
pressure for strict ideological orthodoxy and loyalty to the Party line 
mounted steadily. In the post-war years this campaign, which was 
at first particularly identified with Zhdanov, whose responsibilities 
included the fields of culture and ideology, became increasingly 
vicious and engulfed ever wider dimensions of Soviet cultural life. 

The particular form that the Zhdanovshchina took was con¬ 
ditioned by the legacy of the war and the impact of the emergent 
Cold War. Popular patriotic fervour and anti-Germanism mingled 
with official suspicion of the corrupting influence of the individual¬ 
ism and relative affluence of the West. As post-war tension 
mounted, the West was damned as both bourgeois and hostile, both 
degenerate and anti-Russian. Xenophobia, more or less cynically 
exploited by the Party leadership, reached pathological extremes. 
There was a furious drive against any taint of Western influence. 
Cultural exchanges of every kind - even soccer matches - were 
broken off. It became illegal to marry a foreigner. Intellectuals who 
implicitly or explicitly showed respect for things Western were 
mercilessly denounced for 'cosmopolitanism'. In an orgy of 
nationalist self-congratulation, absurd claims were made for the 
cultural achievements of Russians - including responsibility for 
many of the world's greatest scientific discoveries. The Short Course 
was republished and historical research restricted to themes and 
conclusions that celebrated Soviet - and especially Great Russian - 
achievements. Censorship over literature, art, cinema, theatre and 
music was sharply tightened up from 1946. Many prominent intel¬ 
lectuals were publicly subjected to crude denunciation. The spark¬ 
ling satirist M. M. Zoshchenko was an early victim, and the list of 
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victims, including Eisenstein, Shostakovich, and Prokofiev, reads 
like a roll-call of Russia's most gifted creative artists. The tone of 
official attacks was epitomized by Zhdanov's venomous attack upon 
the lyric poetry of Akhmatova, whose popularity had been all too 
clearly demonstrated during the war: 'It would be hard to say if she 
is a nun or a whore; better perhaps to say that she is a little of both, 
her lusts and her prayers intertwine.' 

The structure and form of 'socialist realism' were rigidly upheld. 
Tributes to Stalin and the Party, together with an idealized version 
of Soviet life, were mandatory. For novelists more or less in sym¬ 
pathy with the regime, this was not intolerably restrictive. They 
were able to express some of the subtle shifts in the tone of public life 
that had taken place since the 1930s. They showed a new concern 
with the quality of private life, with material comfort, with the 
trappings of gentility - and their heroes tended to be relatively 
refined managers and specialists rather than workers. Their work 
was as openly didactic as in the heroic days of the first Five-Year 
Plans, urging dedication and self-discipline, but it also addressed 
the private concerns of a more settled, more 'bourgeois' white-collar 
elite. For more independent spirits, Stalin's last years were utterly 
oppressive. A Pasternak might command too much popularity and 
moral authority to be cowed. A rare public rendition he gave in 1948, 
in which he demonstratively distanced himself from officialdom, 
was given a rapturous reception. And it was under the shadow of 
the Zhdanovshchina that he began work on Doctor Zhivago. But many 
victims of the post-war witch-hunt were driven to despair by the 
atmosphere of suspicion and fear of denunciation. For them it was, 
in the words of Pasternak's cousin Olga Freidenburg, professor of 
classical philology in Feningrad, 'an epoch that tramples poetry in 
the dust and spits on the human spirit'.1 

The sciences suffered from an equally outrageous exercise of 
arbitrary political power. The narrow restrictions on gathering social 
and economic statistics as well as the dogmatic authority accorded 
every word uttered by Stalin, stultified the social sciences. And his 
authority was freely used to destroy scholarly analysis in a whole 
range of fields, from physiology to linguistics. Most notorious was 
the absolute authority conferred upon the biological theories of T. 
D. Lysenko. For almost two decades the Soviet study of genetics 
was based upon an amalgam of dubious hypothesis and sheer 
fantasy. Although the Party line in any given field was almost 
always couched in Marxist phraseology, the study of Marxist theory 
itself became petrified. When the notion that such an entity as 
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international science existed could be damned as unmarxist, no 

more than the shell of Marxist theory survived. Marxism was what 

Stalin and the leadership said it was. 
The various currents that fed the Zhdanovshchina - xenophobia, 

national insecurity. Party demagogy, and the evil genius of Stalin 

himself - converged on the oldest of prejudices: anti-Semitism. A 

major stimulant was the emergence of the State of Israel in 1948. 

Initially, the Soviet government had supported its foundation, but 

the enthusiasm with which the Jewish triumph was met by Soviet 

Jews alarmed the regime. As the bonds between the USA and Israel 

strengthened, the official Soviet attitude became increasingly hos¬ 

tile. The quintessential Zhdanovite smear, 'rootless cosmopolitan', 

became a virtual synonym for Jew, and Jewish organizations, jour¬ 

nals, and intellectuals became uniquely vulnerable to attack. 

The price that intellectuals paid for public denunciation after the 

war was more likely to be dismissal, disgrace, and expulsion from 

their union than banishment, imprisonment, or death. But the 

ultimate penalty was paid by some, and life at the highest political 

levels, close to Stalin himself, remained decidedly dangerous. The 

cost of failure in the factional struggles which raged in the leader's 

shadow was as likely to be death as peaceful obscurity. 

Western observers at the time and Western scholars ever since 

have had grave difficulty in identifying individual members of Sta¬ 

lin's post-war Politburo with consistent policy attitudes. There cer¬ 

tainly were divisions over a range of issues - foreign policy, regional 

policy, agriculture. But the factions that emerged tended to be 

bound together less by common issues of principle than by personal 

loyalty based on patronage and a measure of personal sympathy. 

The most spectacular post-war rivalry was fought out between 

Stalin's two chief lieutenants in the Secretariat, Zhdanov and 

Malenkov. Behind each was arrayed a network of officials who 

owed their advancement to one or other of the two protagonists. 

Other members of the Politburo were able to remain neutral, 

although Beria, who continued to head the secret police, appears to 

have allied with Malenkov. Stalin's attitude was entirely characteris¬ 

tic. He tolerated the struggle, intervening only to ensure that neither 

side built up too powerful a position. In 1946 and 1947 Zhdanov's 

faction gained the advantage, but even before Zhdanov's fatal ill¬ 

ness in the summer of 1948, Stalin had moved to check his power. 

The close ties which Zhdanov and his associates in Leningrad had 

established with the Yugoslav Party appear to have incensed Stalin 

and proved a major liability following the break with Tito. Malen- 
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kov, with the assistance of Beria, moved against Zhdanov's faction. 

During 1949 leading Party figures in Leningrad and elsewhere, 

including N. A. Voznesensky, the former head of Gosplan and a 

member of the Politburo, were arrested and disappeared. 

The 'Leningrad affair', however, did not signal Malenkov's firm 

grip on the succession. According to Khrushchev, it was precisely to 

counterbalance Malenkov that in 1949 Stalin promoted him to the 

Secretariat. And in his last year Stalin appears to have laid the 

groundwork for a purge which Malenkov, Beria, Molotov, and even 

Khrushchev feared might engulf them. The Seventeenth Party Con¬ 

gress, held in October 1952, saw the Politburo replaced by a much 

larger Presidium, and Stalin's old lieutenants were swamped by 

new men. In January 1953 Pravda announced the discovery of a plot 

among a group of (mostly Jewish) doctors in the Kremlin to assassin¬ 

ate leading Party figures. Calls for vigilance against the enemy 

within were ominously reminiscent of the 1930s. But whatever 

Stalin had in mind, it never came to fruition. The ageing tyrant 

suffered a stroke on 1 March and died four days later. 
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Stabilization under Khrushchev 
and Brezhnev 

Much of Stalin's legacy has stood the test of time. Since his death the 

country's borders have not altered. Her superpower status has been 

upheld and her estrangement from the West has remained 

profound. Political and economic power have remained fused in the 

hands of the State. The Party, backed by the KGB, has continued to 

exercise control over all forms of public organization and mass 

communication, and Marxism-Leninism has remained firmly 

entrenched as the prescribed ideology. 

Yet within this framework there took place during the post- 

Stalin generation a qualitative change in almost every facet of Soviet 

life. As soon as Stalin was safely interred alongside Lenin in the 

mausoleum on Red Square, his heirs moved to curtail political 

violence and arbitrary arrest. The 'Doctors' Plot' was promptly 

denounced as a fabrication, and during the succession struggle 

which followed the only contestant to meet a bloody end was Beria. 

The chief motive behind his arrest in June 1953 and subsequent 

execution appears to have been the alarm of his Politburo colleagues 

at his control over the secret police. But thereafter, political disgrace 

no longer spelled death. Malenkov, who at first seemed the likely 

heir to Stalin's leadership, was forced to resign as Prime Minister in 

1955, but remained in the Politburo until 1957. Even then, when the 

emergent new leader Khrushchev successfully rallied the Central 

Committee against a hostile majority on the Politburo, the defeated 

'old guard' paid a relatively light, if galling, penalty. Molotov, 

Stalin's immensely experienced Foreign Minister, for example, was 

relegated to the embassy in Mongolia. And when in 1964 

Khrushchev in turn alienated his colleagues in the leadership, the 

great showman was forced into retirement and his name became 
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taboo. Subsequent Party leaders-L. I. Brezhnev (1906-82), General 

Secretary from 1964 to 1982, I. V. Andropov (1914-84), General 

Secretary from 1982 to 1984, and K. U. Chernenko (1911-1985), 

whose term of office ran from 1984 to 1985 - died in office, and the 

few Politburo members who fell from grace faced honourable 

retirement. The days of physical elimination had passed. 

Changes in the rules of political struggle at the top were 

matched by a general reduction in the use of coercion following 

Stalin's death. There was an immediate if limited amnesty, a public 

call for a return to 'socialist legality', and in private the new 

leadership began to articulate criticism of the way Stalin had 

exploited his independent control of the KGB. The secret police 

were firmly resubordinated to Party control, while uprisings in 

several labour camps during 1953 and 1954 brought the future of the 

whole camp system into question. The most dramatic break from 

the past came at the famous closed session of the Twentieth Party 

Congress in 1956. Despite the forebodings of some of his colleagues, 

Khrushchev took it upon himself to spell out to stunned Party 

delegates a selective catalogue of Stalin's crimes. He cast no doubt, 

of course, on the legitimacy of the Party's claim to rule. The 

emphasis was firmly on the mass terror launched against loyal 

members of the Party, many of whom Khrushchev mentioned by 

name, and upon Stalin's irresponsible and often disastrous 

interference in otherwise thoroughly sound economic and military 

planning. And he was at pains to distance Stalin's personality 

cult and all the crimes to which it gave rise from the achievements 

of the revolution, of collectivization, and the industrialization 

drive. He specifically stressed Lenin's distrust of Stalin. But the 

Terror, the mass arrests, the uprooting of whole nationalities 

- all were explicitly denounced. Although the speech was never 

published in Russia, edited versions were circulated at Party meet¬ 

ings all over the country and before long its message was widely 

known. 

Party conservatives feared that so fundamental a blow to the 

perceptions to which a whole generation had become accustomed 

would destabilize the system. Their fears were heightened when 

within months of Khrushchev's speech disturbances in Poland and 

a full-scale revolt in Hungary broke out against regimes intimately 

identified with the discredited leader. For a time open criticism of 

Stalin was checked. But in 1961 Khrushchev again took the lead and 

this time publicly and openly aired the crimes associated with the 

personality cult. The Central Committee resolved that the remains 
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of J. V. Stalin were not worthy of a place alongside Lenin in the great 

mausoleum and they were removed. 

The exposure of Stalin was accompanied by a variety of steps to 

undo the most oppressive features of his regime. Already the secret 

police had forfeited control over the economic empire of the labour 

camps which had underpinned their independence, and following 

Khrushchev's secret speech in 1956 the camps were almost all 

dismantled and several million prisoners returned to civilian life. 

For countless families the sense of relief and even gratitude was 

immense, and there was a general and palpable relaxation of tension 

in the atmosphere. A major symbol of the reduction in coercion was 

the repeal in 1956 of the draconian pre-war legislation imposing 

criminal penalties for absenteeism and 'unauthorised departure 

from enterprises and institutions'. Freedom of employment was 

restored. At the same time officials in the Party and state 

hierarchies, as well as industrial and collective farm managers, were 

relieved from the threat of arrest for economic failure. Punishments 

for corruption and crime remained heavy and in some cases were 

increased, and dissent from the basic tenets of the Soviet system was 

punished in a variety of ways - from internal exile to incarceration in 

a psychiatric hospital and deportation. Ordinary citizens remained 

conscious that the KGB was alert and its methods of surveillance 

increasingly sophisticated. But police intervention took on less and 

less arbitrary and unpredictable forms. As time passed, the 

politically conformist gradually gained a sense of security under the 

law. 

The most perilous moment for a bad regime, in Tocqueville's 

famous words, is when it seeks to mend its ways. Both Khrushchev 

and his more cautious colleagues were conscious of the risk that 

'destalinization' and the return to 'socialist legality' involved. 

Unlike Stalin, they would be unable to ignore mass deprivation. 

Expectations of tangible improvements in Soviet life would gather 

pace. With the machinery of terror curbed, discontent might find 

dangerous expression - be it through an unstable and demoralized 

labour force, an upsurge in nationalist unrest among the minorities, 

or even disenchantment among the more privileged groups. 

Trepidation ensured a general consensus, running from Malenkov 

and Khrushchev, through Brezhnev and Andropov to Chernenko, 

that the reduction of coercion must be complemented by measures 

to consolidate and broaden support for the system. 

Their success was remarkable. Although the 1970s would 

witness significant signs of social tension, the post-Stalin generation 
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11.1 Harvesting in Kazakhstan, 1967. Massive investment in the 
mechanization of Soviet agriculture contributed to a period of sustained 
increase in output in the post-Stalin decades. 
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saw Russia become more stable than at any time since the days of 

Alexander I. The recipe for this stability was based upon two key 

ingredients. The first was a marked and general improvement in the 

standard of living. The second was the paradoxical combination of 

military might and chronic national insecurity which was Stalin's 

legacy. Both were exploited to the full to rally mass support behind 

the Soviet system. Despite the slackening of censorship and cultural 

control which accompanied 'destalinization', the Party did all it 
could to ensure that from cradle to grave every citizen was con¬ 

vinced that both material progress and peace depended upon 

'Soviet socialism'. 

What made possible the dual commitment to increased 

consumption and superpower status was the extremely rapid 

economic development achieved in the period to the mid 1970s. The 

growth in agricultural production, though suffering frequent 

setbacks because of harvest failure and almost invariably falling 

short of planned levels, left the stagnation of Stalinist days far 

behind. Stalin's successors reversed the relationship of the 

agricultural sector to the rest of the economy. From being a major 

source of investment funds for industry, it became a major recipient. 

The most dramatic boost was given by the 'virgin lands' scheme 

launched by Khrushchev in the mid 1950s. Massive tracts of unused 

land in Kazakhstan, Siberia, and the Urals were ploughed up and 

brought under cultivation. Some of Khrushchev's other panaceas, 

such as his irrational enthusiasm for maize, proved costly and the 

disastrous harvest of 1963 helped bring him down. But he presided 

over a rapid increase in investment in mechanization, irrigation, 

and fertilizers. Procurement prices paid by the State for grain were 

sharply raised to improve incentives, there was a major increase in 

the wages of workers on state farms, and Khrushchev took the first 

steps towards providing a comparable fixed wage for collective 

farmers. Each of these policies was taken further under Brezhnev. 

By the early 1970s rural wages were fast approaching those of 

unskilled urban workers, procurement prices continued to rise 

despite the massive subsidies required to keep retail prices stable, 

and the share of total capital investment devoted to productive 

investment in agriculture exceeded 20 per cent. Between 1950 

and 1975 gross agricultural output more than doubled, and accord¬ 

ing to UN estimates achieved a faster rate of growth both in 

volume and per capita than that of any other major region of the 
world. 

The growth in industrial production was even more striking. 
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Until well into the 1950s much of this growth arose from post-war 

reconstruction and the major projects launched under Stalin. Until 

the 1970s, the urban work-force expanded at a rate of over 1.5 per 

cent per year, as the size of the population recovered from the war 

and renewed its upward trend, and as migration from the country¬ 

side continued apace. Major new industrial developments were 

undertaken in Siberia. And heavy investment in new plant and 

machinery together with an impressive training programme helped 

ensure a sustained rise in labour productivity into the 1970s. The 

overall growth of the economy was remarkable. From the beginning 

of the Fifth to the end of the Ninth Five-Year Plan period (1951-75) 

national income expanded at an average annual rate of almost 8 per 

cent. Between 1950 and 1975 gross national product more than 

quadrupled, rising from some 33 to 61 per cent of that of the USA. 

With the population increasing some 40 per cent - from 178 million 

in 1950 to 253.3 million in 1975 - the rise in per capita output 

exceeded 5 per cent a year. Consumption of course did not rise 

nearly as fast. The output of defence and heavy industry continued 

to grow more rapidly than that of consumer goods. Even when in 

the Ninth Plan (1971-75), for the first time, a higher rate of growth 

was set for consumer goods than producer goods, the goal was not 

fulfilled. Yet this did not prevent a rise in living standards without 

parallel in any previous period of Russian history. 

From the start Stalin's successors made quite explicit their belief 

that an improvement in mass welfare was essential. There was a 

new note of urgency in the Central Committee's commitment, con¬ 

tained in the announcement of Stalin's death, to the 'maximum 

satisfaction of the constantly growing material and cultural needs of 

the entire society'.1 Malenkov's 'new course' was designed to 

associate his bid for the leadership with a general wage increase and 

an undertaking to shift resources from defence and heavy industry 

towards the production of consumer goods. Khrushchev success¬ 

fully rallied state and Party officials in the heavy industry and 

defence sectors against the 'extremism' of Malenkov's proposals, 

but at the same time he championed the consumer sector par 
excellence: agriculture. And once he had successfully secured 

the leadership, he identified the Party's claim to legitimacy ever 

more closely with the improvement in the quality of life. Fie posi¬ 

tively invited comparison between American and Soviet material 

achievements, and in 1961 a revised programme of breathtaking 

optimism was adopted by the Party. Abundance in basic consumer 

necessities was to be achieved within two decades. By 1980 the 



11.2 The Troparevo residential estate, Moscow. In the period from the 
1950s to the 1970s Moscow and other Soviet cities saw the proliferation of 
large-scale, uniform apartment blocks in the expanding suburbs. 

material base would be achieved for transition from socialism to the 

ultimate Utopia of communism. 

Khrushchev's successors eschewed such gratuitous hostages to 

fortune. They regarded the flamboyant gesture as typical of all that 

was worst in Khrushchev and relegated the ultimate goal to an 

uncertain date in the future. But their major criticism of him was 

precisely that his various economic panaceas - drastic restructuring 

first of the state bureaucracy and then of the Party, a crash pro¬ 

gramme of investment in the chemical industry - created disruption 

without accelerating growth. Though their approach would be more 

cautious, more incremental, throughout their tenure of power 

Brezhnev and his colleagues made quite clear their concern to 

guarantee a steady improvement in the standard of living. 
There was of course no question of fulfilling Khrushchev's im¬ 

aginative goals, but sustained improvement was apparent in every 

aspect of both urban and rural life. The social services made drama¬ 

tic advances. In 1956 there was a major expansion of the pension 

scheme for the aged, disabled, and sick. In 1964 comprehensive 

coverage was extended to collective farmers, who hitherto had been 

covered only by their own inadequate mutual aid funds. By stages 

the minimum and average level of pensions was raised, additional 
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benefits such as those for maternity were increased, and the retire¬ 
ment age was gradually reduced. The education system, which had 
suffered grievously during the war, was being rapidly expanded 
even before Stalin's death. At every level the number of places grew 
enormously: in kindergarten and nurseries from under 2 million 
before the war to almost 12 million in 1976; in higher education from 
0.8 million to 5 million; adults taking courses designed to upgrade 
skills rose from 9.5 million to over 33 million. At secondary level the 
school-leaving age was raised in 1958 from 14 to 15. The expansion 
of the free health service was equally spectacular. By the late 1970s 
the number of doctors and hospital beds available per head of the 
population exceeded the comparable figure in Britain and the USA. 
The improvement in urban housing was less dramatic, and over¬ 
crowding remained severe, but average per capita space more than 
doubled between the early 1950s and the late 1970s. The cities saw 
continuous improvement in the provision of public leisure facilities 
- holiday resorts, parks, restaurants, theatres, cinemas, museums, 
libraries. Conditions in the countryside remained much more primi¬ 
tive, but the general provision of electric light and running water, at 
least in the form of a village pump, represented marked progress. 

In addition to the development of social services and amenities 
there was a great improvement in the supply of consumer goods. 
The provision of meat, fruit, and vegetables increased enormously, 
and average calorie consumption rose very sharply. There was a 
steady rise in the output of clothes and shoes, and the 1960s saw the 
mass production of consumer durables - washing machines, re¬ 
frigerators, vacuum cleaners. By the end of the 1970s even in rural 
areas the vast majority of households had a television set. Despite a 
consistent policy of improving public rather than private transport, 
during the 1970s even the number of private cars slowly began to 
climb. 

The quality of the services and goods made available under 
Khrushchev and Brezhnev is of course much more difficult to assess 
than their quantity. In few areas could they compare with those of 
western Europe. But in terms of the training of doctors and teachers, 
the variety of food and clothing, the elegance of furniture and 
fitments the progress was manifest. And on top of everything else, 
the working week was gradually shortened and the length of paid 
holidays extended. By any measurement, the standard of living had 
by the 1970s shown a remarkable improvement since the harsh 
conditions of Stalin's last years. 

In absolute terms every income bracket made substantial gains. 
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In 1956 Khrushchev sharply raised the minimum wage, and in the 
1960s the wages of collective farmers ceased to depend on the 
vagaries of the harvest, were standardized, and step by step 
brought up towards those of state farm workers. Wage rises for 
white-collar workers in the service industries, in clerical posts, and 
primary-level teaching, tended to be less generous and more fitful - 
reflecting in part the fact that the vast majority of these posts were 
occupied by women, whose wages as often as not were regarded as 
supplementary to those of the main breadwinner. But skilled work¬ 
ers saw a steep rise in their wages, and, for those higher up the social 
scale, besides a steadily growing salary there was a myriad of fringe 
benefits - ranging from privileged access to goods and services to 
chauffeur-driven cars and even domestic servants. Although ex¬ 
pectations rose at least as fast as living standards, every stratum had 
reason to appreciate the material achievements of the Soviet system. 

Rewards were, of course, by no means equally distributed. 
True, there were recurrent efforts to improve the position of the 
most disadvantaged - inspired by the need to attract labour into the 
least sought after occupations and regions as much as by any ideolo¬ 
gical commitment. The relative deprivation of the peasantry de¬ 
clined very sharply, in part because of the growing need to restrain 
the flight from rural areas. The stress on universal free services and 
various attempts at positive discrimination in education in favour of 
the children of workers and peasants were designed to benefit the 
worst off. Successive Five-Year Plans aimed, with some success, to 
reduce the disparity between developed and undeveloped regions. 
By the late 1970s, nevertheless, there was still a great gulf between 
the richest republics of the Baltic and the poorest of Central Asia, 
between the spartan life-style of remoter villages and the modern 
facilities of the great cities. The income gap between the richest 10 
per cent and the poorest 10 per cent did show a clear decline over the 
period, falling well below the equivalent gap in West Germany and 
the USA, but by the end of the 1970s it was still comparable to that in 
France or Britain. 

Yet in a sense this stratification of income levels served further 
to consolidate support for the Soviet system. For sustained econo¬ 
mic development provided very considerable scope for upward 
mobility within the social hierarchy. There could, of course, be no 
repetition of the overnight promotion of workers into management 
that had taken place in the early 1930s. But millions benefited from 
the opportunities for a gradual rise in social status. As urbanization 
continued - the urban population increased from 33 per cent of the 
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total in 1940 to over 50 per cent in 1960 and almost two-thirds by 1980 

- the collective farmer was likely to see at least some of his children 

rise into the ranks of the urban working class. As industrial produc¬ 

tion became increasingly sophisticated the demand for skilled work¬ 

ers outstripped that for unskilled workers, providing many oppor¬ 

tunities for workers to better themselves - and even more for their 

sons to do so. From the 1960s the regime deliberately increased the 

number of 'closed' enterprises engaged (in theory at least) in sensi¬ 

tive military production, and offering a variety of privileges to the 

labour-force, thereby creating particularly advantageous openings 

to hand-picked workers. Similarly coveted was the propiska granting 

the right of residence in one of the major cities - Moscow, Lenin¬ 

grad, the republican capitals, and other large urban centres - where 

the standard of living, the amenities, the cultural life, and the job 

prospects were distinctly superior. Expansion was fastest of all in 

white-collar posts requiring higher education, which ensured sub¬ 

stantial upward mobility for many within the white-collar stratum 

as well as for the successful children of those lower down the social 

scale. 
Scattered opinion surveys confirm the common-sense assump¬ 

tion that upward mobility - be it through entry to a major city, a 

'closed' enterprise, or a higher social bracket - tended to deepen the 

individual's commitment to the Soviet system. The regime, more¬ 

over, did everything to strengthen the association between career 

success and political conformism. The prime mechanism used was 

that of Party membership. In return for an explicit commitment to 

the values of the Party, the citizen greatly enhanced his prospects of 

promotion. At the highest levels this had long been the case. 

Through the nomenklatura system, the Central Committee and the 

regional committees of the Party took responsibility for ensuring 

that key posts in every hierarchy under their surveillance went to 

those whose loyalty was beyond doubt. But during the period the 

range of posts dominated by Party members constantly grew, while 

even for those who did not gain promotion, entry to the Party 

brought a number of informal benefits. Not surprisingly, an invita¬ 

tion by the local committee to join the Party was eagerly sought and 

readily accepted. Total Party membership soared - from 6.9 million 

at the time of Stalin's death to some 17 million by the 1980s. Party 

representation gradually rose in every stratum, even among collec¬ 

tive farmers where it had long been very low. By the late 1970s more 

than one-fifth of all men over the age of thirty were Party members. 

The proportion in the white-collar stratum with higher education 
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was even higher, reaching over 50 per cent. For the ambitious and 

the dynamic in every walk of life the route to conventional success 

lay through identification with the Soviet system. 

Nowhere was this more significant than in binding the intel¬ 

ligentsia - political, economic, scientific, cultural - of each minority 

nationality to Moscow. By the 1970s, of the 22 ethnic groups with a 

population of over 1 million, 15 had their own Union Republic, 

another 4 had 'autonomous republics' within the giant Russian 

Republic, leaving only the German and Polish population with no 

territorial base, and the Jews with a token 'autonomous region' (one 

of 8) situated in the Far East. The federal structure provided wide 

scope for the cultivation of national elites which owed their pri¬ 

vileges, prestige, and security to the system. 

The second major source of the system's domestic stability arose 

from the field of foreign policy. The regime was able to take full 

advantage of the psychological legacy of Hitler's invasion and the 

Great Patriotic War. It had the best of both worlds. On the one hand, 

it could take credit for every diplomatic success, for maintaining 

peace, and for every sign of Soviet strength and military security. 

On the other, it could play upon popular fear of war and foreign 

aggression whenever the international scene darkened. Diplomatic 

success and diplomatic reversals alike served to consolidate support 

behind the regime. And every major field of Soviet foreign involve¬ 

ment provided plenty of both. 

First, there was her tense relationship with the USA, the one 

power whose military potential exceeded her own. Shortly after 

Stalin's death, Russia established herself beyond question as one of 

the two members of the exclusive club of superpowers. In August 

1953 she exploded her first nuclear bomb. In 1957 she successfully 

launched Sputnik I into orbit and demonstrated her capacity, as the 

Soviet news agency Tass boasted, to target rockets on any region of 

the globe. The boast was somewhat premature, but in the late 1960s 

Soviet nuclear capacity began to match that of the USA and by the 
early 1970s she had achieved broad strategic parity. Beneath 

this nuclear umbrella, the Soviet Union built up formidable conven¬ 

tional forces. Despite no more than limited help from her eastern 

European partners in the Warsaw Pact (1955) she maintained con¬ 

ventional superiority in Europe; in the late 1960s and early 1970s 

11.3 Military parade in Red Square, 9 May 1985, to commemorate victory 
in the Great Patriotic War forty years before. Such parades are designed to 
bring home to Soviet citizens as well as foreign powers the might of the 
armed forces. 
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she rapidly expanded her forces in the Far East; and the develop¬ 
ment of the navy made her a first-class sea power. 

This military power had an ambiguous effect upon Soviet secur¬ 
ity. On the one hand, it made the spectre of capitalist aggression, 
which had haunted the country ever since 1917, appear less menac¬ 
ing. Before he died even Stalin had cast doubt on the inevitability of 
renewed war with the capitalist powers. After Stalin's death 
Malenkov explicitly argued that nuclear power had made the Soviet 
Union virtually invulnerable; in 1956 Khrushchev officially en¬ 
dorsed the concept of 'peaceful coexistence' and the view that nuc¬ 
lear war was too horrendous to contemplate. In Soviet eyes, her 
military build-up was giving even the 'warmongers' in Washington 
pause before attempting to 'roll back the tide of communism'. Even 
in the fiasco of Khrushchev's attempt in 1962 to install missiles in 
Cuba, the Soviet role was successfully portrayed at home as that of 
injured peacemaker. And later in the decade a great triumph was 
claimed for 'the peace-loving Soviet people' when, supposedly 
against their every instinct, the Americans were driven to the con¬ 
ference table. In 1969 the two superpowers entered into Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), and three years later they signed the 
fkst SALT Accord. 

At the same time, however, the arms race generated acute 
insecurity and fear of war. Taken together the NATO partners 
continued to outspend those of the Warsaw Pact. There seemed a 
constant danger that despite the Soviet commitment to peace - 
constantly celebrated through the media - war would break out. 
Even superpower negotiations to control the arms race were only 
mildly reassuring. The SALT Accord placed all too generous a 
ceiling on the nuclear capability of each side, and later in the 1970s 
efforts to agree upon further SALT terms broke down altogether. 
Shadow-boxing with lethal nuclear weapons was perfectly designed 
to rally popular support behind the regime. 

Eastern Europe provided a similar blend of demonstrable Soviet 
power and constant anxiety. Far from relinquishing the hegemony 
Stalin had established in the area, his heirs consistently regarded the 
security of the 'socialist commonwealth' as an extension of Soviet 
security itself. Through Comecon, the Council of Mutual Economic 
Assistance set up in 1949, they progressively strengthened the eco¬ 
nomic bonds linking the eastern satellites to Russia, and under the 
Warsaw Pact they perpetuated Soviet control of the armed forces of 
the six People's Democracies. They were able to take pride in their 
success in ensuring that the West refrained from interference in the 
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area. The 'counter-revolutionary' Hungarian appeal for outside aid 
against Russian domination in 1956 went unheeded, and there was 
no question of Western intervention in aid of the Czechoslovak 
challenge to Russian power in 1968, let alone the Polish upheaval of 
1980-81. Indeed, from the mid 1960s the West proved eager to 
improve political and commercial relations. Towards the end of the 
decade West Germany took the lead in furthering international 
detente. She normalized her relations with East Germany and recog¬ 
nized the Polish borders established in 1945. The seal was set on a 
series of treaties by the European Conference on Security and Coop¬ 
eration in Helsinki in 1975. For the Soviet Union, the major signifi¬ 
cance of the Conference's Final Act, which included sections on 
economic relations and human rights, was Western recognition of 
the post-war political and territorial settlement in Europe. The West 
had come to terms with Russian hegemony in the east. 

At the same time, however, recurrent bouts of unrest within 
eastern Europe could not fail to feed Soviet insecurity. In 1956 Soviet 
forces were sent into Hungary to crush the uprising. In 1968 it was 
the turn of the 'Prague Spring' to be suppressed by Warsaw Pact 
forces. It was with acute anxiety that Soviet leaders watched the 
flowering of the free trade union movement which shook Poland in 
the early 1980s. Even less dramatic signs of instability sent shivers of 
unease through Moscow. The buffer zone, after all, lay immediately 
before NATO's front line. Despite Khrushchev's dramatic efforts 
between 1958 and 1961 to dislodge them, the capitalist powers 
retained a galling - and tiresomely prosperous - enclave in West 
Berlin: and a divided Germany provided a constant source of unease 
about possible future German 'revanchism'. At home the regime 
could easily summon up spectres from the past to justify the most 
ruthless action in ensuring ultimate Soviet control. But the result 
was to undermine Moscow's claims to lead the oppressed peoples of 
the world, weaken the allegiance of Communist parties further 
afield, and virtually destroy the general sympathy from foreign 
radicals on which she had been able to count before the war. 

In the Third World, too, grounds for self-congratulation were 
balanced by new threats to Soviet security. Soviet influence reached 
further and further afield. Besides the military protection she could 
offer would-be clients, she began to channel limited funds into 
development aid and above all, during the 1970s she rapidly in¬ 
creased her arms exports. The Soviet point of view became a con¬ 
siderable factor in every corner of the globe. On the American 
doorstep, she forged the most intimate links with Cuba in the early 
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1960s, and admitted her to Comecon in 1972. On the Chinese door¬ 
step her chief satellites were Mongolia, admitted to Comecon in 
1962, and Vietnam, admitted to Comecon in 1978. In South Asia she 
developed close diplomatic and commercial links with India. In the 
Middle East, South Yemen moved firmly into the Soviet orbit, Syria 
and for a time Egypt looked to the Soviet Union to counterbalance 
American support for Israel, and in 1978 a Treaty of Friendship was 
signed with the new military regime in Afghanistan. In Africa her 
most dramatic, if indirect, intervention came in the 1970s with the 
introduction of Cuban troops into the affairs of a number of states, 
most notably Ethiopia and Angola. 

The roll-call of new Soviet clients fell well short of her aspira¬ 
tions. Moscow was as baffled as Washington by the readiness with 
which humble Third World governments would abruptly repudiate 
their giant patrons. Yet after Khrushchev's fall, direct Soviet in¬ 
volvement tended to be cautious and low-key. Rebuffs could be 
borne fairly easily. Moreover, such successes as the West enjoyed 
were portrayed as evidence of the expansionist and militarist nature 
of the 'imperialist' powers, while every reversal they suffered was 
portrayed as a victory for progress, democracy - and, by implica¬ 
tion, the Soviet Union. The list of those reversals was a long one - 
including the fiasco of Anglo-French intervention over Suez in 1956, 
the decolonization of Africa, and above all the abject humiliation of 
the USA in Vietnam. 

There was, however, one major source of unease in the Third 
World. From the late 1950s there emerged a new threat, less easy to 
fit into the Marxist-Leninist lexicon than that of the imperialist West, 
but scarcely less emotive: China. The Sino-Soviet dispute arose from 
a complex tangle of issues. The two countries shared the longest 
common border in the world and China deeply resented Soviet 
determination to retain disputed territory secured in the nineteenth 
century. Peasant China confronted a range of economic problems 
quite unlike those of industrialized Russia, and in trying to cope 
with them Mao developed a brand of Marxism-Leninism which 
conflicted with Moscow's orthodoxy. American hostility to China, 
her refusal to recognize the Communist regime, and her defence of 
Taiwan ensured that Peking took a very much more aggressive 
attitude towards the West than did Moscow. Every sign of modera¬ 
tion in Moscow, from a partial reconciliation with Yugoslavia, to the 
climb-down over Cuba, was criticized in Peking as 'capitulation- 
ism'. While Moscow feared Peking would recklessly draw her into a 
catastrophic war with the USA, the Chinese were furious at luke- 
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warm Russian support. By the end of the 1950s relations had de¬ 
teriorated enough for Moscow to interrupt her military and indust¬ 
rial aid. By 1960 the breach was public. An open struggle between 
the two countries began both for the support of other Communist 
parties, and for influence in the Third World. Relations reached 
their lowest point in the late 1960s when there were significant 
border clashes. For Moscow, the 'yellow peril' took on an even more 
ominous image when relations between the USA and China very 
rapidly began to thaw. Once the USA had withdrawn from Vietnam 
in the early 1970s the two governments reached an accommodation 
which could not fail to alarm Moscow. The spectre arose of an 
unholy alliance between the bristling arsenal of imperialism and the 
teeming millions of China. In the late 1970s an improvement in 
relations between China and Japan, where Soviet insistence on 
retaining four disputed islands annexed in 1945 still rankled, did 
nothing to soothe Moscow's sense of insecurity. 

The sense of international isolation was intensified by world 
reaction to the one instance of direct armed intervention outside 
Europe: Afghanistan 1979. Within a year of bringing the neighbour¬ 
ing country into her sphere of influence Moscow found her client 
regime tottering. Reluctant to leave the country to its own devices, 
Moscow despatched troops of her own. Already uneasy about 
Ayatollah Khomeni's revivalist regime in Iran, she may have feared 
the possible repercussions for her own Central Asian republics of 
chronic instability in another adjoining Muslim state. The result of 
the action, however, was uproar in the West, an American grain 
embargo, a virtual halt to SALT negotiations, a damaging boycott of 
the Moscow Olympic Games the following year, furious denun¬ 
ciation from Peking, and condemnation throughout most of the 
Middle East. Although the storm soon abated, it has proved (pre¬ 
dictably) difficult to pacify the country. 

It is a major handicap for the historian - and for the foreign 
statesman - that so little is known of how the foreign situation is 
perceived from the Kremlin. Official expressions of alarm may 
genuinely reflect the fears of a generation of leaders scarred by the 
Great Patriotic War. On the other hand, they may reflect conscious 
manipulation of public opinion. What is certain is that the combina¬ 
tion of a mighty military build-up and a chronic state of insecurity 
has had a powerful effect upon public attitudes. Until recently, 
access to interpretations of international affairs other than those of 
the Kremlin was extremely limited for Soviet citizens. In the 1970s, it 
is true, the reception of Western broadcasts became much more 
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common in the major cities. It was increasingly difficult for the 
authorities to remain silent about unwelcome international develop¬ 
ments. But, as public reaction to the shooting down of a South 
Korean airliner in 1983 demonstrated, there was an overwhelming 
predisposition to accept Moscow's version of events - and to ostra¬ 
cize those who did not. The authorities had no difficulty in smearing 
the small dissident movement that emerged in the 1960s and 1970s 
as unpatriotic, disloyal, and even treasonable. The sustained Jewish 
pressure to emigrate to Israel was viewed in the same light and 
constantly nourished age-old anti-Semitism. The association be¬ 
tween patriotism and the Soviet system became deeply instilled - 
and nowhere was it more effectively propagated than in the army. 
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through whose hands more than half the male population pass 
while doing military service between the ages of 18 and 20. 

Throughout the period the material incentives and patriotic 
pressure to conform politically were maximized by all the propagan¬ 
da resources at the command of the Party. With /destalinization,/ it 
is true, centralized control over the intellectual world did become 
considerably more subtle and less coarse. It was inevitable that there 
should be a cultural 'thaw' corresponding to the reduction of coer¬ 
cion in other spheres. But this thaw must be seen in context: there 
was no let-up in the authorities' determination to mould Soviet 
consciousness, to minimize access to information that ran counter to 
the official line, and to vet the ideas to which Soviet citizens were 
exposed. 

Once the leadership itself began to attack Stalin's method of rule 
and the absurdities of the personality cult, the ground rules for 
censorship were shaken. In literature, the change in the atmosphere 
became apparent almost immediately. The canon of 'socialist real¬ 
ism' was not abandoned, but the constraints it imposed on indi¬ 
vidual writers declined markedly from the mid 1950s. The Khrush¬ 
chev period saw an upsurge in both poetry and prose whose tone 
was light-years removed from the atmosphere of the Zhdanovshchi- 
na. The new scope for original, exhilarating, even mischievous work 
was exemplified by a young generation of poets including Andrei 
Voznesensky and Evgenii Yevtushenko. During the 1960s and 1970s 
avant-garde writers devoted increasing attention to private life and 
domestic drama devoid of any political message. Many of them 
markedly softened the characteristically didactic tone of Soviet liter¬ 
ature. The scope for social criticism, too, gradually widened. In the 
later 1960s and 1970s, the so-called 'village writers' explored the 
devastating impact of collectivization on rural life. More recently a 
number of writers, including Chingiz Aitmatov, the celebrated wri¬ 
ter from the Kirgiz Republic of central Asia, have freely challenged a 
major deity in the Party's pantheon by underlining the spiritual cost 
of unthinking commitment to technical progress. 

A similar pattern developed in other intellectual fields. The 
xenophobia of the late 1940s gave way to increasing interchange 
with foreign scholars. Party supervision became very much less 
restrictive. Under Khrushchev, Stalin's Short Course was denounced 
and there was a sudden blossoming of original research on a whole 
range of historical topics which had been taboo in Stalin's day. No 
work was complete without a genuflection in the direction of Lenin, 
but the contrast with the stultifying constraints of the Stalin period 
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was marked. Empirical research in the social sciences not only 
recommenced but was treated with growing respect by Party lead¬ 
ers and even such prime victims of Stalin's era as sociology revived. 
Academic economists were positively encouraged to contribute to 
policy formation, and with the acceleration of post-war technologi¬ 
cal change - the so-called 'scientific and technical revolution' - the 
authorities became increasingly anxious that Soviet scientists and 
engineers be unfettered by the kind of dogmatic constraints typified 
by Lysenko's pernicious influence. If access to specialized foreign 
sources and even travel to the West was necessary, so be it. Re¬ 
sources were poured into the development of scientific research. 
Step by step, as in literature, avant-garde scholars pushed back the 
boundaries of censorship. By the 1970s, the more specialist journals, 
with a restricted and essentially elite circulation, provided a forum 
for increasingly explicit discussion of sensitive socio-economic 
questions, and within closed Party conferences treatment of con¬ 
temporary problems appears to have become even more candid. 

Yet in every field ultimate Party control over the printed word 
and the public statement remained intact. Just as personal security 
for ordinary citizens was assured on condition that they accepted 
the basic premises of the system, so the intellectual was free within a 
defined range of inquiry. The precise contours of the permissible 
constantly changed, but the guiding principle did not: every form of 
mass communication must continue to deepen public commitment 
to the Soviet system, foster optimism, and parry unhealthy influ¬ 
ences from the bourgeois West. Permission to travel abroad de¬ 
pended upon evidence of unquestioning loyalty. Works in which 
the authorities detected criticism of the very bases of the Soviet 
system - which in the minds of Khrushchev's successors included 
frank analysis of Stalin's crimes - were systematically suppressed. 
The most spectacular clashes with the authorities were in the field of 
literature. Pasternak held out no hope that Doctor Zhivago would 
appear, and when its publication in the West (1958) won him the 
Nobel Prize, he would not accept it in person for fear of being 
punished by permanent exile. Alexander Solzhenitsyn's One Day in 
the Life of Ivan Denisovich, a devastating expose of life in the camps, 
did appear in 1962, with Khrushchev's personal sanction. But the 
Soviet Union's best-known writer was able to publish only a mere 
fragment of his subsequent works and rapidly fell foul of Khrush¬ 
chev's successors. The limited tolerance of the censorship was dis¬ 
played in the later 1960s and 1970s by a number of public trials in 
which several prominent authors were convicted of anti-Soviet 
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propaganda. Solzhenitsyn's deportation to the West in 1974 was 

only the most famous instance of a substantial emigration - volun¬ 

tary or otherwise - of talented writers, musicians, and artists as well 

as scholars working in a whole range of fields from history and 

sociology to the pure sciences. 

For every piece of literature contriving to cast doubt on the basic 

superiority of the Soviet system there were countless works cele¬ 

brating its achievements, lauding the heroes of the revolutionary 

movement, the exploits of the Bolsheviks during 1917 and the Civil 

War, the self-sacrifice of the period of the first Five Year Plans, and 

above all the heroism of the Great Patriotic War and the material and 

cultural progress of the post-war period. Radio, television, the 

cinema, the press, and the great bulk of printed material were 

geared to support the Party line. The cardinal virtues of Soviet 

socialism - loyalty to Party and country, hard work and commit¬ 

ment to the common good, adherence to atheism and materialism, 

faith in the future of socialism and rejection of bourgeois individual¬ 

ism - were constantly reiterated in every discipline and through 

every arm of the mass media. These values were inculcated from the 

most tender age. Enrolment in the childhood organizations of the 

Party - the Octobrists (age 7-9) and the Pioneers (age 10-14) - 

became almost universal while about 30 per cent of Soviet youth 

went on to enter the Komsomol (age 14-28). The education system 

did all it could to ensure that successive generations of pupils should 

appreciate their good fortune in belonging to Soviet society. That 

message permeated the entire school curriculum. With academic 

success the key to opportunity in later life, deference to authority in 

school remained deeply embedded in parents and pupils alike. By 

the early 1980s, when the pre-1917 generation had almost dis¬ 

appeared and those born since the war accounted for almost half the 

population, virtually the whole of society had been brought up on 

an intellectual diet controlled by the Party. 

The post-Stalin period, then, saw the Soviet system come to rest 

upon a much broader base of support. In the process, naked coer¬ 

cion gave way to a more amorphous and complex form of control. 

There was a marked dispersal of power within the political system. 

Formal participation by the masses in the political process re¬ 

mained virtually empty. The grandiose claims made for Soviet 

democracy bore little relation to reality. In the new Party Pro¬ 

gramme of 1961, Khrushchev went so far as to resuscitate the notion 

that, as a coercive body manned by appointed, salaried officials, the 

State was 'withering away' and being replaced by public self- 
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government. The 'dictatorship of the proletariat' was giving way to 

'the state of the whole people', the Party of the proletariat to the 

Party of the whole people. The soviets were reverting to their 

original role of placing power directly in the hands of the masses. 

The USSR stood on the threshold of communism in terms of political 

organization as well as material abundance. 

For the most part Khrushchev's vision remained just that. In 

limited areas, bureaucracy did yield ground to voluntary public 

action, be it in the form of comrades' courts or people's volunteer 

guards. Public participation in the work of local soviets did revive; 

the executive committees found themselves open to considerably 

more pressure from rank-and-file deputies; and regular elections, 

though quite unrelated to the selection of candidates, did provide an 

occasion for the electorate to press local needs and grievances upon 

deputies. Moreover, although it was conceded that in most fields 

state officials were still necessary, ordinary citizens were positively 

encouraged to lodge complaints - provided they did so individually 

and never as a group - against corruption, inefficiency, and heavy- 

handedness. Within the Party, too, ordinary members were encour¬ 

aged to speak out more freely at meetings. A Party-State Control 

Commission was set up to lend weight to constructive criticism from 

below. 

11.4 Khrushchev addresses the Congress of the Soviet Communist Party. 
Under the watchful eye of Lenin, whose statue dominates the proceedings, 
the 1961 Congress endorsed Khrushchev's visionary, and wholly unrealistic, 
Party Programme. 
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Yet even this timid movement towards 'public self-government' 

soon lost momentum. Khrushchev's populist style won him few 

friends among officials, and under his successors the demise of the 

State, like so much of Marx's dream, was postponed to the distant 

future. Not that there was a return to the Stalinist past. The Con¬ 

stitution of 1977 endorsed - with much less flamboyance - many of 

the reforms Khrushchev had hailed. The right of individuals to 

criticize overbearing officials was upheld, and was widely exercised, 

either through the medium of (carefully filtered) letters to the press, 

or through the People's Control Commission which had replaced 

Khrushchev's Party-State Control Commission in 1965. The demo¬ 

cratic processes of the soviets, the duty of the executive to respond 

to deputies, and deputies to consult their electorate, received de¬ 

tailed attention. But posts both within the State and the Party 

continued to be filled by appointment rather than election from 

below. The executive organs of the soviets remained incomparably 

more responsive to instructions from above than to the deputies. 

The Congress of Soviets remained a mere rubber stamp, invariably 

and unanimously endorsing the proposals of the Council of Minis¬ 

ters - which itself remained subordinated to the Politburo. 

This is not to deny that the relationship between officialdom 

and ordinary citizens altered. Although virtually every active citizen 

was employed by the State and depended upon it for a livelihood, 

rank-and-file workers were not simply the passive victims of direc¬ 

tives from above. Most significant was their freedom to move from 

one job to another, officially restored in 1956. The labour market, of 

course, was far from unfettered: 'closed' enterprises and restricted 

access to major cities placed barriers in the way of free movement; it 
was only at the very end of the Brezhnev period that collective 

farmers obtained the right to an internal passport - and even then 

the right of movement of the 20 per cent of the working population 

still engaged in agriculture was far from absolute. But given the 

chronic labour shortage and the guarantee of full employment, the 

proportion of workers changing jobs every year ran at the high rate 

of some 20 per cent. The fact that workers could seek alternative 

employment created strong competition for labour between differ¬ 

ent enterprises and ensured that wages regularly exceeded the 

levels fixed by government. It compelled management to make 

some response to pressure from below for improved working 

conditions. It led the leadership repeatedly to urge that the trade 

unions should be more active in alerting management to worker 

dissatisfaction. It provided an important mechanism through 
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which the masses could bring pressure to bear for higher living 

standards. 
Far from wilting, however, the bureaucratic State continued to 

expand. Officialdom of one kind or another continued to mediate 

and supervise a vast range of social activity, from production and 

exchange to the running of chess clubs and antiquarian societies. It 

was within this all-embracing Party-state, among its countless offi¬ 
cials and institutions, that the most significant shift in the political 

system took place. Extreme centralization gave way to an ever more 

diffuse distribution of power. 

At the summit, Stalin's heirs endorsed the principle of 'collec¬ 

tive leadership'. In practice, it is true, control of the Party Secretariat 

continued to confer primacy. It was from this base that Khrushchev 

defeated Malenkov and Brezhnev gained ascendancy over A. N. 

Kosygin and his other Politburo colleagues. The General Secretary 

still enjoyed a wide measure of control over appointments within 

the hierarchy and thus over election to both the Central Committee 

and the Politburo. In his time Khrushchev succeeded in ousting his 

declared opponents from the Politburo, and in 1961 he pushed 

through a major change in the composition of the Central Commit¬ 

tee. Moreover, the leader's ultimate control over critical foreign 

policy decisions remained intact; both Khrushchev and Brezhnev 

took care that the armed forces were headed by men on whose 

personal loyalty they could rely; and the terrifying nuclear power for 

which they were ultimately responsible helped foster a considerable 

personality cult around both leaders. In the 1980s the accession of 

each new leader continued to arouse intense speculation. The 

appointment of M. S. Gorbachev (b. 1931) as General Secretary in 

March 1985 was immediately hailed as a watershed in Soviet affairs 

simply on grounds of personality: he exuded the vigour and dynam¬ 

ism his immediate predecessors so manifestly lacked. Yet in fact the 

post-Stalin decades saw the power in the hands of the Party leader 

tempered by a growing range of constraints. 

The very fact that both the Politburo and the Central Committee 

resumed regular meetings from 1953, thereby establishing regular 

procedures for decision-making, limited the scope for the ad hoc and 

arbitrary methods favoured by Stalin. Moreover, the composition of 

both Party organs became increasingly stable. Under Brezhnev the 

stability of the Politburo was almost proverbial: the few new mem¬ 

bers admitted were co-opted by an ageing membership who tended 

to favour venerable officials cast in very much the same mould as 

themselves. In part, no doubt, the continuity in both bodies re- 
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fleeted Brezhnev's satisfaction with his colleagues. But Khrush¬ 

chev's experience had demonstrated that the flow of power was by 

no means one-way. It was by appealing to the Central Committee 

that Khrushchev had defeated his enemies on the Politburo in 1957, 

and seven years later he was himself removed in orderly fashion by 

the consensus of both Politburo and Central Committee. Neither 

Andropov nor Chernenko showed any signs of being in a position to 

fill the top policy-making bodies with men of their own choice. 

Lacking the charisma of Lenin and the independent police power of 

Stalin, subsequent leaders could no longer take their colleagues for 

granted. 

There is little direct evidence of the internal working of these 

two key bodies. The Central Committee became too large - reaching 

287 in 1976 - and met too infrequently to act as a day-to-day 

decision-making body. But it provided a forum within which its 

members - leading figures from all the key institutions in the coun¬ 

try including the national and regional Party apparatus, the major 

ministries, the military, the police, and the trade unions - tended 

increasingly to act as spokesman for their particular bailiwick. Be¬ 

hind the monolithic image of the Soviet system, within the confines 

of the one-party state and a planned economy, there developed a 

form of political competition between different 'interest groups', 

different ministries, different regions, and republics. There is no 

discernible pattern according to which individual members of the 

Politburo voiced sectional interests. But both the Party leader and 

the Politburo found their room for manoeuvre narrowed by pressure 

from spokesmen for the more powerful regions and ministries. 

At the same time, the control which the policy-making elite as a 

whole exercised over the sprawling network of officials below it 

suffered significant erosion. In part this was the result of the sheer 

complexity of an advanced industrial economy and of the state 

bureaucracy charged with running it. In part it was the product of 

the universal tendency for officials to identify with the interests of 

their particular organization, be it a ministry, a region or a branch of 

the economy. Moreover, the curbing of the KGB left full-time Party 

officials as the major agency on which the centre depended for 

supervision of the hierarchy of state bureaucrats and economic 

managers. But all too often local Party men, even when they com¬ 

manded the high level of administrative and economic expertise 

required, lacked the will to act as the eyes and ears of the centre. A 

Party secretary responsible for a given sector or region was anxious 

that his parish should appear in the best possible light; to a large 
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extent, therefore, he shared the same interests as the officials within 

his purview. Regardless of the spirit of the Party and the plan, his 

primary concern was to ensure that his parish was not lumbered 

with excessive targets, that it secured priority access to the resources 

it needed, and that in general it gave no grounds for intervention by 

his superiors in Moscow. 

Khrushchev did make several attempts to shake up both the 

state and Party bureaucracies. In 1957 he replaced most of the 

ministries with regional economic councils; he carried through a 

major purge of local Party secretaries in 1960 and 1961; in 1962 he 

divided the Party between parallel hierarchies responsible for agri¬ 

culture and industry and limited to three the number of times that 

leading officials could be elected to the same office. Each of these 

moves was bitterly resented by the officials affected, and his succes¬ 

sors made plain their rejection of such 'hare-brained' schemes. 

'Trust the cadres' was the Brezhnev watchword. 

It became ever more common for the centre simply to promote 

local cadres rather than impose men from outside on a given local¬ 

ity. It was generally only in the most brazen cases of corruption and 

incompetence that Moscow intervened to purge local officials. Party 

officials, state bureaucrats, and enterprise managers became in¬ 

creasingly secure and correspondingly less sensitive to directives 

from above. To the exasperation of the centre, they bent the rules in 

achieving some of the targets set them, ignored others, presented 

fictitious reports of both production potential and fulfilment, and on 

an apparently increasing scale resorted to private embezzlement. 

Passive resistance to unwelcome policy initiatives could be offered 

with impunity. Khrushchev, Brezhnev, and their successors found 

one reform after another running into the sands of vested interests 

entrenched within the machinery of state. The relatively pliant and 

obedient Party-state machinery which had concentrated such pow¬ 

er in Stalin's hands gave way to a form of bureaucratic consensus. 

Reference 
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Towards the end of the Brezhnev period the 'bureaucratic 

consensus' of the post-Stalin period came under increased strain. 

The rapid rate of economic growth upon which it was based slowed 

markedly. By the late 1970s, according to Soviet estimates, the 

annual growth of national income was running at little above 4 per 

cent. American estimates are considerably lower and the rate 

continued to decline in the early 1980s. The contrast with the 1950s 

and 1960s was dramatic. 

Some elements of the explanation are clear enough. Not only 

was relatively little new land being brought under cultivation, but 

the virgin lands in particular were suffering from severe erosion. 

Weather conditions, too, happened to be particularly 

disadvantageous: the harvest of 1975 was disastrous and those of 

1979, 1980, 1981, and 1982 very poor. Vast though her natural 

resources are, the Soviet Union suffered along with the rest of the 

world from the growing cost of energy, of extracting minerals and 

raw materials - and of conservation. By the late 1970s the annual 

increase in the urban work-force had declined to little over 1 per cent 

per year, reflecting the gradual deceleration in population growth 

and urban migration, and the virtual exhaustion of the reserves of 
female labour still to be drawn upon. Only in Central Asia did 

population growth remain rapid, but Muslim villagers showed 

distinct reluctance to migrate to the city - let alone to permit their 

womenfolk to do so. 

Increased production, therefore, was coming to depend very 

largely upon improved efficiency and labour productivity. On the 

face of it, the Soviet Union seemed well placed to take full advantage 

of the accelerating 'scientific and technical revolution' of the 

computer age. Her impressive record in training and education 

seemed geared to provide her with a skilled work-force capable of 
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exploiting modern technology. Her rate of capital investment, 

though gradually declining as current consumption rose, was still 

running by the end of the 1970s at a level that compared favourably 

with other developed countries, and successive Five-Year Plans 

placed enormous emphasis on mechanization of every sector of the 

economy. 

In fact, however, the return on capital investment and the 

increase in productivity steadily declined. Various explanations 

have been advanced. On the land, attention has focused on the 

problems of supervision and incentives. To supervise the work¬ 

force on one of the Soviet Union's ever larger state or collective 

farms is incomparably more difficult than to supervise specialized 

factory workers serving a production line. Agricultural workers are 

called upon to perform a great variety of tasks in different seasons of 

the year, to observe irregular hours, and to respond to the 

unpredictable behaviour of the weather. The need for incentives 

which induce self-motivation is therefore all the greater. Yet here 

too agriculture - and especially crop farming - poses problems of its 

own. The individual worker, aware that the success of his efforts 

during a season depends on a great host of factors outside his 

control - above all the effort his fellow workers choose to make - is 

unlikely to respond energetically to a system designed to reward or 

penalize indiscriminately the entire labour force. Yet the nature of 

most tasks on the farm makes an individual piece-rate system of 
payment impractical. Ever since Stalin's heirs began to raise 

procurement prices and Khrushchev dismantled the MTS to make 

control over collective farms less heavy-handed, the Party has tried 

various reforms designed to improve supervision and raise 

motivation. Yet regular calls for less waste and more efficiency 

reflect the Party's continuing dissatisfaction. 

The problem has been highlighted by the one area in which the 

individual peasant required no supervision and could see a direct 

relationship between the effort he expended and his reward: the 

private plot. The size of the village plot has remained firmly 

restricted; new generations of better-paid, younger farm workers 

have shown declining interest in them; and their share in total food 

supply has gradually fallen. Nevertheless, they have continued to 

absorb a disproportionate amount of peasant labour time and to be 

incomparably more productive than state and collective farm land. 

While the official view has remained that they will disappear as 

socialized production increases, under Brezhnev the Party frankly 

acknowledged their positive contribution. 
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A recurrent reform proposal, favoured by Khrushchev just 

before his fall and revived in the 1970s, has been to introduce the 

'link' system. In its most radical form the idea is to make a small 

group of workers responsible for a given piece of land throughout 

the year, thereby providing a direct connection between individual 

effort and ultimate rewards. Limited experiments along these lines 

have been promising, but proposals for a major reform have run into 

opposition. The suspicions of both administrators and farm¬ 

workers have been aroused; on the face of it the scheme runs 

counter to traditional Soviet emphasis on mechanization and 

economies of scale; and advocates have been confronted by the 

accusation that it represents a first step towards the restoration of 

private enterprise, exploitation, and unemployment. 

In industry, a different set of explanations has been advanced 

for the declining increase in productivity. Western critics from the 

Left have stressed the damaging effect on morale and commitment 

of a system in which rank-and-file workers play a minimal role in 

managing and controlling their own work environment. Whereas in 

Khrushchev's day the regime still exuded confidence that it could 

tap hidden depths of mass enthusiasm and social commitment, the 

Brezhnev regime tacitly accepted that the key to improved 

performance lay in incentives. The Soviet citizen was still constantly 

urged to work harder for the common good, and a full panoply of 

medals, decorations and publicity continued to be used to 

encourage labour effort. But dismayed Party stalwarts increasingly 

complained that the old slogans were regarded with cynicism by an 

ever more apathetic younger generation. 

For champions of the free market, Soviet economic problems are 

the product of a fundamentally flawed structure. Without the 

discipline of unemployment, or the threat of it, the labour force 

naturally becomes slack, idle, and all too inclined to disrupt 

production by constantly changing jobs. As for management, 

fettered by central planning and lacking the stimulus of competition 

and the profit motive, it naturally shuns innovation and tolerates 

inefficiency. The problems of waste, bottlenecks, and shoddy goods 

are the inevitable result of an economy based on public ownership 

and central planning. 

The sophistication of Soviet military technology, not to mention 

her achievements in space, suggests that her economy was not in 

fact as inefficient or incapable of innovation as these strictures 

imply. Yet defence was the priority sector par excellence. It made the 

first claim upon all resources - material, manpower, and research. 
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And from the outset, the command economy had proved itself 

extremely effective at achieving selected priority goals. What eluded 

it was the organization, through one unified plan, of balanced 

growth. And the problem of doing so without the guidance of the 

market mechanism has become more difficult as the range of civilian 

goods and services required has widened. The more complex the 

directives handed down from above, the more certain it is that they 

will be mutually contradictory. It is one thing to ensure that 

an enterprise produces a given quantity of shirts, wrist-watches, 

or cans of fish. It is quite another to match supply and demand, 

to predict needs, to monitor quality, to satisfy a public ever 

more concerned with the niceties of variety, taste, style, and 

fashion. 

Soviet economists, pointing to the recurrent recessions suffered 

by the West since the early 1970s, argue that nothing could be more 

wasteful than the mass unemployment, industrial stoppages, and 

frivolous consumerism of capitalist society. But at the same time 

they have acknowledged many of the shortcomings stressed by 

Western economists and tacitly implied by the significant 

concessions made to the market in reforms undertaken in eastern 

Europe - with marked success in the case of Hungary. They have 

paid particular attention to the problem of persuading managers to 

give higher priority to improved productivity and consumer 

satisfaction. They have focused on the tendency for managers to 

hoard labour and resist technical innovation. Accustomed to 

permanent labour shortage - itself the product of chronically over- 

ambitious national plans - managers prefer to retain excess labour 

rather than risk underfulfilling their production quotas. Equally, 

they have had too little incentive to adopt modern technology. 

Installing new plant involves a temporary halt to production, and in 

any case is likely to lead to a higher output target rather than any 

sustained benefits to the enterprise. Moreover, given the pace of 

technological change, what is required is not a once-and-for-all 

innovation but a constant, dynamic replacement of obsolete 

machinery. Similarly, with their eyes fixed above all on targets set in 

terms of volume, managers have tended to give relatively little 

attention to quality. 

Since the 1960s there has been an almost constant stream of 

reforms, generally minor and often on an experimental basis, to try 

to overcome these problems. The most notable include efforts to 

grant greater autonomy to individual enterprises, to speed technical 

innovation by merging research institutions and production 



12.1 The headquarters of the State Planning Committee in Moscow. The 
state planning apparatus continues to proliferate, but since the late 1970s 
has not been matched by an equivalent growth in the economy itself. 

enterprises, to place greater stress on productivity targets, to award 

bonuses for cuts in the labour force, to devise a system of incentives 

and penalties which depends upon the quality of the products 

turned out, to strengthen the hand of the consumer by encouraging 

feedback and undertaking a limited form of market research. 

Although these reforms have enjoyed some success, each has run 

into vested interests within the system and their impact has been 

limited. The dispersal of power has ruled out any miracle panacea 

being forcibly administered from above, but has not removed the 

constrictions on initiative from below. The recent rate of economic 
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growth is by no means derisory, and many of the most serious 

shortcomings have been alleviated by substantial Western imports - 

be it of grain, technology, or managerial science. Yet, while Western 

analysts may have been too eager to proclaim a Soviet economic 

crisis, evidence accumulated in the late 1970s that the economy was 

failing to keep pace with the constant increase in the demands made 

upon it. 

On the one hand, the economic cost of superpower status rose 

remorselessly. From the late 1950s, the leadership recognized that 

the only way to perpetuate Soviet influence in eastern Europe was to 

reverse the exploitative relationship established in the aftermath of 

the war. The terms of trade between the USSR and her Comecon 

partners were allowed to swing dramatically in favour of the latter. 

In the early 1970s the huge rise in the world price of oil, for supplies 

of which the eastern European satellites depended on the Soviet 

Union, very substantially increased the effective subsidy paid by 

Russia; and as her satellites ran into grave economic problems and 

amassed large Western debts, they placed a growing burden upon 

the Soviet economy. A smaller but significant additional burden was 

the aid and subsidized exports, primarily in arms, extended to Third 

World clients. Above all, the military budget continued to grow. 

Although NATO appears to have regularly outspent the Warsaw 

Pact alliance as a whole, the Soviet Union's burden remained uni¬ 

que. For all its expansion her economy remained much smaller than 

that of her superpower rival - and her partners contributed much 

less than those of the USA. Since no reliable official figures on 

military expenditure are published, its precise scope is hard to 

assess. Western experts estimate that during the 1970s Soviet de¬ 

fence absorbed something in the region of 13 per cent of GNP - a 

proportionate burden no less than twice that borne by the USA. 

At the same time, consumer expectations continued to rise. For 

a generation, living standards had steadily improved and the Party 

continued to promise ever greater things to come. An increasingly 

well-informed and sophisticated population aspired to a level of 

education and job satisfaction, a standard of living, a quality of life 

which the economy was hard-pressed to provide. Popular appetites 

were fed by the fabled riches of a privileged few, and for the first 

time knowledge of the much higher living standards enjoyed 

abroad became sufficiently widespread to make a significant impact. 

There was steadily increasing contact with the wealthier satellites of 

eastern Europe. And although it was only a small elite who experi¬ 

enced Western luxury at first hand, a much wider public gained 
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access to Western broadcasts. Western pop music, books, and even 

clothes. 

The symptoms of unsatisfied demand and frustration were un¬ 

mistakable. At the most basic level there was the ubiquitous queue. 

The Soviet citizen had to queue for everything, from bananas to 

motor cars, from television repair services to a larger apartment. 

Although in absolute terms production increased, shortages were 

chronic. Money wages rose faster than output, and since the price of 

many basic goods - including food - remained virtually frozen, 

demand constantly exceeded supply. Cynical commentators 

pointed to the ample supply of vodka as a deliberate device used by 

the authorities to absorb some of this excess money: certainly Soviet 

alcohol consumption in the 1970s was very high by international 

standards. At the same time, although the interest rate on deposits 

was derisory, personal savings climbed to what by Western stan¬ 

dards were astonishing heights. 

Predictably enough, money that could find no other outlet lubri¬ 

cated an ever wider black market along with a network of bribery 

and corruption. For a fee every queue could be jumped, every 

shortage overcome. A private citizen who stuck to the letter of the 

law was placed at a severe disadvantage in his every dealings, be it 

with the department store, the garage mechanic, or indeed the 

doctor. The management of an enterprise, too, had to be ready to 

pay above the odds - whether for raw materials, transport, or spare 

parts. There is growing evidence that bribery in one form or another 

permeates every hierarchy of State and Party. Moreover, chronic 

shortages have sustained a flourishing 'second economy'. Not only 

is there a large black market for the many goods in short supply, but 

there is considerable illegal private enterprise in repair services, 

light industry, and even construction. It is almost impossible to 

quantify the 'second economy', but impressionistic evidence sug¬ 

gests that it expanded rapidly during the 1970s and some Western 

estimates place it as high as 15 per cent of GNP. 

There is comparable evidence of frustration, unsatisfied de¬ 

mand, and an illegal 'market' in employment and education. As the 

rate of growth has slowed down, so too has structural change in the 

economy and the scope for upward social mobility. Yet career 

aspirations have continued to rise inexorably. Particularly marked 

has been the impact of better education and wider horizons upon 

the expectations of women: the high rate of both abortions and 

divorce suggests that a younger generation of women is increas¬ 

ingly reluctant to subordinate its career prospects to family life or 
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male ambitions. The effects of promotion blockage are visible at 

every social level. In the countryside, those willing to remain in the 

village at all have experienced growing difficulty in gaining access to 

the more skilled ranks of mechanics, lorry-drivers, and tractor- 

drivers. At the other end of the social pyramid, more and more 

graduates have been forced into jobs for which they are over- 

qualified - the over-supply of engineers being particularly marked. 

Greatest friction is evident between these two extremes. Surveys of 

school-leavers have confirmed that the vast majority of those of 

blue-collar background look down on manual labour and aspire to 

white-collar jobs. Yet the prospects of such promotion have not kept 

pace with demand. Resentment is particularly bitter over competi¬ 

tion for that coveted passport into the ranks of the intelligentsia: a 

place in higher education. The tendency - which Khrushchev de¬ 

cried but proved unable to reverse - for the well educated to use 

their relative affluence and social advantage to ensure that it is their 

offspring rather than those of workers and peasants who dominate 

the universities and colleges has become more and more pro¬ 

nounced. The swift upward mobility of earlier decades has given 

way to a pattern which implies something much more like heredi¬ 

tary status and is bound to generate intense frustration. 

Nevertheless, collective and organized protest has been mini¬ 

mal . There have been occasional demonstrations over food shortages; 

serious street riots were recorded in several cities in 1962, sparked 

off by an unusually abrupt rise in prices; but since then disturbances 

have been quickly brought under control. It is difficult to be certain 

how frequent strikes are, but the few that have been reported 

appear to have been isolated and short-lived. Attempts made in the 

late 1970s to form an independent trade union were rapidly 

crushed. There is greater evidence that competition over resources 

and posts has exacerbated friction between different ethnic groups 
and counteracted official efforts to enhance Soviet rather than separ¬ 

ate national consciousness. For all the official stress on socialist 

equality and fraternity, and on the bourgeois nature of nationalism, 

the majority Great Russians (52.4 per cent in 1979) tend to view the 

poorer republics as a drain on their own resources, while being 

perceived as unjustly privileged by the smaller nationalities. The 

gradual extension of Russification - through the use of Russian in 

the army, and its status as the second official language where it is 

not already the first - has served as a focus of opposition. And fear of 

provoking a nationalist response has persuaded the regime to be 

more selective in its sustained (but far from triumphant) drive 
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against religion: it is particularly cautious where faith is most 

vigorous - notably among the Georgians, Armenians, and Muslims. 

A striking instance of mass protest took place in 1978 in the Georgian 

capital of Tbilisi when the regime was persuaded to back down from 

a proposal to demote Georgian as the Republic's official state 

language. There have been repeated protests by small groups of 

Estonian, Lithuanian, and Ukrainian nationalists. The most 

notorious expression of inter-ethnic bitterness has been anti- 

Semitism: Jews remain relatively over-represented within the Party, 

but, as many of the 250,000 Jews who emigrated between 1968 and 

1980 have testified, resentment and discrimination against them has 

continued unabated both within and outside the Party. Yet anti- 

Semitism has been associated more closely with support for than 

criticism of the existing order. With the elite of each major national 

group firmly wedded to the system, expressions of national identity 

which challenge the status quo have failed to gather momentum. 

The only explicit political opposition has been that expressed by 

the dissident movement. Its ranks have included outstanding fi¬ 

gures in several fields - Solzhenitsyn, the nuclear scientist A. D. 

Sakharov, the former army general P. G. Grigorenko, the historian 

Roy Medvedev. During the 1970s its samizdat (illegal) publication 

flourished. It succeeded in drawing attention to a host of offences 

against civil liberty - rigid restrictions on emigration, the use of 

psychiatric prisons to intimidate dissenters, the imprisonment of 

individuals for their religious faith, the steadfast refusal to restore 

the Crimean Tatars to the homeland from which they were uprooted 

in 1944. Abroad, the heroism and integrity of the dissidents 

attracted enormous publicity. In 1974 the US Congress went so far as 

to make a major trade agreement dependent upon improvement in 

the Soviet record on human rights. The moral protest and the 

cultural vitality of the dissident movement commanded world-wide 

respect. Yet at home the number of committed dissidents never 

exceeded a few thousand. They established few links with national¬ 

ist groups and absolutely minimal contact with rank-and-file work¬ 

ers. During the late 1970s the internal reform and refinement of the 

KGB overseen by its then head, Andropov, took a heavy toll. Many 

leading figures were driven into exile, and by the end of the decade 

the earlier mood of optimism had passed. The political impact of the 

dissident movement appeared negligible. 

Opposition to the Soviet system, in short, has remained de¬ 

cidedly muted. The Party's political monopoly, jealously guarded 

by the KGB and consolidated during a period of peace and economic 
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progress without parallel in Russian history, has remained un¬ 

shaken. The socialization of property has generated neither the new 

consciousness nor the egalitarian society of which the early Bolshe¬ 

viks dreamed. For the most part, the State appears to be seen not as 

the medium through which the common good may be served, but as 

the medium through which each individual pursues his or her own 

interests. Yet while social frustration is real enough, and evidently 

intensifying, the conflict to which it gives rise has been contained. 

By the mid 1980s, the serried ranks of those with an interest in the 

status quo had given to the system an imposing stability. 

The new society which has replaced the Russian Empire has 

made a profound impression on the world outside. Some view it 

with admiration, others with abhorrence. Over much of the Third 

World it is identified above all with dynamic economic and social 

development and exercises a powerful attraction. It holds out the 

tantalizing prospect of a rapid solution to the problems of mass rural 

poverty and backwardness. It suggests that by defying capitalism 

less developed nations can uphold their political, economic, and 

cultural independence, and that by following the Soviet precedent 

they can effectively harness their native resources to achieve con¬ 

sciously selected national goals. In the West, on the other hand, it is 

not the Left but the champions of capitalism who derive greatest 

comfort from the Soviet image. In their eyes it provides conclusive 

evidence of the disastrous consequences which must always accom¬ 

pany the abolition of private enterprise and the free market. What 

strikes the well-fed half of the world is that, despite Russia's lavish 

endowment of natural resources, Soviet socialism has failed to 

match the living standards provided by the market economies of the 

West; that for all its claims to stand for liberation, Soviet society 

denies its citizens basic civil liberties; that despite its much-vaunted 

commitment to self-determination and international peace, the 

socialist superpower has maintained an iron grip on eastern Europe 

and thrown itself whole-heartedly into the nuclear arms race. If this 

over-extended empire, built on the bones of peasants and political 

prisoners, is the best that socialism can offer, then capitalism has 

little of which to be ashamed. 

12.2 May Day in Red Square, 1984. The Soviet leaders watch from Lenin's 
mausoleum on the left, while the massive poster dominating the parade 
proclaims Peace. The traditional public holiday is the occasion for 
nationwide parades designed to demonstrate the socio-economic 
achievement of, and popular support for, the Soviet system. 
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Admirers and critics alike tend to treat the Soviet Union as a 

model to which any modern society which rejects capitalism will 

conform. Whether they emphasize positive or negative aspects, 

they take the distinctive features of Soviet society to be the natural 

corollary of a system based upon public ownership and central 

planning. The historical approach, by contrast, draws attention to 

the specific conditions from which this new society has emerged. It 

lays emphasis upon the crucial impact which Great Power status 

and international isolation have had upon the nature of the Soviet 

Union. It underscores how the combination of backwardness and 

enormous economic potential inherited from Imperial Russia has 

conditioned the cost, the speed, and the form of Soviet develop¬ 

ment. It brings out the direct connection between the socio-political 

legacy of the old regime and the fate of Soviet democracy. It high¬ 

lights, in short, the formative influence which Russia's past has had 

upon the Soviet variety of socialism. In doing so it helps to illumin¬ 

ate the strengths and weaknesses of contemporary Soviet society. 



Bibliography 

This brief bibliographical essay draws attention to the works which I have 
found most illuminating and those which I have found most provocative. 
The vast bulk of work on Russian history is of course Soviet and for the most 
part available only in Russian. Here I have only listed Russian-language 
works where it seems to me there is no adequate alternative. For the 
post-revolutionary period, the main contours of the current Soviet 
interpretation can be followed in M. P. Kim et al., History of the USSR: the Era 
of Socialism (Moscow 1982). Translations of particularly significant new 
Soviet articles and book-extracts are published in Soviet Studies in History. 
On the Western side, I have concentrated on books at the expense of 
articles, but much of the most fresh Western research is to be found in the 
pages of the major journals: Slavic Review; Slavonic and East European Review; 
Cahiers du Monde Russe et Sovietique; Russian Review - for the pre¬ 
revolutionary era see in particular, Russian History and Canadian-American 
Slavic Studies - for the Soviet period. Problems of Communism, and Soviet 
Studies. 

Chapters 1 & 2: The origins of the Russian Empire; The genesis of 
Russian 'absolutism' 

There is no better foundation for an understanding of Russian history than 
mastery of the map. M. Gilbert, Russian History Atlas (London 1972) is 
invaluable for this purpose. Basic information on the territory and peoples 
is presented in very digestible form in the one-volume A. Brown et al., eds, 
Cambridge Encyclopedia of Russia and the Soviet Union (Cambridge 1982). 

The most judicious general survey is N. V. Riasanovsky, A History of 
Russia (Oxford 1984). Stimulating interpretations at variance with my own 
are: T. Szamuely, The Russian Tradition (London 1972); R. Pipes, Russia 
Under the Old Regime (New York 1974); and A. Yanov, The Origins of 
Autocracy. Ivan the Terrible in Russian History (Berkeley 1981), a polemic 
written with verve and passion against the dominant historiographical 
traditions, both Western and Soviet. The most valuable volume of 
V. O. Kliuchevsky's great nineteenth-century History is probably The Rise of 
the Romanovs (London 1970). 

The main contours of Kievan, appanage, and Muscovite Russia are 
succinctly drawn by A. D. Stokes & N. Andreyev in R. Auty & D. 



316 Russia 

Obolensky, eds. Companion to Russian Studies 1: An Introduction to Russian 
History (Cambridge 1976) pp. 49-77, 78-120. The best treatment of the 
thirteenth century is J. L. I. Fennell, The Crisis of Medieval Russia, 1200-1304 
(London 1983), while the same author provides a lucid account of the 
political and diplomatic history of Moscow's rise in The Emergence of Moscow, 
1304-1359 (London 1968) and Ivan the Great of Moscow (London 1963). Two 
particularly valuable Soviet studies are L. V. Cherepnin, Obrazovanie 
russkogo tsentralizatsionnogo gosudarstva v XIV-XV vekakh (Moscow 1972) and 
A. A. Zimin, Rossiia na poroge novogo vremeni (Moscow 1972). P. Dukes, The 
Making of Russian Absolutism, 1613-1801 (London 1982) is enriched by 
emphasis on those features of Russian development common to Europe. 
Muscovy's expansion at the expense of more primitive peoples is examined 
in W. H. McNeill, Europe's Steppe Frontier, 1550-1800 (Chicago 1964) and 
G. L. Lantzeff & R. A. Pierce, Eastward to Empire. Exploration and Conquest of 
the Russian Open Frontier to 1750 (Montreal 1973). W. Kirchner, The Rise of 
the Baltic Question (Newark, Del. 1954) focuses on a crucial dimension of 
Russia's Western involvement. 

On socio-economic development in the countryside, the classic 
Western work is J. Blum, Lord and Peasant in Russia from the Ninth to the 
Nineteenth Century (Princeton 1961). Peasant life is further illuminated by 
R. E. F. Smith, The Origins of Farming in Russia (Paris & The Flague 1959) and 
Peasant Farming in Muscovy (Cambridge 1977). The debate over enserfment 
is reviewed in R. Flellie, Enserfment and Military Change in Muscovy (Chicago 
1971), where the emphasis is placed on the role of the State. 

On Russia's urban and commercial development, special mention 
should be made of J. M. Hittle, The Service City. State and Townsmen in Russia, 
1600-1800 (Cambridge, Mass. 1979), the essays in M. F. Hamm, ed.. The 
City in Russian History (Lexington, Ky 1976), and S. H. Baron, Muscovite 
Russia. Collected Essays (London 1980). The development of large-scale 
production is examined in J. T. Fuhrmann's rather grandiosely titled The 
Origins of Capitalism in Russia. Industry and Progress in the Sixteenth and 
Seventeenth Centuries (Chicago 1972). 

The essays by B. Plavsic and R. O. Crummey in W. M. Pintner & 
D. K. Rowney, eds, Russian Officialdom: The Bureaucratization of Russian 
Society from the Seventeenth to the Twentieth Century (London and Chapel Hill, 
N.C. 1980) pp. 19-45, 46-75 reflect the increasing amount of work being 
done on Muscovite administration. The most informative work on the 
Assembly of the Land is L. V. Cherepnin, Zemskie sobory russkogo gosudarstva 
v XVI-XVII vv. (Moscow 1978). 

Attendance at an Orthodox service can offer more insight into the 
Church than many pages in a book. Differing views of the role and 
development of the Church and secularization are advanced by: 
A. P. Vlasto, The Entry of the Slavs into Christendom. An Introduction to the 
Medieval History of the Slavs (Cambridge 1970); D. W. Treadgold, The West in 
Russia and China. Religious and Secular Thought in Modern Times. Volume 1, 
Russia, 1472-1917 (Cambridge 1973); D. Obolensky, Byzantium and the Slavs. 
Collected Studies (London 1971). The Life of the Archpriest Avvakum by Himself 
(London 1963) is an extraordinary monument to the ordeal of the Old 
Believers. 

Although there are fewer collections of documents in translation for 



Bibliography 317 

Muscovy than for subsequent periods, several are available, perhaps the 
most useful being R. Hellie, Introduction to Russian Civilization: Muscovite 
Society (Chicago 1967), The reactions of foreign visitors to Russia are 
introduced by A. G. Cross, Russia Under Western Eyes, 1553-1825 (London 
1971) . 

Chapter 3: The prime of the Empire 

The lively debate over this period can be approached through Istoriia SSSR 
(Moscow 1968-72), P. Anderson, Lineages of the Absolutist State (London 
1974), and R. Hellie, The Structure of Modern Russian History: Towards a 
Dynamic Model', Russian History, IV (1977), 1-22. 

A succinct survey by a major authority is M. Raeff, Imperial Russia 
1682-1825: The Coming of Age of Modern Russia (New York 1971). Valuable 
syntheses covering both domestic and foreign affairs of the major reigns 
are: M. S. Anderson, Peter the Great (London 1978); L. Jay Oliva, Russia in the 
Era of Peter the Great (Englewood Cliffs, N.J. 1969); Isabel de Madariaga, 
Russia in the Age of Catherine the Great (London 1981); A. McConnell, Tsar 
Alexander I - Paternalistic Reformer (Arlington Heights, Ill. 1970); W. Bruce 
Lincoln, Nicholas 1 Emperor and Autocrat of All the Russias (London 1978). 

On the development of the military, there is a colourful essay by 
C. Duffy, Russia's Military Way to the West: Origins and Nature of Russian 
Military Power 1700-1800 (London 1981), a detailed study in J. S. Curtiss, 
The Russian Army under Nicholas I, 1825-1855 (Durham, N.C. 1965), and a 
useful collection of essays in E. Shunkov, ed., Voprosi voennoi istorii Rossii. 
(XVIII i pervaia polovina XIX vekov) (Moscow 1969). 

For the political structure of the Imperial regime, and the relationship 
between State and nobility see: M. Raeff, Plans for Political Reform in Russia, 
1730-1905 (Englewood Cliffs, N.J. 1969); R. E. Jones, The Emancipation of the 
Russian Nobility, 1762-1785 (Princeton 1973); D. L. Ransel, The Politics of 
Catherinian Russia - the Panin Party (New Haven, Conn. 1975); P. Dukes, 
Catherine the Great and the Russian Nobility (Cambridge 1967); J. T. Alexander, 
Autocratic Politics in a National Crisis. The Imperial Russian Government and 
Pugachev's Revolt, 1773-1775 (Indiana 1969); and M. Raeff, Michael Speransky 
- Statesman of Imperial Russia, 1772-1839 (The Hague 1969). 

On bureaucratic development, in addition to W. M. Pintner & 
D. K. Rowney, eds, Russian Officialdom: The Bureaucratization of Russian 
Society from the Seventeenth to the Twentieth Century (London and Chapel Hill, 
N.C. 1980), see: S. M. Troitskii, Russkii absoliutizm i dvorianstvo v XVIII v. 
Formirovanie biurokratii (Moscow 1974); P. A. Zaionchkovskii, 
PraviteVstvennyi apparat samoderzhavnoi Rossii v XIX v. (Moscow 1978); F. 
Starr, Decentralization and Self-government in Russia, 1830-1870 (Princeton 
1972) ; H. J. Torke, 'Continuity and Change in the Relations Between 
Bureaucracy and Society in Russia, 1613-1861', Canadian Slavic Studies, 5 
(1971), 457-76; and the idiosyncratic tour de force by G. L. Yaney, The 
Systematization of Russian Government - Social Evolution in the Domestic 
Administration of Imperial Russia, 1711-1905 (Urbana, Ill. 1973). 

On economic development, see the collection of essays edited by W. L. 
Blackwell, Russian Economic Development from Peter the Great to Stalin (New 
York 1974), W. L. Blackwell, The Beginnings of Russian Industrialization 1800- 



318 Russia 

1860 (Princeton 1968), the essays by A. Kahan in M. Cherniavsky, ed.. The 
Structure of Russian History: Interpretative Essays (New York 1970), pp. 191— 
211, 224-50 and W. M. Pintner, Russian Economic Policy under Nicholas I 
(New York 1967). Much additional information is presented in A. J. Rieber, 
Merchants and Entrepreneurs in Imperial Russia (Chapel Hill, N.C. 1982) 
which, together with J. M. Hittle, The Service City. State and Townsmen in 
Russia, 1600-1800 (Cambridge, Mass. 1979), provides stimulating 
discussion of the problems of the urban elite. 

On the peasantry, besides J. Blum, Eord and Peasant in Russia from the 
Ninth to the Nineteenth Century (Princeton 1961), see: V. V. Aleksandrov, 
Sel'skaia obshchina v Rossii s XVII-nachalo XIX v. (Moscow 1976); W. S. 
Vucinich, ed.. The Peasant in Nineteenth-Century Russia (Stanford, Calif. 
1968); M. Confino, Domaines et seigneurs en Russie vers la fin du XVIIIe siecle 
(Paris 1963), which re-creates the outlook of the serf-owner. 

An excellent work on the blow dealt the Church by Peter is J. Cracraft, 
The Church Reform of Peter the Great (London 1971). H. Rogger, National 
Consciousness in Eighteenth-Century Russia (Cambridge, Mass. 1960) brings 
out an interesting dimension of subsequent cultural development. 
N. V. Riasanovsky explores the growing tension between the regime and its 
critics in A Parting of Ways. Government and the Educated Public in Russia, 
1801-1855 (Oxford 1976) and Nicholas I and Official Nationality in Russia, 
1825-1855 (Berkeley, Calif. 1959). 

Of the wealth of material on the early intelligentsia, see in particular: 
M. Raeff, Origins of the Russian Intelligentsia. The Eighteenth-Century Nobility 
(New York 1966); I. Berlin, Russian Thinkers (London 1978); E. Lampert, 
Studies in Rebellion (London 1957); M. Malia, Alexander Herzen and the Birth of 
Russian Socialism, 1812-1855 (Cambridge, Mass. 1961); and A. Walicki, The 
Slavophile Controversy. History of a Conservative Utopia in Nineteenth-Century 
Russian Thought (Oxford 1975), and the same author's History of Russian 
Thought from the Enlightenment to Marxism (Oxford 1980). 

Chapter 4: The Great Reforms and the development of the 
revolutionary intelligentsia (1855-1881) 

Students of this period owe their greatest debt to P. A. Zaionchkovsky, the 
late doyen of Soviet specialists on the pre-revolutionary era. Two 
particularly valuable monographs, now available in translation, are The 
Abolition of Serfdom in Russia and The Russian Autocracy in Crisis, 1878-1882, 
(Gulf Breeze, Fla. 1978, 1979). 

For differing interpretations of the political process of Emancipation, 
see: D. Field, The End of Serfdom. Nobility and Bureaucracy in Russia, 1855- 
1861 (Cambridge, Mass. 1976); A. J. Rieber ed.. The Politics of Autocracy. 
Letters of Alexander II to Prince A. I. Bariatinskii, 1857-1864 (Paris 1966); 
T. Emmons, The Russian Landed Gentry and the Peasant Emancipation of 1861 
(Cambridge 1968). The growing number of monographs on various aspects 
of the reform era include R. S. Wortman, The Development of a Russian Legal 
Consciousness (Chicago 1976), F. A. Miller, Dmitrii Miliutin and the Reform Era 
in Russia (Vanderbilt 1968), and W. Bruce Lincoln, Nikolai Miliutin. An 
Enlightened Bureaucrat of the Nineteenth Century (Newtonville, Mass. 1977). 
See also the relevant essays in T. Emmons & W. S. Vucinich, ed.. The 



Bibliography 319 

Zemstvo in Russia. An Experiment in Local Self-government (Cambridge 1982). 
Lucid treatment of the economic implications of Emancipation can be 

found in L. Volin, A Century of Russian Agriculture (Cambridge, Mass. 1970) 
and A. Gerschenkron, Continuity in History and Other Essays (Cambridge, 
Mass. 1965). On the formative stages of the Russian working class, see R. E. 
Zelnik, Labor and Society in Tsarist Russia. The Factory Worker of St Petersburg 
1855-1870 (Stanford, Calif. 1971). A. J. Rieber, Merchants and Entrepreneurs 
in Imperial Russia (London and Chapel Hill, N.C. 1982) provides valuable 
treatment of developments on the employers' side. 

V. R. Leikina-Svirskaia, Intelligentsia v Rossii vo vtoroi polovine XIX veka 
(Moscow 1971) provides a wealth of material on the evolution of educated 
society as a whole. A useful starting-point on the revolutionary 
intelligentsia is the article by M. Malia in R. Pipes, ed.. The Russian 
Intelligentsia (New York 1961), together with P. Pomper, The Russian 
Revolutionary Intelligentsia (Arlington Heights, Ill. 1970). The major survey 
of the revolutionary movement in the period remains F. Venturi, Roots of 
Revolution. A History of the Populist and Socialist Movements in Nineteenth- 
Century Russia (London 1960). The best analysis of recruitment to 'the cause' 
is D. Brower, Training the Nihilists. Education and Radicalism in Tsarist Russia 
(Ithaca, N.Y. & London 1975). Sparkling portraits of three of the men of the 
1960s are provided by E. Lampert, Sons Against Fathers: Studies in Russian 
Radicalism and Revolution (Oxford 1965). A useful essay on the intellectual 
history of the period is A. Walicki, The Controversy over Capitalism: Studies in 
the Social Philosophy of the Russian Populists (Oxford 1969). The development 
of underground organization is dealt with by E. S. Vilenskaia, 
Revoliutsionnoe podpol'e v Rossii (60-e gody XIX v.) (Moscow 1965) and 
Dvizhenie revoliutsionnogo narodnichestva. Narodnicheskie kruzhki i 'xozhdenie v 
narod' v 70-x godax XIX v. (Moscow 1965). 

To savour the cultural richness of the period there is no substitute for 
reading the great classics themselves. War and Peace appeared in 1869, Anna 
Karenina in 1877, The Brothers Karamazov in 1880, and Turgenev's six novels 
between 1856 and 1877. Of comparable literary quality and more direct 
historical interest is Alexander Herzen's My Past and Thoughts (London 
1968), perhaps the greatest nineteenth-century autobiography in any 
language. 

Chapter 5: Industrialization and Revolution (1881-1905) 

P. A. Zaionchkovsky, The Russian Autocracy under Alexander III (Gulf Breeze, 
Fla. 1978) provides a good starting-point for the period. L. Kochan, Russia in 
Revolution, 1890-1918 (London 1967) is a highly readable and perceptive 
account. 

A succinct introduction to Russia's industrialization is M. Falkus, The 
Industrialization of Russia 1700-1914 (London 1972). A. Gerschenkron's 
highly influential - and beautifully written - account of the State's role in 
overcoming economic backwardness is available in Economic Backwardness in 
Historical Perspective (Cambridge, Mass. 1962). Two important Soviet works 
are I. F. Gindin, Gosudarstvennyi bank i ekonomicheskaia politika tsarskogo 
pravitel'stva 1861-1892 (Moscow 1960), and L. E. Shepelev, Tsarizm i 
burzhuaziia vo vtoroi polovine XIX veka (Leningrad 1981). T. H. von Laue's 



320 Russia 

Sergei Witte and the Industrialization of Russia (New York & London 1963) 
should be read in conjunction with Olga Crisp, Studies in the Russian 
Economy before 1914 (London 1976), and the useful review article by P. R. 
Gregory, 'Russian Industrialization and Economic Growth: Results and 
Perspectives of Western Research', Jahrbiicher fur die Geschichte Osteuropas, 
25 (1977), 200-18. 

A mass of information on the nobility is presented in A. P. Korelin, 
Dvorianstvo v poreformennoi Rossii, 1864-1904 gg. Sostav, chislennost', 
korporativnaia organizatsiia (Moscow 1979), while Iu. B. Solovev, 
Samoderzhavie i dvorianstvo v kontse XIX veka (Leningrad 1973) is particularly 
illuminating on relations between State and nobility. There are several very 
useful contributions in T. Emmons & W. S. Vucinich, eds. The Zemstvo in 
Russia. An Experiment in Local Self-government (Cambridge 1982). On the 
army, see P. A. Zaionchkovskii, Samoderzhavie i russkaia armiia na rubezhe 
XIX-XX stoletii 1881-1903 (Moscow 1973). 

For the social and political development of the middle classes, besides 
A. J. Rieber, Merchants and Entrepreneurs in Imperial Russia (Chapel Hill, N.C., 
1982), see: T. G. Owen, Capitalism and Politics in Russia: A Social History of the 
Moscow Merchants 1855-1905 (Cambridge 1981); S. Galai, The Liberation 
Movement in Russia: 1900-1905 (Cambridge 1973); R. Pipes, Struve: Liberal on 
the Left, 1870-1905 (Cambridge, Mass. 1970). 

The motivations behind peasant rebellion are considered in M. Perrie, 
The Russian Peasant Movement of 1905-1907', Past and Present, 57 (1972), 
123-55. M. Perrie, The Agrarian Policy of the Russian Socialist-Revolutionary 
Party from its Origins through the Revolution of 1905-1907 (Cambridge 1976) 
provides the most detailed treatment in English of early SR development. 

The great bulk of work on the period has dealt with the Social 
Democratic Party and the labour movement. The bitter controversy over 
relations between intelligentsia and workers can be sampled in R. Pipes, 
Social Democracy and the St Petersburg Labour Movement, 1855-1897 
(Cambridge, Mass. 1963), and the furious Soviet reply, R. A. Kazakevich 
and F. M. Suslova, Mister Paips faVsifitsiruet istoriia (Leningrad 1966). A 
much more judicious view - and an excellent bibliography on earlier 
sources and work - is provided by A. K. Wildman, The Making of a Workers' 
Revolution. Russian Social Democracy, 1891-1903 (Chicago & London 1967). 
See also S. M. Schwarz, The Russian Revolution of 1905: The Workers' 
Movement and the Pormation of Bolshevism and Menshevism (Chicago 1967). A 
particularly perceptive account of the intellectual debate of the 1890s is A. P. 
Mendel, Dilemmas of Progress in Tsarist Russia: Legal Marxism and Legal 
Populism (Cambridge, Mass. 1961). A social profile of the activists is given in 
D. Lane, The Roots of Russian Communism. A Social and Historical Study of 
Russian Social-Democracy, 1898-1907 (Assen 1969). J. Frankel, ed., Vladimir 
Akimov on the Dilemmas of Russian Marxism, 1895-1903 (Cambridge, 1969) is a 
useful contribution. The works of Lenin and Trotsky are easily available, 
and among the growing quantity of documents in translation, an invaluable 
recent addition is N. Harding, ed., Marxism in Russia: Key Documents 1897- 
1906 (Cambridge 1983). 

The contributions of Violet Conolly &G. Simon inG. Katkov etal., eds, 
Russia Enters the Twentieth Century, 1894-1917 (London, 1973) pp. 152-81, 
199-235 are useful introductions to the 'nationalities question' and the 



Bibliography 321 

Church respectively. J. Frankel, Prophecy and Politics: Socialism, Nationalism 
and the Russian Jews 1862-1917 (Cambridge 1981) is an impressive study of 
left-wing reactions among the worst-treated minority. 

There are useful discussions of cultural developments in the period, 
and of the first intimations of the 'silver age', in vols 2 and 3 of R. Auty & D. 
Obolensky, eds. Companion to Russian Studies (Cambridge 1977 and 1980). 

Chapter 6: The end of the Russian Empire (1906-1916) 

G. A. Hosking, The Russian Constitutional Experiment: Government and Duma, 
1907-1914 (Cambridge 1973) provides an excellent general account of Duma 
politics, and can be supplemented with B. Pinchuk, The Octobrists in the 
Third Duma, 1907-1912 (Seattle & London 1974), R. Edelman, Gentry Politics 
on the Eve of the Russian Revolution: The Nationalist Party 1907-1917 (New 
Brunswick, N.J. 1980), and R. Pearson, The Russian Moderates and the Crisis of 
Tsarism, 1914-1917 (New York & London 1977). The Kadets, who have 
traditionally attracted the lion's share of attention in the West, not least 
because of the memoirs of Miliukov, Maklakov, and other leaders, are 
treated in T. Riha, A Russian European: Paul Miliukov in Russian Politics (Notre 
Dame, Ind. & London 1969) and C. E. Timberlake, ed.. Essays on Russian 
Eiberalism (Columbia, Mo. 1972). M. Szeftel, The Russian Constitution of April 
23, 1906 (Brussels 1976) gives a thorough commentary on the theoretical 
structure of the constitution. Three important works on the 'Duma' period 
by major Soviet specialists are V. S. D'iakin, Samoderzhavie, burzhuaziia i 
dvorianstvo v 1907-1911 gg. (Leningrad 1978) and A. I. Avrekh, Stolypin i 
Tret'ia Duma (Moscow 1978) and Tsarizm i IV Duma, 1912-1914 gg. (Moscow 
1981). 

The most striking recent work in the West has been on developments in 
rural Russia. L. H. Haimson, ed., The Politics of Rural Russia, 1905-1914 
(Bloomington, Ind. 1979) and R. Thompson Manning, The Crisis of the Old 
Order in Russia: Gentry and Government (Princeton 1982) open new vistas. The 
Urge to Mobilize: Agrarian Reform in Russia, 1861-1930 (Urbana, Ill., Chicago, 
London 1982) is another perplexing book by G. Yaney which must be 
handled with great care. T. Shanin, The Awkward Class (Oxford 1972) is a 
fascinating reconsideration of the debate over whether or not the Russian 
peasantry were becoming divided between rural bourgeoisie and landless 
labourers. 

The Cambridge Economic History of Europe, vol. VII (Cambridge 1978) has 
three invaluable contributions on Russia. There is illuminating discussion 
of urban and working-class development in the two capitals in J. H. Bater, St 
Petersburg: Industrialization and Change (London 1976) and the first two 
chapters of D. Koenker, Moscow Workers and the 1917 Revolution (Princeton 
1981). A highly influential essay is L. Haimson, 'The Problem of Social 
Stability in Urban Russia, 1905-1917', Slavic Review, 23 (1964), 619-42, and 
24 (1965), 1-22. 

Of the host of works on Lenin, D. Shub, Lenin: A Biography 
(Harmondsworth 1966) is a good starting-point, while N. Harding, Lenin's 
Political Thought, vols 1 & 2 (London 1977,1981) is lucid and perceptive. On 
Trotsky the place to start is still I. Deutscher's classic trilogy. Three useful 
biographies of leading Mensheviks are: S. H. Baron, Plekhanov: The Father of 



322 Russia 

Russian Marxism (Stanford, Calif. 1963); A. Ascher, Pavel Axelrod and the 
Development ofMenshevism (Cambridge, Mass. 1972); and I. Getzler, Martov: 
A Political Biography of A Russian Social Democrat (Cambridge 1967). E. 
Lampert gives a sensitive survey of the 'silver age' in M. Bradbury & 
J. McFarlane (eds), Modernism (Harmondsworth 1976) pp. 134-50. A very 
different milieu is entertainingly recaptured in A. de Jonge, The Life and 
Times of Grigorii Rasputin (London 1982). 

There is a useful collection of articles on Nicholas's reign in T. G. 
Stavrou, ed., Russia Under the Last Tsar (Minneapolis, 1969). An admirably 
succinct and yet wide-ranging discussion of Russia's path to war in 1914 is 
D. C. B. Lieven, Russia and the Origins of the Tirst World War (London 1983). 
N. Stone, The Eastern Front, 1914-1917 (London 1975) is invaluable on the 
course of the war, while the early chapters of A. K. Wildman, The End of the 
Russian Imperial Army: The Old Army and the Soldiers' Revolt (March-April, 
1917) (Princeton 1980) traces developments within the army. T. Hasegawa, 
The February Revolution: Petrograd 1917 (Seattle & London 1981) sets the 
scene with 200 pages on wartime Petrograd. 

Chapter 7: 1917 

The outstanding recent synthesis is the French historian M. Ferro's two- 
volume work. The Russian Revolution of February 1917 (London 1972) and 
October 1917. A Social History of the Russian Revolution (London 1980). 
T. Hasegawa, The February Revolution: Petrograd 1917 (Seattle & London 1981), 
is the best account of February, but should be supplemented by 
E. N. Burdzhalov's treatment of events outside the capital, Vtoraia russkaia 
revoliutsiia: Moskva, front, periferiia (Moscow 1971). The atmosphere of 
October is brilliantly captured in J. Reed, Ten Days that Shook the World 
(Harmondsworth 1977). An invaluable analysis is provided by A. 
Rabinowitch. The Bolsheviks Come to Power (New York & London 1976), and a 
wealth of Soviet scholarship is brought together in 1.1. Mints, Istoriia velikogo 
Oktiabria (Moscow 1967-73). L. Schapiro, 1917: The Russian Revolutions and 
the Origins of Present-Day Communism (Hounslow 1984) is an elegant but 
narrowly political resume. 

The ordeal of the Provisional Government can be followed in 
R. P. Browder & A. F. Kerensky, eds. The Russian Provisional Government 
1917: Documents, 3 vols (Stanford, Calif. 1961). For the Kadets, see W. G. 
Rosenberg, Liberals in the Russian Revolution: The Constitutional Democratic 
Party, 1917-1921 (Princeton 1974). For the SRs see O. H. Radkey, The 
Agrarian Foes of Bolshevism (New York 1958). W. H. Roobol, Tsereteli: A 
Democrat in the Russian Revolution (The Hague 1976) is a useful biography of a 
key Menshevik. The problem of the war is lucidly explored in R. Wade, The 
Russian Search for Peace: February-October, 1917 (Stanford, Calif. 1969). A. 
Rabinowitch, Prelude to Revolution. The Petrograd Bolsheviks and the July 1917 
Uprising (Bloomington, Ind. 1968) carefully analyses the July days, while G. 
Katkov, Russia 1917: The Kornilov Affair. Kerensky and the Break-up of the 
Russian Army (London 1980) gives a sympathetic account of Kornilov. 

The breakdown of the army and the Baltic fleet respectively are 
examined in A. K. Wildman, The End of the Russian Imperial Army: The Old 



Bibliography 323 

Army and the Soldiers' Revolt (March-April, 1917) (Princeton 1980) and E. 
Mawdsley, The Russian Revolution and the Baltic Fleet (London 1978). On the 
working-class movement see D. Koenker, Moscow Workers and the 1917 
Revolution (Princeton 1981), and D. Mandel, The Petrograd Workers and the 
Fall of the Old Regime and The Petrograd Workers and the Soviet Seizure of Power 
(London 1983). O. Anweiler, The Soviets: The Russian Workers', Peasants' and 
Soldiers' Councils 1905-1921 (New York 1974) is invaluable. A concise 
treatment of the peasant upheaval is G. Gill, Peasants and Government in the 
Russian Revolution (London 1979). On different dimensions of the 
nationality problem see R. G. Suny, The Baku Commune 1917-18 (Princeton 
1972) and J. S. Reshetar, The Ukrainian Revolution 1917-1920: A Study in 
Nationalism (New York 1972). 

Of the many accounts by leading participants, the most interesting are: 
N. N. Sukhanov, The Russian Revolution 1917 (Oxford 1955); V. Chernov, The 
Great Russian Revolution (New Haven, Conn. 1936); A. F. Kerensky, The 
Kerensky Memoirs (London 1965); P. N. Miliukov, Political Memoirs 1905- 
1917 (Ann Arbor, Mich. 1967); Trotsky's classic, Flistory of the Russian 
Revolution, 3 vols (New York 1932). 

For two major accounts of Lenin's approach to revolution, set in the 
wider context of European Marxism, see G. Lichtheim, Marxism (London 
1961), and L. Kolakowski, Main Currents of Marxism. 2: The Golden Age 
(Oxford 1981). 

R. Pethybridge, The Spread of the Russian Revolution: Essays on 1917 
(London 1972) treats several under-emphasized themes, while 
J. L. H. Keep, The Russian Revolution: A Study in Mass Mobilization (London 
1976) is a complex and wide-ranging study of mass organizations in 1917 
and 1918. R. Pipes, ed.. Revolutionary Russia (Harvard 1968) contains a 
wealth of interesting ideas advanced at a conference of major Western 
specialists held on the fiftieth anniversary of the revolution. I. Deutscher, 
The Unfinished Revolution: 1917-1967 (Oxford 1967) is an extremely thought- 
provoking overview published in that year. 

Chapter 8: Civil war and the consolidation of Bolshevik power 
(1918-1928) 

The fundamental work here is E. H. Carr's fourteen-volume History of Soviet 
Russia (London 1950-78), two volumes of which were written in 
collaboration with R. W. Davies. After completing the work Carr provided 
an admirably concise one-volume introduction. The Russian Revolution: From 
Lenin to Stalin (1917-1929) (London 1979). 

Much of the best work on the period revolves around the explanation 
for the Bolsheviks' increasing reliance upon coercion of the masses in whose 
name they claimed to rule. The liberal view can be approached through 
L. Schapiro, The Origin of the Communist Autocracy (2nd ed., Cambridge, 
Mass. 1977), and J. L. H. Keep, The Russian Revolution: A Study in Mass 
Mobilization (London 1976). The major socialist schools of thought are 
represented by two French scholars, C. Bettelheim, Class Struggles in the 
USSR, 1917-1923 (Brighton 1977), Class Struggles in the USSR, 1923-1930 
(Brighton 1978), and D. Rousset, The Legacy of the Bolshevik Revolution 
(London 1982). 



324 Russia 

More specialist contributions to the debate are: S. A. Smith, Red 
Petrograd. Revolution in the Factories 1917-1918 (Cambridge 1983); R. Service, 
The Bolshevik Party in Revolution. A Study in Organizational Change (London 
1979); P. Corrigan, H. Ramsay, & D. Sayers, Socialist Construction and 
Marxist Theory. Bolshevism and Its Critique (London 1978); R. Medvedev, The 
October Revolution (New York 1979). Two valuable institutional studies are 
G. Leggett, The Cheka: Lenin's Political Police (Oxford 1981), and T. H. Rigby, 
Lenin's Government. Sovnarkom 1917-1922 (Cambridge 1979). 

On the formative first year of Soviet foreign policy, see R. Debbo, 
Revolution and Survival: The Foreign Policy of Soviet Russia 1917-1918 
(Liverpool 1979). A useful introduction to the Civil War is D. Footman, Civil 
War in Russia (London 1961), while O. H. Radkey, The Unknown Civil War in 
South Russia. A Study of the Green Movement in the Tambov Region, 1920-21 
(Stanford, Calif. 1976) conveys an idea of its complexity. On Kronstadt, see 
P. Avrich, Kronstadt 1921 (Princeton 1970). Bolshevik policy towards the 
national minorities is dealt with by R. Pipes, The Formation of the Soviet Union: 
Communism and Nationalism, 1917-1923 (Cambridge, Mass. 1964), and H. 
Carrere d'Encausse's work in the field informs the best parts of her Lenin: 
Revolution and Power (London 1982). 

The most lucid economic history is A. Nove, An Economic History of the 
USSR (rev. edn London 1982), while of the large bibliography on the 
political struggles and economic debates of the 1920s, the following are 
particularly valuable: M. Lewin's very readable Lenin's Last Struggle 
(London 1975); S. Cohen, Bukharin and the Bolshevik Revolution: A Political 
Biography, 1888-1938 (Princeton 1974); R. C. Tucker, Stalin as Revolutionary 
(1879-1929) (New York 1973); R. B. Day, Leon Trotsky and the Politics of 
Economic Isolation (Cambridge 1973); M. Lewin, Political Undercurrents in 
Soviet Economic Debates (London 1975). A thoughtful discussion is provided 
by Mary McAuley, Politics and the Soviet Union (London 1977). 

Rural development under NEP is succinctly summarized in the first 
part of R. W. Davies, The Socialist Offensive. The Collectivization of Soviet 
Agriculture 1929-1930 (London 1980). See also D. J. Male, Russian Peasant 
Organization before Collectivization (Cambridge 1971). 

Various aspects of social development are explored in R. Pethybridge, 
The Social Prelude to Stalinism (London 1974) and S. Fitzpatrick, Education and 
Social Mobility in the Soviet Union, 1921-1934 (Cambridge 1979). On cultural 
policy see S. Fitzpatrick, The Commissariat of Enlightenment (Cambridge 
1970), and for an introduction to the literature of the period see the 
collection of essays by Max Hayward, Writers in Russia, 1917-78 (London 
1983). 

Chapter 9: Stalin's revolution from above (1928-1941) 

A sound point of departure is J. F. Hough and M. Fainsod, How Russia is 
Governed (Cambridge, Mass. 1979). A particularly rich collection of essays is 
R. C. Tucker, ed., Stalinism: Essays in Historical Interpretation (New York 
1977), and there are several valuable contributions to T. H. Rigby et al., eds. 
Authority, Power and Policy in the USSR (London 1982). 

The economic upheaval of the period is skilfully traced in A. Nove, An 



Bibliography 325 

Economic History of the USSR (rev. ed. London 1982). The debate over the 
mechanics of the First Five-Year Plan is summarized in M. Ellman, 'Did the 
Agricultural Surplus Provide the Resources for the Increase in Investment 
in the USSR during the First Five Year Plan?', Economic Journal, 85 (1975), 
844-63. On the Second and Third Five-Year Plans, E. Zaleski, Stalinist 
Planning for Economic Growth (London 1980) is useful though unwieldy. 

For collectivization, see the two volumes by R. W. Davies, The Socialist 
Offensive. The Collectivization of Soviet Agriculture 1929-1930 (London 1980), 
and The Soviet Collective Farm, 1929-1930 (London 1980), M. Lewin, Russian 
Peasants and Soviet Power (London 1968), and the invaluable article on 'taking 
grain' by Lewin in C. Abramsky & B. J. Williams, eds. Essays in Honour of 
E. H. Carr (London 1974) pp. 281-323. An extremely thought-provoking 
discussion of the relationship between collectivization and labour 
mobilization, both forced and free, is S. Swianiewicz, Forced Labour and 
Economic Development. An Enquiry into the Experience of Soviet Industrialization 
(Oxford 1965). The horrors of the camps can be glimpsed through 
R. Conquest, Kolyma. The Arctic Death Camps (London 1978), and of course 
the works of Alexander Solzhenitsyn, above all The Gulag Archipelago 
(London 1974-78). The grim business of counting heads is tackled most 
judiciously by S. Wheatcroft, 'Towards a Thorough Analysis of Soviet 
Forced Labour Statistics', Soviet Studies, 35 (1983), 223-37. 

The pioneering and still the best dissident Soviet work on the Terror is 
R. Medvedev, Let History Judge. The Origins and Consequences of Stalinism 
(London 1972). The best-known account in the West is R. Conquest, The 
Great Terror. Stalin's Purge of the Thirties (London 1973). Interesting 
suggestions on the dynamics of the Great Terror of 1936-38 are contained in 
K. E. Bailes, Technology and Society under Lenin and Stalin: Origins of the Soviet 
Technical Intelligentsia 1917-1941 (Princeton 1978); Mary McAuley, Politics 
and the Soviet Union (London 1977); A. W. Gouldner, 'Stalinism: A Study of 
Internal Colonialism', Telos, 34 (1977-78), 5-48; and G. Rittersporn, 'Stalin 
in 1938: Political Defeat Behind the Rhetorical Apotheosis', Telos, 46 (1980- 
81), 6-42. 

On the working class, see S. Schwartz, Labour in the Soviet Union (New 
York 1952), although it is likely to be superseded by John Barber's 
forthcoming study. The experience of white-collar specialists in the 
economy is treated by N. Lampert, The Technical Intelligentsia and the Soviet 
State. A Study of Soviet Managers and Technicians 1928-1935 (London 1979) 
and Bailes, op. cit. For the wider process of upward mobility see 
S. Fitzpatrick, Education and Social Mobility in the Soviet Union, 1921-1934 
(Cambridge 1979). 

A sparkling collection of essays on the 'cultural revolution' is 
S. Fitzpatrick, ed.. Cultural Revolution in Russia, 1928-31 (Bloomington, Ind. 
& London 1978). A lucid analysis of events on the 'historical front' is J. 
Barber, Soviet Historians in Crisis, 1928-32 (London 1981). Two original 
treatments of cultural developments later in the decade are K. Clark, The 
Soviet Novel. History as Ritual (Chicago & London 1981) and V. Dunham, In 
Stalin's Time: Middle Class Values in Soviet Fiction (Cambridge 1976). 

Two valuable recent works on Soviet foreign policy in the period are 
E. H. Carr, The Twilight of Comintern, 1930-1935 (London 1982) and J. 
Haslam, Soviet Foreign Policy, 1930-1933 (London 1984). 



326 Russia 

Chapter 10: World War and Cold War (1941-1953) 

By far the most authoritative Western account is John Erickson's two- 
volume history, Stalin's War With Germany. The Road to Stalingrad (London 
1975) and The Road to Berlin (London 1983). The remarkable annotated 
bibliography is the starting-point for any detailed study of the military 
record. A less demanding introduction is the series of essays in 
J. F. Dunnigan, ed.. The Russian Front. Germany's War in the East, 1941-45 
(London 1978). The view handed down to successive generations of Soviet 
schoolchildren is presented in G. Lyons, The Russian Version of the Second 
World War (London 1976). A fascinating account of wartime Russia is 
A. Werth, Russia at War, 1941-1945 (London 1964). On the mass deportation 
of minority nationalities see A. M. Nekrich, The Punished Peoples. The 
Deportation and Fate of Soviet Minorities at the End of the Second World War 
(New York 1978). 

Not surprisingly, studies of Soviet foreign policy in the 1940s and early 
1950s are much less common than works contributing to the controversy 
over the degree of American responsibility for the Cold War. On wartime 
diplomacy, V. Mastny, Russia's Road to the Cold War: Diplomacy, Warfare and 
the Politics of Communism 1941-1945 (New York 1979) is judicious. 
T. W. Wolfe, Soviet Power and Europe 1945-1970 (Baltimore & London 1970) 
is particularly valuable on post-war military development. Three works 
which attempt to reconstruct post-war factional disputes and to relate them 
to foreign and domestic policy issues are: W. O. McCagg, Jr, Stalin Embattled 
1943-1948 (Detroit 1978); W. G. Hahn, Postwar Soviet Politics. The Fall of 
Zhdanov and the Defeat of Moderation, 1946-53 (Ithaca, N.Y. & London 1982); 
G. D. Ra'anan, International Policy Formation in the USSR. Factional 'Debates' 
During the Zhdanovshchina (Hamden, Conn. 1983). Though neither entirely 
convincing nor mutually compatible they represent painstaking efforts to 
grapple with the inadequate evidence available. Much of our knowledge of 
high politics in the period comes from the memoirs of Tito's envoy, M. 
Djilas, Conversations with Stalin (London 1962) and those of Khrushchev, 
Khrushchev Remembers (London 1971). 

For the problems of economic mobilization and post-war 
reconstruction see E. Zaleski, Stalinist Planning for Economic Growth (London 
1980) , A. Nove, An Economic History of the USSR (rev. edn London 1982), and 
R. Munting, The Economic Development of the USSR (London & Canberra 
1982). T. Dunmore, The Stalinist Command Economy. The Soviet State 
Apparatus and Economic Policy, 1945-53 (London 1980) is a very useful 
corrective to conventional images of the 'command economy'. 

Both K. Clark, The Soviet Novel. History as Ritual (Chicago & London 
1981) , and V. S. Dunham, In Stalin's Time: Middle Class Values in Soviet Fiction 
(Cambridge 1976), examine the changing ethos of the upper echelons of 
Soviet society. The most absurd features of the post-war cultural 
atmosphere are brought out in D. T. Joravsky, The Lysenko Affair 
(Cambridge, Mass. 1970). Its tragic aspect is captured in E. Mossman, ed., 
The Correspondence of Boris Pasternak and Olga Freidenberg, 1910-1954 (London 
1982) . 



Bibliography 327 

Chapters 11 & 12: Stabilization under Khrushchev and Brezhnev; 
Epilogue 

A readable introduction to the post-Stalin period is A. Nove, Stalinism and 
After (London 1975). Two useful biographies of Khrushchev are 
E. Crankshaw, Khrushchev: A Biography (London 1968) and R. Medvedev, 
Khrushchev (Oxford 1982), while G. W. Breslauer, Khrushchev and Brezhnevas 
Leaders: Building Authority in Soviet Politics (London 1982) presents a 
suggestive comparison. The most judicious of the spate of books that met 
Andropov's accession was Zh. Medvedev, Andropov (Oxford 1983). 

On the economy, in addition to Nove's general history, see his The 
Soviet Economic System (London 1977), and R. Munting, The Economic 
Development of the USSR (London & Canberra 1982). An alarmist but 
readable view is given by M. I. Goldman, USSR in Crisis. The Failure of an 
Economic System (New York 1983). H. G. Shaffer, ed., Soviet Agriculture. An 
Assessment of its Contribution to Economic Development (New York & London 
1977) contains several stimulating pieces on the problems and 
achievements of Soviet agriculture, while there is much colourful material 
on the 'second economy' in K. M. Simis, USSR: Secrets of a Corrupt Society 
(London 1982). 

The rise in living standards is charted in V. George and N. Manning, 
Socialism, Social Welfare and the Soviet Union (London 1980). Two significant 
works on equality and social mobility are D. Lane, The End of Social 
Inequality? (London 1982), and W. D. Connor, Socialism, Politics and Equality. 
Hierarchy and Change in Eastern Europe and the USSR (Columbia, Mo. 1979). A 
sound basis for studying the questions of religion and nationality is 
provided by A. L. Brown et al., eds, Cambridge Encyclopedia of Russia and the 
Soviet Union (Cambridge 1982). The best single-volume analysis of 
contemporary Soviet society is B. Kerblay, Modern Soviet Society (London 
1983), which should be supplemented with M. McCauley, ed.. The Soviet 
Union After Brezhnev (London 1983). 

On foreign policy, a solid introduction is provided by J. L. Nogee and 
R. H. Donaldson, Soviet Foreign Policy Since World War II (New York 1981). A 
more readable discussion of the later period is R. Edmonds, Soviet Foreign 
Policy: The Brezhnev Years (Oxford 1983). There is an excellent collection of 
essays in S. Bialer, ed.. The Domestic Context of Soviet Foreign Policy 
(Boulder, Colo. & London 1981), and an outstanding discussion of the 
development of Soviet military power and policy since the war by D. 
Holloway, The Soviet Union and the Arms Race (New Haven, Conn. 1983). 

Among the interpretative studies of contemporary Soviet politics, 
some of the most suggestive and original are: J. Hough and M. Fainsod, 
How Russia is Governed (Cambridge, Mass. 1979); J. F. Hough, Soviet 
Leadership in Transition (Washington 1980); S. Bialer, Stalin's Successors 
(Cambridge 1980); Mary McAuley, Politics and the Soviet Union (London 
1977); V. Zaslavsky, The Neo-Stalinist State. Class, Ethnicity, and Consensus in 
Soviet Society (New York 1982). Two useful collections of essays are 
T. H. Rigby etal.f eds. Authority, Power and Policy in the USSR (London 1982), 
and A. Brown and M. Kaser, eds. The Soviet Union Since the Fall of Khrushchev 
(London 1978). R. J. Hill and Peter Frank, The Soviet Communist Party 
(London 1980) offers an admirably concise portrait of the Party, while the 



328 Russia 

full text of all four Soviet Constitutions, together with a lucid commentary, 
is provided by A. L. Unger, Constitutional Development in the USSR (London 
1981). 

A useful starting-point on Soviet culture since Stalin is M. Hayward, 
Writers in Russia, 1917-78 (London 1983), which includes a particularly 
valuable discussion of the decline of 'socialist realism'. On the dissident 
movement, see P. Reddaway, ed.. Uncensored Russia: The Human Rights 
Movement in the Soviet Union (London 1982). The courage and dignity of 
many of the dissidents is powerfully conveyed in P. G. Grigorenko, 
Memoirs (London 1983), while the early novels of Solzhenitsyn remain the 
supreme expression of dissident moral fury. 



Index 

Afghanistan, 292, 293 
agriculture, 3 

in Kiev, 1, 3, 5 
and Mongols, 8, 10 
in Muscovy, 22 
in Imperial Russia, 48, 56, 64-5, 

81, 103, 105-7, 129-31, 153- 
4, 173 

in USSR, 196, 202-3, 211, 216, 
254, 270-1 

since Stalin, 282, 303, 304-5 
see also serfdom. Emancipation, 

collectivization 
Aitmatov, C., 295 
Akhmatova, A. A., 242, 275 
Albania, 260 
alcohol, 48, 153, 309 
Alekseev, General M. V., 159,164 
Alexander I, Tsar 

and domestic affairs, 50, 53, 58, 
64 

and foreign affairs, 41-3, 51 
Alexander II, Tsar 

and domestic affairs, 80, 91-2, 94 
and Emancipation, 71-5 

Alexander III, Tsar, 94-5, 96, 99, 
102, 111 

Alexander Nevsky, Prince, 9 
Alexandra Fyodorovna, Tsaritsa, 

136-8, 154, 191 
Alexis, Tsar, 16, 35, 36, 38 
Allies 

in 1917,166, 169, 182 

and World War II, 252, 256, 257- 
8, 261 

and Cold War, 257-68 passim 

see also foreign intervention, 
NATO 

anarchism, anarchists, 176, 197, 200 
Andropov, I. V., 279, 280, 301, 311 
Andrusovo, Treaty of, 16 
Angola, 292 
Anne, Tsarina, 40, 50 
antisemitism. 111, 125, 132, 276, 

294, 311 
aristocracy see boyars, nobility 
Armenia, Armenians, 100, 111, 

310-11 
Army 

Muscovite, 18, 20, 25, 28, 33-4, 
47 

Imperial, 47, 49, 51, 52 
post-Emancipation, 73, 80, 99, 

103,119, 123, 126 
and World War I, 133,148-9, 

150-2, 155 
in 1917, 158-87 passim 

Red (to 1945), xii, 191,194-6, 
197, 199, 200, 202, 212, 225, 
238, 245 

and World War II, 248-61 
passim 

Soviet (since 1945), 261, 268, 274, 
289, 294-5,300,301 

Assembly of the Land see Zemsky 

sobor 



330 Index 

Astrakhan, 13, 24, 25 
Austerlitz, battle of, 41 
Austria, Austria-Hungary 

and Muscovy, 14 
and Russian Empire, 40, 41, 43, 

45, 80, 93, 99, 145 
and World War I, 146-9 passim 

and World War II, 258 
Azef, E. F., 144 

Babel, I. E., 209 
Baku, 110 
Bakunin, M. A., 90, 177 
Balkans 

Austro-Russian tension over, 43- 
5, 93, 99,146-9 

after World War II, 259, 263 
Baltic Region 

and Kiev, 5 
and Muscovy, 13 
and Russian Empire, 40, 111 
in 1917,176 
and USSR, 191, 260, 272-3, 286 

banks, banking, 78, 81,100,138, 
153,177,192 

Noble Land Bank, 103 
Nobles' Bank, 56 
Peasant Bank, 106, 129 
State Loan Bank, 56 

Bashkirs, 61 
Basil II, Grand Prince, 11 
Basil III, Grand Prince, 13, 17,18, 

22 
Belgium, 49,113, 262 
Belinsky, V. G., 65 
Belorussia, Belorussians, 9, 204, 

246, 254 
Benes, E., 262 
Beria, L. P., 239, 268, 276-7, 278 
Berlin, Congress of, 93 
Bessarabia, 191, 246, 272-3 
Bismarck, Prince O. von, 99 
'Black Repartition', 91,112 
Blok, A. A., 144 
Bloody Sunday (1905), 120 
Bogdanov, A. A., 145, 209 

Bolotnikov, 1.1., 30 
Bolsheviks, Bolshevism, 84 

to 1905,114-18,124 
1905-17,140,144-6,156-7 
in 1917, 158,167, 168,171, 175, 

176-87,194-5, 313 
see also Communist Party, Social 

Democratic Labour Party 
Borodino, battle of, 43 
bourgeoisie see business 

community, merchants, 
middle class, townsmen 

boyars, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 20-2, 23, 24, 
24-5, 31 

see also Duma, Boyars', nobility 
Brest-Litovsk, Treaty of, 189, 197 
Brezhnev, L. I., 279, 280, 282, 284, 

285, 300-1, 302 
Britain 

and Russian Empire, 43-5, 49, 
93, 113, 119,148 

in 1917,168-9 
and USSR, 207, 213, 244-8 

passim, 252, 256, 258, 259, 
260, 262, 264 

and revolutionaries, 85, 87,113, 
115 

see also Allies, England, foreign 
intervention 

Brusilov, General A. A., 150 
Bukharin, N. I., 201, 208, 211, 213- 

14, 216-17, 234, 244 
Bulgakov, M. A., 209 
Bulgaria, 147, 251, 258, 262, 263 
Bulygin, A. G., 122 
bureaucracy 

Muscovite, 18, 22, 23, 31, 34-5 
Imperial, 47-8, 52, 57-9, 74, 77, 

99, 102-3 
in 1917,163, 164,193 
Soviet, xi, 194,199, 200, 212, 223- 

4, 234, 236-8, 269, 280, 284, 
297-302, 309 

see also local government 
business community, 82-3, 101-2, 

120, 122-3,124, 138-9, 140, 



Index 331 

152-3, 155,156, 173, 181,182, 
192 

see also merchants, townsmen 
Byzantine contacts and influence, 

5-6, 6-7, 8, 18 

calendar, 43, 63, 189 
Catherine I, Tsarina, 50 
Catherine II (the Great), Tsarina 

and domestic affairs, 47, 50, 53, 
56, 57, 58, 59, 63, 64 

and foreign affairs, 40-1 
Catholic Church, Catholics, 5, 6, 

13, 36, 261 
Caucasus, 40, 41, 43, 92, 100, 176, 

197, 204, 251, 254, 273 
censorship 

Imperial, 64, 66, 76, 79-80, 82, 
102,124 

in 1917, 165 
Soviet, 200, 209, 239, 254, 269, 

274, 282, 295-7 
Central Asia, 273, 286, 293, 303 
Central Committee of the 

Communist (Bolshevik) Party 
before October Revolution, 145, 

177, 179-80,184, 185 
under Lenin and Stalin, 200, 206, 

212, 224, 232, 236, 238, 241, 
242, 269 

since Stalin, 278, 279-80, 283, 
287, 300-1 

Chamberlain, N., 245 
Cheka see secret police 
Chekhov, A. P., 101 
Chernenko, K. U., 279, 280, 301 
Chernov, V. M., 118,157, 168, 175, 

177,180, 182 
Chernyshevsky, N. G., 78, 86, 

87 
Chiang Kai-shek, 213 
Chicherin, G. V., 189, 244 
China, Chinese, 93, 119, 213, 216, 

259, 266-7 
Sino-Soviet dispute, 292-3 

Christianity see individual Churches 

Churchill, W. S., 256, 259 
Civil War, 187, 189-92, 194-5,196- 

7, 198, 201, 209 
clergy, 7, 19, 24, 36, 50,108,164-5, 

226 
see also Orthodox Church 

climate, 3, 22 
Cold War, 256-68, 274 
collective farms, 211, 226-8, 270, 

282, 284, 286, 287, 299, 304-5 
collectivization of agriculture, 196, 

224-9, 237, 273 
Comecon, 290, 292, 308 
Cominform, 263, 266 
Comintern see International, Third 

Communist 
Committees of Poor Peasants, 196, 

224 
commune, peasant 

in Muscovy, 28-9 
in Imperial Russia, 61, 69-70, 

106,107,123, 129-31,164 
in USSR, 196, 225, 226 
in thought of Slavophiles and 

populists, 67, 88, 112,118 
Communist Party, xi 

post-revolutionary changes in, 
200-1,205,210-11 

in 1930s, 221 
in 1940s, 269 
since Stalin, xi, 297-9 
Congresses of, 202-5, 229, 238, 

277, 279, 283, 297-8 
membership and recruitment 

policy of, 197, 206, 232, 236, 
239, 254, 272, 274, 287 

purges of, 206, 236, 237-9 
Secretariat, General Secretary of, 

201, 205-6, 212-13, 300 
see also Bolsheviks, Central 

Committee, Opposition 
Constantinople, 3, 5, 6, 7, 18, 44, 

146, 166 
Constituent Assembly, 122, 163, 

165, 170, 174, 175, 184,186 
meeting of, 192 



332 Index 

Constitution 
demands and proposals for, 76- 

7, 79, 94 
RSFSR (1918), 193 
USSR (1924), 204 
USSR (1936), 232 
USSR (1977), 299 

Cossacks, 16, 47, 48, 61-2,159,197 
Crimea, Crimean Tatars 

and Muscovy, 13,14, 16, 25, 26, 
34 

and Empire, 40-1, 48,100 
and USSR, 273, 311 

Crimean War, 43-5, 47, 49, 51, 73, 
77 

Crusades, 7 
Cuba, 290, 291-2 
'cultural revolution', Soviet, 239-43 
Czechoslovak Legion, 189 
Czechoslovakia, Czechs, 145, 252, 

258, 262, 263, 264, 291 

Decembrists, 66, 89 
defence budget, Soviet, 230, 268, 

305-6, 308 
destalinization, 279-80, 282, 295, 

296 
dissidents, 294, 311 
Dmitrii Donskoi, Grand Prince, 11, 

254 
Dmitrii I, 'false Dmitrii I', 15 
Dmitrii II, 'false Dimitrii II', 15 
Dnieper Dam, 218, 254-5 
Dobroliubov, N. A., 87 
Dostoevsky, F. M., 64, 84, 89 
Duma, Boyars', 20, 32, 50 
Duma, State 

established, 122,124, 126-8 
First, 127 
Second, 127,131 
Third, 131-5 
Fourth, 135, 138, 149, 152, 155, 

156 
in 1917, 159,160, 162-4, 181 

dumy, municipal, 83, 126, 139,155, 
164,192 

Durnovo, P. N., 133, 134,148 

education 
Imperial, 58, 59, 63,101,102-3, 

132, 143 
Soviet, 193, 219, 234-5, 236, 238, 

240-1, 243 
since Stalin, 285, 286, 297, 303-4, 

308, 309, 310 
see also universities 

Egypt, 292 
Eisenstein, S. M., 275 
Elizabeth, Tsarina, 40, 63 
Emancipation, of serfs, 68-77, 89 

and redemption payments, 94, 
106,123 

Emancipation of Labour Group, 112 
England, 5, 31 

see also Britain 
Estonia, 246, 251, 273, 311 

see also Baltic region 
Ethiopia, 292 

factory committees, workers' 
control 

in 1917,164, 171, 173, 178,186 
after October Revolution, 197- 

200 
famine, 22, 26 

1601-3, 15, 26 
1891-2,101-2 
1921-2, 203 
1932-3,226 

Filaret, Patriarch, 35, 36 
Finland, Finns, 41, 111, 128,132, 

176,184, 191, 246, 259 
First World War see World War I 
Five-Year Plans see planning 
foreign intervention, 189-91 

memories of, 210, 234, 243, 262 
foreign investment, loans 

and Imperial Russia, 48, 96-8, 
99,126,138 

and USSR, 191, 207, 219, 259 
France, French, 

and Imperial Russia, 40, 41-5, 49, 



Index 333 

53, 64, 73, 80, 87, 93, 98, 99, 
126, 129,148-9 

in 1917,168-9 
and USSR, 207, 213, 244, 245, 

246, 247, 256, 259, 262, 263, 
264 

see also Allies, foreign 
intervention 

Frederick II, King of Prussia, 40 
Freidenberg, O., 275 
Fyodor I, Tsar, 15, 35 

Gapon, Father G. A., 120 
gentry see nobility 
Georgia, Georgians, 41,108, 111, 

117, 204, 238, 310-11 
German Social Democratic Party 

(SPD), 113, 116, 146, 169, 244 
Germany, Germans 

and Kiev, 8 
and Imperial Russia, 43, 99 
and World War I, 146-9, 150, 

168,181 
and USSR 

inter-war period, 188, 189, 191, 
192,197, 207, 219, 238, 
240-7 passim 

and World War II, 248-61 
passim 

East (GDR), 264, 291 
West (FRG), 264, 267, 291 

Godunov, Boris, Tsar, 15 
Gogol, N. V., 66 
Golden Horde see Mongols 
Golitsyn, Prince V. V., 39 
Golovnin, A. V., 80 
Gorbachev, M. S., 300 
Goremykin, 127,136 
Gorky, M., 144, 242 
Gosplan see planning 
Great Patriotic War see World War II 
Great Reforms, 68-85 
Great Terror, 222, 232, 234, 236-9, 

243, 253, 279 
Greece, 43, 259, 262, 263 
Grigorenko, General P. G., 311 

Guchkov, A. I., 133, 134,135,138, 
149, 155,166 

Helsinki Agreements, 291 
Herberstein, Baron S. von, 17-18, 

20 
Herzen, A. I., 67, 85, 87, 88, 89 
Hiroshima, 252, 257-8 
Hitler, A., 244-60 passim, 273 
Holland, Dutch, 30, 168-9, 264 
Holy Alliance, 43 
Holy Synod, 49, 94,126 
Hungary, Hungarians, 8, 43, 251, 

258, 259, 262, 263, 279, 291, 306 

India, 51, 266, 292 
Indo-China, 267 

see also Vietnam 
Indonesia, 266 
industrialization, industry 

Imperial, 48, 81, 96-9, 109-10, 
138-9, 152-3 

Soviet 
nationalization of, 192, 202, 

203, 221, 273 
post-revolution collapse and 

recovery of, 198, 202-4 
1920s policy debates on, 206-9 
and 'revolution from above', 

218-23, 228, 231-2 
and World War II, 253 
post-war reconstruction of, 

267-8 
expansion of since Stalin, 282- 

3 
recent slowdown in growth of, 

303, 305-8 
see also planning 

industrialists see business 
community 

intelligentsia 
pre-revolutionary, 64-7, 101, 

143-4, 146 
Soviet, 235, 236 
Soviet cultural, 209-10, 239-43 
see also revolutionary 



334 Index 

intelligentsia - contd. 
intelligentsia, white-collar 
workers 

International 
First Socialist, 87 
Second Socialist, 145,157 
Third Communist (Comintern), 

191,216, 244-5,259 
Iran, Persia, 31, 41, 43, 45,119, 262 
Iskra (The Spark), 113,116 
Islam, Muslims, 5, 36,176, 273, 293, 

303, 310-11 
Israel, 276, 292, 294 
Italy, 41,148, 169, 256, 262, 263 
Ivan III (the Great), Grand Prince, 

11-12,17,18, 19, 22, 24, 25, 27 
Ivan IV (the Terrible), Tsar 

and domestic affairs, 20, 23-6, 
27, 30-5 passim 

and foreign affairs, 13-15, 243 
Ivan V, Tsar, 16 
Ivanov, General N. I., 159,163 
Izvestiia, 181 

Japan 
and Imperial Russia, 119,122, 

148 
and USSR, 244, 245, 251, 252, 

257, 266, 267, 293 
see also foreign intervention 

Jassy, Treaty of, 41 
Jews, Judaism, 5, 100, 111, 117, 289, 

294, 311 
see also antisemitism 

Joachim, Patriarch, 35 
Joseph of Volokolamsk, Abbot, 

Josephites, 6,19-20, 24 
judiciary, legal system 

Muscovite, 23-4 
Imperial, 57-8, 59, 70, 77, 79, 80, 

82, 92, 95 
Soviet, 193, 238, 240-1, 298 

Kadets, (Constitutional-Democratic 
Party) 

foundation of and in First Duma, 
123, 124-5,127 

in Second Duma, 131 
in Third Duma, 133,139 
in Fourth Duma, 139-41,155-6 
in 1917,158, 163-4,175, 176,179, 

182,183 
after October 1917, 193 
see also liberalism. Provisional 

Government 
Kamenev, L. B., 183,184, 212-13, 

234 
Karakozov, D. V., 80 
Karamzin, N. M., 63 
Katkov, M. N., 84 
Kazakhstan, 282 
Kazan, 13, 24, 25 
Kerensky, A. F., 140, 164, 169,177, 

182-3, 184-5,187 
KGB see secret police 
Khabalov, General S. S., 159 
Khazars, 3, 5 
Khrushchev, N. S. 

and domestic affairs, 238, 271, 
273, 277-86 passim, 296-305 
passim, 310 

and foreign affairs, 279, 290, 291, 
300 

Kiev (city and province), 81, 251 
Kiev, Grand Principality of, 3-4, 7, 

8, 13, 22 
Kirov, S. M., 237 
Kiselev, P. D., 61 
Kokovtsov, V. N., 120, 136,138 
Kollontai, A. M., 209 
Kolokol, (The Bell), 87 
Komsomol, Communist Youth 

League, 209, 225, 232, 235, 238, 
240,297 

Konovalov, A. I., 139, 140,155 
Korea, 119, 266-7 
Kornilov, General L. G., 182-4 
Kosygin, A. N., 300 
Kronstadt, 124, 159,179,183, 202, 

204, 205 
Kuchuk Kainardzhi, Treaty of, 41 



Index 335 

'kulaks', 196, 204, 208-9, 213, 223- 

9, 273 

see also peasants 

Kulikovo, battle of, 11 

Kursk, battle of, 251 

Kutuzov, Marshal M. I., 42-3, 254 

labour camps, 199, 221, 228-9, 238, 

269, 274, 279, 280 

labour legislation 

Imperial, 78, 101, 110,140 

Soviet, 230-1, 280 

'Land and Liberty', 89, 91 

land captain, 102,132, 135 

Lanskoy, S. S., 74, 78 

Latvia, 111, 246, 251, 273 

Lavrov, P. L., 87 

League of Nations, 244 

League of Struggle for the 

Emancipation of the Working 

Class, 113 

Left Communists, 188, 201 

legal code, 17 

1550, 23-4 

1649, 27, 30-1, 33 

1839, 58 

legal system see judiciary 

Legislative Commission, 50, 55 

Lena goldfields massacre, 141 

Lenin, V. I. 

to 1905, 114-18 

1907-14,145-6 

and World War I, 157 

in 1917,165, 177-81, 184-6 

and Brest-Litovsk, 188-9 

in power 

and foreign affairs, 189,191, 

and domestic affairs, 193, 196, 

197, 198, 201-2, 204, 205, 

206, 209, 212, 301; on 

collectivization, 224 

cult of, 210-11, 254, 279-80, 295 

and Stalin, 204, 206, 207, 211, 

213, 259, 269 

Leningrad, 211, 213, 218, 251, 254, 

263, 276-7, 287 

see also St Petersburg, Petrograd 

liberalism, liberals, 87-8, 101-2, 

105,120,123, 139-41,149, 155 

see also Kadets, Progressive Party, 

Provisional Government 
literacy, 38,174 

literature 

Kievan, 6, 

Muscovite, 38 

Imperial, 63, 65-6, 84,101,144 

Soviet, 208-9, 240-1, 242, 275, 

295-7 

Lithuania, Lithuanians, 8, 9,10,13, 

16, 273, 311 

Litvinov, M. M., 244, 246 

Livonia, 13-14, 24, 26, 246 

local government 

Muscovite, 23-4, 30 

Imperial, 48, 55-6, 57, 58, 70, 76, 

77, 79, 83, 132 

see also bureaucracy, dumy 

(municipal) soviets, zemstva 

Lomonosov, M. V., 63 

Loris-Melikov, General M. T., 93- 

5,122 

Lunacharsky, A. V., 145,193, 209 

Lvov, Prince G. E., 163, 165, 174, 

175 

Lysenko, T. D., 275, 296 

machine-tractor stations (MTS), 

228, 304 

Magnitogorsk, 218, 228-9 

Makarii, Metropolitan, 20 

Makhno, N. I., 197 

Maklakov, N. A., 135 

Maksimovsky, V. N., 205 

Malenkov, G. M., 268, 276-7, 278, 

280, 283, 290, 300 

Manchuria, 119 

Mandelstam, O. E., 209-10 

Mao Zedong, 266, 292 

market, internal 

development of, 22-3, 59, 68, 96, 

138 
breakdown of, 153-4,171-3 



336 Index 

market, internal - contd. 
in Soviet period, 196,199, 202-4, 

215-16 

Marshall Aid, 262-3 

Martov, I. O., 117,157,182, 186 

Marx, K., Marxism, 112-13,115, 

118,161,177, 201, 275-6, 299 

see also Social Democratic Labour 

Party, Bolsheviks, 

Mensheviks 
Mayakovsky, V. V., 209 

Medvedev, R., 311 

Mensheviks, Menshevism 

to 1905, 114-18,123 

1906-14,144-6 

during World War 1,156-7 

in 1917, 158-87 passim 

after October revolution, 191, 

200,204, 233-4 

see also Social Democratic Labour 

Party 

merchants, 11, 24, 25, 31, 59-60, 
192 

mestnichestvo, 22, 32 

Michael I, Tsar, 16, 35 

Michael Alexandrovich, Grand 

Duke, 160 

middle class, professionals, 83-4, 

101-2, 120, 122,140,143-4, 

155, 160 

see also business community, 

specialists, townsmen 

Military Revolutionary Committee 

(MRC), 185-6 

Mikhailovsky, N. K., 87, 88 

Miliukov, P. N. 

1905-17,128, 139, 149,155-6 

in 1917, 159, 160, 163,166-7, 180, 

181 

Miliutin, D. A., 80 

Miliutin, N. A., 78 

minority nationalism see 

nationalism 

Molotov, V. M., 237, 246, 263, 268, 
269, 277, 278 

monasteries, monastic estates, 7, 

19, 20, 22, 25, 28, 35, 36 

Mongolia, 278, 292 

Mongols, 8-11,13, 22 

Moscow and region 

in Muscovy, 17,18, 25, 36, 38 

territorial expansion, 10-16 

in Imperial Russia, 53, 63 

industry in, 100, 109,139,143, 

155 

and invasion of 1812, 42-3 

strikes and revolutionary 

protest in, 122-4 passim, 

143,146 

in 1917,159, 176,178,181,182, 

183,186 

in USSR, 191,197,199, 213, 218, 

251, 258, 287 

Muslims see Islam 

Napoleon I, French Emperor, 41-3, 

51 

NATO (North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization), 264, 267, 268, 

269, 291, 308 

nationalism 

Russian, 80, 84, 93, 111, 204, 243, 

274, 310-11 

of minority nationalities, 110-11, 

123,132, 175-6, 204-5, 280 

and national self- 

determination, 186-7 

and Great Terror, 238 

and World War II, 254 

post-war, 273, 289, 294-5, 310- 

11 
see also individual national 

minorities 

Nationalist Party, 133-4 

Narva, battle of, 51 

navy 

Imperial, 47, 49, 99, 119, 123, 133, 

148,151 

in 1917,159,171 

Soviet, 268, 290 

see also Kronstadt 

Nazi-Soviet Pact, 246-8, 257 



Index 337 

Nechaev, S. G., 89 

NEP (New Economic Policy), 202- 

5, 208-16, 219, 225, 236, 240, 
242 

Nicholas I, Tsar, 43-5, 51, 52, 58, 

64,73 

Nicholas II, Tsar, 96, 99, 102, 111, 

119 

in 1905, 122, 124 

and Duma, 133-4, 135-8 

and World War 1,148-9, 151, 

154, 155 

in 1917, 159-60 

death of, 191 

Nicholas Nicholaevich, Grand 

Duke, 154 

nihilists, nihilism, 86, 113 

Nikon, Patriarch, 35, 37-8 

NKVD see secret police 

nobility 

Muscovite, 18, 24, 27, 30, 32-3 

Imperial, 47, 50, 52-6, 

and Great Reforms, 69-79 passim 

decline and reaction, 94-5,102- 

5, 127, 131,132-3, 135, 154 

abolition of, 192 

see also boyars, pomestie 
nomenklatura, 200, 287 

Northern Union of Russian 

Workers, 82 

Novgorod 

and Kiev, 3, 5, 7, 9 

and Muscovy, 10, 11, 13, 22, 24, 

25 

Novosiltsev, N., 50 

nuclear arms race, 268, 289-90, 305, 

308 

Nystadt, Treaty of, 40 

October Manifesto (1905), 122-3, 

124, 126, 134, 135, 140 

Workers', 205 

oprichnina, oprichniki, 24-5, 26, 31 

Ordzhonikidze, G. K., 237, 239 

Orthodox Church, Orthodoxy 

and Kiev, 5-10 passim, 19 

and Muscovy, 10-11,16, 18,19- 

20, 35-8 

and Imperial Russia, 48-50 

passim, 64, 67, 101,110-11, 
107-8,132 

in 1917, 165, 181 

and USSR, 193, 210, 226, 240-1, 
254, 310-11 

see also clergy 

Osvobozhdenie (Liberation), 102 

Pahlen, P., 53 

Panin, N., 53 

Panslavs, Panslavism, 84, 93 

Paris, Treaty of (1856), 45, 93 

passport system, internal, 229, 230, 

287, 299 

Pasternak, B. L., 209, 242, 275, 296 

Patriarchate, 35, 36, 49, 181, 254 

Paul I, Tsar, 41, 51, 55 

Peasants Union, 119,122,123 

peasants, 6 

and Muscovy, 10, 11, 19, 23, 29- 

30 
and Imperial Russia, 51, 56, 60- 

3, 70, 71, 80-1, 91, 92,105-8, 

123, 129-31 

state peasants, 29, 48, 60-1, 70 

in 1917, 158-87 passim 

and USSR, 186-7,192, 196-7, 

202-3, 211, 215-16, 220-1, 

223-9, 270-1, 284-6 

and private plots, 225, 227-8, 

254, 270, 304 

see also agriculture, 

collectivization, 'kulaks', 

serfdom 

'People's Will', 91, 95, 111 

Persia see Iran 

Peter I (the Great), Tsar, xi, 243 

and domestic affairs, 35, 39, 47, 

48, 49, 50, 51, 55, 57, 58, 59, 

62-3 

and foreign affairs, 15, 16, 40, 50- 

1 
Peter III, Tsar, 50, 51, 55 



338 Index 

Petrashevsky, M. V., Petrashevtsy, 

66, 67, 88 
Petrograd, 153,155, 158-86 passim, 

191,198,199 
see also St Petersburg, Leningrad 

physical setting of Russia, 1-3 
Pilnyak, B. A., 209 
Pioneers, 232, 297 
Pisarev, D. I., 78, 86 
planning, economic 

Gosplan and, 214, 221 
Five-Year Plans 

First, 214-15, 218-19, 223, 229, 
230, 232 

Second, 218-19, 229-30 
Third, 218-19, 239 

in World War I, 268 
post-war, 268-72 
since Stalin, 283, 286, 301-2, 304- 

8 
Plehve, V. K. von., 120 
Plekhanov, G. V., 17,112,113, 117 
Pobedonostsev, K. P., 94 
Pokrovsky, M. N., 242 
Poland, Poles 

and Kiev, 8, 9 
and Muscovy, 13, 15, 16, 34, 35, 

36 
and Imperial Russia, 40, 41, 43, 

45, 53, 60, 78-9, 80, 89,100, 
109, 111, 123, 124, 132,133, 
150,176 

and USSR, 191, 245, 246, 252, 
258-9, 261-3, 272, 279, 291 

Politburo, Presidium, xiii, 200, 
206, 207, 212, 215, 222, 237, 
269, 276, 277, 278, 299, 300-1 

Poltava, battle of, 51 
pomestie, pomeshchiki, 24-8, 32-5, 49 

see also nobility 
population, growth and size of, 47, 

69,109, 254, 283, 303 
populism, populists, 67, 88,112-13 
Potsdam conference, 256, 260 
POWs (prisoners-of-war) 

in World War 1,151 

in World War II, 254, 255, 273-4 
Pravda (Truth), 176, 181, 225, 277 
Preobrazhensky, E. A., 208 
press, 70, 76, 80, 82, 84, 87, 92, 95, 

103-5, 232, 297 
see also censorship and individual 

newspapers 

privilege, in USSR, 236, 272, 286, 
308 

Progressive Party, 139-41 
Prokofiev, S. S., 275 
proletariat see workers 
Provisional Government, 163-87 

passim, 192,193 
Prussia, 40, 41, 45, 51, 80, 81, 87, 

93, 149 
Pugachev, E. I., Pugachev 

rebellion, 53, 61-2, 64, 67 
Pushkin, A. S., xii, 63, 66 

Radishchev, A. D., 64, 67 
railways 

in Imperial Russia, 73, 81, 96, 98, 
122,123,148,149, 153 

in 1917,163, 171-2 
in USSR, 202, 218 

Rasputin, G. E., 136-8, 154-5 
Razin, S. T., 30, 38 
Red Guards, 184 
Repin, I. E., 101 
Reutern, M. K., 81 
revolution 

of 1905, 95,101,117,119-25 
of 1917, xii, 151,158-87 

February, 154, 156,158-64 
April days, 166 
July days, 179-81 
October, 158,184-7,188 

revolutionary intelligentsia, 78, 79, 
84-91,111-19, 161 

see also Social Democratic Labour 
Party, Socialist 
Revolutionaries 

Riga, 182 
rivers, importance of, 1,10-11 
Rodzianko, M. V., 159-60 



Index 339 

Romania, 43,150, 245, 246, 251, 
258, 259, 262, 263 

Romanovs, dynasty, 32, 35, 51,120 
Roosevelt, F. D., 244, 256, 257, 260, 

262 
Rostov-on-Don, 110 
Rurik, dynasty, 5,15, 35 
Russification, 80, 111, 310 
Rykov, A. I., 216-17 

St Petersburg, 53, 58, 63, 75, 76, 77 
foundation of, 40 
industry and commerce in, 60, 

100,109,139 
strikes and revolutionary protest 

in, 66, 78, 82, 91,109, 110, 
120-4 passim, 143,146 

see also Petrograd, Leningrad 
Sakharov, A. N., 311 
SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talks), 290, 293 
San Stefano, Treaty of, 93 
Sazonov, S. D., 149 
sea, outlets to, 3, 16, 40, 48, 50, 59, 

146,150 
'second economy', 309 
Second World War see World War II 
secret police 

Imperial, 58, 71, 80, 99,144 
Soviet, 193,194,197, 200, 212, 

213, 221-2, 228-9,230, 237- 
9, 243, 261, 269, 272, 274, 
278, 279, 280, 301, 311 

secularization, 38-9, 64 
Senate, 40, 48 
Serbia, 146-9 
serfdom, 24-31, 28, 52, 56, 60-1, 65 

see also Emancipation, peasants 
Serno-Solovievich, N. A., 78 
Sevastopol, 45, 251 
Shakhty trial, 216, 233, 235, 239 
Shidlovsky Commission, 120,123 
Sholokhov, M. A., 242 
Short Course on the History of the 

CPSU (b), 243, 274, 295 
Shostakovich, D. D,, 275 

Shuvalov, P. A., 80 
Siberia, 13,129,141,197, 216, 273, 

282, 283 
exiles in, 56, 64, 161, 168 

Slavophiles, 66-7,161 
Social Democratic Labour Party 

(RSDLP), Social Democrats, 
113-18, 127, 131, 144-5 

see also Bolsheviks, Mensheviks 
social mobility, in USSR, 286-7, 

309-10 
social welfare, in USSR, 229-30, 

284-6 
'socialism in one country', 207, 240 
socialist realism, 242, 275, 295 
Socialist Revolutionaries (SRs) 

to 1917, 118-19,127,131, 144, 
156-7 

in 1917, 158-87 passim 

after October Revolution, 191, 
192, 197, 200, 204, 233-4 

Left SRs, 186,188,193 
Solzhenitsyn, A. I., 296-7, 311 
Sophia, Regent, 16, 35, 38, 39 
South Yemen, 292 
Sovremennik (The Contemporary), 87 
soviets 

in 1905, 123-4 
in 1917, 160-86 passim 

after 1917, xi, 193-4,197, 200, 
204, 225, 269, 297-9 

Spanish Civil War, 245 
specialists, 'technical intelligentsia', 

198, 209, 216, 230, 233-4, 235- 
6, 239 

Speransky, M. M., 50, 52, 57 
Stakhanov, A., Stakhanovites, 231 
Stalin, J. V., xi 

and domestic affairs 
and power struggle of 1920s, 

204, 206, 207-8, 211, 212- 
14, 216 

and revolution from above, 
222-43 

and post-war period, 267-77 
passim 



340 Index 

Stalin, J. V., - contd. 
and foreign affairs 

and pre-war diplomacy, 213, 
243-7 

and World War II, 248-56 

and Cold War, 256-68, 290 

passim 

and Lenin, 204, 206, 207, 211, 

213, 259, 269 

personality cult of, 222, 231, 269, 
279, 295 

see also destalinization 

Stalingrad, battle of, 251 

State Council, 94, 122,126, 133-4 

state farms, 211, 283, 286, 304 

Stolypin, P. A., Stolypin reform, 

127-35, 148 - 

Straits (Dardanelles and 

Bosphorus), 146, 150 

streltsy, 33-5, 38, 47, 49 

strikes 

in Imperial Russia, 82, 110, 120-4 

passim, 141, 143,153 

in 1917, 158,173, 193 

in USSR, 202, 310 

Struve, P. B., 102 

students see universities 

Sunday School movement, 78 

Suvorov, General A. V., 41, 254 

Sviatopolk-Mirsky, P. D., 120, 
122 

Sweden, Swedes, 8,15, 40, 41, 45, 

47, 53, 168-9 

Syria, 292 

Table of Ranks, 55 

Tannenberg, battle of, 150 

Tatars see Mongols 

taxation, budget 

Muscovite, 17, 28, 33, 34-6 
Imperial, 48, 73, 81, 96-7, 98, 99, 

126,153,173 

see also defence budget 

Tchaikovsky, P. I., 101 

Teheran conference, 256 

Tereshchenko, M. I., 168 

Third World 

Soviet relations with, 291-3 

view of Soviet achievement, 313 

Tilsit, Treaty of, 41 

Time of Troubles, 15-16, 26, 30, 32, 

35, 36, 38 

Tito, J. B., 252, 263, 276 

Tkachev, P. N., 87 

Tolstoy, D. A., 80, 94 

Tolstoy, L. N., 84,143 

Tomsky, M. P., 216 

Totalitarianism', 222-3 

towns, townsmen 

Kievan, 3, 5 

Muscovite, 22-4, 30-1 

Imperial, 47, 56, 57, 59-60 

see also business community, 

merchants, middle class 

trade, foreign 

Kievan, 3, 5, 7 

Muscovite, 31 

Imperial, 48, 59, 60, 81, 96-7, 99, 

153 

Soviet, 211, 219, 228, 291, 308 

see also market, internal 

trade unions 

in Imperial Russia, 122, 123,140, 

141, 143, 146 

in 1917,164, 171, 173,178,186 

in USSR, 198, 200, 205, 211, 215, 

230, 238, 269, 299, 301, 310 

Trepov, General F. F., 91 

Trepov, D. F., 133, 134 

Trotsky, L. D. 

before 1917,116-17, 123, 144, 

145,178 

in 1917,180-5 passim 

as Commissar for Foreign 

Affairs, 188,189 

as Commissar for War, 189,191, 

195, 201-2, 205, 259 

and political struggle of 1920s, 

212-15 

and Great Terror, 234 

Trudovik (Labour) Group, 127,140 

Truman, H. S., 262 



Index 341 

Tsereteli, I. G., 168,177,179,183 

Turgenev, I. S., 84, 86 

Turkey, Ottoman Empire 

and Muscovy, 13-14 

and Imperial Russia, 40-1, 43-4, 

48, 53, 84, 92-3,146, 150 

and USSR, 262, 273 

see also Constantinople 

Tver, 10, 11, 76 

Ukraine, Ukrainians 

and Kiev, 9 

and Muscovy, 13, 16, 36 

and Imperial Russia, 40-1, 48, 60, 

100,108, 109, 111, 117 

in 1917, 176 

and USSR, 189, 196, 197, 204, 

238, 246, 254, 273, 311 

Union of Liberation, 102 

Union of the Russian People, 125 

United Nations Organization (UN), 

260, 266-7 

United States of America (USA) 

and World War I, 169 
1917-39,207, 244 

and World War II, 248, 252 

and Cold War, 256, 258, 259, 260, 

262, 264, 266-7, 276 

since Stalin, 289-93 passim, 308, 

311 

see also Allies, foreign 

intervention, NATO 

universities, higher education, 

students 
in Imperial Russia, 63, 70, 80, 85- 

6, 92, 95, 102, 111, 122, 126, 

141, 143 

in 1917,159, 160, 164-5 

in USSR, 234-5, 236, 240-1, 285, 

310 

Urals, 1, 13, 61, 62, 216, 218, 273, 282 

Valuev, P. A., 78 

Varangians (Vikings), 3 

veche, 7, 22 

Vietnam, 292, 293 

see also Indo-China 

Virgin lands' campaign, 282, 303 

Vladimir I, Grand Prince, 5, 7 

Vladimir Monomakh, Grand 

Prince, 7 

Vladimir-Suzdal, 8,10,11 
Vladivostok, 189 

Vlasov, General A. A., 254 

Volga-Germans, 273 

Voroshilov, Marshal K. E., 268 
votchina, 32 

Voznesensky, A. A., 295 

Voznesensky, N. A., 277 

VSNKh (Supreme Council of the 

National Economy), 192, 198, 

205, 215 

Vyborg District, Petrograd, 158, 177 

Vyshnegradsky, I. A., 106, 107 

War Communism, 201-2, 204, 

205 

War Industry Committees (WIC), 

155-6 

Warsaw Pact, 289, 290, 291, 308 

Westerners, 66-7 
White Armies, 189-92, 195, 197 

white-collar workers, Soviet 

intelligentsia, 234-9, 272, 275, 

286, 287-9, 310 

Witte, Count S. Iu., 98, 103,106, 

122, 127,133, 138, 207 

women, 63, 86, 199, 209, 219, 231, 

286, 303, 309-10 

workers, proletariat 
in Imperial Russia, 82, 91, 100-1, 

108-10,112, 113, 116, 120-4, 

126,141-3,146,153 

in 1917,158-87 passim 

in USSR, 197-200, 215, 229-35, 

253, 268, 271-2, 286, 287, 

299-300, 305-6 

see also factory committees, 
labour legislation, trade 

unions 
World War I, 146-57, 165 
World War II, 246-58, 268, 289, 

293,297 



342 Index 

Yalta conference, 256, 260 
Yaroslav (the Wise), Prince, 7 
Yevtushenko, E. A., 295 
Yezhov, N. I., 222, 239 
Yugoslavia, 252, 258, 260, 263, 276, 

292 

Zasulich, V. I., 91 
Zemsky sobor (Assembly of the 

Land), 16, 24, 31, 32, 33, 
50 

zemstva, 70, 79-81, 92, 101,102, 
105, 107, 120, 126, 127, 132-5 
passim 154, 155, 164,174, 192 

Zhdanov, A. A., 263, 274, 275, 
276-7 

Zhdanovshchina, 274-6, 295 
Zhukov, Marshal G. K., 253, 269 
Zinoviev, G. Y., 184, 212-13, 234 
Zoshchenko, M. M., 274 
Zubatov, S. V., Zubatov unions, 

110,120 



/ 

■ 











THE PRESENT AND THE PAST 

General Editors: The late Michael Crowder, formerly Visiting Professor at the 
Institute of Commonwealth Studies (University of London) and Amherst 
College, Massachusetts, and Editor of History Today; and Juliet Gardiner, 

former Editor of History Today. 

In a famous phrase, Churchill described the Soviet Union as a "riddle wrapped 
in a mystery inside an enigma". In this book, Edward Acton undertakes the 
exhilarating but perilous task of surveying the whole sweep of Russian history 
in order to explain, the Soviet Union as it is today. 

The framework of Russia is chronological, running from the ninth century 
Russian state of Kiev through the rise and fall of Tsarism to the 1917 
Revolution, and from the ordeal of Stalinism to the stabilization of the post-war 
decades. Rather than spreading his coverage evenly across the centuries, 
however. Dr Acton concentrates upon five key themes which are central to an 
understanding of late twentieth-century Soviet society: how Moscow came to 
rule over a territory so vast it now covers one-sixth of the earth's surface; the 
complex ways in which Russia's international setting interacted with her socio¬ 
political development; why it was Russia, the most backward of the European 
Great Powers, that experienced the Revolutionary upheaval of 1917; how this 
backwardness has affected her political, economic, social and cultural develop¬ 
ment since the Revolution; and, finally, how the State has come to the mediate such 
a broad range of human activity. It is this relationship between the Russian 
State and Russian society at large which provides the guiding thread of Dr 
Acton's analysis. 

Edward Acton's forceful and highly readable interpretation of Russian history is 
based on a critical assessment of the great mass of specialist research which has 
recently appeared from Soviet as well as western sources. It is fully illustrated 
with maps and halftones. 

". . . a formidable achievement ... an excellent book, which is a first-rate guide 
to anyone embarking on a study of Russian history or the Soviet Union." 

Journal of Russian Studies 

Dr Acton is Senior Lecturer in History at the University of Manchester. 

Cover photograph: 'Your courage and valour are gratefully honoured by 
posterity' — memorial inscription to the dead of the Russian Revolution and 
civil war, Novosibirsk, Siberia. (Photograph by Edmund Gray.) 

ISBN D-SAP-UR^^-'* 

0-58£-493£3-4 

ftCTON RUSSIA* PRI 9780582493230 22 
LONGMAN IN 01/17/2018 14:19-2 

New-IsxL 
y r OU582"493230' 


